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1.1. Background of the Study. 

a-IAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Since postwar period, urbanization increasing sharply due to improving peace and 

development process. The expansion of urban population which responds to the economic growth 

seems different from country to country. According to the United Nations (1982), the urban 

populations of industrial countries are expected to expand from about 0.8 billion in 1980 to 1.2 

billion in 2025 (an annual growth rate of 0.9 percent). In contrast, developing country urban 

populations are expected to grow from 1.0 billion to 3.9 billion over that period (a rate of 3.1 

percent annually). That growth alone (2.9 billion) is 18 times the total US urban population in 

1980, the equivalent of building 360 versions of metropolitan Los Angeles at its current size 

(Kingsley, 1989). This prediction, which is based on past data and tendencies in the future, means 

that the urbanization in developing countries are faster than that in developed countries. 

Similar with this prediction, urbanization in Indonesia shows a tendencies of increasing 

rapidly. ESCAP (1979) presented the data of urbanization in Indonesia by percentage in following 

years 1950,1960,1970,1978 shown following number 12.9%; 14.6%; 17.2%; and 20% (Bintarto, 

1983). Based on moderate assumptions, it is expected that urban population in Indonesia will have 

increased from around 33 million (22% of total population) in 1980 to 76 million (36% of total 

population) by the year 2000, with the rate of urban growth 4.3% per annum while the average 

annual rate of growth of the total population is projected at only 1.8% - 1.9% (Team of Urban 

Development Coordination, 1987). The tendency of population growth is moving up in the 

following years especially concentrated in Java cities. 

As late as 1980, population in Java is 62% of the nation's population while Java is only 6% 

of its land area. It shows the spatial imbalance which has some implications on depleting carrying 

capacity, lack of urban infrastructures, gaps of household income, and increasing environmental 

problems in some parts of its urban areas. The growing of urban area in Indonesia like Jakarta, 

Surabaya, Bandung, Medan, Semarang, and Yogyakarta, tends to grow beyond its administrative 

boundary, then builds an agglomeration both physical and functional to serve its community and 

its activities within the urban and the rest of its region. The main cities in Indonesia can be seen 

in appendix 1. 

Rapid population growth in urban areas which is caused by urbanization and natural 

growth, has increased substantially the demand for urban facilities and services. In last decade of 

1980s, it was estimated that about 68% of the urban population was without direct or adequate 

access to safe potable water and 60% without satisfactory sanitation facilities (UNDP 1985, p2). 

Without appropriate policies and programmes to provide urban services, this situation will become 



a serious problem (Sidabutar, 1992). Some empirical studies1 and NUDS (National Urban 

Development Strategy) study2, show that the growing urban activities often is not followed by 

the development of urban infrastructure. Giving this statement, a critical question should be raised 

such as: 

"Does the spatial distribution of household income relate to urban infrastructure 

problem and how are the government policies to tackle this problem?". 

This research focuses on the analysis of household income distribution and existing 

infrastructure problems, furthermore it tries to examine the government policies on urban 

development and infrastructure development in Yogyakarta. This research has important 

contribution to review the issue on urban development and the decentralization on infrastructure 

provision as be indicated on the Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development Programme3. 

1.2. Indication of the Problem: 

In the last two decades, Yogyakarta has been growing beyond its administrative boundary. 

Some remarkable growths are urbanization and urban development which are related to 

population, education centres, tourism, services, and other economic activities. Yogyakarta in 

1930s is just a small town in interior of Central Java with 60.000 population. It has been growing 

sharply until 861,294 population in 1991. Urban activities has been expanding beyond its 

administrative boundary and spills over to neighbouring districts, Sleman in the north and Bantul 

in the south o( Yogyakana (see appendix 2). 

It is a long history that Yogyakarta urban activities concentrated in the urban centre 

surround the Sultan palace. The pattern of settlement area concentrated in the urban centre close 

to business area (Malioboro), government office (Kepatihan), and the palace (Kraton). Since 1980s 

the settlement pattern has been shifting to sub urban which is indicated by growing new 

settlement provided by government (Perumnas) and private sectors (Developers from REI-Real 

Estate Indonesia, Cooperatives and Banks). It is followed by growing business centre, education 

centre, hotels for tourists in the new areas in sub urban. However the settlement pattern shifted 

to sub-urban (Sleman and Bantul), high density and disorder settlement still can be found around 

rivers valley in urban centre. 

Both old area with high density population and new area with growing fast activities cause 

1. see UNDP 1985; Courtney J.M. 1989; and Kingsley G.T. 1989. 

2 The MUDS has established an urban database system I' Will I' provided clear guidance for the current 
and future challenges of urban development in Indone,ia. The.e were prerequisites for executing policy 
programs covering all urban areas for the entire country (Sidabutar, 1992 p.23). 

3 This program will be explained in chapter three and ita gLoBBary and abbreviation wiLL b, attach,d 
in appendix 14. 
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a problem of infrastructure development. Lack of infrastructure is a big problem to support 

population and urban activities in that area. According to YUDp4 in their report on RUTRP 

(Rencana Umum Tata Ruang Perkotaan or General Spatial Urban Plan) analysis, urban 

infrastructure in Yogyakarta is not sufficient to serve the growing urban activities. Some 

indications as follow: 

Oea.n Water: only 15% of population can be covered by piped water supply, the remaining 

population have to use shallow well and rivers which most of them are polluted by human 

waste and industries. 

Sewerage and Sanitation: only 3% of urban population can be served by sewerage system, 

most of them use on-site sanitation which some of them are insufficient construction and 

make pollution to ground water. 

Garbage collection: only 30% of solid waste can be collected and treated by garbage 

management from government. 

Drainage system: increasing covered massive materials on soil surface leads increasing run 

off of surface water through drainage system. Some parts of the city have drainage 

problem related to insufficient of channel, sedimentation and garbage, and lack of 

drainage network system. 

The other infrastructures which is insufficient are housing, market infrastructure, road 

and transportation, environmental protection and green zone. 

In order to develop urban agglomeration and to improve infrastructure, the Indonesian 

government under Department of Public Work, Directorate of Human Settlement together with 

related institutions such as BAPPENAS (National Planning Agency) and BAPPEDA (Local 

Government Planning Agency)5, Department of Finance, and Department of Home Affairs, set 

a policies on urban development and a programme of the Integrated Urban Infrastructure 

Development Programme (IUJDP) in 1987. The IUIDP in Yogyakarta was started in 1989 in 

cooperation between Directorate of Human Settlement, Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC), 

and the three BAPPEDA Tk II (Yogya, Sleman, and Bantul) as well as BAPPEDA Tk I 

(Yogyakarta Province). 

1.3. Research Objectives: 

This research will attempts to deal with the following objectives: First, to analyze the 

4 YUDP - Yogyakarta Urban Development Project il a cooperativa project between central government 
(Directorate General of Human Settlement) and local government (Yogya. Sleman. and Bantul). Central 
government. foreign funding and consultant also involve in this project. 

5 There are two level of BAPPEDA in local government: BAPPEDA Tk I in provincial government and BAPPEDA 
Tk II in municipal or district government. 
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relationship between population density, household income and urban infrastructure. Second, this 

research will assesses the government policies on urban development policies in context of 

decentralization process (macro perspective) and the process of planning and implementation of 

IUIDP-Yogyakarta Urban Development Project in the context of what going on in the reality 

(micro perspective). This assessment is to reflect and to search some alternatives to improve the 

planning and the implementation of IUIDP-YUDP. 

104. Research Questions: 

Core question: 

"Does the spatial distribution of household income relate to urban infrastructure 

problem and how are the government policies to tackle this problem?". 

Specific questions: 

a. Hov.' is the spatial distribution of population, household income and urban infrastructure 

in the Yogyakarta urban area? and how can it be explained? Those questions lead to 

explore the spatial pattern of those aspects in a growing urban area. 

b. Why high population density and low household income often can be found in urban 

centre? and how about the household income and population density in the urban fringe? 

'What are their reasons to stay in that areas? Those questions lead to analyze the 

population density. household income and it relationships with infrastructure problems. 

c. How are the government policies tackle spatial urban development related to population 

density. household income and the infrastructure in urban development? This is the most 

important research question. It leads to go not only describing the data but also 

furthermore analyzing the data and examining the government policies. 

1.5. Research Methodology. 

This research will analyzes the relationships between household income and the existing 

urban infrastructure problems. Quantitative data as well as qualitative data will be used to 

elaborate the topic. For this purpose, some secondary data such as: statistical data, data from the 

YUDP project, and some related studies of this field will be collected. In addition, a field work 

to gather qualitative data have been done in Yogyakarta during August and September 1993. 

There are 22 kecamatan (sub-district) in Yogyakarta urban area which is consist of 14 sub­

districts administratively under Yogyakarta municipality, 5 sub-districts underSleman district and 

3 sub-districts under Bantul district. Detail unit of analysis on average of household income and 

existing of infrastructure, is based on kecamatan or sub-district level. Household income data will 

be based on the Real Demand Study of IUIDP-YUDP 1991. Other data which related to the 
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existing infrastructure and its problems will be based on data from BAPPEDA and Dinas6 in local 

government and YUDP consultants. In addition the field work made an important contribution 

to check the data with reality. 

In order to know the development of Yogyakarta in the future, the government policies 

on urban development and planning on infrastructure development will be examined by studying 

the reports, interviewing the key persons, and observing the dynamic trends of development. To 

analyze those data, the map pattern analysis methods will be applied in this research. Average 

household income category and simple scoring method will be used to simplify the data. Those 

category will be exposed on thematic maps. Other data will be presented on tables, graphics, and 

explanations. 

In this study, Yogyakarta will be used as a term of urban agglomeration which consist of 

Yogyakarta municipality (Yogya) and some parts of Sleman and Bantul districts as urban fringe. 

Yogyakarta municipality as urban centre in some extent will be called as Yogya to distinguish with 

Yogyakarta urban area which in some extent is called Yogyakarta. 

1.5.1. Thematic mapping of income. 

Household income data will be processed by categorizing the data into 5 groups based at 

kecamatan levels. The next effort is to put in the data on thematic map. From this map it can be 

analyzed the pattern and of the household income in Yogyakarta. The 'map pattern analysis' is 

used in this process. The map pattern analysis attempts to achieve two things: aggregation of 

spatial data and a comparative delineation of a discernible shape in their aggregate distribution 

(Cullen, 1984). In order to do map pattern analysis, three steps should be done: aggregation, 

pattern recognition and comparison, and interpretation. 

The aggregation is a simplification of the data to describe in a summary and clustered 

form a subset of the discrete events in a given area, in this case kecamatan as given administrative 

area. In this stage the data both population and household income are transferred into thematic 

maps. Through thematic maps, the pattern recognition and comparisons can be proceeded. The 

pattern recognition and comparison is an effort to understand the data distribution and its 

relations in a spatial context. This efforts needs an innovative skills to relate and to compare the 

data in the maps and in both theoretical framework and empirical evident. The next step is an 

interpretative work to elaborate and to give a meaning of what we have been done in the previous 

steps. 

1.5.2. Presentation of Infrastructure Data. 

The existing infrastructure data will be presented on table for each type of infrastructures. 

6 Dinas is provincial or local department agency, office or service. Other terms, abbreviations, and 
acronyms will be attached in appendix 15. 
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Basically the data will be based on area (unit) analysis of kecamatan. Some related data will be 

combined to analyze the relationship between existing infrastructure with other data such as: 

population, and household income. 

A simple scoring method will be employed to determine the urban infrastructure 

distribution. Some types of infrastructure related to the IUIDP programme at kecamatan level can 

be scored: piped water, drainage system, sanitation facilities, and garbage collection. Through 

simple scoring method, those scores can be summed to categorize the urban infrastructure at 

kecamatan level. A thematic map will be developed based on that categorization. 

1.5.3. Examining Government Policies 

The examination of government policies will be done by critical analysis of the policies 

and by comparative analysis of the reality and the trend of development. Some studies on the 

IUIDP programme and its critics as well as field information of what going on in the reality will 

be used to elaborate arguments in this analysis. 

1.6. Organization of the Paper 

This paper is organized as follows. Chapter I as an introduction presents the background 

of this study and the identification of the problem, objective and research questions, and research 

methodology, then following by the organization of the paper. Chapter II elaborates the theoretical 

framework. Chapter III explains the Government Policies on Urban development and the 

Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development Programme. Chapter IV presents a case study of 

'x' ogyakarta. Chapter V analyzes population density, household income and their relations with the 

existing infrastructure. Chapter VI presents further discussion, conclusions with some 

recommendations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

URBAN GROWTIl. HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 

AND DECENTRALIZA nON OF URBAN INFRASTRUCfURE 

This chapter elaborates the theoretical framework related to this topic and conceptual 

framework of this study. Section one discuses the urbanization and urban growth. Section two 

discuses location decision of household related with income. Section three discusses the concepts 

of decentralization of infrastructure provision. 

2.1. Urbanization and Urban Growth. 

Government in developing countries face two inevitable trends over the next quarter of 

a century: rapid urbanization and a high concentration of the poor in large cities. Many migrants 

are poor and lack of skills. They will joint with the poor household in urban centre, who continue 

to crowd into slums and squatters settlements in increasing numbers (Rondinelli and Cheema, 

1988). Urban area have grown rapidly especially in developing countries. Between 1960 and 1990, 

f or example, the population of urban areas is estimated to have grown 180 percent in Africa, 150 

percent in Latin America, and 135 percent in South Asia, while rural areas grew by only 45 

percent in the same decades (Todaro, 1992). The migration of people from rural to urban area has 

been the principal cause of tremendously increasing urban population. 

Urbanization in Indonesia grew fastest in the 1970s when the new order government have 

restored economic development through REPELITA, a five years development plan. The plan 

integrates agricultural and industrial development to achieve economic growth. The economic 

growth was increasing sharply especially during oil boom in 1970s. The government have invested 

in strategic infrastructures to support agricultural sector such as dams, irrigation, and 

industrialization related to agricultural sector. An intensive agricultural programme (Green 

revolution) has been introduced to increase agricultural production. This programme is basically 

inducing high input (technology and capital) in agriculture on the other side, but reducing labour 

force on the other side. As a result agricultural production increases sharply but unemployment 

in rural areas also increasing tremendously. 

A simultaneous programme have been developed in industrial sector. The government 

invites private sector both foreign and domestic investors to develop industry. Industrialization 

have been growing sharply during the last two decades especially in urban area and it become an 

economic engine of the country. Economic growth generated by industrialization has a multiplier 

effects to other economic activities in urban areas. Therefore jobs opportunities in urban areas 

relatively high compare with that in rural areas. 

Jobs opportunities (labour demand) in urban areas attract rural unemployment in rural 

areas (labour supply) to migrate to get job in urban areas. Todaro (1992) wrote a theory on 
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migration model. His model assumes that migration is primarily an economic phenomenon which 

for the individual migrant can be a quite rational decision. Despite the existence of urban 

unemployment, the Todaro model postulates that migration proceeds in response to urban-rural 

differences in expected rather than actual earnings. Furthermore his work has the fundamental 

premise that the migrants consider the various labour market opportunities available to them, as 

between the rural and urban sectors, and chose the one which maximises their 'expected' gains 

from migration. 

2.1.1. Push and pull factors of urbanization. 

The acceleration of economic growth especially in urban area, leads a multiplier effects 

on other economic activities which basically open many opportunities. The opening opportunities 

in urban area attracts people from rural area to migrate to urban centre which is called 

urbanization. Basically there are two factors causing urbanization, 'push' factor from rural area 

and 'pull' factor from urban area. 

The push factor is often related to high population growth in rural area which links to 

limited employment opportunities in agricultural sector. Population pressure on limited 

agricultural land causes several problems on its production and environment. When the agriculture 

were improved, modern agriculture technology produce more food but require less labour. 

Therefore it caused unemployment problems especially for landless farmers. 

Subsistence agriculture activities are no longer interesting for young generation. Since 

education are improved in rural area, many children attend to school. But after past the school, 

most of the students are going to study in higher school or to get jobs in urban area. They are not 

return to their land to do agriculture because of limited land and less opportunities. Rural area 

have less opportunities of alternative jobs for educated young generation. Since insufficient rural 

infrastructures to support creating alternative jobs, low demand of local market and considering 

too far of regional market, and weakness of technological inputs and innovative design, such non­

farm economic activities are difficult to be developed by young educated generation. Those 

conditions push them to migrate to urban area in order to challenge the opportunities to get job 

and to change their better life. 

The pull factor of urban area is often related to high urban economic growth and image 

of better life. The high urban economic growth which is generated by industrialization, creates 

a multiplier effects on other activities such as trading, services, construction, etc. Those activities 

offer many job opportunities for the people. The image of better life is challenging for the rural 

people. Putten J.G. (1967) wrote that the migrant expects to find more permanent and rewarding 

employment in the urban area, better housing and health condition, and education for their 

children. The glory of the fantasy light of skyscrapers in the urban centre become a symbol of 

comfortable life. 
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2.1.2. Urbanization and conurbation. 

Rapid growth of urban population caused by both natural growth and urbanization, 

accelerates the growth of urban area. Recently, the concentration of urban population spills over 

to sub-urban or neighbouring districts, this process is called conurbation process. A term 

'Conurbation' was coined by Patrick Geddes to describe a large concentration of urban 

communities. Planners in Britain speak of 'the London conurbation' (Whittick in Encyclopedia of 

Urban Planning, 1974:295). A report on RUTRP (Rencana Urn urn Tata Ruang Perkotaan) or a 

general urban space plan, mentions that urban growth in big cities in Indonesia show a tendency 

of conurbation process. This report describes conurbation as a tendency of urban growth beyond 

its administrative boundary and shapes an agglomeration together with its expanded area in both 

physical and functional aspects (Directorate General Cipta Karya, Department Public Work, 1992). 

The consequences of urbanization and conurbation process in an urban growth, can be 

explained in positive and negative impacts. Urbanization in positive view means a supply of 

labour force to generate the economic growth in urban industrialization process especially in early 

stage of a grov\'ing urban area. From the point of view of the migrants, urbanization is a 

transformation process from rural-traditional to urban-modern life. The migrants can develop 

their potential knowledge and skill to get better opportunities in urban area. Putten (1968:17) 

described that 

"Social change and economic growth in urban areas creates a perspective in which 
development is not just an increase of capacities and production, but the creation 
of new quality of life". 

In addition the migrants can adapt new technology and urban facilities to improve their family 

life in rural areas, through several ways such as: create links to support their rural development, 

transfer of income, spread information and innovation, create market for agriculture products. 

Urbanization on the other hand, has a negative impacts especially in developing countries. 

Putten (1968) explained that the conditions under which urbanization process occurs in the 

developing countries differ substantially from those under which the developed countries 

experienced their major urban growth. He had arguments that when in the 19th century industrial 

revolution in Europe and North America took place at relatively moderate place, industry and 

people settled in the most developed areas in growing nations which were favoured by world 

trade. Now, a great urbanization in developing countries is most intensive and rapid in areas 

where natural resources and infrastructure are underdeveloped and where the economic, 

technological resources, and human skills, are inadequate. 

Those conditions in developing countries create problems as a negative consequences of 

a massive urbanization process. The most obvious impacts of this process are growing slum areas 

in urban centre, unemployment, inequality of urban services, and social problems. Furthermore 

the worst consequence is depletion of natural resources (water, soil) and pollution of environment 

in the urban area. Gaps between rich and poor household often creates some social problems. 
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Slums almost can be found in every urban areas in the developing countries. Geographers view 

urbanization from several aspects which are related to distribution, diffusion changing, and time 

and spatial aspects. Kantsebovskaya (1976) stated that: 

"Geography deals first and foremost with spatial aspects of urbanization, its 
purpose being to reveal its forms, geographic variants and types and the specific 
features of the particular course taken by urbanization under the impact of 
different social, economic and natural conditions." (quoted from Bintarto, 
1983:12). 

Social scientists have arrived at fairly broad agreement that a single pattern of urban 

densities is repeated in a large number of very different cities. This consensus of opinion has been 

summarized into a system of equations by Berry and Newling (Berry and Horton, 1970) , as 

follows: 

Axiom 1: "The decline of population densities with distance from the city centre". 

This axiom has been tested by Philip H. Rees7 in Chicago. He rises a question "How well 

does this generalization fit the population pattern in Chicago?". Through several calculations and 

data representations, he arrived at a conclusion that the axiom the density of population declines 

exponentially at a constant rate with distance from the city centre is a fairly close approximation 

to the truth. Even beyond that point, the density at which people reside in continuously built-up 

suburbs continues to decline in the same fashion, but rural and small outlying town densities 

complicate the simplicity of the urban pattern. 

Axiom 2: "The density gradient declines with time". 

Winsborough 8 presents two series of population density gradients for Chicago between 

1860 and 1950. His calculation were checked for several years later by the same method. He 

presented the data on the graphs and concluded that although the data are not completely 

comparable, it is clear that the total population density gradient does decline exponentially with 

time. 

Those axioms are challenging to be tested in urban growth studies in developing countries. 

Those axioms and evident in Chicago is important to give a framework to understand the 

tendencies of urban growth and its population structure which seems happen also in Yogyakarta 

urban area. Since the limitation of time and data, this study is not focused to test those axioms. 

2.2. Location Decision of Household Related to Income. 

Migrants who move to urban area and chose to stay in certain part of the settlement area 

have to face a set of decisions with many considerations. This situation is also faced by new couple 

7 He did for his study "The Factorial Ecology of Metropolitan Chicago (Master's thesis, University of 
Chicago, 1968), Appendix B. 

8 in Berry J.t. end Harton F.E. 1970, chapter 9 "The urban envelope: pattern and dynamics of popUlation 
density". 
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married or new household. The different is that the migrants have to adapt with the new situation 

of urban area and need time to understand the people behaviour, the urban system, and the 

environment. Related to location choice of household, Berry (1970) wrote: 

"The inhabitants of the city are faced with a fundamental decision: where to life. 
The principal determinants of their choice of housing are three in number: the 
price of the dwelling unit (either rent or purchase price); the type of residence; 
and its location, both in terms of neighbourhood environment and in relation to 
place of work." p.311. 

The first determinant, the price of the dwelling unit, reflects the household income. It 

shows how much his capability to pay the rent or the purchase of house. The price depends on the 

condition, size, environment, and location of the house. The price of the house has parallels in the 

attributes of land price which is closer to the centre higher of the price. Then the following 

determinants, type of residents and its location, are related to the housing they need which depend 

on marital status and family size; their life style preferences which will affect the type of 

neigh bourhood; and their location of work which is related to daily transport to their work places. 

Similar with Berry, Fujita (1989) considered three basic factors of location choice of the 

household: accessibility, space, and environmental amenities. According to him, accessibility 

includes both pecuniary and time costs associated with getting to and from work, shopping, 

recreation, and other social activities. The space factor consists of the need for some land as well 

as the size and quality of the house itself. The last factor is environmental amenities which more 

related to high level of household income. Household income is reflected the choice of the 

amenities include natural landscape and scenic beauty as well as neighbourhood characteristics 

ranging from social status to racial composition. 

It can be concluded that the three determinants of location decision, both derived by Berry 

and by Fujita, are closely related to household income. Then the question can be raised how is the 

pattern of household income distribution in Yogyakarta urban area? This question will be 

developed in chapter four and five. 

2.3. Decentralization of Decision Ma1dng Related to Urban Infrastructure. 

One of the major problems in urban agglomeration is insufficient of infrastructure to 

support urban activities. The urbanization process, an acceleration of urban population growth 

over the past two decades has already brought about a high concentration in urban centre. Slum 

area which is characterized by high population density and low income often can be found close 

to business areas in the centre. 

The slum areas which is overloaded of their carrying capacity often lack of infrastructures 

such as clean water, sanitation, housing problems and drainage system. An encyclopedia of urban 

planning describes infrastructure as a term, widely used in planning, denoting the services and 

facilities which are an integral part of the life of an urban community. In a healthy urban 
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community such as infrastructure is geared to expand economic and social life (Whittick, 1974). 

The conurbation process, an expansion of urban growth to surrounding sub-urban areas 

often not be followed by infrastructures development. Because of high land price and 

overcrowded in urban centre, some urban activities are shifting to sub-urban areas. The activities 

spills over to those areas where unplanned yet by local government. The government have budget 

constrain to develop infrastructures in sub-urban areas, so the investors and community who have 

activities in those areas have to provide infrastructures for themselves, certainly in Yogyakarta, 

Indonesia. The strain on basic urban infrastructure are not only caused by urbanization and 

conurbation process, but also from limited financial capacity and administrative management of 

central government to develop infrastructures at least parallel with urban growth. Recognising 

those shortcomings and considering economic and political situation, the government attempt to 

decentralize urban infrastructure provision. 

Before we discuss in-depth on decentralization concepts, it is better to discuss 

centralization as a part of government strategy to lead the country. Centralization of government 

is common in most of the developing countries just after independence from colonial government 

during 1950s and 19605. Rondinelli et all (1983:7) described that naturally the governments in the 

developing countries, first turned their attention to national-building and thus invested heavily 

in programmes of economic development. Both processes seem to require and legitimize 

centralized management. In a big country like Indonesia, centralization still remains in many 

aspects of government policies. Bosier (1978) wrote that centralization has a role to consolidate a 

national unity: 

"Perhaps of greater importance is the relationship between centralization and the 
national unity. Many of the developing countries are still in the nation-building 
stage, consolidation of this process requires a strong central power" p.40. 

A great demand of decentralization has emerged during 1970s in some developing 

countries. It is because the development have been growing fast and because the demand of 

democratization and participation in the development have become more popular. Mawhood's 

recent survey (1987) goes further and say that governments are more interested in decentralization 

when they feel politically secure, yet also under economic pressure to mobilize local resources 

(quoted by Gasper 1991: 16). Since the 1980s when Structural Adjustment Programme has been 

adopted and when oil price has decreased, centralization in some extent, such as urban 

infrastructure provision, is no longer effective. Then decentralization was promoted to improve 

the system. From the central government point of view, decentralization is to reduce over-loaded 

jobs and over-heated bureaucratic 'machine' systems. From the local government point of view, 

decentralization is to empower its capability to develop local resources with strategies of local 

interests and to tackle local problems. 

Decentralization of government is the transfer of powers and responsibilities from central 

government (higher level authority) to local government (lower level authority) to formulate a 
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development plan, to make decisions, and to manage public function in order to serve local 

community. Robertson (1985) formulated in Dictionary of Politics that: 

"Decentralization denotes a process or situation in which powers and 
responsibilities are transferred from a central authority to other, usually more 
local, organs. The term can be employed in relation to the distribution of power 
between elected authorities and to the organization of the bureaucracy" p.79. 

Rondinelli (1983) indicated that the concept of decentralization is broad and its component 

parts are many. According to him decentralization can be defined as the transfer of responsibility 

for planning, management and resources raising and allocation from central government and its 

agencies to: (a) field units of central government ministries or agencies, (b) subordinate units or 

levels of government, (c) semiautonomous public authorities or cooperations, or (e) non­

governmental private or voluntary organizations. Some authors categorized decentralization into 

four types: deconcentration, delegation, devolution, and privatization (Rondinelli 1983, Gasper 

1991). Gasper (1991:9), defined those terms as follow: 

(1). Deconcentration - the handling over of some administrative authority or responsibility to 

lower territorial levels of central government ministries and agencies. Some authors call 

this 'field administration' or 'local administration', depending on the extent. 

(2). Devolution - the creation or strengthening of sub-national governments whose activities 

are in larger part outside the direct control of the central government, thanks to a legal 

basis for local powers. This fits the position of states within a federation, and legally 

established and typically elected local governments. Some authors equate devolution and 

'local government'; others use the latter term more broadly. 

(3). Delegation - the transfer of managerial responsibility for specifically defined functions 

to parastatal organizations outside the regular bureaucratic structure. 

(4), Privatization - the transfer from government of responsibility for specified function, to 

NGOs, voluntary organizations, community associations, or private enterprises. 

This breakdown partly correlates with Hyden's 2x2 picture types of decentralization. A 

difference is that Hyden breaks Rondinelli's 'privatization' into two: transfer to NGOs etc. is 

called interest group representation, and only transfer to private enterprises is called privatization. 

Delegation would be another case of managerial functional decentralization (Gasper 1991). 

Table 1 

The Hyden's picture type of decentralization 

I I TERRITORIAL FUNCTIONAL 

MANAGERIAL Deconcentration Privatization 

PART! C I PATORY Devolution Interest group representation 

Source: Gasper 1991 
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Some authors defined the concepts of deconcentration as a separate one of decentralization. 

Hudson and Plum (1986) wrote: 

" ... Central to our discussion are the concepts of 'deconcentration' and 
'decentralization' and as the distinction between these is a crucial one, it is 
important to specify it at the outset" 

Mawhood (1983:3-4) also distinguished the terms of decentralization and deconcentration. 

According to him, decentralization is taken to mean the sharing of part of the governmental power 

by a central ruling group with other groups, each having authority within a specific area of the 

state. The local share of allocating power is protected by formal as well as by normative rules 

which are accepted by the centre. While deconcentration, implies the sharing of power between 

members of the same ruling group having authority respectively in different areas of the state; 

political structures which essentially represent the interests of the central rulers and depend upon 

their support, functioning in areas away from the capital city; and units of local administration 

in which formal decision-making in exercised by central appointed officials. 

Furthermore Mawhood (1983) draw a simple distinction between both terms in association 

with organizing principle, structures in with the principle dominates, and their practice. This 

distinction is presented in table 2. 

Table 2 

The distinction between deconcentration and decentralization 

Associated with Deconcentration DecentraLization 

Organizing Deconcentration DecentraLization 
principle (French writers) (French writers) 

Deconcentration Devolution 
(UN report) (UN report) 

Bureaucratic Democratic 
decentralization decentraLization 
(administrative) (poLiticaL) 

Structures in with FieLd administration LocaL government 

the principle RegionaL LocaL-seLf 
dominates administration government 

Perfectora L MunicipaL 
administration administration 

Practice DeLegation of DevoLution of 
powers pOller! 

Source: Mallhood (1983) 

It can be distinguished that by political, decentralization is related with more democratic 

and popular participation in decision-making; while deconcentration is related with bureaucratic 

and administrative decentralization. Deconcentration refers to the transfer of functions, not 

powers, to local government organization. Those are may be newly set up or may be already 

functioning organizations which should serving to local needs and achieving to government's 
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objectives. Rondinelli (1981) mentioned that, the least form of decentralization is deconcentration. 

A t one extreme this merely involves the shifting of workload from central ~overnment ministry 

headquarters to staff located in offices outside the national capital, and the staff may not be given 

the authority to decide how those functions are to be performed. 

However, deconcentration is simply the administration of the periphery by the use of 

officials in the outposts. It can have its merits, of a type, of regimented efficiency but it could 

also be totally unresponsive to local needs and aspirations. This was focused, for instance, in the 

classic distinction made by commentators between law and order administration and development 

administration. 

Decentralization and deconcentration are also formulated by Government of Indonesia in 

order to operate those concepts in the development policies. In the Laws no 5/1974 about 

Autonomy and Local Government, the formulation originally in Indonesian language and be 

translated as follows: 

"Desentralisasi adalah penyebaran urusan pemerintah dari pemerintah pusat atau 

pemerintah daerah tingkat atasnya kepada daerah untuk menjadi urusan 

rumahtangganya sendiri. (Decentralization is a distribution of government affairs 

from central government or higher local government to local government for their 

home affairs)". 

"Dekonsentrasi adalah pelimpahan wewenang dari pemerintah atau kepala wilayah 

instansi vertikal tingkat atasannya kepada pejabat-pejabatnya di daerah. 

(Deconcentration is a transfer of responsibility from higher government or head 

of vertical branch of institution/department to their local officers)". 

Decentralization is not the opposite of centralization (Smith, 1985; Helmsing, 1991). 

Decentralization has a positive side which is associated with a wide range of economic, social and 

political objectives. Economically, decentralization is said to improve the efficiency with which 

demands for locally provided services are expressed and public goods provided (Shepard, 1975, 

quoted by Smith, 1985:4). Socially, decentralization is advocated as an approach to enlarge 

community participation, to develop local resources with local interests, and to solve the problems 

with local characteristics. Smith (1985:5) wrote that politically, decentralization is said to 

strengthen accountability, political skills and national integration. It basically brings 

democratization close to the reality and brings the government closer to the people. 

Decentralization is not without critics and limitations. Mawhood (1983:1) criticized that 

in some developing countries, decentralized structures of administration that only act as a more 

effective tool for centralizing the power; regional and district committees in which local 

government official make decisions while the local representatives sit silent; village councils where 

local people participate but have no resources to allocate. It is quite clear that the local 
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representatives have no capability to analyze the technical and managerial system of urban 

infrastructure. In some cases, the local representatives is lack of power and less initiative than the 

local government. 

The limitations of decentralization in practice is not only by the representatives, but also 

the local government capacity in term of manpower, financial resources, and the technical 

demands in certain activities. Furthermore. Gasper (1991) observed in the case of decentralization 

of planning and administration in Zimbabwe that the issue is more than technical. He wrote that 

national policy-makers appear at present unwilling to transfer substantial powers and there are 

well established central ministries and strong beliefs in centralized planning. including in the 

Local Government Ministry. 

The successful decentralization much depends on the particular authority-specific context. 

It is not a singular process of change, but also often as a partial response to a multiple of external 

and internal, macro and micro, induced the process. The Integrated Urban Infrastructure 

Development Programme as a decentralized infrastructure provision in Indonesia is challenging 

to be studied. In this study, a concept of decentralization and deconcentration which were 

formulated by Indonesian government will be employed to asses the IUIDP programme. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

GOVERNMENT POUCIES ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT: 

THE lNfEGRA TED URBAN INFRASTRUC11JRE DEVELOPMENT PROORAMME 

This chapter explains the government Policies on Urban Development in national 

development policies and in the context of the implementation of IUIDP programme in 

Yogyakarta Urban Development Project. The last part of this chapter attempts to analyze those 

policies. 

3.1. Government Policies on Urban Development: The IUIDP Programme 

3.1.1. An overview of urban policies. 

The main report on National Urban Development Strategy (NUDS) was published in 

September 1985 and the Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development Programme was initiated 

in line with NUDS and was based on the earlier experiences gained by Kampung Improvement 

Programme (KIP) - the first large scale integrated infrastructure provision programme at 

neighbourhood level. The IUIDP programme realizes the year 2000 urban development strategy 

and expands the. KIP approach into an urban agglomeration development and urban infrastructure 

programme. 

The IUIDP programme was intended to overcome the following problems: 

(1) centrally administered provision does not always reflect local needs sufficiently, and is 

often inadequately operated and maintained by local government (and local communities). 

(2) infrastructure programmes of central, provincial and local government show much 

duplication of efforts, hence resulting in an inefficient use of limited resources. 

(3) over dependence on central government grant funding for many elements of urban 

infrastructure which could to a larger degree be self-financing (Padmopranoto 1987, 

Suselo 1987, and Hoff and Steinberg 1992). 

According to The Coordinating Team of Urban Development 1987, the basic principles 

of the IUIDP are functional decentralization and/or deconcentration of planning and programme 

development, integration of physical programmes, and integration of financial resources between 

Central and Local Government (see appendix 3 and 4). The goals expected to be achieved over the 

next 5 - 10 years through these efforts can be formulated as follows: 

(a) effective decentralization of urban infrastructure planning, implementation and operation; 

(b) the strengthening of Local Government's responsibility for financing urban infrastructure; 

(c) the strengthening of Local Government's capabilities to carry out these responsibilities. 

The idea of urban development strategy through the IUIDP programme gives more 
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responsibility to local government to fulfil their demand by developing local resources. 

Eventhough the concept is to strengthen the capacity and to give the responsibility to local 

government, but in reality it is very difficult to be implemented and to be spread (to be 

replicated). The dependency of local government to central government seems still dominates the 

implementation of IUIDP concept. Robert van der Hoff and Florian Steiberg I? ·have an 

observation that: 

"Though now, with the IUIDP, urban infrastructure is becoming a local 
government responsibility, central government's resources contributions (matching 
funds) are still very dominant. Also, in the field of physical project 
implementation, local governments have the capacity to implement only small scale 
projects. For either larger or more complicated projects, for which they will need 
to attract or hire skilled staff, local governments will depend largely on the ability 
to mobilize or control the necessary final resources". (p 3). 

This statement is related to the fact that the policies on urban development were produced 

at central level by a committee consists of central government or department bodies. The policies 

of urban development in Indonesia which was produced by The Management Team of Urban 

Development in 1987, focuses on the following areas: 

Policy 1: Development of urban infrastructure and the operational and maintenance thereof, in 

principle, is within the authority and responsibility of the Local Governments, with the 

assistance and guidance of the Provincial and Central Governments. 

Policy 2: Planning, programming and identification of investment priorities by all levels of 

Government for urban development will continue to be improved by meas of a 

decentralized and integrated approach which, among others, has already started through 

the IUIDP system. 

Policy 3: In order to develop Local Government responsibility for providing urban infrastructure 

services, there will be further strengthening of the Local Government's capability to 

mobilize resources and optimize the use of funds. 

Policy 4: In accordance with the principle of decentralization of urban infrastructure 

responsibilities, the government will, in addition to the measures described under policy 

3, endeavour to improve the financing system for urban infrastructure systems. The 

purpose of the improvements would be to: (a) strengthen Central-Local Government 

borrowing scheme for Local Government urban infrastructure investment needs, and (b) 

provide incentives for local resource mobilization and borrowing. 

Policy 5: The capability of Provincial and Local Governments staff and institutions to execute 

urban development activities more effectively in the context of strengthening their roles 

and responsibilities will be enhanced by institutional development procedural 

9 Two foreign experts who assist IUIDP as consultants and trainers. They work closely with Indonesian 
decision-Makars on IUIDP and they also edited a book IHS study related to IUIDP, 'Innovative Approach to 
Urban Management, 1992'. 
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improvement, where appropriate, as well as training to be provided by means of a 

coordinated programme of local government manpower development. 

Policy 6: Coordination and consultation between the various agencies and levels of Government 

(Central, Provincial and Local) involved in the development of urban infrastructure and 

services will continue to be strengthened for the smooth implementation of development 

activities and to provide a mechanism for review and formulation of future sector policy 

recommendations. 

The analysis of those policies will be presented in the last part of this chapter, after we 

discuss several emerging issues and a review of the IUIDP programme in Yogyakarta Urban 

Development Project. 

3.1.2. The IUIDP Programme: its origin and how it works. 

The government initiated urban development under the "Basic need strategies" approach 

after experienced by the "Comprehensive urban planning" approac~o. Sidabutar (1992) criticised 

the "Comprehensive urban planning" that this approach has proved ineffective to control and to 

manage rapid urban growth. It is because institutionally there were insufficient numbers of 

trained personnel to prepare and to execute the master plan, no strong enforcement of regulations 

to achieve the implementation of the policy and the plan, and weakness of financial analysis and 

offered no explanation of the source of funds to finance the programmes. Regarding to the master 

plan, it was too broad and not directed to programme implementation. In addition the plan did 

not address many real urban problems. 

Under the "basic need strategies", Kampung improvement programme (KIP) was initiated 

in 1969 in Jakarta. This programme addressed the problems of slum areas through improving the 

provision of water supply, sanitation facilities, garbage management, drainage channel, and low 

income housing. This programme was considered appropriate and successful to improve slum 

areas, thus KIP programme was replicated in other urban areas in other provinces by central 

government supports as well as the international agencies in financial supports. This approach was 

reviewed by Sidabutar: 

"Although the basic need strategy has to some extent addressed the problems of the 
slum areas, it has some shortcomings in its planning and implementation stages. 
The strategy was prepared without considering city-wide perspectives of urban 
services development. For example, local drainage system must be connected to 
city drainage systems; otherwise, improvement in local flood drainage might create 
flooding for other areas outside the KIP areas" (p.19)." 

.Q "A comprehensive approach was designed to control the rapid urban population and to establish an 
urban form and function that could accommodate tha increasing urban popuLation mainly in large cities. The 
product of this approach "'a& known a& "Ma&ter plan" and it emphasized the physical form and zoning cities, 
not their management or dynamic evolution" (Sidabutar, 1992:p 18). 
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Then KIP programme was expanded in the context of urban area which is called "Urban 

project" approach. This approach basically combined and formulated the "Comprehensive urban 

planning" and "Basic need strategies" approaches. Under the framework of urban project, the 

government initiated pilot projects in Bandung (Java) and in Medan (Sumatra) to apply urban 

studies with new approach. Sidabutar explained that these studies were providing a comprehensive -

spatial perspective as a basis for the formulation of programmes. These studies were followed by 

feasibility studies for the provision of sectoral infrastructure in urban service. 

Those pilot projects and NUDS study are reshaping the urban policies to new approach. 

In 1984, the government through the Directorate General of Human Settlement of the Ministry 

of Public Works, formulated a new approach to urban development which is called the "Integrated 

Urban Development Programme" (Ministry of Public Work 1984 quoted by Sidabutar 1992). 

Through several process of coordination and negotiation with other central government bodies: 

BAPPENAS (National Development Planning Agency), the Ministry of Home Affairs, the 

Ministry of Finance and other foreign funding agencies such as the World Bank and the Asian 

Development Bank, has launched the IUIDP and the policies for urban development. The urban 

development policies were released by the Coordination Team for Urban Development and was 

signed by the Chairperson of BAPPENAS in 1987. 

The JUIDP was implemented in early 1986, just after the finishing NUDS study. While 

there are some variations of how the JUIDP works, here are the steps in the ideal process: 

The first step: Everything begins with meetings at the provincial level. Provincial staffs review 

the output of the National Urban Development Strategy for the province, including 

infrastructure standards, staging and costing assumption, and adjustments are made as 

appropriate. Working relationships are established and cities within the province are 

prioritized for action. 

The second step: Similar meetings are held with staff in the individual cities that have been 

selected. National strategy outputs are reviewed and adjusted to better reflect local 

judgements on comparative priorities, across and within sectors, and standards. Then a 

work plan is developed. This addresses the linking of training with on going project work 

in the locality and often requires consideration of methods of supplementing local 

government staff and equipment. 

The third step: Project teams of local staff with technical assistance provided from the centre then 

review and update an existing local land use plan. If the local land use plan is not 

available, a new 'structure plan' will be developed. The new plan indicates broad 

magnitudes of expected growth of urban agglomeration and basic pattern of infrastructure 

and transportation network. 

The fourth step: Infrastructure projects are next identified, scooped and costed. They are then 

staged and assembled to create a three-year capital budget for the city. Rolling budgets 
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are anticipated thereafter, with plans for years two and three being adjusted, and a plan 

for year four added, as work under the year one plan is being compelled. IUIDP also 

requires explicit consideration of capital maintenance requirements and arrangements for 

ongoing operations as a part of capital budgeting. 

The five step: The IUIDP then requires the teams to prepare a complete financing plan covering 

all potential sources of founds. The plan must indicate and allocate expected local 

revenues, develop a boriowingstrategy, and consider amounts that may be needed from 

the central budget and/or external donors. This step forces the city to think through a 

strategy for local revenue enhancement over the longer term. Individual city programmes 

so defined are then reviewed and adjusted at the province level and a combined provincial 

submission is prepared for review at the central level. One of the important tasks at the 

centre is packaging projects in a manner suitable for support by external donors (quoted 

from kingsley, 1989). 

It seems that conceptually the IUIDP programme as a new urban development approach 

has been shifted from sectorally and centrally approach to integration and 'combination' (central 

and local as well as top-down and bottoming-up) approaches. A diagram comparison of the 

programme preparation and implementation before and under the JUIDP shows that changing or 

shifting paradigm (see in appendix 5). 

3.1.3. The emerging issues 

Since NUDS study was formulated, the JUIDP programme was initiated, and urban 

development policies were decided in the middle of 1980s, more then 150 P JM or multi-year 

investment programmes of local governments were approved or in preparation. The first round 

of the planning stage of the programme will be completed within the current Five Year Plan. 

Moreover, a very considerable volume of investment will be realized on the ground in construction 

projects during this period (Ross and Suselo, 1992). 

Beside the IUIDP programme as an effort to develop urban area under urban development 

policies, the Minister of Population and Environment launch an urban development prize which 

is called 'Adipura prize'. Adipura , an annual prize, is given to honour the efforts of local 

government and citizen to develop their cities in environmentally sound and in the direction of 

sustainable development. Adipura is part of an indicator of successful of leadership of Bupati or 

Walikota (head of local government Tk II) and participation of the community in developing their 

settlement and urban area. Eventhough Adipura is not part of the IUIDP programme or vice versa, 

those programme can be considered as a multi-programme of urban development among ministries 

department in central government and local government. 

Reflection of the policy implementation is important to review several emerging issues 
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during the on going implementation of the JUJOP programme. There are several issues in the 

IUIDP development as identified by Hoff and Steinberg (1992): urban management and training, 

local resources mobilization, public-private partnership, and community participation. 

Urban management have been evolving recently by the introduction of the JUIOP concept. 

It is a concern, stronger than ever before, for management as a process of interventions involving 

negotiations and 'Musyawarah-Mufakat' ( a local word of deliberation-consensus building) 

between territorial and functional organizations, between local government and central 

government, and the involvement of public participation. According to Hoff and Steinberg 

(1992), present efforts in urban management in Indonesia can be seen in three interrelated areas: 

Innovative projects and urban development policies in the framework of decentralization: 

action oriented planning with political and participatory support. 

Strengthening of institutional capacities and institutional change; reform of legal 

conditions and administrative procedures, reform of financial management and land 

management. 

Supportive manpower development through training, information and communication 

programme. 

Hoff and Steinberg's observations are challenging to be explored further; whether those 

points are still hang up as a concept or already exist in the reality. Let starts with the third point 

on human development through training, information and communication programme. 

Human resources development under the JUIOP programme is noticed as a progressive 

achievement. More than 250 selected government staffs (local, provincial, and central 

government) and few NGO and private sector have been trained in IHS Rotterdam)j, thousands 

urban actors (community, NGO, private, and public organizations) also have been trained in 

Indonesia, both in central and provincial training centres. It seems that they prepared to 

implement the IUIOP concept and to transform 'new urban management'. Beside the successful 

training programmes, we have to mention that strengthening of institutional capacity and 

institutional changes is still difficult to be transformed in the 'new urban management'. Therein 

bureaucratic system is very important to run 'new urban management'. Meanwhile the 

decentralization process, action oriented planning with local political and participatory support, 

still behind the target. In reality the IUIOP implementation in many cases is still dependent on 

foreign assistance (technical and financial) and central government supports (bureaucracy, 

financial and political aspects). 

The next emerging issue in local resources mobilization. Local resources mobilization is 

related to local government financial management to collect revenue and to allocate budget more 

~ IHS, Institute for Housing and Urban Development Studies, B leading institute which has attention 
of that field in developing countries. 

22 



adequately. Tax reformation have been launched in 1983, but its implementation was delayed until 

1988 because of several administrative problems (Simanjuntak, 1989). Recently, the tax revenue 

is considered a main sources of government revenue beside oil and non oil and gas export 

revenues. 

Local government (Tk II) has own resources which derive from four main resources: taxes, 

charges or retribution, profits of public enterprises (such as PDAM), miscellaneous (including 

departmental) income, and land property tax (Devas, 1980). Beside own resources, the source of 

finance especially for public infrastructure and services come from: (1) central-local transfers 

(including grants for capital investment and routine expenditure, and central government revenues 

assigned wholly or in part to regional government, (2) regional government's own, locally 

generated revenue, including income from local taxes and user charges, and (3) loans to regional 

governments (Bastin and Hidayat, 1992). Related to this issue, Devas (1989) developed a diagram 

of financial flows for urban sector: public sector and community contributions (appendix 6) ~z. 

Presently local government revenues provide only about 5-15% of the funding needed for 

all local development activities; central grants and transfer to local governments make up for the 

reminder (Hoff and Steinberg, 1992). It shows that local government share in current and capital 

expenditure in local development activities is considered lower compare with other selected Third 

W orId Countries: Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda? Under the IUIDP framework, local government 

revenue will be generated to expected target to at least double local participation to 20-30% next 

five years. 

RIAP, Revenue Improvement Action Plan, be developed to improve local government 

revenue. Related to infrastructure development, land and property tax is the most important local 

tax base. The price of land and property are increasing significantly with the development of 

infrastructure. So that it is reasonable to increase tax value in area where the IUIDP projects were 

implemented. Therewith that, improvement of local government capability to collect tax and 

improvement of its management (including administration) are very important. Beside land and 

property tax, other resources mobilization came from profits generated by public enterprises, 

involvement of private sector in public investment and running urban services, and involvement 

of community participation. 

Public-private partnership is one of the emerging issue in urban development, especially 

after 'marathon' of deregulation under Structural Adjustment Programme since 1983. Private 

sector has been seen as potential actor to develop urban services. Suselo and Taylor (1992) give 

arguments or rationality of an increasing role for the private sector as follows: 

Il Several landmark studies of Indonesia's system of local government and urban development finance have 
been elaborated by Institute of Local Government Studies, University of Birmingham, United Kingdom. 

'3 Helmsing 1991 analyzed local government finance in Zimbabwe and compared Zimbabwe case with other 
Third World Countries. 
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The government alone is not sufficient to provide urban services in high urban population 

increases with an annual urban growth of 4%. Therefore the mobilization of private sector 

in financing urban services is needed. 

Many urban areas are not currently being provided by the public sector. Hence, the 

private sector can in some instances fulfil unmet needs without taking responsibilities 

away from government. 

The private sector can offer consumers greater choice and provide services more flexible. 

The private sector promotes competition and encourage a more entrepreneurial approach 

to national development. 

It is presumed that private sector participation will lead to increased operational 

efficiency. 

Beside explaining the five rationalities, they also give current examples of private sector 

participation in urban development in Indonesia. They start with the statement of the chairman 

of BAPPENAS devoted an important address of this approach " .... we are looking increasingly to 

the private sector to finance and operate physical infrastructure and to upgrade skills". This 

statement have been followed up by several deregulations to invite private sector involvement in 

public services such as water supply, toll road, real estate and low cost housing, even new town 

development. 

Some public and private partnership actually have been applied in several urban areas to 

build infrastructure and to provide urban services; from a group of conglomerates which has 

concession to develop new town 'Bumi Serpong Damai' with thousand housings, to informal-small 

scale sector which is providing local material for building. According to Mitchael-Weaver and 

Manning, PPP is "primarily a set of institutional relationships between the government and various 

actors in the private sector and civil society". Furthermore they focused the term 'partnerships' 

and interpreted the term as 'several parties have combined forces to define and/or accomplish one 

objective. It requires a joint government-private sector operation, with both side involved in 

planning, building, operating the project or implementing the agreed policies" (quoted from 

Nordhold, 1993). 

Since the government institution in the IUIDP has a wide range of government agencies, 

the relationship and partnership in the PPP concept is rather complicated. Overlapping 

responsibilities and different interests among different departments and among different levels 

often happen in negotiation process (Schiller in Nordhold, 1993). After reviewing Schiller's 
/1( 

analysis and conclusions of the distinction of 8 group actors within PPP ,Nordhold criticize him 

I~ Schiller analyses for each of 8 groups of actors, the potential costs of participation within PPP. 
He then concludes that only if the expected benefits, for each actors, ara higher than calculated costs will 
that actors participate in PPP (Nardhold, 1993). 
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of ignoring the DPRD (regional parliament) and does questioning the PPP programme. If the 

benefits among 'actors' are unequal or little to do with economic profits, will the actors participate 

in PPP. He also questioning the private companies established by Department of Public Work "who 

is public and who is private". 

The role of community participation in urban development has been considered in a 

strategic sense. Fritschi et.al (1992) mentioned one of the ideas behind decentralization is that the 

real needs of the community can be better understood by local government. The assumption is that 

there is active consultation and dialogue between local government and its community. Therefore 

the next logical progression in decentralization calls for greater community participation in 

planning and programming of urban development. 

Community participation has been stated in several law, regulations and policies; such as 

law no 4 of 1982 on the Environment article 6(1) "everybody has the right and obligation to 

participate in environmental management"; regulation no 9 of 1982 (Permendagri) aims at 

increasing the effectiveness of development by emphasising the importance of the "bottom-up" 

planning approach recognizing that people generally known best what is best for them. Though 

statements are an example of legal basis of community participation in which some successful 

experiences have been achieved, the general tendency is still to concentrate on obligations (top 

down approach, considering the community as an object) rather than on rights. In the other cases 

of development projects, community participation also concentrated often only on implementation 

and maintenance, rather than on planning and its preceding activities (Fritschi et.al, 1992). 

Looking through the Policies of Urban Development produced by the Management Team of 

Urban Management in 1987 and in the present JUJDP approach, community participation is not 

yet stated explicitly in the decentralization, the integration and the "bottom-up" strategies. As 

indicated by Fritschi et.al: 

"In the present IUIDP approach the "bottom-up" element is not yet defined as 
more involvement of the community at the lowest level. Instead it means more 
involvement of the local (Tk II) government and agencies". (p.l54) 

This statement reflects that a room for community participation still does not exist in 

urban development process. If there is no clear role of community participation in planning and 

decision making, then decentralization process have to be questioned "decentralization by whom 

and for whom?". Before we discuss decentralization process, we have to know how those policies 

at central level be implemented in a case of Yogyakarta". 

3.2. The IUIDP Programme in Yogyakarta Urban Development Project. 

3.2.1. An overview of the strategy of YUDP Project. 

The concept of YUDP project under the Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development 

Programme, is basically emphasis more on decentralization: a delegation of responsibility to local 
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government to make planning, financing, implementation, operation and maintenance of urban 

infrastructures and services. The strategy of YUDP is directed to achieve three targets to 

anticipate growth, ready to face changing, and to conserve special assets. 

(a) To anticipate growth: Spatial configuration of YUDP is aimed to hold and to anticipate 

population growth and urban activities related to economic development. 

(b) Ready to face changing: Spatial configuration of YUDP is formulated to adapt the 

changing which exist during the development. The changing are related with urban 

functions, community aspirations, standard of life, and innovation of technology. 

(c) To conserve special assets: Special assets related to history, traditional culture, 

architecture, and environmental and green zone, have to be conserved and be developed 

as their characters. 

Those targets are interesting formulations. The first target is already considering a rapid 

urbanization and conurbation process in a spatial development framework. The second responds 

the dynamic trend of development and formulates more clearly and explicitly community 

aspirations and other interesting issues. The third is the strongest targets which is considering local 

and special assets in Yogyakarta. Then the next question should be exposed "how are those targets 

reflected in the urban development policies and strategies in Yogyakarta?". 

Policies and strategies for urban development in Yogyakarta is based on RUTRK (Rencana 

Umum Tata Ruang Perkotaan) and is arranged for 1990 - 2005. Formulation of policies and 

strategies are as follows: 

Policy 1: Spatial development: YUDP is divided into two spatial development; urban area and 

green zone. Special attention will be focused on environmental development. 

Strategy 1: Spatial configuration of urban development gives different functions between Yogya, 

the seven sub-districts centres (Sleman and Bantul), and the five new economic 

development zones. 

Policy 2: Population development: Population development will be concentrated on Yogya and the 

seven sub-districts. 

Strategy 2: Population development should be adsorbed by kalurahan which is increasing its 

population. But relocation of over populated area in green belt zone have to be tackled. 

Policy 3: Economic development: Economic development will be supported by economic 

development zone in city centre of Yogya and in the five strategic location in ring road. 

Strategy 3: Economic zone in Yogyakarta and other five economic zones should be considered for 

main economic activities development such as: tourism, education centre, manufacture and 

other related economic sectors. 
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Policy 4: Infrastructure Development: Infrastructure development will follows spatial pattern plan 

in urban region which hold population growth and in economic development zone. 

Strategy 4: Settlement in urban areas(NUDS) should make use of infrastructure programmes such 

as water supply, sanitation, garbage management, KIP and MIIP. Regarding a growing 

settlement centres, those programmes should be completed with road network and drainage 

system development. In the economic zone, the programmes necessary to be concentrated 

on road network, drainage system, sewerage system, garbage management and clean water 

supply. 

Following through those formulations, we can easily recognized that spatial development, 

popUlation development, economic development, and infrastructure development, are the main 

focuses of those policies and strategies. If we relate those policies formulation and the three 

targets, than we found that several aspects are not explicitly stated. It is perhaps those policies are 

based on R UTRP - a general urban area plan. 

In order to explore the policies which is reflected in the IUIDP programme in Yogyakarta, 

we have to go in detail through formulations of the programmes which is called PJM (Program 

Jangka Menengah or Multi-Years Investment Programme). 

5.2.2. The IUIDP Programme in Yogyakarta: A Multi Years Investment Programmes. 

The integration of planning and programming of JUIDP is presented in a Multi-Year 

Investment Plan (Program Jangka Menengah or PJM) which covers 5 years period. Ideally local 

government start with the preparation of an IUJDP Development Assessment Plan (IDAP) as a 

long term spatial reference for the subsequent multi-year infrastructure investment plan. Since 

IUIDP programme is still a new programming and implementation approach, this programme in 

Yogyakarta formulation process remains to be supported by technical assistance (TA) consultants: 

EWI-Electrowatt Engineering Services LTD (Switzerland) in association with Hasfarm Dian 

Consultant (Indonesia). 

This Multi-Year Investment Programme relates popUlation trends, strategic urban 

decisions, infrastructure needs and prioritized inter-sectoral infrastructure development projects. 

The Multi-Year Investment Programme includes technical, environmental and financial feasibility 

studies and financial and economic justifications - based on the principle of affordibility - of the 

sub projects as well as of the overall programme. In addition the 'thick and heavy' Multi-Year 

Investment Programme estimates the resources requirements, draws up a municipal Revenue 

Improvement Action Plan (RIAP) and a Local Institutional Development Action Plan (LIDAP) for 

the implementation of the infrastructure development programme. 

The relationship between urban development strategy (NUDS), revenue improvement 

action plan (RIAP), local institutional improvement action plan (LIDAP), and the Multi-Year 
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Investment Programme can be seen in appendix 7. 

A. The Programme. 

The IUIDP covers eight major urban infrastructures which are implemented under the 

Directorate General of Human Settlement in the Ministry of Public Works. The eight major urban 

infrastructures are: 

- spatial urban development 

- water supply 

- sewerage, human waste (sanitation) 

- solid waste management (garbage) 

- drainage, flood control 

- urban roads 

- housing (Kampung Improvement Programme 

- MIIP (Market Infrastructure Improvement Programme) 

Looking through YUDP documents, they are professionally formulated and excellent 

documented. The objectives, targets, and programmes as well as budget planning and institutions 

which execute the programmes are clearly stated. Every programmes has a feasibility study as well 

as financial appraisal. The detail descriptions of those programmes (in a summary) are attached 

in appendix 8. 

Those programmes mainly formulated by technical assistance consultants with some 

discussion with local government (the three Bappeda Tk II and other related dinas). Eventhough 

the strategy of YUDP project is such a stimulation and in-job training for local government staffs 

to formulate the programme, but the most of ideas and formulations are produced by consultants. 

The involvement of community participation seems still far behind, but we have to notice that the 

involvement of NGO (Yayasan Dian Desa) is already exist in formulating the real demand in 

Yogyakarta urban area. 

There are other urban infrastructures which are not provided by the IUIDP programmes, 

such as telecommunication and electricity. Telecommunication is provided by PT Telcom - a state 

enterprises for telecommunication under the Ministry of Tourism and Telecommunication. 

Electricity is provided by PLN (Perusahaan Listrik Negara) - a state company for electricity under 

the Ministry of Mining and Energy. Those types of urban infrastructure are often repairing their 

old network and developing their new network separately from the integration programme of 

urban infrastructure under the IUIDP. 

Those different schemes of urban infrastructure development often cause a problem which 

is popularly called "Gali lobang tutup lobang" or "Dig hole and fill hole", a ridicule term of 

disintegration projects in urban infrastructure development. This problem mainly because of lack 
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of coordination and different financial schemes. Before we discuss this issue further, we have to 

know the financial and institutional aspects of the IUIDP programme in Yogyakarta. 

B. RlAP (Revenue Improvement Action Plan). 

Revenue as a source of development funds is very important to recognize the capability 

of local government to implement the programmes. In the context of decentralization, local 

revenue reflects the capacity of local government to develop local resources. Local genuine 

revenue is collected from taxes, retribution, benefits from local-public enterprises, and revenue 

from local government services. In YUDP at least 10 type of taxes and 21 retribution. In 1990/91 

tax revenue in YUDP is Rp 3,724 million and retribution is Rp 3,477 million and others are Rp 

1,130 million, so the total is 8,331 million. This revenue is predicted will increase by 28% per year 

(with annual inflation less than 10%). 

Revenue sharing (local and central) from land and building tax is considered as a source 

of local revenue. In 1990/91 land and tax building in YUDP is around Rp 3,926 million, 65% of 

this revenue is revenue sharing for local government of YUDP (Yogya, Sleman, and Bantul) or 

around Rp 2,574 million. The revenue from land and building tax is not optimal yet, because 

efficiency to collect this tax is still low or around 60% - 79% and the cadastral maps is out of date. 

Routine expenditure of local government consist of staff salary, office tools and materials, 

maintenance and other expenditure related to daily operation of local government. The balance 

between genuine revenue and routine expenditure shows a deficit financing. This deficit have to 

be subsidized by central government. The genuine revenue in every TK II shows that in Yogya 

is 72%-84% of routine expenditure, in Sleman is 50%-71 % and in Bantul is only 41 %-56%. 

Netto saving of local government is a remaining fund from routine revenue (including 

subsidy) minus routine expenditure.This remaining fund is important to know the capacity of local 

government to invest in planning and to know capacity to adsorb loans. Netto saving in Yogya is 

projected Rp 2,690 million in 1992/93 and Rp 7,230 million in 1996/97 with annual growth 28%. 

In Sleman and Bantul, the annual growth is projected 50% and 38%. Only part of netto saving in 

Sleman and Bantul will be invested in YUDP, because not all Kecamatan in both regencies are 

part of YUDP. 

The netto saving can be used as financial assistant to get loans. According to the rule of 

loan, debt coverage ratio (DSR) is 1.5. It means that the netto saving at least 1.5 times of 

repayment and interest of loan or debt service. The capacity to adsorb loan of Yogya during five 

years is around Rp 23.300 million and around 35% of this loan or Rp 8.100 million for YUDP. The 

maximum loan of Sleman during five years is around Rp 12.600 million and 11% of this loan can 

be used for YUDP. Whereas Bantul is around Rp 11,800 million and only 6 million of this loan 

can be used for YUDP. The interest of the loan is 10.5% with time of repayment is 15 years plus 

3 years extension. 
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The multi-years investment programme needs an investment around Rp 120,200 million 

for five years. All netto saving and loans are not enough to cover this programme. The deficit is 

around Rp 36,300 million. To implement YUDP this deficit should be covered by other sources 

from provincial and central governments (APBN, Inpres, and APBD I). APBN (national budget), 

Inpres (Presidential Instruction), and APBD I (Provincial budget) are grants from central and 

provincial government to local government Tk II: Municipalities and Regencies (see appendix 9). 

Not all the budget (netto saving, loans, grants) will be invested in YUDP. It is because 

beside YUDP there are several other projects (non-YUDP) and because only part of Sleman 37% 

of its population and part of Bantul 23% of it population are covered by YUDP. For Yogya the 

proportion of the budget for YUDP is around 42%. In order to improve revenue of local 

governments to cover their budgets for urban development, The YUDP management team set up 

a programme which is called RIAP - Revenue Improvement Action Plan. This programme has 

objective to improve capacity of local governments (Yogya, Sleman, Bantul) to increase revenue 

from tax, retribution, and other sources. To achieve this objective, it is important to focus on 

several strategic aspects: 

To review existing rules on taxation and retribution. 

To appraise potential receiving and to fix realistic receiving targets. 

To appraise system and procedure to identify the source of taxes, to register the source of 

taxes, to appraise, to collect and to monitor the taxes. 

To formulate action plan to achieve the targets. 

Further households unit direct or indirect has a major contribution local government 

revenue. Households contribute mainly in land and building tax and other local genuine revenues 

such as water charges, parking fee, garbage services fee, and neighbourhood development fund 

contributions. Based on this argument, household income should be considered in collecting 

revenue as well as in decision making in investment of urban infrastructure. 

C. LIDAP (Local Institution Development Action Plan). 

The existing institutions for urban development is insufficient to manage the multi year 

plan of YUDP project. In order to improve this institution, YUDP project proposed a local 

institutional development action plan (LIDAP) which have a main objective to strengthen and to 

guarantee both government and community institutions to operate and to maintain urban facilities 

and services. 

Basically LIDAP is a 'rolling plan' which means that the improvement of institution is not 

one short time, but a process which is parallel with the improvement programme. LIDAP focuses 

on institution and organization which have roles and functions to prepare, to implement, and to 

monitor the PJM (multi-year plan). There are four categories of urban development institutions: 
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Local government management: are Yogya municipality, Sleman and Bantul regencies. 

Those institutions have responsibility to make planning, programming and budgeting. 

Inter-local government management: are government institutions, permanent or temperer, 

which have responsibility to coordinate and to integrate the development programme of 

the three local governments in Yogyakarta urban region. 

Sectoral management: are local government institutions which have responsible on sectoral 

development for urban development (water supply, drainage, sanitation, etc). 

Community organization: are community organizations, formal or informal in Yogyakarta, 

which are covered by the development programme. Those organizations are expected to 

participate in urban development. 

LIDAP explores the three key aspects of each institutions: functional distribution and 

structural organization, system and procedures, and human resources/staffing. Further LIDAP also 

stated clearly the role of community organization in urban development. Such statement is very 

important to give a room for community participation. Further community participation should 

not only stated in progmanne but also in urban development policies and strategies. 

Public service in urban region is organized by several institutions. There are three concept 

of public service management: (1) deconcentration: a public service provided by central 

government, (2) decentralization which is a public service provided by local government, and (3) 

co-administration which is a public service provided by local government under central 

government extension. The integration of the three concept is organized by the head of local 

governments: Walikota (Mayor of Yogya municipality) and Bupati (the head of District of Sleman 

and Bantul). The head of local government is helped by BAPPEDA (Local Government Planing 

Agency), SEKWILDA (Local Government Secretariat), and Inspectorate. The functional line of 

sectoral projects including implementation, operation and maintenance, is implemented by 'dinas' 

or sectoral offices in local government (like departments in central government). In order to 

adsorb community aspirations and to legalize the programme, DPRD TK II (Local House of 

Representative) acts to represent the community and makes the rules to guide the development 

(see appendix 10 and appendix 11). 

The main task of BAPPEDA is to help the Mayor or the Head of local government in 

planning and evaluation of development. The BAPPEDA is responsible to produce: (1) the basic 

pattern of regional development, (2) the five years development plan, (3) the one year 

development programme, and (4) the one year budget development plan. Whereas SEKWILDA has 

a main tasks to coordinate implementation of the development programme of the dinas and the 

Inspectorate has a main tasks to monitor and to evaluate the development programme. 

In order to coordinate the development programme of the three local government under 

YUDP 'umbrella', a solid institution have to be founded. This is the challenge of YUDP which 
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have been faced since January 1989 when YUDP was started. YUDP project mainly run under 

Department of Public Work and Swiss Development Cooperation and its consulting team are only 

temporary institution to help the three local government to integrate their development 

programme of YUDP. 

Under the decree of Governor of DIY no 19/TIM/ 1991, an organization structure IUIDP­

YUDP was founded. The head of BAPPEDA TK I and the head of regional office of Department 

of Public Work are the head and the vice head of YUDP Steering Committee. This committee has 

a responsible to lead all the policies for YUDP province and to legalize the medium term projects, 

annual programmes, and guidelines for institutional and financial aspect in YUDP. A technical 

team was also founded for providing special technical guidance for IUIDP in general and YUDP 

in specific. In local government level II, a steering committee and technical committee is also 

founded in Yogya, Sleman, and Bantu!. The main important of this structure is a joint secretariat 

which runs daily works and to assist the consulting team. 

Such RIAP plan and job description in LIDAP is already clear and well organized. Then 

the following focus will analyze several critical issues on decentralization process and further 

discussion will be presented after discussing a case study in Yogyakarta. 

3.3. Analysis of Government Policies 

The introduction of the IUIDP in 1985 and the formulation of government policies on 

urban development in 1987, and subsequently focused on decentralization of urban infrastructure, 

have to be analyzed in the macro political economic context of Structural Adjustment Programme 

and economic recession of declining oil price in 1983. As ind~cated by Nordhold (1993) 

decentralization is one of the most important policy components of SAP. Two arguments are put 

forward tq support decentralization: efficiency and democratization process. 

As stated in introduction of the policies on urban development, the predictions of the 

urban population and industries demands will increase sharply especially in the second stage of 

long term development plant (1994-beyond 2000). Because of financial and manpower resources 

constraints in one hand, and because of the rising demands for urban infrastructure and services 

in another hand; the result of development carried out so far have not been seems sufficient to 

meet the needs (Coordination Team for Urban Development, 1987). Considering that bottleneck, 

through decentralization, the government try to achieve efficiently to use resources and equitably 

to serve the demands. Also through decentralization, the government promotes local institutional 

capabilities and mobilization of local resources. 

Mawhood (1987) indicates that the government intend to do decentralization when the 

government feel politically secure and when the economic situation is under pressure. If we reflect 

two mawhood's points in Indonesian context, the decentralization especially on urban 

infrastructure provision seems to responds the recent political and economical situations. 
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Analysing the decentralization process in Indonesia, we have to refer to the 

implementation of Laws no 5/1974 about Local Government Autonomy including decentralization 

and deconcentration. It seems that after two decades, the central government still dominate the 

development process such as set up policies even in implementation of many projects. Hasan Basri 

Durin, Governor of West Sumatra, released an interesting statement "In early the implementation 

of Laws no 5/1974, autonomy can not be achieved properly because we still prioritize political 

stability. It seems to emphasis more centralization, .... Since political stability secure enough, there 

is no reason to afraid to implement autonomy" (Kompas 9 October 1990). As he is a top 

government leader, in the context of Indonesia, this statement is strong enough to evaluate and 

to give suggestion to promote decentralization. But we have to put that statement in the 'open 

valve' of the democratic process and in the economic situation which forced the government to 

promote decentralization. 

During 'Bonanza' oil in early 1970 to early 1980s, the central government played dominant 

role in almost every urban development project, even KIP was initiated by central government 

cq Department of Public Work. Since economic recession in the middle of 1980s, the World Bank 

as well as Indonesian government launch SAP and decentralization become part of it. Declining 

the oil price in the middle of 1980s forced the government to delay capital intensive and ambitious 

projects, to release their control (eg on urban infrastructure provision) to local government, and 

to involve private sector in development particularly in public services. 

Beside economic situation, the demand of democratization process is increasing sharply, 

especially since the middle of 1980s. Parallel with de-bureaucratization and deregulation, the 

government is opening political 'valve', thus democratization process become more open. Given 

that political economic situation, the urban development policies were formulated and the IUIDP 

is being implemented in several urban areas. If we review our discussion in chapter three and 

other studies, the policies and the IUIDP were still initiated by central government cq under 

Ministry of Public Work and was signed by BAPPENAS. Although they involved other related 

departments such as: Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Home Affairs, it seems that 

decentralization on urban infrastructure is not initiated by local governments. So reflecting the 

implementation of Laws no 5/1974 and the formulation process in the policies, it seems that 

autonomy and decentralization process is more initiated by central government with considering 

political economy rather than an efforts initiated by local government. 

If we review the statement of the policies, we found word 'decentralization' was explicitly 

stated in policy 2 and 4. Policy 2 is regarding to planning and programming process, and 

identification of investment priorities by all levels of government for urban development. Policy 

4 is regarding to responsibility of local government to provide urban infrastructure. Those policies 

which is related to decentralized urban infrastructure should be analyzed in particular reference. 

There are four references, which are stated in the introduction of the policies, in order to obtain 
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the necessary resources and apply them efficiently and equitably of the government policies 

applicable to urban infrastructure development. 

The first reference is functional and financial roles, mechanism and responsibilities for 

infrastructure provision and maintenance. This reference is related to political economic aspect 

of decentralization of urban infrastructure. Before the implementation of the IUIDP, there are 

three (level) public work offices: Kandep (Departemen of PW in TK II), Cabang Dinas (Provincial 

PW branch in Tk II), and Dinas (local government Tk II own PW office). They provide 

infrastructure in local government Tk II in similar field (public work), but different level of 

responsibility and source of finance. There are several experiences that the coordination among 

them are very weak. 

Top down approach and central-sectoral planning in urban infrastructure development, 

have already experienced in a along time especial1y during oil boom in early 1970s until early 

1980s. This approach has been suffering to local government in the sense of different interests and 

priorities. Some projects are come from upper government level suddenly only to achieve the 

target without questioning relevancy with real demand and local government capability to do 

operation and maintenance. That system is already settled and make high dependency of local 

government to central government. 

Financial aspect is very important in decentralization process. Regarding to financial roles, 

most of the local government still suffering from the deficit to cover routine expenditure. It is 

because the local government only collect non-potential source of revenues and get small share 

of revenues. High dependency in term of political decision making and financial capability, makes 

the decentralization vague. 

The urban development policies and the IUIDP try to reform that situation through 

emphasis more on decentralization. It is reflected in their strategy: to decentralize urban 

development planning, to integrate physical programmes, and to integrate financial resources. A 

multi-years investment programmes, LIDAP, and RIAP are new form of infrastructure 

development. But we have to view that the reformation process needs time such as indicate by 

Davey 1989 (see Hoff and Steinberg, 1992) that with respect to the IUIDP as an innovative 

approach, it may be necessary to stress that it not become ful1y institutionalized in the near future. 

Experience, such as the implementation of the Laws no 5/1974, shown that there is often a ten 

to twenty years time lag between new ideas and their incorporation into public policy and, after 

that, into routine practice of local government. In addition political economic situation often 

influence to delay the implementation of the policies or laws. 

The second is local resources mobilization. It should not only be viewed in narrow way 

such as valuable physical material or resources, but also the important thing is the meaning of 

local resources as aspiration and participation, expression of local needs and demands. The second 

meaning is related to decentralization process. Many studies and most authors, including who 
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contribute to the IHS study, assume that decentralization can be equated with the participation 

of groups of beneficiaries (Nordhold, 1993). Such assumption in the reality sometime is blurred, 

unless a serious efforts of interest groups create an initiative to empower their self. Further, he 

then emphasis on bargaining more on bargaining position of citizen to local government, and local 

government to central government, in order to break out the 'minder' barriers and unbalance 

position in negotiation process: 

n •••• the heart of the manner, namely the measure of freedom enjoyed by citizen 
organizations to increase their own bargaining power, namely the measure of 
freedom enjoyed by citizen organizations to increase their own bargaining power. 
Without stating this particular aspect explicitly, the use of the term 
decentralization remains almost dangerously vague" p.7. 

The third is efficiency resources usage. This is basically used for all Structural Adjustment 

Programmes and is in fact the standard economic cost-benefit argument - decentralization would 

increase local resources mobilization (the second reference) and decrease corruption on central 

government. Nordhold, 1993 identified that within the Word Bank, decentralization is promoted 

by at least two arguments: 

(1) It would lead to reduce misallocation (corruption) at central level, since authorities would 

know the needs and capabilities at lower levels of administration. Hence, a more efficient 

and effective allocation of scare resources could be achieved. 

(2) It would stimulate necessary local resources mobilization more effective, but in that case 

local institution capabilities should be improved including human resources development 

or staff training. 

Recently an emerging issue on leaking development funds was caused by corruption and 

other intransparancy bureaucratic system. Sumitro Djoyohadikusumo/~a senior economist, stated 

recently that approximately 30% of development funds were leaking. If Sumitro's indication is 

true, then the efficiency resources usage, with emphasis more on economic cost-benefit and 

weakness political control from legislative and people, will become meaningless. 

In some experiences, the early stage of decentralization process consume more resources 

and finance. It is because the bureaucratic system should be adjusted, local government should be 

trained, meeting and coordination efforts need more resources, and other transitional matters. In 

the long run, decentralization is believed to deal with more efficiency and effectiveness. 

The fourth is institutional capabilities. Since top down approach and centralistic decision 

making were experiencing in the last decades, some local governments and sectoral branch or 

Dinas in TK II were dependent on instruction and guiding from upper level. Kompas, a leading 

newspaper in Indonesia, interviewed government staffs (8 from Tk I, 16 from Tk II, and some 

.5 Djoyohadikusumo stated this issue in ISEI XII Congress in Surabaya, November 1993. ISEI is an 
Indonesian economist association (Ramly in Tempo 15 January 1994 and Tempo 22 January 1994). 
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intellectual from universities) and they concluded that this dependency make some local 

government feel pleasure with that situation. It means that the local governments do not need to 

work hard to get funds, to do planning, and to mobilize resources; everything is already planed 

and tailored by upper layer government or central government. 

Such environment in some extent create a decadency and mentality of some 'oknum' 

officials such as ABS culture (Asal Bapak Senang) and neglecting community aspiration. Nordhold 

(1993) , by referring to Rigg's focus on the importance of formalism: the discrepancy between 

norms and reality, stated that: 

"In fact, the hidden agenda of officials, in any formal organization, is to try to 
safeguard their discretionary powers in order to survive. In Indonesian 
bureaucracies, with their strong Asal Bapak Senang mentality, this 'formalism' 
works all the more powerfully. One common method to save one's discretionary 
powers in the vague formulation of regulations which made them interpretable in 
several ways. Another method is to postpone, as long as possible, specific binding 
rules for the implementation once laws have been issued. Usually in Indonesia the 
Peraturan Pelaksanaan (the implementation rules) and the Petunjuk Pelaksanaan 
(the implementation guidance) will followed only after many years" p.9. 

Other barriers in institutional capability are overlapping responsibility and lack of 

coordination, financial resources and staffs. The IUIDP through LIDAP attempts to deal with 

those bottlenecks and barriers in order to improve institutional capabilities. One of the strategy 

is giving opportunities to local government staffs to get training both in provincial training centres 

or in abroad. 

We have to notice that during last seven years, several local government staffs as well as 

central government staffs have got a vary short courses and diploma on urban management in IHS. 

Such opportunity for local government Tk II, in the context of Indonesia, is very rare. It seems 

that the Ministry of Public Work cq the Management team of IUIDP, goes ahead and responds 

progressively to transform their staffs and their partners in local government in' order to 

strengthen institutional capability. 

Human resources development is milestone to reform the old system with top down and 

centralistic approach to the new system with innovative and decentralistic approach in urban 

infrastructure provision and urban management. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

A CASE STUDY OF YOOY AKARTA: PROFll..E OF POPULATION DENSITY, 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME, AND URBAN INFRASTRUCTURE DISTRIBUTION 

This chapter presents the profile of Yogyakarta urban area especially the pattern of 

population density and household income distribution. Those data are drown in thematic maps and 

are exposed in tables. The population data will be related to the household income distribution and 

also the existing urban infrastructure problems will be explained in this chapter. 

4.1. History of Yogyakarta. 

Historically, Yogyakarta was founded in 1755 under 'Gianti agreement'. The first leader 

is Sri Sultan Hamengkubuwono I who stayed in Kraton Yogyakarta and governed an area part of 

Java. Settlement area was developed surrounding the castle of the palace, an area between 

Winongo and Code rivers. Yogyakarta become a centre of government and a concentration of 

settlement area. Some remarkable development of Yogyakarta can be written as follows: 

In 1813 Kadipaten Pakualaman, a small palace with castle, was founded in eastern across 

Code rivers. 

In 1872 railway Yogyakarta-Semarang and Lempuyangan station was build by NIS Mij 

S/V. Then in 1887 Tugu station was opened to connect Yogyakarta-Jakarta to the west and 

Yogyakarta-Surabaya to the east. 

Then settlement areas were developed surround the main roads and railway stations. 

Chinese people stay surround Tugu station and business area in Kranggan, Degen, 

Gandekan, and Gondokusuman. Arabic people stay surround castle in Sayidan and 

Kauman. Dutch people was build Vredenburg castle and stay in Loji Kecil, Bintaran, 

Jetis, and Kota Baru (new town). 

Spatial urban growth have been enlarged from 16.7 square kilometres in 1936 become 32.5 

square kilometres in 1961. Population growth in Yogyakarta mainly is caused by high urbanization 

especially after Indonesian independent. A study on demography of Yogyakarta shows that 

population growth achieves 4.5% per year during 1950-1960; consist of 1.8% by natural population 

growth and 2.7% by migration (Dian Desa, 1991). 

A huge migration have had happen in 1946 when Yogyakarta become capital of Indonesia 

during transition period of government. At that time approximately 50.000 people, mostly 

politician and government staffs and their families migrated from Jakarta to Yogyakarta. The 

table shows a sharp changing of increasing population between 1930-1960. 

37 



Table 3 

Population in Yogyakarta municipality in some periods. 

Vear Number of popuLation 

1930 136.649 

1961 312.698 

1971 342.267 

1980 386.068 

1987 426.352 

Source: Dian D ••• 1991:b2. 

Yogyakarta is recognized as historical and tourism city, provincial capital of Special 

Region of Yogyakarta, student centre, and an urban centre to serve its hinterland. Those 

identities and functions lead rapid development and changing of urban area. Since 1970s 

Yogyakarta has been growing beyond its administrative boundary as a municipality. Yogyakarta 

urban area become an agglomeration of urban activities and its development spills over to 

neighbouring districts; Sleman in north and Bantu! in south (see appendix 2). It can be summarized 

that the growing of Yogyakarta starts from centre to periphery in all direction especially linked 

with transportation network. Even, it is growing beyond its administrative boundary. 

4.2. Urbanization and Urban Growth in Yogyakarta 

As we discussed in the previous chapter, basically there are two factors causing 

urbanization. Push factor is related to a condition which force somebody or people to move out 

from their area to another area which attract them. Whereas pull factor is often connected with 

a situation which attracts somebody or people to come in to get better condition to improve their 

life. In term of urbanization, people from rural or hinterland area move to urban area. So the push 

factor is in rural or hinterland area and the pull factor is in urban area. 

Early urbanization in Yogyakarta actually has been started when Yogyakarta become a 

centre of government under Sri Sultan Hamengkubuwono I. After the palace was founded, 

settlement areas were developed surround the castle of the palace. Migration is still few at that 

time. Only some people from rural area migrate to Yogyakarta to serve to their Sultan. The 

motivation of the migrants at that time are to devote andtb dedicate to their Sultan. They are very 

proud to be appointed as 'Abdi Dalem Kraton' or servant in the palace, and to be elected as 

'Punggowo Kraton' or staff officer in the palace. 

The development of Yogyakarta in the 1800s is noticed by the enlargement of settlement 

area beyond Code river (Kadipaten Pakualaman in 1813) and the development of road and railway 

network in 1872 to connect the hinterland area and the other urban areas (Semarang, Batavia, Solo, 

Surabaya, etc). This development leads urbanization or migration of people from rural area and 
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other urban area to Yogyakarta. The development of ethnical settlement area (Chinese. Dutch. and 

Arabic) and market centres seem that Yogyakarta become an important and strategic urban centre 

in the interior of Java. Yogyakarta become a centre of trading for both agricultural products from 

hinterland and goods from other urban centres especially from costal urban areas (Batavia, 

Semarang, Surabaya).At this period, the motivation of migration was changing from socio-culture 

related with Kraton to socio-economic related to markets or trading activities and other urban 

services. 

Urbanization in Yogyakarta after Indonesian independent is related to political aspect 

when the capital of Indonesia moved from Jakarta to Yogyakarta in 1946. A huge migration 

approximately 50.000 people. mostly politician and government staffs and their family migrated 

from Jakarta to Yogyakarta. Eventhough Yogyakarta become Indonesian capital only one yeaI '.' 

some of them decided to stay in Yogyakarta. This migration is completely different from the 

previous urbanization in the term of push and pull factors. The push factor here is related to 

render the Indonesian government safe from the Dutch aggression. The pull factor is related to 

the reluctant of Sultan and the willingness or the people of Yogyakarta to defend the existence of 

Republic Indonesia from the Dutch aggression. 

Urbanization in Yogyakarta is also related to militer aggression aspect, when the Dutch 

government try to attack Yogyakarta in 1948. Many refuge from suburban and rural area moved 

to take shelter and to got protection in urban area. They stay in an area in Notoprajan close to 

Kraton under protection of Pangeran Purbonegoro, a son of Sultan Hamengkubuwono VII. Later 

this area is called Serangan and become transit terminal of farmers and traders who move from 

rural to urban markets for economic activities (see chapter three, part 3.2.). Here the motive of 

migration, push and pull factors of urbanization is different from other cases before. 

In 1960s and 1970s urbanization in Yogyakarta become more complex, especially when 

Yogyakarta become a student city. Many schools, university. and other education centre (non­

formal education, training centre. etc) were founded in Yogyakarta. Those education facilities 

attract students from other provinces to come to study in Yogyakarta. At that time Yogyakarta is 

also popular as 'Miniature of Indonesia' Ibecause many students and young people from different 

islands. ethnics. languages. come and interact in the student city. 

In case of this migration. the push factor is that education facilities in rural areas and other 

provinces are still rare. In addition the quality of education in their area is relatively low and the 

students are challenged to get better quality of education. The pull factor is that many schools and 

campus in Yogyakarta relatively high quality and they offers vary fields of study from philosophy 

.6 It is because Yogyakarte wal aggressed by the Dutch especially in 1948. Then in order to render the 
Republic Indonesia safe from the Dutch aggression, the RI leaders decided to move back to Jakarta. 

11 
There are many student dormitory based on their province and many student association based on their 

region. Sometime they make a conference to give an input to develop their hometown or to formulate a 
strategy to develop their region. 
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to art and from economy to nuclear engineering. In addition Yogyakarta is recognized as cultural 

centre, historical city, and relatively cheap of the standard of living. Those conditions attract both 

students and their parents to chose Yogyakarta as a destination to study. 

Since Yogyakarta become a growing urban area to serve the entirely region and to attract 

the overseas tourist, the diversification of urban function is also changing to become more 

complex. Yogyakarta urban area has several functions such as centre of provincial government, 

centre of education and culture, centre of economic activities (provincial level), also be recognized 

as historical city, tourist city, etc. Related to urbanization, the motivation of migrants is also 

changing. Basically the motivation of migrants in the recent time is economic motivation. Most 

of them migrate to get better job and to improve their life as we discussed in chapter two. The 

push and pull factors is more or less similar with other events of urbanization in developing 

countries. In case of circular and seasonal migrants, Yogyakarta has specific characters. 

Circular migrant in Yogyakarta can be observed in early morning when thousands of 

people move from rural and sub urban areas to urban centre or in the evening when they back to 

their home in rural and sub urban areas. Most of the circular migrants use bicycle to transport 

them. Bicycle is a popular transportation means in Yogyakarta, even Yogyakarta has been labelled 

as 'Bicycle city' in 1970s. Recently modern transportation such as motorcycle, car, mini bus, is also 

used to transport the circular migration. Before 1980s, most of the circular migrants are rural 

people who are related to their country both physically and culturally. After 1980s when some 

people from urban centre purchased land in sub urban areas and build houses, circular migration 

pattern become changing. Recently traffic jams sometime happen in some 'gates' of the city. A 

crucial traffic point can be founded in main roads network or junctions in the entry point of the 

city. It shows that circular migrations tend to increase not only the number of migrants but also 

the kind of vehicle that they use. The implication of this finding is that the circular migrants 

should be considered as users not only rods and transportation infrastructure but also other urban 

infrastructures that they use during the day in urban centre. 

Seasonal migrant has diff erent characteristi cs wi th circular migrants. The seasonal migrants 

are seeking jobs during dry season. They work in informal sectors in construction. During dry 

season some agricultural (non technical irrigation) land become dry especially in limestone area 

'Gunung Sewu' or thousand hills area in Kabupaten Gunung Kidul and in other hinterland area 

of Yogyakarta. Farmers can not plant in their agricultural land and they have difficulties to make 

an alternative jobs in rural areas. Because of this push condition, they have to move out from rural 

areas and seeking jobs in Yogyakarta urban areas. This is called supply side of labour. On the 

other side or demand side, during dry season many construction projects start to implement their 

plans to construct buildings. A huge demand of labour is needed to construct the building during 

dry season. Here supply and demand of labour meet in urban area during dry season. 
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4.3. Profile of Population Pattern. 

Population pattern in urban growth is very important factor in urban planning especially 

its relation with urban spatial development and urban infrastructure provision. Population in 
III 

urban agglomeration of Yogyakarta is characterized by residence, circular migrants' , and 

temporary migrants such as students and vendors. Number of population in Yogya based on 

population census 1990 is only 412,059; but in Yogyakarta urban area is 861,294. During the day 

when circular migrants are working in Yogyakarta, number of people perhaps more than one 

million. 

Table 4 

Population in Yogyakarta Urban Area 

1980" 1984* 1988· 199n •• 

Yogya urban centre 387,312 407,227 421,780 412,059 

Sle.an urban fringe 185,884 204,215 225,084 287,394 

Bantul urban fringe 124,746 133,090 141,097 162,941 

Yogyak.arta 697,942 744,532 787,961 " ~, 

vv ,~ 

Source: * = YUDP Kalurahan survey and •• = Population census 

A series of data on table 4 shows that population in Yogyakarta urban area tend to increase 

sharply, especially in urban fringes. If we look in-depth on table 4, in Yogya municipality or 

urban centre since 1988 the population is decreasing. In contrast, population number in urban 

fringes (Sleman and Bantul) increasing sharply. 

From this table we can extract some interesting characteristics of population dynamics. 

Population in Sleman and Bantul urban fringes are increasing sharply. During 1988 to 1990 

population in Sleman urban fringe increased sharply around 27% and in Bantul urban fringe 

increased by 15.5%. It indicates that population in Yogyakarta urban area in 1980s shifting from 

urban centre (Yogya) to Sleman urban fringes (5 sub-districts) and to Bantul urban fringe (3 sub­

districts). So those urban fringes which formerly rural areas with agricultural activities, now 

become sub-urban even become urban areas as part of Yogyakarta urban agglomeration (see map 

1). 

18 circular algrant II indicate people who work. in urban area and back. home in rural areas surround 
Yogyak.arta. 
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The development of settlement in sub-urban or urban fringe of Sleman and Bantul can 

be shown by increasing investment by government (Perumnas - a national housing programme), 

private sectors(REI..., association of real estate Indonesia), and private individuals who build new 

house in sub-urban. They develop housing and settlement areas in sub-urban area because of 

several reasons: 

(1) Land price and in urban centre is expensive. 

(2) Population density in urban centre is very high. 

(3) It is difficult to get land in urban centre for new settlement. 

(4) On the other hand sub-urban promising several attractiveness such as low price and 

availability of land to be developed as settlement areas. 

The reasons 1,2,3 are refer to push factor and the reason 4 is refer to pull factor of shifting some 

medium-high income to settle in sub urban areas. 

The tendency of shifting development from urban centre to sub-urban in Yogyakarta was 

started in 1970s when massive urbanization especially student come to Yogyakarta to study and 

to get better job. The implication of this tendency in the context of urban population pattern is 

that the population density declines with increasing distance from the centre and the density 

gradient declines with time. The tendency can be seen in a data series on urban population density 

of Yogyakarta based on Kalurahan in the year 1980, 1984, 1988, and 1990 (see appendix 13). 

Beside the residents, the migrants who use urban services and facilities are very important 

to be considered as users of urban infrastructure. They have certain characteristics which should 

be considered in urban development planning and should be approached in certain way. 

According to Real Demand Study by Dian Desa 1991, the characteristics of the migrant 

is very complex. In order to simplify the data, this study was categorizing the main groups or 

migrants: 

(1) Student: 30% of population in Yogyakarta municipality is student. Most of them carne 

from other districts surround Yogyakarta and other provinces, even from abroad. 

(2) Vendors and seasonal migrants: they come to work in informal sectors as food vendors, 

low wages labour in construction, and other informal services. Some of them bring their 

family and stay in high density population settlement, and the other leave their family in 

rural area. 

(3) Tourists and visitors: they are considered as users of services and facilities in urban area. 

Eventhough they are temporary or short tim to stay in Yogya, but the number of tourists 

and visitors are increasing sharply. 

Those three main groups have different characters. Each of them has different demand 

of urban services and has different capability to pay the services. The implication of those 

differences, is that the government should provides urban infrastructure to those intens to use, 
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develops urban infrastructure in areas where are very high density population and low income 

households, and have to improves the standard of quantity of facilities and of the quality of 

services which are used by many people from different countries (tourists and visitors). Therefore 

the profile of the migrants is important to be explained in urban development. 

Yogyakarta is recognized as 'kota pelajar' or student city. This identity is related to the 

history of education in Yogyakarta. Before the Dutch colonial government introduced school, 

'Sekolah Tamanan' and 'Sekolah Madya-penganti' were founded in 1848 by the Sultan 

Hamengkubuwono and his staffs. Those school have an objective to educate the Kraton family 

and the Kraton staff family by several subjects: language, art, history, public 'management', law, 

religion (Islam), technic including self defence and agriculture. In order to respond this progress, 

the Dutch government also founded a school which was called 'Sekolah Gubernemen' and also was 

located in Kraton in 1867. Other schools, 'Sekolah Partikelir', were founded by Kraton 

intellectuals to serve the public. 

In 1900, there are several school in Yogyakarta: Tamanan, Madya-panganti, 2 Gubernemen 

schools (Sri Manganti and Pagelaran), and 8 Partikelir schools. The following years, several young 

activists created school for people as their basic strategy to struggle for Independent. Budi Utomo 

was founded in Batavia 20 Mei 1908 has several school in Yogya. Muhammadiyah, a religion base 

organization for social activities, was founded in 18 November 1912 in Yogyakarta. Tamansiswa 
19 

was founded also in Yogyakarta in 3 July 1922 by Ki Hajar Dewantara- -.Those movements on 

education simultaneously created 'kesadaran nasional' or a national consciousness among the young 

scholars and activists who were struggle for independent. So, Yogyakarta is historically recognized 

as a student city (Dian Desa. 1991). 

After the independent. 17 August 1945, some intellectuals founded higher education. The 

first private university. Universitas Islam Indonesia (UII). was founded by young intellectuals and 

activists in 1948; then followed by government university Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM) in 

1949. Recently. Yogyakarta has 56 universities. institutes and academies. Most of them (52 

education institutions) were founded by private organizations and only 4 universities and institutes 

(UGM, lAIN, IKIP, and lSI) were founded by government. 

The number of student in Yogyakarta increasing by the time: 132,623 (in 88/89),139,169 

(in 89/90), and 145,832 (in 90/91). Most of them come from outside of DJ. Yogyakarta province. 

The average data from the period of 1985-89 shows only 37.88% from DJ. Yogyakarta, 36.67% 

from central Java, 9.41 % from East Java. 3.15% from D.KJ. Jakarta, 3.20% from West Java, 9.54% 

from other islands and 0.16% from abroad (Dian Desa, 1991). 

The students who came from outside of Yogyakarta stay in a rent room in 'Pondokan' 

dormitory or in a house with 'Induk semang' family. Related to population registration, many 

19 Ki Hajar Dewantare has become the father of Indonesian education. He promoted a motto "Education 
for all" and 3 July become a National Education Day. 
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students are not registered as citizen of Yogyakarta. In other word, they stay and use urban 

services and facilities in Yogyakarta, but they are never accounted in local government planning 

as the users. 

Other group of migrants are vendors and seasonal migrants. Most of them came from rural 

areas of D.l. Yogyakarta province and the rest of them came from outside DIY province such as 

'pedagang Tasik' from Tasikmalaya, West Java. They migrate to urban area to get jobs in informal 

sectors such as: vendors, low wages labour in construction, labour in small scale industry and in 

other urban services. 

The seasonal migrant is rather different with other type of migrant. They are looking for 

job in urban area during dry season, a season which is called 'Paceklik'. This is because during 

'paceklik' or dry season they can not plant in their agricultural land (non-technical irrigation land) 

and they have difficulties to get alternative jobs in rural area. In other side, during dry season, 

the demand of labour in urban area is very high, especially in construction activities such as office 

and house buildings, roads, drainage system, bridge, etc. Those push and pull factors strongly 

attract the people to go to urban area to get informal and seasonal jobs as an alternative income 

for their family in rural areas. 

According to Dian Desa's survey 1991. there are at least four areas where the migrants 

stay. They stay in areas where are very high density population and low income household with 

limited infrastructures. Some of them bring their family to migrate in urban area and they stay 

temporary in the migrant 'pocket' area, perhaps they decide to become resident of this area. The 

other migrants stay for temporary without bring their family. They rent a small room in the 

migrant 'pocket area' and sometime they visit their family in rural areas in certain period of time, 

perhaps twice a month. The four migrant 'pocket' area shortly be described as follow: 

(1) Serangan: this area administratively in kalurahan Notoprajan, kecamatan Ngampilan. 

Historically Serangan is a refuge area when in 1948 the Dutch government aggressed 
. 20 

Yogyakarta (IndoneSIa) . Many rural people moved to urban areas to take shelter and 

safety, and young people and RI soldiers moved to rural areas to struggle with Gerilya (hit 

and run) strategy 1.1 against the Dutch militer (Nasution, 1993). "Serangan' means 

aggression, perhaps the name of Serangan is related to the event of the Dutch aggression 

in the past time. Recently this area become transit terminal of farmers and traders who 

sell their agricultural products from rural areas to urban markets. Serangan is a strategic 

location for them to transit. It is close to markets and urban centre: Gampingan, 

20The first aggression was happen in 1947 and the Dutch militer possessed 2/3 of Java and some regions 
of Sumatra (Soetanto 1993). The second aggression was happen in 1948 after the Dutch government torned and 
spoiled 'Linggarjati' and 'Renville' cease-fire agreements (Hasution 1993). 

~l The people and soldier of the Republic of Indonesia (RI) used several strategy and tactic: Gerilya 
(hit and run), Bumi hangus (Earth fire), and Pertahanan rakyat semesta (total defence), in order to defence 
and to struggle against the modern Dutch militer with a strong airforce and centralistic strategy. 
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Beringharjo, Ngabeyan, Kraton and business zone of Malioboro. 

(2) Terban: this area administratively in Kecamatan Gondokusuman. This area close to 

commercial are and campus: Kranggan and Terban markets, lalan Solo and lalan 

Simanjuntak business zone, and Gadjah Mada University campus. Terban becomes popular 

among the migrants who works as food vendors, shopkeepers, and other services. This area 

is also popular among students who like to stay near their school and campus. 

(3) Ledok Code: this area is recognized as settlement in the valley of Code river. Ledok Code 

settlement has very high population density and low income household. This area 

characterized by irregular houses pattern with low quality materials and often suffering 

from flooding during high rainy season. The advantage of this area is in urban centre and 

close to Beringharjo market and Malioboro business centre. This area become popular 

among people who work in informal sectors such as 'pedagang kakilima' or movable shops, 

shopkeepers, urban services and seasonal migrants. 

(4) THR area: this area administratively in kecamatan Gondomanan. THR formerly is a bus 

terminal and recently become 'Taman Hiburan Rakyat' or recreation and amusement area 

in the city centre. Surrounding the THR is a settlement areas where are high population 

density and low income household. 

Beside the student city, Yogyakarta is also recognized as a tourist destination. In 1989 the 

number of tourist achieves 664,416 which can be distinguished as 72.77% domestic tourist and 

27.23% overseas tourist. They stay in Yogyakarta for certain days which can be calculated 

statistically as an average of 1.53 days for domestic tourist and 2.04 days for overseas tourist 

(Kanwil VIII Depparpostel DIY quoted by Dian Desa 1991). 

Tourist and visitors have certain characteristics which is different with other two type of 

migrant and even different from the citizen. They certain type of urban facilities and services. 

They direct and indirect use urban infrastructure during they visit in Yogyakarta. Since the 

number is quite huge and they need certain type of facilities and services, they have to be 

accounted as users of urban infrastructure. In order to develop Yogyakarta urban area, this issue 

is important to be considered in urban infrastructure planning. 

4.4. Household Income Distribution. 

Household income in urban area is very important to know how much the capability of 

household to pay services and taxes related to urban infrastructure provisions. The data of 

household income basically be extracted from a Real Demand Study conducted by Dian Desa in 

1991. The study is an household survey with more than 4,862 respondents (3,602 household 

respondents and 1290 student respondents). Those household respondents are representative of 

total household in Yogyakarta urban area. The distribution of household income at kecamatan or 
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sub-district level as follows: 

Table 5 

Household income distribution at kecamatan level 

Code "ecamatan or sub-district Net Popu- Average Houae-
lltion hold Income 
density (Rp 1,000,-) 

Y/Hj/1 Hantrijeron 208 258 

Y/WB/2 Wirobrajan 255 281 

Y/Kr/3 Kraton 290 289 

Y/Hg/4 Hergangsan 189 265 

Y/Uh/5 Umbulharjo 210 275 

Y/Kg/6 Kotagede 114 221 

Y/Pa/7 Pakualaman 358 250 

Y/Gm/8 Gondomanan 362 248 

Y/Ng/9 Ngampilan 332 235 

Y/Gt/10 Gedongtengen 415 231 

Y/On/11 Danurejan 362 194 

Y/Gk/12 Gondokusuman 290 288 

Y/Jt/13 Jetis 391 252 

Y/Tr/14 Tegalrejo 177 256 

S/Gm/15 Gamping 134 251 

S/Hl/16 Hlat; 71 177 

S/Dp/17 Depok 111 218 

S/Np/18 Ngemplak 45 206 

S/Ng/19 Ngagl ij(, 64 195 

B/Bt/20 Banguntapan 92 189 

B/Sw/21 Sewon 105 239 

B/Ks/22 Kasihan 90 186 

Notes: Code Y/Gk/12 means Yogyakarta/Gondokusuman/number 12 
S/Op/17 .eans Sleman/Depok/number 17 
B/Ks/22 means Bantul/Kasihan/number 22 
Netto population density is total population/settlement area square (hectare). 

Source: Calculated from Real Demand Study by Dian Desa, 1991. 

The population density data and the average household income data based on kecamatan 

level be represented in map 2. Than the pattern of the map be analyzed by 'map pattern analysis 

method'. In order to assist the map analysis based on kecamatan level, a data representation and 

its map based on kalurahan level be produced (see appendix 12). Since this study based on 

kecamatan level, all data based on kalurahan level be exposed in appendices. 
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The Real Demand Study presents an analysis on the household income distribution at 

kalurahan level. They found that the household income distribution in Yogyakarta is rather 

~-~differerit with other metropolitan areas or urban a~gglomeration. The characteristics of household 

income in Yogyakarta is mixing between the rich and the poor. It means in the high density 

population and irregular settlement areas can be found some high income households mix together 

with medium and low income households as neighbourhood. 

Table 6 shows the percentage distribution of household income in Yogyakarta. The very 

low income household or less than Rp 100,000 per month is 17.4 % and the high income household 

or more then Rp 400,000 per month is 11.1 %. The remaining or 72.5% is considered as medium 

income household. This figure is important to get a close profile of household income in order to 

complete the figure in table 5. Table 6 is presented as follows: 

Table 6 

The percentage distribution of household income in Yogyakarta 

Household income Percentage (X) Cumulative X 
(Rp/month) 

> 50,000 2.2 2.2 

50,000 - 100,000 15.2 17.4 

100,000 - 150,000 19.1 36.5 

150,000 - 200,000 17 .0 53.5 

200,000 - 250,000 13.2 66.7 

250,000 - 300,000 10.7 77.4 

300,000 - 400,000 11.5 88.9 

400,000 - 500,000 5.2 94.1 

500,000 - 1,000,000 5.2 99.3 

> 1,000,000 0.7 100.0 

Source: Real Demand Study by Dian Desa 1991 

4.5. Existing Urban Infrastructure 

The existing urban infrastructure here is related to the IUIDP prgramme in Yogyakarta 

Urban Development Project. There are eight types of urban infrastructure which are presented 

here. Each of them will be explored their problems and be related to the government programmes 

(appendix 8). 

4.5.1. Water supply 

Approximately 85% population of YUDP dependent on non-piped water such as shallow 

dig well, piped dig well with pump, surface water or river and seepage. Only 15% population of 

YUDP use piped clean water. Piped clean water in Yogya covered 27% and non-piped water 

covered 49%, in Sleman piped clean water covered 8% and non-piped water covered 52%, in 
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Bantul piped clean water covered 3% and non-piped water covered 50% of population (EWI and 

Hasfarm Dian, 1992). 

The piped water system is operated by six public water supply enterprises: (1) PDAM Tirta 

Marta for the Kodya Yogya, (2) BPAM Kota Gede for Kota Gede, (3) BPAM Sleman for 

Kabupaten Bantul, (4) BPAM Bantul for Kabupaten Sleman, (5) UGM for Campus of Gadjah 

Mada University, and (6) PD Arga Jasa covering Colombo or a small part of Sleman. PDAM Tirta 

Marta is the biggest public water supply enterprise which has 20,000 connections and a total 

production of almost 12 million meter cubic in 1991. Most of the piped water supply systems use 

deep groundwater. This water is quite good quality for raw material of clean water, only excessive 

iron and carbon dioxide (aggressiveness) pose a problem. Apart from this, some springs and 

shallow wells are being operated. The quality of the water from springs is generally good, but the 

shallow groundwater there are increasing problems with pollution caused by human activities. 

The pattern of water consumption for household purposes in Yogya have been studied by 

Erlina in 1991. The study considers the status of social economy of the head household which is 

divided into several categories as follow: officers or military officers consume 251 

litre/capita/day, traders or entrepreneurs 233 l/c/d, craftsmen 179 l/c/d, farmers 175 l/c/d, 

labours 151 l/c/d, others 200 l/c/d. The average consumption of water per capita per day in 

Yogya is 198 litres. Furthermore this study also identified the pattern of water consumption for 

each uses: cooking and drinking 8%, washing 21%, cleaning kitchen tools 10%, bath and WC 47%, 

wudlu - taking water for praying 8%, sanitation 4%, and others 2% (Erlina, 1991). 

The main problems of clean water supply can be explained as follows: 

Piped water supply in Yogyakarta is considered very low only 15% of population. The 

average piped water in urban areas is 40% of population and targeted 60% can be served 

in the following years. 

Bacteria parameters shown that the quality of shallow groundwater tend to be degraded 

by human activities. All kecamatan in Yogyakarta can be found high level of 

concentration of faecal coliform bacteria. This bacteria can cause diarrhoea and can 

transmits other pathogenic organism to spread some diseases such as cholera, typhus, 

hepatitis A, poliometris, etc. 

Chemical parameters shown that in all Kecamatan have a problem of agressivity of Carbon 

Dioxide (C02). This problem can stimulate corrosion process in iron pipe. Nitrate (N03) 

and Nitrite (N02) in all Kecamatan is considered high. In some Kecamatan (16 of 22 

Kecamatan) can be found NH4 or Ammonium. It indicate that groundwater pollution by 

human and industrial wastes is already exist. 

A major technical problem for most of the water supply systems is a high unaccounted for 

water on average 35-40%. A major social problem is the perception of piped water by the 

people, customers as well as non-customers: most of them regard the quality and the 
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services as low. Although a number of problems have been overcome, this reputations still 

remains, and consequently, only a relative small number of people is presently interested 

in a house connection. 

Related to the programme, the government has a target to increase the access to safe 

drinking water especially in area where considered very high population density. The priority is 

based on population density is realistic, but without considering household income distribution 

it become vague. In the budget planning to improve water supply, 65% will come from APBN 

(national development budget). It seems that financial assistance from central government still 

dominate the programme. 

Table 7 

Clean Water And Other Source Of Water 

Kecamatan Piped Water Sha llow We II River & Others 

unit " pop' l unit " pop' l unit " pop'l 

Hantrijeron 860 17 3737 81 2 

Wirobrajan 458 12 1386 35 53 

Kraton 1158 34 1952 58 8 

Hergangsan 632 15 3436 76 9 

Umbulharjo 171 3 5610 72 25 

Kotagede 1106 32 2278 78 -10 

Pakualaman 725 45 800 48 7 

Gondomanan 828 35 1221 52 13 

Ngampilan 1074 35 999 33 32 

Gedongtengen 1603 53 492 15 32 

Danurejan 1294 45 751 25 . 30 

Gondokusuman 1867 22 2970 35 43 

Jetis 2906 65 714 16 19 

Tegalrejo 1010 20 1581 32 48 

Gamping 214 3 5242 59 38 

Hlati 1646 17 4675 49 34 

Depok 618 3 7243 38 59 

Ngemplak 545 10 4768 88 2 

Ngagl i k 1004 12 4738 54 34 

Banguntapan 238 2 5760 50 48 

Sewon 432 6 5538 50 44 

Kas; han 293 3 5505 50 47 

Source: YUDP-PJH 1991 (PDAH. BPAH. PPSAB). 
Real Demand Study by Dian Desa 1991 
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4.5.2. Drainage System 

Landscape of Yogyakarta urban area has slope between 1 % - 5% on north - south direction and 

0% on east - west direction. Compared with Surakarta~"1; technically the Yogyakarta landscape slope is 

better for drainage system than that in Surakarta (see Baiquni, 1988). Yogyakarta urban region has 5 rivers 

as main drainage system: Bedog, Winongo, Code, Gadjah Wong, and Blontang. Those rivers flow from 

north to south which have function as natural drainage system. The depth of those rivers is between 6 -

15 meters with 'V' shape of valley.This characteristic make Yogyakarta never suffering from dangerous 

flooding. 

Some years ago the local government, non-governmental organization and individuals campaigned 

'Put the water into the earth'. It is an efforts to encourage people to make a percolation hole as drainage 

system in their land. It is a system to drain rain water which is collected by house roof and channelled into 

percolation hole. In Yogyakarta existing percolation hole approximately 2400 in Yogya municipality, 25 

in Sleman and 5 in Bantu!. This percolation hole is very important to reduce flooding and to recharge the 

ground water. 

The main problems of drainage system can be listed in detail as follows: 

However macro drainage system is never flooded, but some part of micro drainage system are 

often flooded locally. 

The existing drainage system is often still partially operated. Sleman, Yogya, and Bantul has 

separated management on drainage system. 

Some drainage system is used as mixing function for sewerage, human and domestic wastes, and 

drainage system. 

New settlement and new road was build without properly drainage system. 

Improperly planning and technical design of drainage channel to anticipate heavy rain during peak 

wet season. 

The temporary flooding can disturbs traffics especially in main roads, can stimulates disease 

vectors, and causes pollution. 

Complexity institution to handle different function of drainage system in some part of urban areas 

make several overlapping and incompatible system. 

A report on drainage study, which its field survey have been done in June 1989, discovered that 

there is 38 flooding location in Kodya Yogya during heavy rain and storm. Most of the flooding locations 

are in main roads network. The most problems related to flooding are small drainage channels, 

sedimentation, small duiker and shallow, even no drainage channel in some locations. In Kabupaten 

Sleman at least there are 19 flooding location during heavy rain and storm. The problems are similar with 

~1 
Surakarta Is a medium with has some similarity with Yogyakarta in term of socioeconomic and urban 

devalopment. It is only 60 km to the east from Yogyakarta. 
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that in Yogya. Whereas in Kabupaten Bantul the data is not available. 

The programme seems try to tackle those problems through considering environmental aspect and 

developing an integrated drainage system in Sleman, Yogya, and Bantu!. The programme especially will 

prioritizes in area where flooding are often exist and in area where heavy populated. In medium term, the 

government will make a master plan of drainage system. The master plan will become a reference of the 

three local governments in order to develop drainage system in their areas. 

Table 8 

Drainage system in kecamatan level in Yogyakarta 

Location Open Closed Total Aree Square Ratio 

Kecall.atan Channel Channel Tot/Area 
(m) (III ) 

Hantri jeron 24280 5340 29620 267.97 110.53 

Wirobrajsn 7190 1215 8405 180.05 46.68 

Kraton 15309 8813 24122 137.27 175.73 

Hergsngsan 14450 5450 19900 235.65 84.45 

Umbulharjo 15595 365 15960 805.3 19.82 

Kotagede 24730 0 24730 300.34 82.34 

Pakualaman 32000 5800 37800 60.9 620.69 

Gondomsnan 240 3870 4110 110.5 37.19 

Ngampilan 4290 1450 5740 86 66.74 

Gedongtengen 3140 4170 7310 99.11 73.76 

Danurejan 27640 2950 30590 11 0.6 276.58 

Gondokusuman 19735 3590 23325 413.17 56.45 

Jetis 7440 10590 18030 159.43 113.09 

Tegalrejo 4975 1850 6825 290.97 23.46 

Gsmping n.a n.s n.s n.a n.S 

Helati n.a n.a n.a n.s n.a 

Depok n.a n.a n.a n.a n.s 

Ngemplak n.s n.a n •• n.s n.a 

Ngag li k n.a n.s n .• n.s n.lI 

Banguntapan n.B n •• n.a n.a n.1I 

Sewon n.a n.a n.a n .• n.lI 

Kasihan n.s n •• n.a n.iII n.s 

Source: YUOP studies 1991 

4.5.3. Sewerage And Sanitation 

In 1991, approximately 60% of population in Yogyakarta use sanitation facilities consist of 88% 

in Yogya, 48% in Sleman, and 27% in Bantul. Most of those facilities are on-site sanitation which serve 
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57% of Yogyakarta population, 3% off-site sanitation and 40% are rivers and natural sanitation. 

Off-site sanitation or sewerage system only covered 3% of Yogyakarta population. This system 

cover 684 ha in Yogya municipality divided at two area: (l) area between Winongo and Code rivers (2) 

area on easte:pl Code river in kalurahan Tegalpanggung, Lempuyangan, Bausasran, and Numbakanyar. 

The system was build in 1936-1938 during the Dutch colonialism and the technical characteristics of the 

system is: piped channel with diameter 20 - 40 cm, gravitation system or slope 5% in north-south 

direction, 8 outlet to Code and Winongo. This system has 4800 unit of domestic use and 1200 unit of non 

domestic use with 30,720 people are served. 

On-site sanitation is used by 57% of YUDP population. According to Real Demand Study on-site 

sanitation is divided by household facility and public facility. Most of respondents (2836 respondents) or 

78.73% use private-household sanitation, 20.65% (744 respondents) use public sanitation facilities (Dian 

Desa, 1991). The distance of on-site sanitation and well in Yogya is less than minimum standard (10 

meters). 41.66% (2314 respondents) have on-site sanitation which close to their well as a source of clean 

water. This condition mostly emerge in high populated kalurahan. 

The main problems of sewerage and sanitation system can be d~tailed as follows: 

Some households still use drainage channel, irrigation channel and rivers to dispose human wastes. 

The distance between on-site sanitation and well in most of high populated areas are less than 

technical standard required or less than 10m. This situation leads pollution on ground water as 

a source of clean water. In some studies (Sudarmaji, 1991) found that most of wells in Yogya are 

polluted by faecal coli bacteria. 

Type of soil in Yogyakarta urban area is sandy loam. Sandy loam has high permeability. It means 

that this soil has very high capacity to adsorb and capability to infiltrate water. According to 

Dacrea (1986) average percolation in Yogya is 4.5 min/cm and average capacity of infiltration is 

66Iitre/m2/day. Related to sanitation problems, sewerage and human wastes which are not treated 

will easily contaminate ground water. 

The programme tries to achieve an improvement of sanitation especially in very high populated 

area. The government has seen that the improvement of sanitation and sewerage will improve the 

settlement environment and community health. Off -site sanitation or piped sewerage system will be 

connected with sewerage treatment plant. Since sewerage system exists in old town in urban centre, then 

it become difficult to enlarge the household connection to the system. It is because an investment in this 

area is costly and the construction becomes difficult. One of the interesting scheme of this programme 

is introducing a pilot project which is operated together with credit and revolving fund at community 

level. This scheme is based on the argument that sanitation is a household needs. 
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Table 9 

Sewerage and Sanitation in Yogyakarta 

Location Riool to Rioolserve Rioolserv Houllhol Public Houllhold COllllllunity 
Keclmatan houllhold cOllllllunity cOllllllunity uniUti uniUti unit.tio unit.tion 

on on&HCK n coverage 

(unit) (persons) (lq (unit) (unit ) (person) (X) 

Hantrijeron 296 1517 28 5383 4 32976 100 

WirobraJan 0 0 0 2868 1 18374 68 

Kraton 546 2797 27 4689 14 22463 100 

Hergangsan 47 1213 15 5448 4 32317 100 

Umbulharjo 0 0 0 5575 3 35738 60 

Kotagede 0 0 0 3075 0 19680 82 

Pakullllllan 741 3796 31 2277 8 11986 100 

Gondomanan 577 2955 25 3023 9 17431 100 

Ngllmpilan 918 4704 49 1345 10 8800 43 

Gedongtengen 951 4873 28 2708 68 18637 83 

Danurejan 267 1365 16 2712 32 17971 78 

Gondokusuman 351 1799 12 6076 10 39078 69 

Jetis 1064 5448 27 2969 12 19232 63 

Tegalrejo 50 254 47 3488 7 22458 69 

Gamping 0 0 0 3053 4 19616 32 

Helati 0 0 0 4326 113 29856 45 

Depok 0 0 0 10805 56 70227 53 

Ngemplak 0 0 0 2845 9 18381 48 

Ngaglik 0 0 0 5135 31 33459 58 

Banguntapan 0 0 0 4000 0 25600 35 

5e'slon 0 0 0 2600 0 16640 23 

Kasihan 0 0 0 2400 0 15360 22 

Source: YUDP (Bappeda) 1991 

4.5.4. Garbage collection and dump site 

Garbage production in Yogyakarta in 1991 is approximately 2,955 meter cubic per day. Average 

garbage production per capita is approximately 3 Htres per day. Only 30% of garbage in Yogyakarta can 

be collected and be processed by government and the other 70% by community. 

Most of the garbage came from domestic garbage which consists of organic materials. According 

to UGM study in 1986: 73% of garbage from households, 14% from hotels, 5% from markets, 2% shopping 

centres, and the others are 6%. This study also identified that 48% of the garbage is organic leaves, 28% 

is plastics, 14% is papers, 6% is vegetables and fruits, and others are 4%. 
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Garbage collection and processing system by government only serve Yogya 67% and Sleman 5% 

of population. Most of garbage collection in Sleman and Bantul, is conducted by community through 

several system: (1) individual system - household garbage which is disposed in garden or in other places, 

(2) collective system - household garbage which is collected together by RW and disposed in certain place. 

Some people dispose their garbage into irrigation and drainage channels, rivers, and illegal garbage 

disposal sites close to their settlement. In some extent they burn the garbage 'hill' in those sites. This illegal 

system can cause environmental health problems and pollution in groundwater, surface water, and air. 

According to Dian Desa (1991) shows that 51 % of population in Yogyakarta dispose their garbage 

in their garden, 18% of population dispose their garbage in temporary disposal site (TPS), 21 % of 

population use collective system, and 5% of population dispose their garbage in channels or rivers. 

Final disposal sites (TPA) in Yogyakarta are TPA Tambakboyoand TPA Jatimulyo/Kricak. Others 

TPA can be found in ex-TPA which was closed some years ago and small TPA in river banks. Those TPA 

is considered as illegal TPA or in other word not be managed by government. All TPAs make 

environmental pollution such as causing putrid odor, groundwater and surface water pollution, and air 

pollution when most of the garbage be burned. 

TPA Tambakboyo in Kecamatan Condongcatur lies on river bank of Gadjah Wong and close to 

settlement. TPA Jatimulyo/Kricak in kecamatan Tegalrejo also lies on river bank of Winongo. Those TPAs 

is on the up-stream of Yogya. It implies that the pollution on water both groundwater and surface water 

flowing down to urban populated areas of Yogya. Further implication can cause environmental health 

problems, because most of population use groundwater and surface water as source of water for daily 

purposes. 

The main problems of garbage collection and dump site can be described as follows: 

In some part of the city especially in settlement where close to river, people dispose the garbage 

to river and valley. 

Some drainage problems or flooding are related to garbage which clogged up drainage channels. 

Two open dump sites are close to settlement areas and also site in upper-stream of Yogyakarta. 

Those sites disturb to settlement areas (putrid odor) and ground water which is the main source 

of water for most of population in down-stream. 

The government programme have a plan to relocate those TPAs from upper river to lewer river 

of Yogyakarta. Two alternative sites was studied in area close to Gunung Sempu (Sleman) and area in foot 

plain of Batur Agung range (Bantul). Feasibility study and negotiation process are still going. Here we 

have to suggest that the decision should considers not only based on site feasibility but also considers some 

apects related to transportation cost, environmental and social cost, and sustainability of the site in the 

future. 
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Table 10 

Average Garbage Volume and Weight Per Day in Yogya Municipality in 1986 

Source of Garbage Volume Percentage Weight Percentage 
(113) (X) (ton) (X) 

Household 1966 73.50 143 65.90 

Hotel 380 14.21 12 5.53 

Mark.et 144 5.38 30 13.82 

Service 40 1.50 9 4.15 

Shop 34 1.27 1 0.46 

Offi ce 34 1.27 1 0.46 

Restaurant 29 1. 08 13 5.99 

Hospital 16 0.60 3 1.38 

Industry 15 0.56 3 1.38 

School 11 0.41 1 0.46 

Recreation 6 0.22 1 0.46 

.,. l 2675 100 217 100 

Source: PPLH UGH and 8appeda DIY 1987 

4.5.5. Roads And Transportation 

Road and transportation is one component in IUIDP under Department of Public Work. During 

Repelita - Five year plan IV and V, some road section have been improved. Beside ring road, most of the 

road improvements were an 'ad-hoc' programme to solve temporary traffic problems. 

Existing road network in YUDP is not sufficient in term of quality (construction, facility, surface 

road, traffic sign, etc) and in term of capacity (dimension, traffic management, etc). Total distance of 

road network in YUDP is 775,3 km with an average coverage 21 m'/hectare. The road coverage in Yogya 

is the highest 68 m'/ha, Sleman 17 m'/ha, and Bantul 15 m'/ha. The condition of road network is 65% in 

good condition, 25% in fair condition, and 10% in very bad condition. 

A transportation study by Gadjah Mada University 1990 identified some road section which have 

very heavy traffic. Those section are mainly in the main road network in urban centre. The type of 

transportation means in YUDP is dominated by bicycle 47.3% (165,882) and motorcycle 41.2% (144,754). 

This is because Yogyakarta is a student City, more than 50 frisiitutes/academy/ university taken place. The 

other type of transportation are: car is 2.5% (8,786), minibus is 2.4% (8,541), truck is 2.2% (7,665), bus 

is 0.6% (2207), and others are 0.4% (traditional vehicle). 

Public transportation in YUDP is served by bus which are managed by several institutions 

(government and cooperation). 245 buses are operated in Yogya, 68 in Sleman, and 25 in Bantul. 

According to PJM 1991, Number and frequency of public transport in YUDP is sufficient to serve public 
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users and to serve the YUDP area, but the quality is not sufficient. Some of the buses are in bad condition 

and contribute very high to pollution. In addition facility to support public transport such as bus halt, 

terminal, and route information are not sufficient. 

The main problems of roads and transportation are: 

Traffic jams in YUDP mostly are caused by heavy traffics, low discipline of users, low quality 

of traffic management and low quantity of traffic signs. 

Traffic jams which are caused by junction and traffic light. Too many junctions and traffic lights 

in part of the network. 

Traffic jams are also caused by rush hour traffic - time where most of users are going to work, 

to study, and to travel (tourist). The rush hour traffic is around 06.30 to 08.30 in the morning, 

then 13.00 to 15.00 in the afternoon, and 17.00 to 18.00 in the evening. 

In some sections of road network are in bad condition. 

In some sections of road network are too small to hold the traffics or bottle neck problem. 

Construction activities of other networks such as telephone cable, piped water supply, drainage 

system, often cause traffic jams. 

There is no an integrated road development planning in Yogya, Sleman, and Bantu!. 

The main target of the programme is to finish Yogyakarta ring road in urban fringes. This ring 

road has function to reduce heavy traffic in Yogyakarta and to provide accessibility to develop new 

centres for education, settlement, and business. A road network master plan will be developed in order 

to integrate road networks in the three local government. 

4.5.6. Karnpung (Settlement) Improvement Programme 

KIP is an integrated development programme at neighbourhood level focused on infrastructure 

provision programme such as water supply/public tap, sanitation, drainage, garbage, small roads, etc. 

Basically KIP is under local government responsibility. Since local government does not have capability 

in term of technical and financial aspects, the central government 'help' to develop this programme 

through KIP perin tis or KIP pioneering programme. 

Low income settlement area in YUDP is 1,208 hectares. Kampung improvement programme which 

have been done since 1979/1980 is only 130 hectares or 11 % of total low income settlement area in YUDP. 

The KIP is prioritized on low income and high population density. According the criteria, all Kampung 

Improvement Programme was implemented in Yogya in several kampung: Terban, Gondokusuman, 

Tegalpanggung, Purwokinanti, Beji, Prawirotaman, Suryatmajan, Sorosutan, Serengan, Mangkuyudan and 

Jogokaryan. 

Most of the KIP in Yogya was focused on infrastructure programme especially on drainage and 

path/small roads. This is because of financial constrains and practical threats such as land evacuation for 

the programme of KIP. In the other words the KIP is very dependent on central government budget, while 
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the central government budget is very limited for KIP. This is because basically KIP is development of 

(low-cost) urban infrastructure. Its operation and maintenance is in principle within the authority and 

responsibility of local government. The central government provides budget Rp2,800,000,- per hectare 

for physical development and Rp 1,500,000,- per hectare for design and administration. 

In YUDP more than 1,000 hectares which is categorized as 'Kampung' is not covered yet by 

Kampung Improvement Programme. Some of the Kampungs lay on river valley close to urban centre. 

Code river valley is the most famous of Kampung which is very high population density because of close 

to urban centre. Just 50 meters from this Kampung, there are several stars hotels, super markets, 

restaurants, and other entertainment centre. 

The main problems of Kampung Improvement more or less related with population density, 

household income, and government capacity to assist this programme. The pin points of the problems are 

as follows: 

Most of Kampung have problems related with over population and lack of infrastructures: water 

supply, sanitation, sewerage, garbage and drainage facilities. 

Most of Kampung especially which lay on river valley were not planed. 

Most of households in Kampung have low income level. Most of them work in informal sectors 

or labours in low level status. 

The budget for KIP is too small 

Some technical standard which was formulated in national level in some extent is not appropriate 

to be implemented in Yogyakarta. 

Some standard procedures is not suitable to support bottoming up development or in other words 

the government officers (public work, lowest G.O., and other related institutions) tend to 

dominate the process. 

In some cases people participation and contribution is less than what the government expected. 

Only 11 % of total area of Kampung in YUDP have been improved. It seems that multiplier effects 

of this programme does not exist in neighbouring Kampung. 

Basically the government programme is very clear, but the constraint which are explained above 

is not only the problem of the KIP programme but also the problem of highly dependent on central 

government and lack of initiatives. In some cases, the programme are to achieve the target without 

considering the process. 

4.5.7. Market Infrastructure 

Market is one of the main important places in urban area. In Yogyakarta there are 41 markets 

which can be classified in four categories as formal specific market, informal specific market, formal 

general market, and informal general market. Basically market infrastructure improvement programme 

(MIIP) is similar with KIP. This programme is aimed to reduce environmental pollution from market 
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activities to surrounding settlement area. This is because most of those markets are close to settlement 

areas. The main problems of market infrastructure are summarized as follows: 

Most of markets in YUDP is not sufficient to hold the growth of market activities. 

Most of markets is growing up in natural way or unplanned. It caused several problems related 

with traffic jams, overcrowded and crammed, and unhygienic condition and environmental 

pollution. 

Infrastructures of the market such as water supply, drainage, we and sanitation, garbage system, 

are in very bad condition and insufficient to serve the activities. 

Some markets especially in urban centre have not enough land to develop the market space. 

The distribution of markets in Yogyakarta urban area is 33 markets in Yogya, 7 markets in 

Sleman, and only 1 market in Bantul. Up to 1991 only 8 markets (51,5 ha) in Yogya have been improved 

by the MIIP scheme under Department of Public Work (national budget). Most of MIIP which have been 

implemented focusing on roads (54%) and drainage (41 %) improvement. Other market infrastructures 

which close related to environmental and hygienic are paid less attention. Actually infrastructures such 

as water supply, we and sanitation, garbage collection and TPS are very important to be improved by 

MIIP. MIIP from national budget has certain criteria to select market to be improved: 

Market which close to the settlement area and the market activities which produce garbage and 

sewerage pollute the surrounding settlement area. 

Market is categorized as formal both specific and general markets. Formal market means that (l) 

the land is owned by local government, (2) the market is managed by 'Dinas Pasar' or public 

market enterprise owned by local government, (3) market infrastructure is permanent. 

Market infrastructure and settlement infrastructure is not sufficient to hold the activities. 

Beside the MIIP programme financed by central government, some MIIP programme are financed 

by local government budget. Here we have seen that the government have done a lot to improve market 

infrastructure, but it seems lack of private sector involvement. Since market is an important place for 

enterprises including producers and traders, there are many opportunities for private sector involvement 

in MIIP programme. 

4.5.8. Environmental Aspects 

Environmental problems in YUDP are caused by population pressure or increasing population 

density and lack of urban infrastructures. Theoretically, environmental condition in area where 

categorized as high population density and lack of infrastructure is considered very bad condition. 

Environmental aspect is considered in every improvement programme on urban infrastructures. Priority 

of improvement have to be given in area where has high population density and lack of infrastructures. 
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The main problems of environmental aspects in urban development in Yogyakarta can be 

described as follows: 

Water supply both piped and non-piped water was polluted by domestic activities (sewerage. 

human waste, and garbage), agricultural activities (pesticide and chemical fertilizer), and 

industrial activities. 

Drainage system in YUDP is not sufficient. It causes flooding and pounding in several location 

and furthermore it makes environmental problems. 

Soil porosity in YUDP is very high. The implications of insufficient sewerage system and 

improper on-site sanitation are groundwater polIution, shalIow well pollution by pathogene 

contamination. 

There is no sewerage treatment in YUDP, all sewerage system flows directly into Winongo and 

Code rivers. 

Two open dump sites (TPA) Tambakbayan and Jatimulyo are in upper rivers of Gadjah Wong and 

Winongo. The implication of those TPA is pollution in groundwater and surface water or rivers 

which flow down into Yogya. The other problem related to garbage are: (1) some of drainage 

channels are clogged up garbage, (2) temporary damp site (TPS) and informal damp site are 

disturb neighbouring settlement. 

Environmental problem related with road and transportation in YUDP is that air and sound 

pollution. overcrowded and traffic jam, and accidents. 

Some markets in YUDP are lack of infrastructure. The implication is that the market garbage and 

sewerage may cause pollution into neighbouring settlement. 

The environmental improvement programme basically was already related in each of 

infrastructures development programmes. In medium term the government programmed a study of 

environmental aspect for urban development in Yogyakarta. The government also planed to do 

environmental impact assessment .ror infrastructure development projects. Further the programme also 

consists of dissemination of environmental information through several broadcasting services and attempts 

to do a pilot project for industrial waste treatment. It seems that the local government has a high 

commitment to tackle environmental problems in urban development. 

Environmental development in urban area is also a commitment of central government especially 

the Ministry of Environment. Adipura prize is an indication of a successful programme in urban 

development based on environmentally sound and sustainable development criteria. So, if Yogyakarta in 

the near future gains Adipura prize; it can be said that the IUIDP programme in Yogyakarta, in some 

extent at least in environmental development, can be considered as a successful programme. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

ANALYSIS OF TIIE PATTERN AND RELA TIONSHlP BETWEEN POPULATION DENSITY. 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME. AND EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 

This chapter presents the analysis of the pattern of population density, household income, 

and existing infrastructure. The simple scoring method, map pattern analysis, and comparative 

methods are used to elaborate the data which is already exposed in chapter four. 

5.1. The Pattern of Population Density and It Relations with Household Income. 

5.1.1. The migrant pockets 

The migrant pockets have been explained in chapter three. Here we want to analyze them 

in more detail which can be narrowed down into two major aspects: location pattern and 

characteristics of the problems. 

If we plot the four migrant pockets in the map, we will recognize that the location of them 

are in urban centre. If we look in-depth and relate to other phenomenon in the map, we will 

recognize that the pattern of the migrant pockets are close to business centre and markets. Those 

findings approve that the low income migrants prefer to stay in the migrant pockets settlement 

area which close to their work place in urban centre. 

They prefer to stay in the migrant pockets which is associated with slum area rather than 

stay in low-cost housing (Perumnas) in sub urban area in Condongcatur and Minomartani, Sleman. 

In the middle of 1980s, Pemda (Local Government) of Yogyakarta has a plan to resettle people 

who stay in Ledok Code to low-cost housing in sub urban area. According to the plan, Ledok 

Code as a part of Code river valley will be developed as green zone of the city. The plan was fail 

to resettle the people to new settlement in sub urban area. One of the reason is because most of 

the people refuse to stay far away from their work place. 

Most of the residents in Ledok Code (and other migrant pockets) are working in informal 

sectors such as food vendors, shopkeepers, reparatory services (electronics and vehicles machines, 

kitchen tools), 'tukang tambal ban' or tires reparatory service, and other urban informal services. 

Their work places close to their settlement. They work often until late night and they take a break 

for rest a while in their small houses just behind their work places or just walk for few minutes. 

During the break one of the household member replace him/her to take care their informal shops. 

Location of the work place and characteristics of the work time, force them to stay in the slum 

area in urban centre. 

The migrant pockets which is characterized by slum area mostly very high popUlation 

density and low income households. Physical characteristics of houses in those areas are irregular, 

small, and insufficient open space. Most of the houses were build by low cost and low quality of 

materials. The environmental condition of those area are considered not good. It is because those 
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areas are overpopulated, overcrowded, over crammed, and insufficient of infrastructure. Most of 

those Clreas are lack of clean piped water supply, lack of sanitation, and insufficient of open space. 

Eventhough the condition of the settlement and the houses are inconvenient and 

unpleasant, the migrants choose this area to stay because of relatively cheap and close to their 

work place. They are not pay any transportation cost to go to work. Low income households have 

no many alternative of choices to decide what they want. Related to Berry's or Fujita's concepts 

on location choice of households, the main determimi.nt of location choice of the migrants and low 

income households to settle in slum area in Yogyakarta, is the capability to payor to rent a house 

to survive and related to the accessibility to work close from their settlement. The other Berry's 

points on the type of residents related to family size and the life style preferences as well as the 

Fujita's factors on space and environmental amenities, are not so relevant to determine the 

location choice of low income household in Yogyakarta. 

5.1.2. Population density and household income distribution 

Generally, population density in Yogyakarta is concentrated in urban centre. There are six 

kecamatans which have population density more than 325 persons per hectare: Pakualaman, 

Gondomanan, Ngampilan, Gedongtengen, Danurejan, and letis. From the thematic map on 

population density, we can see that the six kecamatans are in urban centre. 

In Yogyakarta, population density decreasing with distance from the city centre. The map 

shows that in sub urban or urban fringes, the population density is considered low and very low. 

This population density pattern approves the previous findings that people prefer to stay close to 

the urban centre which is the centre of economic activities and the centre of work places. From 

the map pattern analysis, we can relate the finding with the Axiom 1. The decline of population 

densities with distance from the city centre seems also happen in Yogyakarta. 

An interesting phenomena is happen in popUlation dynamics. Population growth in urban 

centre was increasing in 1970s then continually decreasing in 1980s. In the 1970s the population 

growth increased from 1.12 % in 1971 to 1.70 % in 1980; and in the 1980s it was decreasing from 

1. 70 % in 1980 to 0.34 % in 1990. Table 11 shows that tendency: 

Table 11 

Population growth in urpan centre of Yogyakarta 

Vear 1961 1971 1980 1990 

Number of Population 306,296 342,267 398,192 412,659 

Population Growth 1.12 1. 70 0.34 

Source: Population sensus 
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This data can be interpreted that urbanization was happen in 1970s especially students 

from other regions (see chapter 3). Then what happen in 1980s? Population growth in Yogyakarta 

urban centre is very low in 1980s approximately only 0.34 % per year, but a growing settlement 

centre, has been developing in urban fringes. Population growth in some kecamatan in urban 

fringes increasing sharply, especially in kecamatan Depok (Sleman) reaches 4.5 % per year. 

There are several reasons of moving to new settlementin sub urban areas: 

Most of household who moved to new settlement centre basically have a medium-high­

very high income. They prefer to chose new houses in urban fringes because of better 

environment and better infrastructure. 

There are many alternatives to chose to stay in a house in real estates which is mostly for 

high and very high income or to stay in a house in Perumnas complex which is mostly 

provided for medium and low income people. 

Improving roads and public transports are important aspect to attract people to stay in sub 

urban areas. 

Availability and accessibility of public facilities such as telecommunication shops, 

education centre, and markets, which are close to their new settlement, make new 

settlement areas more attractive. 

Land price in sub urban is relatively low compare with that in urban centre, the cost of 

housing per unit in real estate or in Perumnas complex is cheaper than that in urban 

centre. In addition the credit payment system is helpful to many households to get a new 

house. This financial aspect of housing related tightly to household income. 

From that reasons, we found some interesting phenomena of population dynamics which 

is going on in the development process in Yogyakarta urban area as follows: 

New household or new couples who are educated people and have high mobility tend to 

stay in new settlement in sub urban areas. This finding is supported by a tendency of data 

that average age of population in kecamatans in sub urban is lower than that in 

kecamatans in urban centre. 

In many cases, some households in urban centre sold their land and house in sub urban 

which are high price, then bought new land and build a house (or bought a house in real 

estate or Perumnas complex) in lower price with better condition. Then the rich people, 

who bought the land in urban centre, restore or build high class housing. This process is 

called "Gentrification", a process of modernization or restoration of a house or an area to 

make suitable for high class occupiers. 

Conversion process from old housing or settlement to become a new commercial or 

business area is happen in urban centre especially in strategic areas. 

Data from population sensus shows that kecamatans with population density more than 150 
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person per hectare are decreasing their population growth, on the other hand kecamatans 

with population density less than 150 person per hectare tend to increase their population 

growth. ThiS meanS that tendency of moving population fromkecamatans with very high 

population density in urban centre to kecamatans with very low population density in 

urban fringes is approved by statistical data from population census in 1980 and in 1990. 

Decreasing population growth in urban centre is accompanied with increasing population 

growth in urban fringes. This trend approved that since 1980s, conurbation process has been 

occurring as a respond to urbanization process since 1970s. Recently urbanization process is still 

going on as well as conurbation process. Those processes create an urban agglomeration in 

Yogyakarta. This tendency can be related to the Axiom 2 that the density gradient declines with 

time. Since this paper does not explore population and its relation with those axioms, we have to 

go further to our topic on household income and urban infrastructure distribution. 

In order to make this analysis clearer, table 12 presents clustering kecamatans based on the 

relationship between population density and household income. 

Household income> 

I Population density 
V 

Very high 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Very high 

Table 12 

Clustering of the relationship pattern 

between population density and household income 

Very high 

I 
High 

I 
Medium 

I 
Low 

Pakualaman Gadongtengen 
Jetis Ngampilan 

Gondomanan 

Kraton 
Wirobrajan 
Gondokusuman 

Mantrijeron 
Mergangsan 
Tegalrejo 
Umbulharjo 

Gamping Sewon Depok 
Kotagede 

I 
Very low 

I 
Danurejan 

Mlati 
Ngaglik 
Banguntapan 
Kasihan 

The pattern of household income distribution in kecamatan level in Yogyakarta shows that 

the very low household income can be found in urban centre (Kecamatan Danurejan) and four 

kecamatans in urban fringes (Kecamatan Mlati, Ngaglik, Banguntapan, and Kasihan). This finding 

is very interesting to be analyzed further. 
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In urban centre or in Yogyakarta municipality, the lowest household income is Kecamatan 

Danurejan. Most of kalurahans in Danurejan are considered very low of household income (see 

appendix 2). Part of Ledok Code, a migrant pocket in along Code river valley, is in Kecamatan 

Danurejan. It is why this kecamatan is considered very low household income. 

If we analyze in-depth, we will found a quite strange pattern of household income 

distribution in Kecamatan Gondokusuman. According to the thematic map on household income, 

Gondokusuman is considered very high household income; but within Gondokusuman, Kalurahan 

Terban (one of the migrant pockets) has very low household income (see appendix 2). In other 

study, they found that even within the lowest settlement class,.scan be found the rich and the poor 

stay side by side as neighbourhood (Dian Desa 1991, D-3). It can be concluded that the 

distribution of household income in Yogyakarta is mixing in a given settlement area, nevertheless 

we can distinguish the pattern of average household income at kecamatan level. Yet we have to 

be carefully to look in-depth the characteristics of low household income, which we already 

discussed in previous sub chapters about the migrant pockets, in order to approach the real 

problems. 

In sub urban area or urban fringes the pattern is rather different. The four kecamatans in 

sub urban, which is considered low income household, are basically still in transition area from 

rural with mono-economic activities (agriculture) to urban with multi-economic activities. In some 

part of su b urban areas still can be found agricultural land and some household still dependent 

their income on agricultural activities. Eventhough sub urban areas are considered as low income 

household, the recent tendency shows that some rich people build their new houses and some 

private enterprises developed new settlement or real estates in sub urban areas. This phenomena 

shows a gradual changing from rural settlements to new settlements or real estates which is 

completely different social life environment. 

5.2. The Pattern of Household Income and It Relations with Existing Infrastructure. 

In order to make clearer explanation on the pattern of household income and urban 

infrastructure, this analysis distinguishes Yogyakarta urban area into two analysis areas: the urban 

centre (Yogyakarta municipality) and the urban fringes (Sleman and Bantul). This distinction is 

based on arguments as follows: 

Administratively those areas has different type of government: urban centre is a 

municipality and the urban fringes are part of the districts periphery. 

Some findings which are explained before, show that basically urban centre has different 

characteristics compare with urban fringes in term of population dynamics, household 

income distribution, and physical development. 

23 The lowest settlement class is a settlement where has a high popUlation density with irregular houses 
(Dian Desa 1991, D-3) 
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It is interesting to develop an analytical framework as much as possible to make clearer 

to understand the reality. 

In this analysis, Kecamatan level is used as unit of analysis of the relationship between 

household income and some urban infrastructure. Other infrastructure and programs in IUIDP, 

can be analyzed in certain context or case. Some urban infrastructures within IUIDP framework 

can be analyzed by simple scoring and map pattern analysis methods. Regarding the data 

availability, there are four urban infrastructure which can be scored and presented their spatial 

distribution in a thematic map. The four urban infrastructures are: piped water, drainage system, 

sanitation facilities, and garbage collection. The range of score is from very high (5) to very low 

(1 ). 

The scoring data is based on the range of each infrastructure data. Scoring of piped water 

is based on percentage of population which is served by piped water as a source of clean water: 

> 40% (very high), > 30-40 (high), > 20-30 (medium), > 10-20 (low), 10 and less than 10 (very 

low). Scoring of drainage system is based on the ratio of channel (m) per area (ha): > 100 (very 

high, > 75-100 (high), >50-75 (medium), > 25-5- (low), 25 and less than 25 (very low). Scoring 

of sanitation facilities is based on percentage of population which are used on-site sanitation 

and/or served by sewerage system: 100 (very high), > 80-99 (high), > 60-80 (medium), > 40-60 

(low), 40 and less than 40 (very low). Scoring of garbage collection is based on percentage of 

household which dispose their garbage through TPS (temporary dump site) or through garbage 

collecting system run by government or community services: > 40 (very high), > 30-40 (high), > 

20-30 (medium), > 10-20 (low), 10 or less than 10 (very low). In order to know aggregate score 

of infrastructure, the score of four types of infrastructure will be summed up (see table 13). 

The aggregate score of urban infrastructure at Kecamatan level, then be categorized in 

certain range and be transformed into a thematic map. The map pattern analysis will be employed 

in order to recognize their spatial pattern (see map 3). As we have done before in map 1 and 2, 

here we should do similar procedures: aggregating or in this case scoring, pattern recognition and 

comparison, and interpretation. 
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Kecefutan 

Hantrijeron 

lIirobrajan 

Kraton 

Mergangsln 

U/IIbulharjo 

Kot.gede 

Pakualaman 

Gondomanan 

Ngampilan 

Gedongtengen 

Danurejan 

Gondokusuman 

Jetis 

Tegalrejo 

Gamping 

Mlati 

Depok 

Ngemptak. 

Ngag l i k 

Banguntapan 

Sewon 

Kasihan 

Table 13 

Scoring Household Income and Urban Infrastructure 
at Kecamatan Level 

Pop'l HoulOhold II D S 
Dansity Income 

208 258 2 5 5 

255 281 2 3 3 

290 289 4 5 5 

189 265 2 4 5 

210 275 1 1 2 

114 221 3 4 4 

358 250 5 5 5 

362 248 4 2 5 

332 235 4 3 2 

415 231 5 2 4 

362 194 5 5 3 

290 288 3 3 3 

391 251 5 5 3 

177 256 3 3 3 

134 251 1 1 1 

71 177 2 1 1 

111 218 1 1 1 

45 206 2 1 1 

64 195 2 1 1 

92 189 1 1 1 

105 239 1 1 1 

90 186 1 1 1 

G Total 
Score 

3 15 

2 10 

4 18 

4 15 

3 8 

3 14 

2 17 

5 16 

4 13 

5 16 

3 16 

3 2 

4 7 

3 2 

1 4 

2 6 

1 4 

1 5 

1 5 

2 5 

1 4 

1 4 

Source: Table 7,8,9 and Appendix 4 

Note: II = piped water 
D = drainage system 
S = sanitation 
G = garbage collection 
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5.2.1. The urban centre 

The distribution of infrastructure at Kecamatan level in urban centre is vary from very 

high (blue) to low (orangefVery high quaITtycffstribution can be found in three Kecamatans: 

Kraton, Pakualaman, and Jetis. Kraton and Pakualaman have been developed since the early of 

Yogyakarta (see History of Yogyakarta, chapter 3) and recently have been developed as tourism 

and cultural centre. 

The pattern of infrastructure distribution can be related to population density. A 

comparison between map 1 and 3 shows that all very high density population areas: Danurejan, 

Gedongtengen, Ngampilan, Gondomanan, are covered by high quality distribution of 

infrastructure, even Pakualaman and Jetis are covered by very high quality distribution of 

infrastructure. Those kecamatan are very high population density but are covered by high and 

very high quality distribution of infrastructure; this situation is rather strange. It is exist because 

those kecamatan are in core of urban centre or in area of old town which is had been developed 

at the past time. In addition we have to remember that the unit analysis of this research is at 

kecamatan level; it means if we analyze in deep at kalurahan level or kampung level, we found 

that very high population density stay in areas where are considered low and very low quality 

distribution of infrastructure (see analysis on the migrant pockets). 

Mantrijeron and Mergangsan which are considered medium population density and 

Kotagede which is low population density, are covered by high quality distribution of 

infrastructure. In case of Kotagede, low population density area which is covered by high quality 

distribution of infrastructure, is also rather strange. It can be explained that Kotagede is an old 

town outside of the old Yogyakarta city. So, the infrastructure had been developed at the past 

time. 

Medium and low quality distribution of infrastructure are covered Kecamatans which are 

close to urban fringes. Wirobrajan and Tegalrejo in the west and Gondokusuman in- the east part 

of the core of urban centre, has medium quality distribution. Thereby Umbulharjo is considered 

low quality distribution of infrastructure because this area still has paddy field and large yards 

and gardens. Regarding household income, the distribution of urban infrastructure can be related 

as follow: 

Very low income in Kecamatan Danurejan and low income in Kotagede, are covered by 

high quality distribution of infrastructure. 

Medium income in Kecamatan Gedongtengen, Ngampilan, and Gondomanan, three areas 

in the core of urban centre, are covered by high infrastructure. 

High income areas has vary relationships: Jetis and Pakualaman are covered by very high 

quality distribution of infrastructure, Mantrijeron and Mergangsan are covered by high 

infrastructure, while Tegalrejo and Umbulharjo (close to urban fringe) are covered by 

medium and low quality distribution of infrastructure. In the case of Tegalrejo and 
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Umbulharjo are rather strange; it is because eventhough those areas administratively in 

urban centre, but some part of their area "green area" such as gardens, zoo, and paddy 

field. 

Very high income areas in Wirobrajan and Gondokusuman are covered by medium, only 

Kraton has significant relationship that very high income has very high quality 

distribution of infrastructure. 

Clustering of the relationship pattern between household income and urban infrastructure 

can be seen in table 14 as follows: 

Infrastructure> 

I Household income 
v 

Very high 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Very low 

Table 14 

Clustering of the relationship pattern 

between household income and urban infrastructure 

Very high 

I 
High 

I 
Medium 

I 
Low 

Kraton Wirobrajan 
Gondokusuman 

Jetis Mantrijeron Tegalrejo Umbulharjo 
Pakualaman Mergangsan 

Gondomanan 
Ngampilan 
Gedongtengen 

Kotagede 

Danurejan Mlatl 
Ngagl ik 
Banguntapan 

I 
Very low 

I 
Gamping 

Sewon 

Depok 

Kasi han 

Those relationships are very interesting phenomena. Those findings should be interpreted 

that in urban centre of Yogyakarta, the relationships between household income and distribution 

of urban infrastructure at Kecamatan level are mixing. This situation has been indicated at 

previous discussion and has been founded by Dian Desa's survey for Real Demand Study in 1991. 

If we look in-depth the relationships between household income and infrastructure 

distribution at Kecamatan level, various relationships will be found in more detail. In Mujamuju 

(Y /UH/13) household income is considered very high, but the quality distribution of 

infrastructure is very low. Another example is that all Kalurahan where the migrant pockets are 

taken place: Prawirodirjan (Y /GM/25), Notoprajan (Y /NG/28), Tegalpanggung (Y /DN/32), and 

Terban (Y /GK/37) are considered very low and low income (except Notoprajan), but they are 

covered by high quality distribution of urban infrastructure (see appendix 15). 
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5.2.2. The urban fringes or sub-urban areas. 

The distribution of urban infrastructure at Kecamatan level in the urban fringes, Sleman 

and Bantul, are considered low and very low which is represented in map 3. The spatial pattern 

of infrastructure distribution shows the distinction pattern between urban centre and urban 

fringes. Low quality distribution can be found in Kecamatan Ngaglik and Mlati in the north 

(Sleman) and Banguntapan in the south-east (Bantul). While Depok in north-east and Gamping 

in west (Sleman) and two Kecamatan in Bantu I: Kasihan and Sewon in the south-west part of 

urban fringes, are covered by very low quality distribution of infrastructure. 

If we compare this pattern with detail situation, we can interpret the fact findings as 

follows: 

Most of urban infrastructure are concentrated in urban centre. This pattern is significantly 

related to the population density (see the pattern of map 1 and 3). 

Eventhough the recent trend shows that some rich people build their house in sub-urban 

areas, but surrounding the settlement is considered poor infrastructure. 

Some real estates were build by public and private sectors in sub-urban areas. They 

provide infrastructure as a part of 'selling point' of advertisement. Eventhough some real 

estates are provided by sophisticated infrastructures only within the real estate complex, 

but surrounding the real estates are still considered poor infrastructure. 

Sub-urban areas or urban fringes basically still rural with agricultural activities. Since two 

decades ago those areas have been transforming from rural to urban area. In reality, there 

are still many paddy field, dry agricultural land, and yards or gardens can be found in 

urban fringes. Even, the latest housing design (continental or postmo) emerged surround 

paddy field in urban fringes. 

The development of new settlement are scattered following the main road network in sub­

urban areas. 

Regarding household income, the distribution of infrastructure can be related as follows: 

High income in Gamping (Sleman) and medium income in Sew on (Bantul) are covered by 

very low quality distribution of infrastructure. 

Low household income in Depok (Sleman) has very low quality distribution of 

infrastructure. 

Very low household income in Ngaglik and Mlati (Sleman) and Banguntapan (Bantul) are 

covered by low quality distribution of infrastructure. 

Only Kecamatan Kasihan (Bantul) which has very low household income is significantly 

related to very low quality distribution of infrastructure. 

Those phenomena should be interpreted that in urban fringes of Yogyakarta, the 
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relationships between household income and urban infrastructure distribution are mixing. It is also 

can be concluded that the distribution of urban infrastructure in Yogyakarta is unbalance; most 

of urban infrastructure and urban services such as business centres are concentrated in urban 

centre. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

FURTIIER DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1. Further Discussion: The implementation of the IUIDP in Yogyakarta 

The concept of the IUIDP has been implementing since 1989 in Yogyakarta under YUDP-

Yogyakarta Urban Development Project. This project basically a cooperation work among the 

three local government Tk II: Yogyakarta municipality, Sleman and Bantul districts. Since the 

IUIDP is a new concept of urban infrastructure development, the central government cq 

Directorate General of Human Settlement of PW initiate to introduce the concept and its 

implementation to local government. This project is funded by SDC - Swiss Development and 

Cooperation. Under certain agreement, they appointed two main consultants one from overseas 

namely Electrowatt Engineering Services LTD (Switzerland) and the other one from Indonesia, 

Hasfarm Dian Konsultan. 

One of the strategy in the implementation of the IUIDP programme in Yogyakarta is a 

'learning by doing'. It is an effort to do planning with new concept in a learning process 

atmosphere among the three local government cq BAPPEDA Tk II together with the consultants 

and the central government. So, the IUIDP concept can be transferred from central to local 

through learning by doing process and so, the central government can reflecting the experiences. 

In fact that the strategy is not smooth to be implemented. Some bottlenecks and barriers, which 

was discussed before, are exist during implementation of the IUIDP concept. 

Reflecting from this situation, the implementation of the IUIDP is still highly dependence 

on central government and foreign funding. One of the example is that the agreement of YUDP 

funding or SDC grant was negotiated and decided in central level under the argument that this 

business is a bilateral cooperation. So, in this process the three local governments seems to have 

few access to negotiate directly with foreign funding or in other word this business should be 

under control by central government. Subsequently, the appointment of consultants was also 

decided in central level. If the negotiation and decision making in this stage still in the central 

level, perhaps they consider that the local governments are not capable yet to run the IUIDP 

concept and perhaps there is no qualified consultants in Yogyakarta. Perhaps Gasper's observation, 

that the national policy-makers appear at present unwilling to transfer substantial powers to local 

decision makers, also exists in Indonesian case. So, the decentralization concept still far behind 

being implemented. 

Most of the YUDP documents are formulated by the consultants. Of course they are always 

discussing with the three BAPPEDA Tk II and other dinas in Yogyakarta. Here we can say that 

the three local governments are highly demanding on consultant products. Many experiences show 

that there are always a gap between consultant ideas and bureaucrats attitudes to formulate the 

problems and to respond them. Under IUIDP-YUDP project, the gap has been reducing in many 
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efforts through learning by doing and job training. It seems that eventhough at the early project 

the centralgovernment and the consultant have been dominating the planning process, but by the 

time they do effort to reduce their role in the proc~ss and give more responsibility to three local 

government to deal with. Beside the relationship between central-local government in the 

implementation of the IUIDP and planning process, an involvement of local community 

organization also has been done. 

One of the interesting point in the implementation of the IUIDP-YUDP is the involvement 

of a Non-Government Organization - Yayasan Dian Desa in formulating the Real Demand Study. 

It should be understood that the involvement of Dian Desa is reflecting the argument of 

decentralization, namely participation of local community and local organizations in development 

process. The involvement of Dian Desa in YUDP also can be analyzed by the fact that Dian Desa 

has close cooperation with SDC, even before the IUIDP-YUDP is being implemented. They have 

cooperative projects in community development together with other NGOs in several areas in 

Indonesia. It means that Dian Desa has an access directly to SDC, even more than the three 

BAPPEDA Tk II. Perhaps concerning SDC to support YUDP is because, one of their reason, of 

experiencing by Dian Desa's cooperation projects. In addition, Dian Desa has a good performance 

among the local and central government in the sense that Dian Desa is a cooperative organization, 

not an opposition organization. In the government point of view, this political tone is very 

important in development project. Here we have to questioning whether the involvement of NGO 

is only in early stage on formulating RDS or they have opportunities to influence in the following 

steps especially in planning and decision making in YUDP? It seems that the involvement of 

NGOs and other community organizations in planning and decision making is still remaining 

unclear. 

Regarding foreign grant SDC in financing Yogyakarta urban development project, the 

question should be raised "how is the continuity of the project after SDC grant; is the local 

government capable to finance the YUDP and to make planning for the IUIDP programmes?". As 

we discuss before step by step transfer of responsibility will be given to local government. It will 

become smooth if the local government makes initiatives to appreciate the new responsibility and 

to do innovative work in order to implement the new concept of urban development. Also it is 

important to emphasis on coordination among the three local government and their dinas, to 

establish a communication or forum among local government and their society groups or 

institution such as private enterprises, NGOs/CBOs, universities/research centres; in order to 

mobilize potential resources including finance and to develop them. Those efforts will answer that 

question and will fulfil local demand or community needs based on their own resources. 

Coordination became one of emerging issues, especially when the three local governments 

have different interest in "where are the location of investments taken place and how are the 

development funds and the revenues flow". Particularly in urban fringes where development 
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activities are growing, the different interests are happen. A real example is about taxation: taxes 

in urban fringes which are collected by local government of Sleman and Bantul, whether will be 

reinvested in urban fringes or can be invested in other areas of Sleman and Bantul. Another 

example is releasing licences in urban fringes: whether it should be under control of Mayor of 

Yogya municipality or it is under Bupati of Sleman and Bupati of Bantul. The development of 

urban fringes became a crucial issue in allocation or investment and taxation. 

Communication is also important vehicle to spread the IUIDP concept and to channel 

community aspirations in urban development. I impressed by Hartomo, the Mayor of Surakarta 

municipality, when he went to meet with community groups at kalurahan level, students in high 

schools and universities, even in pesantrens or muslim schools. He created 'Sarasehan', a less 

formal meeting to discuss government's plan and to gather community aspirations. He was doing 

hard work to spread the ideas of development to the audience as well as to get aspiration from 

community. Eventhough he was criticised by some people of his domination in the dialogue and 

his top down approach, but the results are amazing. Many people were inspired by the dialogue 

and motivated by the government's programmes. Then, the 'snow ball' of motivated people as well 

as his staffs become faster and bigger in achieving the progress in settlement and urban 

development. Through promoting a motto "Solo Berseri" (Solo means Surakarta, Ber is bersih or 

clean, Se is sehat or healthy, and Ri is asri or harmony), people as well as government do some 

efforts to implement their ideas and planning. Since the middle of 1980s, Surakarta has received 

"Adipura prize" for several years. In case of Yogyakarta, I did not see such efforts in order to 

spread the new concept of urban development as well as to gather community aspirations, in order 

to formulate the documents of the IUIDP-YUDP project. 

After we discussing the planning process of the IUIDP programme, let move to the issues 

which are related to development trends. Here we will focused on some specific issues such as: 

spatial development, infrastructure problems, and household income related to financing the 

programmes. 

In some cases of development tends indicate that spatial development is beyond the control 

of YUDP project. One of the real examples is that when the YUDP project has planed green 

zones, the local government of Sleman was releasing a licence to a private university (UII) to 

develop a campus in green zone area. The UII campus has been build and suddenly land price 

surrounding the campus (within the green zone) were increasing sharply. Many experiences show 

that a huge campus will leads a multiplier economic activities in surrounding areas. New 

dormitories, student houses, shops and services, have been growing by local community and 

investors. Then the green zone became meaningless if many buildings were developed rapidly in 

these areas. 

So, which one it was wrong: the concept or the development trends? It seems that such 

question often emerges in a crucial issue or a problem and it is difficult to get the answer 
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properly. Here we can reflect two things: First is that the IUIDP concept and the licence to 

develop and to build in a land are not integrated yet. Second is that there are many different 

interests in urban development in which the planners should commit with. The planners as well 

as decision makers should have capability to transform these potential conflicts to become a 

dynamics of development. 

In many cases, communication and coordination as well as negotiation process play role 

in the results of decision making. Recently, it seems that private sector became more important 

in development process. Given the fact that under SAP, privatization is promoted to generate 

economic growth and private sector became more and more powerful. Local government has to 

respond this changing situation to empower their selves and give a chance to community to express 

their aspiration in a freedom and in an open political environment. So, a situation which we hope 

in near future is approaching a balance position among urban actors in development process. 

The urban infrastructure development in YUDP project is limited on the public work, 

other infrastructures such as electricity and telecommunication are still under other government 

institutions. There are many evident that the development of urban infrastructure in general is 

still lack of coordination. One popular example is a problem of "dig hole and fill hole", a ridicule 

term of disintegration of infrastructure projects, in maintenance or reparation and in development 

of piped water, drainage system, telecommunication cable, electricity and roads. One dinas just 

already finish their project, other dinas start their project in the same place. There can be 

identified some bottleneck in implementation and integration: 

There are different institutions or dinas which have responsibility to provide 

infrastructure. Each of them have vertical instructions (top down) with their upper level, 

but lack of coordinati.on with other institution at similar level. 

Each institutions or dinas has capacity to implement the programmes, especially related 

to financial resources. 

Lack of standard in term of financial, technical, administration and management. For 

example one dinas have to invest this year, other dinas still waiting for decision from 

upper authority and waiting for financial liquidity. 

There are different priority among the dinas or institutions to invest their budget of 

development. 

I have to mention that the YUDP project has been doing to deal with that problems and 

to solve them. It can be seen in their strategy to involve those dinas and integrate them in planning 

process. The project has already started to promote better coordination, to integrate the 

programmes, and to implement them while improving urban (infrastructure) management. YUDP 

project has done a lot of jobs to transform the planning system and the management of urban 

infrastructure and services provision, but the situation and the challenge is still huge. It seems that 
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the government alone is not enough to tackle the problems. A partnerships among urban actors 

or stakeholder such as private sector, NOO and community based organization, university and 

research centres have to be set up in order to make better understanding of the problems and the 

strategy to solve them. 

Household income is not stated explicitly in the policies and strategies of urban 

development in Yogyakarta. Household income is important to be considered in new approach 

because of a reflection of capability of people to pay services and charges. Policy 3 is more 

emphasis on economic activities in general "Economic development will be supported by economic 

zone in city centre of Yogyakarta and the five strategic location in ring road (urban fringes)". 

Subsequently formulation of strategy 3 shows that the policy concentrated on main economic 

activities such as indicated as follows "Economic zone in Yogyakarta and other five economic zone 

should be considered for main economic activities development such as: tourism, education centre, 

manufacture and other related economic sectors". According to our analysis on the pattern of 

household income and its relation with urban infrastructure, it strongly suggests that the 

infrastructure problems should be followed up based on household income. 

Policy 4 issued infrastructure development which mainly concentrated on the spatial 

pattern plan: "Infrastructure development will follows spatial pattern plan in urban region which 

hold population growth and in economic development zone". Here the policy is not based on the 

household income pattern. Household is one of the main source of taxation and charges. Land and 

property tax mainly came from household level and most of the user of piped water, garbage 

services, electricity, telephone etc basically are households. If the government want to increase 

their revenues and to mobilize local resources which are basically contributed by household, then 

the government have to develop a framework of policy based on household level. 

6.2. Conclusions 

This research is basically to explore the core question "does spatial distribution of 

household income relate to urban infrastructure problem and how are government policies tackle 

this problem?". Further this question was put in the context of decentralization process in urban 

infrastructure provision and in a case study of Yogyakarta. 

The main findings of this research are based on the analysis of the pattern of relationship 

between population density, household income, and infrastructure distribution. The main findings 

and their conclusions are as follows: 

Most of population in Yogyakarta are concentrated in urban centre. It has been shown by 

analysis of the map pattern and by explanation of the migrant pockets. Most of the 

migrant pockets are close to business zone in urban centre. Those patterns can be 

concluded that people prefer to stay close to urban centre because of their work place in 

urban centre or in business zone. In addition urban centre is attractive to people because 
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of many facilities, services, recreation and amusement areas are taken place. 

Statistical data approved that population growth in urban centre was increasing during 

1970s then continually decreasing in 1980s. Significantly, population growihhiuroan 

fringes have been increasing sharply since 1980s. It indicates that urbanization process in 

Yogyakarta then followed by conurbation process. Several reasons of moving people to sub 

urban are related to better environment, improving road network and transportation, 

development or new settlements or real estates and public facilities such as 

telecommunication shops, markets and shops, and education centres in sub urban or urban 

fringes of Yogyakarta. 

The pattern of spatial distribution of household income at kecamatan level in Yogyakarta 

shown that very low household income can be found at kecamatan level in urban centre 

and urban fringes. Very low household income in urban centre are related to the migrant 

pockets settlement which most of the people are working in urban economic sector both 

formal or informal but they receive small amount of salary or income. While very low 

household income in urban fringes have different characteristics, most of them are 

working at a small agricultural land in sub urban or working as low wages labour in urban 

area. 

Some evident show within kecamatan level in urban centre, we can found the migrant 

pocket area or 'kampung' which relatively poor in term of household income and 

infrastructure exist side by side with high class settlement area. Regarding to the trend of 

settlement development in sub urban, eventhough sub urban areas are considered as low 

income but the recent tendency shows that some rich people build their new houses and 

some high income household are moving to new settlement areas or real estates. It can be 

concluded that household income distribution at kecamatan level in Yogyakarta is 

considered mixing. It means that in many cases, rich households are neighbouring with 

poor households. 

The result of map pattern analysis shows that infrastructure distribution in Yogyakarta 

basically are concentrated in urban centre, especially in old and important settlement 

areas. Infrastructure in most of kecamatan in urban centre are considered better than in 

urban fringes, even one kecamatan with very low income has bee covered by high quality 

distribution of infrastructure. While all kecamatan in urban fringes are covered by low and 

very low quality distribution of infrastructure. If we look in dept at kalurahan level, then 

we will found that some kalurahan or kampung in urban centre are insufficient of urban 

infrastructure; while some kalurahan or real estates in sub urban are covered by very high 

quality of infrastructure. Here we have to consider the characteristics of the problems in 

order to launch the IUIDP programmes. It can be concluded that the relationships between 

household income and urban infrastructure distribution at kecamatan level are mixing. 
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Those findings and their conclusions should be related to the government policies on urban 

development specifically on the decentralized urban infrastructure and the implementation of the 

IUIDP programme. 

The government policies on urban development, subsequently the decentralized urban 

infrastructure or the IUIDP, have been launched on the situation of the implementation 

of Structural Adjustment Programme. The decision on decentralization is mainly done by 

central government when they feel politically secure and when the economic situation 

forced them to do so. It seems that decentralization process is not an efforts and initiatives 

of local government but a political economic decision of central government. If we refer 

back to the concept of decentralization, we can say that decentralization is not achieved 

yet but the direction to decentralization was already decided. Then the process depends 

on the involved parties and actors, especially local government and local community 

groups including private sector to make a better situations and improvements. 

The implementation of the government policies which are illustrated, so far, faces the 

problem of reality that the local government has limited control of resources, limited local 

capabilities, and highly dependent on assistance from higher government level or 

consultants. 

Our discussion, reflection, and critical analysis on the implementation of the IUIDP 

concept and a new approach in urban development, particularly in Yogyakarta urban 

development project, indicated that the IUIDP planning process remaining (in practice) 

a centrally driven process with regard to technical capacity and access to finance. 

Household income reflects a capability of household to pay services and infrastructure 

provision. Household income is not considered yet as a main important aspect in 

Yogyakarta urban development policies and strategies. 

6.3. Recommendations 

In order to deal wi th bottleneck problems and shortcoming resources in urban 

development, this research formulates a recommendations which are basically to empower local 

government, to emancipate community especially poor and powerless people, and to transform a 

better system in urban management. The recommendations are as follows: 

First, the government should focuses their programme in area where very high popUlation 

density with low income household. It means that KIP scheme, a partnership between local 

government and community, should be promoted to combat poverty and the infrastructure 

problems in kampung settlement in urban centre. While in urban fringes, partnership between 

local government and private sector is promoted to develop new planed settlement and new 

economic (business) zone centres. 
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Second, in order to conserve green zone, the government should approach the community 

and other related institution to shape a similar perception or commitment of conserving their area. 

The green zone in the north Yogyakarta is very important to protect ground water pollution, 

flooding, and other environmental destructions. In case of the development of UII campus in the 

north green zone, it is recommended to create a "Green Campus". It means that civitas academica 

should create a programme to conserve their campus as well as it surrounding settlement areas. 

Third, regarding local resources mobilization, household income and local participation 

which are reflecting a capability of local people to respond the government programmes, should 

be considered as a main determinant in developing urban infrastructure. Therefore it should be 

formulated explicitly in urban development policy and strategy. A part from local resources 

mobilization, local participation should be understood in a broad perspective; not only in term of 

physical materials or financial, but also in term of aspiration and initiative as an expression of 

democracy. The government have to respect to communities' own programmes at neighbourhood 

level and communities' voice in planning and decision making process of development. 

Fourth, in order to empower local government as well as to promote local participation in 

urban development process, an "Urban Forum" is suggested as a forum for communication and 

consultation among urban actors. This forum is not a government institution, but a society 

organization which consists of people who commits in urban development such as government 

staffs (Bappeda), member of parliament (politician). professionals and member of associations (eg 

HIPMI, REI, INKINDO, etc), activists from NGO/CBO, as well as intellectuals based on campus. 

This forum is proposed to be initiated by intellectuals based on campus. The Department of Urban 

Management, Faculty of Post Graduate - UGM, which is believed as an intermediate institution 

between government and community. may take this opportunity to initiate the "Urban Forum". 

Fifth, training and education is believed as a strategy to transform the system as well as 

the person into a new perspective. Since the IUIDP is a new approach, training and education is 

considered very important to disseminate the approach as well as to shape the concept. Training 

programme within the IUIDP should give more opportunity to local government Tk II who are 

expected to tackle the implementation of IUIDP as well as to community and private sector who 

are the main actors in urban development. In education, a long term of consciousness and a broad 

way of learning, YUDP should design an education programme which can be implemented as a 

simulation or a game at schools, universities, and community groups. Further the local government 

should supports students' or communities' initiatives to create seminars, discussions and sarasehan. 

81 



BIDLIOORAPHY 

Baiquni, M. 1987. '"Evaluation of Maximum Capacity of Drainage System by Predicted Flooding 
in the Year 2005 in Surakarta City". A research for DRS degree in Faculty of Geography, 
Gadjah Mada University. Unpublished. Yogyakarta. 

Baiquni, M.1992. "The Elaboration on Issues and Problems of Classical Bureucratic Organization 
on Regional Development Planning". Course paper. unpublished. Insti tute of Social Studies. 
The Hague. 

Baiquni, M. 1993. "The Regional Problems and the Role of Regional Planning". Course paper. 
unpublished. Institute of Social Studies. The Hague. 

Baiquni, M. 1993. "The Environmental Factor in Diffrent Planning Approaches". Course paper. 
unpublished. Institute of Social Studies. The Hague. 

Bastin, J. and Hidayat, W. 1992 "Financing the JUIDP" in Innovative Approach to Urban 
Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992. Avebury. England. 

Berry, B. and Harton, F.E. 1970. "Geographic Perspectives on Urban System". Chapter 9 and 10. 
Prentice Hall. New Jearsy. 

Bintarto. 1983. -mteraksi Desa-Kota dan Permasalahannya (Rural-Urban Interaction and the 
Problems)". Ghalia Indonesia. Jakarta. 

Bintarto. 1984. -Urbanisasi dan Permasalahannya (Urbanization and the Problems)". Ghalia 
Indonesia. Jakarta. 

Bosier, S. 1978. "Regional Planning as a Negotiation Process". ILPES. 

Chapman, D. 1992. "Water Quality Assessment A guide to the use of Biota, sediments and water 
in environmental monitoring". UNESCO-WHO-UNEP and Chapman & Hall. London. 

Devas, N. 1980. "Financing Urban Services: A Report to H. E. the Minister of Finance, 
Government of Indonesia". Institute of Local Government Studies. University of 
Birmingham. 

Dian Desa. 1991. "Real Demand Study - IUIDP Yogyakarta". Unpublished. Yogyakarta. 

Djaya, D.L. 1989. "Kriteria Pembangunan Lingkungan Hidup Daerah Perkotaan di DIY (Criteria 
of Urban Environmental Development in Urban Development Strategy in DIY)". YUDP 
Seminar paper unpublished. Yogyakarta. 

Dunkerley, H.B. (ed). 1983. -Urban Land Policy, Issues and Opportunities". Oxford University 
Press. USA. 

Erlina. 1991. "Pola Konsumsi Air Untuk Keperluan Rumah Tangga di Kotamadya Yogyakarta 
(The Pattern of Water Consumption of Household Uses in Yogyakarta)". Unpublished. 
Thesis S1. Faculty of Geography Gadjah Mada University. Yogyakarta. 

EWI and Hasfarm Dian. 1991. "PJM-Program Jangka Menengah (Multi Years Investment Program 
- Medium Term Prograrnrnt. YUDP project document. Yogyakarta. 

EWI and Hasfarm Dian. 1992. "RtITRP - Rencana Umum Tata Ruang Perkotaan (General Urban 
Area Plan)". YUDP project document. Yogyakarta. 



EWI and Hasfarm Dian. 1992. '"Rencana Induk Pengelolaan Limbah Manusia (Master Plan of 
Human Waste Management)". YUDP project document. Yogyakarta. 

EWI and Hasfarm Dian. 1992. "Master Plan of Water Supply". YUDP project Document. 
Yogyakarta. 

Frinkel, RL. 1993. "Kriteria Pembangunan Perkotaan di DIY: Perspektif Pembangunan Budaya 
Criteria for Urban Development in DIY: Perspective of Cultural Development)". YUDP 
seminar paper. unpublished. Yogyakarta. 

Fritschi, B. et a1. 1992. "Community participation and the IUIDP: experiences and potentials" in 
Innovative Approach to Urban Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992. 
A vebury. England. 

Fujita, M. 1989. "Urban Economic Theory: Land Use and City Size". Cambridge University Press. 
Cambridge. 

Gasper, D.R 1991. "Decentralization of Planning and Administration in Zimbabwe: International 
Perspectives and 1980s Experiences" in Helmsing, A.H.J. et all "Limits to Decentralization 
in Zimbabwe". Institute of Social Studies. The Hague. 

Gordon, D.R 1973. ·City Limits: Barriers to Change in Urban Government". Charterhouse. New 
York. 

Goldsmith, M. and Villadsen, S. (ed). 1986. "Urban Political Theory and the Management of Fiscal 
Stress". Gower Publishing Company. England. 

Gupta, A vijit. 1988. "Ecology and Development in the Third World". Routledge. London. 

Hardoy, J.E. et a1. 1992. "Environmental Problems in Third World Cities". Earthscan. London. 

Helmsing, et a1. 1991. "Limits to Decentralization in Zimbabwe". Institute of Social Studies. The 
Hague. 

Helmsing, A.H.J. 1991. "Limits to Decentralization in Zimbabwe: Essays on the decentralization 
of government and planning in the 1980s". Institute of Social Studies. The Hague. 

Hilhorst, J.G.M. 1990. '"Regional Studies and Rural Development". Avebury - Gower Publishing 
Company. England. 

Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992 "The Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development Program: 
Innovative approach to urban mamagement" in Innovative Approach to Urban 
Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992. Avebury. England. 

Hudson, R and Plum, V. 1986. "Deconcentration or Decentralization? Local Government and the 
Possibilities for Local Control of Local Economies". in Goldsmith, M. and Villadsen, S. 
1986. "Urban Political Theory and the Management of Fiscal Stress". Gower Publishing 
Company. England. 

Kantor Statistik Bantu1. 1990. "Bantul Dalam Angka (Bantul in Statistical Number) 1989". 
Statistical report. Bantul, Yogyakarta. 

Kantor Statistik Sleman. 1990. "Slernan Dalam Angka (Sleman in Statistical Number) 1989". 
Statistical report. Sleman, Yogyakarta. 

Kim, T.J. et a1. 1992. "Spatial Development in Indonesia". Avebury. England. 

Kompas. 1990. "Laporan Otonomi Daerah I: Otonomi Perlu Tapi Bertahap (A Report on Local 



Autonomi part I: Autonomy is needed, but step by step)". Kompas 8 October 1990. Jakarta. 

Kompas. 1990. "Laporan Otonomi Daerah II: Proyek Pusat Hadir Begitu Saja (A Report on Local 
Autonomi part II: Projects from Central Government Are Comming Suddently)". Kompas 
9 October 1990. Jakarta. 

Kompas. 1990. "Laporan Otonomi Daerah III: Propinsi Terlalu Banyak Menangani Urusan Daerah 
(A Report on Local Autonomi part III: Provincial Government Too Many Interventions 
to Local Government). Kompas 10 October 1990. Jakarta. 

Mahmudi, A. 1992. "Adult Education As An Alternative Education in the Process of 
Development in Indonesia". Seminar paper. unpublished. Solo. 

May, RJr. 1989. '7he Urbanization Revolution Planning: A New Agenda for Human 
Settlements". Plenum Press. New York. 

Mawhood, P. 1983. "Local Government in the Third World: The Experience of Tropical Africa". 
Chapter 1. John Wiley & Sons. 

May, R 1989. '7he Urbanization Revolution: Planning in a New Agenda for Human Settlement". 
Plenum Press. London. 

Miarsono, H. 1993. "Manajemen Pembangunan Perkotaan Terpadu (Integrated Urban 
Development)". Kompas 8 March 1993. Jakarta. 

Nordhold, N.S. 1993. ~blic Private Partnership and Urban Development Policy in Indonesia: A 
Critical Comment". Seminar paper in European Social Science Java Network. unpublished. 
Geneva. 

Poerbo, H. 1986. "Mencari Pendekatan Pengelolaan Lingkungan Kota yang Lebih Effectif" in 
PRISMA 5 pp 81-89. LP3ES. Jakarta. 

Ponsard, C. 1983. "History of Spatial Economics Theory". Springer-Verlag. New York. 

Putten, J.G. 1968. "Urbanization in Developing Countries". Martinus Nijhoff. The Hague. Holland. 

Ramli, R 1994. "Diperlukan Komisi Anti Kebocoran (Required an Anti Leacking Commission)". 
Tempo Magazine. 15 January 1994. Jakarta. 

Reksohadiprojo, S. and Karseno A.R 1985. "Ekonorrll Perkotaan (Urban Econorrllcs)". BPFR. 
Yogyakarta. 

Robson, B.T. 1975. '7heory and Practice in Geography: Urban Social Areas". Oxford University 
Press. London. 

Robertson, D. 1985. "Dictionary of Politics" The Pinguin. England. 

Rondinelli, D.A. et all. 1983."Decentralization in Developing Countries: A Review of Recent 
Experience". The World Bank. Washington D.C., U.S.A. 

Rondinelli, D.A. and Cheema, G.S. (ed). 1988. "Urban Services in Developing Countries: Public 
and Private Roles in Urban development". The Macmillan Press Ltd. London. 

Ross, E. and Suselo, H. 1992. "From IUIDP to IUD" in Innovative Approach to Urban 
Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992. Avebury. England. 

Sidabutar, P. 1992. "The origin and concept of the IUIDP" in Innovative Approach to Urban 
Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, F. 1992. Avebury. England. 



Simandjuntak, D.S. 1989. "Pembangunan Ekonomi Indonesia: Pemulihan Setelah Deregulasi" in 
Analysis CSIS, XVIII/no 2. Centre for Strategic and International Studies. Jakarta 

Soegijoko, B.T. 1992. '"Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development" in Spatial Development in 
Indonesia (ed Tschango John Kim, Gerrit Knaap, and Iwan Jaya Azis) chapter 1 1 . 
Avebury. England. 

Soekardi, S. 1992 "Decentralization of urban services provision and institutional development 
action planning" in Innovative Approach to Urban Development edited by Hoff, Rand 
Steinberg, F. 1992. A vebury. England. 

Subanu, L.P. 1993. '"Kriteria Pembangunan Perkotaan di DIY: Perspective Pengelolaan Kota 
Strategis (Criteria for Urban Developmeni in DIY: A Perspective of Urban Management 
Strategies)". YUDP Seminar Paper. unpublished. Yogyakarta. 

Suselo, H and Taylor, J. 1992. "Public-private partnership in Indonesia's urban infrastructure 
sector" in Innovative Approach to Urban Development edited by Hoff, R and Steinberg, 
F. 1992. Avebury. England. 

Smith, B.C. 1985. "Decentralization: The Territorial Dimension of the State". george Allen & 
Unwin. London. 

Stein, lM. (ed). 1988. "Public Infrastructure Planning and Management". Sage Publication. USA. 

Taylor, J.L. 1987. "Evaluation of the Jakarta Kampung Improvement Program" in Shelter 
Upgrading for the Urban Poor (ed: Skinner, R.J; Taylor, J.L; and Wegelin, E.A.). Island 
Publishing House-Habitat-IHS. Manila. 

Tempo. 1994. "Ekonomi dan Bisnis: Menghitung Kebocoran (Economy and Business: Leacking 
Calculation)". Tempo Magazine. 22 January 1994. Jakarta 

Todaro, M.P. 1992 (Third edition). "Economics for a Developing World: An Introduction to 
Principle, Problems and Policies for Development". Longman. England. 

UNDP, et all. 1985. "Laporan akhir (Final Report) of National Urban Development Strategy". 
Project report. Jakarta. 

Westra, P. 1983. "Manajement Pembangunan Daerah (Local Government Management)". Ghalia 
Indonesia. Jakarta. 

Whittick. 1974. "Encyc1opedy of Urban Planning". Mc Grow-Hill. USA. 

World Bank. 1992. "World Development Report 1992: Development and the Environment". Oxford 
University Press. New York. 

World Resources Institute. 1992. "The 1992 Information Please: Environmental Almanac". 
Houghton Mifflin. Boston. 

Widiarto, W. 1993 "Konflik Pertanahan dan Perencanaan Tata Ruang Kota (Land Conflicts and 
Urban Spatial Planning)". Kompas 8 March 1993. Jakarta. 



MAIN CITIES IN INDONESIA 

'--S' 

4> \l 
Ci 

NORTH 
" 

o~ 
Ambon 

Welliern Indonesian 11me Cenlre' Indonesian Time Eeslern Indones'en Time 
+ 1 hour + 2 houra 

.5000 lema 

PROVINCES: 
OKI Jakarta 

JAVA, BALI &LOMBOK .. 0.1 ACEH lQ. weST JAVA 1D. NORTH SULAWESI ,. NORTH SUMATeRA 1 " CENTRAl. JAVA 20. CENTRAL SULAWESI 
3 WEST SUMATERA t2. 0.1 YOQYAKAR"M 2'. SUlAWESI TENOOAAA .. RIAU 11 EAST JAVA 22. SOUTH SUlAWESI 
S. JAMBI , ... BALI 21 EAST KAUMANTAN .. SOUTH SUMATERA .S. WEST NUSA TENOOARA 24. SOUTH KAUMANTAH 
1. BENGI(ULU ••. EAST NUSA TENGGAAA 25. CENTRAL KAlI .. ANTAN .. l,AMPUNG 17, IRIAN JAVA 20. wesT KAUMANTAN 
D. OKi JAKARTA 1ft. MALUKU 21. nMOR TIMUR 

[.i) MltCropolnan are. iii L_cJt' .. • Ohttt provincial 
capllal cIU •• 

Note: Bogar. Mar-no, Sur.karta ant nOlI provlncfal capitals ~MQ 

- 'T-

J> 
"0 
"0 

C1) 

::::s 
0-
X· 



Scale 
, 
.1111111-=3I1111L:'" 

North 

Legend : 

~ 
--1-

Appendix 2. 

YOGYAKARTA URBAN AREA 

Kalurahan boundary 
Kecamatan boundary 
Main road network 
River 
Green belt zone 

' .. ilnt 

o 

Yogyakarta Municipality 
Sleman urban fringe 
Bantul urban fringe 
Business zone 
Slum or migrant pocket 
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THE DECENTRALIZATION MODEL FOR IUIDP IMPLEMENTATION 
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Appendix 5 

PROGRAMME PREPARATION AND IMPLEMENTATION 
BEFORE AND UNDER IUIDP 
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INTENDED UNDER IUIDP 
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Local 
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Source: Soekardi. 1992 



Appendix 6 

Financial Flows for the Urban Sector: Public Sector and 
Community Contributions 
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Appendix 7 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY. 
REVENUE IMPROVEMENT ACTION PLAN, LOCAL INSmUTIONAL 

ACTION PLAN AND THE MULTI·YEAR PROGRAMME ...---.., 

estimated Availabla 
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Revenue 
Improvement 
Action PI.n 

estimated 
Available Local 

Manpower 
Resources 

Institutional 
Improvement 
Action Plan 

Source: YUDP project. 1991 



Appendix 8 
Multi-year Investment Program for IUIDP in YUDP 

I. uater supply 
A. Long-Term DeveLOpMent PoLicy 
A.1. Objective 

The .ain objective of the policy is to increa.e the eccea. to .afe drinking water by Increasing the 
coverage of piped water supply dra.tically and by improving tha quality of tha non-piped facilities in the 
remaining area •• 

The long-term target of the development of water supply system is to .erve more than 56% people in 
VUDP. This target will be prioritiZed to this rule.: 

100% target coverage in area which is very high population density (> 300 persons/ha). 
80% target coverage in area which is medium-high population density (100-300 persona/hal. 
40-50% targat coverage in area which is medium-low population density (50-100 persons/hal. 

A.2. Program 
.aximal of the use of existing piped-water transmisaion and its production through: (1) increasing 
number of costumer in their house connection and public taps (2) saving the water by reducing the 
water consumption per capita (3) improving capability of PDAH/PBAH - public water enterprises. 
Finishing the inner circle of transmission distribution. 
Enlarge.ent of transmission distribution. 
Finishing the outer circle of transmission distribution which is parallel with ring-road. 
Integration of piped water transmission of so.e public water enterprises: PDAH, BPAH, IKK and 
institut ions. 
Development of water production from deep groundwater, aprings, and shellow groundwater. 

B. Hedium-Term Development Program 
B.1. Target 

Master plan of water supply which consist of outline plan of primary ayatem, calculations of 
transmission distribution, study of extension and promotion, alternative study of public taps, 
study and action plan or development of public water enterprise. 
increasing the coverage of piped water supply in VUDP from 15% of population in 1991 to 28% of 
population in 1996/97. 
improving the services for customer through improving the quality of the water, improving the 
maintenance of the installation facilities, atc. 

B.2. Program 
Rehabilitation and optimalization of existing piped-water transmission in Vogya and Sleman. 
Enlargement of the transmission in Yogya and Sleman. 
Development of new piped water transmission in Yogya and Sleman. 
Development of PDAM and BPAM not only technical and environmental aspects but also non-technical 
aspects such as: financial management, costumer services, and public relations. 
Development of institution: this program is based on master plan of PDAM and some studies such as 
125 sectoral water supply project (IKK), 20 BNA cities project, studies by the Directorate of Water 
Supply Department of Public Work (PPSAB/BPAH). The renewal master plan of water supply will 
coordinate water supply activities and proposa institutional development. One of the alternatives 
is that all piped water enterprises in VUDP under one 'umbrella' enterprise (Peru.ahaan Daerah). 
This alternative make some possibilities to integrate the services, cross subsidy, scale 
efficiency, to get loans to support renovation and mid-term programs of water supply. 

B.3. Budget for mid-term program 
The total cost is Rp 19,985,000,000,- which be divided by Yogya Rp 8,634,000,000,-, Sleman 

7,300,000,000,-, and Bantul Rp 4,051,000,000,-. Cost of operation and maintenance is Rp 10,798,000,000,-. 
O&M is not part of mid-term program of water supply development. The budget without O&H will be covered by 
RDA/loan 7%, APBN 65%,PDAH 22% which is totally 95%. The other perhaps will be financed by BLH/grant 5%. 

II. Drainage 
A. Long Term Development Policy (2005) 
A.1. Objective 

Long term development policy has objective to drain rainfall further to alleviate flooding and 
temporary flooding (pounding). This program has aim to develop integrated drainage system in VUDP (Sleman, 
Vogya, Bantul) in: 

- operation and maintenance 
- reducing flooding and pounding 
- improving environmental condition related with drainage 

A.2. Environmental aspect related with drainage 
- developing percolation well to recharge ground water 
- developing water body such as small lake 

A.3. Drainage system 
Drainage system in VUDP has to follow the standard function of channel: 
collector channel (tersier channel): collecting surface water from household and settlement area, 
this channel is planned and operated by community or neighbourhood (rukun warga). 
branch channel (sekunder channel): collecting water from collector channel and flowing to main 
system. This system is founded by APBD Dati II • 
• ain channel (primer channel): collecting water from branch channel and flowing to •• in drainage 
system. Thi. system is planned and maintained by APBD Tk I and APBN through public work department . 
• ain drainage channel has a function of collecting and flowing the water to rivers 
collector channel or pounding 
percolation well 

B. Hid-Term Program (1992/93 - 1996/97) 
B.1. Drainage Master Plan 

This study i. very important as a framework for long term development. This study consist of an 
urban region Sleman, Vogya, Bantul which is supported by ledger drainage or drainage information system. 

B.2. Physical Development 



- .aintenance existing channel 
- rehabilitation existing drainage facilities 
- development new drainage IYltem 

B.3. Priority of Program 
- 38 flooding location In YogyaKarta and 15 In Sleman 
- drainage system in predicted area 
- vital araa 
- heavy populated area 

B.4. Invest.ent 
Total project cost on drainage improvement program (1992/93 - 1996/97) is Yogya Rp 7.011 million. 

Sleman Rp 7.744 .Illion. Bantul Rp 1873 million. so total YUDP Rp 16.628 million. This budget could be 
collected from: RDA/loan 11X. APBN 41X. Inpres II 8X. APBD I 14X. APBD II 9X and foreign grant 17X. 

III. Sewerage end sanitation 
A. Long-Term Development Policy (2005) 
A.1. Target 

Long-ter. target on sanitation and sewerage syste. is that 77X of YUDP population can be served by 
on-site sanitation and 14X by off-site sanitation. Explanation on datlil as follow: 

95X off-site sanitation can cover on high populated araa. (>300 persons/hal and only 5X on-lite 
sanitation. 
30X off-sita .anitation can cover on .edium-high populated areas (100-300 perlona/ha) and 65X on­
aite sanitation. 
Mora than 80X sanitation (non riool) can cover on .edium-low populated areas (50-100 persona/hal. 

A.2. Programs 
To achieve those targets •• averal programs was formulated by YUDP (July 1991): 
Maximizing the u.e of sewerage system through improving number of household sanitation connections. 
Enlargement of sewerage Iystem to cover sanitation on high populated araas. 
Technical improvemant and coverage development of on-aite sanitation. 
Improvement of maintenance sarvice or cleaning septic tank .ervice. 
Constructing faecal and sedimentation traatment in collected .anitation and in off-lite lewerage 
system. 
Extension program and credit scheme to promote on-site sanitation in low income household and sub­
urban areas. 

B. Medium-Term Program 1992/93-1996/97 
B.1. Targets 

Sanitation improvement program is targeted in medium-term to serve 65% of population of YUDP. Detail 
targets of sanitation improvement per sub-region are: Yogya from 88% to 95%. Sleman from 48% to 52%. and 
Bantul from 27% to 33%. Sewerage improvement program is only targeted in Yogya from 7% (or 3% of YUDP) to 
14% (or 6% of YUDP) population. 

In very high populated ares (> 500 persons/hal and surface slope is 2%. enlargement of .ewerege 
Iystem (off-site sanitation) is the best way. Another alternative is constructing Imall bore 
sewerage. 
In medium and low populated areas. development on-site sanitation is possible with some technical 
treatment to reduce ground water pollution. 
MCK (bathroom. washing. WC - public facilities) is suggested to develop in low income settlement 
and high density population settlement. 

B.2. Programs 
Off-site sanitation: 

Optimalization of riool network or sewerage system through increasing coverage two times (4500 
units) by subsidy and revolving fund. 
Construction of sewerage water treatment in a terminal of sewerage system to reduce pollution. 
Enlargement of non-riool coverage. especially enlargement of on-site and off-site system together 
with treatments. 
improvement of maintenance service. 
extension and marketing to develop sanitation system. This program is aimed to improve 
understanding of sanitation and to enlarge household sanitation connections. 
Feasibility study of technological and managerial to develop .ewerage system. 

On-site sanitation: 
Improvement of on-site sanitation (technological choices) and development covered area (mamber of 
houlehold will built on-site sanitation). High populated areas will be prioritized to improve more 
then less populated ereas. Low covered on-site lanitation will be targeted to develop more than 
high covered areas. 
Mester plan of .enitation especially focusing on technical specification and detail design per 
specific arees with considering environmental aspects (topography. population, ground water. etc). 
Sanitation planning·which consider social acceptability. environmental healthy. and financial 
feas i bit ity. 
A pilot project is operating together with credit and revolving fund. 

Government budget will be allocated to this program during 1992/92 - 1996/97 epproxlmately Rp 
939.061.000.- for Yogya. Rp 258.379.000.- for Sleman. 217.789.000.- for Bentul. Some assumption have to be 
considered: 

Construction cost of one on-lite 
Financed by household 40% 
Subsidize by government 10% 
Period of repayment is 2 years 
Interest is 10% per year 
Repayment per month is Rp 6.920.-
Period of extension is 1 year 
credi t is 5% 

Financial manager 4% of OC 
(Source: YUDP calculation. July 1991). 

IV. Sarbage Nanagesent 
A. Long-Term Development Policy 
A.1. Long-Term Target 

sanitation Rp 3000.000.­
Rp 120.000.-
Rp 30.000.-

Rp 12.000.-



Th. targ.t of garb.g. a.n.g ••• nt (coll.ction and proc.aslng) I. to s.rve more than 84X of YUDP 
popul.tlon. Th. t.rget In datail •• follow: 

100X of popul.tion will be covered by g.rbage •• n.ge.ent in cert.in targ.ted .r ••• : high popul.tion 
density .re.s (>300 personl/ha), bUlin •••• nd"aark.t c.ntre., end touri.m.r •••• 
90x of population will b. cov.r.ge by garbage aanaga.ent in •• dium-high population den.ity .r •••. 
Mor. th.n BOX of popul.tion will be cov.r.ge by g.rbage m.n.ge.ent In low population den.lty .re.s. 

The type of •• rvic •• of g.rb.ga coll.ction can be divid.d .s follow: 
Tr.n.f.r D.pot with container 5 m cubic will b. loc.t.d in high popul.tion d.nsity .r.as and 
strat.glc ar.as. 
Str.et contain.r 5 m.t.r cubic will be locat.d in a.dium-high popul.tion density ar •••• 
T.mporary disposal sit. will be d.v.loped in low population d.n,ity ar •• s. 

B. M.dium-Tera Program 
B.1. Target 

M.dium-program target.d that in 1996 47X of YUDP popUlation can b. cover.d by garbage a.nag.ment. 
Th. detail t.rg.t can be divided a. follow: BOx of popul.tion in Yogya, 20X in Sleman and 24x In Bantul, 
will b. cov.red by garbage manag.m.nt. This program allo prioriti., and allocat.s the ,ervic.s (collecting 
and dilposing) b.sed on: 

100X of s.rvlc •• will cover in a.dium-high population d.nslty (>200 persons/hal and In strat.gic 
ar.a. (buslnes, c.ntr., tourism ar.as). 
BOX of s.rvice, will cov.r in medium population density (100-200 p.rsons/h.). 
30X of servlc •• will cov.r in low population d.nsity (50-100 p.rsons/h.). 
in area where v.ry low population d.nsity the .ervic •• will not b. conducted. 

B.2. Program 

Note: 

Foraulatlng ma.ter plan of garbage manag.ment and relat.d studi.s on: manag.ment .nd r.cycllng of 
har.ful garbage, and community development, TPA alt.rnative for future. 
D.v.lopment of institution. To search an alternative to improve the institution from section to 
dina., .v.n to •• arch possibilities to develop .s local-public .nterprise (PD/Perum). It is also 
important to d.velop cooperation with private enterprise to m.nage the garbage in certain areas. 
Busin.ss centre Helioboro and Jalan Solo have been managing in relation with private enterprises. 
In addition development of neighbourhood institution to coll.ct garbage from househoLds level is 
v.ry important to be integrated with other system. 
Improvement of TPA or final disposal site (open dumping). 
Improv.ment and additional n.w vehicles and tools for collecting and transporting the garbage. 
Standardization and optimalization of servic.s. 
Pilot project of garbage management. This project is to develop the institution, the system of 
services, and the management. This pilot project consists of selection of TPA, environmental impact 
ass.ssment, d.tail d.sign of TPA and alternative of collecting-transporting-disposing syst.m. 

Crit.ria for new TPA as follow: 
far from .ettlement area 
not pollute surfac. water 
the groundwater is quite deep 
availability of mat.rial for covering garbage 
the distant is l.ss than 15 kilometres from city centre. 

Some alternative TPAs is being studied. One of the alternative is Sitimulyo village, kecamatan Piyungan, 
Bantul. The distance is 12 km from Yogya. 

B.3. Financial aspact 
The total cost of the m.dium-term proj.cts is 5,402,000,000,-. The distribution of the cost is 

Yogyakarta Rp 4,509,000,000,-, Sl.man Rp 509,000,000,-, and Bantul Rp 384,000,000,-. This cost will be 
covered by • budget from several sources: ROA/loan 35%, APBN 30%, Inpres II 7%, APBD I 3%, APBD II 19%, 
grant 6". 

Y. Road and transportation 
A. long T.rm D.velopment Policy. 
A.1. Obj.ctiv. and Tar~et 

Th. long term objective of the policy is to improve road network with sufficient traffic management 
system. Transportation network is targeted to support the development of RUTRP - an urban spatial general 
plan. Th. long t.rm target is to improve and to develop the asphalt road from 430 km in 1991 to B39 km and 
the c.ment road from 40 km to 55 km. 

On. of the main target is to finish ring road construction. This ring road has function (1) to 
reduce heavy traffics in Yogya (2) to provide acc.ssibllity to dev.Lop new c.ntres for education, 
settL.m.nt, and business. 

A.2. Program 
[mprove the .xisting road in term of quality of construction, traffic managem.nt. 
Enlarge the road dimension and .xt.nt the natural/Boil road by concr.te material (asphalt and 
cement) . 
improve the traffic sign, traffic light, and traffic management. 
Dev.lop n.w network .'p.ciaLly r.lated to the developm.nt of RUTRP. 
CLassify the road bas.d on law RI no 13, 1990 and rules no 26, 19B5 which has aims to delineate the 
function, to illlprove better condition and safety of the users, and to reduce trllffic jams. 
According to the law there are three type of road: arteria, collector, and local roads. 
Oev.lopment of ring road and terminals for: truck and storage for Loading terminal, int.rcity bus 
t.rminal, and intercity t.rminal (see appendix - map). 

B. M.dium T.rm Program. 
B.1. Objective and Target 

Medium t.rm road d.v.lopm.nt program has objective to solve .xisting immediate problems in line with 
long term program. Th. target of m.dium term program is to improve and to develop the asphalt road from 430 
km in 1991 to 527 km and the traffic management. 

B.2. Program 
Formulate .aster plan for road network and tranl;portation. The master plan is important to 



integ~ete ~oad netwo~k In Yogya, Sle.an, and Bantul. In addition it is i.po~tant to suppo~t the 
deveLopmant of RUTRP. 
Continue the deveLopment of ~Ing ~oad. 
Rehabilitation of ~oad and ~oad facilltie •• uch a •• ign, Light, t~otoa~, zab~a C~OSI, b~ldge, etc. 
Development of te~.lnal., pa~king space and new ~o.d n.two~k. 
I.p~ove.ent of t~affic .aneg ••• nt and p.~lu'lion app~oach to i.p~ove dilcipline of the UBe~6. 

B.3. Financial 
Total COlt of th. road development p~og~am in .edlum te~. i. Rp 27,829,000,000,-. This budget will 

be cove~ed by APBN 3X, IPJK 30X, Inp~es I 25X, Inp~e. II 38X, and APBD II 4X. 

VI. lampung (settlement) tmprovement prog~aa 
A. Long Te~. DeveLopment Policy 
A.1. Ta~get 

The ta~get In the yea~ 2005 all Kampung in u~ban ~egion (900 ha in Yogya, 200 ha In SLeman, and 175 
he in Bantul) have to b. provided by basic inf~ast~ucturel. This beslc Inf~estructu~e is aimed to support 
envi~onmental health condition fo~ the people. 

Regarding to ~educe population density in Ka.pung a~eas in u~ban cent~e., Low cOlt housing p~og~lm 
hIve to be p~lo~itlz.d In sub u~ban a~ees. 

Rell D •• and Study 1991, luggested to .aka p~io~ity to .elect location to Implement KIP with crite~i. 
as follow: 

Concent~ete on high population danslty with I~~egula~ buiLdings and ta~geted Klmpung which close 
to st~ltegic I~els (buslne'l centre and touri •• cent~e). 
Focused on Iverlge low Income Kampung Ind poor settLement I~eas. 
Adlpting the Itrategy and approach of KIP related with specific condition of every Ka.pung. 

A.2. Program 
Stimulate people participation to develop their Kempung. 
KIP pioneer is 10 called 'to do to' .pp~oach to develop basic infrastructure in a community which 
developed soci.l Lif. with. real demand have to be provided immediately. The KIP Pioneer provide 
basic inf~astructu~8 mostly roads and environmental health facilities. This project il done by 
cont~actor not by LocaL labour and community. 
KIP Plus pilot project is so called 'to do for' approach to develop inf~astructure in I community 
which his medium social life condition. In this project local government and the community conduct 
a ~elL demlnd lurvey, participatory planning. During implementation, suggestion and .spl~.tion f~om 
community have to be considered. 
CIP (Community Involvement Project) is so called 'to do with' approach to develop Inf~astructure 
in low Income and low social life condition. In this project non-government organization together 
with the community conduct a real demand survey. After the survey was done, the community set up 
working groups to do planning and its implementation. 

B. Hedium Term Program 
B.1. Ta~get 

In medium term 49x (595 hectares) of Kampung in YUDP to be covered by KIP. Detail target per Dati 
II as follow: Yogya 35r. (298 hecta~es), Sleman B3r. (165 hactares), Bantul 88X (132 hectares). 

B.2. Program 
KIP Pioneer will be implemented 255 hectares in YUDP which divided by 58 ha in Yogya, 115 ha in 
Sleman, 82 ha in Bantul. 
KIP Plus will be implemented 50 ha in YUDP which divided by 30 ha Yogya, 10 ha in Sleman, 10 ha in 
Bantul. 
CIP will be implemented 160 ha in YUDP which divided by 80 ha in Yogya, 40 ha in Sleman, 40 ha in 
Bantul. 

VII. Market infrastructure improveaent p~ogr .. 
A. Long Term Davelopment Policy 

Long Te~m Target 2005 of HIIP in YUDP is SOY. of market can be improved th~ough this program. The 
number of markets in YUDP will be increased from 41 in 1991 to 50 in 2005. Those markets are spreads in 
Yogya 37, Sleman 10, and Bantul 3. HIIP will improve SOx or 24 markets, that are in: Yogya 15 markets, 
Sleman 7 markets, and Bantul 2 markets. 

B. Hedium Term Program 
The target of medium term program is to improve 16 markets or 87,S hectares in YUDP. Host of those 

market are 11 markets in Yogya, 4 markets in Sleman, 1 market in Bantul. 
The criteria of HIIP at medium term program are: 
Market where has at Leist two basic infrastructure problems related with environmental R'pect. 
Harket where close to high population settlement (> 300 persons/hectare). 
Harket where within low income settlement area. 
Harker where its pollution disturbs surrounding settlement. 
Harket which has formal status and managed by Dinas Pasar. 
HIIP in medium term has sevaral program as follow: 
Conducting a study which consists of evaluation of environmental problems especially sanitation of 
the market. 
Preparation of pilot project of HIIP, analysis of real demand, Rnd detail design of the 
improvement. 
Inventarization of existing infrastructure of markets in YUDP. 
Detail engineering design of HIIP. 
The total COlt of MIIP medium term program is Rp 1,461,000,000,- (constant price Harch 1991). 64X 

of total cost will be implemented in 11 markets in Yogya, 25X will be implemanted in 4 markets in Sleman, 
end 11X will be implemented in 1 market in Bantul. The total cost will be cove~ed by contribution from APBD 
II o~ Local gove~nment budget. 

The location of MIIP medium term program in Yogya are: Pasar Gading (Mantrijeron), pasa~ Ka~angwaru 
(Tegalrejo), palar Gadong Kunlng (Kotagede), palar Patuk (Ngampilan). HIIP in Slaman ara: pasar Gantsn 
(Depok), pasar Sambilegi (Dapok), pasar Colombo (Depok). HIIP in Bantul is pasar Niten (Sewon). 

VIII. Environaental program 
A. Long Term Development Policy 



The objective of the policy in Yogyakart. is to create a healthy and clean settlement. To achieve 
this objective, it needs a .tratagy to raduce environmental pollution. Policy on environmantal aspect is 
not stand alone, but it will be developed within the infrastructure development. 

Severel policy on environmental aspect related to the infrastructure development a. follow: 
-Non-pip.delil.h wat"e"r in h-;-gh" population density and lack of .ewerage.ystem, should be replllced 
by coverllge i.provement of piped water supply. 
Pollution on water rnources should be avoided through li.itation of industrial end hUMan 
activities including the use of fertilizer and pe.ticide in area where considered as 'protected 
groundwater area'. 
I.prove.ent of capacity of drainage channels and promotion of the development of percolating well 
to recharge groundwatar in Yogyakarta. 
Enlarge.ent of sewerage system and intensification of the use of the system in high population 
den.ity. In addition sewerage water treatment should be build to reduce pollution. 
I.prove.ent of technical "pect of on-site sanitation. It is i.portant to reduce groundwater 
pollution especially in area where is still lack of piped water. 
i.prove.ent of garbage .anagement: on-sita garbage disposal system should consider environmental 
i.pacts, off-aite garbage disposal syatem should be processed by land coverage/land fill system, 
recycling system, dangerous waste should be procelsed in appropriate way. 
Reducing air pollution caused by transportation system through: i.provement of traffic .enage.ent 
end enforce.ent of vehicle pollution teat. 

B. MediUM Ter. Program. 
Study of environmental for urban developmant planning in Yogyakarta. 
Environmental impact a.sessmant for infrastructura development projects. 
Dis.e.ination of environmental infor.ation through several broadcaating (TV, radio, newspaper), 
seminar and discussion in campus and schools. 
Pilot project of industrial waste treatment. 
Total cost of medium term program is Rp 696,000,000,- which be distributed in Yogya Rp 648,000,000,­

, in Sleman Rp 24,000,000,-, end in Bantul 24,000,000,-. All this budget will be covered by over.eas grant. 



Appendix 9 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL FUNDS FLOW IN INDONESIA 
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Appendix 11 

ORGANXZATXON STRUCTURE AHP rNSTXTuTrONAL 
LXNKAGES OF THE JOXNT SECRETARXAT 

PROVINCIAL DEV. 
PLANNING BOARD 
(BAPPEDA TK. I) 

CITY DEV. 
PLANNING BOARD 
(BAPPEDA KODYA) 

MUNICIPAL DEV. 
PLANNING BOARD 
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IoIUHICIPAL DEV. 
PLANNING BOARD 

(BAPPEDA BAHTUL) 

CITY IoIAYOR 
OF YOGYAKARTA 

IUIDP NAT'L 
COORDINATING TEAIoi 

(TKPP) 

STEERING 
COMI./ITTEE 

TK. I 

I 

TECHNICAL TEAU 
TK. I 

CITY LEGISLATURE 
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COPRO II) 
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BANTUL (DPP':: I I) 
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Source: YUDP project. 1991 



Appendix 12 

PopuJation Density and Household Income atKalurahan 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Code lCalurahan Population Inco.e Category ("l Avr Incolile 
Density II III IV V (Rp 1,000) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Y/MJ/1 6edonsitiwo 330 3.80 42.30 34.60 15.40 3.80 242 
Y/MJ/2 Suryo iningretan 172 14.60 31.30 35.40 12.60 6.30 240 
Y/MJ/3 Mentrijeron 122 5.30 29.30 32.00 24.00 9.30 292 
Y/W8/4 Patlngpuluhan 287 7.10 25.00 35.70 21.40 10.70 296 
Y/W8/5 Wirobrajan 236 11.00 32.90 20.60 28.80 6.80 273 
Y/W8/6 Paltuncan 240 18.50 24.10 25.90 20.40 11.10 275 
Y/ICR/7 Patehan 265 2.90 28.60 28.50 34.30 5.70 296 
Y/ICR/8 ICadipaten 346 8.40 30.50 36.10 22.20 2.80 250 
Y/ICR/9 Pane.bahan 227 9.10 27.30 19.70 28.80 15.10 323 
Y/MG/10 Brontoltusuman 141 10.30 37.90 17.20 17.20 17.20 303 
Y /MG/1 1 lCeparaltan 205 11.30 45.50 27.30 11.40 4.50 222 
Y/MG/12 Wirogunan 220 11.50 30.80 19.20 34.60 3.BO 267 
Y/UH/13 Mu~a.uju 195 5.00 25.00 15.00 20.00 35.00 420 
Y/UH/14 Ta unan 199 8.00 36.00 20.00 28.00 8.00 280 
Y/UH/15 Se.alti 365 11.10 33.30 37.00 14.80 3.70 235 
Y/UH/16 Warungboto 192 8.80 41.20 17.60 29.40 2.90 250 
Y/UH/17 Pandeyan 158 2.90 37.20 20.00 28.60 11.40 307 
Y/UH/18 6iwangan 211 5.30 73.70 15.80 5.30 0.00 174 
Y/UH/19 Sorosutan 145 20.00 35.00 12.50 22.50 10.00 259 
Y/ICG/20 Prenggan 108 2.80 52.70 22.30 13.90 8.30 254 
Y/ICG/21 Purbl¥an 100 35.70 32.20 17.90 10.70 3.60 181 
Y/ICG/22 Rejowlnengun 133 6.80 47.70 25.00 18.20 2.30 228 
Y/PA/23 Gunun~ketur 420 7.40 37.00 18.50 25.90 11.10 292 
Y/PA/24 Purwo inanti 296 19.10 42.90 23.80 9.50 4.80 207 
Y/GM/25 Prawirodirjan 386 53.40 29.30 8.60 6.90 1.70 133 
Y/GM/26 IIgupasan 337 8.30 8.40 20.80 50.00 12.50 363 
Y/IIG/27 IIgampilan 334 15.10 38.40 20.20 20.20 6.10 242 
Y/IIG/28 lIotoprajan 329 13.60 42.80 22.70 16.40 4.50 227 
Y/GT/29 Sosromenduran 438 23.60 35.30 25.00 10.30 5.90 213 
Y/GT/30 Pringgoltus;uman 392 21.90 36.90 16.40 12.30 12.30 249 
Y/Oll/31 8ausuran 282 33.30 25.00 20.80 20.90 0.00 190 
Y/ON/32 Tegelpanl,lgung 366 28.30 33.40 21.60 13.30 3.40 197 
Y/ON/33 SuryatmaJan 441 26.90 38.50 19.20 11. 50 3.80 194 
Y/GK/34 8anciro 201 6.40 25.80 24.20 24.20 19.30 344 
Y/GK/35 IC l i tran 383 0.00 13.70 47.80 36.40 2.30 303 
Y/GK/36 lCotabaru 265 10.50 26.30 5.30 31.60 26.30 382 
Y/GK/37 Terban 342 43.90 36.60 12.20 7.30 0.00 137 
Y/GK/38 Oemangan 259 15.00 27.50 20.00 30.00 7.50 275 
Y/JT/39 8umi jo 381 8.30 26.70 23.40 28.40 13.30 316 
Y/JT/40 Gowongan 396 28.00 30.00 12.00 24.00 6.00 230 
Y/JT/41 Coltrodiningratan 396 25.90 38.90 14.90 14.90 5.60 210 
Y/TR/42 Tegalrejo 191 17.10 40.00 31.50 8.60 2.90 203 
Y/TR/43 8aner 108 14.30 28.50 33.30 9.60 14.30 279 
Y/TR/44 ICricak 193 23.00 40.40 26.90 3.80 5.80 198 
Y/TR/45 lCeran~waru 214 16.30 39.60 25.60 13.90 4.70 222 
S/GM/46 Alllber atawang 46 6.90 38.30 32.90 16.50 5.50 250 
S/GM/47 8anyuraden 176 11. 1 0 37.00 18.50 22.20 11.10 279 
S/GM/48 lIofiotirto 246 13.20 26.40 28.30 26.40 5.70 265 
S/GM/49 Trlhangl,lo 66 20.80 35.90 24.50 17.00 1.90 208 
S/ML/50 Sinduach 113 22.40 36.40 20.00 16.40 4.70 217 
S/ML/51 Sendangadi 78 22.50 42.50 25.00 10.00 0.00 178 
S/ML/52 Tlogoedi 40 47.10 17.60 23.50 8.80 2.90 166 
S/ML/53 Tirtoadi 32 35.00 45.00 12.50 7.50 0.00 146 
S/OP/54 Maguwoharjo 42 35.60 35.50 22.40 5.20 .1.30 158 
S/OP/55 Caturtunggal 230 4.00 30.50 29.80 27.80 7.80 292 
S/OP/56 Condongcatur 61 25.90 39.20 18.20 11.30 5.40 203 
S/IIP/57 Wedomartani 45 20.00 40.00 27.50 7.50 5.00 206 
S/IIG/58 Sariherjo 46 15.80 47.40 21.00 15.80 0.00 195 
S/IIG/59 Minomartani 110 16.70 48.20 25.90 5.60 3.70 196 
S/IIG/60 Sinduharjo 52 20.00 31.50 37.10 8.60 2.90 206 
S/IIG/61 Sardonoharjo 45 28.80 27.10 32.20 11.90 0.00 183 
B/BT/62 Tamanan 86 16.30 37.20 34.90 11.60 0.00 198 
B/8T/63 Jagalan 138 16.10 45.10 22.60 16.10 0.00 197 
8/8T/64 Singosaren 58 33.30 41.60 25.00 0.00 0.00 142 
8/8T/65 Wi rolterten 83 38.20 50.00 2.90 5.80 2.90 146 
8/8T/66 Jambidan 71 22.70 40.90 27.30 9.10 0.00 177 
8/8T/67 Potorono 79 16.20 64.80 13.50 5.40 0.00 161 
8/BT/68 Baturetno 88 0.00 29.60 40.70 25.90 3.70 278 
8/8T/69 8anguntapan 129 15.70 47.00 25.30 6.00 6.00 211 
8/S~/70 I!!lngunh_a rj 0 103 12.50 26.80 30.30 21.40 8.90 275 
8/SW/71 Panggunghar j 0 127 19.40 38.90 27.80 11.10 2~80 203 
8/ICS/72 TI rtoni rmo lo 105 8.90 48.20 34.00 7.20 1.80 204 
8/ICS/73 Talilantirto 42 15.30 38.90 27.20 15.30 3.40 221 
8/ICS/74 IIgestiharjo 121 34.70 47.00 18.40 0.00 0.00 134 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CATEGORIZATION: Source: Calculated from ROS 
Household Income Dian Desa 1991. 

I .. less than Rp 100,000,-
II .. 101 - 200 
III = 201 - 300 
IV '" 301 - 500 
V .. lIIora than Rp 500,000,-



Appendix 13 

Scoring of Population Density. Household Income and Infrastructure at Kalurahan Level 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Code Kelurahan Popullltion Household Plplld Gllrbllge SlIni- Drainllge Total Score 

Donlity Incoille Water Collection tation (Infrutructura) 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Y/HJ/1 6edonskiwo 2 3 2 3 5 5 15 
Y/HJ/2 Suryo iningratan 3 3 2 2 5 5 14 
Y/MJ/3 Mantrijeron 4 4 2 2 5 5 14 
Y/WB/4 Patangpuluhan 2 4 2 1 3 3 9 
Y/W8/5 Wirobrejan 3 4 2 3 3 3 11 
Y/WB/6 Pekuncen 3 4 2 2 3 3 10 
Y/KR/7 Patehan 2 4 4 5 5 5 19 
Y/KR/8 Kadip.ten 2 3 4 3 5 5 17 
Y/KR/9 P.nelllbahan 3 5 4 5 5 5 19 
Y/MG/10 Brontokufluman 4 5 2 3 5 4 16 
Y/MG/11 Kopar.klln 3 3 2 5 5 4 16 
Y/HG/12 Wirogunan 3 4 2 2 5 4 13 
Y/UH/13 Mu~.muju 3 5 1 5 3 1 10 
Y/UH/14 Ta unan 3 4 1 1 3 1 6 
Y /UH/15 Somlki 1 3 1 5 3 1 10 
Y/UH/16 Wlrungboto 3 3 1 2 3 1 7 
Y/UH/17 PlndoYln 3 5 1 2 3 1 7 
Y/UH/18 6iwangan 3 2 1 1 3 1 6 
Y/UH/19 Sorosutan 4 4 1 1 3 1 6 
Y/KG/20 Pronggan 4 4 4 1 4 4 13 
Y /ICG/21 Purbayan 4 2 4 5 4 4 21 
Y/KG/22 Rojowlnangun 4 3 4 1 4 4 17 
Y/PA/23 6unun~ketur 1 4 5 5 5 5 20 
Y /PA/l4 Purwo inanti 2 3 5 5 5 5 20 
Y/GM/25 Prawirodirjan 1 1 4 3 5 2 14 
Y/GM/26 Ngupasan 2 5 4 5 5 2 16 
Y/NG/27 Ngampilan 2 3 4 5 3 3 15 
Y/NG/28 Notoprajan 2 3 4 4 2 3 13 
Y/GT/29 Sosromenduran 1 3 5 4 5 2 16 
Y/GT/30 Pringgokusuman 1 3 5 4 4 2 15 
Y/DN/31 8ausasran 2 2 5 3 4 5 17 
Y/DN/32 Togalpan9gung 1 2 5 2 3 5 15 
Y/DN/33 SuryatmaJan 1 2 5 3 4 5 17 
Y /GK/34 Banciro 3 5 3 4 3 3 13 
Y /GK/35 Klitren 1 5 3 1 3 3 10 
Y/GK/36 Kotabaru 2 5 3 3 3 3 12 
Y/GK/37 Terban 2 1 3 5 3 3 14 
Y/GK/38 Oemangan 2 4 3 3 3 3 12 
Y/JT/39 Bumi jo 1 5 5 4 3 5 17 
Y/JT/40 Gowongan 1 3 5 5 4 5 19 
Y/JT/41 Cokrociningratan 1 3 5 3 4 5 17 
Y /TR/42 Tegalrejo 3 3 3 3 3 3 12 
Y/TR/43 Bener 4 4 3 4 3 3 13 
Y/TR/44 Kricak 3 2 3 4 3 3 13 
Y/TR/45 lCar.n~waru 3 3 3 2 4 3 12 
S/GM/46 Ambar etawang 5 3 1 1 1 1 4 
S/GM/47 Banyuraden 3 4 1 1 1 1 4 
S/GM/48 N090tirto 3 4 1 1 1 1 4 
S/GM/49 Trlhangqo 5 3 1 1 1 1 4 
S/ML/50 Sindu,cl 4 3 2 3 2 1 8 
S/ML/51 Sendangadi 5 2 2 1 2 1 6 
S/ML/52 Tlogoadi 5 2 2 1 2 1 6 
S/ML/53 Tirtoadi 5 1 2 2 2 1 7 
S/DP/54 Haguwoharjo 5 2 1 1 2 1 5 
S/OP/55 Caturtunggal 3 4 1 1 2 1 5 
S/DP/56 Condongcatur 5 3 1 1 2 1 5 
S/NP/57 Wedomartani 5 3 2 1 2 1 6 
S/NG/58 Sariharjo 5 2 2 1 2 1 6 
S/NG/59 Minomartani 4 2 2 1 2 1 6 
S/NG/60 Sinduharjo 5 3 2 1 2 1 6 
S/NG/61 Sardonoharjo 5 2 2 1 2 1 6 
8/BT/62 Tamanan 5 2 1 1 1 1 4 
8/8T/63 Jagalan 4 2 1 2 1 1 5 
8/8T/64 Singosaren 5 1 1 1 1 1 4 
8/8T/65 Wirokerten 5 1 1 5 1 1 8 
8/8T/66 Jlmbidan 5 2 1 1 1 1 4 
8/BT/67 Potorono 5 2 1 2 1 1 5 
8/BT/68 Baturetno 5 4 1 1 1 1 4 
8/8T/69 B.nguntapan 4 3 1 1 1 1 4 
8/SW/70 81ngunharjo 4 4 1 1 1 1 4 
8/SW/71 Penggungharjo 4 3 1 1 1 1 4 
8/KS/72 Tirtonirmolo 4 3 1 1 3 1 6 
8/KS/73 hmantirto 5 3 1 1 3 1 6 
8/KS/74 Ngestiharjo 4 1 1 1 3 1 6 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CATEGORIZATION: 

Score Pop'l Number Rp/Mth " Pop'l " to TPS " Pop' l Ratio 
(1,000) (1,000,-) .erved hh ~.rbage OS&swrg chn/lrea 

1 > 350 < 150 < 10 < 0 < 40 < 25 
2 >250-350 >150-200 >10-20 >10-20 >40-60 >25-50 
3 >150-250 >200-250 >20-30 >20-30 >60-80 >50-75 
4 >100-150 >250-300 >30-40 >30-40 >80-99 >75-100 
5 < 100 > 300 > 40 > 40 100% > 100 



A. Te,..s: 

Bupati 
Din .. 
lCabupaten 
lCaapung 
lCecalllaten 

lCalurahan 
1C0hlll.dya 

Appendix 14 

The IUIDP Glossary: Terms, Abbreviations, and Accronyms 

• Head of District, so.etiae allo called Regent 
• Provincial or Local Depertaent ~ency, Office or Service 
e District, local government Tk II Dati II, sub-devislon of province, headed by a Bupatl 
• Traditional reslaential area, 0 ten used for a 'vlllaqe' or 'urban neighbourhood' 
• Sub-district, the interillediate level of governaent admlniltration between village level 

and district or auniclpallty 
• Urban village, the lowest administrative unit. 
e Municipality and/or city, headed by a Mayor (Wllikota). StatuI equal to IClbuplten 

B. Abbreviations and Acronyms: 

ADB 
Sappeda Tk I 
Sappeda TIt II 
BAPPENAS 
Bini Progrem 
BOT 
BPAM 
CBO 
DPRD 
GBHN 
Inpres 

IUD 
IUIDP 
Jabotabek 
Kenwi l 

KIP 
ICLH 
LIDAP 
HHA 
MlIP 
HOF 
MPW 
NGO 
NUDS 
PAD 
PBe 
PDAM 
Perum Perumnas 
PJM 
PPP 
PU 
RDA 
Repelita 
RIAP 
RUTRP 
Sekwi lda 
TICPP 
UNDP 

• Asian Development Bank 
• Regional Developaent Planning Agency (Provincill level) 
• Regional Developillent Planning Agency (District or Hunicipallty level) 
• Badan Perencanaan pembangunan Nalional or National Development PlannIng Agency 
• Directorate for Program evelopillent under HPW 
• Build, Operate and Transfer 
• BadIn Pengelola Air Hinum or Water Supply Hanageillent BOlrd 
• Cogmunity-bas8d Organization 
• Dewln Perwakilan Rakyat or Regional House of Representative. 
• Glri. Belar Haluan Negara or Board Outlines of State Policy 
• Instruksi Presiden or Centrel Government Funds for Development Activltie. at Provincial 

level - on the instruction of tha president 
s Integrated Urban Development 
• Integrated Urban Infrastructura Development Program 
• The region of Jakarta. Bogor. Tangerang and Bekasi 
• lCantor Wilayah or Office of Central Hinistry at Provincial level 

or "deconcentrated" representation 
• lCa.pung Improve.ent Program 
• Kependudukan dan Lingkungan Hidup or Ministry of Population and Environment 
• Local Institutional Development Action Plan 
• Hinistry of Home Affairs 

Harket Infrastructure Improvement Programme 
• Hinistry of Finance 
• Hinistry of Public Work 
• Non-Government Organization 
• National Urban Development Strategy 
= Pendapatan Asli Daerah or Local revenues 
• Pajak Buml dan Bangunan or Land and Property Tax 
• Perusahaan Daarah Air Minum or Regional Water Enterprise 
• Perusahaln Umum Perumahan Nasional or National Housing Corporation 
• Program Jangke Henengah or Multi-year Investment Program 
• Public Private Partnership 
• Pekerjaan Umun or Public Work 
• Regional Development Account 
• Rencana Pe.bangunan Lima Tahun or National Five Years Development Plan 
• Revenue I~provement Action Plan 
• Rencan. Umum Tata Ruang Perkotaan or General Urban Area Plan 
• Sekretaris Wilayah Daerah or Regional Secretary 
• TiM Koordinl,i Pembangunan Parkotaan or Urban Development Coordination Team 
• United Nations Development Program 


