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ABSTRACT:  Surabaya is the second largest city in Indonesia. With the ever increasing development 
in the city, the price of land is becoming very high. Inexpensive land for housing is almost impossible to 
find; hence, in order to build houses for the low-income people, cheap land is now only found on the 
periphery of the city. Based on this condition, the government’s housing programme for low-income 
means houses can be built with government subsidies in areas where land prices are lower than those 
in the inner city. The intent of the research was to investigate the effectiveness of the One Million 
Housing Programme, to see how far the low-income houses could accommodate dwellers’ needs. 

The discussion in this paper outlines the government’s One Million Housing Programme; explains the 
condition of the houses and their inhabitants; describes how the houses were improved by the 
dwellers, and identifies the impacts of the housing development on the environment. The low-income 
houses included in the survey were houses built with government subsidies, houses built by the people 
themselves, and houses in the slum areas. The research methods used included surveying the 
government housing officials, in-depth interviews with the residents using prepared questionnaires, and 
an environmental impact assessment of the area. 

Results show that the new low-income housing built with government subsidies were adequate for the 
residents, and the residents could improve their houses according to their own needs. Several houses 
were still empty and deteriorating. However, the self-built houses were more acceptable, since they 
were purpose-built to meet these people’s needs. Houses in the slum areas urgently needed 
improvement. The environmental impact assessment showed that the areas surrounding the new 
housing developments were improved, but sometimes conflict between new and old residents took 
place because of the improper development of drainage. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Surabaya is the capital city of East Java, and has been developing since 700 years ago. As the second largest city in 
Indonesia, Surabaya has become a busy city with a population of about 3.5 million (RTRW Surabaya, 2010). The 
population  in the city needs housing, be it in the inner city or on the urban fringe. To provide houses for the people, 
the central government of Indonesia set up a programme of constructing one million houses in the year 2004 (FGD 
2008).  

In line with the programme, many houses were built in Surabaya. As dictated by Habitat Agenda 1996, there should 
be housing for all and there should be development of sustainable human settlements in an urbanizing world. Hence, 
housing provision in Surabaya is directed to follow the agenda. The MDGs mention that in the year 2020 there should 
be no slum areas in the city. For this reason, the discussion of housing in this paper covers houses for low-income 
people, including houses in slum areas. The objectives of the study were as follows:  

1. To investigate the effectiveness of the One Million Houses programme 
The discussion covers those houses by residents themselves, the government subsidized houses, and 
houses in slum areas.  

2. To investigate the improvement of houses done by the residents 
3. To investigate the impact the housing development on the environment 

 
1. HOUSING FOR LOW INCOME 

Housing for low-income individuals is a priority of the One Million Houses programme, since low-income individuals 
still need houses and it is not easy for them to buy houses. The low-cost housing was constructed in the hope that 
the low-income population could afford to buy the houses. Building low-cost housing in the inner city was difficult as 
the price of land was very high; hence, the one-story or landed houses were built on the urban fringe of the city. 
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1.1. One million housing programme 
The One Million Houses programme was set up to meet the unmet demand for four-million housing units in the 
country (FGD report 2009). Other programmes designed to face the problem included the one-thousand unit towers 
to be built in the cities, bearing in mind the ever increasing land prices in the inner cities. However, the one thousand 
unit tower programme is not included in this paper.  

The One Million Houses programme should address the following goals (Focus Group Discussion 2009): 
· The right to decent housing for all as dictated by the Habitat Agenda 
· The provision of houses for all, based on their economic capacity 
· The strategic act of houses serving as pillars to support city development 
· The development of local culture which is able to face competition widely 

To understand the effectiveness of the One Million Houses programme, the study covered the evaluation of the 
programme within the areas of self-built houses, subsidized houses and slum houses. 
 
1.2. Self built houses by the people 
The self-built houses were those built by the people without any assistance from the government. The residents were  
both the house owners and occupants. An example of these houses in Surabaya were houses in the kampungs, 
which housed about two-thirds of the city population. The kampungs were developed incrementally, based on the 
available resources in the kampung; for the improvement, the government implemented the Kampung Improvement 
Programme (KIP) and Comprehensive Kampung Improvement Programme (C-KIP). KIP was designed to improve 
the infrastructure condition of the kampungs, while C-KIP was designed to improve the houses and environment, and 
also to improve the economic conditions of the kampung dwellers. The One Million Houses programme was almost 
unavailable in the kampung, except where there was an application from a group of people in the self-built housing 
areas to improve their houses. Attention and support for the self-built housing was less than the support for formal 
houses.  

With both KIP and C-KIP the physical conditions of the kampungs were greatly improved, and people in the 
kampungs enjoyed the right of legal land in addition to adequate infrastructure and houses. Most of the occupied 
houses consisted of an area of 10 m2 per person (Santosa 2008). Houses in the kampungs were particularly suited to 
the low-income residents. People’s houses were constructed of bricks or a combination of bricks and planks, depend 
on the availability of money, and usually were incrementally built.  

Houses in the kampungs have supported the development of Surabaya, particularly in the heart of the city, where 
most of the kampungs exist. People in the kampungs are able to work in the vicinity of their houses without excessive 
transportation costs, and labour needed within the inner city is provided by the availability of kampung dwellers as 
workers. The outstanding local culture in the kampungs is one of mutual assistance among the dwellers. This culture 
has been developing for many centuries, and has proven to be sustainable if compared to other local cultures in the 
city. With mutual assistance, people in the kampungs can survive and live in stable conditions within the inherent 
limitation of the kampungs themselves. Hence, although elements of the One Million Houses programme are not 
common in the kampungs, the self-built houses are supportive to the programme (Photograph of the self-built houses 
is in Figure 1). 

 

Source: (Santosa 2010) 
Figure 1: The self-built houses.                                                                                                                                

The photograph shows the row of houses in the kampung. In front of the houses plants are grown in pots 

 



 

 

44th Annual Conference of the Architectural Science Association, ANZAScA 2010, Unitec Institute of Technology 

 

1.3. Subsidized houses built by the government 
Houses for the low-income population (income less than Rp. 2.500.000 per month, equal to US $ 250) were also built 
on vacant land on the periphery of Surabaya city; these kinds of houses were included in the One Million Houses   
programme. The floor areas of the houses were of various sizes--21m2, 36m2, 45m2, and 54m2, all of which were built 
to house the low-income population in the city. Residents were given the chance to buy the houses with installments 
of 10 to 20 years in line with the government subsidy of up to 20% of the house cost. The 21m2 house, in 2006, cost 
about Rp 65,000,000 equal to US$ 6,500(BTN, 2008). With the government subsidy it was hoped that the low-income 
population could afford to buy the houses. Under the One Million Houses programme, many houses were 
constructed in all cities in Indonesia. In the years 2004 through 2009 the housing sector planned to build 1,350,000 
new housing units (Menpera, 2007).  

The effectiveness of the One Million Houses programme, in terms of the subsidized houses, is discussed here.  The 
subsidized houses, built by the government with the help of private developers, were one-story houses following the 
house standard developed by the Department of Public Works. During the year 2000, 26.7% of the houses built 
consisted of an area 10m2 per capita; in 2004 it was 21.5% and in 2005 the total was 23.2%. Bricks or planks were 
used for 85.8% the houses during 2003, and electricity was supplied to 87.9% of the houses. The conditions of 
potable water were inadequate, since only 19.2% of houses were served with potable water during 2000, and 22% 
during 2005. Toilets with septic tanks accounted for 49.39% of subsidized houses during 2000, and 63.84% during 
2005. The rest still have no septic tanks (Laboratory of Housing and Human Settlements, ITS 2008).  

Based on the condition of the subsidized houses, it can be mentioned here that the right to decent housing can be 
achieved; however, improvement to the supply of potable water and sanitation conditions were still needed.  The 
provision of houses for all, in the case of subsidized houses, was based on the economic activities of the residents 
and their income: the better the economic condition, the bigger the houses that could be bought by the people. In 
terms of supporting city development, the subsidized houses could act as providers of housing for people on the 
periphery of the city. Regarding the development of local culture in the low-income housing areas with government 
subsidy, the community can still live together with mutual assistance remaining as the primary social condition of the 
residents in the self-built houses (Photograph of a subsidized house is in Figure 2). 

 

Source: (Santosa 2010) 
Figure 2: The subsidized houses.                                                                                                                            

This is an example of a two bedroom, 45m2 house subsidized by the government. 

 

 1.4. Slum area houses 
Slum areas in the city usually exist along the river banks, in coastal areas or along the sides of train tracks, and on  
either legal or illegal lands. The houses in slum areas were below the standard in terms of inadequate infrastructure 
and poor sanitation. To improve the slum conditions, the One Million Houses programme could be applied by 
improving housing and infrastructure on the legal land up to the standard. The houses on illegal land should be 
moved to other legal areas. 
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To face the problems of houses in slum areas, the Neighbourhood Upgrading and Shelter Sector Project (NUSSP) 
was set-up three years ago (Focus Group Discussion 2008). Clean water, garbage collection, pavement of streets, as 
well as gutters and houses, were all improved under the NUSSP. All the above were means to provide decent 
houses and settlements for the low-income population. 

 The provision of houses is based on the economic capacity of the residents; therefore, houses in slum area should 
be improved with the help of the government, as the economic conditions in slum areas are very poor. Houses in 
slum areas can not support city development unless the houses are adequately improved and the residents can live 
in healthy and decent houses. Although social interaction among the slum dwellers was found to be good, more 
improvement in terms of local culture can only be developed if the houses and settlement conditions also improved. 
(Photograph of houses at slum area is in Figure 3.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: (Santosa, 2010) 
Figure 3: The houses at slum area along riverside.                                                                                                        

The houses are made of planks and cardboard with galvanized iron rooves and constructed adjacent to the river. 
These houses are unhealthy and the residents are endangered during floods. 

 

2. IMPROVEMENT OF LOW- INCOME HOUSES 

Improvement of houses was done by residents in order to keep their houses suitable for living. 

2.1. Improvement of self-built houses 
In the self-built houses, the improvement of houses included building additional rooms in the house if space was still 
available, the construction of a terrace on the front side of the house, upgrading of building materials and the house 
facades, and improvement of the kitchen and toilets. These improvements were done incrementally with or without 
any government assistance. 

2.2. Improvement of subsidized houses 
Improvement of the subsidized houses was done by the residents. To improve the houses, they could obtain loans 
from the bank. Improvements included replacement of building materials that had deteriorated and construction of 
additional rooms, as some dwellers set-up home industries and needed additional spaces. 

Houses in slum areas were rarely improved unless there was assistance from the government or other bodies. The 
residents with very poor economic conditions could not afford to improve their houses and environment. The C-KIP 
programme, the NUSSP programme, and other slum upgrading programmes from national or international institutions  
could help in the mprovement of slum areas.   

3. IMPACT OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT  ON THE ENVIRONMENT 

The impact of housing development on the environment is an important topic for discussion since excessive 
development of houses can hinder environmental quality, particularly when the settlements are not healthy. To build 
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settlements and houses in the city, some agricultural land was occupied and converted to housing areas. This land is 
usually only available on the city periphery. 

3.1. The impact of self-built houses to the environment 
Self-built housing, such as houses in the kampungs, has been developing for centuries with no threat to the 
environment. However, the ever-increasing population of the city affected the density of the self-built housing areas. 
The occupation of one house by more than five persons results in additional needs for clean water, electricity, and 
space in the houses, and creates additional garbage and other waste. To meet the additional need for space, the 
residents extended their houses, oftentimes removing the garden in order to do so. Children thus played on the 
street, where other activities extended to as well : clothes drying, chatting between neighbours, and the selling of 
food. 

The local culture of mutual assistance among the kampung dwellers could help fix the environmental problems. Every 
day women work together to clean the streets in the neighbourhood; solid wastes are collected and recycled into 
home products, such as bags, hats, baskets, paper flowers, etc. As a result, many kampungs in Surabaya produce 
zero waste.  

Even though space in the kampungs is limited, the kampung dwellers still can make their environment green and 
clean. Plants and flowers are grown in pots and trees are planted on what limited land is available. The facts show 
that local culture and mutual assistance can help avoid environmental problems in the kampungs. This is, however, 
dependent on what activities the residents undertake in order to keep their environment healthy, green,  and clean. 

The inadequate infrastructure in the areas of self-built houses should be controlled by the government. Over 
population in the kampungs should be avoided by providing other means of habitation, such as the construction of 
low-income flats in the vicinity of the inner city; this way, the kampung dwellers can still work in the city without 
excessive transportation costs. 

 3.2. The impacts of subsidized houses to the environment 
The subsidized houses were built by the government and private developers with credit from the bank. All of the 
settlements and houses were built through formal planning on legal land. The size of houses, necessary 
infrastructure, and provision of open spaces all followed the standard setup by the government.  

• Impact During Preparation Period 

During this period land for the subsidized houses was obtained from the farmers or from other owners. 
When all parties did not agree the land price, house construction was delayed. This impacted on the 
progress of the programme. 

• Impact During Construction Period 

During the construction process the transportation in the area was hindered by the movement of trucks 
carrying building materials, soil and sands. Traffic congestion happened at peak times in the morning and in 
the afternoon. Another impact was the increase of dust and noise in the streets of the settlement. 

• Impact After Construction Period 

After the construction period habitation of the settlement and houses started. There were positive impacts to 
the settlement with dwellers starting to manage their houses and their environment. Planting of trees, 
varieties of plants and flowers created better environment conditions. 

However, sometimes the quality of construction fell below the standard, resulting in the rapid deteriotation of 
building materials. This affected the environment, particularly when the houses had not been occupied by 
the residents. Broken houses and an unmaintained surrounding environment caused the areas to be 
unhealthy, since rats were found everywhere in the empty houses.  

Additional negative impacts resulted from the inproper construction of gutters surrounding the houses. 
Rainwater was not captured adequately in the gutters, and the settlements and houses were inundated 
during rainy periods. This also affected the other areas since water flowed into neighboring settlements. 
Conflicts between residents of neighboring settlements took place as a result of the poorly constructed 
gutters. 

The opening-up of new settlements on the city periphery resulted in increased transportation demand, 
though the existing road was not extended. The traffic burden on the road was increased and accidents 
sometimes happened during peak hours. Planting of trees along the neighbourhood streets was sometimes 
not done by the developer, causing the settlement’s environment to be hot and dry. General settlement 
facilities as dictated by the standards had not been built, triggering conflicts between the residents and the 
developer. 
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The social interactions among the house dwellers were good. They formed rubbish collection teams;safety 
guards; women’s activities groups; cooperation groups; youth groups; and religious activities groups. These 
activities created social cohesiveness in the management of their settlement and its environment. 

In terms of the economic impact to the city, the subsidized housing produced more income for the government in the 
form of taxes paid by the residents. 

3.3. The impact of slum-area houses to the environment 
A primary negative impact resulting from of slum-area houses was a particularly unhealthy environment. This 
unhealthy environment in turn created problems for the neighbouring housing complexes and the city itself. When the 
number of houses in the slum area increased, the environmental condition became worse and more people were 
forced to contend with substandard houses and infrastructure. At present, about 13% of the houses in Surabaya exist 
in slum areas (RP4D Surabaya 2008-2018) and by the year 2015 all of the slum-area houses should be improved. 

CONCLUSION 

The One Million Houses programme could be effective if the self-built houses and houses is slum areas were also to 
be improved with assistance from the government or other institutions. With such improvement, more decent houses 
would be available and more people could live in healthy environments and dwellings. At present, usually the people 
themselves perform improvements to their self-buit houses or houses in slum areas. The subsidized houses that are 
deteriorated could be improved with loans from the bank. 

The improvement of houses done by residents includes the construction of terraces, changing of building materials 
and house facades, and improvement of the kitchens and toilets. These improvements were done to meet the needs 
of the residents and to keep their houses suitable for living. The impacts of the self-built housing developments to the 
environment is positive if the population density is kept to a standard: 10m2 per person. The negative impact of the 
subsidized housing developments resulted from the vacant houses, which were not occupied by the dwellers. The 
houses deteriorated and created an unhealthy environment. 

The indadequate construction of gutters on the subsidized houses caused the house and street to become inudated 
during the floods and created conflicts between settlements. Another negative impact was the increased burden on 
the roads going from the houses to the inner city. Sometimes the developer did not construct the standard facilities as 
stated by the government; this created conflicts between the residents and the developer. However, the positive 
impact of the subsidized houses development was the increased taxes paid to the local government. 
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