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ABSTRACT

Recent reports have discussed the rapid rate of urbanisation in developing countries, the extent
to which far exceeds the capacity of urban managers to deal with. One key area of concern is
the rate at which rural-urban migration and dislocation of city dwellers relative to the supply
of formal housing, leads to majority of city dwellers resorting to informal settlements.
Regardless of the relevance of these settlements in accommaodating most of the urban citizens
in developing countries, they often receive the least of public expenditure. Hence, informal
settlements lack the right and access to basic infrastructure and services such as water supply,
sewage and drainage, paved roads, lighting and electricity supply, public transport and garbage
disposal. However, the basic forms of these infrastructural facilities and services are inevitable

for human sustenance.

The study was undertaken to examine how infrastructural facilities are provided and managed
in informal settlements in Kumasi. It employed the use of household and physical surveys,
institutional interviews as well as review of documents and reports. Four settlements
representing the categories of informal settlements in the Kumasi Metropolis were selected for
detailed study. The study revealed a mixed level of infrastructural facilities in the settlements,
with reasonably appreciable levels of access to potable water, while access to improved
sanitation and access roads remained poor. Interestingly, there is high access to improved
sanitation in Ohwim, the unauthorised subdivision, emphasising its relatively improved socio-
economic conditions compared to the other categories. It also showed interplay of modes in
providing infrastructure in the settlements including public provision, individuals, community

initiatives and public-private partnerships.

Regardless of the relative poor conditions of infrastructural facilities in the informal
settlements, the study identified willingness to pay and multi-household housing environment
as potentials for improving infrastructural levels. The main challenges identified in
infrastructure provision are insecure tenure, haphazard development and high infrastructural
standards requirements. In order to improve the conditions of infrastructure in informal
settlements, the study recommends the adoption of a revolving fund, as a flexible financing
scheme, to utilise the resources of residents in providing in-built toilet facilities. In addition, it
recommends the recognition and empowerment of residents in controlling physical
development in their settlements as well as a revision of policy regulations to promote

affordable forms of infrastructural facilities.
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CHAPTER ONE
BACKGROUND TO RESEARCH STUDY
1.1 Introduction

The rapid growth of population worldwide which far exceeds the rate of formal sector urban
job creation presents numerous challenges to governments especially in the area of housing.
The United Nations Human Settlements Programme [UN-Habitat] (2010) projects that Africa™s
population will double to about two billion residents in 2050, out of which about 60 percent
will live in cities. Recent studies however suggest that between 40-70 percent of the urban
population in developing countries are currently residents in informal settlements and the trend
shows no signs of slowing down (Sietchiping, 2005; UN-Habitat, 2003a). A recent report by
UN-Habitat (2011) reveals that while there are inadequate legal housing units to accommodate
the increasing human population globally, the problem is particularly severe in developing
countries. In the urban areas, the situation is even now critical as more than half of the world*s
population lives in such areas (Taylor, 2011). In fact, Ghana with an annual housing demand
of 130,000 units, only 42,000 is supplied annually, leaving the deficit to be catered for by the
informal housing/settlements (Afrane & Asamoah, 2011).

Informal settlements (1S) have been identified as the first stopping point for immigrants as they
offer the low cost and only affordable housing that will enable them to accumulate resources
for their eventual consolidation into urban society (UN-Habitat, 2003a). Informal development
positively supports the poor residents of the city; by providing shelter and protection from
warmth and unfriendly weather conditions. According to the UN-Habitat (2006), unplanned
settlements and housing contravening zoning laws with disregard for building codes and
regulations, provide shelter for half of the population in most urban settlements of developing
countries. It is reported that 77 percent of additional houses in Egypt between 1966 and 1976,
53 percent of new houses in Tunisia between 1975 and 1980 can be categorized as informal
(UN-Habitat, 2006). In Ghana, about 45 percent of urban dwellers reside in informal
settlements and it is estimated that this figure will double if effective measures are not
implemented (UN-Habitat, 2009).

Notwithstanding the enormous contributions of informal housing to local development, it poses
numerous challenges as well. Inhabitants of informal houses mostly lack the right and access

to basic infrastructure and services such as water supply, paved roads, sewage and drainage,



electricity, public transport and garbage disposal, which poses health and safety hazards (UN-
Habitat, 2007). The high poverty levels in these informal settlements are often heightened by
the neglect of city authorities to provide them with these basic infrastructural facilities and
services and are consequently ignored and excluded from normal opportunities available to
other urban dwellers (UN-Habitat, 2003a). The low quality of housing and basic infrastructure
and services available to these settlers support the argument that poverty is increasing at
alarming rates in urban areas than it is in rural settlements (Pugh, 1997; Satterthwaite, 2001,
Sietchiping, 2005). Conditions of living in these settlements are remarkably poor as residents
face numerous obstacles to their livelihoods including poor access to basic sanitation and water
supply, solid waste management, safety and security risks and a range of health hazards
(Misselhorn, 2012). This situation holds in many cities in Africa (Satterthwaite, 2011) with

Ghana not being an exception.

Owing to the fact that informal settlements are mostly regarded as illegal by city authorities,
no conscious efforts are made to provide urban infrastructure and services to these areas. The
irony, however, is that these infrastructural facilities are required for human sustenance. In the
absence of government support, residents usually manage by themselves to construct footpaths
which are mostly narrow and earthen (Yu, 2002). The effects of the poor infrastructural
facilities in these settlements are numerous. During the rainy season, such footpaths get easily
eroded, which makes mobility highly risky and inconvenient for settlers. The absence of
sewerage system further intensifies the problem as wastewater and other wastes navigate along
footpaths. Also, due to the lack of transport facilities, the urban poor experience longer
commuting time and cost than middle- and high-income earners (Urban Research Consortium,
1997 cited in Yu, 2002).

The inadequacy in urban management and resources mobilization capacity (institutional
capacity) of city authorities has been identified as one key challenge to infrastructure provision
in human settlements especially informal settlements (Kyessi, 2002; UN-Habitat, 2006). The
high growth of population of cities in developing countries far outstretch the capacity of
institutions in providing infrastructural facilities leading to the concentration of the available
resources on formal settlements to the neglect of informal settlements. The conventional
approach of providing infrastructure from a centralized system has also limited the coverage of
infrastructure in most urban areas in developing countries. Informal settlers adopt myriad of

approaches to supply the inevitable urban services. However, the initial attitude and response



of governments towards the self-help initiative of IS dwellers in infrastructure provision and

management has been that of active hostility or neglect (Kyessi, 2002).

From the foregoing, it can be said that delivery of some basic infrastructural facilities in
informal settlements cannot be overemphasized as they are considered as the melting pot for
different racial groups and cultures. The improvement in the quality of services in these
settlements would improve the quality of life of a substantial proportion of urban residents.
This study therefore focuses on the provision and management of infrastructural facilities in

informal settlements using Kumasi as a case.

1.2 Problem Statement

Kumasi remains one of the fastest growing city in Ghana with an annual growth rate of 5.4
percent (GSS, 2013a). The mix of transportation infrastructure and rapid economic
development of the city has resulted in the migration of the rural poor throughout the country,
especially from the north, in search of job opportunities and better living conditions. There are
also people displaced internally through the redevelopment of residential properties for
commercial and other uses. These phenomena result in the need for more houses which are
often not met. The ultimate result is for these migrants (bridge headers) and displaced to look
at the option of being accommodated in informal settlements where there is adverse poverty,
poor access to sanitation facilities, water, roads and other basic infrastructure as well as

unhealthy environment (Turner, 1968; Sheng 1989).

In Kumasi, the informal economic sector employs about 75 percent of its labour force (Afrane
& Abhiable, 2011; King & Braimah, 2005; Boapeah, 2001). This figure underscores the
relevance of the sector to the local economic development of the Metropolis. Although there is
lack of data specifying how many informal workers live in informal settlements, it is believed
that most of the settlers also use their homes as workplaces (Yu, 2002). Although the relevance
of informal settlements in the supply of residence for many citizens is widely acknowledged,
the approach of city authorities has been their neglect in infrastructure and service provision.
Majority of informal settlements are not serviced with formal roads and are also characterized
by poor drainage and sanitation infrastructure. This phenomenon however affects the free
movement of the dwellers and consequently their economic activities. Settlers face difficulties
shuttling to their workplaces. Many others whose workplaces are mixed with their homes are

also challenged in transporting inputs of production. Also IS dwellers™ accessibility to social



services like health education, water as well as sanitation is also hindered due to poor road

infrastructure.

Although these settlements are initially unserviced, they manage to acquire water, electricity
and some sort of social infrastructure over time (Hasan, 2006). The outcome of this neglect of
formal government institutions in the supply of infrastructure to informal settlements has been
self-organization where settlers provide for themselves basic necessities from resources
organized by local initiatives and informally managed. However, these efforts are mostly
individual based and do not benefit from the synergy of providing as a group. The self-help
activities are “demand driven processes” to organize, provide and allocate infrastructure and
the plots for housing by the users themselves (Kombe & Kreibich, 2000). It is against this
background that the study sets to examine how infrastructural facilities are provided and

managed in informal settlements.

1.3 Research Questions

Taking from the discussions above, it becomes prudent to find out how infrastructural facilities
are provided and managed in informal settlements in Kumasi. In doing so, the following

questions will be answered:

1. What is the nature and state of infrastructural facilities in informal settlements in
Kumasi;

2. How are infrastructural facilities provided and managed in informal settlements in
Kumasi;

3. Who are the actors involved in the provision and management of infrastructural
facilities in informal settlement in Kumasi; and

4. What are the potentials and constraints in the provision and management of

infrastructural facilities in informal settlements in Kumasi?

1.4 Objectives of the Study

The general objective of the study is to examine the approaches through which infrastructural
facilities are provided and managed in informal settlements in Kumasi. Specifically, the study

seeks to achieve the following objectives:



1. Examine the nature and state of infrastructural facilities in informal settlements in
Kumasi;

2. Explain the approaches for the provision and management of infrastructural facilities
in informal settlements in Kumasi;

3. Find out the actors involved in the provision and management of infrastructural
facilities in informal settlements in Kumasi; and

4. ldentify the potentials and constraints in the provision and management of

infrastructural facilities in informal settlements in Kumasi.

1.5 Justification of the Study

Urbanization cannot be halted, hence, it is required that countries incorporate a range of existing
legal and administrative mechanisms that will allow informal settlements to be recognized and
to allow services to be improved to unlock development in an incremental way (Smit &
Abrahams, 2010). While it is obvious that informal settlements pose a lot of challenges for
residents, they also inarguably play an important role in providing the urban poor with a cost
effective means to the urban environments (Misselhorn, 2012). Informal Settlements typically
present the most affordable residential opportunities available to the urban poor with regards
to their survival strategies and livelihood needs in an environment that provides only a few
affordable residential options. Once settlements have been formally recognized with
infrastructure put in place, people will feel sufficiently secured to start investing in their
dwellings and residents will be able to achieve better access to employment, livelihood
opportunities, health care, education and other amenities (Misselhorn, 2012). However, due to
insufficient resources of formal government institutions, it becomes imperative to devise ways

of adopting other informal resources in the provision of infrastructure in informal settlements.

The undertaking of this research will unravel the procedures through which infrastructural
facilities and services are provided and managed in IS. This will reveal some potential models
of infrastructure provision, thereby contributing to knowledge in the research area. Also, when
the provision of infrastructure is incorporated in national policies it would usually benefit
residents by reducing the time and cost of commuting to work and to access services. It is
widely acknowledged that infrastructure and socio-economic development is inextricably
linked (Yu, 2002). Infrastructural system enhancement is a means of maintaining or improving
economic opportunities, quality of life, and eventually, incomes for people in a particular area
(Litman, 2010; Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997). An important outcome of this study will be to



identify strategies to adopt in order to enhance IS settlers™ local efforts in the provision and

maintenance of infrastructure.

1.6 Scope of the Study

The research study was undertaken in Kumasi, one of the fastest growing and second largest
city in Ghana. Owing to the nodal location of the city and its commercial importance, many
rural folks migrate to Kumasi in search of economic opportunities for survival. These migrants
as well as other displaced residents are unable to compete for decent accommodation in well-
serviced areas and therefore end up in deprived communities. Specifically, the study was
undertaken in four informal settlements selected from four categories identified in the City. It
becomes curious to find out how these areas get access to urban infrastructural facilities and
services such as roads and streets, drains, water and solid waste disposal. It also presents the
opportunity to examine how the local efforts of providing low quality infrastructural facilities

on individual basis can be harnessed for the communal good.

Contextually, the research was set to examine the mechanisms for providing and managing
infrastructural facilities in informal settlements. In so doing, the study assessed the conditions
of road, drainage, water, solid waste and human excreta disposal infrastructure in the study
areas. It has eventually come out with strategies towards improving the level of basic

community infrastructure in IS capitalizing on the local potentials.

1.7 Limitations of the Study

It is obvious that there are many contentions about defining informal settlements, especially, in
the developing world where there exist parallel operations of both formal and customary
(usually referred to as informal) land tenure system. This understandably affects the couching
of a comprehensive definition that well-fits all areas described as informal. That
notwithstanding, this was overcome by adopting lack of secure tenure and non-conformity of
development to rules and regulations to describe informal settlements in this study. Eventually,

four distinct categories of informal settlements were identified for the purposes of this study.

1.8 Organization of Report

This report is structured into six chapters. The first chapter presents an overview or background

to the study by describing the problem, discussing the justification as well as research questions



and objectives. The causes and effects of the core problem are discussed here as well. Chapter
two presents the review of theoretical concepts and terms necessary to guide the study. It
encompasses discussions on the theories that explain the development of informal settlements,
the factors that influence their development as well as alternative ways of extending
infrastructural facilities to informal settlements and also conceptualises a suitable framework
for conducting the study. The next chapter defines the research methodology adopted in
undertaking the research by considering the data types, sources, methods and tools for data
collection as well as describe the sampling technique adopted. The variables required for the
study are also identified at this stage. It further outlines certain practical measures adopted to

enhance the validity and reliability of the data as well techniques adopted in their analysis.

Chapter four also presents analysis and inferences on the nature and level of infrastructural
facilities in the IS in Kumasi, establishing the differences and similarities among the specific
study areas. The general governance framework for infrastructure provision in 1S in Kumasi is
in Chapter five of the report while Chapter six gives a précis of the major findings deduced
from the study to make recommendations towards improving infrastructure in informal
settlements. This chapter ends by presenting a general conclusion to the study as well as

identifies areas for further research.

CHAPTER TWO PROVIDING INFRASTRUCTURE IN INFORMAL
SETTLEMENTS

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews relevant literature on the development of informal settlements. By doing
s0, theories that explain the development and expansion of informal settlements are discussed,
their characteristics are identified and factors that propel the expansion of such settlements are
revealed. It also explains the concept of infrastructure and the mechanisms for providing them
in human settlements as well their associated challenges. The nexus between infrastructure and
development of human settlement is also explored in order to draw a case for its inevitability
in informal settlements. It further discusses how community participation or self-help
approaches are used to supply urban infrastructure drawing lessons from cases of other
developing countries. A conceptual framework that summarises the variables identified from

the literature and their relationship is also presented to give direction to the research study.



2.2 The Dynamics of Informal Settlements Development
2.2.1 Explaining Informal Settlements

Like many other concepts, the term informality has received many different interpretations from
various authors. Since the early 1970s, the informal sector has been a central theme of various
research and studies investigating into the dual character of the economies of developing
countries and recently industrialised ones (UN-Habitat, 2006). The borderline between
formality and informality in relation to economic activities, employment, human settlements,
etc. still remains unclear. Taking from the origin of the concept, the numerous definitions
mostly hinge on the economic sectors. The consensus, however, relates to the lack of regulation

of the activities in the informal sector.

Relating this to human settlements, the term has been closely linked to illegality; where
references are often made to conformity with planning and construction regulations, and more
essentially to situations of tenure (Durand-Lasserve, 2006). Illegality is implied here because
planning schemes and regulations of a city make up the laws governing physical development
in the jurisdiction. A widely referred definition is one given by the Vienna Declaration on
National Regional Policy and Programmes in 2004 on Informal Settlements, which defined
informal settlements (IS) as “human settlements, which for a variety of reasons do not meet
legal procedure (and have been built without respecting formal procedures of legal ownership,
transfer of ownership, as well as urban planning regulations), prevail in their respective
countries and hinder economic development. While there is important regional diversity in
terms of their manifestation, these settlements are mainly characterised by informal or insecure
land tenure, inadequate access to basic services; both social and physical infrastructure and
housing finance” (p.1). While these definitions connote that informal settlements have negative
impacts on development, considering the fact that they are often a product of urgent need of
accommaodation, they also present certain benefits especially to the urban poor.

According to Kyessi and Samson (2013), informal settlements are dense settlements
comprising communities housed in self-constructed shelters under conditions of informal or
traditional land tenure and are mostly characterised by rapid, unstructured and unregulated
development. The UN-Habitat (2003b) also defines informal settlements as residential areas
where a group of housing units have been constructed on land to which the occupants have no
legal claim, or which they occupy illegally; and unplanned settlements and areas where housing

is not in compliance with current planning and building regulations.



The various definitions identify the characteristics of informal settlements and indicate that
they are different from formal development regulations as such residential formations, lack
security of tenure, basic infrastructure, adequate housing, severe health and environmental
problems and their development do not conform to formal planning regulations (Sietchiping,
2005; Al-Daily, Parrott & Stephenson, 2013). The UN-Habitat (2003b) further identifies some
characteristics of informal settlements to include the following:

» Lack of secure tenure;

» Housing that contravenes the regulations of a city;

» Housing built on land that is not owned by the house owner;

» Lack or inadequate access to basic infrastructural facilities and services;

» Sub-standard housing or illegal and inadequate building structures;

* lllegal sub-division of buildings;

» Poverty, criminality and social exclusion; and

» Unhealthy living conditions and hazardous locations.
These features imply that any settlement described as informal varies based on a city™s
procedures and regulations for housing/settlement development. In the context of Ghana, the
Local Government Act 462, 1993 instructs all Metropolitan, Municipal and District Assemblies
(MMDASs) to prepare schemes/layouts to guide the physical development in their jurisdictions.
Section 48 and 49 of the Local Government Act urges district assemblies to ensure that all
physical developments taking place in their jurisdictions go according to physical plans
prepared and approved by them. Specifically, sub-section (1) of section 49 of the Act indicates
unequivocally that “no physical development shall be carried out in a district without prior
approval in the form of written permit granted by the District Planning
Authority”. Sub-section (2) also states that “the procedure and manner for securing a permit
under sub-section (1) of this section shall be prescribed by regulations”. This means that every
district assembly in Ghana has the power to formulate regulations regarding development
permit acquisition in their respective districts. However, the procedures do not vary
significantly. To regard housing development in Kumasi as formal and approved by the local

authority, a developer is required by law to apply for and be granted a development permit.

2.2.2 Theories Explaining the Development of Informal Settlements

The development of informal settlements has been explained by theorists based on the level of

development of the country. The development of IS in cities of developed countries have been



explained by three main theories. These are drawn from the early twentieth century when
scholars tried to explain the form of development of major cities in the West. The first is based
on the Burgess concentric model of residential differentiation which saw the internal spatial
organisation of cities as an outcome of ,,ecological® competition for niches between social
classes who would compete for different land uses, with the strongest groups taking the most
desirable locations and the weaker groups occupying residual spaces (UN-Habitat, 2003b).
According to the model, immigrants and the urban poor often settle in the working areas and
zones of transition which are the ghettos, slums, blighted areas as well as hazardous areas. This
theory holds the view that informal settlements located close to the working areas, provide
temporal accommaodation for the migrant poor who relocate to formal areas as their economic

conditions improve.

The second is based on Alonso™s neo-liberal theory, explaining the development of IS as a
response to the housing needs of urban dwellers who cannot afford a formal housing owing to
discriminatory urban regulations and public spending (Smith, 1980 cited by Sietchiping, 2005).
The high cost of formal housing as expressed in the cost of development and that associated
with following regulations to the letter, prices out low income households who settle for the
only “affordable” informal housing. The post-modern theory of urban landscape or factorial
ecology, also see informal settlements as the creation of skills segregation within urban spaces
such that urban residents settle in enclaves with others with similar profession and social status
(Flood, 2000 cited in UN-Habitat, 2003b). For instance, producer service industrial workers
and university graduates segregate from households who suffer from unemployment and have
little education (UN-Habitat, 2003b).

However, in the context of developing countries, four major theories are often referred to
concerning the development of IS, namely: land management; colonial legacy; inadequate
economy; demand and supply disequilibrium. The land management theory views informal
settlements development as the response to the inadequacies of public policy intervention and
guidance (Fekade, 2000). It holds the view that the rigid and out-dated land use control and
regulations as well as inappropriately high infrastructure standards and building regulations in
many developing countries facilitates the informalisation of urban areas (see Fekade, 2000).
The colonial legacy theory also links the expansion of IS to historical and political factors,
especially colonialism, post-colonial practices as well as civil and political instabilities
(Mensah, Antwi & Acheampong, 2013; UN-Habitat, 2003a). The centrally controlled system
of allocating lands and the cumbersome process of permit acquisition bequeathed by the
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colonial structures have been outstripped by the rapid urbanisation and hence contribute to the
proliferation of informal settlements (Fox, 2013). In other instances, the colonial legacy theory
can be seen in the supposed social segregation of urban development bequeathed through the
“apartheid” systems separating poor and unhealthy “black communities” from white colonial
areas (Smiley, 2009; Kironde, 2007); which structure led to infrastructure and service
deficiencies in the poor areas of the city. This structure might not change significantly many
years after colonisation with the poor and service deficient areas mainly occupied by the urban

poor.

The third idea also suggests that the expansion of informal settlements might have been
entrenched by the introduction of a new economic system. It argues that the introduction of
urban trade has led to the physical and spatial translation of income and class differences into
residential discrimination and social exclusion (Huchzermeyer, 2002 in Sietchiping, 2005).
According to Davis (2004), the development of IS in developing countries can be attributed to
the implementation of economic policies and programmes like the structural adjustment
programmes (SAP). Another point of view opines that the emergence and growth of informal
settlements is as a result of the disequilibrium between the demand and supply of urban
commodities such as land, infrastructural facilities and services. This view explores the
sustainability and persistence of 1S and argues that while frantic efforts are made to improve
the conditions in existing informal settlements, new ones incidentally emerge in other parts of
the city (Jacopsen et al., 2002 cited in Sietchiping, 2005). This notion will particularly hold

given the extent new squatter settlements spring up in the peripherals of cities.

All these theories partly explain the continuous development and expansion of informal
settlements in Ghana. For example, the social segregation of various income groups is
manifested spatially by the creation of slums and other informal settlements. Also, out-dated
planning policies of consciously classifying some areas of the city as low income or high
density residential areas are also contributory factors. Inadequacy of institutional capacities
which widens the gap between the demand and supply of formal land as well as urban poverty
also propels the growth of informal settlements. The theories underscore the general factors

that drive the expansion of IS as explained in the next section.
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2.2.3 Factors Influencing the Development of Informal Settlements

Irrespective of the sub-region or level of development of a country, some crucial factors have
been identified as commonly influencing the development of informal settlements. These
factors are mainly interrelated and include i) rapid urbanisation and movement of people into
specific urban centres; ii) high poverty levels and the lack of low-cost houses or serviced land,;
iii) inefficient public administration, inappropriate planning and inadequate land administration
tools; and iv) war and natural disasters to force people to move to safer places and areas that
provide certain opportunities. The sets of factors are broadly classified as demographic,

economic, institutional and socio-cultural.

Demographic Factors

Various authors have argued that one major cause of the proliferation of informal settlements
in developing countries is rapid urbanisation (Al-Daily, Parrott & Stephenson, 2013; Malpezzi
& Sa-Adu, 1996). According to Obudho and Mhlanga (1988) the development of informal
settlements in Africa is a direct manifestation of the high rate of urbanisation.

Recent reports by the UN-Habitat also predict a high population growth of developing countries
out of which the majority will be living in informal settlements (UN-Habitat, 2013a).
Consequently, it is obvious that the levels of urbanisation in the developing countries far
outpace the ability of the formal sector to adequately house the population and hence resort to
the informal sector. However, rural-urban migration cannot be responsible as the major factor
propelling the urbanisation in Africa as net birth rates (natural increase) is identified to account
for the bulk of urban growth in larger cities on the continent (UNHabitat, 2003b, Potts, 2012).
Hence contrary to the popular opinions, Fox (2013) argues that urbanisation is neither a

necessary nor sufficient condition for the growth of informal settlements.

Economic Factors (Urban Poverty)

As Turner cited in Fox (2013: p.193) noted, slums will inevitably continue to exist ,,,,as long
as the poor remain poor” because informal settlements represent the spatial dimensions of urban
poverty. This argument has been supported by other studies which identify that informal
housing/settlements development and poverty are closely correlated (UN-Habitat, 2003b;
Sietchiping, 2004). The socio-economic factors usually support the demographic arguments in

that when incomes are low, households have limited resources to comply with the stringent
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planning and building regulations to the letter. Also low income earners usually lack resources
required for renting formal houses forcing them to settle for opportunities in the informal

settlements.

The worsening spate of urban poverty raises concern about the development of informal
settlements in developing countries. The increasing number of the “poorest of the poor” (i.e.
women, widowers, unemployed youth and disabled) makes the picture manifestly bleak.
However, in some cases, better economic conditions rather than poverty have led to certain
forms of informal constructions. It is worth noting that some residents of informal settlements
are not necessarily poor; but rather, the informality of their development is only used as a way
to overcome the existing complex and time-consuming planning rules and long delays in the
design and review of city plans and development permitting procedures as well as unrealistic
land management constraints (Economic Commission for Europe [ECE], 2008). This bring to
the fore another key factor which leads to informalisation of physical development but not

necessarily with very poor conditions.

Institutional Factors

Another important factor that explains the development of informal settlements is connected
with the rigidity of urban planning regulations associated with institutional factors such as poor
governance, corruption and nepotism, which all lead to a severe shortage of land and urban
housing, squatting, and breach of building regulations (Fekade, 2000). According to Owusu-
Ansah and Braimah (2013), the processes for permit acquisition in Ghana are complicated,
costly and uncertain thereby dissuading several developers from following the process to
initiate formal development. This factor best explains why middle and high income households

undertake informal housing development.

Socio-cultural Factors

Aside from the demographic, economic and institutional factors that drive the development of
informal settlements, cultural factors have been identified as another key factor. Rural migrants
to the city often live with or closer to their fellow tribesmen resident in informal settlements
and tend to expand their development on the nearest available land. This is firmly supported by
research that IS dwellers mostly have common socio-cultural background (Malpezzi & Sa-Adu,
1996), and duplicate themselves or serve as a stepping-stone for the emergence of future

settlements (Sietchiping, 2004). Traditionally, informal settlements have been regarded as
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transient settlements such that they are necessarily a part of the process of economic growth in
a developing country (UN-Habitat, 2003b) and act as ,,,,the staging area for the migrating poor”
as they work to integrate themselves into the economic life of cities in expanding economies
(cited in Fox, 2013: p.192). Other studies have revealed that residents have no intentions of
leaving IS as they feel comfortable living in such settlements with their ethnic members
(Mensah, Antwi & Acheampong, 2013).

2.2.4 Types of Informal Settlements

As explained earlier in section 2.2.1, informal settlements are often characterised by insecure
tenure, non-conformity to planning and building regulations and poor quality of basic
infrastructure required for healthy and adequate living. Gibert (2007) argues that the universal
description of IS to imply worst possible living conditions carries misconceptions which

account for the failure of policies and programmes targeted at their improvement.

Subsequent to this, in a study of the Eastern European sub-region, the ECE (2008) identified
five distinct types of informal settlements. These are explained seriatim.

Squatter Settlements

These are the types of informal settlements that receive the most attention in literature. They
are established by illegal occupants of an area who usually build their homes through selfhelp
processes (UN-Habitat, 2003b). Squatter settlements emerge primarily as a result of rapid in-
migration into the cities and changes to urban economies or the result of a gradual process of
occupation and incremental growth (ECE, 2008). This category of settlement usually start on
the peripheries of cities and/or on unoccupied public and private lands, gradually developing
into towns with thousands of residents and subsequently followed by some ad-hoc development
of small scale retail services in response to local demand (ECE, 2008). For instance, Ashaiman
which emerged as a squatter settlement housing port workers and construction labourers in
Tema is currently thriving as a town with over 100,000 inhabitants (UN-Habitat, 2003b). In
addition to the large peri-urban squatter settlements, many others develop as smaller pockets
of informal housing illegally built under bridges and overpasses, rooftops, pavements, on
vacant plots of land close to industrial zones as well as railway reserves, steep riverbanks,
landslides, waste dumps and landfill sites (UN-Habitat, 2003a; ECE, 2008). As organic as they
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start, these settlements usually lack access to basic infrastructural facilities such as roads,

improved water and sanitation.

Settlements for Refugees and Vulnerable People

This is category of informal settlements is developed by refugees and internally displaced
people. They differ from squatter settlements in the sense that they might have emerged initially
with the permission of the state or the local authority as a temporary and rapid response
intervention to a major crisis. As a result, residents are officially expected to live there only in
the short term but may eventually turn out to be a more permanent place of abode attracting
others to the original group. Residents lack formal title to the land and have extremely poor

conditions lacking basic infrastructure.

Upgraded Squatter Settlements

These are settlements that start developing as squatter settlements but evolve to more
established neighbourhoods. The informality of these settlements persists in the sense that
priority in upgrading is given to improving infrastructural facilities whilst neglecting the critical
component of ensuring security of tenure and integrating the settlements into a broader urban
structure and society. Even when individual security of tenure is achieved through such
policies, they often fail to integrate the people and places into the broader urban structure and
society (ECE, 2008).

Illegal Suburban Land Sub-divisions

This represents the categories of settlements that may not necessarily be of poor quality nor are
they underserviced housing areas. The residents may have a title to the land, but the housing
built is without development and/or building permit. Illegal subdivision involves a situation
where agricultural lands and other non-residential lots are subdivided and sold by their legal
owners to people who build their houses often through self-help methods. These planning
schemes become illegal because they do not meet the standards of the assembly and therefore
do not receive its approval. This may be due to the fact that the subdivisions might violate
zoning regulations and often do not meet planning standards for right-of-way, road access and
provision of public spaces (ECE, 2008). In other cases, the area may fall outside the city“s
permitted areas for development.
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Sub-standard Inner-city Housing (Slums)

This category of informal settlements originally develops as planned and inner-city settlements
but subsequently deteriorate gradually to exhibit slum-like conditions. According to UN-

Habitat (2003a; 2003b), slums comprise areas that lack one or more of the following conditions:

» Access to improved water;
» Access to improved sanitation facilities;
» Sufficient-living area and not overcrowded; O Structural quality/durability of
dwellings; and O Security of tenure.
Although these settlements are initially well-serviced by infrastructural facilities, further
extensions and sub-division of apartments, pressure on shared facilities and obsolete technical
systems might contribute to the premature aging of the housing stock (ECE, 2008).

In the context of Ghana, Afrane (2013) identifies three forms of informal settlements, namely:
indigenous communities, migrant communities or “zongos” and newly emerging squatter
settlements. The common feature of these typologies is the lack of development permission.

Table 2.1 describes their characteristics.

Table 2.1: Types of Informal Settlements in Ghana

Typology Land Status Housing Infrastructure Housing
Quality Status

Indigenous Traditional Mixed Fairly good Without
Communities Homes permits
Migrant Released by Poor Poor-Good Without
Community owner Permits
“Zongo”

Newly Emerging Ilegal Very poor Non- existence | Without
Squatter No title permits
Community.

Source: Afrane, 2013

Juxtaposing the two sets of categorisation of the informal settlements by the ECE (2008) and
Afrane (2013), it can be gathered that the indigenous communities and sub-standard innercity
housing areas exhibit similar characteristics. In addition to this, as the growth of the city
expands into the periphery, traditional authorities reallocate agricultural land for physical
development (Aberra & King, 2005; Kotey & Kasanga, 2001) often without recourse to
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planning authorities. Following from this, it can be gleaned that four main types of informal
settlements can be found in Kumasi. These include informal indigenous communities, migrant
communities, squatter settlements and unauthorised subdivisions. Informal indigenous
communities are the old traditional settlements in the city which are unplanned with houses
being mostly “family-owned” and/or do not have approved development permits. Migrant
communities also refer to settlements where land is released to settlers by the owners but
developments do not have planning permission. Squatter settlements, on the other hand, do not
have express permission from land owners and developments do not follow any planning and
development regulations. Unauthorised subdivisions also include areas where residents acquire
from owners, land that are subdivided without the approval of the statutory planning body of
the Assembly. These subdivisions are mostly done by unqualified surveyors and because of

that, developers do not get development permission.

In as much as these categories have distinct features; one common thing that runs through all
is the non-conformity of development to local planning regulations. In addition to this, they
represent the areas that are last to be served with basic infrastructural facilities by state
institutions and hence may resort to self-help options. The subsequent section discusses the

issues concerning the options available to supply infrastructure to IS.

2.3 Concept of Infrastructure

Infrastructure is often considered to be the lifeblood of every human settlement or economy in
the world because of the important role it plays in their socio-economic development.
According to Smith and Da Lomba (2008), they are considered as the structural elements of an
economy which facilitates the production of goods and services, without being part of the
production process themselves. Notwithstanding the relevance, current trends suggest that
many new formal and informal residential housing units are developed in urban centres of Sub-
Saharan Africa with no basic infrastructure (Kyessi, 2002). According to Mensah and Antwi
(2013), infrastructure is a broad concept that comprises public investment in physical assets
and social services. They explain infrastructure to be the basic facilities, services, and
installations needed for the effective functioning of every community or society which include
water, sanitation facilities, electricity, transport and communications systems as well as public

institutions such as schools, hospitals, and prisons.
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In today“‘s highly competitive world, modern infrastructural systems play critical roles in rapid
socio-economic development of an economy. Adequate, well maintained and efficient
infrastructure is important to people, businesses and nations. In the view of Majale (2002),
infrastructure constitutes changes to the physical environment that enhances people*s ability to
meet their basic needs and become more productive. In the traditional sense, infrastructure has
largely been understood to comprise hard components including road and rail transport
systems, public transport systems, airports, public educational facilities, water supply and water
resources, wastewater management, solid waste treatment and disposal, electric power
generation and transmission, telecommunications and hazardous waste management systems
(Smith & Da Lomba, 2008). However they worthily note that infrastructure cannot be taken to
comprise only these physical elements but also the operating procedures, management practices
and developmental policies that facilitate the effective utilisation and development of the
infrastructure in response to society”s demand. These intangibles are categorized as soft

infrastructure (Bhattacharyay, 2008 cited in UN-Habitat, 2011b).

The UN-Habitat (2011b) also categorises infrastructure into economic and social infrastructure.
It explains economic infrastructure to be “one which at a given point in time forms part of an
economy"s capital stock used to facilitate economic production, or serve as inputs to production
(e.g. electricity, roads, and ports)” (UN-Habitat, 2011b: p6). Economic infrastructure further
consists of:

« Utilities (including power, piped gas, telecommunications, water and sanitation,
sewerage and solid waste disposal);

» Public works (roads and water catchments in dams, irrigation and drainage); and

» Other transport sub-sectors (railways, waterways and seaports, airports and urban

transport systems).

Another category, social infrastructure, either impacts directly on economic activities by
enhancing productivity levels or indirectly by streamlining activities and outcomes to enhance
the quality of life (UN-Habitat, 2011a) and includes services such as human settlements

education, health and recreation.

2.3.1 Mechanisms for Providing Infrastructure

Three mechanisms are identified to be used in the supply of infrastructural facilities in human

settlements; these are explained as follows:
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Public Sector in Infrastructure Provision

For some time now, the provision of basic infrastructure has been regarded as the sole
responsibility of the public sector, in the sense that its supply with other linked services has an
economic characteristic that justifies government intervention (UN-Habitat, 2011b; Smith &
Da Lomba, 2008). Recognising infrastructure as a public good has been used for justification
of public expenditure. This is because the improvements in individuals® access to water,
electricity and sewage do not only improve their personal situation and well-being but at the
same time tend to increase the overall economic and social outcome in the economy (Thoenen,
2007). Consequently, Kreibich (1998) observes that the public sector in many developing
countries, especially in Africa, had assumed the role of providers of infrastructural services,
treating them as a social service provided either entirely free or highly subsidised. This is partly
due to the lumpiness of the investment required as well as the non-exclusivity and non-rivalry
nature of some of the public infrastructure such that the market is unable to provide. Chan et
al. (2009) point out that, through their ownerships of infrastructure, governments have usually
delivered subsidised services to specific groups on the grounds of equity. For instance, in
situations where the minimum threshold required for service provision is not met and hence the
provision to the population will render the service not financially viable. Again, they further
explain that government investments in infrastructure could be a response to natural

monopolies and where the services are seen as essential to the welfare of its citizens.

In public infrastructure provision, there is difficulty in charging users, for instance the provision
of roads and as a result has rendered the public sector inefficient in the provision of
infrastructure while the social and environmental dimensions also receive little attention. The
unsatisfactory situation is demonstrated by the fact that most public utilities are insolvent and
receive huge subsidies from the state, while the quality of services rendered remains extremely
poor with the coverage being partial and dwindling (Panayotou, 2000). Infrastructure owned
and operated by the public sector is often characterised with poor performance,
mismanagement, inefficiencies and lack of innovations (Chan et al., 2009; Panayotou, 2000).
These factors have contributed to a shift of focus towards a more commercial-driven or private
provision of much public infrastructure in the bid to ensure efficient production and enhance
innovation, albeit within set regulations to constrain the abuse of market power. That
notwithstanding, the government continues to exercise ownership over infrastructure like
roads, schools, hospitals, airports, electricity and some postal services especially in developing

countries.
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Private Sector in Infrastructure Provision

With the rapid urbanisation rate, the task of provision, operations and maintenance of basic
infrastructural services has outpaced the capacities of both central and local governments as
they have had little control over the urban development processes (Majani, 2000). Owing to
challenges such as excessive pressure on public budget and the need to reduce or eliminate
government subsidies, the private sector currently contributes immensely to infrastructure
provision. This is relevant in the face of declining incomes, lack of investment capital, the need
to replace aging infrastructure assets, pressure of new technology and inability of the public
sector to meet growing demand and increased advocacy by more informed consumers for
improved service (Estache, 2006). Again, it is widely acknowledged and advocated that the
private sector is more effective and efficient at managing infrastructure construction as well as

the delivery of service once the assets are in place (World Bank, 2012).

The private sector has been applauded for its improved management and higher efficiency as
well as increased access to private capital for maintenance and expansion. The two are closely
related in the sense that greater efficiency leads to cost savings and the availability of more
funds for further investments while effective management results in easier access to private
capital and investment of private capital constitutes an added incentive for operational
efficiency (Panayotou, 2000).

Public-Private Partnership in Infrastructure Provision

In the quest to leverage the benefits from the private sector involvement, governments have
adopted Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) as a way to improving infrastructure networks
within their countries and enhance the delivery of services to their citizens. According to
Farlam (2005) adopting this development-finance model, the state shares risk and responsibility
with private investors but retains the ultimate control of assets. With this approach, it is possible
to benefit from the positives of both while minimising the negatives. For instance, adopting
PPPs can lead to the improvement of the efficiency of service provision while avoiding some
of the disadvantages of privatisation such as unemployment, higher cost and corruption. PPPs
potentially bring the efficiency of business to public service delivery while avoiding the
politically contentious aspects of full privatisation. In this way, the government remain owners
as the private sector is contracted to build, operate or maintain infrastructure such as roads,

ports or provide essential services like electricity, water and sanitation (Farlam, 2005)
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2.4 Nexus between Infrastructure and Development of Human Settlements

The impacts of infrastructure on human settlements development cannot be overemphasised.
Yu (2002) argues that the absence of basic infrastructure in poor urban settlements inhibits the
growth of small and medium informal sector enterprises. Poor conditions of informal
settlements, characterised by the absence of ““safe water, sanitation, solid waste collection and
disposal, storm drainage, public transport, access roads and footpaths, street lighting, public
telephones, and other neighbourhood amenities (e.g. safe play areas, community facilities),
electric connection, and social services translate into squalid and unhealthful living conditions
and reduces residents™ productivity and employment options” (Kessides, 1997 cited in Yu,
2002: p.7). Also improving transportation system serves as a means of maintaining or
improving economic opportunities, quality of life, which ultimately improves the incomes of
people in a particular region (Litman, 2010; Weisbrod & Weisbrod, 1997). The foregoing
underscores the relevance of infrastructure in the development of human settlements and is

discussed seriatim.

2.4.1 Infrastructure and Economic Development

According to Kessides (1993), the contribution of infrastructure to economic development is
seen in two forms; that is, by increasing productivity and by providing amenities which enhance
the quality of life. Infrastructural services such as water, electricity and transport serve as
intermediate inputs of production such that the reduction in cost raises the profitability of
production. It also improves the productivity of other inputs of production (other capital and
labour) by reducing commuting time and improving information flows. The lack of basic
infrastructure like water renders households spending much time in search for such resources
which could have been used in more productive ventures that will eventually improve their
conditions of life. Also, road infrastructure improvement enhances mobility to resources and
inputs as well as increasing proximity between the suppliers and users both of which reduce
the time spent on securing resources and hence allows much time to be allocated to more

productive activities and rest.

Improving infrastructural services to households increases their disposable incomes by
improving their access to jobs, education and health services and raising productivity of their
labour (Parikh, Parikh & McRobie, 2012; Kessides, 1993). This consequently reduces poverty
in terms of both income levels and access to basic services. This is supported by Willoughby
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who asserts that the contribution of infrastructure to halving income poverty is far more
significant than other millennium development goals (MDGs) (cited by UN-Habitat, 2011b).
In addition, improving access to infrastructure affects non-income dimensions of poverty,

contributing to improvements in education, nutrition, health and social cohesion.

Investing in infrastructure development also positively increases the derived demand of the
inputs as well as wages of labour employed. Calderon and Serven (2004) in Banerjee, Oetzel
and Ranganathan (2006) observed that high infrastructure stock positively affects economic

growth while good quality and quantity of infrastructure tend to reduce income inequality.

2.4.2 Infrastructure and Social Development

There is a positive correlation between infrastructure development and social development of
residents in any settlement. Parikh, Parikh and McRobie (2012) observed in their study in India
and South Africa that the provision of water and environmental sanitation infrastructure in
slums reduced household expenditure on medical care whilst improving the literacy levels of
residents. This finding is corroborated by Muteta et al., 1998 (as cited in Yu, 2002) in Dar es
Salaam, that provision of storm water drainage infrastructure reduced the risks of diseases such
as malaria, which reduced health risks and improved human capital of beneficiaries. They again
note that road upgrading and the provision of drainage facilities made movements in, out and
within the area easier, safer and more comfortable positing that the overall selfesteem, pride

and welfare of residents are bolstered following infrastructure provision and enhancement.

2.4.3 Infrastructure and Land Values

The level of infrastructural development affects the value of land in both urban centres and
urban fringes. Kyessi (2002) notes that the level of services in a settlement significantly affects
the price a landed property would fetch on the market. Road infrastructure improves
accessibility, and water, sanitation as well as electricity also improve the conditions of living
in human settlements. This implies that the provision of basic infrastructural services in
informal settlements will improve the land property values. Moreover, studies have shown that
in upgrading projects where basic infrastructure is supplied, home owners have improved their

housing quality thereby increasing property values (Parikh, Parikh & McRobie, 2012).
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2.5 Challenges of Infrastructure Provision in Informal Settlements

According to Panayotou (2000), one billion people do not have access to safe water; an
additional two billion people are without access to adequate sanitation while four billion people
discard their waste without treatment. Again, 20 percent and 60 percent of the urban and rural
populations respectively in developing countries are without power (Panayotou, 2000). The
trend does not show any signs of improvement in the face of low economic development. Aside
from the economic issues that blur the picture, a myriad of challenges are identified to be
militating against the provision of infrastructural facilities and services to human settlements.
These are seen from the perspective of the authority and systems required to provide and
maintain the infrastructure in the fulfilment of their mandate as well as the settlement level
where the infrastructure is laid. It is against this background that this report categorises the

challenges under macro and micro-levels as discussed below.

2.5.1 Macro-level Development

For the purposes of this study, the challenges of infrastructure development at the macrolevel
consider issues that do not directly emerge from the settlement level. They include challenges

relating to national planning and regulatory frameworks.
Inappropriate Regulatory Frameworks

According to Majale (2002), regulatory frameworks that shape the lives of the poor are usually
designed using top-down approaches such that they are formulated by both central and
municipal governments to be applied in local communities. They set the general parameters
for development in municipal areas which comprise a wide range of laws, including local
government laws, ordinances, legislation and regulations related to town planning, public
health, land development and building. Consequently, the poor are not able to maintain
sustainable livelihoods owing to the constraints posed by the policy frameworks inhibiting their
access to the essential assets and opportunities as well as the right to engage in activities
required for their sustenance (Majale, 2002). Because of this, most of informal settlement
settlers are forced to rely on more costly sources such as private small-scale and community-
based service providers (i.e. water tankers, telecommunication centres and informal transport
operators. But the high standards of infrastructure regulations fail to recognise small
community-based entrepreneurs who offer these services at lower costs because they lack

capital and improved technology. Again, existing procurement regulations often restrict the
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involvement of the community in the implementation and management of their local
infrastructure which militate against local participation and management of community

improvement interventions (Majale, 2002).

Lack of Political Will

Owusu-Ansah and Braimah (2013) identify lack of political will as a key factor that hinders
officials from effectively discharging their functions. The lack of political will to implement
the physical plan of settlements has contributed to their haphazard spatial development where
developments are undertaken without recourse to basic infrastructure. Owusu and AfutuKotey
(2010) corroborates this by also identifying the absence of political will as a key factor
inhibiting the implementation of development plans prepared at both national and local levels,
which consequently constrains the provision of infrastructure in informal settlements. Layouts
are made by unqualified personnel especially surveyors and without reference to existing and
future infrastructure supply (Yankson, Kofie & Moller-Jensen, 2004). In the view of Brook and
Smith (2001), the poor mostly have limited access to infrastructure because the government

sometimes fail to extend such services to their neighbourhoods.
Ineffective Urban Governance

This point presents an indirect factor that affects the development of infrastructure services in
human settlements. Owusu and Afutu-Kotey (2010) argue that as a result of poor urban
governance, the planning and delivery of infrastructural facilities and services do not have any
significant impact on the poor. Even in situations when development plans are wellstructured
and well-intended, they fail to produce the intended results because of they are fraught with
unresponsive, unaccountable and corrupt governance institutional setting (Owusu & Afutu-
Kotey, 2010). In such situations infrastructural services are not provided and even if provided,

they are of very poor quality and also not maintained.
Inadequate Data, Human and Financial Resources

A major obstacle to urban development does not only relate to the extent of population growth
but also the wide gap that exist between the demographic change and institutional resources
(Kyessi, 2002). The rapid growth of population in major cities and its attendant physical
expansions overburden city authorities who are unable to develop their capacities at the pace

that the population grows and hence leads to inefficiencies in the delivery of infrastructural
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services. Owusu-Ansah and Braimah (2013) note that in the developing world, the
circumstances surrounding the planning and growth management of cities is resource
constraints indicating that, in many cases, local authorities are fragmented, understaffed and
inexperienced to handle effective planning, implementation and monitoring. As a result of these
circumstances, policymakers and urban managers have very little consistent, reliable data on
the existing patterns of demand for infrastructural services, especially by the poor and
marginalised, in order to respond adequately (Brook & Smith, 2001). The lack of planning and
resources makes it very difficult for the governments to perform the task of providing
permanent shelter and infrastructure to informal settlers (Arenas, 2002). Delays and costly
procedures are also a further obstruction to infrastructure provision in informal settlements
(Majale, 2002).

2.5.2 Micro-level Development

Due to the failure of governments to provide adequate infrastructure to improve the lives of
informal settlements dwellers, these people sometimes help themselves in providing such
infrastructure. However, they are often faced with challenges in the provision of infrastructure
in their areas. According to Schubeler and World Bank (1996), the potential contribution of
user participation in infrastructure provision in informal settlements is often constrained by

numerous factors. Some of the issues are as follows.
Lack of Secure Tenure Rights

Residents of informal settlements usually do not possess legal title to their plots and this
constitutes a constraint to their participation in infrastructure provision because, infrastructure
provision requires a de facto recognition of property rights (Schubeler & World Bank, 1996).
Access to secure land and housing is a pre-condition for reducing poverty; many people who
live in informal settlements are under the daily threat of eviction, or without sufficient security
to invest what they have in improving their homes and surroundings (Payne & Durand-Lasserve
(2012). De Soto (2000) adds that, informal settlement residents lack security of tenure or legal
rights to live on and fully develop the land they occupy, let alone contribute to infrastructure

development. This factor hinders self-help initiatives (Kyessi, 2002).

Rigid Planning and Building standards
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Another factor that hinders the provision of infrastructure by IS dwellers is rigid infrastructure
and building standards. The standards stipulating the level which infrastructure is required to
be built affects its cost and affordability to users (Bassett et al., 2003). These high standards
require road reservations, high-grade tarmacked road surfaces, large plots of land for housing
development, as well as underground water-borne sewerage. Bassett et al (2003) again point
out that, requiring high standards results in limited service provision as IS dwellers are not
given the permit by authorities since the conditions in such environments cannot meet such

standards.

Schubeler and World Bank (1996) admit that, the full adherence to building standards increases
the cost of the infrastructure beyond the income of informal settlement dwellers. Tipple (2001)
also concurs by stating that substantial cost is involved in the quest of developers to fully fulfil
building regulations and/or obtain planning permission for infrastructure development.
Moreover charging constant regulatory levies create distortions and places undue cost burdens
on urban poor living in informal settlements, which further promote and sustain dependency
conditions (Lall, 2001). Yahya (2001) points out that, planning standards, procedures and
regulations often impair the livelihoods of IS dwellers due to the following reasons:
» Expensive procedures;
» Regulations prevent the urban poor from engaging in income-generating activities
within residential areas;
» Restriction of the choice of materials and technologies;
» Regulations favour modern and often exogenous technologies over local technologies;
» Incomprehensible standards and regulations; and O Difficult access to knowledge and
information.

Aside from the cost imposed on low income households by the high planning and building
standards, they have also proven to be out-dated and inappropriate to meet urbanisation
challenges (Kreibich, 1998). According to Kyessi (2002), ,,supply driven infrastructure
provision with little or no involvement of stakeholders in human settlement management and
development dominated in the past failing to bridge the growing gap in low income settlements.
These factors precipitated the bypassing of the alien and inhibitive formal planning standards
to improvise ways of providing affordable housing and basic infrastructure services (Kombe &
Kreibich, 2000).
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2.6 Self-Help as an Option for Infrastructure Delivery

The provision and maintenance of infrastructure, especially public infrastructure, has
conventionally been regarded as the responsibility of the public sector. Occasionally, the
private sector partners the public sector in laying such infrastructure. However, owing to
financial constraints, the government and market has failed to execute these mandates
especially to low income groups (Ibem, 2009; World Bank, 2004; Tipple 1994). The sole
reliance of communities on government for the provision and maintenance of infrastructure has
proved to be ineffective and unsustainable over the years (Ibem, 2009; Kyessi, 2002). Majani
(2000) notes that lack of relationship linkages between the government, the private sector, the
general public and other sectors in urban development seem to have led to inefficient delivery
of urban services. These factors with several agitations have consequently shifted the attention
of government from being providers of infrastructure to facilitators or enablers calling for the

participation of other actors including beneficiaries in infrastructure provision.

The World Bank®s Learning Group on Participatory Development defines participation as “a
process through which stakeholders influence and share control over development initiatives,
and the decisions and resources which affect them” (World Bank, 1996: p.3). It can also be
seen as a way of co-opting dissent, a mechanism for ensuring the receptivity, sensitivity, and
even accountability of social services to the consumers (Mathbor, 2008). It reflects grassroots
or bottom-up approach of addressing problems in communities. Adato, Hoddinott and Haddad
(2005) argue that the support for participation is grounded on three foundations, namely:
instrumentalist, philosophical and political foundations. They argue that the instrumentalists
recognize that top-down and technocratic forms of development imposed on local areas often
result in failure arguing that local people best understand their own needs; and that involving
them in infrastructure provision and maintenance can be cost-effective by reducing capital
costs. From the philosophical and political points of view, they contend that the poor people
has the right to exercise more command over their lives; and for that matter should be

empowered “to determine choices in life and to influence the direction of change” (p.4).

Nelson and Wright in Adato, Hoddinott and Haddad (2005) also identify two distinct ways to
view participation: as a means (process) and as an end (goal). As a “means”, participation 1S
used to accomplish the aims of efficiency or effectiveness of projects (White, 1996) while as
an “end”; it involves a community or group setting up a process to control its own development

and for the achievement of political power. The pioneering work of Arnstein
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(1969) revealed that some levels of participation as espoused by power holders are “empty
rituals” which is different from having the power to influence processes. Hence, she identifies
eight levels of participation in the form of a ladder (see Figure 2.1). From the ladder, she argues
that the bottom two rungs, manipulation and therapy, connotes non-participation of
beneficiaries in projects and programmes. Informing and consultation, which represents some
degrees of tokenism, enables the have-nots (beneficiaries) to hear or be heard but lack the power
to ensure that power holders heed to their views. Placation which represents a higher degree of
tokenism allows the have-nots to advice but retains decision with the power holders.
Partnership, delegated power and citizen®s control represents the stages where the beneficiaries

actively contribute in decision making (see Arnstein, 1969 for further details).
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Figure 2.1: The Eight Rungs on a Ladder of Participation

Source: Arnstein (1969).
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Building on Arnstein®s work, Paul (1987) stresses on the stages where some form of

participation is implied and identifies four levels of intensity of community participation,

namely: information sharing; consultation; decision making and initiating action. The intensity

of the participation at each stage is explained in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2: Four Levels of Intensity in Community Participation

Level of participation

Interpretations

Information Sharing

Project designers and managers may share information with
beneficiaries in order to facilitate collective or individual action.
Though it reflects a low level of intensity, it can have a positive
impact on project outcomes to the extent it equips beneficiaries
to understand and perform their tasks better.

Consultation

Beneficiaries are not only informed, but consulted on key issues
at some or all stages in a project cycle. Here, there is an
opportunity for beneficiaries to interact and provide feedback to
the project agency which the latter could take into account in the
design and implementation stages.

Decision Making

Beneficiaries have a decision making role in matters of project
design and implementation. Decisions may be made exclusively
by beneficiaries or jointly with others on specific issues or
aspects relating to a project. Decision making implies a much
greater degree of control or influence on projects by beneficiaries
than under consultation or information sharing.

Initiating Action

When beneficiaries are able to take the initiative in terms of
actions/decisions pertaining to a project, the intensity of
community participation may be said to have reached its peak.
Initiative implies a proactive capacity and the confidence to get
going on one's own.

Source: Paul, (1987).

From Paul“s (1987) interpretation of participation as explained in Table 2.2, it can be gleaned

that level of involvement of project beneficiaries increases up the ladder (from information

sharing through initiating action). The highest on the ladder, initiating action, is identical to

what Rifkin (1988) refers to as self-mobilisation where residents takes initiatives without
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relying on external institutions to effect changes. The level is closely related to the definition
by Oakley and Marsden (1984) where they defined community participation as the process by
which individuals, families, or communities assume responsibility for their own welfare and
develop a capacity to contribute to their own and the community*“s development. In this context,
participation is seen as ““self-help” which represents a development strategy involving people®s
involvement in promoting community development, based on self- assessment of their capacity
to bring positive changes into their environment (Afigbo cited in Ibem, 2009). Two
explanations have been given as reasons for self-help initiatives; first as a reaction against the
government by citizens who feel neglected and therefore organize to provide for themselves
the amenities and services government refuses or is unable to provide

(Ogundipe, 2003). In another instance, it is a reflection of peoples awareness and
understanding of the meaning of government, its activities and programmes as well as their
limitations (Madu & Umebali in Ibem, 2009).

The United Nations in Akpomuvie (2010: p.91-92) defines self-help as “the process by which
the efforts of the people themselves are united with those of the governmental authorities to
improve the economic, social and cultural conditions of the communities, to integrate these
communities in the life of the nation and enable them to contribute fully to national progress”.
From this definition, it can be observed that self-help does not imply exclusive efforts of only
people but can involve other external support. The initiative for the attainment of this process-
goal equation could derive from several sources including the individual, the community,
socio-cultural organisations, institutions, governments or the government acting in concert with
any of these bodies (Akpomuvie, 2010). He maintains that self-help should have its roots fully
entrenched within t