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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.
	This manuscript addresses a relevant and timely gap in the assessment of Autism Spectrum Disorder by proposing a diagnostic framework that systematically integrates perceptual-cognitive and neurofunctional dimensions with traditional social and behavioral criteria. By grounding the PS-PC-ASD-R scale in contemporary findings on neural connectivity, memory systems, and information processing, the study contributes to a more comprehensive and theoretically coherent understanding of ASD heterogeneity. The large empirical sample and probabilistic diagnostic approach further enhance its potential impact on both
clinical practice and future research in neurodevelopmental disorders.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally appropriate and accurately reflects the scope and purpose of the study. However, it is relatively long and may benefit from slight streamlining to improve clarity and impact.
Suggested alternative title:
“The Revised Perceptual–Cognitive–Behavioural Precision Scale (PS-PC-ASD-R): An Integrative
Neurocognitive Approach to Autism Spectrum Disorder Diagnosis”
	

	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 is comprehensive and clearly outlines the rationale, objectives, methodological approach, sample size, and intended contribution of the PS-PC-ASD-R. Nevertheless, it could be strengthened by (a) briefly specifying the main psychometric outcomes (e.g., reliability, validity indicators) and (b) reducing some conceptual repetition related to perceptual-cognitive processing to improve conciseness. Explicit mention of key statistical results would enhance its informative value for readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and well grounded in established neuropsychological, developmental, and neuroscientific literature. The theoretical arguments are coherent, and the integration of neurobiological evidence with cognitive and behavioral models is consistent with current research trends in ASD. Some sections would benefit from clearer differentiation between empirical findings and
theoretical interpretation, but this does not compromise the scientific validity of the work.
	

	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, relevant, and demonstrates strong engagement with foundational and contemporary literature. Most cited works are appropriate and scientifically credible. However, the inclusion of a few more recent large-scale or meta-analytic studies (post-2020) on ASD neurobiology, diagnostic instruments, and dimensional assessment models could further strengthen the manuscript’s alignment with the current state of the field.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication and conveys complex ideas effectively. That said, the manuscript would benefit from professional English language editing to address grammatical inconsistencies, syntactic complexity, and occasional redundancy. Improving sentence
structure and flow would significantly enhance readability without altering the scientific content.
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