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INTRODUCTION 

This study, “Governance Analysis”, constitutes the second component of the BMZ (German 
Federal Ministry of Economic Co-operation and Development) - funded project on "Food 
Security and Poverty Alleviation through Improved Valuation and Governance of River 
Fisheries in Africa".  The Komadugu-Yobe Basin comprising mainly Hadejia-Nguru-Gashua 
wetlands of the Lake Chad Basin, is the study site.  The first component of the study 
"Analysis of Key Fisheries Stakeholder” (Report No.1), was completed in June 2006 (Ovie 
et.al 2006). 

Definition of governance 

Several definitions of governance exist in the literature.  However, for the purpose of this 
project, governance is defined as "how power and decision-making are shared amongst 
stakeholders".  Governance analysis is therefore about identifying those that set the 
rules/regulations/policies including the processes followed, the implementation body and 
those affected by such decisions or policies. 

Within the context of fisheries governance, this definition has linkage with the two other 
components of this project namely: policy analysis (the decision-making process) and 
stakeholder analysis (ie interaction between stakeholders). 

The New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD) has identified governance or good 
governance as crucial to economic growth, food security and poverty alleviation. Bad or weak 
governance is a threat to economic growth, food security, poverty alleviation and natural 
resources development and management. It renders research and investment ineffective. In 
general, NEPAD recognises good governance as a key conditioning factor that allows nations 
to progress along their chosen economic development path (NEPAD, 2001). 

In this report, attempt is made to examine three major aspects of governance, namely 
participation, accountability and governance reforms, sectorally amongst fisheries 
stakeholders and cross-sectorally with other stakeholders. Within the context of this study, 
above concepts are defined as follows: 

Participation: The degree to which different legitimate stakeholders are involved in the 
decision-making and/or implementation process. 

Accountability: The degree to which decision-makers are accountable to the end users for 
their decisions (a top - bottom accountability concept). 

Governance reforms: Anything that aims at re-modifying the distribution of power and 
decision-making mechanisms amongst stakeholders.  

Methodology 

This report is a product of desk-based review of secondary materials obtained from strategic 
government and non governmental institutions and complemented with field interviews. 
Visits were made in May and July, 2006 to the Federal Capital, Abuja and to the States 
abutting and including the KYB itself for the purpose of obtaining relevant documents and 
conduct initial face to face interviews with relevant personnel. The documents complemented 
earlier ones collected during the visits for the Stakeholder Analysis study in February and 
April, 2006.  
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The following Ministries, institutions and Agencies were visited for discussions and 
documents: 

Office of the New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD), Abuja, We spoke with 
Mrs. Ngaji, a senior official in the office of the personal Assistant to the President (Olusegun 
Obasanjo) 

Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMA&RD), Abuja. We spoke with 
the officer in charge of planning 

Federal Department of Fisheries (FDF), Abuja. We spoke with the following:1.G.N.Shimang, 
Director, Federal department of Fisheries; 2. N. N. Adebiyi, Assistant Director, Planning; 3. 
R. Abioye, Officer in-in-charge of artisanal fisheries; 4. J. O. Babatunde, Industrial fisheries 
Division. We obtained various documents from here including fisheries laws and edicts, 
fisheries policy, reports on NEPAD Fish for All Summit etc 

National Planning commission 

Federal Ministry of Water Resources (FMWR), Department of Dams, Abuja 

Nigerian Agriculture, Co-operative and Rural Development Bank (NACRDB), Abuja   

Ministry of Agriculture, Extension and Research, Hadejia, Jigawa State. 

We met with the Hon.Commissioner for Agriculture, Alh. Kabiru Ali, and the Director of 
Fisheries, Alh. Mussa S. Usman. We had extensive discussion with both, especially the latter 
whom we had to talk to three times during our visit of July. We obtained from him a copy of 
the Jigawa State Fisheries law of 1998. 
Ministry of Agriculture, Damaturu, Yobe State. We spoke with the Director of Fisheries. 

Department of Agriculture, Bade LGA, Gashua.  We met and spoke with mal Zabu Chiroma, 
Head of Agriculture and Natural resources. 

Ministry of Agriculture, Kano, Kano State. We spoke with the Director of Fisheries. 

Office of the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Nguru, KYB. This 
office is under the control of the National Conservation Foundation (NCF) and has a wide 
array of published work on the Hadejia-Nguru-Gashua wetlands. We met with the officer-in-
charge, Mr. Harry Hanson. 

Office of DFID-JWL Project, Dutse (Headquarters) and Hadejia Field Office. We met with 
the Project manager, Dr. Hassan Bdliya, Project Technical Adviser, Dr. Steve Fraser, Mal Isah 
Dutse (Natural Resources) and a host of other project officers. 

Office of the Dams Authorities, Hadejia- Ja’are River Basin Development Authority. We met 
with the Chief Agric. Superintendent, Mal Shu’aibu Mohammed and we spoke extensively on 
their operations and the relationship of the Basin Authorities with Fisheries Departments    

Other people met include Bulama and Sarki Ruwa in Nguru and Gashua; Mal Musa Bulama 
Gabarwa, Secretary of HNG Wetlands Development Initiatives; Alh. Tela Mohammed, 
Chairman Jigawa State Fish Market Association;  Alh. Yesuf, Chairman, Hadejia Fish Market 
Association. We met other people (too numerous to list here) in the course of this work  

Various documents were collected in the course of these visits (see Appendix) and these were 
used for the desk-based review.  

In general, the report is structured in three parts as contained in the framework for the study:  

1. Participation 2. Accountability and 3.Governance reforms   
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PARTICIPATION COMPONENT 

I. Participation in what? 

The report of the presidential committee on fisheries and aquaculture development in Nigeria 
listed a number of issues relating to fisheries in general and artisanal fisheries in particular 
(FDF, 2005 Vol. II, pg.5).  Some of these issues include: 

• National fisheries planning  
• Fisheries policy formulation and co-ordination 
• Fisheries resources Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS)   
• Enforcement of fishing and fisheries laws and regulations 
• Licensing of fishers and their crafts  
• Maintenance of fish quality control and issuance of Health certificates for all fish and 

fish products from Nigeria; and  
• Compilation of National fisheries statistics. 

All of these issues can be categorized broadly into decision-making (on issues affecting 
fisheries), planning (policy formulation), implementation and possibly evaluation. In all or 
some of these processes, the stakeholders as identified in the Stakeholder Analysis (Ovie et 
al., 2006) are expected to participate and make inputs. 

Firstly, the decision-making process is expected to involve an initial or preparatory conceptual 
framework as to what issues should be included (or not included) in policy framework in the 
fisheries sector that would make it sustainable and fulfill its vital role as a major source of 
food security, income and  employment generation and poverty alleviation. These processes 
would then be followed by the planning or policy formulation process to capture the issues 
identified above. Thirdly, the implementation phase would involve the execution of policy or 
management guidelines including enforcement for the fisheries and lastly an evaluation of the 
policy or management guidelines to reveal successes, failures and impacts of such guidelines. 
In each of these key processes, key stakeholders are expected to participate in all or most 
of them. The extent of participation by key stakeholders is examined in 1.2 and 1.3 
below.  

II. The equity in participation  

The Stakeholder Analysis study component of this project identified a host of stakeholders 
ranging from primary, secondary to tertiary in the fisheries sector (Ovie et al 2006). The 
primary (fishers, processors, buyers, sellers etc.), secondary (trasporters, retailers, ancillary 
actors etc.) and tertiary (DoF, Planning Commission,   Dams Authorities, Micro-finance 
Institutions, NGOs and traditional institutions etc.) have been adequately characterised. (Ovie 
et al 2006).These groups represent key actors in Nigerian inland water fisheries in general 
(Ladu et al, 2004) and are also dominant in the KYB. However, their roles or involvement in 
the fisheries, vary in intensity, both nationally and at basin level. 

The question is asked, whether all stakeholders or legitimate actors in the fisheries do 
participate in the  processes of decision -taking, regarding crucial issues of  planning or policy 
formulation, policy/management implementation and possibly evaluation and assessment of 
policies. Are there dominant, non-dominant (marginalised) and excluded groups in these 
processes?  Why are some groups dominant, marginalised or excluded?  Are the reasons due 
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to ethic, gender, social or share bureaucratic factors? In short, is there equity or non-equity in 
participation? 

Evidence from secondary sources (desk-based review) and field research indicate that the 
concept of participatory planning, design and implementation of fisheries management 
systems is yet to be captured by government line ministries and Departments that assume 
primary responsibilities for developing and managing inland water fisheries. The Federal 
Department of Fisheries (FDF), which is the apex fisheries policy-making government 
Agency in Nigeria, admitted that participation of stakeholders outside the Ministry or 
Department is poor. The primary and secondary stakeholders that represent primary users and 
whose livelihoods depend directly on the fisheries resources are almost totally excluded. Also, 
the bulk of the tertiary stakeholders such as the Dams Authorities, the National planning 
Commission (NPC), Micro-Finance Institutions (MFI) and very importantly the Traditional 
Institutions (TI) are excluded from participation. The reasons for inclusion, exclusion or 
marginalisation were, however, not due to gender, ethnicity, social or political considerations 
but by a share bureaucracy and long time arrangement of government. The main actors are, 
therefore, restricted to staff of FDF but Federal Government Fisheries Research Institutions 
(eg. NIFFR NIOMR), one or two of Professors of fisheries from a University with a Fisheries 
Department and an NGO such as the Fisheries Society of Nigeria (FISON), are sometimes 
consulted to be part of the processes. 

The FDF is currently considering a draft of a new fisheries policy for Nigeria (FDF, 2001) to 
replace the Inland Fisheries decree No.108 of 1992 (FGN, 1992). During the research team’s 
visit to the FDF, we sought to know the composition of the drafting committee for the 
proposed new fisheries policy. The Assistant Director (Planning) of the Department informed 
the team that the draft was made by the staff of FDF and later invited the Directors of the two 
Federal Fisheries Research Institutes (NIFFR New Bussa and NIOMR, Lagos), Provosts of 
the three Federal Colleges of Fisheries, State Directors of Fisheries; National Union of Fish 
Farmers and Aquaculturists (NUFFA) and FISON to discuss it. The meeting held just once 
sometimes in 2002. It is evident from above, that the list of participants was skewed in favour 
of government line Institutions, Departments and few powerful NGOs. 

A matrix of major fisheries policy development processes and stakeholder participation (Table 
1) reveals clearly a low level of participation (high level of exclusion) for many key 
stakeholders in the fisheries especially those in the primary and secondary stakeholder groups. 
It is evident that the FDF is the dominant actor and most times monopolise the processes to 
the exclusion of the other groups. It is also evident that the primary and secondary 
stakeholders are largely excluded except for the traditional institutions that have ‘seized 
power’ and carved a very strong niche for themselves in the areas of implementation and 
enforcement of fisheries rules and regulations at the community levels. The fishers also 
perform similar roles as the through their Community-Based Organisation (CBOs) or 
professional organisations (PO). The fisheries research institutions such as NIFFR, NIOMR 
are sometimes invited to participate in planning and design by the FDF. The institutes 
participate in extension services as part of their mandates.   

Neiland et al (2002) pointed out that "failure of fisheries development policy can be attributed 
to a failure to recognise the range of stakeholders in fisheries, their characteristics and 
possible contributions to policy-making and implementation".  No doubt, success in fisheries 
development and management would depend on the extent to which stakeholders have 
participated in the design and implementation of policies. Equity in participation is 
therefore very weak in Nigeria fisheries as many stakeholders are excluded from the 
various management and development processes (seeTable1.) 
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Table 1.  Matrix of major fisheries policy development processes and stakeholder participation 

                                                                                                     Processes 
Stakeholders 
/Actors 

Planning Design Implemen-
tation 

Enforce-
ment 

Evalua-
tion 

Licensin
g 

Credit 
delivery 

Ext. 
services 

DoFs 
Fish. Inst. 
NGO 
egFISON  
N.P.C 
Dams Auth. 
MFI 
Fishers 
Processors 
Fish traders 
Boat builders 
Commission  
Agents 
Transporters 
Ancillary 
Actors 
Trad. Instn. 

++ 
+ 
+ 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

++ 
+ 
+ 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

++ 
+- 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 

+- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

+ 
 

++ 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 

+- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 

+ 

++ 
+- 
+ 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

++ 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

+ 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
+ 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

+ 
+ 
- 
 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

++ = V. High participation; + = High participation; +- = Weak participation; - = No 
participation 

III. Degree of participation 

Aligned to equity in participation (inclusion or exclusion), is the degree of participation.  

Degree of participation can be viewed along a continuum (of increasing intensity) that range 
from mere information sharing (low level participation) to consultation (greater 
participation) to decision-making (yet greater participation) to initiating action (highest level 
of participation). 

Information-sharing (I prefer to call it information-passing!!) involves decision-makers, 
planners and managers informing lower level stakeholders about proposed vital/ legislative 
issues in fisheries to eliminate accusation by the latter that the former acted unilaterally.  
When stakeholders are both informed and consulted, the intensity of popular participation 
(participatory democracy) increases.  The degree of participation is further enhanced when 
stakeholders have decision-making roles in matters of policy design, implementation, 
evaluation and above all in the initiation of actions. The involvement of stakeholders to 
initiate actions makes them feel ownership of such processes and this is one of the core aims 
of NEPAD. 

In this section, we sought to know the degree to which primary, secondary and tertiary 
stakeholders are involved in decision making regarding fisheries policies and management.  
For example, what is the level (degree) of participation of fishers, processors, fish traders, 
traditional institutions (TI) and even some members of the tertiary stakeholder groups such as 
the fisheries research institutions/fisheries training colleges and Universities etc. in the 
ongoing discussion on the draft of the proposed new fisheries policy? 
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Our study revealed that in fisheries, policy design, decision-making, planning and 
implementation are overtly centralised and dominated by officials of the Federal Department 
of Fisheries and technocrats from other government-line institutions to the exclusion of the 
primary/ secondary stakeholders. These latter groups are never formally informed or 
consulted.  They do not take part in decision-making nor are they involved in initiating actions 
on fisheries issues that affect them and upon which their livelihoods depend.  The FDF 
admitted to this lack of participation by these groups as they have never been considered as 
part of the fisheries management development process by government. 

In summary therefore, the primary and secondary stakeholders in the fisheries are not only 
largely excluded (lack of equity; see1.2 above), but they also have little or no participation in 
these processes. As earlier noted in section 1.2 above, the role of the traditional institutions in 
the implementation and enforcement of fisheries rules and regulation in their communities, 
especially in the KYB and the Lake Chad Basin in general, is self-made and due largely to the 
age-long communal ownership of natural resources, especially, fish, land, forest and wildlife. 
The power was never ceded to them by any formal government. 

IV. Participation at which level? 

The first three aspects of participation examined issues that fisheries stakeholders 
participate in, including equity (inclusion or exclusion) in participation and the degree of 
participation. 

The fourth and final section of the participation component examined the levels at which 
issues regarding fisheries (e.g. decision-making, planning/implementation, evaluation etc.) 
take place. 

Within the context of this study framework, five levels are recognised: 

A. International (transboundary)   
B. National or Federal Government) 
C. State or Provincial government  
D. Local government (District level) and 
E. Village or community level. 

 
For the purpose of this section, we identified a continuum of fisheries management issues that 
range from planning, decision-taking, Policy design, implementation, enforcement, 
evaluation, licensing, extension and credit delivery. These issues are presented in a matrix 
(Table 2) to reveal the various levels at which decisions regarding them are taking.   

In general, all the fisheries management issues (columns Table 2), are under the control of the 
Federal and State governments as contained in the National Inland Water Fisheries decree 
(1992) and the various States Fisheries Edicts e.g. Kebbi State (Kebbi State,1997), Niger State 
(Niger State,1997) and Jigawa State (Jigawa State,1998).  Fifteen other States in the 
Federation have such Fisheries edicts and laws (Salzewedel, et al, 2000). The oversight 
functions for these fisheries processes are usually exercised by the Federal Minister of 
Agriculture through the Director (FDF) and the States Commissioners of Agriculture through 
the States Directors of Fisheries. Fisheries management issues are therefore taken mainly at 
the national (Federal) and State levels only. The legal framework for these oversight functions 
exist in the constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria where Agriculture and by 
extension fishery is placed under the concurrent list of legislation. The consequence of this is 
that fisheries are within the legislative competence of both the Federal and State legislatures. 
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However, to resolve the issue of conflict between the two tier of government, the constitution 
states very clearly that “should a provision of a State law conflict with that of a federal 
law on a matter, the provision of the Federal law shall prevail and the provision of the 
State law shall, to the extent of the inconsistency, be void” (1999, Nigerian Constitution). 

Shared mainly by Cameroon, Chad, Niger and Nigeria, the Lake Chad (and its basin) is the 
only international inland water body in Nigeria. Because of its transboundary nature, the 
riparian countries established the Lake Chad Basin Commission (LCBC) on 22nd May, 1964 
with Headquarters in N’djamena, Chad Republic. The Central African Republic (CAR) joined 
the Commission in 1994 while Sudan’s application was approved at the Heads of State and 
Government Summit in N’djamena on 28th July, 2000. The overarching policy objective of 
the LCBC is to exploit and improve the management of the Lake Chad Basin water resources 
for the welfare of the people concerned (Magomna and N’Gaba Tehere,1999). Unfortunately, 
fisheries within the framework of the LCBC have not been given any major prominence 
despite the contribution they make to national and regional economy in terms of income, food 
security and employment ( Bene et. al., 2002; Ladu et. al., 2004). Consequently, LCBC has 
been unable to fulfil its role at the international level with regards to fisheries management 
and policy development. While the Commission is hardly consulted by the riparian countries 
on fisheries policy issues in their respective countries, it would appear that it also has no real 
powers to co-ordinate policy or control development activities. At best it is said to merely 
monitor development within each riparian country-an activity that has also been severely 
constrained by lack of financial support and institutional capacity (Neiland et. al., 2002). 

 
Table 2.  Key inland water fisheries management issues (columns) and the 
different levels (rows) at which actions relating to them are taken. 

                                                                                                   Processes 
Levels Planning Design Implemen

tation 
Enforce
ment 

Evalua 
Tion 

Licen
sing 

Exte
nsion 

Credit 
delivery 

International 
(e.g. LCBC) 
National 
(Fed. Govt) 
Provincial or 
State Govt. 
District or 
L.G.A. 
Village or 
Community 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

 
- 
 

+ 
 

+ 
 
- 
 
- 

+ =level at which fisheries mgt. decision is taken 

- = level at which no mgt decision is taken 
 
 

 

ACCOUNTABILITY COMPONENT 

One key element of governance reforms is downward accountability. Such downward 
accountability is known to broaden the participation of local populations and enhance the 
responsiveness of empowered actors (Agrawal and Ribot, 1999).  The New Partnership for 
Africa’s Development (NEPAD) has adopted this as one of its cardinal objectives for 
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governance reforms (NEPAD, 2001). True, accountability, built into a process (policy, 
management or governance) ensures fair play, equity and justice and within the context of 
natural resources, makes people feel ownership of their resources and means of livelihoods.  

I begin this section with some questions: who are those to be potentially held accountable for 
policy development and management in the fisheries sectors? Can they be restricted to 
Directors/staff of the Departments of fisheries and the supervising Ministry of Agriculture 
alone because of their overwhelming influence on fisheries? Could it include others sectors 
such as the Ministries of Water Resources and Environment, which though thought to be 
outside the fisheries sector, have great impact on fisheries in general?  What are the roles of 
traditional institutions, NGOs and the private sector in fisheries management and governance?  
Can they also be held accountable for their actions? 

In this section, attempt is made to analyse accountability (or non-accountability) as it relates 
to all major actors or decision-makers in the fisheries ie public, private, traditional. The 
section comprises three main sections: i. Mechanism of accountability ii. Accountability of 
public/private sectors and traditional authority and iii. Accountability of institutions outside 
the fisheries sector.  

I. Mechanisms for accountability 

In this section, we examined existing accountability mechanisms. Are these mechanisms in 
place and are they strong or weak. Are they effectively or ineffectively used and are they 
discriminatory?  

 A number of mechanisms for accountability is known: Democratic elections, opposition or 
counter- balance power (a legislative arrangement in a parliamentary system only but exist 
informally in every democratic arrangement), audit verification, legal recourse to courts 
(litigation), separation of powers (executive, legislative and judiciary), transparency and 
mandatory information-sharing and a viable non-corrupt/free media. In traditional settings, 
standing village level norms, values and taboos are potent accountability mechanisms at the 
community level..  

Participatory democracy recognises democratic election as the only legitimate tool for 
government change; not through the barrel of the gun as in military coup d’etat. The process 
assumes that bad governments and those that run them can and are kicked out of power by the 
governed through such elections. The second assumption is that such process would be free 
and fair; unhindered by any existing power block or interest group. Since independence, 
Nigeria has experienced considerable political instability with a total of thirteen changes. Of 
all these regime change, only a few were effected through the democratic process. The rest 
were through military coup d’etat. Even then, the question is asked whether the elections 
leading to the coming to power were free and fair? Sometimes elections do not even take 
place and where they do the votes may not be counted and where counted they are ultimately 
falsified. Elections in Nigeria have been described as anything but free and fair and sometimes 
the results are known before the elections. The institutional structures for election processes 
appear therefore, not to have been effectively and efficiently used.      

Nigeria currently runs a Presidential System of Government that does not provide for formal 
opposition as in Parliamentary Systems. The absence of formal opposition therefore leaves 
counter-balance power with political parties other than the one in power, the civil society and 
the press media. 
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Nigeria’s legal system is well established, with courts adjudicating on various legal issues that 
range from civil to criminal  matters such as corruption and financial crimes. It is noteworthy 
that the present democratic government of President Olusegun Obasanjo through the 
Economic and Economic Crimes Commission (EFCC) and the Independent Corrupt Practices 
Commission (ICPC) is fighting corruption on all fronts using the courts to prosecute 
offenders.  

In general, therefore, it could be concluded that a number of accountability mechanisms exist 
regarding governance in Nigeria. The extent of operations of these mechanisms and their level 
of effectiveness however, vary from place to place and from time to time, and cannot be 
described as very efficient. Sometimes they are discriminatory and ineffective.  

II. Accountability of public/private sector and traditional authority 

Transparency International has consistently rated Nigeria amongst the most corrupt countries 
in the world. Consequently, and in order to fight corruption and other related financial crimes 
such as money laundry, the present democratic government of President Olusegun Obasanjo 
established two important Agencies to fight/curtail/alleviate corruption in the public/private 
sector. The Independent Corrupt Practices and Other Related Offences Commission (ICPC) 
and the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC) were created to reverse the 
level of corruption and ensure transparency in governance. The bill for these Agencies which 
were signed into law in June 2000 was titled "The Bill of Law to Prohibit and Punish Bribery 
and Corruption of or by Public Officers and Other Persons" Abuja, Tuesday, 13 June 2000.  

As discussed in 2.1 above, these mechanisms therefore exist in civil society, for holding 
erring office holders responsible for their actions. In the civil service, a public officer involved 
in a misconduct is made accountable for such actions through existing Civil Service Rules 
(CSR) or other standing guidelines for punishing an act of misbehaviour. For civil servants, 
recourse to legal process in law courts is a last resort for severe cases of official misconduct. 
Several cases abound in Nigeria where top civil servants have been relieved of their posts and 
brought before the courts for prosecution. Some are currently standing trial while others had 
been prosecuted, sentenced and jailed.   

In participatory democracy, the separation of powers into executive, legislative and judicial 
arms is a mechanism for checking excesses of individuals, groups and arms of government. 
The present democratic arrangement in Nigeria comprises three arms of government 
(Executive, Legislative and Judiciary) and is designed to ensure checks and balances and, 
consequently accountability for operators of government.  Because of their supposedly clearly 
defined roles, each of these arms is expected to be independent of one another as that is the 
only way to guarantee the effectiveness and efficiency of the checks and balances.  The extent 
to which this independence has been exercised and maintained is outside the scope of this 
study, suffice it to say that it has been everything but smooth in the Nigeria’s political terrain .  
Accusations and counter accusations of power encroachment or the usurpation of oversight 
functions of one arm of government by another, especially between the executive and the 
legislature, have been and continue to be a common feature of the Nigerian political scene. 
This scenario has led to frequent changes of Senate Presidents in the country’s upper 
legislative house. Each time an erring senate president has been made accountable by his 
colleagues through the mechanism of impeachment. 

While these mechanisms of accountability can be applied to public or private office holders in 
their daily conduct of statutory roles, it is not certain what happens to formulators or designers 
of such failed policies. For example, if a sectoral policy decision was based on false narratives 
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and becomes unsuccessful or failed, could those responsible (designers or formulators) for 
such failed policy be indicted or made accountable?  Are there institutions that would make 
such policy-makers to account for their actions on behalf of the end-users of such failed 
policy? In other words, which institutions will bring the authors of such failed policies or 
decisions before the courts or any other accountable body?  At this point it might be necessary 
to distinguish between official misconduct (corruption, embezzlement, misappropriation 
of funds etc.) from authors or formulators of failed official policies. To the best of our 
knowledge and our interaction in the field, there are no records of where or when a failed 
policy is treated as official misconduct and such policy-makers made liable for their actions. 
In Nigeria, when a policy fails, it is often said that "that is the policy of government".  
Consequently, when a policy fails to produce the desired impact or in a worse case scenario 
results in negative impacts, victims or end users are left helpless as they cannot sue or claim 
damages from authors of such policies. Those responsible for the decisions are protected from 
legal prosecution on the premise that they acted on behalf of government.  Here, government 
is above the law once such failed policies were officially recognised and/or promulgated. 
Barenstein (1994), appeared to have captured this scenario in his governance study in 
Bangladesh when he said that "in less developed countries policy outcomes are often 
manipulated or disowned by policy-makers and implementers". 

Recently, there were international media reports credited to President Wade of Senegal (one 
of the founding fathers of NEPAD), to the effect that “NEPAD policies have failed as they 
have not produced the expected outcomes”.  If indeed this is true, who is to be held 
accountable for the various policy documents of NEPAD and in what form?  Public officials 
associated with policy designs, are hardly known to be held responsible for their policy 
actions once such decisions or policies were made on behalf of government. 

One a comparative basis, however, it would appear that community Heads (eg Bulama, Wakili 
etc), are more easily held accountable for their decisions or actions by their subjects as 
compared to formal institutions. Despite their closeness to the governed, unpopular informal 
policies of traditional authorities are often resisted or rejected outright. For example, 
mismanagement or embezzlement of community funds such as those collected on behalf of 
the people for ‘communal interest projects’ attracts heavy resentment from community 
members. This type of breach could lead to the community members reporting the issue to the 
Emir for formal sanctions. In extreme cases, accountability could be outright dethronement 
and replacement of such traditional institution or ruler.  

The Sarki Ruwa (Head fisher), is a very important traditional institutional arrangement in 
every fishing community in the KYB. They regulate fishing, manage the professional 
organisation (PO) of fishers and are highly respected by their members. However, a complaint 
against an erring Sarki Ruwa is usually lodged by the members before the Bulama or Wakili 
who now summons the former to state his case. The Sarki Ruwa is exonerated if not found 
guilty or sanctioned if a case of guilt is established. The sanction could be just a warning, a 
combination of warn and fine or outright removal from office. Other professional village 
organisations such as those of fish processors, fish traders etc operate similarly.   Informal 
mechanisms exist at the village level for effecting these sanctions. 

III. Accountability of Institutions outside the fisheries sector 

It is now common knowledge and indeed a potential source of conflict that a large part of the 
factors that affect inland water fisheries resources and the rural communities that depend upon 
them, lie outside the fisheries sector.  In view of the heavy dependence of artisanal fisheries 
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on water availability and hydrological flows, this is a major problem and a potential source of 
conflict with regards to integrated water use. 

The KYB is fed mainly by the Hadejia- Katagum, Kaffi- Kefin Hausa and the Burum Gana) 
river systems. The hydrology of these river systems is heavily influenced and determined by 
numerous dams constructed on the courses of these rivers by the Division of Dams, Federal 
Ministry of Water Resources, Abuja and the Hadejia- J’are River Basin Development 
Authority with headquarters and offices Kano and Jigawa States. These Agencies lie 
completely outside the fisheries sector but they have responsibilities for Dams construction, 
management and water control in the basin. 

Altered river flows as a result of dam's barrages have several implications for fisheries.  Many 
fish species are known to react negatively to changes to natural hydrograph (Bunn and 
Arthington, 2002). 

 For example, flow modifications can cause alteration in natural habitat structure through 
removal of critical substrates that serve as spawning mat and as sources of invertebrate food 
for fish (Arthington et al, 2003). Changes in the timing of river flow are known to disturb fish 
physiology by suppressing the signals that stimulate breeding and migration (King et al 1998). 
All these phenomena have negative impact on breeding, reproduction, migration and 
abundance of fish in natural ecosystems (Arthington, et. al., 2003). River flow is therefore, 
crucial to river fisheries and consequently the livelihoods of rural communities that are 
dependent on them. 

Our survey findings indicated that water impoundment for the purpose of irrigation and flood 
control is the primary and overarching objective for dam construction. Fisheries are therefore 
not central to their operational mandates and indeed not considered at the planning and design 
stages. This also explains why fisheries experts are not invited or included in the processes 
leading to establishment of dams or barrages across major rivers. The situation is rather 
unfortunate because as one key respondents stated ”before the contemplation of dams, 
fishing has been going on in the areas”  

A review of major stakeholders with responsibilities for water management (Ovie et. al., 
2006) indicate that fisheries do not feature as a primary operational mandate.  The Federal 
Ministry of Water Resources (FMWR), The Dams Authorities/River Basins  (DRA) and the 
Federal Ministry of Environment are yet to give any prominence to fisheries as part of an 
integrated water resources management scheme.   This lack of system approach to water 
management for fisheries is of major concern in the KYB where indiscriminate construction a 
dams and inefficient water management (DFID-JWL are currently impacting negatively on 
the fish and fisheries of the basin.  Because the primary objectives for the Dams authorities 
are irrigation farming and flood control, little or no attention is given to fisheries. 

At the moment, there is no mechanism for holding accountable these institutions for their 
actions regarding the fisheries of the KYB.  The solution to inherent problem appears to be 
the development of an integrated (Multi-sectoral) approach to water resources management in 
the KYB in particular and the country in general.  

There is need for a better synergy between the two Agencies of government in issues affecting 
fisheries and other aquatic resources.  

GOVERNANCE REFORMS 



 15

The Oxford Advanced Learner’s dictionary defines governance as the act of ruling, 
controlling or influencing. Governance uses existing policy tools or those made from time to 
time by individuals or groups that are identified to have responsibility, knowledge or interest 
for a given area and therefore ‘worthy or qualified’ to make such decisions for the general 
guidance and good of the people. 
Governance reforms aim at modifying the distribution of such policy tools and the decision 
making mechanisms or process amongst stakeholders in order to bring governance and 
government closer to the governed.  
The New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) has identified good governance as 
being crucial to the continents drive for food security, accelerated economic development and 
poverty alleviation (NEPAD, 2001). Accordingly, NEPAD was conceived and designed with 
governance reforms as a key element for putting Africa on the path of sustainable economic 
growth.  
According to Suganan (2005), effective governance of aquatic resources is relatively rare and 
many countries in Africa, Asia and South America, have been unable to design governance 
mechanisms and policy formulation processes that cater for the aspirations and needs of rural 
communities that depend on inland aquatic resources for their livelihoods. Three main 
typologies of governance reforms are recognised and these are defined hereunder: 
 
Devolution: 

This is government transfer of rights and responsibilities to representatives of user 
groups (e.g. fishers organisation) at local level.  Such user groups are expected to be 
accountable to their members only and not to the rest of the community. According to 
Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) such local community user groups need not refer issues 
back to the government. Devolution is very similar to delegation but in the latter case 
central government still retains the right to overturn decisions and can still take these 
powers back. 

  
Deconcentration: 

This is government transfer of the decision-making authority to lower-level units of 
bureaucracy or government-line agencies such as fisheries and forestry, wildlife etc. 
Here, authority still remains with the central government and accountability is still 
upward and not downward to the resource users. Deconcentration is sometimes 
referred to as administrative decentralisation (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997). 
 

Decentralisation: 
 
This is government transfer of decision-making authority and financial responsibility 
to lower levels of government such as the local government. NEPAD encourages these 
reforms as they potentials for public accountability, environmental sustainability and 
empowerment of poor and vulnerable groups.    

I. Local actors, power and responsibilities: 

A. Which actors have been empowered with natural resource use and management 
decisions? 

A number of actors have been associated with natural resources management and in artisanal 
fisheries, major actors include the government (primary custodian of all natural resources), the 
fisher folks and the community in general. Recent studies in the Lake Chad Basin (Neiland et 
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al.,2002; Bene et al., 2003) showed a host of actors ranging from officials of central 
government (federal and State) to local fisherfolks and traditional institutions or authorities. 
De jure, the Federal Department of Fisheries (apex Fisheries Policy-making body) and the 
State’s department of fisheries are by law empowered with natural resources use and make 
management decisions regarding fisheries. Our key respondents in the field (officials of the 
FDF, the Director of fisheries of the three most important States abutting the KYB ie Jigawa, 
Kano and Yobe) indicated no form of devolution or delegation, deconcentration or 
decentralisation (see definitions) of fisheries decision-making functions. The FDF has or is 
expected to have zonal offices in all the States of the federation while the States are also to 
have local staff at the local government areas and these staff are expected to have some level 
of powers deconcentrated to them. While this may appear so on paper, in reality they lack 
logistics and any independent authority to do anything meaningful. These staff must take 
directives from and are accountable to the Director of Fisheries at the Centre. Our 
investigations revealed that most States zonal offices at the local government levels lacked 
qualified staff. For example in Bade Local government, Gashua, Yobe State, the fisheries 
officer only has a post secondary certificate in fisheries. Our investigation also did not reveal 
any formal or apparent transfer of fisheries management authorities to professional groups, 
NGOs or traditional institutions. Yet as pointed out by Pomeroy and Berkes (1997 pg 467), 
“the knowledge held by fishers in many areas of the world, especially in traditional societies 
in which such knowledge accumulates by cultural transmission, may be extremely detailed 
and relevant for resource management” Despite this apparent absence of formal transfer of 
authority to traditional institutions their role has been found to be strategic and indeed crucial 
to the management of  artisanal fisheries (see 3.d) in the lake Chad basin (Bene et. al. 2003) 
and in the KYB (this investigation).    

B. Kinds of powers and responsibilities that actors receive and the processes 
involved:  

The Federal and States Departments of Fisheries have de jure national mandates for fisheries 
management but are expected to deconcentrate some functions to lower level bureaucracies 
especially their zonal offices. Presently, the fisheries management approach adopted by FDF 
is based on a  centralised policy and planning formulation and the establishment of statutory 
regulations to control fishing activities. Our field research revealed that FDF zonal offices, 
where they exist, are mere extension outfits and must operate within the limited mandates or 
guidelines handed over to them by the apex body. Apart from the extension duties, they are 
also expected to collect fisheries statistics data and  help in the formation of local professional 
groups. In transboundary water bodies such as in the LCB and the Niger River system, the 
local staff of the FDF are also expected to register and collect license fees from fishers. So to 
a large extent, their duties encompass just management issues and may not include financial 
benefits, either to the staff or the local communities, as any fees collected are expected to be 
paid into government treasury. Such revenues once deposited in government treasury can 
hardly be withdrawn for the service of the local community from which it was derived. As 
pointed out in 3.1.a above, no real or apparent powers or authorities have been formally 
devolved or delegated to lower level traditional institutions despite their vital role in the 
management of the fisheries. The Federal and State fisheries laws and edicts still vest the 
overall management and control of the  fisheries in the hands of the Federal Minister and State 
Commissioners of Agriculture, respectively.  
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C. Responsibilities devolved to LGA., deconcentrated to local staff of DoF or 
decentralised to communities: 

There is currently no formal devolution or decentralisation of fisheries management issues to 
local government authorities, local communities or their representatives from the Central 
Government. Despite this scenario, as we shall see later, existing traditional institutions are 
heavily entrenched and indeed dominate the management and control of the fisheries at the 
community level. Furthermore, as pointed out in 3.1.b, the responsibilities given to local staff 
of the FDF or the States Departments of fisheries cannot be described as any meaningful form 
of deconcentration as they have very limited powers for zonal initiatives of their own except 
what they are directed to do from Headquarters.  In general, there is no evidence from our 
field survey that any formal fisheries management authorities have been devolved to local 
government authorities, local communities or their representatives. 

D. Traditional authorities and governance reforms: 

We want to restate here that there are no evidences from our field research of any form of 
devolution or decentralisation of authorities to traditional institutions from central government 
regarding the management and control of artisanal fisheries. Yet traditional control and 
management of the fisheries is highly pervasive in most artisanal fisheries communities in 
Nigeria and the Lake Chad basin in particular (Ita, 1994, Neiland et al 2002; Bene, et al, 
2003). Consequently, traditional authorities have not been impacted in any obvious way in the 
absence of this obvious lack of formal transfer of rights to the traditional institutions. Existing 
powers and authorities of these traditional institutions have remained strong and not weakened 
in any way.  

But how have the authorities of the traditional institutions become so strong and dominant in 
the Chad basin? One strong reason is perhaps the immense traditional knowledge of the fish 
and fisheries of the region by the local communities – knowledge, according to Pomeroy and 
Berkes (1997) that has accumulated (over several decades) by cultural transmission. Our 
interview with the Director of Fisheries, Jigawa State in the course of our field research 
confirms an overwhelming influence of the traditional institutions on the control and 
management of fisheries in the region. Hear him: 

 “The institutional position and influence of the Bulama (District Head) or the Sarkin Ruwa 
(Head fishermen) is very strong and is dictated by existing traditional norms, culture and 
values. Existing informal local management system allows the Bulama or the Sarkin Ruwa to 
determine when (closed season) and where (closed area) to fish and when to stop fishing as 
well as the type of equipment (gear restriction) to use. While these powers are formally vested 
with the federal minister or the State Commissioner by existing laws, I cannot send my staff 
to any water body for any official work without first writing to or informing the Bulama or 
Sarki Ruwa in charge of the area. Two events happened in 2004 that greatly weakened 
government control of the fisheries in the basin: 1. A protest by traditional groups, following a 
highway conflict between livestock transporters and government revenue collectors, led to a 
declaration of a blanket ban by the State Governor on the collection of any forms of revenue 
by government on livestock, fisheries or any other agricultural services in the State. 2. In 
August 2004, a group of fishermen erected a barrier (against the provisions of existing 
fisheries laws and edicts) across the Hadejia-Jam’are river, and a case was filed in court 
against the fishermen by the permanent secretary, Ministry of Agriculture. The local political 
representatives of the fishermen and the community approached the judge and asked him to 
discountenance and discontinue the case. The case ended as requested.” 
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Above case history, confirmed by various other respondents in the region, emphasises the 
importance and authorities of the traditional institution, not only in the management of the 
fisheries (even in the absence of any formal transfer of powers from the central government) 
but in the overall affairs of their various communities. Such powers and authorities have 
subsisted and have been sustained over the years through the mechanisms of cultural 
transmission of traditional values, ethics and norms. 

E. Financial reforms  

Unlike in the great lakes of East Africa such as Tanganyiga and Victoria, there are yet no 
commercial industrial inland water fisheries in Nigeria. Consequently the bulk of the revenues 
(not necessarily taxes) are realised from fishers through licensing of fishing boats. A little 
amount of revenue is also derived from fish trade but only in well-organised fish markets such 
as Doro-Baga on the Eastern side of the Nigerian shores of the Lake Chad.  While the 
collection and control of such revenues are vested in the offices of the Federal and State 
Departments of fisheries and are explicitly stated in existing Federal and State fisheries laws 
and Edicts, respectively, the redistribution mechanisms of such revenues are not equally stated 
in the laws. It was therefore, no surprise to hear complaint from the field about the obvious 
benefit of these revenues since they are hardly redistributed for the overall benefit of the 
fisheries or the communities. All our field respondents agreed that once such collected 
revenues are paid into government treasury, they can hardly be withdrawn even to facilitate 
the work of the government officials in charge of such collections.  

Traditional institutions have also been identified to collect revenues from property rights 
administration (payment of access rights and fees) on behalf of the communities and such 
revenues are judiciously spent mostly for “communal Interest Projects” (Bene, 2003). 
According to the Director of Fisheries, Jigawa State, any sum received by the Bulama in the 
course of property rights administration is often shared as follows: i. community purse 
especially for community projects such as the maintenance of vigilante groups, village water 
holes, minor road repairs etc ii. Chief  Imam of community mosque to offer prayers for the 
village iii. Bulama retains part while he also uses some of the revenue to buy gift for the Emir 
of the Emirate Council. 

F. Enforcement of regulation and conflict resolution   

Although agriculture and by extension fisheries is in the concurrent legislative list of the 
Federal constitution, the various State fisheries edicts were derived from the National Inland 
water Fisheries decree of 1992. The decree and the edicts contained five broad regulatory 
measures (Tobor 1994; Ita 1994) as follows.   

• Use of minimum mesh size of 3inches (N3,000.00 fine or imprisonment for 2 years or 
both) 

• Protection of fish habitat: non-use of explosives, noxious/poisonous matter and 
electricity  (N8,000.00 fine or 2 years imprisonment or both). 

• Protection of fish resources: restriction on gear mesh size, declaration of closed 
season/area (N3,000.00 fine or imprisonment for 2 years or both). 

• Declaration of catch by fishers and inspection of such landings by field fisheries 
officers (N3,000.00 fine or 2 years imprisonment or both). 



 19

• Prohibition of fish fence across the entire width of  river to enable free movement of 
fish stock to and from feeding/spawning grounds (N50,000.00 or 10 years 
imprisonment or both). 

 
The decree and the edicts are very explicit on the enforcement of these regulations. The 
decree and edicts, by de jure arrangements, vested the power of enforcement on the Minister 
and the Commissioner of agriculture or their appointed representatives at the Federal and 
State levels, respectively. The enforcement by traditional institutions, which de facto was 
found to be pervasive and effective at the community level, is contrary to the provisions of the 
decree and edicts.   

Bene et. al , (2003) pointed out that conflicts over natural resources such as land, water, 
forests and fisheries resources, are almost unavoidable given the competitive nature 
underpinning their access and use. Consequently, appropriate conflict resolution mechanisms 
and sanction systems are necessary governance tools to ensure the viability or sustainability of 
such common property resource.  

As in the enforcement of regulations, the inland water fisheries decree and the edicts gave the 
Federal Minister and Commissioner of Agriculture, acting through their representatives the de 
jure mandate to resolve conflicts between conflicting parties in the fisheries sector. At the 
local community level however, our field research revealed that de facto, the traditional 
authorities are dominant in issues of conflict resolution. The process as described by the 
Bulamas and the Sarki Ruwa and confirmed by officers of the States Departments of Fisheries 
in the area (Jigawa and Yobe States including officers of the DFID-JWL) involves conflicting 
parties first attempting to settle on their own and only resorting to the Bulama, the  Sarki 
Ruwa or higher traditional authorities for adjudication if such settlement fails. The conflict 
resolution mechanisms in the region have therefore, remained largely informal. 

Despite this overwhelming influence of traditional institutions on local fisheries management 
matters, the position of formal authorities is recognised by community leaders. For example, 
the Director of fisheries, Jigawa State indicated that difficult issues of conflict (eg. between 
two fishing communities) that traditional authorities could not resolve, are usually referred to 
his office for adjudication as the final arbiter. In most cases, this is in respect of interpretation 
of existing fisheries laws and decree as they affect issues in contention and for which 
settlement is sought.  

By the provision of the Inland fisheries decree of 1992 the decisions of the FDF  are binding 
on conflicting parties except when a suit is filed in a court within seven days of the decision 
(see page 6 of decree) 

In general violation of fishing rules and regulations is usually accompanied by sanction 
systems that range from verbal warning (for first offenders) to fines or confiscation of 
gears/crafts or a combination of these. Bene et. al (2003 page 285-286)) referred to these 
sanction mechanisms as “collective action rules”. 

G. Implication of decentralisation for LGA and local DoF  staff 

From the foregoing discussion and analysis, it is apparent that no conscious attempt has been 
made to formally transfer any forms of rights or responsibilities to local communities or their 
representatives, regarding issues of fisheries management and development. Consequently, 
implications of  decentralisation on the legitimacy of local government and the staff of the 
Department of fisheries do not arise. However, it could be stated that the dominant authority 
of the traditional institutions regarding fisheries management is a form of decentralisation 
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albeit strictly informal. From our field investigation, the powers of the traditional institutions 
to manage the fisheries at the community level have not been challenged in any way by 
formal institutions and have indeed recognised their legitimacy in the system. This is 
confirmed by the fact that the Department of fisheries, which has overall legitimate powers for 
the management and control of fisheries, has to seek the approval or permission of the Bulama 
before its staff could have access to work on any water body in the area.  

II. Implementation issues, conflicts of interest and tensions in Fisheries 
Management. 

The linear model of policy-making (and this has relevance for governance reforms) assumes 
that once a decision or policy is made, implementation follows immediately, just as night 
follows day. This assumption has been found to be extremely weak as it is now generally 
known that the most difficult aspect of a policy or a reform is not the design but the 
implementation. 

According to Sutton (1999) the linear model fails to recognise the complex nature of the 
implementation process. Grindle and Thomas (1991), described the implementation process as 
an on-going, non-linear process, wrapped round "consensus-building, participation of all or 
key stakeholders, conflict resolution, resource mobilisation and adaptation".  Implementation 
of governance reforms shares similar characteristics and is known to be equally complex and 
difficult. 

A. Implementation issues 
The recently concluded study on key fisheries stakeholders in the KYB (Ovie et al 2006), 
identified a host of actors are or have with potentials for influencing or affecting 
implementation issues in fisheries. For every new policy or governance reforms, there are 
perceived winners and losers, and opposition from the latter are common. Also individuals or 
groups that have long term association with specific policy formulation and implementation, 
see such reforms as a way of loosing their long standing privileges and spheres of influences 
which they have enjoyed for a considerable length of time. In formal government setup, such 
perceptions are pervasive and have been known to considerably slowed reforms (Pomeroy and 
Berkes, 1997). 

The Federal and State Departments of Fisheries that have primary responsibilities for fisheries 
policy-making and implementation could therefore, be possible sources of opposition to 
massive decentralisation reforms in the sector. What is the possible threat of such reforms to 
their existing powers and authorities? We put this question to officials of the Federal and 
States Department of fisheries and they responded that such reforms would not be opposed or 
resisted by them, especially if such reforms are designed and implemented through 
consultation, co-operation, joint action and consensus-building. The fisheries departments for 
example have accepted the role of the traditional institutions in fisheries management and 
implementation even in the absence of any formal decentralisation roles to them.. “Yes we 
know that we have the de jure mandate for fisheries policy formulation and implementation, 
but we have accepted the position and roles of the traditional institutions in our existing 
management structure” said the Director of fisheries, Jigawa State.    

Another possible source of barrier or opposition to governance reforms and implementation is 
the existing traditional institutions that are intricately linked to fisheries management at the 
community level. 
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In North East Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin, traditional fisheries management has been 
described to be dominant at community level (Neiland et. al., 1997; Ladu et al, 2000, Bene et. 
al., 2003. The impact of this management intervention has been sustained over the years in 
terms of access control to the fisheries and the extraction of economic rents from users, for 
community benefits (Neiland et. al., 1997; Bene, et. al., 2003). Given this scenario, it is 
reasonable to suggest that traditional institutions are potentially poised to resist any 
management reforms that would weaken the existing arrangement/structures and the benefits 
derived from the fisheries.  

Hear one of the Sarki Ruwa’s response to the study team at Nguru: “We are not too sure about 
this reform and how government plans to do it but I can assure you (ie study team) that 
traditional fisheries management has been part of our community administration for centuries 
and it has ensured that our fisheries resources have been controlled (economically and 
biologically), by us for the benefit of our people. We have ensured that fishers comply largely 
with fishing rules and regulations. Conflicts have been minimised and we have also developed 
processes for resolving conflicts whenever it arises. Any reforms that ensures the maintenance 
of this arrangement would be welcomed and not be resisted” 

As to what would happen if such reforms removes part of their powers as described above 
especially with regards to property rights and resource rents, the answer was “We don’t think 
the government would do that. This arrangement has long been with us and we will only be 
happy if the reforms are to reinforce our existing practices and bring the management of 
natural resources closer to our people”.  

Regarding capacities of local populations to organise, there is little doubt, from the forgoing 
discussion that existing informal (traditional) institutional arrangements in the KYB and the 
Lake Chad Basin in general, have proved very effective in the control and management of 
local fisheries resources. 

There is also no doubt that government has the political will to engage in decentralisation 
processes as conceived in the charter of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD)  and the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS). 
While NEPAD is a response to the UN Millennium Development Goals (MDG), NEEDS is 
Nigeria’s home grown strategy for implementing NEPAD Programmes. The overarching 
objectives of these institutions include improving household income, fighting hunger, 
reducing gender inequality as well as improving access to education, health care and clean 
water (Ojowu, 2005). These aims can only be achieved through massive reforms in all sectors 
of the economy including fisheries. Unfortunately, these reforms are yet to take root in many 
sectors, including fishery but it is hoped that when such reforms are designed, they would be 
backed by enabling legislation to make them function properly and produce desired results. 
As Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) pointed out, “it may be insufficient for governments to simply 
call for more community involvement and fisher participation (decentralisation or 
devolution); they must also establish legal rights and authorities to support such 
arrangement”.      

B. Tension between national and local objectives for fisheries 

Primary objectives for Nigeria’s fishery policy include mainly self-sufficiency in fish 
production for national food security and resource conservation (FDF, 2005). Except for 
shrimps in the coastal and brackish water environments, fish export for the purpose of earning 
foreign exchange, has not featured prominently as a major objective or policy thrust of 
government. There is little room for disagreement amongst fisheries stakeholders on these 
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objectives. As the cheapest source of protein for the teaming Nigerian poor, the priority has 
therefore, been food security and poverty alleviation.    

Resource rent and taxes from licensing and landing/access rights taxes are common features 
of fisheries and these have benefited both formal (government) and informal (traditional) 
institutions. The bulk of the revenue for central authority comes from industrial fisheries 
through the licensing of trawlers and the payment of access and landing fees. At the artisanal 
fisheries level, licensing of fishing boats is expected to be a source of revenue for government, 
but most fishing communities are not well disposed to this fishery regulation for the fact that 
they do not see the obvious benefit of such payments. Most fishers therefore, tend to evade the 
payment of such fees which they see as benefiting only the central government. On the other 
hand, payment of access and other fees by community fisherfolk into local community purse 
is not resisted in the KYB as our field research revealed a high level of willingness to do so by 
members of the various fishing communities visited during this study. According to our 
respondents, community members could see the benefit of such payments as these revenues 
are usually re-channeled into the community to finance communal interest projects.  So while 
the former type of fees is a source of tension between government and local community, the 
latter is not because of the obvious benefit that is apparent to community members. 

The implementation of some aspect of the fisheries laws and regulations has often generated 
some conflict or tension between national and local interest.  For example, local fishers are 
unwilling to declare catches, adhere to mesh stipulations and honour closed seasons and 
closed areas except those declared by the local community.  The strict enforcement of these 
measures, aimed at fish stock control and 

 Conservation, is a source of tension between fishers and government fisheries enforcement 
agents.  

C. Attitude of national and local institutions to conservation vs poverty alleviation 
dynamics 

From our field experiences, both national and local institutions appreciate the need for stock 
conservation as a means of sustaining the fisheries. However, the attitude of government and 
local institutions appears to diverge on the priority to be placed on the twin issues of stock 
conservation on one hand and food security/poverty alleviation on the other. National 
institutions such as the Department of fisheries, place higher priority on conservation issues 
than local institutions. The importance of conservation usually expressed through the 
inclusion of the department of, Monitoring, Surveillance and Control (MSC) in existing 
fisheries laws and edicts, underscore the importance that government places on the matter. On 
the other hand, local communities that depend directly on the resource, while recognising the 
importance of fisheries conservation, have a different priority. To them fisheries represent 
their main source of income, food security, poverty alleviation, employment and labour. They 
therefore see the fisheries, first and foremost, as an economic safety net and a dominant 
source of livelihood and sustenance. 

At Nguru, one of the major fishing communities in the KYB, there is a massive beach seine 
activity using under-sized mesh. When reminded of the harmful impact of the gear on the 
fisheries (destruction of juvenile fish), our respondent agreed but maintained that it is the most 
productive gear and consequently would be difficult to abandon just for the sake of catching 
under-size fish. To reinforce what they consider as the advantage of the gear, they added 
rather cynically “that no fish caught is rejected or thrown away as every fish is useful to 
somebody either free or on payment” In general therefore, it could be concluded that national 
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governments or their Agencies are more sensitive to issues of conservation than local 
institutions. 

D. Tension at community level regarding resource conservation and economic 
development 

In relation to 3.2.c above, local communities agree on the importance of conservation but not 
over and above the need for economic gains. Sustainable management and exploitation, they 
agree, would prevent overexploitation and ensure long-term benefits from the fisheries 
resources.  However, local communities when faced with the two options of resource 
extraction for poverty alleviation and conservation, always accord the former higher priority 
in a unanimous manner. One exception, according to our field respondents is when village 
level mutually agreed conservation measures such as the ban on the use of poisons, is 
breached by any community member. The fishing communities in the KYB view such a 
breach very seriously because the fishing method is known not only to destroy the entire fish 
stock but also has long-term adverse effect on fish habitat. In such a situation the emphasis is 
shifted to conservation rather than economic gains and local tensions could develop amongst 
resource users. Another minor area tension amongst local fishing communities is issue of 
closed areas and closed seasons. Naturally, all fishers want to fish anywhere and at anytime 
since their daily income and livelihoods depend upon the fisheries. It is the view of some 
fishers that the practice of closed season and closed areas is “directed more at protecting the 
interests of part-time fishermen who engage in full-time farming during the rainy season and 
return to fishing at the end of the farming season”. To this group of full time fishers, the 
practice is largely to ensure that every member of the community has an equal chance of 
benefiting from the resource rather than fisheries conservation purposes. Except for these 
minor issues, tensions are minimal amongst community members because of  ethnic and long 
standing relationship/association with one another. 

III. Interactions with other decentralised Institutions 

A. Tensions and conflicts with other NRM ‘decentralised’ institutions 

Sectoral reforms that lack linkages with other sectors have been judged to be ineffective and 
inefficient. A key element of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) 
include not just reforms but the integration of such reforms from both sectoral and multi-
sectoral point of view. Such integration is aimed at eliminating duplication of efforts, reduce 
conflict and produce necessary synergy in the developmental process.   

 

At the moment, there are no identifiable reforms targeting natural resources management 
(NRM) in the areas of wildlife, land, forestry, water etc.   However, it would appear that the 
dichotomy between management issues involving fisheries and other natural resources are 
well defined each of these are controlled by different government Ministries and Agencies. 
Fishery is under the ministry of Agriculture while wildlife, forestry and lands are controlled 
by the ministries of Tourism, Environment and Housing, respectively. Water is located in the 
ministry of Water resources. Because of this distinct placement, cases of conflict in the 
management and control of these resources are minimal and not commonplace.  Wildlife 
game guards and Dams Authorities, for example, have not included fisheries in their mandates 
unless when such aquatic resources are within the area designated by government as a 
National Park or when the water body is directly under their supervision and control. A 
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typical case history relating to the Hadejia-Nguru-Gashua wetlands within the KYB was told 
to our study team by the Director of fisheries, Jigawa State and this was confirmed by the 
Office of the World Conservation Union (IUCN) in Nguru and the DFID-JWL Project, 
Hadejia. The NNG wetlands occupy an area of about 3500 square kilometres out of which 920 
square kilometres was carved out and gazetted as the Baturiya wetland reserve in 1985. While 
all natural resources within the HNG wetlands, including fisheries, are controlled and 
managed by the Hadejia-Nguru wetlands Conservation Project under the Ministry of 
Environment, the Baturiya Reserve within the same ecological area is under the control and 
management of the Ministry of Tourism. In both the HNG wetlands and the Baturiya reserve, 
officers with wildlife disciplines are in charge of fisheries.  On the other hand, the Dams 
Authorities control the fisheries resources within their artificial reservoirs using non-fisheries 
staff. Finally, staff of the Department of fisheries, Ministry of Agriculture, are restricted only 
to water bodies outside the ones listed above. Yet, the Department, by existing fisheries laws 
and edicts are by official arrangement de jure in charge of fisheries control and management, 
overall.   Because of this multiple control and management arrangements in the area, minor 
tensions and conflict of interest between the staff of the different Agencies have occurred 
regarding NRM, according to our sources in the area. 

B. Synergy between governance reforms in other sectors and fisheries 

One recognisable area of government reform that appears to have benefited fisheries is 
highway repairs and maintenance. In 2004, the Federal Government created the Federal Roads 
Maintenance Agency (FERMA), out of the existing Federal Ministry of Works that hitherto 
has primary mandates for road construction, repairs and maintenance. Although their activities 
are still supervised by the Federal Ministry of Works, FERMA is largely private sector-driven 
with major objectives for long-term reduction in operational costs and enhancement of road 
transportation in order to maintain steady levels of transport fares and prices of goods.  

The Chad basin alone is regarded as the inland water fish basket of Nigeria, contributing over 
60,000 mt  (Ladu et al, 2004) of the estimated total inland water production of about 
180,000mt (FDF, 2005). This estimated production is from the eastern side (Doro-Baga-Kawa 
axis) of the Nigerian shores of the lake and excludes the contribution from the KYB which 
also lies in the Lake Chad Basin area. Over 70% of the estimated fish product from the Chad 
Basin is packaged and transported by road to  Southern Nigerian markets, a distance of over 
1,500km where it is consumed (Neiland et al 2002; Ladu, et al. 2004). This distance (one 
way) before the establishment of FERMA, usually takes 3-4 days but has now been reduced to 
about 2-3days. This reform in the road sector has not only reduced transport cost and 
facilitated processed fish product movement but has also impacted positively on the fisheries 
in terms of income and other ancillary activities associated with fish trade.    
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CONCLUSION 

Reforms in the fisheries sector are yet to take root as confirmed by the Federal Department of 
Fisheries which is the apex fisheries policy-making body for the country. For example, the 
proposed new fisheries policy which has been in draft form since 2000 (FDF, 2000), 
contained ten main sections thus: i. Aquaculture Development Programme  ii. Artisanal 
Fisheries Development Programme iii. Industrial Fisheries Development Programme iv. 
Quality Control and Quarantine Programme v. Post Harvest Utilization Programme vi. Fish 
Trade vii. Monitoring, Control and Surveillance viii. Extension Services ix. Manpower 
Training and x. Fisheries Research Programme. The entire 19 page document contained 
nothing on the issue of governance reforms (deconcentration, devolution/delegation or 
decentralisation) in the sector. At the moment therefore, there is yet no form of official 
devolution or decentralization specifically targeting fisheries. While it might appear that the 
zonal offices of the Federal Department of Fisheries in the States operate under some form of 
deconcentration arrangements, it is doubtful whether the arrangement was conceived with 
decentralisation as a major goal. However, if these zonal offices are backed by legislation and 
given logistic support to operate, it would have represented a major step in bringing fisheries 
governance closer to the communities.  

In 2001, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural development produced a document 
titled “New Agricultural Policy Thrust” (FMA&RD, 2001). This document, expected to cover 
every aspect of agriculture including fisheries, gave prominence to crops and livestock while 
fisheries received very low priority. The document reviewed past agricultural policies and 
apparently in a bid to decentralise the agricultural sector, specified roles for the three tiers of 
government namely federal, state and local government.  
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