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investment and well-financed service delivery than is found in the cases considered here.  

Such cities call for a very different policy and investment response. The available 
evidence suggests that cities of the three types covered in this review predominate in 
many low- and middle-income countries. 

 

 

Figure 2: Typology of cities and summary scorecards  

The following sub-section describes in more detail one city from each of the three ‘types’. 

Detailed results from each ‘city type’ 

Type 1 city: Poor FSM 

Figure 3 shows the FSM scorecard for Dhaka, Bangladesh. The scorecard indicates that 

in Dhaka there is virtually no framework within which FSM is formally delivered and there 
are almost no services.  Overall, looking down the diagram there are very low scores in 
the enabling, developing and sustaining aspects of service delivery, and looking across it 

is evident that this is true for all aspects of the sanitation service chain.  The scores 
confirm that national and local policy is focused on containment only while the emptying 
and transport components are limited to small-scale informal services.   
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Phnom Penh 
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Type 2 
Basic FSM 
e.g. Kampala and Manila 

Enabling Developing Sustaining 
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Improving FSM 
e.g. Dakar, Palu and 

Dumaguete 

Enabling Developing Sustaining 

Type 4 
Comparator: 

Managed FSM 
e.g. Malaysian cities 

Enabling Developing Sustaining 

SFD 2014

The WSP tools offer the clearest framework and systematic view for understanding the complexities of urban 
sanitation, they take into account the enabling environment and what is do-able in context



Value chain and FSM have moved 
sanitation “beyond the toilet”, 

increasing specialisation, tools and 
techniques.

Sanitation as a business
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People centered development, 
centrality of demand

Complex urban systems - planning 
for one service cannot proceed in 

isolation from others

Complex realities of urban living 
(not just low income)

Sanitation is important - but so are 
many other basic services

What have 
we lost?
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Where do we go from here?
◦ Integrate what we’ve learnt about urban sanitation into earlier work

◦ Reconsider integrated service provision for the peri-household 
environment

◦ sanitation is only one component. 

◦ Place sanitation back into the wider human-technology-environment 
systems of the city.



“Sanitation Cityscape” adapted from Scott et al. 2015
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