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Executive Summary:

ASEAN continues to undergo urbanisation; more than half the
population of ASEAN Member States (AMS) will live in cities by
2030. While urbanisation contributes to economic growth, it may
also increase inequality. The number of urban residents living in slum
areas in AMS continues to decrease, albeit at a near-stagnant rate.
Analysis of aggregate data obscures the deprivations experienced
by the urban poor. Increased awareness of spatial differences
and urban poverty’s complexities will improve ASEAN’s focus on
sustainable urbanisation and urban infrastructure development.
While ASEAN’s urban populations are in general more affluent than
their rural counterparts, analysis of multidimensional poverty data
indicates that some urban dwellers have limited access to adequate
living space and various basic services, particularly those residing
in “pockets of poverty”, e.g., urban areas with a high concentration
of poverty. The specific needs of those living in those pockets have
been largely unexplored.
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Recommendations:
To addressing poverty in ASEAN, AMS:

May consider refining its conceptualisation of urban poverty
and increase its sensitivity to spatial differences and pockets
of poverty.

May develop a specific platform or expand existing mechanisms,
such as the ASEAN Smart City Network, to enhance monitoring
and cooperation in urban poverty eradication and pockets of
poverty.

Might benefit from encouraging AMS to support community-
level interventions that involve directly the urban poor.

May consider developing initiatives with ASEAN Dialogue
Partners to evaluate best practices and exchange knowledge
on community-centred initiatives.

Might consider the possibility of undertaking more studies to
identify, map, and understand pockets of poverty in AMS.

May streamline rural and urban poverty eradication efforts by
emphasising the link between rural poverty and its impact on
urbanisation.




Background: Urbanisation and Pockets of
Poverty

Urbanisation is one of the most important forces shaping ASEAN’s future. In
2020, the number of people living in ASEAN’s cities surpassed those living
in rural areas. This trend is expected to continue, with 55.7% (405 million) of
ASEAN'’s population expected to live in cities by 2030 (ASEAN, 2022a). The
rural/urban resident ratio varies widely between AMS, with 100% of Singapore’s
residents living in cities, while 25% of Cambodia’s residents were urban in 2023.
The World Urbanization Prospects’ projects that the number of people living in
cities in ASEAN will continue to rise steadily in every AMS (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Percentage of Urban Population to Total Population in ASEAN
Member States, 2000-2050

100% == Brunei Darussalam
== Cambodia
Indonesia
75% w= LaoPeople's

Democratic Republic
= Malaysia

50% / == Myanmar

= == Philippines

= Singapore

25% Thailand

= VietNam

Percentage of urban population to total population

0%
2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

Year

Source: UN DESA (2019).

Accordingly, ASEAN has promoted various city-related initiatives, including the
ASEAN Smart Cities Network, the ASEAN Environmentally Sustainable Cities
(ESC) Model Cities Programme, the ASEAN-German Technical Cooperation
Programme ‘Cities, Environment and Transport’, the Indonesia-Malaysia-
Thailand Growth Triangle (IMT-GT) Green Cities, and the Green Cities Initiative
for Brunei Darussalam-Indonesia-Malaysia-Philippines East ASEAN Growth
Area (BIMP-EAGA), and the ASEAN Sustainable Urbanisation Strategy (ASUS)
in 2018 (ASEAN, 2018a).

The connection of urbanisation and poverty is influenced by economic growth
and its ensuing socio-economic challenges. In AMS, urbanisation positively
impacted economic growth between 1993 and 2013, although in general
economic growth might be hampered after urbanisation reaches a certain
threshold (Nguyen, H.M. & Nguyen, L.D., 2018). Accelerated economic
growth has been correlated with establishing favourable institutions and public
infrastructure that can alleviate problems created by increasing population
density (Nguyen & Nguyen, 2018).

Urbanisation has provided more opportunities for women to contribute to the
economy and empower themselves. However, women often meet limitations
in fulfilling their basic needs, such as housing, due to persisting gender biases
(Varley, 2021). This vulnerability can also be attributed to how urban women
opt for or are forced into informal work, further exacerbating their precarity and
ability to access services, particularly healthcare (Tacoli, 2012).

Various ASEAN initiatives have acknowledged the connection between
urbanisation and poverty. ASUS’ seven priority sub-areas, for example,
emphasise multidimensional indicators to track poverty and well-being, with
inclusive and equitable growth being the first priority.
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Table 1. Priority Sub-Areas and Actions in the ASEAN Sustainable
Urbanization Strategy

No | Sub-Area/Priority Action

1. Inclusive and equitable Growth Introduce and improve access
to digital payment solutions to
enhance financial inclusion

2. Housing Develop and expand affordable

housing solutions

3. Personal safety and security Introduce digital solutions to en-

hance safety and security in cities

4. Water, waste, and sanitation Enhance solid waste manage-

ment systems

5. Mobility Introduce and improve bus rapid

transit systems

Develop and enhance traffic
management systems

6. Urban resilience Develop flood management

systems

7. Education Develop digital skills through

industry boot camps

Source: ASEAN (2018a).

ASUS also described how urbanisation was accompanied by increased income
inequality rates that were often higher than those in rural areas. Rising urban
poverty and income inequality are also expected to create more slums, increase
informal employment, hinder financial inclusion, and intensify gender inequality
(ASEAN, 2018a).

It is clear that there must be an increased emphasis on urban poverty in the
overall poverty alleviation strategies at every level, and that ASEAN may
leverage regional cooperation to support poverty reduction. This policy brief
shows that ASEAN’s post-2025 poverty alleviation strategy may be strengthened
through increased understanding of the unique characteristics of urban poverty.
Urban areas face inequalities driven by socioeconomic disparities, ethnicity,
migratory status, residential location, city size, and other factors (Baker, 2008).
Meanwhile, urban poverty in developing countries has been exacerbated
by resource constraints, inadequate government policies, and poor urban
planning. It may be beneficial to proactively address this situation, to alleviate a
worsening of problems as urban growth increases (Ruel, 2020).

This policy brief is organised as follows. First, it provides an overview of
ASEAN's existing urban poverty approaches and initiatives. Second, it explores
how better spatial and social understanding of urban poverty can result in better
strategies to address poverty. Third, it describes the current situation of urban
poverty in ASEAN and concludes with a set of recommendations.




ASEAN'’s Existing Initiatives on Urban
Poverty: Creating Infrastructure for
Sustainable Cities

ASEAN’s existing approach to urban poverty is to ensure that regional urban
development and urbanisation can be pursued sustainably, in line with the 11th
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG), to ensure that cities are inclusive, safe,
resilient and sustainable. This has been evident in various ASEAN dialogue
channels, such as the ASEAN Smart Cities Network (ASCN) mechanism. The
ASEAN Smart Cities Framework (ASEAN, 2018b) recognises that poverty and
inequality have been worsened by rapid urbanisation in the region. The ASCN
therefore promotes inclusivity in developing smart cities by highlighting people-
oriented, people-centred solutions and liveability, particularly in achieving a high
quality of life for AMS citizens.

ASUS, which prioritises inclusivity and economic growth, is an important
instrument supporting ASCN. ASUS aims to explore initiatives that can distribute
equitably the benefits of growth and urban development for all residents,
primarily by enhancing financial inclusion through improved access to digital
payment solutions. The ASEAN Sustainable Urbanisation Strategy Report
(2022a) noted three challenges: exclusion of the poor from urban economies;
increased precarity due to the lack of social protections in times of crises,
especially due to COVID-19; and social discrimination that effectively renders
the urban poor as invisible. The report recommended increasing and improving
the participation of the poor and other vulnerable and marginalised groups in
decision making, promoting spatial inclusion, enhancing financial inclusion, and
stepping up access to digital governance and other social service platforms for
the urban poor and marginalised communities.

ASEAN’s existing initiatives under the rural development and poverty
eradication sector, as well as the social welfare and development sector, have
resulted in several efforts to address urban pockets of poverty. This was made
possible by two strategic measures stipulated in the ASCC Blueprint 2025:
empowering local governments through relevant ASEAN-level capacity-building
programmes and enhancing institutional capacity at the national and local levels
to develop “liveable cities” in the region.

In pursuit of the 2025 ASEAN Community Vision, ASEAN’s rural development
and poverty eradication agenda emphasized that ASEAN’s response to
urban poverty would be integral for empowering vulnerable and marginalised
populations in rural areas. Meanwhile, the ASEAN Framework Action Plan
on Rural Development and Poverty Eradication 2021-2025 (ASEAN, 2022b)
said that a more nuanced understanding of urban poverty was needed after
urban-to-rural migration increased following COVID-19, requiring improved
interconnectivity between rural and urban communities. The ASEAN Master
Plan on Rural Development 2022 to 2026 (2022c) further stipulated that the
agriculture community could enhance rural-urban interconnectivity, since food
security for the urban poor could be improved by increasing links between rural
food producers.

Initiatives under the social welfare and development sector have dedicated more
attention to the importance of social protections for marginalised and vulnerable
populations. The ASEAN Declaration on Strengthening Social Protection
(ASEAN, 2013) evinces ASEAN’s commitment to enhance AMS capabilities to
provide equitable and comprehensive access to social protection and social
services. This commitment was affirmed by the Regional Framework and Action
Plan to Implement the ASEAN Declaration on Strengthening Social Protection
(2018c), which outlined four core programmes to reduce poverty and other
social risks: social assistance, social insurance, labour market interventions,
and social safety nets.

Other documents have also acknowledged the importance of such measures to
empower and protect marginalised or vulnerable groups. In this respect, future
efforts to address urban poverty can be strengthened by identifying the urban
poor as a specific target group.
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Based on this policy brief’s assessment of existing initiatives, there are some
improvements that can be made to strengthen ASEAN'’s poverty alleviation
cooperation, especially by emphasising urban poverty reduction.

First, it may be important to go beyond the conventional focus on urban
infrastructure development. The correlation between infrastructure development
and urban poverty alleviation is not automatic, despite infrastructure’s importance
in optimising the benefits of urbanisation. Scholars have said that aggregate
improvements in living standards and infrastructure development might not be
experienced equitably across different geographical spaces, fostering “spatial
poverty traps” or “urban poverty traps” (Jalan & Ravallion, 1997). Poverty may
be perpetuated if infrastructure development fails to account for areas with a
high concentration of poverty (Grant, 2010).

Second, it is also important to foster a better understanding of the complexities
of urban poverty and its unique characteristics. It may be beneficial to consider
developing social and spatial awareness and integrating this awareness into
initiatives addressing urban poverty and sustainable urbanisation.

Bringing Social and Spatial Awareness
Back in: Urban Poverty and Poverty
Pockets

Poverty in urban areas has largely been overlooked by parochial measurement
paradigms that fail to adequately differentiate the differences in living standards
between rural and urban areas (Mitlin & Satterthwaite, 2013). This highlights the
urban poverty’s multidimensional nature, a lack of access to basic services for
the poor and those at risk of falling into poverty. Such limitations exist, despite
the urban population’s relative affluence as defined by established standards,
such as poverty lines (ADB, 2014). Aside from lacking basic services such
as food and healthcare, populations experiencing urban poverty also have
fewer opportunities and have not been empowered to improve their economic
situation (Laquian, 2004).

Urban poverty is exacerbated in areas with spatial concentrations of poor and
excluded people (Andersen, 2002, p. 153) or pockets of poverty. Exclusion
or segregation create pockets of poverty, populated by residents who lack
resources to improve their economic situation. Pockets of poverty reflect a
vicious cycle, where segregation results from social inequalities, which lead
people to live in a specific urban area, which leads to changes in the quality of
services available within said area. These areas are then further excluded from
investment and services, driving deprivation and widening inequality between
residents living inside and outside the pockets (Andresen, 2002). In urban Asia,
pockets of poverty are evident in densely populated areas and, and feature
people who experience extreme poverty and who lack shelter (Samanta, 2015).

Measure urban poverty has been challenging. It is difficult to establish uniform
definitions and measures between and inside AMS. There is not enough data
to capture the non-monetary dimensions of urban poverty, particularly data that
would allow cross-country comparisons or regional-level indices (Samanta,
2015). Moreover, relying on monetary dimensions alone might risk biases
due to aggregation, given an inability to capture spatial heterogeneity and the
diverse challenges that different pockets of poverty or areas might encounter
(Steward & Kuffer, 2007). Challenges in accounting for spatial factors have
been exacerbated by the lack of effort to link the regional, spatial, and individual
dimensions of poverty (Zhou & Liu, 2022). ASEAN’s discussions may include
spatial factors to account for the contextual specifics of urban poverty and
pockets of poverty in the region.




Multidimensionality of Urban Poverty in
ASEAN

ASEAN may benefit from looking beyond monetary measures to acknowledge
the complex causes of urban poverty. Aggregation bias conceals specific
challenges faced by the urban poor, whose deprivations are less visible unless
one scrutinises their challenges from a bottom-up perspective. ASEAN’s urban
poor face two principal challenges: deprivation of living space and a lack of
access to basic services (Padawangi, 2022).

While ASEAN decreased the number of urban residents living in slum
households between 2000 and 2015, declines have since stagnated or
reversed, as demonstrated by Figure 2. The pandemic worsened the situation,
given that urban slum residents were disproportionately affected by the
pandemic due to their elevated infection risk and greater limitations in accessing
healthcare and other basic services (Tampe, 2021). Figure 2 shows that the
proportion of slum dwellers in ASEAN increased following the pandemic.
Estimates should be viewed with caution; scholars said that existing data on
populations living in slum areas have been underestimated, particularly in the
Global South, potentially leaving hundreds of millions slum dwellers in urban
areas unaccounted for (Breuer, et al., 2024).

Figure 2. Proportion of Urban Population Living in Slums or Informal
Settlements in ASEAN Member States, 2003-2022
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The lack of affordable, sufficient living space among the urban poor typically
results in overcrowding, a low quality of housing, and informal settlements,
further affecting the urban poor’s overall quality of life. Table 2 showcases a
substantial urban population that lacks access to sufficient living areas, pointing
to possibilities of overcrowding. Other studies have discussed the links between
urbanisation and informal settlements, particularly if urbanisation occurs rapidly
(Myers, 2021). While ASEAN’s urbanisation rate remains steady, AMS have
housing systems of varying capacities to cope with growth forecasts for urban
populations. Data in Figure 2 points to the possibility of shocks such as health,
climate, and economic crises that might drive urban poor into slums or informal

settlements.
Malaysia n.a n.a n.a
Singapore n.a n.a n.a
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Table 2. Urban Population With Access to Durable Structure and Sufficient
Living Area in ASEAN Member States

Country Year Access to Access to
durable struc- | sufficient living
ture (% urban | area (% of
population) urban popula-

tion)

Brunei Darussalam n.a n.a n.a

Cambodia 2022 94.8 66.6

Indonesia 2017 93.9 90.9

Lao PDR 2017 90.2 76.0

Malaysia n.a n.a n.a

Myanmar 2016 51.4 67.6

Philippines 2022 82.3 31.0

Singapore n.a n.a n.a

Thailand 2022 98.2 95.0

Viet Nam 2021 97.2 88.3

Source: UN-Habitat (n.d.a.)
Note: Data reflects most recent available data.

Aditionally, there is not enough information on access to basic services in
ASEAN. The latest data for AMS shows the importance of improving access
to clean fuel and public transport, despite improved access to drinking water,
electricity, and sanitation. For example, according to Table 3, access to clean
fuel is not as readily available as other basic services, while Table 4 shows an
opportunity to improve public transport access in various cities in the region.
While private transport options should not be neglected, scholars have said
that public transport remains an important option for the urban poor, particularly
as cities have been designed to favour private vehicles (Hidayati, et al., 2019,
2021). These challenges have made it difficult to traverse the distances that
low-income workers must commute between peripheral areas or suburbs and
their jobs, further limiting their access to opportunities and services (Starkey &
Hine, 2014; Venter, et al., 2019).

Limited access to public transport for the urban poor in less developed
pockets of poverty often leads to a reliance on private transportation, such as
motorcycles, which are inexpensive and ubiquitous in Southeast Asian urban
spaces (Barter, 2003). However, reliance on private transport may prompt
governments not to invest in public transport, reinforcing private transport
use. Limited transportation options restrict the mobility of the urban poor while
leaving them vulnerable to fluctuating fuel costs, which may significantly affect
their income and livelihoods.

Further, high transportation costs hinder the ability of the urban poor to achieve
upward mobility, perpetuating the cycle of poverty in urban areas. People who
spend a large portion of their income on commuting to essential activities have
limited ability to save or invest in ways that might improve their socioeconomic
status. Subsequently, small changes in public transport costs and services can
significantly affect the urban poor (Barter, 1999).




Table 3. Urban Population With Access to Basic Services in Urban Areas
in ASEAN Member States

Country Year Access to Access to Access to Access to
basic drinking | basic sanita- | electricity clean fuel
water services | tion services | (% of urban | (% of urban
(% of urban (% ofurban | population) | population
population) population)

Brunei n.a na na na na

Darussalam

Cambodia 2022 78 89.5 98.6 778

Indonesia 2017 95.9 n.a 99 88

Lao PDR 2017 96.6 91.2 99.5 16.2

Malaysia na na na na na

Myanmar 2016 82 67.6 92.8 57.7

Philippines | 2022 306 84.0 98.0 779

Singapore na na na na na

Thailand 2022 99.8 97.7 100.0 87.0

Viet Nam 2021 99.5 955 99.9 97.2

Source: UN-Habitat (n.d.a.)
Note: Data reflects most recent available data.

Table 4. Urban Population (%) With Convenient Access Public Transport in
ASEAN Member States, 2020

Country Capital Share of urban | Select cities Share of urban
population with population with
convenient convenient
access to public access to public
transport in cap- transport in se-
ital cities (%) lect cities (%)

Brunei Darus- Bandar Seri 304 n.a na

salam Begawan

Cambodia Phnom Penh 474 Siem Reap 278

Indonesia Jakarta 54.4 Surabaya 30.6

Lao PDR Vientiane 25.0 Viengchan 24.0

Malaysia Kuala Lumpur 66.7 Johor Bahru 58.6

Myanmar Naypyidaw 374 Yangon 705

Philippines Manila 325 Davao City 59.1

Singapore Singapore 26.1 n.a n.a

Thailand Bangkok 69.0 Chiang Mai 339

Viet Nam Hanoi 30.4 Hai Phong 61.2

Source: UN-Habitat (n.d.b.)
Note: Cities other than the capitals, e.g., Jakarta, Kuala Lumpur, were selected
due to their economic prominence and available of data.
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Urban poverty disproportionately affects vulnerable groups like women and
children. Women in slums face increased violence and health risks due to
insecure housing and poor sanitation, and perform unpaid care work that limits
their economic opportunities (UN-HABITAT, 2020). For urban poor women,
paid work is essential, often insecure, and low-paid, reflecting their subordinate
position in the labour market (UNFPA, 2012). This subsequently affects children
from urban poor families, who face economic hardship, inadequate access to
health and education, and poor living conditions. They lack basic amenities like
clean water and playgrounds, with many forced to work in risky environments
and facing limited parental supervision and care (Bima, et al., 2022).

Despite the widely acknowledged emergence of pockets of poverty in ASEAN’s
urban areas, there has been little effort to map these pockets’ locations or
the challenges that their residents face. However, existing studies offering a
disaggregated look at urban poverty in several urban areas in ASEAN have
reached several important findings.

First, the ASEAN region’s pockets of poverty display a feedback loop between
poverty and exclusion, where poverty encourages the urban poor to live in
places where living costs are affordable amid rapid development in surrounding
areas. However, living in pockets of poverty further deprives the urban poor
of services and opportunities that might help lift them out of poverty, further
reinforcing their exclusion (Hassan, et al., 2022).

Second, limits in accessing services in pockets of poverty can be localised,
depending on the challenges faced in specific areas. For instance, while some
areas might face challenges in meeting needs for sanitation, others might
encounter high incidence of food poverty (Pham, 2008; Stewart & Kuffer,
2007; Das & King, 2019). These challenges further emphasise the importance
of a tailored approach to address pockets of poverty in urban areas, as well
as the need for better monitoring and data collection. Stronger engagement
with the urban poor may be viewed as important to better identify and address
challenges.

Third, pockets of poverty could be viewed as a dynamic phenomenon, and not a
static situation. Pockets of poverty are very much entangled with the dynamics
of urban expansion (and in some contexts, urban decay). Studies of some cities
in the ASEAN region have found that urban expansion often manifests itself as
gentrification, where less-developed urban areas (including pockets of poverty)
that are home to poor people live are “redeveloped” into middle-and-upper class
neighbourhoods with expensive malls and housing complexes unaffordable to
the original, residents.

Redevelopment turns into a socio-spatial restructuring, where the vulnerabilities
of the poor multiply due to rising prices and their exclusion from the new
infrastructure and social spaces (Moore and Goodchild, 2022). In some cases,
urban development hailed as progress led to urban segregation and further
isolation of the poor living in the pockets of poverty, who were physically
excluded through the development of infrastructure oriented for the middle/upper
classes, who often view the poor as a safety threat, or at least an inconvenient
disturbance to their idealised livelihood. Examples of socio-spatial restructuring
through gentrification include Pantai Indah Kapuk in Jakarta or Fort Bonifacio
in Manila, where existing pockets of poverty have been separated from affluent
neighbourhoods, and residents cannot use public facilities (Permanasari, et.
al, 2024).

A more detailed and comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of pockets
of poverty may be viewed as a prerequisite for developing more effective
poverty alleviation initiatives at the national and regional levels. This may be
coupled with a stronger institutionalisation of regional cooperation to address
the challenges of pockets of poverty, including by recognising it as a focus
in ASEAN’s post-2025 vision. To achieve this, the policy brief makes several
recommendations.




E Recommendations

First, ASEAN may consider refining how it conceptualises urban poverty
to hone its approach to urban poverty alleviation. While existing measures
help promote inclusive growth, affordable housing, and improved mobility,
ASEAN could define urban poverty in terms relevant to the multi-dimensional
conditions and unique context of AMS. A regional definition would help ASEAN
ascertain concerns common to different cities in different AMS, which would
increase opportunities to exchange information and best practices. A clear,
multi-dimensional definition of urban poverty may help ASEAN refine existing
poverty measurement methods to include non-monetary standards to avoid
underestimating problems faced by the region’s urban poor. Clear definitions
may also improve identification of vulnerable groups and promote targeted
responses to address the intersectionality of urban poverty and vulnerable
groups.

Second, ASEAN might leverage platforms like the ASCN to enhance
cooperation on urban poverty eradication and better identify pockets of poverty.
Building on its use of technology to develop better cities for AMS citizens,
ASEAN may also benefit from addressing issues stemming from aggregation
bias and an ignorance of spatial differences through enhanced investment in
survey and monitoring tools to obtain more accurate data. Digital technology,
which promises increased inclusivity, may be used to expand outreach to the
residents of pockets of poverty. This will boost understanding of urban poverty’s
multidimensionality in ASEAN by making more relevant data available.

Third, AMS might consider supporting community-level interventions, particularly
those aimed at the urban poor, such as the Baan Mankong programme in
Thailand. Such programmes empower the urban poor, address their needs for
housing and financial inclusion, and also focus on their lack of political rights
(Archer, 2019). Community-centred approaches can empower communities
to create relevant innovations to improve their livelihoods (Roitman, 2019).
ASEAN may consider providing a strategic platform for such programmes to
exchange best practices and build capacity, particularly by leveraging existing
ASEAN mechanisms. ASEAN may also forge connections with stakeholders to
realise these initiatives, specifically to ensure that vulnerable groups are heard.
It may be helpful if these interventions remain sensitive to criticisms associated
with centring development and interventions around communities, such as
local elite capture, misuse of funds (Fritzen, 2007), community dependence
on external funds (Roitman, 2019), and concerns on the sustainability of
community-centred measures (Archer, 2012).

Fourth, AMS may consider the possibility of ensuring participation from the
urban poor as active subjects to develop solutions for urban poverty. This
may be done through including or developing more inclusive participatory
mechanisms for existing schemes, such as ASCN. This mechanism might
be accompanied by more outreach to increase their participation. Local
governments may be encouraged to develop more initiatives that share best
practices, coordinate knowledge exchanges, and explore the development of
community-centred approaches in different contexts. Partnership with dialogue
partners may generate more knowledge on approaches aimed at other contexts
to encourage more bottom-up and community-centred initiatives, so that the
urban poor can participate as active subjects and policy makers can learn from
their lived experience.
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Fifth, ASEAN may consider streamlining its poverty eradication efforts in rural
and urban areas by highlighting the links between rural poverty and how those
links contribute to urbanisation. Efforts may acknowledge how insufficient
opportunities and poor access to services in rural areas has driven many
to move to urban areas, exacerbating existing problems. ASEAN’s Rural
Development and Poverty Eradication (RDPE) agenda has captured this by
highlighting rural-urban interconnectivity in the agriculture sector, intending to
ensure food security among the urban poor and ensure sustainable supplies
from rural farmers. However, this spirit may be further extended to other areas,
such as social protections, healthcare, and education. It might be beneficial for
ASEAN to start by developing initiatives to identify areas of cooperation that
would most benefit from creating more rural opportunities through increased
rural-urban interconnectivity.

Sixth, ASEAN might benefit from undertaking additional studies to identify, map,
and understand urban poverty pockets in AMS. Understanding the patterns
and factors enabling persistent poverty pockets would facilitate cooperation
on urban poverty alleviation. Studies would help decision makers understand
why pockets persist and identify how to break the feedback loop between
poverty and exclusion in specific areas. Moreover, mapping pockets of poverty
in urban areas may also reflect an analysis of how vulnerable groups have
been disproportionately impacted by urban poverty. This will help policymakers
in identifying and eliminating biases in urban policies to ensure inclusive urban
development and growth.

Seventh, it might be worth considering for ASEAN to develop a regional
cooperation platform to concentrate work on eradicating urban poverty pockets.
This platform may be inaugurated at an appropriate regional-level forum to
exchange best practices and knowledge. This cooperation would benefit
from engagement with dialogue partners that have experience in developing
initiatives to address pockets of poverty, particularly in urban contexts.
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