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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.
	The purpose of this study is to examine how Filipino English teacher interpret and implement government-developed lesson plan combination with powerpoint-based instruction in secondary classroom. The source of the data was eight English teachers from a public secondary school in Philipines. This research used a mixed-methods design. The data analyze by using only two instruments such as observation and questionnaire. This study conclude that effective English language teaching in context of curriculum requires a flexible, blended, and teacher-centred approach. The function of Power point was to enhance engagement and
instructional clarity, stability and structure textbooks, and lesson plans made by government offer curricular guidance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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.
	There was no problem stated in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yest, it is. Since the writer has arranged the research in suitable research of process.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are.
	

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

	Optional/General comments
	Some comments that the writer should revise it sson :
a. The writer didn’t state the problem in abstract and background of the study.
b. The triangulation data analysis did not correct in this article. In triangulation process, there are three instruments used such as observation, questionnaire and interview. The result come from analysing these instruments become some results.
c. This article did not use the journal template.
d. Change the typo of Qualitative Findings into Quantitative Findings (Findings) since the content discuss about quantitative finding.
e. Still in Findings, please delete the statement in Paragraph 8 line 6 that discuss about qualitative because this paragraph talk about quantitative.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No, they aren’t
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, they aren’t
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript ( Highest: 10 Lowest: 0 )
Guideline:
Accept As It Is: (>9-10) Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8) Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5) Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Author’s Feedback

	Please be kind to revise your manuscript into the journal template.
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