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	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 is important for the scientific community because it provides a systematic review of Ghanaian literacy policies and educational reforms in the context of 21st-century literacy. It highlights the gap between traditional literacy skills and modern competencies required for learners to thrive in a technologically advanced and globalized world. The study synthesizes relevant literature on the integration of ICT, curriculum reforms, and teacher education in Ghana, offering insights for policymakers, educators, and researchers. Additionally, it underscores the challenges and recommendations for improving literacy outcomes, making it a valuable contribution to literacy development research in Africa and globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly conveys the focus of the study on preparing Ghanaian children for 21st-century literacy through a systematic review.

Optional suggestion: Preparing Ghanaian Children for 21st-Century Literacy: A Systematic Review of Educational Reforms and Policies
	

	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 acceptable, but it lacks some essential systematic-review elements (timeframe, number of studies, and clearer outcomes), which slightly reduces its completeness.
Moreover key words should be minimum three or four as only two are mentioned
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of its objectives and overall approach. However, it has some Limitations / Missing Elements:
The search strategy (databases, keywords, search strings) is not clearly described.

Moreover, The quality assessment of included sources is not explicitly explained; reading and rereading is implied but not formalized.

Furthermore discussion section is not included any references
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient relevant and appropriate to the topic, but most cited works are relatively dated. Incorporating more recent studies, particularly from the last few years, would strengthen the manuscript and improve its contemporary relevance.
The in-text citation like: Thomas et al., 2017b does not have a corresponding entry in the reference list. 

Some references are in title case like: 
1: Ayinselya, R. A. (2021). Implications of Medium of Instruction Policy on Teaching and Learning: A Reference to the Perspectives of Teachers in Rural Kindergarten and Lower Primary Schools in Ghana. Journal of Education and Practice, 12(5), 81-91. doi:10.7176/JEP/12-5-11 

2: Keefe, E. B., & Copeland, S. R. (2011). What Is Literacy? The Power of a Definition. Research & Practice for Persons with Severe Disabilities, 36(3Y4), 92–99. Retrieved from https://pealcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/What_is_Literacy.pdf

Duplicate reference: 
Cambridge Assessment (2013). Double
Some minor typos: New Jercey→ New Jersey,     Austrilia → Australia.
DOIs and URLs: Use full DOI as a URL (https://doi.org/...) instead of “doi:…
Your: doi:10.7176/JEP/12-5-11 → Correct: https://doi.org/10.7176/JEP/12-5-11
Punctuation & Spaces:
Extra periods, colons, or double colons exist:
Example: Washington, DC:: Center… → should be Washington, DC: Center…
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication. However some sentences are long that may be broken for clarity.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The discussion section would benefit from stronger engagement with existing literature. 
Currently, the discussion is largely descriptive and does not sufficiently reference previous studies to contextualize and support the findings. Adding relevant citations in this section would enhance its analytical depth.
Additionally, including the latest studies would increase the manuscript’s significance and relevance.
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