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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 contributes meaningfully to the scientific community by documenting context-specific challenges teachers face in implementing the Competence-Based Curriculum (CBC) in Tanzanian primary schools. It enriches the empirical understanding of curriculum reform in Sub-Saharan Africa, offering practical insights into how systemic constraints affect pedagogical innovation. The study’s mixed-methods design adds methodological value by combining quantitative and qualitative evidence to triangulate findings. Its results can inform policymakers, teacher educators, and curriculum planners seeking to improve the quality and sustainability of competence-based education reforms in developing contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and directly reflects the paper’s scope and focus. However, it could be made slightly more precise and academically appealing.
Suggested alternative: Challenges in Implementing the Competence-Based Curriculum in Tanzanian Primary Schools: Insights from Mbeya City.
	

	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 comprehensive and includes the study’s objectives, methodology, findings, and recommendations. However, it reads more like a summary than a scientific abstract. You could strengthen it by briefly identifying the research gap, specifying the analytical framework (constructivism), and emphasizing the significance or originality of the study. Reducing the number of listed challenges and focusing on 2–3 key findings with clear implications would improve clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally sound and methodologically correct. The research design, data collection, and analysis are appropriate for the stated objectives. However, the discussion could engage more deeply with theory, linking findings explicitly to constructivist principles and to broader debates in curriculum implementation research. Data integration between quantitative and qualitative strands should also be clarified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate and relevant but slightly dated in places. You could include more recent works (2020–2024) on CBC and teacher professional development in African or global contexts. Suggested additions include:

Nieveen, N., & Folmer, E. (2020). Design and implementation of competence-based curricula in developing countries. International Journal of Educational Development, 76, 102–123.

UNESCO (2021). Reimagining our futures together: A new social contract for education.
Kafyulilo, A., & Keane, T. (2022). Teacher learning for competence-based teaching in Tanzania. Teaching and Teacher Education, 113, 103667.


	

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


	The language is clear, formal, and largely appropriate for scholarly communication. However, some sections are verbose and repetitive, particularly in the findings. Minor stylistic revisions and sentence tightening will enhance readability and academic polish. Overall, the manuscript meets the linguistic standards for journal publication with moderate editing.
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	The paper demonstrates strong relevance and credible research design, but it needs deeper theoretical engagement, improved synthesis in the discussion section, and moderate language tightening to reach publishable quality.
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