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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 contributes to the field of English Language Teaching (ELT) by providing a contextualised qualitative case study on the application of the Presentation, Practice, Production (PPP) method in vocabulary instruction in Timor-Leste. Its value lies in documenting classroom practices in an under-researched educational context, thereby enriching comparative ELT literature from developing and post-conflict education systems. The study also reinforces existing pedagogical claims regarding the effectiveness of structured teaching approaches for beginner and lower-intermediate learners. For practitioners and teacher educators, the findings offer practical insights into how PPP can be adapted to multilingual settings using local languages as scaffolding tools.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Application of the Presentation Practice and Produce Method for Enriching Students’ Vocabulary in English” is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study. However, it contains a minor conceptual inaccuracy: the standard terminology is Presentation, Practice, Production (PPP) rather than Produce.

Suggested title: The Application of the Presentation, Practice, Production (PPP) Method in Enriching EFL Students’ Vocabulary: A Qualitative Case Study in Timor-Leste

	

	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.


	The abstract covers the purpose, methodology, participants, and general findings of the study, which makes it broadly comprehensive. However, several improvements are recommended:

The abstract should explicitly state the research design as a qualitative case study.

The number of participants is inconsistent with the methodology section (the abstract mentions one teacher and eight students, while later sections mention one teacher and four students). This discrepancy must be corrected. The abstract would benefit from a clearer statement of the study’s role or implications for ELT practice. Minor language issues (like repetition and incorrect phrasing) should be edited for clarity and conciseness. Punctuation and grammar also need corrections
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Conceptually, the manuscript is scientifically sound and grounded in established ELT theory, particularly the PPP framework. The alignment between research questions, methodology, data collection, and analysis is generally appropriate for a qualitative study. However, methodological rigour could be strengthened by providing a clearer justification for the sample size, including sample interview questions or an interview protocol, and by explaining more explicitly how themes were derived during thematic analysis. Despite these limitations, the study’s conclusions are consistent with the presented data and existing literature. (N.B. The PPP should be in brackets in front of the full form words, but in the manuscript it just dropped. It may confuse readers)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many sources are sufficient and recent (works cited were from the 2020s), and only seven (7) references were from the 2010s. The reference list is extensive and largely relevant but there are some references that are also irrelevant to the topic. Bihani, P., & Patil, S. T. (2014). A comparative study of data analysis techniques. International Journal of Emerging Trends & Technology in Computer Science, 3(2), 95‑101. https://www.academia.edu/download/33713773/IJETTCS-2014-04-09-077.pdf.


	

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


	Language needs correction on grammar and punctuation. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript can be accepted with minor revisions
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Not tested
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare, he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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