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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed
with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

General comments

This manuscript brings critical information on Ibgovernance in Ghana from the fisg
decentralization (FD) perspective. The articledsddarly and relevant to the advancem
of knowledge in this governance model. The practafe fiscal decentralization i
meticulously described, in comparison with the casedy aimed at highlighting th
Assessment of the District Assembly Common FundCBA

Overall, the approach is very consistent: a gotduction with five questions relevant
the topic, the implementation and disbursementhef DACF. The author uses a so

unipolar theoretical framework that helps him swiny the concept of “empowerment?.

Good! The FD is fairly well-defined through pertimeeferencing, including. C.M. Tiebou
R.A. Musgrave and W.E. Oates, and critically expigrthe theme within the releva
literature. He appropriately choses the indicated analysis factors, and clearly defin
illuminating theoretical and empirical concepts tsugs “equity” and “transparency”,
These give rise to convincing demonstrations, &ithuments that are well supported 3
constructed.

The documentation and pitch used are well suitaié@uthor’s approach, which makes
analysis credible and verifiable based on pertinetibns, experiences and studies.

There is a valuable balance between arguments aththcand the nuances provide
especially with the asymmetrical approach to anatyand highlighting the image of loc
reality without neglecting the input of internatasupport.

Selected references are properly chosen both éath#oretical and empirical perspectives.

The methodology is rigorous, applying a mixed-mdthaesearch integrating intervie
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based data collections and combigednti andquali.data collections for verifiable results
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Minor REVISION
comments

But (with a bit of a pause), | wish to highlight eodimit. The data collection basg
guestionnaires seem to have targeted mainly puigivants. This can provide on
institution-oriented points of view and perceptiormed therefore, may not reflect t
expected results emanating from the methodology tseget these results. However, t
limitation opens another subsequent field of studywould be done working with th
beneficiaries of projects, programs and policiéss tvould require the collection of da|
reflecting the perception of the population, inghgldthe various organizational compone
in the field, from local associations (culturalheic, religious, tribal groupings) — yout
women — to interested participants or social grpefis

Even from a fiscal angle, addressing decentratinais a topic that primarily touches t
local context but does not underestimate or ignitsseglobal impact. It is from thg
community level that local dynamics begin to cotelse contribute to socioeconom
development within the governance framework. Byufsing more on and simp
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highlighting the administrators’ responsibilitiesdaunderestimating or ignoring the role and

contributions of local associations, civil sociefstors and structures, or not even consul
the beneficiaries who are being “governed”, mattes paper lose an important compon

of its grounding. The “livelihood approach” memied (line 432) could have be¢

articulated with better grounding and more depthttee issues of poverty are crucial
local development among districts. Such an appreectains relevant, for example in t

exploration of how to integrate proposed housemettbmmendations. Being the primdry

victims of poverty-related service provision prees their involvement will make
significant difference during all the project cyghases, especially in the local actig
ranging from design, planning, execution and maimtp to post-implementatioex-post
evaluation. This phase can not be entirely deciftedthem. To respond to critica
community needs also requires their direct paridgm in order to identify local needs.

However, the author articulates for example thatfédus on poverty reduction should

one which takes a livelihood approach in which ad&stion of social and other analylic

factors are placed at the forefront of decisionimgk (lines 432-433). In addition, h
continues, “Unused funds from the allocated 2%sdfiemed to associations representing
vulnerable groups to use according to their oworjirés”. These are some of the exempl
indicators of implementation-phase domestic involeet (lines 524-525).

In the recommendations, the ‘livelihood’ contrilmuts could be very useful directly. Basi
recommendations mainly from the literature captiang from other cases (and probal
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from interviews) is interesting, but doing so ditedrom the local population, is actual
more pertinent.

The author has to say why and how he justifies tifamsition from the presented
methodology to the concrete recommendations, wbkerd@re is no palpable bridge
between the planned governing mechanism and tteigahimplementation of the needs

grounded in the targeted local communities. In,factreal and clear interaction should

govern the population’s down-up vertical cooperatidth their administration.

The author has also to say why there is no linkvben the theoretical framework talking
about communities and the methodology targetingiafé/administrators. Yet, on the one
hand, the key concept is empowerment and “... empoeer entails learning, joining ar|d
mobilization of people, communities to take appiater responsibility in the development

process” (lines 193-195), and on the other harte #Enhancement of local democracy and

endowing communities are the cardinal values ofafisdecentralization translated

equipping local government units to deliver devetept to communities under their

jurisdictions” (lines 186-188).

Otherwise, a geography study map highlighting lockisters may help establish t

ne

aforementioned blurred links. The author failedd&ine some acronyms such as MLGRD

(line 559) and MMDA. Does DA, for example, stand f®istrict Assemblies”?

Nevertheless, with the few highlighted changescbmmend this article for publication.
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