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Overview of three case studies
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Kibera in Kenya is an extreme case — a densely settled slum housing a fifth of
Nairobi’'s people on less than 4% of its surface area. Over 90% of its inhabitants are
tenants. Space is at such a premium that landlords prefer to maximise rents by
building rooms rather than latrines; one consequence is there are allegedly more
churches in Kibera than latrines. The scale and complexity of the challenges of
sanitation provision in Kibera may set it slightly apart from other settlements on the
continent, but are nonetheless relevant and instructive because they are so stark.

Maseru in Lesotho is in rapid transition, with new forms of urban poverty in low income
tenant settlements underlining the need for a fresh look at sanitation approaches
relevant to rental areas.

 This paper is one of a series of outputs (a ‘spoke’) from BPD’s study on sanitation partnerships in Dar
es Salaam, Durban, Maputo, Maseru and Nairobi. Other papers from the work by David Jones, Kathy
Eales and Linda Tyers (including the overview ‘hub’ paper) can be found on the BPD website,
www.bpdws.org. Its aim is to provoke debate, highlighting the need to differentiate between owner-
occupiers and tenant households. It is not an evaluation of existing or former sanitation programmes.
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In peri-urban Maputo, Mozambique, renting is the exception. Land has been
nationalised and most poor households have secured their own plots; many are
converting their temporary shelters into cement block houses. Renting here tends to
be the prerogative of better-off households who want the convenience of interim
housing without ownership. Most rental accommodation comes with sanitation

facilities.

Peri-urban Maputo

Maseru

Kibera

Land ownership

Nationalised; land

Mix of private title (urban) and

Nominally title owned by

and access transactions are with the traditional (peri-urban). government, yet ‘captured’ by
state around use-rights; Virtually no temporary shacks several private individuals. A
historically comparatively — vast majority of structures minority of individuals with
cheap access to land is are block-brick and permanent. | informal rights construct
now declining. dwellings for rental.
Dominant Predominantly ‘owner’ Owner-occupiers, with rapid 90% rental, in an extremely

residential form

occupiers who regard the
land and house as their
own. Temporary structures
now being upgraded to
permanent housing.
Approximately 10% rental.

growth in permanent rental
accommodation over the past
decade. An estimated one
third of the population or more
now live in low-cost rental
accommodation.

dense settlement with an acute
shortage of space for
additional dwellings, facilities
or services.

Nature of rental
accommodation

Mixed — mostly cement
block housing, usually not
purpose-built for renting.

Rooms in cement block ‘line
housing’ on large stands.

‘Long-term temporary’ line
structures in corrugated iron in
a congested settlement.

Who rents?

Not the poorest — e.g.
traders who rent. Short-
term occupiers.

Urban poor — factory workers,
work-seekers, micro-traders,
etc.

Urban poor — daily labourers,
work-seekers, micro-traders,
etc.

Predominant type
of sanitation for
tenants

Mix of unimproved and
improved pit latrines and
septic tanks.

Unimproved, some improved
pit latrines.

Simple pit latrines.

Access

Generally private access,
or facilities are shared with
the house-owner living at
the front of the plot.

A single latrine is shared by 5-
10 households.

Extremely poor. A single
latrine might be shared by
several hundred users. A
small but growing number of
communal and public facilities.

Responsibility for Landlord. Landlord. When the old pit is Landlord arranges manual or
major full, a new pit and toilet is mechanical desludging. In
maintenance usually constructed adjacent to | practice, tenants may take
it. Triggers and dynamics responsibility for opening out a
warrant further exploration. full pit during the rainy season
for ‘gravitational evacuation’ at
no cash cost to themselves.
Triggers and dynamics warrant
further investigation.
Level of None. None. Limited.?

organisation
among tenants

Support from
external role-
players

NGOs and CBOs support
service improvements to
general populace. The
government used to supply
subsidised latrine slabs.

Negligible — one NGO focusing
on new housing development.
Urban sanitation programme
focuses on owner-occupiers.

Range of NGOs and other
agencies with limited co-
ordination.

Social marketing None. None. Some.
targeting tenants
Evidence of Non-specific inclusion. None. Some.

partnerships
encompassing
tenants

2 In the past, efforts to improve this have been strongly resisted by landlords (see Weru).
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® The correlation between services and rental cost could be better understood. Provision of facilities in
one community in Dar (one of the other case studies) meant higher rents but not significantly so. In
Kibera, Wegelin et al found that rents were dependent on provision of electricity and type of structure,
but not access to water and sanitation infrastructure.

* This is clearly simplistic, with policymakers and providers often overlapping, and several goods and
services bundled together constituting ‘sanitation provision’. Yet as the hub document “Harnessing
Partnerships” shows, it can still be a useful tool for exploring the various relationships that need to work
to see sanitation delivered.

® More on the USIT programme and on the current challenges in Maseru, along with details of the other
four case studies, can be found at www.bpdws.org.
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Tenants, Live-in landlords and homeowners face similar
health risks in this Nairobi slum
© Sabine Bongi / WSP

® There are many different types of landlord and many different types of tenant, never mind landlord-
tenant relationships. Generalising these carries risks, however the points made about the different
incentive structures facing each are important and are backed up in work looking at the issue (see
Gilbert, or Kumar, for more). One important distinction amongst landlords is whether they are absentee
landlords or live-in landlords.
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Provide access to land with secure tenure, so that existing tenants who wish to invest
in their own property and amenities can do so, moving from rental to ownership. Here
the example of peri-urban Maputo is instructive. The land is owned by the State and
the transaction to get use-rights to an area is much cheaper than land purchase.
Refugees from Mozambique’s civil war settled in the city and erected temporary cane
and corrugated iron houses with simple latrines. Over time, a growing number have
built permanent cement block houses, some with improved toilets. In short, even the
poorest households are likely to invest in a simple toilet where the property is their
own.8

Provide some contractual security to tenants to incentivise them to invest in
constructing their own resources, so that, for example, they are compensated when
they move on. But how realistic is this? Where a landlord cannot be persuaded to
provide even a rudimentary facility, it is unlikely that a compensation agreement
between landlord and tenant is feasible.

” Both tenants on plots with tenure and owners without tenure have disincentives to invest. Should we
make a distinction or approach them similarly? Wegelin believes a distinction is useful as developments
(such as a programme of slum upgrading) affect the two groups differently.

8 Although there are many households in Urbanisacao, a poor bairro of Maputo, where free sanitation
platforms sit unused in people’s yards as they continue to use ‘traditional’ latrines. Also land tenure is
clearly a wider issue that affects not just sanitation. Furthermore Gilbert points out that the assumption
that all tenants wish to become landowners is neither true nor helpful. Strategies to support rental
accommodation must also be developed.
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Provide public or communal facilities that cater to tenants alongside others. This

begs the question of who will take this on — drive it, fund it, oversee operation
and maintenance, and so on. Public and communal sanitation facilities are

notoriously vulnerable to failure and require enormous commitment from a
number of role-players.9 Can government be persuaded to see this as its

responsibility? Are there NGOs or other agencies willing to take the lead? What

kind of partnerships are feasible and between whom?

Note that public or multi-plot communal facilities require a critical mass of users
to be viable, and may not be appropriate where plots are large, settlements are

dispersed, and users would need to walk some distance to a common facility —

as in parts of peri-urban Maseru. They are also to a great extent dependent on

community support and must therefore provide a service that is appreciated and
accountable to community members at a price they believe is fair and are

prepared to pay.

Use the demand for water to drive sanitation improvements. In a few instances
organisations have tried to overcome the low demand and willingness to pay for
sanitation by bundling it together with improvements in water supply. This was

true in Mukuru, Nairobi, where a poor community and NGO covered the operation and
maintenance costs of public latrines through a margin on the sale of water from the

same facility (Wegelin et al). More recently in Maputo, an NGO was planning on

providing improved house water connections contingent on the community working
together (combining both landlords and tenants) to reach 100% improved sanitation

coverage.

Require the landlord to provide better facilities, and define norms
and standards around pit dimensions and construction, loading and
sharing, and so on. This raises questions about how to enforce
these norms: is the emphasis on sanctions, or can public
authorities offer some incentives? Realistically however, what
degree of oversight and regulation are local authorities willing or
able to take on? Are sulfficiently robust, low-cost sanitation options
available and of enough interest to landlords?

Should renting not be seen as a business enterprise, and, like any
other business, be subject to basic by-laws and regulations
stipulating some minimum norms? Whether, or to what extent,
government (most probably environmental health offices employed
at local level) would get involved in policing these policies is a moot
point.
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° IIED point out that federations of the urban poor are building communal facilities in Nairobi, Kampala
and Durban. Sulabh in India have similar experience. Yet Wegelin-Schuringa & Kodo observed at one
communal latrine block in Kitui, Nairobi, that with “an increase in tenancy (tenants replacing owner
occupiers), (cleanliness) is becoming more of an issue. Not only has the number of users doubled but
the tenants do not feel the same kind of responsibility towards keeping the toilets clean. They feel that

they are paying rent and, therefore, are not responsible for maintenance.”




Brokering the rental relationship?
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1 social marketing is a relatively new approach (although the USIT programme in Maseru pioneered
many aspects of it in the mid 1980s), that “puts people at the centre of sanitation provision, as
consumers ... [and] combines both approaches [marketing of a product and marketing of a behaviour]
to create and satisfy a demand, through the provision of adequate services and appropriate hygiene
practices.” (Cotton et al.)
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Conclusions and further questions
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