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	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.


	Overall, the manuscript tackles the ways in which Filipino teachers implement and interpret lesson plans developed by their government and how they combine them with PowerPoint-based instruction, with a focus on English language teaching. 

The literature review briefly tackles interesting aspects such as the integration of technology in English language teaching and the influence exerted by government policies on teaching practices and autonomy; it also deals with several empirical studies that explore curriculum implementation and teacher agency. The research gap identified by the author is represented by the lack of studies on teachers’ perspectives and decision-making processes in the negotiation of curriculum mandates via technology integration (with an emphasis on English language teaching in the Philippines), which may raise the interest of the scientific community. 

Separate sections are dedicated to research methodology and the discussion of quantitative and qualitative findings (in terms of perceptions of government-developed lesson plans, perceived advantages of PowerPoint instruction, challenges in material preparation, continued value of textbooks, integration of PowerPoint and textbooks, time and instructional efficiency, recommendations for improving instructional practice). The manuscript ends with a pertinent discussion and conclusion, mainly illustrating that Pilipino English teachers actively negotiate and blend instructional resources, correlating them to classroom realities; a clear preference for PowerPoint-based instruction is also made evident.
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	The title of the manuscript is suitable, as it is in line with its contents.
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	The abstract is comprehensive and briefly outlines the contents of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and based on previous research conducted in the field. 
The research results also contribute to the enrichment of the literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The quality of the English language in this article is excellent.
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	Some small corrections have been performed in the manuscript, marked with Track changes.
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No ethical issues have been identified in this manuscript.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest has been identified in this manuscript.
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	The reviewer does not suspect plagiarism.
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