Reviewer A:
1. In general, the article contains a very large number of acronyms which often
makes it difficult to read. Authors may try to use full-length labels to aid
understanding. Most acronyms have been changed to include the words in full. 
2. The first sentence needs a reference: “Discrete trial teaching (DTT) is a
strategy that professionals can use to promote the acquisition of a target
behaviour”. A bibliographic reference has been inserted to the first sentence “Discrete trial teaching (DTT) is a
strategy that professionals can use to promote the acquisition of a target
behaviour”. 
3. This sentence needs a reference: “Several studies have focused on
identifying strategies for teaching DTT to participants who had never used
this procedure, specifically professionals or university students.” A bibliographic reference has been inserted for this sentence. 
4. The section that starts from “Arnal and colleagues (2007) conducted two
experiments with seven participants to compare the effectiveness of using an
instruction manual along with the same manual combined with VM, where the
video showed an expert tutor administering DTT.” seem not linked to the
previous paragraph and this makes reading flow difficult. We have better connected this sentence with the next paragraph.
5. The authors should explain the rationale of this study. The authors affirm
that the aim is to partially replicate the study of Fazzio and colleagues
(2009), but it is not clear why this partial replication could be relevant.
Furthermore, the authors should try to explain the theoretical reasoning
behind this aim. Authors should clarify why, considering the previous
studies, could be relevant “verify if viewing a video with embedded
instructional materials, combined with descriptive feedback on performance
during the intervention phases on two different tasks, could increase the
accuracy of DTT execution in 16 Italian university students during
role-playing sessions.” A motivation has been added on the partial replication of Fazzio et al. 2009 and to the rationale of the study. 
6. In the aim of the study, the author could avoid reporting the number of
participants. The number of participants has been removed from the sentence “could increase the accuracy of DTT execution in […] Italian university students during role-playing sessions.”
7. Authors should report more information about the characteristics of the
participants (i.e., standard deviations of age; minimum and maximum values).
Furthermore, the authors should describe more the sampling procedure. It was explained why those 16 students were chosen. 
8. This sentence is not clear “An interview conducted before the start of the
study showed that not all participants envisioned a career supporting people
with ASD and IDD.”. Why is important to report? This sentence was deleted because it wasn’t considered important.
9. Authors should report more information about power analysis. The power
analysis was conducted for what type of analysis? The sentence needs to be
justified with some examples of references that could help” We set at .05,
power at .80, and the α effect size f at.40, building on the above
literature that shows a consistent effect of training on participants'
performance.” We now report more information for the sample size calculation analyses.
10. The paragraph "Design and phases" was put before "setting and materials"
11. The variable Social validity is not clearly explained in the paper. Authors
should introduce it in the introduction or explain why was included in the
method. A justification has been included as to why a questionnaire on social validity was carried out. 
12. Tables 3 and 4 are not clear for readers that are not familiar with Bayesian tests (JASP Team, 2018; Jeffreys, 1961; Westfall et al., 1997). The authors should try to explain better these results here or in the data analysis section. We now report more information in the data analysis and results sections.
13. In the discussion, authors need to report more explicitly how these findings
are comparable with the study of Fazzio et al. Authors affirm that “In
this study, we partially replicated Fazzio and colleagues (2009)”,but is
not clear what confirm and was not confirmed. The authors added “As Fazzio and colleagues (2009), our participants reached mastery in both tasks”.
14. [bookmark: _Hlk127812013]In the discussion, the authors should try to give more information on how
this study contributes to previous studies. Authors need to integrate their
findings with previous knowledge on the topic. The authors added “This study confirms and expands previous knowledge on the topic. Previously, different authors proved that discrete trial teaching could be teached using video modeling (Pollard et al., 2014), role playing practice with a confederate (Fazzio et al., 2007) and feedbacks (Fazzio et al., 2009). In this study, we wanted to see if all these procedures combined could be effective in teaching the DTT procedure. We were able to have a bigger sample than previous studies (Higbee et al., 2016). In particular, the study confirms that video modeling paired with a role playing practice with a  confederate plus receiving feedbacks from the authors led the students to learn how to correctly implement the procedure”.
15. In the limitation, authors should try they should try to emphasize that
these results although interesting and relevant are still preliminary due to
the low numbers. The authors added “Finally, although these results are interesting and relevant, they are still preliminary due to the low numbers. Future studies should replicate this study with a larger number of participants”. 

Reviewer B: 
1. Abstract: I suggest expanding the abstract and structuring it in paragraphs:
Introduction, Methods, Results, Conclusion. The abstract has been divided into paragraphs and a sentence regarding the conclusions has been added.
2. Introduction:
Page 4 Line 11:
Please put your full name next to the acronym (ICT) when it is first written
in text. The full name of the acronym has been inserted. 
3. Page 4 Penultimate line: Please quote the full acronym (IDD). The phrase with this acronym deleted because it is considered not to matter.
4. Results:
Page 7: The authors write: “The 16 participants returned social validity
questionnaires. The maximum possible score among respondents was 800; it was
calculated by considering the answer "Yes" (5pt) for all questions. The
total score was 711.”

The social validity questionnaire is made up of 10 items with answers from 1
to 5, why is the maximum that can be obtained is 800? Please explain this
statement better. The authors have rewritten the paragraph on social validity to make it more comprehensible. 
