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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.


	This manuscript is significant as it comprehensively explores and substantiates the effectiveness of PowerPoint use in English language teaching by Filipino teachers. It will give insight into how the blended use of PowerPoint and textbooks helps to effectively transmit the government lesson plans in classroom practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The title is appropriate for the manuscript.
	

	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.


	It is a well-written abstract that gives information on the subject of study, its methodology, and findings. 
Keywords are also good and help the readers to understand the central themes of discussion in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically coherent. The content is presented logically with sequential flow and continuity. The different subheadings will help the readers to understand the distinctions and approach the article easily. 
The methodology is well explained. The data analysis is good. The findings are well presented and validated.
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	The references are sufficient to substantiate the arguments discussed in the manuscript. It includes very recent sources also.
	

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


	The quality of the language is very good. A good effort is taken to keep the article free from manual errors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Ethical issues are not observed.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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	Make sure to avoid plagiarism and protect academic integrity. Did not observe anything suspicious.
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