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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.


	The article is important to the scientific community as it investigates the unexamined but very important stage of emerging adulthood for people with Autism Spectrum Disorder. By integrating evidence from 67 peer-reviewed articles (2010-2024), the article provides a contemporary and holistic perspective on individual, family, and systemic factors that shape outcomes in adulthood. The discussion in the article on significant gaps in competitive integrated employment offers robust empirical evidence to support research on social inclusion and equity for people with disabilities. Finally, the approach in the article of incorporating evidence-based, strengths-based, and neurodiversity-affirming practices bridges research and practice while pushing the frontiers of contemporary research in autism.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the research is excellent and apt as it mentions the stage of development, the population, the challenges and strategies for support, and fills a gap in research related to autism. 

Based on the design and focus of the research, it can be modified to emphasize a qualitative study, education or employment, a shorter title, or a geographical location.
	

	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 very comprehensive in terms of content, but it requires language refinement, organizational clarity, and academic polish to make it sound completely comprehensive and rigorous. At the moment, it is very strong in terms of concept but a little too dense and patchy in terms of flow.

In conclusion, it is a comprehensive abstract but it requires refinement in terms of clarity, grammar, and coherence

The positive points in the abstract are: it clearly articulates the problem and population (ASD, transition to adulthood), it describes methodology (systematic review, time frame, peer-reviewed articles), it highlights important thematic areas (independence, relationships, well-being), it uses quantitative data (CIE prevalence compared to larger impaired group) and it concludes with practice and policy implications, which is very effective

It requires improvement in grammatical mistakes and awkward sentence construction (e.g., “life phase,” “divided sections”), too many long sentences that muddy important points, some repetition and slight confusion in terms of structure and slightly inconsistent academic tone in some areas (“desperately needed” is a bit too emotive for an abstract)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is correct, but it is not yet scientifically sound in presentation. The problems are not about facts or assertions, but about language precision, organization, and academic rigor, which are very important for peer review.

It is mostly correct scientifically but the problem definition (transition to adulthood as a high-risk age for individuals with ASD) is adequately supported by current literature. The systematic review design, time frame (2010-2024), and inclusion of peer-reviewed literature are correct.

The you have identified topics like independence, social relationships, well-being, services cliff, employment are consistent with current research. The employment data presented in the article are believable if accurately cited.
The implications for practice and policy are consistent with current evidence-based practice.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference list is adequate and meets academic standards. It is scientifically relevant, very much aligned with the scope of the manuscript, and reflects excellent engagement with quality literature. The key themes are adequately addressed, and the time frame is just right. Only minor adjustments, such as eliminating redundant citations, standardizing APA style, properly flagging grey literature, and connecting employment data to its source, are required to render the reference list fully publication-ready.
	

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


	As it stands, the language/English is not yet at the level of quality that can be used for academic communication, despite the fact that the content and scientific aim is good. 

There are a number of problems in the manuscript that academic readers will probably pick up on immediately, 

-such as grammatical errors; for example, “life phase” instead of “life stage,” “divided sections” instead of “divided into sections,” and “obstacles encounter” instead of “obstacles encountered”, 

-problems with sentence overload and structure due to the presence of very long sentences that are trying to convey scope, themes, challenges, and interventions all at once, 

-problems with academic tone that include the use of emotional language like “desperately needed,” and small problems with terminology that include the inconsistent capitalization of Competitive Integrated Employment (CIE).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic chosen in the article is very relevant and up-to-date, and the article has a clear scholarly intention, which is accompanied by an appropriate scope and thematic structure.

Nevertheless, the article is not yet ready for scholarly communication in terms of language, sentence structure, and academic tone. After some editing, it has a great potential for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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