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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.


	The technological pedagogical content knowledge of teachers has important for survival and sustainable one to present scenario. All the teachers not only in English, could use and improve their TPACK in day to day classroom activities. This study revealed that English teachers TPACK domains significantly correlated to the student’s creativity. This is milestone contribution to the future research.
But, the author confused to write the research title, the abstract not clear in academically.
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	“Competence, Challenges of English Teachers’ Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK), and Critical Thinking Skills of Grade 10 Students in Northern Samar”
	

	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.


	No, the objectives of this study was not clear, the author mentioned that, examined teacher profiles, competence across the seven TPACK domains, the extent of TPACK-related challenges, and the relationship of these factors with students’ critical thinking performance. But in the methodology, and data analysis he/she used only on TPACK domains related questionnaire and critical thinking questionnaire only. So, major revisions are needed.
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	No, need improvements in language.
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	need major revision in abstract, methodology and analysis of data.
1. Need improvement in abstract. (Clear and concise information in objectives of the study, methodology, result analysis, findings and recommendations.)

2. In methodology section the author mentioned to select twelve large secondary schools and three medium schools and the sample size was 120 English Teachers. (The author didn’t follow the sample selection formula).

3. In the instrument section the author mentioned to use survey questionnaire on attitudes toward ICT and the questionnaire on challenges encountered by teacher respondents were adopted from the study of Acebron (2024); therefore, no further validation was necessary. But in the analysis section there is no such evidents. 
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