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Executive Summary 
 

The Ghana Urbanization Review II (GUR II) policy note on INTER-JURISDICTIONAL 

COORDINATION, METROPOLITAN MANAGEMENT AND REGIONAL INTEGRATION 

follows up to the Ghana Urbanization Review I (GURI) and studies the practice, mechanisms, 

bottlenecks and future of inter-jurisdictional coordination among large Ghanaian Metropolitan, 

Municipal and District Assemblies (MMDAs).  In particular, GUR II on Interjurisdictional 

Coordination, Metropolitan Management, and Regional Integration looks at the problems of institutional 

coordination and harmonization to promote integrated planning for effective land management, urban 

development, and infrastructure development to enhance connectivity of cities to markets and general 

urban mobility. It takes into consideration concrete examples of service delivery and infrastructure 

projects across jurisdictional boundaries and provides specific recommendations for institutional 

structures for jurisdictional service delivery and its legal and financial backing. 

 

GUR I identified that unprecedented, rapid urbanization in Ghana is accompanied by faster, 

uncontrolled spatial expansion of metropolitan areas resulting in disconnected and insufficient 

provision of basic urban services, low-density development; long commuting distances and 

increased commuter costs; and duplication of development efforts, hence calling for new solutions 

for effective management and coordination in large urban agglomerations. The scale and pace of 

urban sprawl and the resulting negative effects as well as have severely challenged city governments 

calling for an integrated metropolitan planning system to be established for metropolitan areas, in line 

with the policy initiative of the National Urban Policy Framework, emphasizing the importance of 

coordination of adjoining districts in planning under provisions of Act 480. 

 

The study combined review and application of best global practices for interjurisdictional 

coordination, detailed survey studies in five key cities in Ghana (including interviews with 102 

heads of selected departments), review of legal and institutional framework and consultation with 

key regional and national stakeholders. This research was integrated in the analysis of global best 

practices identification of the current legal and policy framework to formulate recommendations for inter-

jurisdictional coordination for improved service delivery.  

 

The study was conducted in four key metropolitan local governments and one municipal local 

government. Data was also collected in two selected adjoining assemblies of each of the study areas in 

order to understand the relationship between the study area and its adjoining assemblies
1
. 

 

This study explores the history and current practice of inter-jurisdictional coordination, 

mechanisms, bottlenecks and options in Ghana and provides comparisons to global and African 

best practices. In addition, policy recommendations are provided to guide future inter-jurisdictional 

projects that have been identified in the study areas. The table below details a long history of inter-

jurisdictional coordination in the study areas as determined by the Local Government Act, which inform 

recommendations for inter-jurisdictional coordination. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Accra Metropolitan Assembly (AMA)- including Tema Metropolitan Assembly and Ga West Assembly, (ii) Kumasi 

Metropolitan Assembly (KMA)- including Asokore Mampong and Atwima Nwabiagya District Assemblies, (iii) 
Sekondi-Takoradi Metropolitan Assembly (STMA)- including Ahanta West and Wassa East District Assemblies, (iv) 
Tamale Metropolitan Assembly (TaMA)-including Savelugu and Sagnerigu District Assemblies and (v) Ho Municipal 
Assembly (HMA)- including Adaklu and South Dayi District Assemblies. 
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Table 1: Study areas institutional history and boundary changes 

Study Areas Institutional History Boundary Changes 
Accra Metropolitan 

Assembly (AMA) 

The population of Accra (AMA) is estimated at 

1,665,086.  It has a land area of 137sq km.  

AMA was established as a Metropolitan 

Assembly in 1989 by LI 1500. It has 10 Sub-

Metros and 16 decentralized departments. 

AMA is one of the biggest of the total of 16 

MMDAs in Greater Accra Metropolitan Area 

(GAMA), an agglomeration with a total 

population of more than 4 million people in an 

area of 3,245km2. 

AMA is an aggregate of semi-independent 

suburbs which were put together by legislation. 

Over time, and due to the increasing frequency 

of adding new districts out of existing ones, its 

boundaries have been changing as some of the 

suburban areas have been carved out into other 

assemblies.  

Kumasi 

Metropolitan 

Assembly (KMA) 

KMA was established as a Metropolitan 

Assembly in 1989 by LI 1614. It has a current 

population of 1,730,204 with a land area of 

214.3 sq km. The Assembly has nine sub-

metros and 16 departments (LI 1961).  KMA is 

the largest assembly in the Greater Kumasi 

area, an agglomeration with a total of 9 

MMDAs and a population of almost 3 million 

people in an area of 3,310 km2. 

Kumasi is one compact and unified community 

under the strong influence of a traditional 

authority. Its boundary has thus remained intact 

since it was created as a metropolis until 2012 

when Asokore Mampong Municipality was 

created out of it. In 2014, the idea of developing 

integrated spatial plans in the Greater Kumasi 

area was confirmed. Nine independent 

surrounding assemblies were included under a 

comprehensive spatial development plan, 

including identification of common interest or 

joint development projects. 

Sekondi-Takoradi 

Metropolitan 

Assembly (STMA) 

STMA was established as a Metropolis in 1995 

by LI 1613.  It covers a land area of 219 sq km 

with a current population of 444,752.  It has 2 

sub metros and 16 decentralized departments. 

STMA is a combination of two cities; Sekondi 

and Takoradi.  Sekondi is the administrative 

capital and Takoradi is a port city.  The two 

cities have grown from a Municipality into a 

Metropolis without having lost or added to its 

boundaries. In 2014, a spatial plan was prepared 

for STMA with six other neighboring coastal 

districts to guide future development and 

implement projects of mutual interest.    

Tamale 

Metropolitan 

Assembly (TaMA) 

Tamale Metropolis is a relatively young 

Assembly; it was created in 2012 by an LI 

2068.  The total land area is 646.9 sq km and a 

population of 223,252.  It has 3 sub metros and 

16 departments.   

Tamale was declared the fastest growing city by 

the close of the year 2000.  Its boundaries kept 

expanding but largely remained as a 

Municipality until it was declared a Metropolis 

in 2012.  However, towards the end of the same 

year Sagnerigu Assembly was created out of the 

Metropolis thus affecting its boundary and 

population size. Thus the current population size 

of Tamale 223,252, technically disqualifies it as 

a metropolis which should have been at least 

250,000. 

Ho Municipal 

Assembly (HMA) 

Ho was created as a Municipal Assembly in 

2004 by LI 1796.  It has a population of 

177,281 covering a land area of 2361 sq km.   

Ho is a traditional community which has grown 

beyond its boundaries from a District Assembly 

to a Municipal Authority.  Its boundary was 

changed in 2012 when Ho West Assembly was 

carved out of the Municipality. However, the 

current population of Ho (177,281) is still above 

the 95,000 that technically qualifies it as a 

Municipality. 

 

The creation of local authorizes in Ghana’s cities dates back to colonial times, primarily marked by 

ordinances creating town councils in 1943, but really advanced with the passing of the Local 

Government Act, 54 (1961) – Ghana adopted a decentralized system of governance in 1988, 

enforced by the 1992 constitution and the Local Government Act 480 (1993). For ease of 

administration under the system, the country has gone through a history of sub-divisions into smaller 

units (assemblies) since 1990 increasing from 110 assemblies in 1990 to 170 in 2008 and now 216 since 

2012. The Local Government Act designates the MMDAs as planning authorities charged with the overall 

development of their respective areas of jurisdiction. Out of the total 216 assemblies there are six (6) 
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Metropolitan, fifty-six (56) Municipal and one hundred and fifty-four (154) District Assemblies 

(MMDAs) within the ten administrative regions (Regional Coordinating Councils) who are administrative 

units with the mandate to do undertake monitoring of assemblies in their region.  

 

 

There is sufficient and available support in the Ghanaian statutory books and legal framework to 

promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. This is secured in the Constitution, but more specifically in 

Act 462 of the Local Government Act 462, the National Development Planning Act (480), including the 

provision for establishment of Joint Committees and Joint Development Boards.  

 

Ghana’s National Urban Policy recommends specific areas of inter-jurisdictional coordination but 

does not provide a full implementation framework for these. The Land Use Planning Bill (not yet 

passed by Cabinet) proposes, under the Planning Models (items ii-v) establishment of multi-regional 

Spatial Development Framework and a Joint Spatial Development Framework. The Consolidated Local 

Government Act, which is being prepared for Cabinet, reproduces all the sections of Act 480 dealing with 

district level planning, and supports the operationalization of inter-jurisdictional coordination in Ghana. 

 

However, evidence indicates that while legal and regulatory provisions are in place to allow for 

effective collaboration across jurisdictions, interjurisdictional coordination is not carried out on 

any substantial scale across Ghana’s urban agglomerations.  

  

 

Key findings on inter-jurisdictional coordination in 5 cities 
 

About half of the respondents have been involved in one or more inter-jurisdictional projects and 

little less than half have had no experience in such projects. This shows that the idea of inter-

jurisdiction is not entirely new to the majority of the assemblies. 

 

The projects completed by the various assemblies under interjurisdictional models were quite 

similar depicting commonality of challenges facing the assemblies. The common projects included 

Waste Disposal, Planning and Budgeting, Health Programs and Spatial Development Plans.   

 

The main mechanisms by which these projects were executed were Inter-Municipal; Municipal and 

Departmental; Inter-Departmental; and Departmental and Central Government (in that order).  

This ordering is not surprising since all the inter-municipal projects were fully funded either by the 

government or a donor. An example is the Spatial Plan for the Greater Kumasi Spatial Plan which was 

funded by JICA.  Other factors were also that such projects were mutually beneficial and a thorough 

feasibility study was conducted. Projects that have not been successful are attributed across the board to 

lack of clear-cut rules and even to clashing personalities that contributed to project failure.   

 

A set of interjurisdictional projects are under implementation, formally and informally. AMA, 

TaMA and KMA are among the leading formal coordinated projects. Again, inter-municipal mechanisms 

top the list of the various mechanisms by which these projects are implemented.  Among these current 

projects, administrative and boundary disputes are the most challenging factors.  There is some form of 

informal coordination being practiced but they are mainly reduced to data sharing and technical advice 

between the assemblies.  This informal coordination is motivated by the need to have a good database for 

effective planning and for mutual exchange of ideas.   

 

The role of the national government in all forms of coordination so far has been to supervise, 

provide specific policy directives for specific projects, financing and building capacity of the 

stakeholders. Civil society has also been involved by participating in stakeholder meetings, awareness 

creation and playing advocacy roles.   
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The economic benefits of coordination are confirmed by all MMDAs.  
 

Table 2: GUR II Study areas inter-jurisdictional economic benefits reported 

Economic Benefits No. % 

Improvement in finance 8 30 

Employment generation 5 19 

Development targets achieved 6 21 

Avoids duplication 3 11 

Enhances performance 5 19 

Total 27 100 

 

However, despite the ongoing progress, there are institutional legal and administrative bottlenecks 

to interjurisdictional coordination. 

 

A key institutional bottleneck to enhanced interjurisdictional coordination is the fact that there is 

no institution officially mandated or empowered to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. 
Currently three institutions play various coordination roles within the assemblies but they largely remain 

in advisory and supportive roles as presented below: 

 

Table 3:  Institutional roles in assemblies 

Institution Role in the assemblies 

Regional Coordinating Councils (RCC) Advisory, monitoring and evaluation 

National Development Planning Commission (NDPC) Policy and development guidelines 

Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development 

(MLGRD) 

Supportive, monitoring and evaluation 

Source: GUR II Field Data: 2014 

  

In terms of legal bottlenecks, there are no Legislative Instruments (LI) backing such laws as ACT 

462 (1993) that enjoins the assemblies to coordinate among themselves. The definition and practice of 

autonomy in the assemblies has been taken by the power players to mean competition and noncompliance 

with other jurisdictions. 

 

The frequent fragmentation of assemblies increases the risk of conflicts between most of the new 

and the parent assemblies, especially boundary disputes. In such instances where the legal issues on 

boundaries persist, it poses a challenge for inter-jurisdiction.    

 

Finally, the opportunities for effective interjurisdictional coordination is also hampered by the 

following factors: (i) no incentive (such as funding sources) for undertaking coordination, (ii) no 

sanctions for neglecting to coordinate, (iii) no earmarked or guaranteed financial support such as an 

investment fund that solely supports inter-jurisdictional coordination and (iv) lack of clear-cut rules on the 

continuity of projects in the case of change of government after general elections. The implementation of 

several projects even within the same district has been halted as a result of changes in government. 

 

Confirming the desire for more interjurisdictional coordination to address service delivery and 

inefficiency challenges, and to create better economies of scale, all 5 MMAs all articulated strong 

interest to undertake infrastructure projects that cut across assemblies and require 

interjurisdictional coordination – key sectors are waste management and transport projects. A total 

of 44 projects were identified from the study areas: AMA (11); KMA (8); TaMA (10); STMA (7) and Ho 

(8). It was found from the list of projects that all the assemblies face common challenges resulting in 

similar choices of projects needed for the development of these study areas in conjunction.  For example, 

all the assemblies identify an engineered landfill site and also a waste management plant to recycle their 
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waste. Further, all have needs for road construction, while Kumasi and Ho requested an airport and an 

airstrip respectively. Accra has a unique planning need for an internet data vault. 

 

Table 4:  Projects in need of inter-jurisdictional coordination to be implemented 

Study area Priority project Remarks 

AMA Waste Treatment Plant Further evaluation of these projects 

that reflect need for inter-jurisdiction 

coordination could be subjected to the 

National Infrastructure Plan (NIP) and 

the Medium Term Development Plan 

(MTDP) of the stakeholder assemblies 

for potential implementation. Any 

Inter-jurisdictional coordination 

should also be guided by the LI on 

Act 480 which is currently being 

prepared by the NDPC. Projects listed 

here show examples of the need for 

inter MMDA coordination. 

 

Interchange at AdjeiKojo/C12 

Internet data Vault 

KMA International airport 

Waste Management Plant 

Western Vehicle Terminal  

TaMA Rest Stop for heavy Duty Vehicles 

Irrigation on Kukuobila river 

Savlugu –Kumbugu Road 

STMA By-pass from Daboase Junction-Agona Nkwanta 

Waste –Energy Plant 

Transit terminal 

Ho Engineered land-fill site 

Specialized Health facility 

Eastern Corridor  

Source: GUR II Field data: 2014  

 

Confirming these trends, Ghana’s National Infrastructure Plan (2013-2017) includes several 

prioritized projects from the MMDAs that are catered to particular needs, including in transport, 

energy and ICT. Given the provisions made in the NIP, road infrastructure, waste management and ICT 

projects proposed from the assemblies stand the chance of being implemented once the required funding 

has been obtained, and provided the correct institutional measures for interjurisdictional coordination are 

in place in the relevant urban agglomerations. 

 

 

Best practices of global and regional metropolitan governance for the Ghanaian 

context  
 

The most important aspects of metropolitan inter-jurisdictional coordination are management and 

budget control, including the mechanisms, processes and institutional arrangements for decision-making.  

The global study of metropolitan governance has only recently begun, but it has been clear since its outset 

that the comparative examination of how organizational differences work in practice and their 

significance for metropolitan governance must be focused on management.  

 

In comparable urban agglomerations in Africa, fourth level of government (metropolitan 

government) has generally been avoided, e.g. in cities such as Cairo, Lagos, and Abidjan. 

Metropolitan governance competencies and intergovernmental relations are managed and controlled by 

the National government as in the case of Cairo or by State, District of Province sub-national levels of 

public management as in the other cases. In this respect, most of the functions of metropolitan 

governments are administered by higher government levels with no subsidiarity at the metropolitan level, 

emphasizing a national-subnational-local system that does not use metropolitan governments. 

 

The obsolescence of metropolitan governance arrangements is a result of the continuously changing 

conditions in which changing land use, environmental and other circumstances and competition and 

cooperation between localities to distribute public goods and services make the proposed approaches fall 

prey to competing priorities between the units of government within the metropolitan area. Thus, by 
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identifying the basic elements for institutional arrangement we can distill the factors by which 

metropolitan governance becomes effective and identify the type of structures and processes to promote 

sound metropolitan governance in Ghana. Factors for effective metropolitan governance include: 

 Region: Determine clear economic and administrative coordination and city-region alignment. 

 Management: Establish organizational mechanisms for efficiency, transparency and 

accountability. 

 Participation: Promote multi-actor inclusion through democratic decision-making and 

engagement. 

 Competencies: Allow metropolitan areas competencies to include activities performed by the 

metropolis through planning coordination or service delivery. 

 Finance: Support allocation of resources to the metropolis defining clear inter-governmental 

roles and responsibilities from other governments. 

 Intergovernmental: Define the national role in supervising or giving incentives to metropolises to 

cooperate or compete. 

 

Based on the above description of the issue of metropolitan governance, theories that have supported 

different models and the description of the management and spatial focus as our understanding of 

governance, we document the actual models. The need for metropolitan management has been met by 

the different solutions identified above giving a spectrum of alternatives: 

 Metropolitan government: Unitary institutions with complete regional authority as a fourth level 

of government. 

 Metropolitan council: Umbrella organization of local units that promotes shared objectives as a 

coordination entity between governments. 

 Territorial polycentrism: Political fragmentation with independent and local self-governments 

that are autonomous and compete between each other. 

 Single purpose district: Seeks service consolidation through inter-jurisdictional coverage of one 

or many sectors or functions. 

 Inter-local cooperation: Regional pragmatism and multi-actor inclusion that creates ad-hoc 

institutions to support existing governments. 

 

The analysis of best practices in inter-jurisdictional coordination suggests that Single Purpose 

Districts are the optimal model to use in the metropolitan areas to complement an already robust 

national, regional and local government framework. This recommendation is based on the following 

considerations. 

 

Ghanaian urban agglomerations need to define the scope of coordination in terms of its functional 

space coverage, for example how they: (i) Affect contiguous MMDA’s requiring their joint planning, 

(ii) Require especially a focus on inter-jurisdictional development planning, and (iii) Should promote 

sustainability goals and objectives. 

 

Ghanaian urban agglomerations also need to build on the existing legal and regulatory framework 

and clarify municipal, metropolitan, regional, and national relations to: (i) Move to inter-

jurisdictional planning for issues that warrant it, (ii) Build on the institutional and regulatory framework 

for each MMDA involved, (ii) Foster active intergovernmental coordination across Government. 

 

This double spatial and regulatory framework suggests that effective metropolitan governance can 

best be achieved by the Single Purpose District model identified above. It emphasizes special inter-

jurisdictional and political coordination as the best management solution (including spatial, institutional 

and political characteristics). Through this strategy MMDAs can identify issues that pertain to more than 

one assembly and coordinate the planning and provisions of public goods and services more efficiently. 

Concretely this would mean that MMDAs that share issues or specific common challenges should 
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consider pooling planning functions to coordinate with the central Government the provision of solution 

to these problems. 

 

Some examples of Single Purpose Districts used in combination with other government structures 

serve as examples of best practice: 

 

Barcelona: Barcelona, Spain is 803 km2 in area, making it a small metropolitan area from a spatial 

perspective. It is defined by its metropolitan administrative boundary in which lie 36 governments. In 

terms of population it is a small metropolitan area with 3.9 Million people, representing 10 percent of 

Spain’s population. The institutional arrangement for the Barcelona metropolis is a result of the 

cooperation of the different local governments within the region on specific sector based issues. The 

institutional arrangement for the Barcelona metropolis is a result of the cooperation of the different local 

governments within the region on specific sector based issues including transportation and the 

environment.  

 

New York: New York, USA has one of the largest areas for its metropolitan boundary with 30,671 km2. 

The administrative definition of its boundary for Census purposes includes portions of three US States, 31 

counties and more than 900 incorporated municipalities. It also has a very large population with 17.8 

Million people, representing 6 percent of the national population. New York is a sector based metropolis 

that services transportation through the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority.  

 

Conclusions, Policy recommendations and Models for Coordination
2
 

 

The Ghanaian urban areas analysis and legal framework assessment shows a clear basis for 

implementation of inter-jurisdictional coordination schemes. The allocation of resources to these 

inter-jurisdictional schemes could support current Ghanaian urban areas intergovernmental transfers from 

the national government creating a robust system of coordination with the national government. This 

suggests a strong level of integration of government levels that can be leveraged for the provision of 

public goods and services given that such mechanisms already exist for this coordination.  

 
The study recommends that inter-jurisdictional coordination and cooperation structures and 

competencies should be incentivized to foster planning and collaboration. The approach 

recommended here is that implementation of the current Ghanaian planning framework through 

operationalization of existing instruments should be pursued instead of creating new schemes or 

instruments to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. These should be implemented in Ghana’s 

metropolitan regions through provision of financial and regulatory incentives to create inter-jurisdictional 

plans in urban agglomerations of adjoining MMDAs. Specifically, these instruments should identify gaps 

in the existing intergovernmental structure in Ghana and support all existing MMDAs and identify the 

funding sources to conducts these inter-jurisdictional functions and the supervision from Government for 

their implementation. 

 

As interjurisdictional plans get formulated, their implementation should be coordinated and 

incentives provided for specific projects agreed by the local and national governments that bring 

together adjoining assemblies that share common problems and would benefit to pool resources and 

decision making to rationalize provision of public goods and services. The proposed recommendation will 

also serve as a tool to help design and deliver new plans for large agglomerations (e.g. Greater Accra 

area) and support the effective implementation of existing inter-jurisdictional plans such as (i) the 

Comprehensive Urban Development Plan for Greater Kumasi as a blueprint for the development of the 

                                                           
2
 The recommendations presented here were endorsed by the Ministry of Local Government and Rural 

Development and through a validation workshop held in Accra on June 3, 2014. 
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Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly and its six adjoining districts and (ii) the Regional Development Plan for 

Sekondi-Takoradi Metropolitan Assembly and its six neighboring districts.  

 

This implementation should be based on the following approach, and address the legal and institutional 

bottlenecks that de-incentivize inter-jurisdictional coordination: 

 

Recommendation 1: Short Term 12 Month Joint Development Areas Designation (JDPA): As required 

by law, the National Development Planning Commission, in consultation with the Minister of Local 

Government and Rural Development and the involved MMDAs and RCCs, should study and recommend 

to the President the designation of contiguous areas as Joint Development Planning Areas (JDPAs). As 

determined by law this designation can be done after determination of special physical or socio-economic 

characteristics necessitate it being considered a single units for the purpose of development planning and 

as allowed in Act 480, section 12.  

 

Issues to be considered for this recommendation within the existing legal framework include: 

Contiguous areas for consideration could be determined on the pertinent laws and requirements, the 

Consolidated Local Government Bill, the response of Government to the Constitutional Review 

Commission, the National Spatial Development Framework and Regional Spatial Development 

frameworks (when they are finalized), the National Infrastructure Plan and GSGDA. 

 

Findings from existing studies and from the Ghana Urbanization Review I could also be 

incorporated to define key sectoral issues to be addressed and to help identify additional urban 

agglomerations and specific MMDAs that are contiguous and currently would benefit from join 

development plans for the rationalization of public goods and services provision. 

 

Recommendation 2:  Establishment of long term 24 Month Joint Development Planning Boards 

(JDPB): Through an executive instrument after evaluation of the National Planning Commission and 

designation by the President, JDPAs could be established and included in the executive instrument as 

allowed in ACT 480, section 13. Specific issues to be resolved in their establishment and proposed issues 

to be considered include: Composition of the Joint Development Planning Board (JDPB) to guide the 

JDCA; Functions of JDPB; Area of authority of JDPB; Coordination with the District Planning 

Authorities and RCCs to provide for the effective function of JDPB. 

 

Issues to be considered within the existing legal framework to facilitate this recommendation: 

Composition and functions of the JDPBs should build on the local government guidelines for 

MMDAs to ensure that all stakeholders potentially involved have representation and consider creating 

opportunities for university and other civil sector groups to participate. Representation from the sectors 

through professionals, RCC leaders, Utilities representatives, the Traditional Authorities and MMDA 

Chiefs should compose JDPB and make decisions by vote. JDPB should be supported financially by 

MMDA’s request to government for budget items to support their yearly activities. The role of the Sectors 

in the JDPB will be to evaluate the feasibility of plans and implement any infrastructure investment. 

 

Definition of area of authority and coordination with other governments should aim to complement 

existing functions provided by MMDAs and use these joint structures to support already existing units 

of government. This should include the functions and sectors identified in JDPA designation as physical 

and socio-economic characteristics warranting this status. Specific functions of relevance for 

consideration include solid waste, road construction and other transportation planning and investments, 

planning and budgeting, health programs and spatial development plans.   

According to Act 480 (13), once established, each JDPB shall determine the economic, social, spatial 

and sectoral policies of the designated area as well as the mobilization of human, physical and 

financial resources for the development of the area. A Development Plan prepared by JDPB shall be 

submitted to the National Development Planning Commission for consideration with copies to the 
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affected District Planning Authority and Regional Coordinating Council. Upon approval of the 

development plan of JDPB by the National Development Planning Commission the plans of the affected 

District Planning Authorities shall be modified accordingly. 

 

 

Taking inter-jurisdictional coordination forward: Additional steps 
 

Donor partners and other multilateral organizations should support the planning process for inter-

jurisdictional coordination identified here as a strategy to target resources at sub-national levels within 

Ghana and supplement the central national government efforts already underway. This will advance 

subsidiarity and metropolitan inter-jurisdictional coordination in these growing urban areas and address 

the spillover effects that urbanization is producing. There would also be a need to assist in financing the 

delivery of actual interjurisdictional infrastructure projects. 

 

Instill flexibility in new Inter-jurisdictional coordination. The recommendations for establishment of 

Joint Development Areas and establishment of Joint Development Planning Boards, endorsed by the 

Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development should be the immediate next step to promote 

good metropolitan governance in Ghana. As continued urbanization takes place in Ghana, strengthening 

and formalization of Greater Metropolitan Areas would be essential. This issue is present in Accra and 

is now emerging in Tema and can be addressed through region Greater Region conferences or other 

events to promote knowledge sharing among all MMDAs and levels of government. 

 

Refine and enhance the national role in supervising or giving incentives to the urban 

agglomerations.  In order to promote cooperation, coordination and completion among MMDAs and 

other stakeholders for inert-jurisdictional coordination Government should clarify and enhance both 

regulatory supervision and financial incentives for metropolitan or municipal assemblies to enter into 

coordination with others. One specific strategy that was discussed in the field and at the validation 

workshop includes developing educational program to ensure that local government personnel are aware 

of existing laws, regulations and institutional support. 

 

Establish clear boundaries for MMDAs. The lack of clear boundaries between jurisdictions create 

creating barriers for effective governance of local governments, reduce the willingness of MMDAs to 

work together, and increases the risk of inefficient planning and implementation of projects and tax 

collection. By clearly defining these boundaries MMDAs and other stakeholders including Traditional 

Authorities will be able to address issues of coordinating and facilitating implementation of metropolitan 

management. The ongoing efforts of Government to resolve disputes on jurisdictional boundaries need to 

be completed to avoid a continuous conflict. In addition, the fragmentation of districts has reduced the 

size of districts, hence risking reducing the economies of scale of delivering services and increasing costs 

of public sector. In going forward, Government should carefully consider the pros and cons of creating 

new districts (costs, proximity to constituency, economies of scale, urban/rural differences, etc.).  

 

Develop formal statistic consolidation programs for subnational units. Another key next step for local 

government improvement in Ghana, especially as it pertains to inter-jurisdictional coordination, is the 

launch of data consolidation management and utilization efforts to guide local government’s management 

and operations. These functions can be undertaken by the RCCs and add value by provided Regions and 

other sub-regional governments with the information for better planning. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The Ghana Urbanization Review II (GUR II) policy note on INTER-JURISDICTIONAL 

COORDINATION, METROPOLITAN MANAGEMENT AND REGIONAL INTEGRATION 

follows up to the Ghana Urbanization Review I (GURI) and studies the practice, mechanisms, 

bottlenecks and future of inter-jurisdictional coordination among large Ghanaian Metropolitan, 

Municipal and District Assemblies (MMDAs).  GUR I identified that unprecedented rapid urbanization 

in Ghana is accompanied by faster spatial expansion of metropolitan regions leading to urban sprawl 

characterized by single-story residential development; long commuting distances between home and 

workplace; and low-density development. This was found to be more profound in Accra followed by 

Kumasi. The other cities studied are relatively less affected by the phenomenon of urban sprawl. 

 

The study looks at the problems and opportunities for institutional coordination and harmonization to 

promote integrated planning for effective land management, urban development, and infrastructure 

development to enhance connectivity of cities to markets and general urban mobility. The policy note is 

organized as follows:  

 

Section 1 provide an introduction, the scope and methodology of the study and provides a brief 

legal and institutional context for interjursdictional coordination in Ghana. 

 

Section 2 identifies what metropolitan governance is and describes the theories and models that 

have been developed over the last century to address issues of urbanization globally. The section 

also evaluates the models identified and determines best practices and ends with an assessment of a 

comparison between the African and GUR II study areas to the metropolitan model typology presented, 

and suggests the type of inter-jurisdictional coordination most likely to be supported by the metropolitan 

areas in question. 

 

Section 3 describes the current coordination mechanisms across levels of government for the urban 

areas under study. Mechanisms for (i) inter-municipal; (ii) municipal and department arrangement; (iii) 

inter-departmental; and (iv) departmental and central government arrangements are identified. The section 

concludes with a description of established factors for effective local governance in Africa that suggest 

comparable strategies to enhance the provision of local goods and services in Ghana. 

 

Section 4 identifies key institutional and legal bottlenecks in promoting metropolitan and regional 

planning in Ghana. It highlights political disincentives and constraints to inter-jurisdictional integration 

in Ghana and illustrates potential economic benefits that could be obtained from promoting inter-

jurisdictional coordination benchmarked to global examples. After these global best practices are 

described, an institutional and bottleneck assessment of Ghanaian inter-jurisdictional coordination and 

metropolitan management is presented. 

 

Section 5 includes recommendations for national-level policy framework and customized 

recommendations for each case study city. These suggestions build on the analysis undertaken 

throughout the document and include both coordination schemes as well as structures where incentives 

are provided to foster coordination in the selected MMDAs.  

 

 

1.1 Scope of Study and Methodology 

 

The study was conducted in four metropolitan and one municipal area. However, data was also 

collected in two selected adjoining assemblies of each of the study areas in order to have an idea about the 

relationship between the study area and its adjoining assemblies. The study areas are listed below: 
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(i) Accra Metropolitan Assembly (AMA) - including Tema Metropolitan Assembly and Ga West 

Assembly. 

(ii) Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly (KMA) - including Asokore Mampong and Atwima 

Nwabiagya District Assemblies. 

(iii) Sekondi-Takoradi Metropolitan Assembly (STMA) - including Ahanta West and Wassa East 

District Assemblies. 

(iv) Ho Municipal Assembly (HMA) - including Adaklu and South Dayi District Assemblies. 

(v) Tamale Metropolitan Assembly (TaMA) - including Savelugu and Tolon District Assemblies. 

 

The demographic and geographical characteristics of the main areas of study are presented in the table 

below: (see Appendix 4 for the details of main and the adjoining study areas).  

 

Table 5:  Ghanaian study areas characteristics 

MMDA Land Size sq km Sub-metros Population 

Sekondi-

Takoradi 

219  2 444,752  

KMA 214.3  10* 1,730,249  

AMA 137  11* 1,665,086  

Ho Municipality 2,361  1 177,281  

Tamale 646.9  3 223,252  

*The figure includes the sub-metros and the City Mayor’s office   

Source: GUR II Field data 2014 

 

A structured questionnaire was developed (Appendix 1) and administered to 102 relevant heads of 

departments in the various assemblies’ administrations (Appendix 2) in order to obtain firsthand 

information on the various inter-jurisdictional coordination mechanisms in practice. Consultations 

were also undertaken with key regional and national stakeholders, including the RCC of AMA and the 

Regional Planning Coordinating Unit of the TaMA RCC. The different coordination mechanisms 

identified were inter-municipal, municipal and departmental arrangement, inter-departmental and 

department and central government arrangements.  

i) Inter-municipal: Two municipalities or assemblies come together to plan and implement a 

project. 

ii) Municipal and departmental: One municipality teams up with a  department in another 

municipality to undertake a project. This was found mostly with newly created assemblies 

seeking technical support or advice from a department in the parent assembly. In those 

arrangements, the two political heads need not sign any formal agreement. 

iii) Inter-departmental coordination: Each department is a jurisdiction on its own. Each has its 

own budget, directors and staff and administrative procedures. If any two of them jointly pool 

resources together to execute a project it is considered as inter-jurisdictional. In the field it 

was found that education and health departments usually coordinated projects together 

without involving the entire assembly. However, they usually have the approval of the chief 

Executive. 

iv) Department and central government: The central government works directly with a 

department on a national project that may not necessarily require the involvement of the 

entire assembly machinery.   

 

There are positive examples both in Africa and outside Africa of inter-jurisdictional coordination 

and there are others with challenges from which applicable lessons can be learned. From the lessons, 

policies been developed to support the MMDAs in Ghana that are yet to take full advantage of the legal 

and administrative provisions that have made in the laws quoted above.  
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Comparison areas are global examples from within Africa and from similar institutional and 

regional environments in other parts of the world and from developed countries. Comparison areas 

include Cairo, Abidjan, Lagos and Johannesburg and a series of 15 best practice areas from around the 

world representing every continent and legal tradition to provide a frame of reference for the Ghana 

Urbanization Review II on Inter-jurisdictional Coordination and Metropolitan management. 

 

Based on a literature review as well as the characteristics of the metropolitan comparison areas, 

especially their legal framework and key characteristics (population, number of governments and 

geographic area), we developed a typology of metropolitan institutional arrangements and 

characteristics to describe these areas. Based on the typology and variables identified above, 15 best 

practice case studies were selected and evaluated to document metropolitan governance structures and to 

determine which model is best applicable in a the context of Ghana’s urbanization. 

 

 

1.2 Legal and Institutional Context of Interjurisdictional Coordination in Ghana’s 

metropolitan areas 

 

The 1992 Constitution of Ghana enforces the practice of a decentralized system of governance. For 

ease of administration under the system, the country has gone through a history of sub-divisions into 

smaller units (assemblies) since 1990. In 1990, there were 110 assemblies and in 2006, the number rose to 

138; in 2008 more assemblies were created, bringing the number to 170. Currently there are 216 

assemblies. Out of these assemblies there are six (6) Metropolitan, fifty-six (56) Municipal and one 

hundred and fifty-four (154) District Assemblies (MMDAs) within ten (10) major administrative regions.  

 

A Metropolitan Assembly is first defined by a population of 250,000 and above and is usually a 

multi-functional growth center. This is followed by a Municipal Assembly which has a defining 

population of 95,000 or above, it is usually referred to as a single compact settlement and next in the 

hierarchy is the District Assembly whose population must be 75,000 or above.  The common 

characteristic of these assemblies is their ability to provide basic infrastructure and development needs for 

its population from a locally generated fund.    

 

Overseeing the functions of these MMDAs are the Regional Coordinating Councils (RCCs) 

established in each of the 10 regions. The RCCs have both administrative and planning functions 

over the MMDAs and they act on behalf the National Development Planning Commission
3
 (see 

Appendix 6 for details). 

 

The MMDAs are mandated to perform the administrative, planning and development functions 

within their jurisdiction. In addition they are permitted to enter into inter-jurisdictional coordinated 

project and programs for their mutual benefit.
4
  These provisions are made so that the Assemblies that are 

well endowed with personnel and material resources will share their ‘wealth’ with the others that may 

have just an equal share in a project that will benefit both MMDAs. 

 

It is therefore essential that the MMDAs cooperate and coordinate with one another for the 

provision of services in order to achieve maximum efficiencies, larger economies of scale, and 

improved service delivery. Active cooperation and coordination among them through such vehicles as 

Inter-municipal, Municipal and department, Inter-departmental Departmental and Central government can 

lead to substantial and meaningful changes in economic competitiveness and higher quality of life in their 

jurisdictions.   

                                                           
3
 Act 462 (1993), Section 132; Act 480 (1994) Section 8  

4
 Act 462 (1993) Section 32 
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Urban growth patterns and commuter sheds define the boundaries of metropolitan areas and give 

origin to issues such as sprawl and traffic congestion. These issues need to be addressed through a 

regional lens that emphasizes sustainability, devolution and competitiveness. Through this lens, 

governments are able to recognize the role of regional systems such as transportation, water supply, park 

systems, housing and employment markets, which operate at the metropolitan scale, and provide 

appropriate solutions to the issues brought about by urbanization.  Such issues as economic polarization, 

environmental degradation or tax imbalances strain municipal service delivery and point to the need of 

service areas and systems spread across large number of places and jurisdictions. 

 

In this respect metropolitan regions pose unprecedented governance challenges given their size, 

continued growth, social diversity, spatial heterogeneity, economic status and institutional 

dimensions. The governance challenge for metropolitan areas is based in the need to provide public 

services across a multitude of local jurisdictions. Further, effective metropolitan governance systems 

require political clout and leadership within institutions, recognition of the regional geographic scope of 

these metropolitan areas, and concerted efforts that incentivize or mandate cooperation through 

established and recognized authority. 

 

The following structures and dynamics can guide the evaluation of governance typologies, Ghanaian 

study areas and recommendations: 

 

(i) Growing territorial diversity in the social, economic, and ethnic makeup of neighborhoods 

amplifies an already increasing social diversity. 

 

(ii) Fragmentation of authority among metropolitan localities, between governance 

arrangements in specific policy sectors and between different levels of government. This 

can create significant difficulties in coordinating responses to collective metropolitan 

agendas. 

 

(iii) Growing transnational economic competition which creates new demands on major 

metropolitan regions to bring jobs and prosperity to their surrounding regions, but which can 

also aggravate metropolitan social and spatial inequalities. 

 

(iv) Governance in metropolitan areas also must confront changing lines of social, economic 

and cultural conflict brought to the fore by the process of governmental decentralization. 

 

 

There is sufficient and available support in the Ghanaian statutory books to promote inter-

jurisdictional coordination. First, the Republican Constitution (1992), Article 245 permits (a) “the 

formulation and execution of plans, programs and strategies for effective mobilization of resources 

necessary for the overall development of the district”. This article leaves an open door for districts to 

effectively mobilize resources (even beyond its borders) provided it can lead to the overall development 

of the district. 

 

 Act 462 (1993) followed Article 245, directing the operations of the district assembly. Section 32 (1) 

states that “A District Assembly may in agreement with any one or more District Assemblies appoint a 

joint committee for any project in which they are jointly interested and may delegate to the committee any 

functions of the District Assembly relating to the project for which the committee is appointed”. Section 

33 of the same Act states “Subject to the approval of the Minister, a District Assembly may join any other 

District Assembly in the carrying out of any commercial activity that falls within the scope of their 

respective functions and may determine as between themselves the allocation of the cost or benefits in 

respect of that activity”. 
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Act 480 (1993) goes further to spell out the modalities in the establishment of inter-jurisdictional 

coordination. Sections 12 and 13 recommend the creation of Joint Development Planning Areas warrant 

the creation of contiguous areas by the President, “if special physical or socio-economic characteristics 

necessitate it being considered as a single unit for the purpose of development planning”. The Act also 

call for the formation of Joint Development Boards through an executive instrument issued under section 

12 (2) of the Act 480 to oversee the operations of inter-jurisdictional coordination and formulate and 

supervise the implementation of development plans for the designated area.  

 

The National Urban Policy (2012) Sectionss 3.2; 3.5 and 3.9 recommend areas of inter-jurisdictional 

coordination. Finally, the Land Use Planning Bill drafted under LUPMP, proposes, under the Planning 

Models (items ii-v) multi-regional Spatial Development Framework and a Joint Spatial Development 

Framework.   

 

Furthermore, as of 2014, the bill on Local Government Act 2012 is in the process of ratification. 

This bill reviews and seeks to consolidate five (5) major pieces of legislation on local government and 

decentralization namely: (i) District Assemblies Common Fund Act, 1993, Act 455, (ii) Local 

Government Act, 1993, Act 462, (iii) National Development Planning (System) Act, 1994, Act 480, (iv) 

Local Government Service Act, 2003, Act 656 and (v). Internal Audit Agency Act, 2003, Act 658. In part, 

this bill reproduces all the sections of Act 480 dealing with district level planning, and supports the 

operationalization of inter-jurisdictional coordination in Ghana. 
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2. Metropolitan management and inter-jurisdictional coordination – Models, 

typologies and application for Ghana 
 

This section identifies what metropolitan governance is and describes the theories and models that 

have been developed over the last century to address issues of urbanization globally. The section 

also evaluates the models identified and determines best practices. The section ends with a comparison 

between selected regional (African) and GUR II study areas and the metropolitan model typology 

presented, and suggests the type of inter-jurisdictional coordination most likely to be supported by the 

metropolitan areas in Ghana. 

 

2.2 Metropolitan Governance: a Definition 

 

Governance is defined in different ways though this study assumes the definition that governance is 

“the exercise of political, economic and administrative authority in the management of a country’s 

affairs at all levels. It is comprised of the mechanisms, processes and institutions through which citizens 

and groups articulate their interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their obligations and mediate their 

differences” (UNDP Governance for Sustainable Human Development, New York, 1997, pp. 2-3). 

 

The most important aspect of this definition for developing a typology of metropolitan governance 

is that it is focused on management and budgeting, including the mechanisms, processes and 

institutional arrangements for decision making.  The global study of metropolitan governance has only 

recently begun, but it has been clear since its outset that the comparative examination of how 

organizational differences work in practice, and their significance for metropolitan governance, must be 

focused on management and that this is the most pressing issue to address from an implementation 

perspective. 

 

Urban areas across the globe are composed of more than one local governmental unit giving origin 

to multi-jurisdictional entities such as the ones described above. These units require feasible 

approaches to cooperation, changing global conditions and environmental issues. However, through 

experiences in recent decades with these approaches and governance models, it has also become clear that 

most inter-jurisdictional units and institutional arrangements tend to become obsolete after promulgated, 

especially when they are highly institutionalized in new government units, making them unresponsive to 

changing conditions.  

 

The obsolescence of metropolitan governance arrangements is a result of the continuously changing 

conditions in which changing land use, environmental and other circumstances and competition 

and cooperation between localities to distribute resources make the proposed approaches fall prey 

to competing priorities between the units of government within the metropolitan area. Thus, by 

identifying the basic elements for institutional arrangement we can distill the factors by which 

metropolitan governance becomes effective and identify the type of structures and processes to promote 

sound metropolitan governance in Ghana.  

 

Generally speaking, metropolitan institutional arrangements vary across a vertical axis that 

represents the degree of participation and a horizontal axis that represents the degree of 

institutionalization of potential approaches (a third dimension to be included in the typology in the 

next pages is the spatial scale superimposed over this vertical and horizontal management matrix): 
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Figure 1.1: Metropolitan Arrangement Approaches 

 
 

By focusing on management as the core issue for defining governance in general, and metropolitan 

governance in particular, we suggest that their two basic management components are 

participation (or the types of actors included in decision making) and formalism (the level of 

bureaucracy or institutionalism of the arrangement). In this model governance arrangements that are 

inclusive of more diverse actors and at the same time that have a lower degree of institutionalization are 

more versatile and provide the needed flexibility to cope with changing economic, social and political 

conditions.  

 

A review of the metropolitan governance theories and models of the last century provides an 

opportunity to demonstrate the definition of metropolitan governance outlined above. A third 

component of governance relevant to metropolitan discussions, as mentioned above, is the spatial scale of 

a region that calls for metropolitan governance of different local jurisdictions. 

 

1.2 Metropolitan Governance Theories and Models 

 

The debate on optimal governmental arrangements for metropolitan regions has raged since early 

in the 20
th

 Century. This coincides with the rapid growth of municipal boundaries and the need for 

economic regions to cope with the pressure from expanding urban areas, especially in the developed 

world. This section describes three phases in the debate over metropolitan governance: the Regionalism 

of the early 20
th
 century as an institutional solution to metropolitan governance, the Public Choice 

reaction of the mid-20
th
 century that advocated for local control, and the more recent New Regionalism 

theory that looks to find pragmatic solutions to regional problems. 
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Table 1.1: Metropolitan governance theories and models 

 
 

Several main theories are summarized in the table above along with each theory’s period and historical 

context, its emphasis on different solutions to cope with the reality of regional challenges, and finally the 

approaches and models that have been implemented following each theory. 

 

2.3 Metropolitan Governance Typology 

 

Based on the above description of metropolitan governance, the historic theories that have supported 

different models, and the description of the management and spatial focus as our understanding of 

governance, we now move to document the models in practice. The need for metropolitan management 

has been met under the framework outlined above across a spectrum of alternatives: 

 

 Metropolitan government: Unitary institution with complete regional authority. 

 

 Metropolitan council: Umbrella organization of local units that promotes shared objectives. 

 

 Territorial polycentrism: Political fragmentation and local self-government. 

 

 Single purpose district: Seeks service consolidation through inter-jurisdictional coverage. 

 

 Inter-local cooperation: Regional pragmatism and multi-actor inclusion. 

 

First we describe the average number of governments, area and population for metropolitan 

governance models based on a selection of best practice cases. This will document the general 

characteristics of the models and give us the necessary context to evaluate the particularities of each one 

in the following section, and develop specific case studies. After this overview we discuss the model’s 

internal and external features. The 15 cases selected represent best practices for each of the different 

models and exemplify their most important options in terms of their general, internal and external 

characteristics.  

 

In the following table we list first the organizational or jurisdictional entity followed by the 

implementation or metropolitan entity that provides services or that is responsible for metropolitan 

issues in the area for the 15 best practice areas. We then relate this framework to land area and 

population indicators to describe each metropolitan area and its relation to the different models. 

 



22 
 

Table 1.2: Metropolitan governance models: General characteristics 

 
 

Metropolitan Governments such as Shanghai, Singapore and Toronto are single unitary 

government frameworks with only one government in charge of metropolitan issues. Their area and 

population varies but tends to be high. These inter-jurisdictional arrangements usually provide all urban 

purpose services as a function of this multi-purpose government unit. Metropolitan Councils are hybrid 

metropolitan governance arrangements in which a regional government such as in London or Tokyo or a 

Council such as in Paris manages a large area with a medium size number of governments and large 

population. In this scheme a regional body coordinates provision of urban services but delivery is 

undertaken by private or government specific sector providers.  

 

In a Territorial Polycentrism model, metropolitan governance is usually sector based but local or 

state in implementation over large physical areas and having a medium range number of governments 

and large populations as suggested above. In this regional management strategy, provision of all urban 

services is delivered by local governments as multi-purpose governments. Single Purpose Districts 

generally vary in that sector implementation encompasses different local areas that are small in size and 

population. Here provision of services is a specialized function of this inter-jurisdictional coordination 

arrangement in coordination with other general-purpose governments. Inter-Local Cooperation 

arrangements vary in organization and implementation entities but tend to emphasize pragmatic solutions 

in which stakeholders, different governments, or civil society, come together to solve specific problems. 

In this type of arrangement public services are provided by governments and complemented by other 

structures that support them though civil society or other government levels. 

 

The following figure provides a graphical comparison of the different models: 
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Figure 1.2: Metropolitan governance models average governments, area and population 

 

 
 

Generally speaking, Metropolitan Governments or unitary governance models tend to emerge in 

regions with a relatively low number of local governments, a small area and a small population 

compared to the other models. This shows that more formal and institutionalized ways of governance 

work best in small areas with small populations. Metropolitan Councils, on the other hand, have medium 

number of governments, large land areas and high populations, showing that this tends to be an 

appropriate model for regions with large urban areas in which there are a small number of local 

governments within the region. 

 

In Territorial Polycentrism metropolitan areas one typically finds a large number of governments 

compared to those abiding by other models, along with a medium range of areas, and a medium 

population size. To some extent the presence of this model at the center of the figure above suggests that 

this is the typical situation for most metropolitan areas reflecting a large population over a large area and 

the existence of a large number of local and other governments. 

 

On average, Single Purpose Districts are characterized by a large number of governments, a small 

area, and a small population. This shows that this model is ideal for small geographic areas in which the 

large number of governments creates challenges for the provision of services.  

 

Finally, Inter-Local Cooperation metropolitan governance models are ideal for areas with high 

number of governments, large areas and small populations. This is shown by the tendency of 

metropolitan areas with a large number of governments to require incentives for coordination among the 

constituting local jurisdictions that require pragmatic and civic led governance. The New York region 

with its highly functional regional administration exemplifies this phenomenon. 

 

There are exceptions to these general rules, of course. Shanghai, for example, has a very large population 

and a consolidated metropolitan government. And New York uses single purpose districts to manage its 

regional transportation and water systems despite its large population and land area. 
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2.4 Evaluation of Metropolitan Governance Models 

 

In the section that follows we evaluate the internal and external characteristics and conditions of 

metropolitan governance for the five models, based on the above description of metropolitan 

governance models and building on the notion that the interconnectedness of metropolitan communities 

lies at the core of the metropolitan problem. 

 

An important variable in metropolitan governance structures is the framework that each unit uses. In this 

framework we describe the relationship between each type of organization or jurisdiction and its 

responsibilities and implementation structure.  
 

1.4.1. Metropolitan Governance Internal Characteristics 

 

In order to understand the differences between these models and the specific cases, we now describe 

their internal characteristics along the spatial, institutional and political dimensions for the 

different metropolitan governance models. The following internal characteristics of governance allow 

us to evaluate the different models and cases:  

 

 Region: Functional and administrative coordination and city-region alignment. 

 

 Management: Vertical and horizontal mechanisms for efficiency, transparency and 

accountability. 

 

 Participation: Multi-actor inclusion through democratic decision-making and engagement. 

 

Table 1.3: Metropolitan governance internal characteristics 

 
 

The Region factor conveys the spatial coverage or extent of metropolitan territory within a given 

area. This spatial component of a metropolitan area can be further subdivided into Functional or 

Administrative space. By a Functional space we denote the economic and physical extent of a 

metropolitan area. By Administrative space we denote the jurisdictional or management entity definition 

of a given metropolitan area that identifies its boundaries by recognition of the local governments it 

intersects. The boundaries of a Functional and Administrative region usually differ and the Functional 

space is usually more diffuse than the Administrative spatial units. This difference is usually materialized 

in broad Functional metropolitan areas and narrow local Administrative boundaries. Factors are 

determined for any metropolitan area by determining if their Functional and Administrative space are 

either Metropolitan or Local based on institutional and regulatory analysis. 

 

The Management factor reflects the institutional or inter-jurisdictional relations for governance in 

a given metropolitan area. Horizontal level coordination of all local governments in public policies or 

problem solving encompasses the multitude of local governments that exist within a metropolitan area, 
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while a vertical level reflects the problems of hierarchy in inter-governmental relations and the role that 

metropolitan areas play within the national or federal and local or municipal levels of government. 

Vertical and horizontal institutional arrangements define management entities and describe the interaction 

of all government units within a given area. Factors are determined for any metropolitan area by 

determining if their Vertical and Horizontal management emphasize either Organization or 

Implementation functions based on documentation of the areas institutions. 

 

Participation and political factors in describing a metropolitan area are a key and defining aspect. 
Metropolitan areas can have more pronounced engagement or decision making inclusion within built into 

their processes, and the spatial scale of these civic engagement processes can be metropolitan or local in 

scope. This means that both public participation and engagement that contribute to a healthy democratic 

process within metropolitan areas can be localized and do not transcend to a larger regional scale. 

Alternately they can be meaningful at the metropolitan scale bringing to the democratic process issues 

that are metropolitan in nature and not based on small community issues. Factors are determined for any 

metropolitan area by determining if their Decision making and Engagement political processes are either 

Metropolitan or Local based on institutional and regulatory analysis. 

 

1.4.2 Metropolitan Governance External Characteristics 

 

In order to understand external characteristics of these different models and specific cases, we now 

describe the competencies, financial and intergovernmental dimensions for these different 

metropolitan governance models. The following characteristics of governance allow us to evaluate the 

different models and cases:  

 

 Competencies: Activities performed by the metropolis through planning coordination or service 

delivery. 

 Finance: Allocation of resources to the metropolis making it autonomous or dependent on other 

governments. 

 Intergovernmental: National role in supervising or giving incentives to metropolises to cooperate 

or compete. 

 

  



26 
 

Table 1.4: Metropolitan governance external characteristics 

 
 

The Competencies factor denotes the typical activities carried out by the governance model and 

usually entail planning and coordination activities that organize land use and other physical planning 

efforts and/or direct service delivery, where the metropolis is responsible for operating infrastructure or 

other regionally-based public services. Metropolises can undertake these two activities in combination or 

separately depending on their specialization as a general government that would do both, or as specialized 

governance structures that would undertake only planning or service delivery. Factors are determined for 

any metropolitan area by determining if their Planning and Service Delivery competencies are either 

Local, Metropolitan or National based on documentation on the jurisdiction part of the analysis. 

 

The Finance factor reflects the way in which, generally speaking, the metropolitan governance 

model acquires the needed financial resources to sustain its activities. A structure can be either 

autonomous or dependent and will be able either to fund its activities through direct collection of taxes, 

fees or charges, or through intergovernmental transfers based on earmarked or formula based 

arrangements. Accordingly, a metropolitan governance model will be either more independent when the 

government is more clearly established or rely more on others when the model is more informal and 

service-based, when it will use transfers, charges and fees. Factors are determined for any metropolitan 

area by determining if their Autonomous and Dependent space are either Local, Metropolitan or National 

based on institutional and regulatory analysis for any metropolitan area. 

 

The Intergovernmental factor looks to describe the national role played in each type of governance 

structure and to denote either the emphasis of supervision or incentives by a central government to 

its metropolitan areas. The relations are focused in this analysis on the regulatory or financial basis of 

such supervision or provision of incentives, and generally show that there are more national government 

incentives and supervision as there is more independence and autonomy in the metropolitan governance 

model. Factors are determined for any metropolitan area by determining if their Supervision and 

Incentives intergovernmental mechanisms are either Regulatory or Financial based on institutional and 

regulatory analysis. 

 

2.5 Classification and Analysis of Metropolitan Areas in Africa and Ghana 

 

The model presented above can serve as an analysis tool to understand the dynamics of specific 

governance systems and how they compare to the different metropolitan governance typologies. In 

Africa we take Cairo, Lagos, Abidjan and Johannesburg as comparable areas that serve to understand the 

structures used in the African Nations for management of large urban areas. The following table describes 

the characteristics of these metropolises: 
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Table 1.5: African comparison areas characteristics 

Metropolis Area Governments Population Responsibility 

Cairo 1,295 171 12,200,000 National 

Lagos 738 17 13,400,000 State 

Abidjan 298 14 3,300,000 District 

Johannesburg 2,396 15 6,000,000 Province 

 Source: Metropolis, 2009 

 

The key issue for understanding African metropolitan governance is that competencies and 

intergovernmental relations in the comparison areas suggest regional issues are either managed and 

controlled by the National government as in the case of Cairo or by State, District of Province sub-

national levels of public management as in the other cases. In this respect most of the specific internal 

or external functions of metropolitan governments in Africa are administered by higher 

government levels with no subsidiarity at the metropolitan level.  

 

However, placing the metro areas with the information provided above suggests some of the 

inherent patterns of management for the comparison areas as the interrelationship between 

population, number of governments, and geographical area provide a common benchmark to identify 

demand for services as result of population levels, service provision structure as a result of number of 

governments, and spatial complexity as a result of the geographic area size. The results can be seen in the 

following chart: 

 

Figure 1.3: Metropolitan governance models and African comparison areas - 

governments, area and population 
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As seen above, the African comparisons areas fall within the metropolitan governance model with 

lower levels of area and number of governments (with the exception of Cairo). This suggests that 

regional management and inter-jurisdictional coordination for these areas would tend to be supported by 

the typologies that emphasize either decentralized municipal subsidiarity as in territorial polycentrism, 

and metropolitan arrangements such as metropolitan governments or councils that act as forums for these 

different municipalities. Finally, single purpose district schemes that provide infrastructure or other 

services across several municipalities can also provide economies of scale and scope related to the 

population levels, number of governments, and square kilometers of these metropolitan areas. 

 

In African comparable urban agglomerations the avoidance of a fourth level of government can be 

seen in Cairo, Lagos, Abidjan, and Johannesburg. Metropolitan governance competencies and 

intergovernmental relations are managed and controlled by the National government as in the case of 

Cairo or by State, District of Province sub-national levels of public management as in the other cases. In 

this respect, most of the functions of metropolitan governments are administered by higher government 

levels with no subsidiarity at the metropolitan level, emphasizing a national-subnational-local system that 

does not employ metropolitan governments. 

 

This comparative analysis of African areas within the governance typology model along with the 

suggested nature of potential schemes for regional coordination can be employed to compare the 

Ghana Urbanization Review II study areas (Accra, Kumasi, Sekondi-Takoradi, Tamale and Ho). 
However, given the level of population, number of governments, and physical area of the study areas, the 

model diagram must be constructed at a different scale. The positioning of government arrangements in 

the lower left corner and more informal schemes at the right allows us to describe the position of the 

Ghanaian study areas. With this in mind the following pattern emerges: 

 

Figure 1.4: Ghana Urbanization Review II metropolitan governments, area and population 

 
Source: GUR II Field data 2014 
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As with the African comparisons areas, this analysis suggests that regional management and inter-

jurisdictional coordination for the Ghana Urbanization review II study areas would tend to be supported 

by the typologies that emphasize either decentralized municipal subsidiarity, as in territorial polycentrism, 

and metropolitan arrangements such as metropolitan governments or councils that act as forums for these 

different municipalities. As with African metropolitan areas, single purpose district schemes that provide 

infrastructure or other services across several municipalities can also provide the economies of scale and 

scope related to the population levels, number of governments and square kilometers of these 

metropolitan areas.  In the context of Ghana’s decentralization, it is important to note that although some 

sectors are have been devolved legally but operationalization of this process is under development. In 

sum, sectors such as roads, health and education are in practice de-concentrated more than decentralized, 

providing services at a sub-national level but with no complete regional or sub-regional subsidiarity for 

these local government units to provide these services.  

 

1.5.1 Analysis of Ghana Urbanization Review II Study Areas 

Based on the previous classification of GUR II study areas within the typology of metropolitan 

governance presented here, we now analyze and classify the five study areas along both the internal 

and external characteristics identified in the previous sections. As described above in the model 

Internal and External factors section, for each urban agglomeration and based on institutional, historic and 

especially the field work conducted for GUR II we determine the combinations of options that best 

describe in this model the characteristics of Ghana urban areas. This provided the basis for understanding 

the classification of these metropolitan areas along the factors identified above for the model. First we 

present the classification of the study areas along the internal characteristics, as shown in the following 

table: 

 

 

Table 1.6: Analysis of GUR II study areas internal characteristics 

MMDA Region Management Participation 

Sekondi-

Takoradi 

Metropolitan Functionalism 

and Administration 

Vertical Organization and 

Implementation 

Metropolitan Decision-

making and 

Engagement 

KMA Metropolitan Functionalism 

and Administration 

Vertical / Horizontal 

Organization and 

Implementation 

Metropolitan / Local 

Decision-making and 

Engagement 

AMA Metropolitan Functionalism 

and Administration 

Vertical / Horizontal 

Organization and 

Implementation 

Metropolitan / Local 

Decision-making and 

Engagement 

Ho Municipality Local Functionalism and 

Administration 

Vertical Organization and 

Implementation 

Local Decision-making 

and Engagement 

Tamale Metropolitan Functionalism 

and Administration 

Vertical Organization and 

Implementation 

Metropolitan Decision-

making and 

Engagement 

In terms of the functional and administrative coordination and city-region alignment described by the 

region factor, 4 of the study areas (Sekondi-Takoradi, KMA, AMA and Tamale) have a governance 

system that coordinates both the spatial boundary and administrative responsibilities as 

metropolitan areas. Ho municipality provides the same functional and administrative coordination, but 

at a local level.  It is essential to note that larger urban agglomerations such as GAMA span more 

municipalities and provide a different level of population magnitudes and development scale. These larger 

urbanization units are important to be considered in this context as they are emerging structures that will 

become even more important as continued urbanization takes place in Ghana. 
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Management in the study areas is a hybrid vertical and horizontal organization and 

implementation of public administration functions given these are large metropolitan areas that 

have multiple sub-regions (KMA and AMA), which require coordination among different 

governments for organization and implementation. The other three study areas (Sekondi-Takoradi, Ho 

Municipality and Tamale) have management functions that are concentrated in one governmental unit and 

require a vertical management of organization and implementation of public administration. 

The character of multi-actor inclusion through democratic decision making includes for all study 

areas both political decision making and engagement through the administrative legal requirements 

of the national governments for MMDAs. There is no difference with the study areas considered since 

in Ho municipality this participation is carried out at the local levels as a municipality while in the other 

study areas political participation and inclusion is coordinated at a metropolitan level.  

We now present the classification of the study areas along the external characteristics, as shown in the 

following table: 

Table 1.7: Analysis of GUR II study areas external characteristics 

MMDA Competencies Finance Intergovernmental 

Sekondi-

Takoradi 

Metropolitan Planning and 

Service Delivery 

Dependent Metropolitan 

/ National Financing 

Regulatory/Financial 

Supervision and 

Incentives 

KMA Metropolitan Planning and 

Service Delivery 

Dependent Metropolitan 

/ National Financing 

Regulatory/Financial 

Supervision and 

Incentives 

AMA Metropolitan Planning and 

Service Delivery 

Dependent Metropolitan 

/ National Financing 

Regulatory/Financial 

Supervision and 

Incentives 

Ho Municipality Local Planning and Service 

Delivery 

Dependent Local / 

National Financing 

Regulatory/Financial 

Supervision and 

Incentives 

Tamale Metropolitan Planning and 

Service Delivery 

Dependent Metropolitan 

/ National Financing 

Regulatory/Financial 

Supervision and 

Incentives 

In terms of the activities performed by the study areas through coordination or service delivery, all 

study areas provide planning functions and service delivery although they vary in their legal 

standing as either metropolitan assemblies or municipal assemblies. In this respect Ghanaian urban 

areas show a clear basis for implementation of metropolitan or local inert-jurisdictional coordination 

schemes that also support sector based service delivery. 

The allocation of resources to the metropolis can make it either autonomous to or dependent on 

other governments, suggesting that Ghanaian urban areas tend to be dependent on intergovernmental 

transfers from the national government creating a robust system of coordination between either 

metropolitan or local assemblies and the national government. This suggests a strong level of integration 

of government levels that can be leveraged for the provision of public goods and services given 

mechanisms already exist for this coordination. 

In this respect, the national role in supervising or giving incentives to the urban areas in Ghana to 

cooperate or compete provide both regulatory and financial supervisions and incentives to 

cooperate within each metropolitan or municipal assembly for the provision of public goods and 
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services. This supports strong governance systems for the implementation of national urban policy and 

the support of a Ghanaian system of cities.  

AMA has a more completed task of coordination than the other study areas: AMA is part of the 

Greater Accra Metropolitan Area (GAMA) which has as much as 16 local governments with a 

projected population of 4,010,054 (2012). AMA is also the administrative capital of Ghana and also 

hosts the Regional Coordinating Council for the region; it therefore performs metropolitan, regional and 

national functions. Greater KMA follows with nine local governments but has a combined population of 

2,945,939 and does not perform any national function as AMA does. 
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3.  Analysis of past and current inter-jurisdictional coordination 
 

This section describes the current coordination mechanisms across levels of government for the 

urban areas under study. Mechanisms for (i) inter-municipal; (ii) municipal and department 

arrangement; (iii) inter-departmental; and (iv) departmental and central government arrangements are 

identified. The section concludes with a description of established factors for effective local governance 

in Africa that suggest comparable strategies to enhance the provision of local goods and services in 

Ghana. 

 

3.1 Characteristics of Inter-jurisdictional Coordination Mechanisms 

 

The study revealed that 52 percent of respondents had formally undertaken at least one of the 

different types of inter-jurisdictional coordination mechanisms. The results of the study area are 

depicted in Figure 2.1 in which KMA has the highest rate of engagement (73 percent) indicating it had 

undertaken at least one of the different types of inter-jurisdictional coordination. KMA is followed by 

TaMA (69 percent) with the lowest being HMA, recording only 24 percent.  

 

The 52 percent of respondents that had formally undertaken at least one type of inter-jurisdictional 

coordination reported that they did so mainly in the areas of data sharing and technical advice. The 

main incentives for this informal coordination include mutual exchange of data and ideas in ensuring a 

reliable database for effective planning. 

 

Fig. 2.1:  History of coordination according to study area 

 
 

2.1.1 Common projects in coordination 

 

The analysis revealed that about 5 types of projects  were frequently embarked upon in the inter-

jurisdictional coordination. These are waste management, planning and budgeting, transportation 

planning, health programs, and spatial development plans. The lesser ones include water projects, law 

enforcement, joint monitoring, and constructing educational facilities. The lesser ones are grouped as 

‘others’ in Figure 2.2 in the figure below. 
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Fig 2.2: Common projects 

 
 

 

2.1.2 Types of Coordination by study area 
 

Four main types of mechanisms for coordination are discussed in this study, as shown in Table 2.1 

and Figure 1.3 below. Inter-municipal coordination mechanisms were found to be common both 

historically and in current practice, this followed by municipal and departmental arrangements. The least 

practiced mechanism is the departmental and the central government.   

 

Table 2.1: Types of coordination mechanism according to study area by time frame 

Study area 

 

 

 

Mechanism  

AMA KMA STMA HMA TaMA 

 

Hist. 

 

Current 

 

Hist. 

 

Current 

 

Hist. 

 

Current 

 

Hist. 

 

Current 

 

Hist. 

 

Current 

Inter-

municipal 
X X X X X X X X X X 

Municipal and 

Department 

Arrangement 

X X X X X  X X X X 

Inter-

departmental 
 X X X X X  X X X 

Depart. And 

Central Govt. 

Arrangement 

 X X X X    X X 

 

 

 

Waste Mgt 
8% 

Planning and Bgt 
14% 

Transport  Plg 
16% 

Health Prog 
18% 

Spatial devt Plans 
21% 

Urban Water  
6% 

Others' 
17% 
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Figure 2.3: Type of coordination mechanism within time frame 

 

 

2.1.3 Coordination Mechanisms 
 

Major institutions in the implementation of projects in the MMDAs need to be described to 

understand the context for coordination between the central government and local governments. 

The major institutions/agencies in the implementation of the priority projects in the MMDAs include: 

 

 National Development Planning Commission 

 Electricity Company of Ghana 

 Ghana Water Company 

 Ghana Highway Authority  

 

a) National Development Planning Commission (NDPC) 

 

The National Development Planning Commission is a body created by articles 86 and 87 of the 1992 

Constitution of the Republic of Ghana and established by Acts 479 and 480 (1994) of Parliament. 
NDPC’s mandate is to advise the President of the Republic of Ghana on development policy and strategy, 

to prepare and ensure the effective implementation of approved national development plans and strategies 

and coordinate country-wide economic and social activities. 

 

To achieve these goals, the NDPC coordinates the activities of the ten (10) Regional Coordinating 

Councils (RCCs). Under the RCCs are 216 MMDAs. Through the RCCs, NDPC provides guidelines to 

the MMDAs on a 3-year cycle to prepare Medium Term Development Plans (MTDP). The plans are 

harmonized at the regional levels and the NDPC prepares a composite national development plan. All 

developmental activities in the country must be located in the national plan. 

 

Apart from the MTDP, the NDPC has also prepared a National Infrastructure Plan (NIP). The NIP 

is to enhance and concretize the infrastructure objectives of the Ghana Shared Growth and Development 

Agenda (2010 – 2013). The NIP also forms the basis for driving change in the way public sector agencies 

manage their existing infrastructure assets and plan for Ghana’s long term infrastructure needs to serve 

the purpose of an emerging middle income country. 
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The NIP details six (6) main areas of infrastructure development: (i) Social Infrastructure (Education and 

Health), (ii) Shelter and Human Settlement, (iii) Floods, Water and Waste Management, (iv) Information, 

Communication, Technology (ICT), (v) Transportation (Road, Rail, Water), (vi) Energy (Renewable, 

Fossil Fuel, Hydro, Agro and Municipal Waste) 

 

Each of these sectors has analyzed the current situation and projected the infrastructure needs of 

the country up to 2020.  Within each sector specific projects have been prioritized and the governance 

structure for their implementation have been outlined in line with the objectives of the NIP and all future 

projects in any jurisdiction in the country must be in line with the prioritized projects in the NIP. All the 

prioritized projects in the NIP are location-specific with time lines for implementation. Any inter-

jurisdictional development plans should make reference to the NIP. 

 

b)       Electricity Company of Ghana 

The Electricity Company of Ghana was first created as the Electricity Corporation of Ghana by an 

NLC Decree 125 in 1967 with the role to manage electricity in the country. However in February, 

1997 under the Companies Code 1963, the ECG became the limited liability Company wholly owned by 

the Government of Ghana and operating under the Ministry of Energy (ME). It is now in charge of 

distributing energy produced by Volta River Authority and from other sources specifically to all regions 

in Ghana except the three Northern regions namely Northern, Upper East and Upper West regions. 

As a Company, it is not under the administrative control of the MMDAs. All requests from the 

MMDAs for project support are routed through the RCC to the Ministry of Energy. The MMDAs then 

play a facilitating role on behalf of the communities that are requesting for the service.  The communities 

pay for the services with subsidies from the MMDAs as and when funds are available. The Company does 

not have a geographical jurisdiction where it plans and works within on its own, it responds to 

applications from clients-communities-facilitated by the MMDAs. 

c) Ghana Water Company 

Ghana Water Company has been a limited liability company since July 1999. It had earlier been 

created by an Act of Parliament, Act 461, 1993 as Ghana Water and Sewerage Corporation and operated 

under LI 1648. It operates as a department under the Ministry of Water Resources, Works and Housing. It 

is a non-decentralized department and therefore not under the control of the MMDAs. The MMDAs 

facilitate projects implemented by the Company in their jurisdiction by first applying to the Company on 

behalf of the requesting community. All payment arrangement is facilitated by the MMDAs; the MMDAs 

may provide subsidies if they are able.   

d) Ministry of Roads Highways and Ministry of Transport. 

The Ghana Highway Authority is one of the two Ministries in charge of roads in Ghana. It is 

directly in charge of highways, urban, and rural roads. The other ministry is the Ministry of 

Transport, which is responsible for aviation, inland, railway, and road transport. The Ministries do not 

have decentralized departments and therefore their operations are not under the control of the MMDAs. 

The Ministry’s operation is therefore guided by the broad policy and strategy of the central government 

for that sector.       
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2.1.3.1 Inter-Municipal 

 

Inter-municipal coordination occurs between two or more assemblies. The study revealed that all the 

study areas have either coordinated with another assembly historically or are currently coordinating with 

one.  This was the most common among the different types of coordinating mechanisms. As much as 50 

percent of the inter-jurisdictional coordination projects undertaken by the study areas were inter-

municipal, while 46 percent of the current projects also fall in the same category. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The common projects of coordination within this mechanism were in the areas of development of 

spatial plans, peer review meetings, exchange programs,  waste disposal, and relocation of projects. 

It should  however be noted that most of the inter-municipal  coordination were promoted by either a 

development agency  such as the World Bank or an NGO such as Global Communities or the central 

government. There were very few inter-municipal coordination projects that were initiated by the 

assemblies themselves. Lack of knowledge about existing regulatory and other mechanisms for 

coordination seems to be the key reason for this fact. One example of a project that was initiated by the 

central government is a relocation project between AMA and Ga West Assembly. Inter-municipal peer  

review meetings were mainly organized by the Ghana Health Service and the Ghana Education Service, 

which are both partially decentralized departments of the assemblies. The study further revealed that 

about 93 percent of the inter-municipal coordination projects delivery was completed successfully. The 

main factors that accounted for this were laws and regulations, personalities involved, and government 

directives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On the other hand, the major factors accounting for the smooth implementation of inter-municipal 

projects is the mutual benefits to the assemblies and availability of finance since most of such 

projects are funded by a development agency, the central government or an NGO. However, the major 

challenges facing such projects are bureaucracies in the administrative system and land disputes as found 

in AMA, KMA and TaMA usually emanating from the newly created assemblies that were carved out of 

Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly was established as a Metropolitan Assembly in 1989 by LI 1614. It has a 

current population of 1,730,204 with a land space of 214.3 sq km. The Assembly has nine sub-metros and 14 

departments (LI 1961). Kumasi is one compact and unified community under the strong influence of a 

traditional authority. Its boundary has thus remained intact since it was created as a metropolis until 2012 when 

Asokore Mampong Municipality was created out of it. In 2014, Greater Kumasi Metropolitan Assembly Plan 

has been prepared. In the plan nine independent surrounding assemblies have been roped in and a spatial plan 

which identifies common interest projects has been prepared.  The project known as the “Comprehensive 

Urban Development Project for Greater Kumasi”.  was made possible through a 100% JICA (donor) Funding. 

It also had the legal backing of the government for the specific project.   

 

The population of Accra Metropolitan Assembly is estimated at 1,665,086.  It has a land area of 137sq km.  

AMA was established as a Metropolitan Assembly in 1989 by LI 1500.  It has 10 Sub-Metros and 16 

decentralized departments. Much of the land area has been ceded to 16 new districts that have been created out 

of the original Metropolitan Accra. The City of Accra was declared a Millennium City in 2010 to attract 

Public-Private Partnership to hasten development in the city. The Assembly is currently undertaking an  inter-

jurisdictional coordination project: “INCLUCITY, Planning and Budgeting Project” among AMA, KMA, 

STMA and TaMA.  This project is fully financed by Global Communities, an NGO.  The objective of the 

project is to promote experience and knowledge sharing among beneficiaries.  
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them. It was realized that since Act 462 grants assemblies autonomy,
5
 they see themselves as independent 

and therefore do not see the need to collaborate with any other assemblies for development purposes.   

 

One other challenge is the lack of awareness, especially of inter-municipal coordination. Several 

personnel interviewed were not even aware of the provision made for joint projects in Act 462 or that of 

Act 480. There was, in most cases, no formal agreement between the assemblies that undertook inter-

municipal projects.  

It should be noted that most of the inter-municipal projects  

undertaken were not infrastructural projects but rather 'soft'  

projects such as peer reviews, planning and budgeting  

meetings, etc. This therefore did not require formal agreements  

on the roles to be performed by the various districts for these 

specific functions. 

 

2.1.3.2 Municipal and Department Mechanism 

 

This is a coordination mechanism between the 

assembly and a department  outside its jurisdiction. 
This coordination is important since coordination 

between executive and administrative functions in any 

government is essential to understand delivery of goods 

and services. This type of mechanism has been 

undertaken in all the study areas but usually within one 

jurisdiction. With the exception of STMA, all the others 

are currently implementing such a project. This is the 

third most common type of coordination mechanism, 

accounting for 23 percent of historical projects but only 

12 percent of current projects. Examples of such projects 

include planning and budgeting and water projects. In 

these projects, the departments are mandated by the 

assemblies to work on their behalf or spearhead a project 

based on its specialization. 

 

The rate of completion of such projects is quite 

appreciable at 90 percent. This is due mainly to the 

fact that most of such projects are financed by the 

district assemblies themselves and may not involve large 

financial outlay. The major challenges faced by this type 

of coordination are bureaucracies in the administrative 

system. 

  

                                                           
5
 Act 462 Section 4 

STMA 

STMA was established as a Metropolis in 

1995 by LI 1613.  It covers a land area of 

219 sq km with a current population of 

4,447,52.  STMA is a combination of two 

cities; Sekondi and Takoradi.  Sekondi is 

the administrative capital and Takoradi is 

a port city.  The two cities have grown 

from a Municipality into a Metropolis 

without having lost or added to its 

boundaries Recently the Assembly has 

coordinated an inter-jurisdictional project 

with 6 other coastal districts in the 

preparation of Spatial Development 

Framework.  This successful project was 

largely due to the willingness of the 

Districts to participate and that funding 

for the entire project was provided by 

Tullow, an oil company. 

 

TaMA 

Tamale Metropolis is a relatively young Assembly; it was 

created in 2012 by an LI 2068.  The total land area is 

646.9 sq km and a population of 223,252. Tamale was 

declared the fastest growing city by the close of the year 

2000.  Its boundaries kept expanding but largely 

remained as a Municipality until it was declared a 

Metropolis in 2012.  However, towards the end of the 

same year Sagnerigu Assembly was created at the 

Metropolis thus affecting its boundary and population 

size. Its current population size technically disqualifies it 

as a metropolis which should have a minimum of 

250,000.  Among other projects, it has completed the 

Ghana Urban Management Pilot Project (GUMPP).  It 

was an Inter-Municipal Project between the Assembly 

and Sagnerigu Assembly.  This project was fully funded 

by AFD.  
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2.1.3.3 Inter-departmental 

 

The inter-departmental type of mechanism is one that is between two departments either within the 

same assembly or in outside assemblies. These mechanisms shed light on how coordination is supported 

horizontally in a government structure. It also means coordination between two service provider 

departments such as electricity and water or education and water. This was seen as the second most 

common coordination mechanism, accounting for 18 percent of historical projects and 24 percent of 

current projects. The study revealed that some departments within the district assembly need to coordinate 

with another department within the same district to undertake a particular project.  

 

A common example of such a project is the implementation of the School Health  
Programme between the Ghana Health Service and the Ghana Education Service. This type of  

coordinating mechanism was very common in TaMA, account for 41 percent of current  

projects. This is mainly due to a number of educational and health programs in the Tamale  

metropolis. It should be noted that this type of coordinating mechanism has either been implemented or is 

currently being implemented in all the study areas. The study further revealed that all the  inter-

departmental coordination projects were  completed. This is attributed to the availability of funds to 

undertake such projects. 

 

The main factors accounting for the success of this 

type of coordination mechanism are laws and 

regulations, personalities, and mutual benefits for 

both departments and finance. Interestingly, the 

personalities issue may either be an enabler or an 

inhibition since the heads of department involved 

could either undertake the project successfully or not, 

depending on how cordial their relationship is. One 

other challenge of this type of coordination mechanism 

is bureaucracies in the administrative system which in 

some instances tend to slow down implementation of  

such projects. 

 

Frequent coordination exists between  

departments within the assemblies but not  

necessarily between service provider departments  

such as electricity or water companies. No example  

was found in any of the study areas for the common  

reason that they are autonomous and take their  

instructions from the parent ministry in Accra. Local 

coordination is therefore out of the question. 

  

2.1.3.4 Department and Central Government Arrangement 

 

Department and Central Government arrangement involves coordination between a particular 

department within a district and a central government agency. An example is the construction of a 

feeder road by the Central Government through the Department of Feeder Roads. Other examples include 

that of the Central Government and the Department of Urban Roads and Waste Management 

Departments. They are usually very expensive projects that are financed by the Central Government. This 

type of coordination mechanism accounted for only 8 percent of historical inter-jurisdictional projects and 

18 percent of current projects. All projects undertaken under department and central government 

arrangement were completed due to the availability of funds. 

 

HO 

Ho was created as a Municipal Assembly in 

2004 by LI 1796.  It has a population of 177,281 

covering a land area of 2361 sq km. Ho is a 

traditional community which has grown 

beyond its boundaries from a District Assembly 

to a Municipal Authority.  Its boundary was 

changed in 2012 when Ho West Assembly was 

created out of the Municipality The Assembly 

has successfully undertaken Municipal and 

Departmental coordinated projects which was 

mainly the construction of educational 

facilities.  The success of the implementation is 

accounted for by good inter-personal 

relationships.  Funding was also made 

available by the central government.   
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The major challenge facing this type of mechanism is bureaucracies associated with the 

administrative system and inadequate finance to undertake more of such big projects. Although by 

bringing central government into partnership with local governments would potentially cut the 

bureaucratic issues, in reality implementation still is still perceived to be inefficient. Inefficiencies are 

attributed to unclear directives and lack of funding and supportive regulations. Some of the factors 

accounting for the success of such programs include government directives, availability of funding and 

laws and regulations. 

 

 

Fig 2.4: Current coordination mechanisms 

 

 

 

 

3.2 Regional Trends on Interjurisdictional Coordination 

 

The following section presents the context for local government reform in Africa to inform the 

evaluation of the current coordination mechanisms in Ghana. This will permit to compare the 

Ghanaian experience to similar examples and illustrate how the Ghanaian system of cities compares to its 

peers in the region to suggest strategies for their more sustained development. The following table 

summarizes crucial factors for effective local governance in Africa. The ranking is based on case studies 

for each of the national systems. As an aid to comparing the cases across the categorization arrived at uses 

the evaluation in the case studies. This qualitative evaluation of the national systems provides a 

benchmark to compare them and determines within the universe of cases considered how they compare to 

each other in an ordinal (high/medium/low) hierarchy. Although based on qualitative and case study 

analysis this model provides insight into some of the key issues for comparison of the Ghanaian system in 

the African context. 
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Table 2.2: Ranking of factors for effective local governance in Africa’s selected countries
6
 

 Botswana Uganda 
South 

Africa 
Ghana Nigeria 

Supportive 

national political 

context 

High to 

Medium 
Medium 

Low to 

Medium 

Low to 

Medium 
Low 

Effective system of 

intergovernmental 

relations 

Medium Medium Medium Medium 
Medium 

to Low 

Demand for public 

goods and social 

capital at local 

governance level 

Medium Medium Medium 
Medium 

to Low 

Medium 

to Low 

Well-designed 

local governance 

institutions 

Medium Medium Low Low Low 

Effective local 

governance 
Medium Medium 

Medium 

to Low 
Low Low 

  Source: GUR II updated from Olowu et. al., 2004 

 

The analysis by Olowu et. al. updated for this study by selecting relevant cases suggests that Ghana 

ranks low in its current mechanisms for effective local governance since it has a medium supportive 

environment that has not implemented decentralization by giving significant autonomy to local 

governments. This local subsidiarity is understood as a key facet for successful local governance and 

inter-jurisdictional coordination as described in the previous section. In Ghana, compared to other African 

nations, an effective system of inter-governmental relations could be improved by providing more 

financial and public employee independence by local governments to promote a civil service that supports 

the inter-municipal and departmental function of local governments. This will promote the best practices 

for local governance identified in this qualitative case study analysis in the Ghanaian context by 

incorporating practices that are essential from a normative point of view but that have been implemented 

in the comparison African areas as described above. 
 

Both of these factors suggest that if local governments are given both political and economic subsidiarity 

through decentralization and devolution they can create their own markets for public goods raising the 

morale and that of citizens into the political and administrative process that ultimately anchors a strong 

and well performing local economy. This is also supported by the need for well-designed local 

governance institutions and effective local governance that rely of the independence of local governments 

for the success not only of each locality in itself but of the system of cities that make the nation. 

 

Ghanaian coordination mechanisms across levels of government for the urban areas under study: 

(i) inter-municipal; (ii) municipal and department arrangement; (iii) inter-departmental; and (iv) 

departmental and central government arrangements rank lower in respect to local independence 

and subsidiarity as reflected by comparison to established factors for effective local governance in 

                                                           
6
 The table presents an analysis of the conditions of decentralization reforms in Africa and their development into 

effective local governance. Political and institutional prerequisites for local government to emerge were 
researched in case studies in the original research process.  The summary table presented here and adapted by 
GUR II consultants reflect ordinal measurements and must be understood to include variance within each of them 
but nonetheless, the patter revealed is supportive of the original research assessment of each governance system. 
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Africa. This fact should be seen as an important consideration for policy recommendation and suggests in 

our analysis that the Ghanaian system of cities should be strengthened and enhanced in how it currently 

operates by aligning resources to the coordination of the central government with local governments as 

will be described in the following sections. 
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4.  Institutional and legal bottlenecks to inter-jurisdictional coordination 
 

This section identifies key institutional and legal bottlenecks in promoting metropolitan and 

regional planning in Ghana. It highlights political disincentives and constraints to inter-jurisdictional 

integration globally and in Ghana and illustrates potential economic benefits that could be obtained from 

promoting inter-jurisdictional coordination benchmarked to global examples.. 

 

4.1 Global Inter-jurisdictional Coordination, Political Disincentives and Economic Benefits 

 

Relations between metropolitan regions and higher levels of government vary widely with legal and 

institutional relations being intertwined. Central government best practices are generally supervision 

and standard setting for governing, support, routine review of decisions, monitoring performance, and 

targeted intervention to solve market and government failures. The tendency is to encourage regional and 

local independence in planning and service delivery by assigning relative fiscal and regulatory autonomy 

to metropolitan areas to promote capacity building.  

 

Generally speaking, national governments should provide the legal and institutional framework for 

metropolitan areas to develop and promote growth and other societal goals through vision setting, 

service provision and internal cooperation at the metropolitan level. Global best practices for inter-

jurisdictional coordination allow us to identify benchmarks to evaluate institutional and legal bottlenecks 

in the governance system of cities in Ghana. The following table summarizes global best practices for 

legal and institutional metropolitan governance by identifying key actions that act as political 

disincentives or economic benefits to overcome bottlenecks for coordination. 

 

Table 3.1: Global best practices to overcome inter-jurisdictional bottlenecks 

 Political Disincentives Economic Benefits 

Legal  Policies that Promote Localities 

Lower Tax Efforts 

 Decentralization and 

Institutionalization on Metropolitan 

Governments 

 Taxing Powers Devolution to 

Sub-national Governments 

 Metropolitan Visioning and 

Identity Formation 

Institutional  Central Government Control and 

Resolution of Inter-jurisdictional 

Conflicts 

 Local or Regional Misperception of 

Incentive Structure and Value 

 Financial Autonomy and 

Independence 

 Inter-jurisdictional Planning 

Coordination or Service 

Delivery 

 

The degree of institutional capacity depends on a metropolitan structure’s financial autonomy. 
Direct competencies such as planning or service delivery cannot be separated from their financial 

structure, because the arrangements for financing public services in metro areas are largely driven by the 

service delivery responsibilities assigned to the various governments and enterprises. From the 

perspective of the leaders in metropolitan regions, effective governance often depends upon bringing 

wider regional and national organizations and resources to bear on their mission. In this context 

intervention by higher level governments can also supplant metropolitan cooperation and initiative. Based 

on the subsidiarity principle, the larger the scale of governance, the more difficult it is to provide 

effectively for the participation of local units, neighborhoods, civil society or individual citizens making 

the case for metropolitan subsidiarity.  

 

Key factors in building metropolitan governance capacity are the type and extent of incentives set 

by upper level government. These can be positive incentives, such as grants, financial subsidies, more 
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competencies, etc. to promote area-wide governance through planning coordination or service delivery. 

These can also be negative incentives, such as the threat of a solution for metro challenges or problems 

imposed by upper level government. The efficacy of such incentives depends greatly on the metropolitan 

actor’s abilities and willingness to perceive incentives as useful and to leverage them for their intended 

purpose. Big events such as the Olympics are also components of an incentive structure to promote 

capacity. Coordinated and specific projects between the national and regional governments can also 

promote metropolitan capacity. 

 

The common pattern is for many different governments and enterprises to provide services within 

a single metropolitan area, making it important to determine who governs, who manages, and who 

pays. As suggested above, the general tendency and theory suggest that the best practice is to give more 

power to levy taxes to sub-national governments. In this respect special revenue raising powers 

sometimes are given to metropolitan governments. Financial autonomy is considered important to be 

increased, since giving metropolitan governments responsive resources of their own and ensuring that 

transfers from central governments are regular, predictable and transparent, would create a balanced set of 

incentives for economic growth and democratic consolidation at the regional level. 

 

Also important is to remove disincentives to lower tax effort. It is suggested in the literature that 

central governments might adopt an explicit strategy of using equalization grants to discriminate against 

large cities in order to induce them to make a greater level of tax effort. In this respect user charges would 

continue to play a major role in financing regional districts but grants and transfers would tend to be 

diminished over time. Central administrators can also resort to transfers to apply urban policies aimed 

specifically at promoting for example, horizontal cooperation among local actors within a metropolitan 

region. Equalization mechanisms of such transfers guarantee the distribution of the costs of the public 

service that benefits the whole metropolitan area, against inefficient localization options motivated by 

differences in tax bases and identical means at the disposal to finance public services in each locality. 

 

Formula based equalization transfers as a system has three advantages over the discretionary 

system prevailing in many countries. It addresses regional disparities, minimizes bargaining and 

lobbying keeping distribution fair, and eliminates the disincentive inherent in discretionary systems that 

encourages overspending and weak tax collection efforts. As an example we can point to tax base sharing 

- a regional equalization tool that permits the creation of a distribution system of wealth among various 

local jurisdictions on a voluntary basis to distribute surplus through a regional development fund.  

 

National roles for metropolitan competency and incentives allocation are most importantly 

regulatory and financial supervision, along with incentives to promote regional independence and 

specific projects. Territorialization and institutionalization of emerging regional arrangements is a key 

issue that needs to be addressed through this regulatory and financial arrangement. In this national-

metropolitan framework a central government can empower metropolitan areas and entice area-wide 

cooperation, administrative support for initiating projects, and through government restructuring and new 

legal frameworks assign specific regional planning and service delivery competencies to metropolitan 

areas. Collaboration by the national governments in specific projects in metropolitan areas is also a clear 

example of a defined role and process for metropolitan governance. 

 

 

 

4.2 Institutional and legal bottlenecks for interjurisdictional coordination in Ghana 

 

With the global best practices for legal and institutional political disincentives and potential economic 

benefits of inter-jurisdictional coordination as a reference we now describe the specific bottlenecks in the 

Ghanaian system in order to assess potential strategies to overcome these bottlenecks. 
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4.2.1 Institutional Bottlenecks 

There is no institution officially mandated to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. Three 

institutions were mentioned who are currently playing coordinating / advising / supporting roles to the 

assemblies: National Development Planning Commission (NDPC), Ministry of Local Government and 

Rural Development (MLGRD), and Regional Coordinating Councils (RCCs). However none of these 

three is legally empowered to enforce coordination arrangements; all remain largely in an advisory 

capacity.   

 

There are no clear rules on the continuity of projects between governments run by different 

political parties. This uncertainty of continuity of projects by the next administration creates inertia to 

develop any joint program with neighbor jurisdictions. Furthermore, there is no reward  for undertaking 

coordination just as there are no sanctions for not attempting coordination. 

 

There is no earmarked or guaranteed financial support solely for inter-jurisdictional coordination. 
Assemblies entering into such arrangement should source for their own funding.

7
 

 

Currently, there is no pilot project that will serve as an example. All completed projects under the 

mechanisms are fully government funded or under government directives. There is therefore no case 

study from which to draw lessons in order to embark on new projects. 

 

The government is unable to fully implement the decentralization system, especially fiscal 

decentralization; statutory payments such as those from the common fund to the assemblies are severely 

delayed and all contract payments at the assembly levels are paid from the central source, making the 

assemblies financially dependent on the central government. As a result, the assemblies are usually unable 

undertake such projects.  

 

4.2.2 Legal Bottlenecks 

 

There is no Legislative Instrument (LI) backing coordination even as it was delineated in Act 462 

(§32 & 33) and Act 480 (§ 12, 13). The LI would have given legal and procedural details on how this is 

to be promoted or implemented. It would have also given legal backing to whichever institution that 

would be made responsible for promoting it. As it is, it remains a mere statement, which can be ignored 

without any effect.
8
 

 

The autonomy clause in Act 462 for the assemblies – which makes one assembly independent of 

another in terms of planning, budgeting, implementation, and  administration – is taken to mean 

competition rather than coordination. As a result, every assembly wants to be identified with its project 

to appear accountable to the people within its jurisdiction. There is therefore inertia on the part of the 

assemblies to cooperate on inter-jurisdictional projects. 

 

The creation of new districts and the resulting fragmentations of assemblies are a major factor 

against inter-jurisdiction. Many new assemblies have boundary disputes with their parent assemblies, 

e.g., AMA, KMA and TaMA. It creates suspicion and animosities between such assemblies to the extent 

that they no longer desire to work together or associate at all. 

 

4.2.3 Benefits of coordination  

                                                           
7
 RCCs are mandated to undertake the coordination of the plans of the assemblies and monitor and evaluate the 

plans and receive annual budgets for their activities but do not provide independent sources to promote inter-
jurisdictional coordination. 
8
 Act 462 Section 32 and 33 to facilitate self-generated inter-jurisdictional coordination is focused on specific 

projects creating in the consultant’s opinion a disincentive for comprehensive and holistic planning and potentially 
being onerous as it would require a single government entity for each specific project. 
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The study reveals that the benefits of coordination in the experience of the respondents have been 

focused on improvement in finances, employment generation, enhancement of performance, achievement 

of development targets, implementation and completion of more development projects, shared benefits 

and skills and avoidance of duplication of projects. The table below reports on the results of the survey 

regarding these benefits of inter-jurisdictional coordination: 

 

Table 3.2: Economic benefits of coordination 

Benefits No. % 

Improvement in finance 8 30 

Employment generation 5 19 

Development targets achieved 6 21 

Avoids duplication 3 11 

Enhances performance 5 19 

Total 27 100 

    Source: GUR II Field Data: 2014   

 

On the other hand, the corollary of non-coordination includes duplication of projects, uncompleted 

projects due to inadequate financing, and lack of cooperation and poor development. In the cases 

where health was the subject of coordination, the lack of coordination initiatives leads to increased 

disease, poor health, low productivity, and loss of life. The table below reports on the results of the survey 

regarding the cost of lack of inter-jurisdictional coordination: 

 

Table 3.3: Cost of lack of coordination 

Cost of no coordination No. % 

Uncompleted projects 3 17 

Duplication of projects 6 33 

Lack of cooperation and development 4 22 

No experience shared 2 11 

Increased burden of disease, poverty and low productivity 3 17 

Total 18 100 
  Source: GUR II Field Data: 2014  

 

With these benefits and cost identified we now can evaluate strategies for the assemblies to 

overcome the perceived and real bottlenecks described above. The assemblies would benefit in this 

context by promoting inter-jurisdictional coordination mechanisms in order to improve on their 

performance, based on the global best practice benchmark identified above from national level efforts and 

local political processes. As show in Fig. 3.1 below, the assemblies are willing to take part in inter-

jurisdictional coordination mechanisms. The willingness of the various study areas to undertake inter-

jurisdictional coordination is directly related to their history of coordination. The study areas with a 

history of high percentage of coordination were more willing to undertake inter-jurisdictional 

coordination since they have experienced its benefits.  

 

For instance, KMA had both the highest percentage of inter-jurisdictional coordination at 73 

percent and a 100 percent willingness to undertake inter-jurisdictional coordination. HMA on the 

other had had the lowest history of inter-jurisdictional coordination at 24 percent and also had the lowest 

willingness to undertake inter-jurisdictional coordination at 70 percent. Seventy-one percent (71 percent) 

of the respondents were of the view that voluntary coordination is feasible and that measures should be 

put in place to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. 
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Fig. 3.1: Room for future inter-jurisdictional coordination by study area 

 
 

In relation to the issue of overcoming the institutional and legal bottlenecks, several measures were 

identified in order to implement such coordinating measures successfully:  

 Signing an MOU with all partners; indicating each partner’s roles and responsibilities. 

 Effective stakeholder participation in inter-jurisdictional coordination decision-making.  

 Creating awareness since staff in MMDAS are now aware of the provision made for joint projects 

in Act 462.  

 Effective project cycle planning before implementation.  

 Transparency and accountability in benefits sharing.  

 Minimal political interference. 

 Proper land acquisition and the setting up of an implementation committee.  

 A pilot project should be undertaken before full roll-out .  

 Building capacities of partners in the implementation of such projects. 

 All parties vested proportional weight in any representation. 

 The principal officers educate all assemblies, especially newly created assemblies, on the 

autonomy clause and its promotion of inter-dependency and development oriented action rather 

than competition with adjoining assemblies.  

 

Besides these precautionary measures successful inter-jurisdictional projects must have certain 

characteristics, including the following: 

 

 The programs must be mutually beneficial 

 There must be availability of funding 

 All stakeholders must be committed and there must be effective stakeholder participation in 

decision making 

 A thorough feasibility study must underscore the planning and implementation of the project  

 

Additionally, the government must come out with clear legislation and policy guidelines. The 

capacity of heads of department must also be built on the legislation and policy guidelines, and financing 

made available for such projects. Technical support and logistics must also be provided where needed. 

Table 3.3 shows the types of proposed inter-municipal projects that could be implemented in the study 

areas. 
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Table 3.4: Types of proposed project by study area 

No. Type of Project AMA KMA STMA HMA TaMA 

1. Waste Management X X X X X 

2. Health Programme X X X X X 

3. Transportation X X X X X 

4. Educational Programme  X  X X 

5. Street Naming X    X 

6. Peer Review Meetings   X X  

7. ICT X     

8. Drainage System X     

9. Conservation Project X     

10. Sports    X  

11. Tourism    X  

12. Water   X   

13. Irrigation     X 

14. Market Stores / Shops     X 

15. Housing  X    

16. Industry  X    
Source: GUR II Field data: 2014 

 

Table 3.3 shows that in all study areas waste management, transportation, and health are proposed. 
Other sectoral projects with representation in several assemblies are education, street naming, and peer 

review meetings. These projects were also seen as the felt needs of the assemblies. From their point of 

view, there is the need for inter-municipal coordination if these problems are to be solved. The detailed 

proposed projects are shown in Appendix 4. 

 

By comparing the Ghanaian study areas to the global best practices it becomes clear that relations 

between metropolitan regions and higher levels of government in Ghana have a politically robust 

and historically established legal and institutional set of relations that are intertwined forming a 

national governance metropolitan system. Ghanaian central government practices are aligned with 

global best practices and include supervision and standard setting for governing, support, routine review 

of decisions, monitoring performance, and targeted intervention to solve market and government failures.  

 

The process of decentralization to encourage regional and local independence in planning and 

service delivery by assigning relative fiscal and regulatory autonomy to metropolitan areas to 

promote their capacity building should be reinforced and pursued further. Specifically, the national 

government should continue to provide a legal and institutional framework for metropolitan areas to 

develop and promote growth and other societal goals through vision setting, service provision, and 

internal cooperation at the metropolitan level. 

 

Table 3.4 below presents a summary of projects identified in the study areas as examples of specific 

inter-jurisdictional coordination projects needed across GUR II study areas. A total of 44 projects 

were identified from the study areas: AMA (11); KMA (8); TaMA (10); STMA (7) and Ho (8). It was 

found from the list of projects that all the assemblies face common challenges resulting in similar choices 

of projects needed for the development of these study areas in conjunction.   

 

For example, all the assemblies identify an engineered landfill site and also a waste management plant to 

recycle their waste. Further, all have needs of road construction and Kumasi and Ho request for an airport 

and an airstrip respectively, while Accra has a unique planning need for an internet data vault. 
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Table 3.5: GUR II priority projects in need of inter-jurisdictional coordination  

Study area Priority project Remarks 

AMA Waste Treatment Plant Further evaluation of these projects 

that reflect need for inter-jurisdiction 

coordination could be subjected to the 

National Infrastructure Plan (NIP) and 

the Medium Term Development Plan 

(MTDP) of the stakeholder assemblies 

for potential implementation. Any 

Inter-jurisdictional coordination 

should also be guided by the LI on 

Act 480 which is currently being 

prepared by the NDPC. Projects listed 

here show examples of the need for 

inter MMDA coordination. 

 

Interchange at Adjei Kojo/C12 

Internet data Vault 

KMA International airport 

Waste Management Plant 

Western Vehicle Terminal  

TaMA Rest Stop for heavy Duty Vehicles 

Irrigation on Kukuobila river 

Savlugu – Kumbugu Road 

STMA By-pass from Daboase Junction-Agona Nkwanta 

Waste – Energy Plant 

Transit terminal 

Ho Engineered land-fill site 

Specialized Health facility 

Eastern Corridor  
Source: GUR II Field data: 2014  

 

The field study confirms that there the several of the key projects mentioned above are listed in the 

National Infrastructure Plan, including in energy, transport, waste management and ICT. This 

provides a strong justification for the prioritization and implementation of the key projects.  In 

Energy, the strategic plan is to increase the share of renewable energy in the energy mix by 10 percent by 

the year 2020. This will be achieved through the improvement and promotion of efficient use of biomas, 

including municipal waste, to convert waste into energy. Since the strategic objective was not region-

specific, projects from the study areas in this category stand the chance of being considered for 

implementation. For transportation, there is clear backing for the requirements for roads and 

bridges (in all regions), explore feasibility of establishing other internatianl airports, and provision 

for  ‘implement traffic management measures at selected location in Accra and Kumasi, including an area 

wide traffic control system’ (Section 7.18, pg 89, Table 6). For ICT, 12 projects have been identified, 

including a ‘Technology Park’ for Accra and Tema (this project could include the data vault proposed for 

Tema and Accra), 
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5.  Conclusions, policy recommendations and models for coordination  
 

This section includes recommendations for national-level policy framework and customized 

recommendations for each case study city. These suggestions build on the analysis undertaken 

throughout the document and include both coordination schemes as well as structures where incentives 

are provided to foster voluntary coordination among study areas.  

 

5.1 Identification of global best practices for interjurisdictional coordination for the 

Ghanaian context 
 

The analysis of best practices in inter-jurisdictional coordination suggest that Single Purpose 

Districts are the optimal model to use in GUR II study areas to complement an already robust 

national, regional, and local government framework. This recommendation is based on the following 

considerations:  

 

Ghanaian urban agglomerations need to define the scope of coordination in terms of its functional 

space coverage, for example how they: (i) Affect contiguous MMDA’s requiring their joint planning, (ii) 

Require a focus on inter-jurisdictional development and spatial planning including water, transport, 

energy land, waste and sanitation and housing, and (iii) Should promote sustainability goals and 

objectives for environmental resource protection. 

 

Ghanaian urban agglomerations also need to build on the existing legal and regulatory framework 

and clarify municipal, metropolitan, regional and national relations to: (i) Move to inter-

jurisdictional planning for issues that warrant it, (ii) Build on the institutional and regulatory framework 

for each MMDA involved, and (iii) Foster active intergovernmental coordination across Government. 

 

This double spatial and regulatory framework suggests that effective metropolitan governance is 

best achieved by the Single Purpose District model identified above. It emphasizes special inter-

jurisdictional and political coordination as the best management solution (including spatial, institutional 

and political characteristics). Through this strategy MMDAs can identify issues that pertain to not only 

one assembly and coordinate the planning and provisions of public goods and services more efficiently. 

Concretely, this would mean that MMDAs that share issues or specific common challenges should 

consider pooling planning functions to coordinate with Government the provision of solution to these 

problems. 

 

Some examples of Single Purpose Districts used in combination with other government structures 

serve as examples of best practice: 

 

Barcelona: Barcelona, Spain is 803 KM2 in area, making it a small metropolitan area from a spatial 

perspective. It is defined in its metropolitan administrative boundary by the existence of 36 governments 

making it a middle range metropolis in terms of number of jurisdictions. In terms of population it is a 

small metropolitan area with 3.9 million people, representing 10 percent of Spain’s population. The 

institutional arrangement for the Barcelona metropolis is a result of the cooperation of the different local 

governments within the region on specific sector based issues. The institutional arrangement for the 

Barcelona metropolis is a result of the cooperation of the different local governments within the region on 

specific sector based issues including transportation and the environment. The Barcelona Metropolitan 

Area is composed of the amalgamation of 3 institutions that cover different territorial areas: the 

Mancomunitat de Municipis (31 municipalities), the Entitat Metropolitana del Transport (18 

municipalities) and the Entitat Metropolitana del Medio Ambient (33 municipalities). These used to 

coordinate through the Mancomunitat and are now controlled by the recently established Barcelona 

Metropolitan Area that includes 35 local areas.  
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New York: New York, USA has one of the largest areas for its metropolitan boundary with 30,671 KM2. 

The administrative definition of its boundary for Census purposes includes portions of three US States, 31 

counties and more than 900 incorporated municipalities. It also has a very large population with 17.8 

million people, representing 6 percent of the national population. New York is a Sector based metropolis 

that services transportation through the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey is a public 

authority responsible for the maintenance and operation of bridges, tunnels, airports and ports in the area 

between the two states. It plays an important role in economic development as it is responsible for 

development of major urban development projects, including the World Trade Center in Lower 

Manhattan. Its management board provides equal representation to members elected by the states of New 

York and New Jersey. The Metropolitan Transportation Authority manages the New York City Subway 

transit system and commuter rail facilities across the New York and Connecticut portions of the Region, 

as well as a network of tolled bridges and tunnels. 

 

5.2 Recommendations for Inter-jurisdictional coordination and metropolitan management
9
 

The Ghanaian urban areas analysis and legal framework assessment shows a clear basis for 

implementation of inert-jurisdictional coordination schemes. The allocation of resources to these 

inter-jurisdictional schemes could support current Ghanaian urban areas’ intergovernmental transfers 

from the national government, creating a robust system of coordination with the central government. 

MMDAs should provide resources of their budget allocation to MMDA’s for them to undertake these 

efforts. This suggests a strong level of integration of government levels that can be leveraged for the 

provision of public goods and services given that mechanisms already exist for this coordination. One 

important function to be considered as part of this process is implementation of large regional plans to 

guide future development and frame future development across sectors and MMDA’s especially for 

Accra and based on the Sekondi-Takoradi and KMA plans already developed. 

The study recommends that inter-jurisdictional coordination and cooperation structures and 

competencies should be incentivized to foster planning and collaboration. The approach 

recommended here is that implementation of the current Ghanaian planning framework through 

operationalization of existing instruments should be pursued instead of creating new schemes or 

instruments to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. These should be implemented in Ghana’s 

metropolitan regions through provision of financial and regulatory incentives to create inter-jurisdictional 

plans in urban agglomerations of adjoining MMDAs. Below we describe in more detail this 

recommendation. Specifically, these instruments should identify gaps in the existing intergovernmental 

structure in Ghana and support all existing MMDAs and identify the funding sources to conduct these 

inter-jurisdictional functions and the supervision from the government for their implementation.  

 

As these plans are formulated, their implementation should be coordinated and incentives provided 

for specific projects agreed by the local and national governments that bring together adjoining 

assemblies that share common problems and would benefit to pool resources and decision making to 

rationalize provision of public goods and services. The proposed recommendation will serve as a tool to 

help deliver and implement existing inter-jurisdictional plans such as the Comprehensive Urban 

Development Plan for Greater Kumasi as a blueprint for the development of the Kumasi Metropolitan 

Assembly and its six adjoining districts and the Sekondi Takoradi Metropolitan Assembly’s (STMA) new 

Medium Term Development Plan (MTDP) to help the assembly properly plan for the socio-economic 

growth of the metropolis. 

 

                                                           
9
 The recommendations presented here were endorsed by the Ministry of Local Government and Rural 

Development and through a validation workshop held in Accra on June 3, 2014. 
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This implementation should be based on the following approach and guidance, and address the legal and 

institutional bottlenecks that de-incentivize inter-jurisdictional coordination: 

 

• Short Term 12 Month Joint Development Areas Designation (JDPA): As required by law 

the National Development Planning Commission, in consultation with the Minister of Local 

Government and Rural Development and affected MMDAs, RCCs should initiate studies 

focused on population and urbanization rates among adjoin MMDAs to identify 

agglomerations that support inter-jurisdictional coordination areas and recommend to the 

President the designation of contiguous areas as Joint Development Planning Areas 

(JDPAs). As determined by law this designation can be done after determination of special 

physical or socio-economic characteristics necessitate it being considered a single units for 

the purpose of development planning and as allowed in Act 480, section 12. Issues to be 

considered within the existing legal framework include: 

 

 Contiguous areas for consideration could be determined on the pertinent laws and 

requirements, the Consolidated Local Government Bill, the response of Government to 

the Constitutional Review Commission the NDSF and SDF and  the NIP and the GSGDA 

plans. 

 Findings urbanization and other challenges under the Ghana Urbanization Review I 

report could also be incorporated to define the urban agglomerations and specific 

MMDAs that are contiguous and currently would benefit from join development plans for 

the rationalization of public goods and services provision. 

 

• Long Term 24 Month Joint Development Planning Boards (JDPB) Establishment: 

Through executive instrument after evaluation of the National Planning Commission and 

designation by the President, JDPAs could be established and include in the executive 

instrument as allowed in Act 480, section 13. Specific issues to be resolved in their 

establishment and proposed issues to be considered include: Composition of the Joint 

Development Planning Board (JDPB) to guide the JDCA; Functions of JDPB; Area of 

authority of JDPB; Coordination with the District Planning Authorities and RCCs to provide 

for the effective function of JDPB. Issues to be considered within the existing legal framework 

include: 

 

 Composition and functions of the JDPB’s should build on the local government 

guidelines for MMDA’s to ensure that all stakeholders potentially involved have 

representation and consider creating opportunities for university and other civil sector 

groups to participate. Representation from the Sectors through professionals, RCCs 

leaders, Utilities representatives, the Traditional Authorities and MMDAs Chiefs should 

compose JDPB and make decisions by vote. JDPB should be supported financially by 

MMDAs request to government for budget items to support their yearly activities. The 

role of the Sectors in the JDPB will be to evaluate the feasibility of plans and implement 

any infrastructure investment potentially responsible for maintenance and upkeep of the 

investments; 

 Definition of area of authority and coordination with other governments should aim to 

complement existing functions provided by MMDA’s and use these joint structures to 

support already existing units of government. This should include the functions and 

sectors identified in JDPA designation as physical and socio-economic characteristics 

warranting this status. Specific functions of relevance for consideration include solid 

waste, road construction and other transportation planning and investments, planning 

and budgeting, health programs and spatial development plans.   
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According to Act 480 (13), once established, each JDPB shall determine the economic, social, spatial 

and sectoral policies of the designated area as well as the mobilization of human, physical and 

financial resources for the development of the area. A Development Plan prepared by JDPB shall be 

submitted to the National Development Planning Commission for consideration with copies to the 

affected District Planning Authority and Regional Coordinating Council. Upon approval of the JDPB 

development plan by the National Development Planning Commission, the plans of the affected District 

Planning Authorities that involve inter-jurisdictional coordination shall be modified accordingly. 

 

The proposed composition of the JDPBs can be shown in the figure below: 

 

Figure 4.1:  Joint Development Planning Board 

 
 

In this proposed arrangement decisions of the Joint Development Planning Board would be made by 

majority votes of the members and members’ votes would have equal weight. As part of this process the 

JDPBs should include Traditional Authority representatives to ensure the coordination of land ownership 

and government investment to further promote inter-jurisdictional coordination. 

 

The Sector would be represented by professionals in these governmental units and provide technical 

expertise and guide the JDPBs in to what are the key priorities for inter-jurisdictional coordination. They 

would also control the budget for implementation of projects and coordinate with MMDAs and the JDPBs 

for this implementation. RCCs would be represented by political leaders to provide coordination with the 

region for the JDPBs and provide check and balances regarding the regional impact of any potential 

project or other inter-jurisdictional effort. Utilities representatives would provide in the Board practical 

guidance regarding the feasibility of technical projects and convey current investment that are being 

planned or studies to inform the Board in its activities.  

 

Finally, participation in the JDPBs should include the MMDA Chiefs to provide means for local 

participation and the necessary budget allocations for their support of these efforts. In our view the JDPBs 

should operate with contributions from each participating MMDA that would support through their 

budget allocations the necessary expenses for logistical operation of the JDPBs. Ultimately, the Sectors 

and Central Government would review, approve, and implement any project. In this respect our 

recommendation is that operation of the JDPBs be a responsibility of the participating MMDAs while the 

investment projects once approved be the responsibility of the Sectors. The central government would 

then have to evaluate the JDPBs plans and one approved decide within its national priorities the potential 

investment in these projects. 
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5.3 Next Steps 

 

Donor partners and other multilateral organizations should support the planning process for inter-

jurisdictional coordination identified here as a strategy to target resources at sub-national levels within 

Ghana and supplement the central national government efforts already underway. The impact of these 

investments will not be limited to the provision of public goods and services, but also extend to the 

promotion of local political activity through human and political capital generation. This will advance 

subsidiarity and metropolitan inter-jurisdictional coordination in these growing urban areas and address 

the spillover effects that urbanization is producing. 

 

Specific next steps to implement a robust system of inter-jurisdictional coordination, metropolitan 

management and regional integration in Ghana include: 

 

 Instill flexibility in new Inter-jurisdictional coordination. The recommendations for 

establishment of Joint Development Areas and establishment of Joint Development Planning 

Boards, endorsed by the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development should be the 

immediate next step to promote good metropolitan governance in Ghana. As continued 

urbanization takes place in Ghana, strengthening and formalization of Greater Metropolitan 

Areas would be essential. Through these larger coordinating units it would be possible to address 

issues of inter-jurisdictional coordination across MMDAs and JDPBs such as in the GAMA 

project. This should take place after promotion by Government of ad hoc collaborative strategies 

for all stakeholders (including civic, private and university sectors to promote community 

participation) in places where fragmentation is creating disincentives to coordination across local 

governments. This issue is present in Accra and is now emerging in Tema and can be addressed 

through region Greater Region conferences or other events to promote knowledge sharing among 

all MMDAs and levels of government. 

 Refine and enhance the national role in supervising or giving incentives to the urban 

agglomerations in Ghana.  In order to promote cooperation, coordination and completion among 

MMDAS and other stakeholders for inert-jurisdictional coordination Government should clarify 

and enhance both regulatory supervision and financial incentives for each metropolitan or 

municipal assembly to enter into coordination with others. One specific strategy that was 

discussed in the field and at the validation workshop includes developing educational program to 

ensure that local government personnel are aware of existing programs and tools and to empower 

local authorities (for instance by allowing them to “hire and fire”) to promote commitment and 

improve communities. 

 Establish clear boundaries for MMDAs. Through the research process for this Urbanization 

Review it became clear that actual cartographic boundaries for MMDAs are not clear, creating 

barriers for effective governance of local governments in Ghana. By clearly defining these 

boundaries MMDAs and other stakeholders including Traditional Authorities will be able to 

address issues of coordinating and facilitating implementation of metropolitan management. 

 Develop formal statistic consolidation programs for subnational units. Another key next step 

for local government improvement in Ghana, especially as it pertains to inter-jurisdictional 

coordination is the launch of data consolidation, management and utilization efforts to guide local 

government’s management and operations. The need for data broken down at the MMDA or RCC 

level is essential for concerted planning, implementation and monitoring of provisions of public 

good and services and developing this information would aid in the provision of sustained growth 

for Ghana. Sources for this data are readily available in current record keeping. For example 

housing units need permits form assemblies and these records could be processed for analysis. 

Similar opportunities to leverage existing records should be explored. These functions can be 

undertaken by the RCCs and add value by provided Regions and other sub-regional governments 

with the information for better planning. 
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Appendices 

 

APPENDIX 1 – Field Data Collection Instrument 

 

GHANA URBANIZATION REVIEW II: INTER-JURISDICTIONAL COORDINATION STUDY  

Name of 

Assembly…………………………………………………Region…………………………………………

…………… 

Department /Agency………………………………………………       Name of 

Respondent…………………………………         

Position of Respondent……………………………………………       

Date………………………………………………………… 

 

Part I History of inter-jurisdictional coordination 

1. Has there ever been any inter-jurisdictional coordination in this Assembly/agency (formal or informal)?   

Yes/ No 

2. If yes what programme /project was it? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

3. What type of coordination was it: 

(i) inter-municipal;  

(ii) municipal and department arrangement;  

(iii) inter-departmental; or  

(iv) departmental and central government arrangement?  

Please list coordination parties (specific department or government units).   

……………………………………………………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

4. Was it successfully completed? Yes/No   

5. If Yes what accounted for its success (law/regulations, personalities, governmental directives, etc)  

(5b)Is there room for improvement? Yes/No 

6. If No what accounted for its failure (law/regulations, personalities, governmental directives, etc)  

 (6b) Is there room for improvement? Yes/No 

7. What are good examples of coordination in this case? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………. 

8. What are bad examples of coordination in this case?  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………. 
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Part II Ongoing inter-jurisdictional coordination 

9. Are there any current formal areas of inter-jurisdictional coordination? Yes/No 

10. If yes are they  

(i) inter-municipal;  

(ii) municipal and department arrangement;  

(iii) inter-departmental; or  

(iv) departmental and central government arrangement? 

11. Are there any challenges (such as legal, administrative, resources, land disputes, finance)? 

12. If not what is accounting for their smooth coordination (legal, administrative, resources, finance)? 

13. Is there planning coordination or service delivery as part of these coordination?  Yes/No 

14. Are these coordination mechanisms a) self financed or b) dependent on other governments/donors? 

15. What is the national role in supervising or giving incentives to cooperate? 

………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………….. 

16. Are there any informal inter-jurisdictional coordination mechanism (eg, sharing of data, resource 

sharing?) Yes/No 

17. If yes, what are the incentives for this informal activity?  

………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

18. What inter-jurisdictional coordination mechanisms for efficiency, transparency and accountability 

exist?  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………….. 

19. How is civil society included in inter-jurisdictional coordination processes?  

…………………………………….. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………….……………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

20. What have been the challenges so far, if any, in coordinating with other local governments?  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………. 

 

21. What has been the positive effect/finance/employment/development etc of the coordination? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

22. In terms of cost benefit analysis what is the loss in the absence of coordination? 

…………………………….. 
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………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

23. What have been the political disincentives if any of the coordination undertaken so far? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………....... 

 

24. What are the institutional/legal bottlenecks in any of the coordination so far? 

…………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

 

Part III Prospective inter-jurisdictional coordination 

 

25. Are there any investments that can be made between your assembly/agency and any other assembly? 

Yes/No 

If yes give examples.  

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

 

26. What precautionary measures would you suggest in order to achieve a successful joint investment? 

a)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………b)…………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………….c}………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………….... 

 

27. What specific law/regulation should be deleted to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination? 

a)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

b)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

c)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

 

28. What specific law/regulation should be reviewed to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination? 

a)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

b)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

c)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

 

29. What incentives can support inter-jurisdictional coordination in your 

opinion?a)……………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………… 

b)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………



59 
 

………………………………………………… 

c)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

 

30. What new institution base solutions would you suggest can improve inter-jurisdictional coordination? 

a)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

b)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

c)……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

 

31. Would voluntary cooperation mechanisms be of relevance to improve inter-jurisdictional 

coordination? Yes/No  

 

(31b) If Yes explain? 
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APPENDIX 2: List of Persons Contacted 

REGION MMDA NAME POSITION OF 

RESPONDENT 

DEPARTMENT 

Greater Accra Accra Metro. Assembly Timothy T. Oman Chief Devt. Planning Officer Central Admin/MPCU 

 Accra Metro. Assembly KojoYeboah Director, TCP TCPD 

 Accra Metro. Assembly Victor Kotey Solid Waste Head Waste Mgt. Dept. 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Dr. John Yabani Director Health 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Nicholas Agbomadzi MFO Finance 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Felix Banduah MCD Central Administration 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Isaac Odamtten MCE Central Administration 

 Tema Metro. Assembly E.A. Badoe Works Engineer Works 

 Tema Metro. Assembly G. A. Tamakloe Head TCPD 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Stephen Attipoe Metro Roads Engineer DUR 

 Tema Metro. Assembly Taylor-Appiah MDPO MPCU 

 Ga West Municipal Francis Agbo Quantity Surveyor Works Dept. 

 Ga West Municipal Frank K. Nibi Dev’t Planning Officer Dev’t Planning 

 Ga West Municipal Kofi A. Boakye-Boateng Maintenance Engineer Dept. Urban Roads 

 Ga West Municipal Dr. Arhin DDHS Health (GHS) 

 Ga West Municipal Benjamin Abudey Head Waste Mgt. Unit Environmental Health 

 Ga West Municipal Mrs Dorothy Nyarko MCD Admin. 

 Ga West Municipal Nana Kwame Agyemang Municipal PP Director  P Ryaza Planning  

 Ga West Municipal Francisca Ansah (Mrs) Deputy Director (Supervisor) Education 

 Ga West Municipal Anthony Anumel Feeder Roads Engineer Feeder Roads 

Northern Savelugu-Nanton Municipal InusahAbukari Planning Officer Planning Unit 

 Savelugu-Nanton Municipal Joana Quainoo District Director Health Ghana Health Service 

 Savelugu-Nanton Municipal IssakaBasinmle Coordinating Director Central Administration 

 Savelugu-Nanton Municipal Awudu Azure A. Accountant Finance 

 Savelugu-Nanton Municipal Simon G. Bagbio Deputy Director Ghana Education Service 

 Savelugu-Nanton Municipal Atiga Benedict Head of Works Dept. Works 

 Tamale Metropolitan AlhajiShihnKashin MCD Central Administration 

 Tamale Metropolitan Benjamin Menhl Ass. Metro. Planning Officer Town & Country Planning 

 Tamale Metropolitan Alhassan I. MPO MPCU 

 Tamale Metropolitan MumuniMunkaila STO Metro. Health Directorate 

 Tamale Metropolitan M.S. Abdul-Rahaman Director Ghana Education Service 

 Tamale Metropolitan Luriwie B. Hamidu Solid Waste Manager Waste Management 

 Tamale Metropolitan Francis Babereyir Area Management NEDCO (VRA) 

 Tamale Metropolitan Mad. Atika Principal Accountant MLGRD 
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REGION MMDA NAME POSITION OF 

RESPONDENT 

DEPARTMENT 

 Tamale Metropolitan J.B. Aabullah Head Works 

 Sagnarigu Alexander Gogoe Regional Director Urban Roads 

 Sagnarigu Abudu Y. Abubakar DFO Finance 

 Sagnarigu GyanLamatey Head-EHSU Enutal Health 

 Sagnarigu Z.M. Kaming District Supervisor Works 

 Sagnarigu Neina F. Saani District Planning Officer District Planning Unit 

 Sagnarigu SaakaTakora District Town Plann. Officer Town & Country Plg. Dept. 

 Sagnarigu Frank E. Odro District Coordinating Director Central Administration 

Volta Adaklu Emmanuel Sky Ganaku DCE Admin. 

 Adaklu Charles Azagba Ag. DDHS Health 

 Adaklu Maxwell Dei-Kumah District Finance Officer Finance Dept. CAGD 

 Adaklu Akuffo K.  Reuben AD 1, DDCD Central Administration 

 Adaklu Isaac Asiegbor Director, GES Education (GES) 

 Adaklu Simon K. Defoe Ag. Works Eng Works 

 Adaklu George Abotsi Dist. Env. Health Officer Enu’tal Health & Sanitation 

 Adaklu Gregory A.K. Tonozie Planning Officer Planning Unit 

 Ho Municipal Christiana Attechey MDCO MHDHO (GHS) 

 Ho Municipal Mr. Fugar Municipal Planning Officer Administration 

 Ho Municipal Anorwu Prosper Regional Director Urban Roads 

 Ho Municipal Emmanuel Dogbevia Work Engineer Works 

 Ho Municipal Richard Awudza Chief Env. Health Officer Environmental  Health 

 Ho Municipal Joy Akpebu Head of Planning Ho Municipal Educ. Office 

 Ho Municipal Seth OseiNketiah Regional Manager Feeder Roads 

 Ho Municipal Felix Selohme MTPO Town & Country Planning 

 Ho Municipal  MCD Administration 

 South Dayi Ayidzoe Benjamin District Engineer Works 

 South Dayi M.S. Mumuni Accountant Finance 

 South Dayi Aaron Aboagye Dist. Physical Planner Physical Planning Dept. 

 South Dayi DzigbordiAkpetey Dist. Env. Health Officer Env. Health & San. 

 South Dayi Daniel Ankrah Asst. Planning Officer Planning Unit 

 South Dayi Baako K. Gaddafi Research & Records Officer GES 

 South Dayi Dr. M.B.K. Ahedor Director Health 

Ashanti Kumasi Metropolitan P. Kotoka Deputy HOD Waste Management 

 Kumasi Metropolitan Christopher K. Ofosu Metro. Director of Planning Planning 

 Kumasi Metropolitan RosamundEdusei Regional Director TCPD 

 Kumasi Metropolitan Joyce Afukaar Metro. Director TCPD 

 Kumasi Metropolitan I.K. Otoo DMFO Finance 
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 AsokoreMampong Municipal N.A. Frimpong MEHO Environmental Health 

 AsokoreMampong Municipal C. Appiah-Kubi Municipal Engineer Works 

 AsokoreMampong Municipal A. A. Effah Finance Officer Finance 

 AsokoreMampong Municipal Adam M. Baba MCD Central Administration 

 AsokoreMampong Municipal Alex Asare MDPO Planning Unit 

 AsokoreMampong Municipal KyeiBaffour MTPO TCPD 

 AtwimaNwabiagya HellenAovare District Public Health Nurse District Health Directorate 

 AtwimaNwabiagya KwadwoOsei-Boateng Technical Officer II TCP 

 AtwimaNwabiagya Damian AbiiroAtintono Planning Officer GES 

 AtwimaNwabiagya Ruth Agyeiwaa Badu Ag. District Planning Officer Planning (DPCU) 

 AtwimaNwabiagya Eric J. Donkor Engineer Works 

 AtwimaNwabiagya Henry Annan Area Engineer Dept. of Feeder Rds (Wks) 

 AtwimaNwabiagya John Nunekpeku Works Engineer Works Department 

Western Ahanta West Nana KusiNsiah Dist. Town Plg. Officer Town Planning 

 Ahanta West Mary Wilson Deputy Director. A&F GES 

 Ahanta West O.Y. Owusu-Sekyere Dist. Environ. Health Officer Enutal Health 

 Ahanta West Frances FiifiYankey Works Engineer Works 

 Ahanta West Seth Ankomah Dist. Plg. Officer Planning 

 Wassa East Estherine Mensah District Planning Officer Planning 

 Wassa East J. A. Mensah Pmc. Technical  Engineer Dept of Feeder  Roads 

 Wassa East Michael Beyaw Works Engineer Works 

 Wassa East Lamptey Daniel DEHO Enutal Health 

 Wassa East Joseph ObriTetteh HRM GES 

 Wassa East Rachel FosuaSarpong Dist. Coor. Director Administration 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. Ms. Felicia Amusseh Ag. MDHS Metro Health Directorate 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. Henry Owusu Head MPCU Planning Unit 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. C. Ampomah Works Engineer Metro. Engine Dept. 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. Osbert C. Forson Deputy Director Metro. Education Office 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. John Gorkeh-Miah Head of Waste Mgt. Dept. Waste Management 

 Sekondi/Takoradi Metro. Isaac Affum Snr. Town Planning Officer TCPD 
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APPENDIX 3:  Population and land coverage (sq km) of MMDAs studied 

Region MMDA Land Size sq km Population 

Western Ahanta West 519  106,000 (2010 Pop. Census) 

130,000 (2013 Projected) 

 Wassa East 1,880  178,989 (2014) 

168,829 (2010) 

 Sekondi-Takoradi 219 sq 444,752 (2013) 

Ashanti Nwabiagya 294.84  149,025 (2010 Pop. Census)  

 Asokore-Mampong 23.9  304,000 (2010) 

 KMA 214.3  1,730,249 (2010) 

Greater Accra Tema Metro 112  290,000 (2010) 

 Ga West 305.4  219,788 (2010) 

 AMA 137  1,665,086 (2010) 

Volta Ho Municipality 2,361  177,281 (2010) 

 Adaklu 709   

 South Dayi 1,000  51,609 (2013 Projected) 

45,268 (2010) 

Northern Savlugu 1,790.7  156,967 (2014) 

 Sagnerigu 114.29  148,099 (2010) 

 Tamale 646.9  223,252 (2010 Pop. Census)  
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APPENDIX 4: Inter-jurisdictional Projects Selected by Study Areas 

 

AMA KMA TaMA STMA HO 

Engineered Landfill Site Engineered landfill site Engineered Landfill 

site 

Engineered landfill 

site 

Engineered landfill 

site 

Drainage System-Lafa Stream Cocoa processing plant Irrigation on 

Kukuobila river 

Oxidation pond Organic fertilizer 

project 

Street Naming (Contiguous Streets), Affordable housing 

project 

Street naming  Affordable housing 

project 

Sports complex 

Roads Link roads and Kumasi 

Airport 

Savelugu-Kumbungu 

road 

By-pass from 

Daboasi junction-

Agona Nkwanta 

Eastern corridor roads 

construction 

Waste Treatment Plant- Waste to Energy 

etc 

Waste management 

(recycling plant) 

Waste Management 

(recycling) 

Waste to Energy 

project 

Airstrip 

Preservation of Nsuki River  Planning Schemes  Abatoir 

Community Based Health Programme School Health 

Programme 

Community Health 

Programme 

 Specialised health 

facility.  

Kraal for Ashaiman and Tema Water facilities Rest Stops for heavy 

duty vehicles 

Lorry station Tourist site:  Adaklu 

mountain 

Interchange at AdjeiKojo and 

Community 12 intersection 

Vehicle terminals Lorry stations Transit terminal  

Interchange at Klagonunderbridge and 

Real Estate 

 Ambulance service   

Internet data vaults     

(11 projects) (8 projects) (10 projects) (7projects) (8 projects) 
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APPENDIX 5: Interview itinerary 

Date Activity and location 

April 7-11; April 28,  2014 Data collection in Accra  

April 14-17, 2014;  Data collection in Ho 

April 14-17, 2014 Data collection in Tamale 

April 22-26,2014 Data collection Sekondi Takoradi 

April 22-25, 2014 Data collection in Kumasi 
 

Note: There was a parallel study with the support of an assistant  

 

 

APPENDIX 6:  Administrative and planning functions of RCCS 

Appendix 6a:  Functions of regional coordinating councils (RCCs) Act 462 (1993) Section 142 

 

RCCs are established for each of the 10 regions of Ghana. An RCC is an administrative and coordinating rather 

than a political and policy-making body. Its functions are to:  

 

• monitor, coordinate and evaluate the performance of the DAs in the region;  

• monitor the use of all monies allocated to the DAs by any agency of the central government; 

• review and coordinate public services generally in the region  

• perform such other functions as may be assigned to it by or under any enactment. 

 

Appendix 6b:  Planning functions of the regional coordinating council Act 480 (1994) Section 8 

 

A Regional Coordinating Council established under the Local Government Act, 1993 (Act 462) shall perform 

the following functions:  

 

(a) Provide the District Planning Authorities with such information and data as is necessary to assist them in the 

formulation of district development plans. 

(b) Coordinate the plans and programs of the District Council Authorities harmonize the plans and programs 

with national development policies and. priorities for consideration and approval by the Commission. 

(c) Monitor and evaluate the imp1emen1ation of the programs and projects of the District Planning Authorities 

within the region. 

(d) Act on behalf of the Commission with respect to such national programs and projects in the region as the 

Commission may direct. 

(e) Perform such other planning functions as may be assigned to it by the Commission. 
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APPENDIX 7: Data tabulation 
 

Part I: History of coordination 

 

Table 1: History of coordination by study area 

Study area History of coordination 

Yes % No % 

AMA 12 60 8 40 

KMA 11 73 4 27 

STMA 9 53 8 47 

HO 6 24 19 76 

TaMA 9 69 4 31 

Total 47 52 43 48 

 

Table 2: Common projects of coordination 

Project type No. % 

Waste Disposal 3 7 

Planning and Budgeting 5 12 

Relocation 1 2 

Transport 6 14 

Peer Review Meetings 5 12 

School Building 1 2 

Exchange Programme 1 2 

Health Programme 7 17 

Spatial Development Plans 8 19 

Urban Project (WB) 2 5 

Water Project 1 2 

Law Enforcement 1 2 

Street Naming 1 2 

Monitoring 1 2 

Total 43 100 

 

Table 3: Coordination mechanism by study area 

 

Coordination mechanism 

Each study area 

AMA KMA STMA HO TaMA TOTAL 

No % No % No % No % No % No % 

Inter-municipal 10 77 6 46 5 38 5 83 2 20 28 50 

Municipal and department 3 33 3 23 2 15 1 17 3 30 13 23 

Inter-departmental 0  2 15 5 38   3 30 10 18 

Departmental and Central 

government 

0  2 15 1 9   2 20 5 8 
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Table 4: Rate of completion by coordination mechanism 

Coordination mechanism % complete % uncompleted 

No. % No. % 

Inter-municipal 27 57 2 67 

Municipal and department 9 19 1 33 

Inter-departmental 8 17   

Departmental and Central 

government 

3 7   

Total 47 94 3 6 

 

Table 5: Factors/reasons accounting for success 

Factors No.  % 

Law/regulations  19 33 

Personalities 16 27 

Governmental directives 15 26 

Finance 6 10 

Mutual benefits 1 2 

NGO Assistance 1 2 

Total 58 100 

*Mention is made of room for improvement Q5b 

 

Table 6 : Factors/reasons accounting for failure 

Factors No.  

Law/regulations   

Personalities 2 

Governmental directives 1 

Finance  
*Mention is made of room for improvement Q6b  

 

Table 7: Characteristics of well-coordinated programmes 

Characteristic No  % 

Programmes that meets mutual benefits 4 22 

Clearly defined roles and procedures 2 11 

Laws/ regulation/ government directives 2 11 

Thorough feasibility study 4 22 

Good collaboration between district assemblies and 

partners/ support/stakeholders 

3 17 

Adequate funding 3 17 

Total 18 100 
*Mention is made of characteristics of bad coordination Q8 

Bad Coordination 

a. Misunderstanding of the provision 

b. Lack of commitment 

c. Possibility of one district taking control over the project 

d. Poor involvement of stakeholders in decision making 

Part II: Ongoing formal coordination efforts 
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Table 8: Current formal coordination effort by study area 

Study area Current formal effort 

Yes % No. % 

AMA 16 76 5 24 

KMA 11 65 6 35 

STMA 5 28 13 72 

HO 7 28 18 72 

TaMA 9 75 3 25 

Total 48 52 45 48 

 

Table 9: Current formal coordination mechanism by study area 

Current  

Coordination mechanism 

Each study area 

AMA KMA STMA HO TaMA TOTAL 

No % No % No % No % No % No % 

Inter-municipal 10 62 3 25 3 75 4 67 3 25 23 46 

Municipal and department 2 12 2 17   1 17 1 9 6 12 

Inter-departmental 2 12 3 25 1 25 1 17 5 41 12 24 

Departmental and Central 

government 

2 12 4 33     3 25 9 18 

 

Table 10: Challenges in current formal coordination  

Nature of challenge No. % 

Legal  7 14 

Administrative 17 33 

Land disputes 18 35 

Finance 9 18 

Total 51 100 

 

Table 11: Factors/reasons accounting for formal current coordination success 

Factors No.  % 

Law/regulations  4 17 

Personalities 1 4 

Community Acceptance 1 4 

Finance 9 39 

Administrative 5 23 

Land disputes 3 13 

Total 23 100 

* mentionis  made of government’s role in these coordination also the form of financing Q14,15 

 

 

Planning coordination 

Yes- 40 ; No- 6 

Financing 

Mode of Financing No. % 

Self-Financing 14 32 
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Development Agency 14 32 

Central Government 16 36 

Total 44 100 

   

Role of Government in Inter-jurisdictional Coordination 

a. Supervision 

b.  Legislation 

c.  Policy directives 

d.  Guidelines 

e.  Monitoring 

f.  Financing 

g.  Step up implementation of decentralization program 

h.  Build capacity of HODs 

i.  Empower RCCs to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination 

j.  Logistics 

k.  Enforcement of legal framework 

l.  Technical support 

 

 

Table 12: Current informal coordination by study area 

Study area Current Informal coordination 

Yes % No. % 

AMA 9 53 8 47 

KMA 11 55 9 45 

STMA 6 40 9 60 

HO 5 36 9 64 

TaMA 8 89 1 11 

Total 39 52 36 48 

 

Table 13: Type of informal coordination 

Type of coordination 

Data sharing 

Technical advice 

Peer review meetings 

 

 

Table 14: Incentives for informal coordination 

Incentives No.  % 

Mutual exchange of ideas  5 28 

Good data base for effective planning 8 44 

Build trust 2 11 

Self motivation 3 17 

Total  18 100 
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Table 15: Mechanisms for ensuring transparency and accountability 

Mechanism No. % 

Performance Review Meetings 8 42 

Effective monitoring of work plan 5 26 

Clearly defined roles under an MOU 4 21 

Effective RCC Coordination 2 11 

Total 19 100 

*Mention should be made of the extent to which civil society: chiefs, organized groups, landlords, stakeholders, 

etc are involved in the inter-jurisdictional coordination. Also any specific coordination problems with other 

jurisdictions Q19,20 

Civil Society Involvement 

a. Finance  

b. Training  

c. Provision of logistics  

d. Involvement in decision making at public fora  

e. Awareness creation  

f. Planning and Advocacy  

 

Challenges 

Study area Challenges with inter-jurisdictional coordination 

AMA Boundary disputes, commitment and autonomous districts 

HO Finance and logistics 

STMA Finance, boundary disputes, no formal agreement and autonomous districts 

TaMA Finance, Administrative, weak enforcement of laws, boundary disputes 

KMA Commitment, Finance, Awareness and autonomous district, boundary disputes 

 

 

Table 16: Positive effects of coordination 

Positive effect No.  % 

Improvement in finance 8 30 

Employment generation 5 19 

Development targets achieved 6 21 

Avoids duplication 3 11 

Enhances performance 5 19 

Total 27 100 

 

 

Table 17: Cost of lack of coordination 

Cost of no coordination No. % 

Uncompleted projects 3 17 

Duplication of projects 6 33 

Lack of cooperation and development 4 22 

No experience shared 2 11 

Increased burden of disease, poverty and low productivity 3 17 

Total 18 100 

*Mention is made of political disincentives in inter-jurisdictional coordination Q23  
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Political Disincentives 

a. Change in political heads 

b. Political interference 

c. Inadequate political will  

d. Communal strikes against perceived transfer of resources to other districts 

e. Political bias 

f. Autonomous districts and perceived political autonomy 

 

Table 18: Institutional / legal bottlenecks in inter-jurisdictional coordination 

Bottleneck No. % 

Lack of formal agreement between parties 3 27 

Crash of programs/poor coordination 4 37 

Human factor/Bureaucracy 1 9 

Lack of stakeholder involvement in decision making 3 27 

Total 11 100 

 

Part III: Future inter-jurisdictional coordination  

Table 19: Room for inter-jurisdictional coordination by area of study 

Study area Room for future coordination 

Yes % No. % 

AMA 14 93 3 7 

KMA 13 100 0 0 

STMA 14 93 1 7 

HO 16 70 7 30 

TaMA 9 90 1 10 

Total 66 85 12 15 

 

 

 

Table 20: Type of project by study area (summary) 

Type of project AMA KMA STMA HO TaMA 

Waste Management X X X X X 

Educational Programme  X  X X 

Health Programme X X X X X 

Ambulance service     X 

Drainage System X     

Street Naming (Contiguous streets) X    X 

Transportation X X X X X 

ICT X     

Conservation Project X     

Peer Review Meetings   X X  

Sports     X  

Tourism    X  

Water Project   X   

Irrigation Project     X 

Market Stores/shops     X 
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Housing project  X    

Industry  X    

*A separate chapter will be used to show the detail description of the project for each study area 
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Inter-jurisdictional Projects Selected by Study Areas 

AMA KMA TaMA STMA HO 

Engineered Landfill Site Engineered 

landfill site 

Engineered 

Landfill site 

Engineered 

landfill site 

Engineered 

landfill site 

Drainage System-Lafa 

Stream 

Cocoa processing 

plant 

Irrigation on 

Kukuobila river 

Oxidation pond Organic 

fertilizer project 

Street Naming (Contiguous 

Streets), 

Affordable 

housing project 

Street naming  Affordable 

housing project 

Sports complex 

Roads Link roads and 

Kumasi Airport 

Savelugu-

Kumbungu road 

By-pass from 

Daboasi 

junction-

Agona 

Nkwanta 

Eastern corridor 

roads 

construction 

Waste Treatment Plant- 

Waste to Energy etc 

Waste 

management 

(recycling plant) 

Waste 

Management 

(recycling) 

Waste to 

Energy project 

Airstrip 

Preservation of Nsuki River  Planning 

Schemes 

 Abatoir 

Community Based Health 

Programme 

School Health 

Programme 

Community 

Health 

Programme 

 Specialised 

health facility.  

Kraal for Ashaiman and 

Tema 

Water facilities Rest Stops for 

heavy duty 

vehicles 

Lorry station Tourist site:  

Adaklu 

mountain 

Interchange at AdjeiKojo 

and Community 12 

intersection 

Vehicle terminals Lorry stations Transit 

terminal 
 

Interchange at 

Klagonunderbridge and Real 

Estate 

 Ambulance 

service 

  

Internet data vaults     

(11 projects) (8 projects) (10 projects) (7projects) (8 projects) 

 

Table 21: Precautionary measures /policies for future projects 

Precautionary measure/policy No. % 

Effective Stakeholder participation in decision making: chiefs, CSOs, 

etc 

9 17 

Proper land acquisition 3 6 

Effective project cycle planning 4 7 

Build capacity of partners and RCCs to coordinate activities 4 7 

Sign MOU with  clearly defined roles and commitment levels 18 34 

Adequate awareness creation 7 13 

Transparency and Accountability enforcement rules/clauses 3 6 

Minimal political interference 3 6 

Undertake pilot programme 2 4 

Total 53 100 
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Table 22: Existing laws to be deleted 

Existing law to be deleted 

LI that disqualifies Districts to manage engineered landfill sites 

 

 Table 23: Existing law to be reviewed 

Laws to be reviewed 

LI to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination 

Give RCCs the legal backing to undertake such coordination 

Redefine autonomy to mean interdependency 

Demarcate boundaries of district assemblies 

Most districts see themselves as autonomous 

Use of 'may' in Act 462 clause 2 should be substituted with ‘shall’ 

Public Health Act 851 

LI 1961 schedule 1&2 

Decentralization Law Act 462 

Acts 462/ 480 

Compensation Law 

Procurement Law 

 

Table 24: Incentives to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination 

Incentive 

Support peer review meetings between stakeholders 

Exchange of knowledge and experiences 

Provide logistical and technical support 

Targeted capacity building for partners 

Availability of Finance/ Grants for projects 

Requirement under FOAT assessment 

Total fiscal decentralization 

RCC empowered to promote inter-jurisdictional coordination 

Awareness creation on benefits of coordination 

Government to finance part of the cost of the project (eg, 30%) 

 Permit use of IGF to support local needs 

Adequate laws to protect officers in charge 

Establish investment support fund 

 

 

Table 25: Suggested institution to promote coordination 

Institution 

Strengthen RCCs 

Resource district assemblies 

Strengthen NDPC 

Independent monitoring team 

Desk office at MLGRD/ RPCU 

Joint Implementation Committee 

Joint stakeholder meetings 

Involvement of CBOs, FBOs, NGOs, CSOs etc 

 

Table 26: Is voluntary coordination feasible  

Study area Voluntary coordination 
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Yes % No. % 

AMA 8 67 4 33 

KMA 9 82 2 18 

STMA 0 0 0 0 

HO 8 80 2 20 

TaMA 5 56 4 44 

Total 30 71 12 29 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


