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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses the quality, accessibility, and performance of Ghanaian government websites, which are critical for e-government implementation. It offers useful insights for improving user experience, inclusivity, and service delivery through government portals. As digital transformation accelerates globally, assessing and enhancing public sector web platforms is vital to ensure equitable access for all citizens, particularly those with disabilities. The study's results can guide policymakers and developers in aligning national e-government strategies with global web accessibility standards.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and informative. However, for clarity and consistency with academic standards, consider rephrasing slightly:
Suggested title: "Evaluating the Performance, Quality, and Accessibility of Ghanaian Government Portals Using Diagnostic Tools"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a good overview of the study. However, there is an inconsistency: the abstract states that 21 websites were evaluated, whereas the methodology mentions only 20 websites. This discrepancy should be corrected for consistency and credibility. Additionally, the abstract could be improved by briefly summarizing the tools used and highlighting one or two key quantitative findings to give the reader a clearer preview of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is relevant and grounded in a solid conceptual framework, using recognized tools like TAW3 and PageSpeed Insights. However, several issues need addressing:

· No visual evidence (screenshots, sample outputs) was provided to support the claimed use of diagnostic tools. This significantly affects the transparency and verifiability of the findings.

· Discrepancy in the number of websites evaluated (21 in abstract vs 20 in methodology).

· Section structure is unclear and inconsistent; the manuscript lacks a standard section numbering format, making it difficult to follow.

· In the methodology, a clearer explanation of selection criteria and process for the websites is needed.

· Some performance results are reported without a baseline or benchmark for comparison.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fairly recent and relevant, particularly in covering WCAG, web accessibility, and e-government. However:

· There are some duplicate references (e.g., Alajarmeh 2022 is listed twice).

· A few references (e.g., Yaokumah et al., 2015) are reused from a similar previous study. While acceptable, the paper would benefit from additional recent case studies (2019–2024) involving government web accessibility reviews, particularly in other African or developing countries, for comparative context.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript contains frequent grammatical and structural errors, including run-on sentences, misuse of punctuation, and informal tone. Clarity is sometimes compromised due to overly long paragraphs and ambiguous expressions. Substantial language editing is necessary to meet scholarly standards. A few examples include:

· Misuse of singular/plural forms

· Awkward phrasing (e.g., “this time around”)

· Repetitive wording
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and screenshots from the tools used (e.g., TAW3 output, PageSpeed results) should be added to validate the findings.

· Consider adding a comparison table with the previous 2015 study to highlight progress or decline.

· The recommendations section is strong, but would benefit from prioritizing action items and indicating who is responsible (e.g., web developers, policy makers).

· Standardizing section headers with consistent numbering (e.g., 1. Introduction, 2. Literature Review...) would improve organization.
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