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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 provides valuable insight into the challenges and participation of Tanzanian secondary school students in Science and Mathematics Olympiads, an underexplored area in STEM education. It offers practical implications for improving student engagement and performance in competitive academic settings. The study contributes to the global conversation on inclusive and equitable STEM development, particularly in developing countries. Its findings can inform future educational strategies and policy reforms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Bridging Classroom Sessions for Better Learning Outcomes – A New Teaching Strategy for Management Courses" is generally suitable, as it reflects the core focus of the study on improving learning outcomes through a new instructional method. However, it could be made more concise and specific to enhance clarity and academic appeal.

Suggested alternative title:

"Enhancing Learning Outcomes through Sequential Integration: A Diary-Based Teaching Strategy for Management Education"

This version emphasizes the method (diary-based strategy), purpose (enhancing outcomes), and context (management education).
	

	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 effectively outlines the key elements of the study, including the educational problem addressed, the intervention introduced (a course diary), and the observed outcomes. However, it could be improved for clarity and conciseness. The problem of fragmented learning could be stated more explicitly at the beginning to better frame the purpose of the study. Additionally, including a brief mention of the methodology, specifically, the three-year observation across different student cohorts, would enhance the abstract’s credibility and context. Some sentences are repetitive or vague and could be streamlined for better readability, such as the mention of skill development, which would be more impactful if specific skills were listed. Concluding the abstract with a strong, focused statement on the practical implications or replicability of the diary approach would further strengthen its overall impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It clearly defines the problem, presents a structured intervention (the POM Diary), and supports its claims with both literature and empirical feedback collected over three academic years. The methodology is appropriate for an educational study and includes both quantitative (feedback scores) and qualitative (student reflections) data. While the study does not employ experimental controls, the author acknowledges this limitation and justifies it based on institutional policy. The conclusions are logically drawn from the data and align with the study's objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and cover a broad range of relevant literature in teaching strategies, student engagement, and reflective learning. Key foundational works, such as Bloom’s Taxonomy and studies on student-centered learning, are appropriately included. However, while some recent references are present (e.g., Anjomshoaa et al., 2022; Chen, 2021), a few more up-to-date sources from the past three to five years could strengthen the literature base, especially in the areas of digital learning tools and diary/journal-based learning in management education. Including recent studies on the integration of technology in reflective learning or hybrid teaching strategies would enhance the manuscript’s relevance to current educational contexts.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is mostly clear, and the ideas are conveyed in a structured and logical manner. However, there are occasional grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and instances of redundancy that could be improved through careful proofreading and editing. Some sentences are overly long and could benefit from being split for better clarity. With minor language polishing, the manuscript would meet the standard expected for academic publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a practical and well-structured teaching strategy that addresses a common issue in higher education—fragmented student learning across sessions. The use of a course diary as a reflective and integrative tool is both innovative and grounded in educational theory. The three-year implementation adds strength to the findings, and the inclusion of detailed rubrics and student feedback enhances the study’s credibility. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved language clarity and a more concise presentation in some sections. Overall, it is a valuable contribution to the field of management education and reflective learning practices.
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