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ABSTRACT
This study assesses the gaps, opportunities, and priorities of Bandung in managing its water and waste challenges. The

City Blueprint Approach is used to identify pressures, to measure the city's Integrated Water Resources Management
performance, and to assess its governance. Based on the analyses of Bandung, 4 topics are discussed in more detail: 1) the
transferability of the lessons from Bandung, 2) the challenges of solid waste management in Indonesian cities, 3) community‐
based sanitation, and 4) implications for informal settlements. The assessment reveals that Bandung's basic water services
are largely met but flood risks are high and wastewater treatment is poorly covered, leading to large‐scale pollution. This is
amplified by extensive land‐use change and poor solid waste collection and treatment, as waste is almost completely
dumped in landfills. Proper solid waste handling will reduce landfill dependency. Slum areas are disproportionately affected
by climate‐related hazards and continuously under recognized in the discussion of cities' risk and vulnerability, while its
dwellers are the most vulnerable members of the society. Bandung has started with slum area legalization which provides
slum dwellers with legal security that protects their right to live as well as access to basic public infrastructures. Inadequate
monitoring and uncoordinated financial source allocations are among the governance gaps. Governance is reactive and
community involvement is low. Yet, Bandung exhibits the characteristics of a collaborative city with the potential to maximize
its cross‐stakeholder learning with supportive leadership. Bandung and other cities in Indonesia face multilevel governance
gaps. Bandung is recommended to expand the cooperation of private, civil, and public actors and implement network
governance and decentralized management approaches focusing on improving the implementing capacity, better mon-
itoring, cocreation, and better exploration of the options for financial support. Integr Environ Assess Manag 2021;17:434–444.
© 2020 The Authors. Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management published by Wiley Periodicals LLC on behalf
of Society of Environmental Toxicology & Chemistry (SETAC)
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INTRODUCTION
The urban development in Indonesia and predominantly

Java has progressed rapidly as can be observed in the
200 km urban belt between Jakarta and Bandung (Firman
2009). Pressing issues arise from basic needs, for example,
housing, water, food, education, and occupation (Koop and
van Leeuwen 2017). This often results in urban stress, in-
cluding the expansion of slum areas in cities that are de-
prived of basic services, such as improved water supply,
sanitation facilities, sufficient living space, durable housing,
and secure tenure (Firman 1999). Urban planning requires
the integrated management of various sectorial challenges
(Philip et al. 2011; Koop and van Leeuwen 2017; Hoekstra

et al. 2018), including Integrated Water Resources Man-
agement (IWRM). These water‐related challenges (water
supply, sanitation, and stormwater management) as well as
solid waste collection and treatment are substantially am-
plified by climate change. Seasonal flooding, drinking water
insecurity, and inappropriate management of solid waste
and wastewater are commonly found in Indonesian cities in
parallel to rapid urbanization (Douglass 2010; Tarigan
et al. 2016). The Bandung Basin has experienced extensive
land‐use change, in particular, in the northern part of the
Bandung region (Sugandi et al. 2017; Pravitasari et al. 2018).
This puts even more pressure on the already confined
governing capabilities of local governments as cities are
expected to adapt to changing circumstances and risks
(Storch and Downes 2011; Schreurs et al. 2017; Hoekstra
et al. 2018; Kim et al. 2018).

Despite an annual precipitation of 1700mm (Abidin
et al. 2013), the city struggles with water scarcity, pollution,
and groundwater depletion (Taufiq et al. 2018). Based on
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the projections of water demand, Hasbiah and Kurniasih
(2019) conclude that Bandung's water demand will exceed
its supply by 2034. Bandung covers only limited wastewater
treatment with its centralized system, the Bojongsoang
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) in the Bandung
Regency. The conditions are worse in informal settlements
where more than 121 000 people are residing (Tarigan
et al. 2016). A similar pattern applies to other large In-
donesian cities since the monetary crisis in the 1990s which
caused urban poverty and led to the decreasing ability of
the city government to accommodate public services and
infrastructures (Firman 1999). In fact, the governance of
water‐related challenges is increasingly being recognized as
a main priority for becoming climate proof and for achieving
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (Ostrom 2007;
OECD 2015; UN Environment 2018). The multilevel
governance gaps as published by the OECD (2015) need to
be addressed to ensure that the institutional frameworks
are in place to be “fit to fix the pipes” (Romano and
Akhmouch 2019).
Because the challenges of water governance transcend

administrative boundaries and include many different
organizations—each with different responsibilities and
interests—it is imperative to provide integrated and
problem‐oriented approaches instead of single institutions
or policies (Berkes 2009; Koop and van Leeuwen 2017;
UN Environment 2018). Therefore, this problem‐solving ca-
pacity is considered essential for the improvement of water
management and governance in cities (OECD 2015, 2016).
The aim of this paper is to identify the main gaps, op-

portunities and priorities for the city of Bandung to address
its challenges of water, waste, and climate change. The
focus of this paper is on water governance. The main results
are presented to reflect on solid waste and wastewater
management in Bandung. This paper is concluded with the
gaps, opportunities, and priorities to improve the water

governance capacity in Bandung and other Indonesian
cities.

METHODS
This study applied the City Blueprint® Approach (CBA)

which consists of 3 complementary assessment frameworks
(Figure 1). It is a first step to integrate critical challenges into
a strategic urban water management approach. Based on
this first step, local stakeholders may decide to follow an
iterative process to set goals; develop a strategy by ex-
ploring different future scenarios; formulate and implement
action plans; and monitor, evaluate, and improve the pre-
vious steps (Philip et al. 2011; Koop and van Leeuwen 2017).
The CBA has been critically reviewed (Koop and van

Leeuwen 2015a, 2015b), leading to a Trends and Pressures
Framework (TPF) and a City Blueprint Performance Frame-
work (CBF). The importance of water governance has resulted
in the development and application of a third framework: the
Governance Capacity Framework (GCF) (Koop et al. 2017). In
2017, the European Commission launched the Urban Water
Atlas for Europe—developed around 45 City Blueprint in an
accessible and attractive format (Gawlik et al. 2017). Recently,
results of the CBA implementation in some Asian cities were
published (Rahmasary et al. 2019), and even more recently a
major review has been published about the application of the
CBA in 32 cities in China (Chang et al. 2020). To date, more
than 120 cities in more than 50 different countries have been
assessed with the CBA.
The TPF is a quantitative approach and is composed of

24 descriptive indicators divided over 4 categories (social,
environmental, financial, and governance). Indicators are
scored on a scale from 0–10, where 0 means no concern and
10 is high concern. Data for most of the TPF indicators are
national and can be found in open access websites such as the
CIA, World Bank, OECD, and WHO (Koop and van Leeuwen
2020a). Only 1 minor revision has been applied in the CBF.
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Figure 1. Overview of the City Blueprint® Approach which consists of 3 complementary diagnostic assessment frameworks (Koop and van Leeuwen 2015a, 2015b;
Koop et al. 2017).
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One indicator of the CBF has been deleted (Public partic-
ipation), and the category descriptions have been modified.
The 24 indicators of CBF are scored quantitatively mostly
using municipal data on a scale from 0 (low performance) to
10 (high performance) and their geometric mean is known as
the Blue City Index (BCI) (Koop and van Leeuwen 2020b).
The GCF is a diagnostic semiquantitative assessment

consisting of 9 enabling governance conditions that together
determine how well governmental and nongovernmental
stakeholders cooperate and what their joint problem‐solving
governance capacity is to address water challenges (Koop
et al. 2017). A total of 9 conditions are distinguished, each
with 3 indicators that are scored according to a Likert scale
ranging from very encouraging (++) to very limiting (−−) the
overall governance capacity to address each challenge
(Koop and van Leeuwen 2020c). Bandung's water gover-
nance is being assessed with respect to 5 challenges:
1) flood risk, 2) drinking water supply, 3) Municipal Solid
Waste (MSW) collection and treatment, 4) wastewater treat-
ment, and 5) urban heat islands (UHI) effects.
The CBA is regularly updated in a learning‐by‐doing

fashion with input from stakeholders. Details of the updated
TPF and CBF can be found in the Supplemental Data.

RESULTS

Bandung's social, environmental, financial, and governance
challenges according to the TPF

Bandung faces high social, environmental, financial, and
governance pressures. Urban drainage flooding, land sub-
sidence, groundwater scarcity, heat risk, air pollution, and
economic pressure are major challenges (Figure 2). Bandung
is located on a highland where most of its areas are upstream
of the river basin. However, there is a high pressure of urban
drainage flooding because blue and green areas cover less

than 13% of urban Bandung (Diskamtam 2015). There is in-
creasing urban expansion in the northern area of Bandung
which has higher elevation and is supposed to retain water
from precipitation events (Pravitasari et al. 2018). This con-
dition is worsened by frequent flash floods from intense
rainfall that cannot be accommodated by the city's drainage
(Tarigan et al. 2016) and by land subsidence (Figure 2) which
occurs at an average rate of 8 cm/y (Abidin et al. 2013).
Bandung and many other cities in Indonesia are vulnerable
to climate change as a result of increased temperatures and
extreme weather events, such as longer periods of heat
waves, droughts, and heavy rains (USAID 2020).

Furthermore, the average percentage of children com-
pleting their primary education is only 93.5% (UNICEF 2018).
Tertiary education normally requires, as a minimum con-
dition of admission, the successful completion of education
at the secondary level and is 36% in Indonesia (Figure 2).

People in cities are attracted by the high opportunity to
alleviate their economic stability, but the significant dis-
parities that exist often drive them into impoverishment
(Firman 1999; Winarso 2010). The social and financial pres-
sures of Bandung stem from the ongoing urbanization
driven by its high economic activities. Indonesia has an
average annual urbanization rate of 2.27% (CIA 2020). This
contributes significantly to the expansion of the slum pop-
ulation in Bandung, where around 30 281 slum households
are scattered over more than one‐half of Bandung's districts
(Tarigan et al. 2016). Meanwhile, Indonesia's average gross
domestic product per capita is US$4391year (IMF 2017),
which implies a large economic pressure.

City Blueprint assessment of Bandung's integrated water
resources management

The City Blueprint indicator scores are shown in Figure 3,
and the BCI of Bandung is 2.6, categorizing Bandung as a
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Figure 2. Results of the TPF of Bandung. The indicators are scored on a scale between 0 (center of the circle; no pressure at all) to 10 (periphery of the circle;
very‐high pressure).
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“wasteful city” (Koop and van Leeuwen 2015b). Indicator
14 (operating cost recovery of water and sanitation services)
and indicator 24 (attractiveness) scored high. Bandung's
scores for access to sanitation and drinking water are
6.2 and 6.7, respectively, while drinking water quality re-
ceived a score of 5.9, showing that there is room for im-
provement. Green space in Bandung is very low and only
12.1% (Diskamtam 2015). Municipal Solid Waste is another
challenge for Bandung. The city can improve on solid waste
recycling and energy recovery (indicators 16 and 17). The
same holds for wastewater treatment, water infrastructure,
and green space.
A centralized system that connects wastewater from

houses to the WWTP is difficult to implement in the city due
to the lack of available land and skilled manpower, next to
the high‐cost and high‐energy requirements (Hendrawan
et al. 2013). Bandung's Bojongsoang WWTP uses stabiliza-
tion ponds and connects around 35% of the population via
sewerage networks (Hendrawan et al. 2013). However, its
performance is deteriorating due to insufficient main-
tenance and overflow from nondomestic wastewater
(Prihandrijanti and Firdayati 2011; WW02). Instead, septic
tanks are widely used by more than 83% of Bandung's
population as storage and containment facilities for waste-
water from the toilets, that is, fecal sludge (Prihandrijanti and
Firdayati 2011; Nastiti et al. 2017). The rest of the untreated
domestic wastewater is discharged via an open drainage
channel into the rivers or even directly into the environment
(Prihandrijanti and Firdayati 2011). The conditions worsen in
informal settlements where connection to the central WWTP
is nonexistent. Among the slum population in the Greater
Bandung Area, only 16.8% collect their wastewater into
septic tanks, and 43.4% dispose their wastewater into

drainage networks, while 39.6% discharge wastewater
directly into rivers (Sofyan et al. 2016).
Tirtawening, the water utility in Bandung, covers about

73% of its population (Hasbiah and Kurniasih 2019) by
treating surface water and deep (confined) groundwater
(Bappeda 2014). The water system leakage of 35% is sub-
stantial (Indicator 13) and is a result of both physical and
nonaccounted losses, also known as nonrevenue water
(NRW) from poor performing devices, water theft, low meter
accuracy, and errors in meter reading (Moersidik et al. 2015).
Besides Tirtawening's piped water, Bandung citizens often
utilize multiple water sources, such as borehole, protected
dug well, or bottled and refilled water (Nastiti et al. 2013).
With the rising demand for drinking water consumption, the
city needs to consider demand management and NRW
management, next to alternative water supply sources. The
current main water sources are river water in the Citarum
basin, which is infamously polluted, and groundwater, which
has dropped 20–100m between 1980 and 2004 (Abidin
et al. 2013). A large percentage of groundwater extraction is
attributed to the industrial sector in the Bandung basin and
less than 10% to the domestic water supply (Wangsaatmaja
et al. 2006). The domestic use of groundwater comes from
shallow wells (<40m below the surface) by local people, and
deep wells (40–250m below the surface) by the water
company (Abidin et al. 2013).
Municipal Solid Waste in Bandung is dominated by

organic “wet” waste (Damanhuri et al. 2009; BECA 2014).
The production of organic waste increases over the years,
and it was recorded as 63.4% of the total MSW in 2012
(BECA 2014). MSW is largely collected and transported to
landfills, away from the citizen's sight, which is pertinent to
the city's effort to increase its attractiveness. The coverage
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Figure 3. The City Blueprint of Bandung based on 24 performance indicators. The indicators are scored on a scale between 0 (center of the circle; very poor
performance) to 10 (periphery of the circle; excellent performance).
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of MSW collection has improved substantially to around
77% in 2012 (BECA 2014). The residents and informal
ectors recycle material (6.58%), compost organic waste
(0.45%), and apply open‐burning practices (4.49%)
(Damanhuri et al. 2009).
Simultaneously, the local government promotes more

green spaces in the city with the intention of coping with
climate change. However, with a share of only 12.1% of green
space in Bandung (Diskamtam 2015), the city does not
comply with standards set out by the Indonesia Spatial Plan-
ning Act No 26/2007 (ISPA 2007) that requires a minimum of
30%. Bandung has added more urban parks as public space,
yet this was done with a focus on ecosystem services that
contribute to the city's aesthetic and social value, not to ab-
sorb excess rainwater to alleviate storm events (UH02). The
flood sensitivity is worsened by the combined sewer system
with limited drainage capacity that covers a very limited area
of the city and, given its average age of 20–35 y, is becoming
obsolete (Prihandrijanti and Firdayati 2011).

Bandung's water governance capacity

In general, Bandung can be characterized as a collabo-
rative city, since its cross‐stakeholder learning (indicator 3.3),
visionary agents or leadership (indicator 6.3), and clear di-
vision of responsibilities (indicator 7.2) are encouraging the
overall capacity. Bandung is home to a diverse group of
social‐environmental communities such as Gerakan In-
donesia Diet Kantong Plastik (Indonesia Plastic Bag Diet
Movement), Yayasan Pengembangan Biosains dan Bio-
teknologi (Bioscience and Biotechnology Development
Foundation), Sahabat Kota (Friends of the City) (Suharko
2015; Ferdinand and Fam 2019).
Bandung's overall governance capacity is clearly limited,

as shown by 3 indicators (Table 1). Underperformance is
observed for smart monitoring (indicator 3.1), which may
limit policy evaluation (indicator 3.2) and results in limited
statutory compliance (indicator 9.2). Accountable mon-
itoring of the amount of waste brought in and out of the
landfill is currently lacking so that it detains any opportunity
for research and technology development (SW03). Similarly,
the domestic water cycle is hard to monitor, particularly with
water system leakages (WS02) and the common practice of
wastewater disposal to rivers (WW01). The well‐developed
stakeholder engagement process (condition 4), continued
financial security (indicator 8.2), and adequate use of policy
instruments (indicator 9.1) are sometimes hampered
by the absence of reliable monitoring data (indicator 3.1).
Bandung's water management network provides only lim-
ited freedom for individuals to develop new alternatives and
innovative approaches (indicator 7.1). As a consequence,
the role of entrepreneurial agents of change—individuals
that gain access to resources, seek and seize opportunities,
and contribute to the decision‐making process—is
somewhat inhibited (indicator 6.1).
The governance capacity to address MSW is relatively well

developed. In particular, awareness (condition 1), stake-
holder engagement (condition 4), management ambition

(condition 5), and network potential (condition 7) are es-
tablished. Moreover, collaborative agents and visionary
agents (indicators 6.2 and 6.3) are actively bringing stake-
holders together and pushing for sustainable long‐term
strategies to tackle issues of solid waste management
(SW01;04). This well‐developed capacity may be the re-
sponse to the substantial solid waste challenges that Ban-
dung has faced in previous decades. In particular with
respect to flood challenges, it was found that stakeholders
do not feel confident that their core values—flood security
for their properties—would not be harmed during their en-
gagement in local decision making (indicator 4.2; FL03;
UH03). If left unaddressed, this gap where people are often
unaware of or even excluded means that the government
officials will be perpetually lacking the capacity to enforce
the regulations and promote the policies (Fulazzaky 2014).
Water managers of Bandung have prioritized access to
sanitation and wastewater treatment coverage. The main
objective is to promote behavioral change (indicator 1.3)
among the citizens through community‐based sanitation
programs (WW01;04). This approach necessitates high
levels of community knowledge (indicator 1.1) and a local
sense of urgency (indicator 1.2). The latter can be consid-
ered as a key challenge for the city, in particular in its slum
areas (WW03). There is a need of a better understanding of
adverse behavior, risk perception, and risk management
strategies among these vulnerable households (Nastiti
et al. 2017).

With respect to urban heat islands, a general lack of
knowledge, awareness, or comprehensive policy (conditions
1, 2, and 5) indicates that the issue has a low political priority
and is merely viable through the integration of heat adap-
tation measures with other urban strategic goals such as the
development of green space to combat air pollution (UH02),
flood alleviation (UH01), and the improvement of living
conditions in the city (UH03).

DISCUSSION

Transferring the results of Bandung to other cities

The GCF analysis (Table 1) shows that Bandung faces
multilevel governance gaps. Bandung's underperformance
is clearly observed for “smart monitoring” (indicator 3.1)
which may limit “policy evaluation” (indicator 3.2) and results
in limited “statutory compliance” (indicator 9.2). This is in line
with the conclusions of Sholeh et al. (2019) who conclude
that Bandung fails to implement 3 instruments of policy in-
novation as part of the smart city policy in Bandung, that is,
by regulation, economic and financial instruments and soft
instruments. The findings are confirmed by other studies
(Antasari 2017; Nastiti et al. 2018; Taufiq 2018; Wang
et al. 2018; Hasbiah and Kurniasih 2019; OECD 2019a).
Koop and van Leeuwen (2015b) demonstrated a high cor-
relation between the BCI and governance effectiveness as
defined by the World Bank (2020). Governance capacity is a
premise for improved water management performance and
Koop (2019) illustrated that statistically by showing high
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correlations between BCI and both the governance capacity
index and the implementing capacity (indicator 9) in
15 cities.
Two cities have been assessed in Indonesia: Bandung and

Jakarta. The City Blueprint of Jakarta (Figure 3 in Rahmasary
et al. 2019) hardly differs from the City Blueprint of Bandung
(Figure 3). Their indicator scores are almost identical.

According to Koop and van Leeuwen (2015b), these cities
can be categorized as wasteful cities: “Basic water services
are largely met but flood risk can be high and wastewater
treatment is poorly covered. Often, only primary and a small
portion of secondary wastewater treatment is applied,
leading to large‐scale pollution. Water consumption and
infrastructure leakages are high due to the lack of
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Table 1. Summary of governance capacity indicator scores for Bandung. Indicator scores differ from very encouraging (++), encouraging
(+), indifferent (0), limiting (−), and very limiting (−−) the overall capacity to address each of the 5 identified water‐related challenges

Conditions Indicators

Water challenges

Flood risk
Water
scarcity

Solid waste
treatment

Wastewater
treatment UHI

1. Awareness 1.1 Community knowledge 0 0 + 0 −

1.2 Local sense of urgency 0 0 + 0 −

1.3 Behavioral internalization 0 − + − −

2. Useful knowledge 2.1 Information availability + 0 0 0 −

2.2 Information transparency + − 0 0 −

2.3 Knowledge cohesion 0 0 0 0 0

3. Continuous learning 3.1 Smart monitoring − − − − −

3.2 Evaluation − − − − −

3.3 Cross‐stakeholder
learning

+ + + 0 +

4. Stakeholder
engagement process

4.1 Stakeholder inclusiveness 0 0 + + 0

4.2 Protection of core values − 0 + + 0

4.3 Progress and variety of
options

0 0 + + −

5. Management ambition 5.1 Ambitious and realistic
management

0 0 + 0 0

5.2 Discourse embedding 0 0 0 0 0

5.3 Management cohesion 0 + + 0 0

6. Agents of change 6.1 Entrepreneurial agents − 0 0 + 0

6.2 Collaborative agents 0 0 + + 0

6.3 Visionary agents 0 + + + +

7. Multilevel network
potential

7.1 Room to maneuver − 0 0 0 0

7.2 Clear division of
responsibilities

+ + + + +

7.3 Authority 0 0 + 0 −

8. Financial viability 8.1 Affordability 0 0 0 0 0

8.2 Consumer willingness
to pay

0 0 0 0 −

8.3 Financial continuation − 0 0 0 0

9. Implementing capacity 9.1 Policy instruments 0 0 0 0 0

9.2 Statutory compliance − − − − −

9.3 Preparedness 0 0 0 − −
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environmental awareness and infrastructure maintenance.
Solid waste production is high, and waste is almost com-
pletely dumped in landfills. Governance is reactive, and
community involvement is low.” The commonality is that
improving IWRM in these cities is not possible without ad-
equate solid waste and wastewater collection and treatment
(Koop and van Leeuwen 2017). Other Asian cities, such as
Seoul and Singapore, have much higher BCIs and ad-
equately deal with their water and waste challenges (Kim
et al. 2018; Rahmasary et al. 2019) as a result of better
governance capacities (Kim et al. 2018; Rahmasary
et al. 2019).
There are similarities in the causal links leading to the

categorization as wasteful cities. The main governance
challenges are most likely institutional fragmentation, am-
biguous legislation, and poor implementation of multi-
layered governance, as well as matters such as limited
capacity at the local level, unclear allocation of roles and
responsibilities, fragmented financial management, and
uncertain allocation of resources (OECD 2015, 2016;
Figure 4). Long‐term strategic plans and insufficient re-
sources are often lacking to measure performance. This
leads to weak accountability and little transparency (Koop
and van Leeuwen 2017). Often, these challenges are rooted
in inadequately coordinated goals and insufficient steering
of the interactions between stakeholders in the water cycle
(OECD 2015, 2016).
Bandung can benefit from a long‐term and consistent

policy strategy by focusing on the implementation of a
network governance model, building on the cooperation of
private, civil, and public actors, as well as decentralized
management approaches (OECD 2015; Romano and
Akhmouch 2019). While the GCF analysis shows that

“cross‐stakeholder learning” is present for almost all chal-
lenges (Table 1), the available scientific knowledge has not
been fully utilized by the local government. The funding of
pilot projects is relevant, for example in managing MSW or
domestic wastewater, but a long‐term implementation
of innovations takes extra effort, as observed from the
“indifferent” (0) and “limiting” (−) scores of “progress and
variety of options,” “room to maneuver,” and “authority”
(indicators 4.3, 7.1 and 7.3), as shown in Table 1.

The measures regarding the 5 water‐related challenges in
Bandung are predominantly managed by city‐level govern-
ment bodies. However, the influence from central govern-
ment sometimes hampers the ability of local officials to
apply innovative measures (Pihkala et al. 2007; Winata
et al. 2017). To avoid socio‐institutional inertia, the presence
of agents of change in government bodies is required to
promote these changes. Likewise, the situation in Surabaya,
Bandung uses the “lead‐by‐example” approach with its
major goal being up and front in implementing measures
(Winata et al. 2017). Nevertheless, improving the city gov-
erning capacity by enabling the participation of other
agents of change, including the private sector, is preferred
and necessary. Intense communication between these
stakeholders can provide useful interactions between the
knowledge producer and its target groups to enhance the
usability of the produced knowledge (Dilling and
Lemos 2011; Schreurs et al. 2017; Laeni et al. 2019). Ex-
pectedly, the decision making on both “soft” and “hard”
measures for the cities will benefit from the cumulative and
synergetic effects (Storch and Downes 2011).

Awareness, stakeholder engagement, and agents of
chance (Table 1) are needed to bridge the gaps between
government and nongovernmental stakeholders. By sharing
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Figure 4. Multilevel governance framework: Mind the gaps, bridge the gaps (OECD 2015).
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the results with other cities (city‐to‐city learning) and twin-
ning (institutional networking), one can benefit from both
effective practices as well as failures in managing major
water challenges (Tortajada 2010; OECD 2015; Koop and
van Leeuwen 2017). Many cities in Indonesia, including
Bandung, join the Association of Indonesia Municipalities
(APEKSI). APEKSI provides roundtable discussions, knowl-
edge fora, and working groups for various strategic issues.
However, the information dissemination is not yet effective.
Cities' representatives have low participation in the associ-
ation's program. One of the reasons is that cities are already
occupied with the local strategy formulation (Syahidah
et al. 2019). In this situation, cities can better prioritize the
issues they want to solve (Sholeh et al. 2019) and tailor such
fit‐for‐purpose measures in order to address their own urban
water challenges.

The challenges of MSW in Indonesian cities

Indonesia's economic success has come at a high envi-
ronmental cost. Bandung relies on ecosystem services to
maintain its quality where people dispose waste directly into
the environment. Bandung produces about 1500 t of solid
waste per day (Antasari 2017). With more than one‐half of
Bandung's MSW being organic, composting is a better
measure to treat solid waste (Damanhuri et al. 2009;
Zurbrügg et al. 2012; Antasari 2017). However, the public is
reluctant to transfer their organic waste into fertilizer prod-
ucts, as it is a time‐demanding process with limited market
opportunities. Bandung also depends on landfilling prac-
tices due to its relatively cheap method in the short term.
However, it also leads to soil and groundwater pollution
that may lead to large overall societal costs (Guerrero
et al. 2013; Gupta et al. 2015; Koop and van Leeuwen
2017). To reduce the dependency, the government has is-
sued Government Regulation No. 81/2012 (GR 2012) about
solid waste reduction, reuse, and recycling, and the Minister
of Environment Regulation No. 13/2012 about waste banks
(Lubis 2018). The waste banks promote solid waste sepa-
ration, reduce‐reuse‐recycle (3R), and zero waste initiatives,
since they pay their customers for valuable waste, such as
plastic, metal, and paper (Dhokhikah et al. 2015). The
city even promotes using a mascot, for example, “Kang
Pisman” that is an acronym of “Kurangi” (reduce), “Pisahkan”
(separate), and “Manfaatkan” (reuse) and is personified
as a Sundanese man wearing traditional clothing (Wang
et al. 2018; Ferdinand and Fam 2019).
Although there is a growing awareness, changing the

public attitude will take a long time and explains why the
present focus is still on improving collection and transport to
landfills. It also requires the city government to attract fi-
nancial support for installing and operating city‐level com-
posting or recycling units. Bandung has no solid‐waste tax,
but the citizens pay a very cheap fee for solid‐waste services.
Many people also pay the informal sector to help with waste
collection and transportation (BECA 2014; SW03). Current
initiatives for recycling and composting are either initiated
and controlled by government or by partnerships

(Damanhuri et al. 2009). These incentives are not seen as
attractive, but cooperation with the private sector to in-
crease financial attractiveness, and thus stimulating public
participation, is a viable option. Examples are the city's
cleanliness agency of Surabaya and Unilever Indonesia who
collaborate for the Green and Clean program (Dhokhikah
et al. 2015; Winata et al. 2017) and the Gianyar Waste
Recovery Project in Bali (Zurbrügg et al. 2012).
Meanwhile, wastewater management requires a greater

effort since people are generally unaware of the relationship
between proper wastewater treatment and their health
(Nastiti et al. 2013). While people believe the government
should take care of their wastewater affair, the government
struggles with the system as well. Building sewerage infra-
structure to connect houses to wastewater networks is too
capital‐intensive to be applied throughout urban Indonesia
(OECD 2019b). Community‐based sanitation (CBS) requires
less extensive infrastructure investments but more societal
engagement. In Bandung, the community participants of
the CBS program pilot project are consulted and, as a result
of this engagement, the sense of ownership of the com-
munal system is considerably high. It increases their in-
volvement in maintenance but does not necessarily
empower them (Prihandrijanti and Firdayati 2011; Winata
et al. 2017). The evaluation of CBS in Bandung has shown
that the majority of users are maintaining the installations,
yet they do need to be supervised and assisted. If the
government can further promote the practice of CBS, it will
gain more public interest and attract private collaboration
(Sofyan et al. 2016).
While CBS with active public engagement shows the

highest potential to enhance public sanitation, particularly
for overcrowded urban settlements, it has comparably low
removal efficiencies (Kerstens et al. 2015). With adequate
supervision and improvements to ensure the quality and
long‐term viability, CBS could alleviate the sanitation status.
Furthermore, this could improve Bandung's governance
capacity by facilitating meaningful interactions between
stakeholders and improving citizens' knowledge about
wastewater treatment. Since the city has Bojongsoang
WWTP, an optimized combination of existing centralized
networks and decentralized systems seems to be the most
viable alternative (Prihandrijanti and Firdayati 2011).

Implications for informal settlements

The highest percentage of populations living in informal
settlements (slums) are found in cities that are categorized
as cities “lacking basic water services,” followed by “wasteful
cities” (Koop and van Leeuwen 2015b). Many cities in
Asia, including Bandung, belong to the same category
(UN 2018; Rahmasary et al. 2019). Slum areas are dis-
proportionately affected by climate‐related hazards and are
continuously underrecognized in the discussion of the cities'
risk and vulnerability, while its dwellers are the most vul-
nerable members of the society (Jamil 2013; Jones 2017;
Winata et al. 2017). If a city wishes to address its waste and
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water challenges, it should give the utmost attention to the
slum regions.
Slum management is multidimensional and residents are

often cautious and resist change since they depend on the
current living situation (Jamil 2013). Combining insights
from policy makers and experts with local communities and
civil society organizations is pivotal in developing spatial
and adaptive measures (Laeni et al. 2019). Bandung has
started with “slum area legalization” (Tarigan et al. 2016),
which provides slum dwellers with legal security that pro-
tects their right to live as well as access to basic public in-
frastructures. Surabaya takes this approach further by
acknowledging slums in its development strategy, not to
eliminate their existences but to empower them. The
Kampung Improvement Program (KIP) allows locals to de-
tect their priorities and to contribute their resources (e.g.,
money, labor, and building materials) that results not only in
improved basic infrastructure but also in establishing home‐
based industries (Winata et al. 2017). Grassroots organ-
izations can improve the process further by offering advo-
cacy and consultation. Their activities usually aim for
recognition and support of the improvement or protection
of basic services in slum areas (Birch 2016). This is observed
in the revitalization of the Cikapundung River's slum area.
Some of the adjacent residents agreed to be relocated while
the condition of the remaining slum area has been alleviated
with the maintenance of the public space “Teras Cika-
pundung.” The local community, comprising slum residents,
are now taking care of the area, especially by supervising
solid waste management (FL02), which will also reduce flood
risks in this area.

CONCLUSIONS
High socioeconomic and environmental pressures in

Bandung coincide with high urbanization rates, low educa-
tion rates, high flood risks, high levels of air pollution, and
water scarcity. IWRM performance can be improved by fo-
cusing on basic water services, particularly wastewater
treatment, as well as solid waste collection, recycling, and
energy recovery. Options for improvement for Bandung
based on cobenefits and prevention of further damage
therefore reside in these 2 areas of wastewater and MSW
handling and treatment, that is, on 1) supporting CBS
practice and 2) reducing landfill dependency.
CBA has provided a baseline diagnosis of the main bar-

riers, enablers, and learning practices. Next steps are re-
quired to explore cost‐effective solutions. Bandung, as
many other rapidly growing Indonesian cities, face multi-
level governance challenges (Figure 4 and Table 1). The
improvement of Bandung's governance capacities is the first
and most important step. Bandung's implementing capacity
can be improved by enforcing environmental legislation and
providing more incentives and loans, next to focusing its
monitoring systems of key practices to enable effective
evaluation for future decisions.
More importantly, Bandung would benefit from the im-

plementation of a network governance model, building on

the cooperation of private, civil, and public actors, as well as
decentralized management approaches. For example,
stakeholder learning and partnerships between the water
utility and the research community can map out future water
supply plans, while government officials and local com-
munities can cosupervise and assist CBS implementation. In
gaining financial support, besides collaborating with the
private sector, Bandung can use its status as the province
capital city to utilize the additional financial support from
regional and national governments. This financial support
can be used to develop Bandung's urban infrastructures in a
more sustainable manner by safeguarding the future of its
inhabitants and resources.

Acknowledgment—We would like to thank 22 inter-
viewees who provided data and information for this study.
Also, we truly appreciate the cooperation from the members
of Earth Hour Bandung and RT 3 RW 2 Cijawura subdistrict.
The research in Bandung, Indonesia was funded by LPDP
(Indonesia Endowment Fund for Education). The City Blue-
print® Approach has been developed at KWR Water Re-
search Institute in the context of Watershare® (http://www.
watershare.eu). The City Blueprint Action Group is part of the
European Innovation Partnership on Water of the European
Commission (http://www.eip-water.eu/City_Blueprints). The
European Commission is acknowledged for Funding POWER
in H2020‐Water under Grant Agreement No. 687809.

Disclaimer—The authors declare no conflict of interest.
Data Availability Statement—Data and associated meta-

data and calculation tools are available upon request by
contacting corresponding author Kees van Leeuwen (Kees.
van.Leeuwen@kwrwater.nl).

ORCID
Steven HA Koop http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9906-3746
Cornelis J van Leeuwen http://orcid.org/0000-0003-
1605-4268

REFERENCES
Abidin HZ, Gumilar I, Andreas H, Murdohardono D, Fukuda Y. 2013. On

causes and impacts of land subsidence in Bandung basin, Indonesia.
Environ Earth Sci 68(6):1545–1553.

Antasari H. 2017. The overview of waste management issues related to
Bandung City's smart city concept. In: Fourteenth Asia Pacific Eco
Business Forum; 2018 Feb 1–2; Kawasaki City, Japan. 40 p. [accessed
2020 Sep 29]. http://eri-kawasaki.jp/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/
637fd07b86c5046c26e420a85368defb.pdf

Bappeda. 2014. RISPAM Kota Bandung [Bandung's Masterplan of Water
Supply Provision]. Available on‐demand and in Indonesian language only.
[accessed 2020 Sep 29]. http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/
ws_file/dokumen_usulan/rispam/4995_RISPAM-1311_cfc9c3.pdf

BECA. 2014. Laporan Masterplan Persampahan [The Masterplan of Solid Waste
Management]. Available on‐demand and in Indonesian language only. [ac-
cessed 2020 Sep 29]. http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/
dokumen_usulan/sampah/SAMPAH_c90b904623926c10902b5a3de173274f
8013680f.pdf

Berkes F. 2009. Evolution of co‐management: Role of knowledge generation,
bridging organizations and social learning. J EnvironManage 90:1692–1702.

Chang I‐S, Zhao M, Chen Y, Guo X, Zhu Y, Wu J, Yuan T. 2020. Evaluation on
the integrated water resources management in China's major cities—
based on City Blueprint® approach. J Clean Prod 262:121410.

Integr Environ Assess Manag 2021:434–444 © 2020 The Authorswileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ieam

442 Integr Environ Assess Manag 17, 2021—AN Rahmasary et al.

http://www.watershare.eu
http://www.watershare.eu
http://www.eip-water.eu/City_Blueprints
mailto:Kees.van.Leeuwen@kwrwater.nl
mailto:Kees.van.Leeuwen@kwrwater.nl
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9906-3746
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1605-4268
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1605-4268
http://eri-kawasaki.jp/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/637fd07b86c5046c26e420a85368defb.pdf
http://eri-kawasaki.jp/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/637fd07b86c5046c26e420a85368defb.pdf
http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/dokumen_usulan/rispam/4995_RISPAM-1311_cfc9c3.pdf
http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/dokumen_usulan/rispam/4995_RISPAM-1311_cfc9c3.pdf
http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/dokumen_usulan/sampah/SAMPAH_c90b904623926c10902b5a3de173274f8013680f.pdf
http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/dokumen_usulan/sampah/SAMPAH_c90b904623926c10902b5a3de173274f8013680f.pdf
http://sippa.ciptakarya.pu.go.id/sippa_online/ws_file/dokumen_usulan/sampah/SAMPAH_c90b904623926c10902b5a3de173274f8013680f.pdf


[CIA] Central Intelligence Agency. 2020. Central intelligence agency:
The world fact book: Urbanization. Washington (DC). [accessed 2020
Sep 29]. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/
349.html

Damanhuri E, Made Wahyu I, Ramang R, Padmi T. 2009. Evaluation of mu-
nicipal solid waste flow in the Bandung metropolitan area, Indonesia.
J Mater Cycles Waste Manag 11:270–276.

Dhokhikah Y, Trihadiningrum Y, Sunaryo S. 2015. Community participation in
household solid waste reduction in Surabaya, Indonesia. Resour Conserv
and Recyg 102:153–162.

Dilling L, Lemos MC. 2011. Creating usable science: Opportunities and
constraints for climate knowledge use and their implications for science
policy. Global Environ Chang 21(2):680–689.

Diskamtam. 2015. RTH (Ruang terbuka hijau) kota Bandung. [accessed 2020
Sep 29]. http://dpkp3.bandung.go.id/ruang-terbuka-hijau

Douglass M. 2010. Globalization, mega‐projects and the environment.
Environ Urban ASIA 1(1):45–65.

Ferdinand F, Fam J. 2019. KANG PISMAN paving the way to a zero waste
Indonesia. Quezon City (PH): Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives.
[accessed 2020 Sep 29]. https://zerowasteworld.org/wp-content/uploads/
Bandung.pdf

Firman T. 1999. Indonesian cities under the “Krismon”: A great “urban crisis”
in Southeast Asia. Cities 16(2):69–82.

Firman T. 2009. The continuity and change in mega‐urbanization in
Indonesia: A survey of Jakarta‐Bandung Region (JBR) development.
Habitat Int 33(4):327–339.

Fulazzaky M. 2014. Challenges of integrated water resources management in
Indonesia. Water 6(7):2000–2020.

Gawlik BM, Easton P, Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ, Elelman R. 2017. Urban water
atlas for Europe. Luxembourg (LU): European Commission, Publication Office
of the European Union. [accessed 2020 Jul 5]. https://op.europa.eu/en/
publication-detail/-/publication/c296a413-24cc-11e7-b611-01aa75ed71a1

GR. 2012. Government Regulation of the Republic Indonesia No. 81 of 2012
on domestic waste management and similar waste. FAOLEX Database.
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. [accessed 2020
Sep 29]. http://www.fao.org/faolex/results/details/en/c/LEX-FAOC183120/

Guerrero LA, Maas G, Hogland W. 2013. Solid waste management challenges
for cities in developing countries. J Waste Manage 33(1):220–232.

Gupta N, Yadav KK, Kumar V. 2015. A review on current status of municipal
solid waste management in India. J Environ Sci 37:206–217.

Hasbiah AW, Kurniasih D. 2019. Analysis of water supply and demand man-
agement in Bandung City Indonesia. IOP Conf Ser Earth Environ Sci
245:012030.

Hendrawan D, Sulistyoweni W, Moersidik SS, Triweko RW. 2013. Evaluation of
centralized WWTP and the need of communal WWTP in supporting
community‐based sanitation in Indonesia. ESJ 9(17). https://doi.org/10.
19044/esj.2013.v9n17p%25p

Hoekstra AY, Buurman J, Van Ginkel KCH. 2018. Urban water security: A
review. Environ Res Lett 13:053002.

[IMF] International Monetary Fund. 2017. International monetary fund: World
economic outlook database. [accessed 2020 Jul 5]. https://www.imf.org/
external/pubs/ft/weo/2017/02/weodata/index.aspx

[ISPA] Indonesia Spatial Planning Act. 2007. ISPA No 26. [accessed 2020
Sep 29]. https://www.ecolex.org/details/legislation/law-of-the-republic-of-
indonesia-no-26-of-2007-concerning-spatial-planning-lex-faoc163446/

Jamil S. 2013. Connecting the dots: The urban informal sector and climate
vulnerabilities in Southeast Asia's megacities. Working papers. eSocial
Sciences. [accessed 2020 Jul 5]. https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/
esswpaper/id_3a5242.htm

Jones P. 2017. Formalizing the informal: Understanding the position of in-
formal settlements and slums in sustainable urbanization policies and
strategies in Bandung, Indonesia. Sustainability 9(8):1436.

Kerstens SM, Leusbrock I, Zeeman G. 2015. Feasibility analysis of wastewater
and solid waste systems for application in Indonesia. Sci Total Environ
530–531:53–65.

Kim H, Son J, Lee S, Koop S, van Leeuwen K, Choi YJ, Park J. 2018. Assessing
urban water management sustainability of a megacity: Case study of
Seoul, South Korea. Water 10(6):682.

Koop SHA. 2019. Towards water‐wise cities: Global assessment of water
management and governance capacities [PhD thesis]. Utrecht (NL): Univ
of Utrecht.

Koop SHA, Koetsier L, Doornhof A, Reinstra O, Van Leeuwen CJ, Brouwer S,
Dieperink C, Driessen PPJ. 2017. Assessing the governance capacity of
cities to address challenges of water, waste, and climate change. Water
Resour Manage 31:3427–3443.

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2015a. Assessment of the sustainability of water
resources management: A critical review of the City Blueprint approach.
Water Resour Manag 29:5649–5670.

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2015b. Application of the improved city blue-
print framework in 45 municipalities and regions. Water Resour Manage
29:4629–4647.

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2017. The challenges of water, waste and cli-
mate change in cities. Environ Dev Sustain 19:385–418.

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2020a. Indicators of the Trends and Pressures
Framework (TPF). Version August 2020. Nieuwegein (NL): KWR Water
Research Institute. [accessed 2020 Aug 28]. https://library.kwrwater.nl/
publication/61396712/

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2020b. Indicators of the City Blueprint per-
formance Framework (CBF). Version August 2020. Nieuwegein (NL): KWR
Water Research Institute. [accessed 2020 Aug 28]. https://library.
kwrwater.nl/publication/61397318/

Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2020c. Indicators of the Governance Capacity
Framework (GCF). Version August 2020. Nieuwegein (NL): KWR Water
Research Institute. [accessed 2020 Aug 28]. https://library.kwrwater.nl/
publication/61397218/

Laeni N, Van den Brink M, Arts J. 2019. Is Bangkok becoming more resilient
to flooding? A framing analysis of Bangkok's flood resilience policy
combining insights from both insiders and outsiders. Cities 90:157–167.

Lubis RL. 2018. Managing ecopreneurship: The waste bank way with bank
Samppah Bersinar (BSB) in Bandung City, Indonesia. Intern J Multidiscipl
Thought 7(3):325–360.

Moersidik SS, Arifin RS, Soesila ETB, Hartono DM, Latief Y. 2015. Project
portfolio management to increase pdam tirtawening's service coverage
area. In: Brebbia C, editor. WIT transactions on ecology and the envi-
ronment. Southampton (UK): WIT Press. p 65–76.

Nastiti A, Muntalif BS, Roosmini D, Sudradjat A, Meijerink SV. 2017. Coping
with poor water supply in peri‐urban Bandung, Indonesia: Towards a
framework for understanding risks and aversion behaviours. Environ
Urban 29(1):69–88.

Nastiti A, Primasuri WA, Setiani B, Sudradjat A, Latifah I, Roosmini D, Smits
AJM, Meijerink SV. 2013. Water and sanitation in urban slum: A case from
Bandung municipality. In: Proceedings of the Second International
Conference on Sustainable Infrastructure and Built Environment; 2013
Nov 19–20; Bandung. [accessed 2020 Sep 29]. https://repository.ubn.ru.
nl/bitstream/handle/2066/135242/135242.pdf?sequence=1

[OECD] Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2015.
Principles on water governance. Paris (FR). [accessed 2020 Jul 4].
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regionaldevelopment/OECD-Principles-on-Water-
Governance-en.pdf

[OECD] Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2016.
Water governance in cities. OECD studies on water. Paris (FR).
[accessed 2020 Jul 4]. https://www.oecd.org/fr/publications/water-
governance-in-cities-9789264251090-en.htm

[OECD] Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2019a.
OECD green growth policy review of Indonesia 2019. Paris (FR).
[accessed 2020 Jul 4]. https://www.oecd.org/environment/oecd-green-
growth-policy-review-of-indonesia-2019-1eee39bc-en.htm#:~:text=This%
20is%20the%20first%20Green,use%2C%20ecosystems%20and%20climate
%20change

[OECD] Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2019b.
Making blended finance work for water and sanitation: Unlocking com-
mercial finance for SDG 6. OECD studies on water. Paris (FR). [accessed
2020 Jul 4]. https://www.oecd.org/environment/resources/making-blended-
finance-work-for-sdg-6-5efc8950-en.htm

Ostrom E. 2007. A diagnostic approach for going beyond panaceas. PNAS
USA 104(39):15181–15187.

Integr Environ Assess Manag 2021:434–444 © 2020 The AuthorsDOI: 10.1002/ieam.4334

Bandung's Water Governance Challenges—Integr Environ Assess Manag 17, 2021 443

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/349.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/349.html
http://dpkp3.bandung.go.id/ruang-terbuka-hijau
https://zerowasteworld.org/wp-content/uploads/Bandung.pdf
https://zerowasteworld.org/wp-content/uploads/Bandung.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/c296a413-24cc-11e7-b611-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/c296a413-24cc-11e7-b611-01aa75ed71a1
http://www.fao.org/faolex/results/details/en/c/LEX-FAOC183120/
https://doi.org/10.19044/esj.2013.v9n17p%25p
https://doi.org/10.19044/esj.2013.v9n17p%25p
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2017/02/weodata/index.aspx
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2017/02/weodata/index.aspx
https://www.ecolex.org/details/legislation/law-of-the-republic-of-indonesia-no-26-of-2007-concerning-spatial-planning-lex-faoc163446/
https://www.ecolex.org/details/legislation/law-of-the-republic-of-indonesia-no-26-of-2007-concerning-spatial-planning-lex-faoc163446/
https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/esswpaper/id_3a5242.htm
https://econpapers.repec.org/paper/esswpaper/id_3a5242.htm
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61396712/
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61396712/
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61397318/
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61397318/
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61397218/
https://library.kwrwater.nl/publication/61397218/
https://repository.ubn.ru.nl/bitstream/handle/2066/135242/135242.pdf?sequence=1
https://repository.ubn.ru.nl/bitstream/handle/2066/135242/135242.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regionaldevelopment/OECD-Principles-on-Water-Governance-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/regionaldevelopment/OECD-Principles-on-Water-Governance-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/fr/publications/water-governance-in-cities-9789264251090-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/fr/publications/water-governance-in-cities-9789264251090-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/environment/oecd-green-growth-policy-review-of-indonesia-2019-1eee39bc-en.htm#:~:text=This%20is%20the%20first%20Green,use%2C%20ecosystems%20and%20climate%20change.
https://www.oecd.org/environment/oecd-green-growth-policy-review-of-indonesia-2019-1eee39bc-en.htm#:~:text=This%20is%20the%20first%20Green,use%2C%20ecosystems%20and%20climate%20change.
https://www.oecd.org/environment/oecd-green-growth-policy-review-of-indonesia-2019-1eee39bc-en.htm#:~:text=This%20is%20the%20first%20Green,use%2C%20ecosystems%20and%20climate%20change.
https://www.oecd.org/environment/oecd-green-growth-policy-review-of-indonesia-2019-1eee39bc-en.htm#:~:text=This%20is%20the%20first%20Green,use%2C%20ecosystems%20and%20climate%20change.
https://www.oecd.org/environment/resources/making-blended-finance-work-for-sdg-6-5efc8950-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/environment/resources/making-blended-finance-work-for-sdg-6-5efc8950-en.htm


Philip R, Anton B, van der Steen P. 2011. SWITCH training kit. Integrated urban
water management in the city of the future. Module 1. Strategic planning.
Freiburg (DE): ICLEI. [accessed 2020 Jul 5]. https://switchtraining.eu/
fileadmin/template/projects/switch_training/files/Modules/Module_reduced_
size/Switch_Training_Kit_Module_1.pdf

Pihkala T, Harmaakorpi V, Pekkarinen S. 2007. The role of dynamic capa-
bilities and social capital in breaking socio‐institutional inertia in regional
development. Int J Urban and Reg Res 31(4):836–852.

Pravitasari AE, Rustiadi E, Mulya SP, Setiawan Y, Fuadina LN, Murtadho A.
2018. Identifying the driving forces of urban expansion and its environ-
mental impact in Jakarta‐Bandung mega urban region. In: IOP Confer-
ence Series: Earth and Environmental Science. Vol. 149, No. 1. Bristol
(UK): IOP Publishing. p 012044.

Prihandrijanti M, Firdayati M. 2011. Current situation and considerations of
domestic waste‐water treatment systems for big cities in Indonesia (case
study: Surabaya and Bandung). J Water Sustain 1(2):97–104.

Rahmasary AN, Robert S, Chang IS, Jing W, Park J, Bluemling B, Koop S, van
Leeuwen K. 2019. Overcoming the challenges of water, waste and climate
change in Asian cities. Environ Manag 63:1–16.

Romano O, Akhmouch A. 2019. Water governance in cities: Current trends
and future challenges. Water 11(3):500.

Schreurs E, Koop SHA, van Leeuwen CJ. 2017. Application of the city blue-
print approach to assess the challenges of water management and gov-
ernance in Quito (Ecuador). Environ Dev Sustain 20:509–525.

Sholeh C, Sintaningrum S, Sugandi YS. 2019. Formulation of innovation
policy: Case of Bandung smart city. J Ilmu Sosial dan Ilmu Politik 22(3):
173–186.

Sofyan I, Soewondo P, Kunaefi TD, Handajani M. 2016. Community‐managed
decentralized sanitation in the greater Bandung Slum areas. Asian
J Water Environ 3:14–31.

Storch H, Downes NK. 2011. A scenario‐based approach to assess Ho Chi
Minh City's urban development strategies against the impact of climate
change. Cities 28(6):517–526.

Sugandi D, Trianawati N, Somantri L. 2017. Impact of land use changes to
environmental damage in Bandung Basin. Int J Sci Res 6(2):1088–1093.

Suharko. 2015. The success of youth‐oriented environmental NGO: A case study
of Koalisi Pemuda Hijau Indonesia. Asian Social Science 11(26):166–177.

Syahidah SA, Choiriyati W, Samatan N. 2019. Communication interactional
model of APEKSI on climate change issue in SDG as social innovation on
Surabaya policy. Int J Multicult Multirelig Underst 6(9):90–99.

Tarigan AKM, Sagala S, Samsura DAA, Fiisabiilillah DF, Simarmata HA,
Nababan M. 2016. Bandung City, Indonesia. Cities 50:100–110.

Taufiq A, Hosono T, Ide K, Kagabu M, Iskandar I, Effendi AJ, Hutasoit LM,
Shimada J. 2018. Impact of excessive groundwater pumping on rejuve-
nation processes in the Bandung basin (Indonesia) as determined by
hydrogeochemistry and modelling. Hydrogeol J 26:1263–1279.

Tortajada C. 2010. Water governance: Some critical issues. Int J Water Resour
Dev 26(2):297–307.

[UN] United Nations. 2018. Slum population as percentage of the urban
population. New York (NY). [accessed 2018 Mar 6]. http://mdgs.un.org/
unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=710&crid

[UN Environment] United Nations Environment. 2018. Progress on integrated
water resources management. Global baseline for SDG 6 Indicator 6.5.1:
Degree of IWRM implementation. New York (NY): United Nations.
[accessed 2018 Mar 6]. https://www.unwater.org/publications/progress-
on-integrated-water-resources-management-651/

[UNICEF] United Nations Children's Fund. 2018. Education statistics.
Indonesia. New York (NY). [accessed 2018 Mar 6]. http://uis.unesco.
org/en/country/id

[USAID] United States Agency for International Development. 2020. Climate
risk in Indonesia: Country profile. Washington (DC). [accessed 2020
Sep 29]. https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/
2017_USAID_ATLAS_Climate%20Risk%20Profile_Indonesia.pdf

Wang J, Maier SD, Horn R, Holländer R, Aschemann R. 2018. Development of
an ex‐ante sustainability assessment methodology for municipal solid
waste management innovations. Sustainability 10:3208.

Wangsaatmaja S, Sutadian AD, Prasetiati MAN. 2006. A review of ground-
water issues in the Bandung Basin, Indonesia: Management and recom-
mendations. Int Rev Environ Strateg 6:425–441.

Winarso H. 2010. Urban dualism in the Jakarta metropolitan area. In:
Sorensen A, Okata J, editors. Megacities. Library for Sustainable Urban
Regeneration, Vol 10. Tokyo (JP): Springer. p 163–191.

Winata ES, Geldin S, Qui K. 2017. Adaptive governance for building urban
resilience: Lessons from water management strategies in two Indonesian
coastal cities. Indones J Dev Plan 1(2):146–157.

World Bank. 2020. Worldwide governance indicators. [accessed 2020 Jul 4].
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#faq

Zurbrügg C, Gfrerer M, Ashadi H, Brenner W, Küper D. 2012. Determinants of
sustainability in solid waste management—The Gianyar waste recovery
project in Indonesia. J Waste Manag 32:2126–2133.

Integr Environ Assess Manag 2021:434–444 © 2020 The Authorswileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ieam

444 Integr Environ Assess Manag 17, 2021—AN Rahmasary et al.

https://switchtraining.eu/fileadmin/template/projects/switch_training/files/Modules/Module_reduced_size/Switch_Training_Kit_Module_1.pdf
https://switchtraining.eu/fileadmin/template/projects/switch_training/files/Modules/Module_reduced_size/Switch_Training_Kit_Module_1.pdf
https://switchtraining.eu/fileadmin/template/projects/switch_training/files/Modules/Module_reduced_size/Switch_Training_Kit_Module_1.pdf
http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=710&amp;crid
http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=710&amp;crid
https://www.unwater.org/publications/progress-on-integrated-water-resources-management-651/
https://www.unwater.org/publications/progress-on-integrated-water-resources-management-651/
http://uis.unesco.org/en/country/id
http://uis.unesco.org/en/country/id
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_USAID_ATLAS_Climate%20Risk%20Profile_Indonesia.pdf
https://www.climatelinks.org/sites/default/files/asset/document/2017_USAID_ATLAS_Climate%20Risk%20Profile_Indonesia.pdf
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#faq



