Dear Authors,

This is well written overall and very interesting! The data seem well put together. Please see below and in the text, Tables, Figures, and Supplemental materials for edits, comments and suggestions. But this is a summary. 

1. Compactness. In general, I tried to compact the writing in the interest of clarity. All changes are tracked with margin notes to highlight significant suggestions. I have also removed text redundancies to streamline the text. I did not edit the format extensively because I do not know which journal is contemplated. But I edited some obvious inconsistencies in format. So please do check your formatting. 
2. Reviewer viewpoint. I edited from the viewpoint of a potential manuscript reviewer and offer suggestions in the margins throughout. Although the data is clear, I have offered suggestions that may strengthen the manuscript. This includes better justifying the study and reasons underlying the main hypothesis which reviewers look to judge impact of the manuscript. 
3. Ambiguities. Reviewers may find ambiguities as a sign of lower quality research which is clearly not the case here. Ambiguities in terms will also encourage reviewer comments. I looked for opportunities to remove ambiguity in wording such as similar, some, many, few, etc by using quantitative terms (ie exact numbers). I also point out locations to add definition such as how two results may be “similar” or “different”, which are also invites clarification. 
4. Study presented. When reading the manuscript, I find it unclear at times whether data refers to 1. A comparison of three traditional modules to one online module within the same academic year and among the same cohort. 2. A comparison of the one online module for the 2019-202 year with previous years of traditional teaching (all four modules). 3. A combination of 1 and 2. If I read it correctly it is 3, a two-step analysis (1 then 2). For reviewers, I suggested changes to more explicitly indicate what part of the study is being referred to within each section. I hope this helps! 
5. Consistent Terminology. For clarity, I suggest for example choosing either the term “conventional” or “traditional” when referring to in person teaching. It is clearer when using one term consistently. I used traditional which was introduce first in the summary page. But conventional is used in the figures and later text so you may wish to use that term instead depending upon accepted usage in the field. Regardless, I suggest this be consistent throughout.  
6. Communicating Impact. To better convey the impact of your work, I have suggested more impactful statement in the Discussion and Conclusions of the manuscript. Reviewers will look to this to understand the significance of the study.  
7. Other. I would suggest not citing Figures that present results in the Methods. This should be reserved for the Results section. In the Methods section, Figures, Table etc that convey how the analysis was done or the data underlying are appropriate.

Overall in terms of publication and as a manuscript reviewer, the most important challenge in my view is to explain the analyses succinctly as a two-step process and associate the appropriate figures and other data as belonging to one of those two steps. This provides a mental structure for reviewers to build on as they read. Many of the comments are focused on establishing these connections in the minds of reviewers and readers. Having such a framework ensures that they are not distracted by questions of process or ambiguities in the text and can focus on the results and impact of your efforts. 

Again, this is an interesting study. Best of luck! 

