
REPUBLIC OF GHANA 

MINISTRY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

COMMITTEE ON 

DISTRICT BOUNDARY DISPUTES RELATING TO THE 

2010 POPUL ATION AND HOUSING CENSUS 

INTERIM REPORT 

March, 2012 

I 



CONTENTS 

CASE STUDIES AND RESOLUTION OF BOUNDARY DISPUTES 3 

Introduction : 3 
Disputes across Regional Boundaries 3 

Dormaa Municipal Assembly (BAR) and Bia District Assembly (WR) 3 
Kintampo North Municipal Assembly (BAR) and Central Gonja District Assembly (NR) 3 
Asuogyaman District Assembly (ER) and North Tongu District Assembly (VR) ~ 6 
Ga South Municipal (GAR) and Awutu Senya (CR) District Assemblies 7 
Sene District Assembly (BAR) and Kwahu North District Assembly (ER) 9 
Asunafo South District Assembly (BAR) and Atwima Mponua District Assembly (AR) 11 
Ga West Municipal Assembly (GAR) and Akwapem South Municipal Assembly (ER) 12 
Sawla-Tuna-Kalba District Assembly (NR) and Wa East District Assembly (UWR) 12 
Dangbe East District Assembly (GAR) and North Tongu District Assembly (VR) 15 
Dangbe East District Assembly (GAR) and South Tongu District Assembly (VR) 15 
West Mamprusi District Assembly (NR) and Talensi Nabdam District Assembly (UER} 16 

District Boundary Disputes 18 
Western Region 18 
Central Region 19 
Greater Accra Region 23 
Volta Region 25 
Eastern Region 29 
Ashanti Region 33 
BrongAhafo Region 37 
Northern Region ~ : 39 
Upper East Region 40 
Upper West Region 43 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Administrative Boundaries in Dispute during the 2010 Population and Housing Census 4 
Figure 2: Disputed Section of the Boundary between the Brong Ahafo and Eastern Regions 10 
Figure 3: Disputed Section of the Boundary between Upper West and Northern Regions 14 
Figure 4: Disputed Section of the Boundary between Upper East and Northern Regions 17 
Figure 5: Fragmented Kwahu South District, 2010 32 
Figure 6: Proposed Districts in Kwahu as delineated by Ghana Statistical Service Field staff, 2010 34 
Figure 7: Kassena-Nankana East and Kassena-Nankana West Districts, 2010 42 

2 

I 



CASE STUDIES AND RESOLUTION OF BOUNDARY DisPUTES 

Introduction 
The disputes that were investigated by the Committee may be divided into two broad 

groups: those relating to regional boundaries and those relating to district boundaries. However, 
it should be pointed out that the disputes across regional boundaries were not brought up by the 
Regional Coordinating Councils but by the District Assemblies adjoining the regional 
boundaries. The main problem was conflict between traditional allegiance and land ownership 
boundaries and regional and administrative boundaries. The Committee explained to the parties 
concerned that administrative districts do not necessarily coincide with traditional areas. It was 
further explained that administrative boundaries do not affect the exercise of traditional 
jurisdiction and allegiance and ownership of land. The specific boundary disputes considered by 
the Committee (Fig. 1 ) are presented below. 

Disputes across Regional Boundaries 

Dormaa Municipal Assembly (BAR) and Bia District Assembly (WR) 
During the 2010 PHC enumeration in September/October 2010, the inhabitants of 

Adiembra No.3 and Zizera refused to be enumerated by enumerators from the Bia District. They 
claimed that they belonged to the Dormaa Municipality and not the Bia District. Census officials 
from both districts met to discuss the issue and it was decided that census officials from the 
Dormaa District should enumerate the communities based on the request of the inhabitants. It 
was agreed that the issue should be investigated and the census data for the communities be 
included in the appropriate district. 

At the consu1tative meeting on the 10th October, 2011 at Sunyani, Vincent Oppong 
Asamoah, the MCE of the Dormaa Municipal Assembly and Tweneboa -Kodua, DCE of Bia 
District corroborated the experience of the GSS personnel during the census. The two District 
Assemblies agreed that the localities belonged to the Bia District. So the completed census forms 
of Adiembra No.3 and Zizera were labelled for Bia District and forwarded to the GSS. The GSS 
confirmed what had been said and the receipt of the census forms for the two communities. 

The consensus at the forum was that the census data for Adiembra No.3 and Zizera 
should be included in the Ria District. 

Kintampo North Municipal Assembly (BAR) and Central Gonja District Assembly (NR) 
The inhabitants of Adido Deke, Jerusalem, Kafuwuripe, Bethlehem, Kayiripe Kawupe, 

Mataheko, Bamako, Benimu Aluwepe, BBC, BBC Mempeasem, Rome, Gbakope, Anifape, 
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Mallam, Chari so, Dokupe, Nigeria Camp, Kplanchasepe, Kobenape, Sawape, Lembirso, 
Agamakope, Abrasewurpe and Soroto claimed they belonged to the Central Gonja District 
instead of the Kintampo North Municipality. They therefore refused to be enumerated by census 
officials from the Kintampo North Municipality. 

The Regional Statistician for Brong Ahafo Region, Seidu Omar met with the District 
Assembly officials of Central Gonja District and it was also agreed that census officials from the 
Central Gonja District should be allowed to enumerate the inhabitants. It was also agreed that the 
issue would be investigated and the census data for the listed communities included in the 
appropriate district. 

At the regional consultative meeting with stakeholders in Tamale, the District Chief Executive 
for Central Gonja, Salisu Be-Awuribe claimed that the localities are listed in the LI for his 
District. He indicated further that during the 2010 PHC, census officials from the Kintampo 
North Municipality transgressed their boundary and attempted to enumerate the inhabitants of 
the affected settlements which in his view fell under his jurisdiction. He pointed out that the 
settlements in question were on the south bank of the Black Volta River. Salisu Be-A wuribe 
argued that the inhabitants of the settlements concerned migrated from his district and settled on 
the southern bank of the Black Volta River. He explained that it is the Central Gonja District 
Assembly which has been providing social services such as potable water, schools, clinics, etc. in 
those settlements. He therefore requested that the census data for the communities should be 
placed under the Central Gonja District. 

The Municipal Chief Executive for the Kintampo North, Alhassan Seidu Harrison 
explained that the settlements constitute grey areas due to the fact that the LIs establishing both 
districts did not capture them. He argued that since the Black Volta River is the regional 
boundary, all the settlements fell under his jurisdiction. He emphasized that, in his view there 
was no problem as such between the two districts regarding the ownership of the settlements. He 
stated that the people on both sides of the Black Volta River are Gonjas just as the two District 

. Chief Executives are. 

It was explained that the settlements are located south of the Black Volta River which is 
the boundary between the Brong Ahafo and Northern Regions. The localities are therefore 
situated in the Kintampo North Municipality of the Brong Ahafo Region. Since the regional 
boundaries are entrenched in the Constitution, they take precedence over district boundaries. 
Indeed, district boundaries should not cross regional boundaries. The regional boundary 
therefore takes precedence over the LI in which the settlements are listed. 

The DCE of Central Gonja, Salisu Be-Awuribe, appealed to the Committee to furnish his 
office with the final report on the dispute. He pointed out that, in so doing, he would have the 
opportunity to explain in detail the principles guiding the delimitation of administrative 
boundaries in the country to the communities under his jurisdiction. He indicated that this would 
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forestall any hostilities in future. He reiterated the need to involve MMDCEs in the demarcation 
of administrative boundaries and delineation of EAs by the Ministry of Local Government and 
Rural Development and Ghana Statistical Service to avoid re-occurrence of similar disputes. 

It was accepted that, since the regional boundary cannot be changed without a 
referendum, the district level 2010 PHC census figures for the named communities sould be 
released on the basis of the existing legal framework ie the regional boundary. 

Asuogyaman District Assembly (ER) and North Tongu District Assembly (VR) 
There was no problem regarding the enumeration of the inhabitants of the communities in 

question, i.e.Ogoli and Old Akrade, during the 2010 PHC. However, when the Committee on 
District Boundary Disputes was set up, the inhabitants of the two settlements came to indicate 
where their census figures should be included. The two settlements have grown and merged and 
now constitute virtually one settlement but retain their individual identities. 

Ogoli and Old Akrade are both in the Asuogyaman District. The inhabitants of Ogoli 
indicated that on the basis of the regional boundary, Ogoli falls in the Volta Region whiles Old 
Akrade is located in the Asuogyaman District of the Eastern Region. 

The District Chief Executive of Asuogyaman, Johnson Ehiakpor gave the historical 
background of the district boundary dispute between his District and the North Tongu District. 
He reported that the communities involved are Ogoli and Old Akrade. He said the existing LI 
which created the Asuogyaman District Assembly captured Ogoli community which was 
predominantly Ewe-speaking under his area of jurisdiction whilst the Old Akrade was placed 
under North Tongu District. He explained that on the basis of the regional boundary, Ogoli falls 
in the Volta Region whiles Old Akrade is located in the Eastern Region. 

The Committee asked for the map of the area to be displayed for scrutiny by all 
stakeholders. It was found that both Ogoli and Old Akrade are in the Eastern Region. The 
Committee requested that the two parties should be invited to the next meeting scheduled for Ho 
so that a consensus could be reached. The DCE of North Tongu was not present at the 
consultative meeting at Ho on September 13, 2011. All the parties who could not attend the 
regional forum were invited to a meeting in Accra. 

Although the DCE of North Tongu attended the meeting in Accra on October 19, 2011, 
he did not raise the dispute relating to Ogoli. At the previous meetings, the DCE for North 
Tongu and the DCE of Asuogyaman were requested to discuss the issue and inform the 
Committee of their decision. 

It was accepted that since Ogoli was in the Eastern Region, the district level census 
figures for the community be included in the Asuogyaman District. 
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Ga South Municipal (GAR) and Awutu Senya [CR] District Assemblies 
The disputed localities are Kpormitey, Amanfrom and lei Krodua. A study of the 

Legislative Instrument establishing the two districts indicate that both Kpormitey and Amanfrom 
are located in the Awutu Senya District. lei Krodua began as a small village which developed 
with time into a large community. Later, the people re-named the newly developed area as lei 
Krodua Mangoase. This led lei Krodua to appear as two separate localities. However, the major 
road from Kasoa to Bogyawse which runs through Jei Krodua serves as the regional boundary 
between Central and Greater Accra Regions. During the 2010 PHC, enumerators from the Ga 
South Municipalility crossed the regional boundary and enumerated some households in 
Kpormitey and Amanfrom in the A wutu Senya District in the Central Region. This was done on 
the basis of mutual understanding between census officials of both districts and the communities. 

At the consultative meeting held in Accra on 1 ih August, 2011, the Municipal Chief 
Executive for Ga South, Sherif N.O. Dodoo stated that he assumed office in 2009 and began 
working with the LI 1827 which established the Weija Municipal Assembly. He pointed out 
that, per the records in his office, the Weija Municipal Assembly was renamed Ga South 
Municipal Assembly during the inauguration of the Assembly by the then Greater Accra 
Regional Minister. This was due to that fact that the indigenous people agitated for the change of 
the name and the Minister obliged. The MCE however indicated that, the Assembly is legally 
known as Weija Municipal Assembly. 

The MCE informed the meeting that, when he assumed duty, it was observed that there 
were ambiguities in the administrative boundaries despite the fact that regional boundaries were 
clearly defined. He elucidated that the LI 1983 which created electoral areas brought about a lot 
of challenges and distortions which culminated in district boundary disputes between Ga South 
and A wutu Senya. He disclosed that PNDC Law 26 established the Greater Accra Region as a 
political entity. LI 1498 established the Ga District Assembly which was split into Ga West and 
Ga East District Assemblies. Subsequently, Ga South District Assembly was carved out of Ga 
West District Assembly. He explained that LI 1498 which established the Ga District gave 
detailed description of settlements and pillars that constituted the District Assembly. He 
indicated that one of the settlements, Jeikrodua was split by the regional boundary. It was this 
which caused the dispute over the enumeration of households during the 2010 Population and 
Housing Census. He indicated that the Jeikrodua settlement overlapped the District Assembly 
boundary which is coterminous with the Regional boundary. 

The District Chief Executive of A wutu Senya, Nuhu Adams, was given opportunity to 
brief the meeting on the situation in his area of jurisdiction. He quoted from Dr. lC. Reindorfs 
book (page .... ) that "Ga is the name particularly applied to the people andcountry bounded on 
the east by the lagoon Tshemu near Tema, west by the river Sakumo fio, south by the sea and 
north by the Akwapem Mountains. It is, however, generally applied to the people and land from 
the Cooks loaf or Langma to the Volta. The seven Towns forming Akra people are: 
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i. Ga, English or James Town (British Akra) 

ii. Kinka or Ussher Town (Dutch Akra) 

iii. Osu or Christianborg (Danish Akra) 

iv. La or Labade 

v. Teshi 

vi. Ningowa or Little Ningo and 

vii. Tema whilst the Ga Adangme coast towns are Kpong or Poni, Gbugbla or Prampram, 
Nungo or Ningo and Ada. The inland Adangme towns are Shai, Krobo, Osudoku and 
Asutuare ' '. 

The DCE of A wutu-Senya, Nuhu, further quoted from the Local Government Report, 
1972 as follows: 

a) Paragraph 17 

We wish to make it clear that the boundary changes we have propossed are not to be deemed to 
confer title to land or to affect traditional allegiances or alignments. They are purely for 
purposes of effective Local Government. 

b) Paragraph 76 

Jurisdiction over the villages of Jeikrodua and Odupong-Ofako is also disputed between the Ga 
Local Council and the Awutu Local Council. As these villages are in the Central Region, we 
consider that jurisdiction over them should remain vested in the A wutu Local Council. 

The District Chief Executive, explained that the springing up and growth of settlements 
as a result of the Coastal Road Construction tended to blur the regional and district boundaries. 
This culminated in settlements which were not included in the LI 1376 which established the 
Awutu-Efutu-Senya District Assembly. He disclosed that PNDC Law 26 decreed that Mile 7 
which was used as a land mark for the boundary demarcation should be changed to a regional 
boundary. Nuhu was of the opinion that the newly built-up areas did not feature in the recent 
maps produced by SMD of Lands Commission and other agencies charged with the mandate to 
produce maps. 

The issue at stake was fundamentally related to the growth of settlements on either side 
of the regional boundary. Officials of GSS explained that they were mindful of the existing 
regional boundaries as well as the LIs in the delimitation of the enumeration areas. It was 
explained that the settlements in dispute are situated as follows: 
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Settlement 
Jeikrodua Mangoase 
Jeikrodua (Original) 

Location 
Central Region 
Greater Accra Region 

The Chairman noted that the 1992 Constitution of Ghana was very clear on the 
relationship between regional boundaries, administrative boundaries and constituencies. He 
reiterated that land ownership or traditional jurisdictions were not affected by regional and 
administrative boundaries. The regional boundary should serve as the basis for the resolution of 
the problems presented by both parties i.e. Ga South and Awutu Senya District Assemblies. He 
emphasized that the Committee's work would be guided by the location of settlements/localities 
in relation to district and regional boundaries. 

The Central Regional Minister, Ama Banyiwa Doe, pointed out that the concerns raised 
by some of the Traditional Authorities in the areas of controversy were mostly the violation of 
traditional boundaries during district boundary delimitation. 

It was agreed that since the regional boundary cannot be altered except by a 
referendum, the district level census data should be released in accordance with the existing 
legal framework. 

Sene District Assembly (BAR) and Kwahu North District Assembly (ER) 
The Enumeration Areas for the Sene District were delineated based on the LIs and the 

regional boundary. However, during the 2010 PHC, the inhabitants of Ntoaboma, Sitorkope, 
Kpekuidzi No.2, Digya Island and other surrounding settlements refused to be enumerated by 
census officials from Sene District (Figure 2). They claimed to belong to the K wahu North 
District as a result of an earlier administrative arrangement between Atebubu and the K wahu 
District Councils for the latter to act as an agent of the former in administering Ntoaboma. The 
District Statistical Officer and the District Coordinating Director of K wahu North and the 
District Chief Executive for Sene met and agreed that the inhabitants should be enumerated by 
census officials from the Kwahu North District. It was also agreed that the data should be put in 
the appropriate district after the resolution of the dispute. 

At one of the Committee's meeting at the Institute of Local Government Studies (lLGS), 
Madina, the DCE for Sene District, Dominic Napare indicated that the dispute between his 
District and the Afram Plains (Kwahu North?) District was about Ntoabomah which was ceded 
to the Kwahu North District, a decision that transgressed the regional boundary. He disclosed 
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further that the Digya Forest Reserve was also ceded to Kwahu North despite the fact that it is 
located in the Sene District of the Brong Ahafo Region. Dominic Napare informed the meeting 
that, in his view, the locality ought to be under Sene District. He claimed that Ntoabomah was 
more accessible from his District than from the Kwahu North District and expressed concern that 
the LI that established the Kwahu North District still placed Ntoabomah and surrounding 
localities under that District instead of Sene District. 

It was pointed out that Ntoabomah was temporarily ceded to the Kwahu North District 
for the purposes of administrative convenience about 1972. The arrangement was to continue 
until accessibility in the area had improved or "until the regional boundary is adjusted by 
constitutional process to transfer Ntoabomah to the Eastern Region" pg. 195RB. The DCE for 
Sene District was requested to furnish the Committee with a list of communities in dispute 
during the 2010 PHC to enable the Committee comprehend the situation better. The Committee 
decided to invite both Kwahu North and the Sene District Assemblies to the next meeting 
scheduled for Wednesday, 24th August, 2011 at ILOS, Madina. 

Based on the delineation of the regional boundary, Ntoabomah, Sitorkope, Kpekuidzi 
and surrounding settlements are in the Sene District of the Brong Ahafo Region. It was 
therefore agreed that the 2010 PHC census data for these localities be released according to 
the existing legalframework in spite of the earlier arrangement. However, The Kwahu North 
District should continue to have oversight administrative responsibility over the localities and 
its surrounding areas due to poor accessibility to Kwame Danso, the district capital of the Sene 
District. The Local Government Act of 1993 allows joint venture by District Assemblies. 

Asunafo South District Assembly (BAR) and Atwima Mponua District Assembly (AR) 
The inhabitants of Siana claimed they belong to the Asunafo South District of the Brong 

Ahafo Region and not the Atwima Mponua District of the Ashanti Region. This led to their 
refusal to be enumerated by census officials from Atwima Mponua District. An agreement was 
therefore reached between the officials of the two District Assembliess to allow census 
enumerators from Asunafo South District to enumerate the inhabitants Siana whilst the matter 
was investigated for an appropriate resolution. 

At the meeting of the Committee in Sunyani on 10th October, 2011, a traditional ruler 
from Asunafo South District queried the use of the Tano River as the boundary between the 
Asunafo and Atwima Mponua Districts. He indicated that two rivers viz. Tano and Srim have 
always served as their administrative boundary. He disclosed that the boundary dispute between 
the two districts was sent to a court of competent jurisdiction for the determination of the case. 
The traditional ruler claimed that the court ruled in favour of the Asunafo South District. He 
therefore contended that Siana and surrounding villages along the west of the Tano River belong 
to Asunafo South District. He expatiated that, when K warne Nkrumah, former President of 
Ghana delimited the Brong Ahafo Region, the settlements in contention were placed under the 
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Brong Ahafo Region and for that matter the Asunafo South District. The Chief proposed that the 
census data for the disputed communities should be included in the Asunafo South District. 

It was explained that since 1969, all the Constitutions of Ghana have clearly stated that 
regional boundaries cannot be changed except through a referendum in strict adherence with 
specified conditions as contained in, Article 5, sub-section 6 of the 1992 Constitution. The 
disputed settlements are listed in the consolidated LI 1983 under the Asunafo South District in 
the Brong Ahafo Region. The participants were aware of the LI 1983 but some were yet to 
receive copies of it. 

The meeting resolved that the 2010 PHC district level data of Asunafo South and 
Atwima Mponua Districts should be released on the basis of the regional boundary and the 
consolidated LI. 

Ga West Municipal Assembly (GAR) and Akwapem South Municipal Assembly (ER) 
The inhabitants of Papa se and Hebron claimed that traditionally the y belong to the 

Akwapem Traditional Area. During the 2010 Population and Housing Census, enumerators from 
Ga West were deployed in Papase and Hebron and the inhabitants of the two communities 
expressed their dissatisfaction about the arrangement. They allowed the enumeration to proceed 
but demanded that the census data for the communities in contention should be included in the 
Akwapim South Municipality. 

Ms Patience Osei-Nyarko, Ga West Municipal Assembly Town and Country Planning 
Officer, reported that Papase and Hebron which legally belong to Ga West Municipal Assembly 
are being claimed by Akwapem South Municipal Assembly. She indicated that, on several 
occasions, officials of the Akwapem South Municipal Assembly crossed the boundary to collect 
revenue at the expense of the Ga West Municipal Assembly. Ms Osei-Nyarko also disclosed that 
permits for the construction of new buildings were issued by the Akwapim South Municipal 
Assembly. She added that the processing of land documents for the area is done at Koforidua in 
the Eastern Region instead of Accra. The dispute hinges on the loss of revenue by the Ga West 
Municipal Assembly. 

In strict adherence to the 1992 Constitution, the regional boundaries cannot be altered 
except through a referendum. As the two communities are located in the Greater Accra 
Region and the existing LI also listed them in the Ga West Municipalal Assembly, the 
consensus was that the district leveL census figures for Papase and Hebron should be included 
in the Ga West Municipality in accordance with the existing legal framework. 

Sawla- Tuna-Kalba District Assembly (NR) and Wa East District Assembly (UWR) 
The inhabitants of Chasia, Kpakpalamuni, Kalajon, Dolisa, Kandige, Buleju, Eribieyiri 

and Doliguo refused to be enumerated by census officials assigned by Sawla- Tuna-Kalba 
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District. The reason was that they belonged to Wa West District instead of Sawla- Tuna-Kalba 
District. The Upper West Regional Statistician met with the census field supervisor for the area 
and it was agreed that the Enumeration Areas (EAs) involved should be enumerated by census 
officials from Wa West District with the understanding that the matter will be investigated and 
data for the communities placed in the appropriate district. 

At the Committee's meeting with stakeholders in Wa, the DCD for Sawla Tuna Kalba 
District informed the meeting that some communities in his District have been wrongly placed in 
the Wa East District. He pointed out that, on the basis of the regional boundary, the Chasia 
settlement is located in the SawlalTunalKalba District in the Northern Region (Fig.3). 

However, the DCE for Wa East cautioned that the placement of the affected communities 
in the SawlalTunalKalba District might result in conflict if the necessary review of the regional 
boundary was not carried out. He therefore appealed to the Committee to tackle the issue 
professionally to ensure that the communities are placed under Wa East District Assembly on the 
basis of the current arrangement. 

The LI which established Wa West District confirmed the claim by the inhabitants of 
Chasia and the other settlements in dispute that they were part of the district. The DCE for Wa 
West District submitted colonial documents from the archives which showed that the disputed 
settlements have been part of Wa District and since 1948 they have always been included in the 
Wa District for census purposes. The Chairman explained that regional boundaries cannot be 
altered unless through a referendum and he reiterated that regional boundaries do not affect 
traditional allegiance and ownership of land. 

A chief from Jeyiri contended that over the years, Chasia settlement was enumerated as 
part of Wa Urban Council. He disclosed that the inhabitants were assured by the Regional 
Statistician of the GSS that the census figures would be part of the Upper West Region. He 
therefore cautioned that, there could be hostilities if the regional boundary is not changed in 
favour of the Chasia community's preference i.e. inclusion in the Wa East District. 

The Chaimian explained that the Committee was not set-up to delimit administrative 
boundaries but to resolve such boundary dispute relating to the 20 I 0 PHC. The current map of 
Ghana shows that Chasia is located in the Northern region. However, in view of the 
documentary evidence submitted by the DCE of Wa East District and the absence of a clearly 
demarcated regional boundary, the status-co should be maintained. As the LI also listed the 
disputed settlements in the Wa East District, the Chairman advised that, after the release of the 
district level census figures, the Sawla-Tuna-Kalba District Assembly could initiate procedures 
for a definition and re-demarcation of the regional boundary. 

'(JJ 
The consensus was that~sus data for the disputed settlements have always been 

included in Wa District since the colonial era, ~tyfrC~ the census figures 
of the settlements for the 2010 'PHC should be included in the Wa East District based on 
proximity, community of interest and the active presence of the Wa East District Assembly in 
the area. 

13 

I 



- 
DISPUTED SECTION OF THE BOUNDARY 

BETWEEN THE UPPER WEST AND NORTHERN REGIONS 
20 

10° 10° 

" 

UPPER 
~" I 
T \REGION 

\ 

Kalajon 
Kpakpalamuna 

Satu 
KeIayiri Jnldabuo 

30' 

• 
REGIONAL BOUNDARY 
TOWNS IN DISPlITE 

Fig.5 SCALE 1:37~OOO 



Dangbe East District Assembly (GAR) and North Tongu District Assembly (VR) 
The inhabitants of Ada Luta and Mafi Luta, Kpedzi or Tehe complained of duplication of 

these localities in North Tongu District and Dangbe East District. This situation has been an 
issue of dispute between the two districts for some time now and especially when it comes to 
national exercises such as registration of voters and population census. The inhabitants therefore 
refused to be enumerated by census officials deployed from the Dangbe East District. The 
intervention of North Tongu District Assembly officials enabled the inhabitants to be 
enumerated. They were assured that the matter will be investigated and the census figures put in 
the appropriate district. 

The LIs establishing the two districts includes Ada Luta under Dangbe East District 
while Mafi Luta is listed under North Tongu District. In the case of Kpedzi or Tehe, it is the 
same locality in Ewe and Dangbe languages respectively. The LI listed Kpedzi in the North 
Tongu District. On the basis of the regional boundary the disputed localities are legally in the 
North Tongu District. 

The DCE of North Tongu informed the meeting that the affected settlements in his view 
belong to the North Tongu District. He therefore wanted to know where the regional boundary 
places the settlements. He indicated that the people of Ada Luta belonged to the North Tongu 
District regardless of the name Ada Luta which people misconstrue as belonging to Dangbe East 
District. He explained that the settlement is predominantly inhabited by Dangbes. The DCE 
added that the settlements being contested were Ada Luta, Mafi Luta and Kpedzi or Tehe. He 
was of the opinion that the names of the communities could be the source of the dispute. The 
name of the community in Ada dialect is Kpehe whilst the Ewes refer to it as Kpedzi. On the 
basis ofthe LI Kpedzi belongs to the North Tongu District. 

On the map showing the regional boundary, Ada Luta and Mafi Luta, Kpedzi or Tehe are 
in the North Tongu District in the Volta Region. It was explained that the regional boundary 
takes precedence over the LIs as a district cannot lie in two regions. 

The meeting agreed that the LIs of both Districts violated the regional boundary. The 
consensus was that the district level census data should be released based on the existing 
regional boundary. 

Dangbe East District Assembly (GAR) and South Tongu District Assembly (VR) 
The inhabitants of Dordoekope, Tuanikope and Adjokatse refused to be enumerated by a 

census official assigned by Dangbe East District. They claimed to belong to South Tongu 
District. The inhabitants seized the EA maps and drove the census officials out of the 
communities. The Dangbe East District Census Officer reported the matter to the Ghana 
Statistical Service Head Office and a cartographer was dispatched to the area. A meeting was 
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quickly arranged between the officials of both District Assemblies at Dordoekope and the matter 
was resolved to allow enumerators from South Tongu District to undertake the exercise. 

At the meeting of the Committee on 19th October 2011 at Institute of Local Government 
Studies (ILGS), Madina, the DCE for South Tongu reported that Dordoekope ought to have been 
under the jurisdiction of his District. He indicated that per the regional boundary, the affected 
settlement belonged to the North Tongu District. He contended that, historically, the Dordoekope 
was part of South Tongu. He explained that the anomaly occurred during the Provisional 
National Defence Council (PNDC) era when resources were distributed to people in the 
community by the Dangbe East District Assembly. In view of the resource flows from Dangbe 
East District Assembly, the people opted to belong to that District rather than to the South Tongu 
District because of the benefits derived from Dangbe East. 

The Chairman made it clear that the regional boundary cannot be changed owing to the 
relevant provisions in the 1992 Constitution. 

The LI that established South Tongu District Assembly listed the settlements in South 
Tongu. However, on the basis of the regional boundary, these localities are located in the 
Dangbe East District Assembly of the Greater Accra Region. 

Since the regional boundaries are entrenched in the Constitution, the consensus was 
that, the census figures for the disputed settlements should be included in the Dangbe East 
District in the Greater Accra Region. 

West Mamprusi District Assembly (NR) and Talensi Nabdam District Assembly (UER) 
During the 2010 PHC, the inhabitants of Arigou prevented enumerators from Talensi 

Nabdarn District from enumerating the inhabitants Bugorogou. They claimed that Bugorogou is 
a surburb of Arigou and should therefore be enumerated by enumerators from the West 
Marnprusi District. However, the inhabitants of Bugorogou maintained that their settlement is 
not part of Arigou as claimed by the inhabitants of Arigou. They contended that Bugorogou is a 
locality on its own with a village head and is part of the Talensi Nabdam District. Census 
officials from Talensi Nabdam District enumerated the inhabitants of Bugorogou whilst those 
who worked in Arigou were from West Mamprusi District. 

At the meeting of the Committee with stakeholders at Bolgatanga on ih October, 2011, the map 
of Ghana on the scale of 1 :250,000 indicated that Arigou is located in the West Marnprusi 
District of the Northern Region. This was confirmed by the Legislative Instruments, which 
created the West Marnprusi District. However, Bugorogou which is not located on the map 
available to the Committee is listed under the Talensi Nabdarn District of the Upper East region. 
On the ground, Arigou and Bugorogou are two distinct communities, separated by a valley. The 
people of Bugorogou claimed that the map produced by Survey and Mapping Division (SMD) in 
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