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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by empirically analyzing how R&D factor flows—specifically personnel and capital—drive high-quality economic development through the mediating role of regional innovation efficiency. Using spatial econometric models and provincial panel data from China, the study bridges theoretical frameworks with empirical insights and addresses a critical gap by integrating R&D mobility, innovation efficiency, and economic growth into a unified analytical framework. The findings reveal significant spatial spillover effects and regional heterogeneity, offering practical guidance for policymakers on optimizing R&D resource allocation, enhancing innovation capacity, and promoting sustainable, innovation-driven development aligned with China’s modernization goals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title ‘R&D Factor Flow, Regional Innovation Efficiency and High-Quality Economic Development’ is suitable & clearly reflects the core variables and the main focus of the research as presented in the abstract and introduction.
	

	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 largely comprehensive, effectively summarizing the study’s objectives, methodology, key findings, and policy implications. However, it could be improved by adding the following topics:

· Including the number of provinces (30) and the data timeframe (2010–2020) to clarify the dataset scope.

· Explicitly stating the specific models used, such as the perpetual inventory method for R&D capital, the SBM model for measuring green total factor productivity, and the use of mediation analysis alongside the spatial Durbin model.

· Highlighting key findings, such as the stronger impact of R&D capital flow compared to personnel flow and the observed regional heterogeneity (e.g., eastern regions benefiting more from capital flow, western regions from personnel flow).

· Adding a sentence on practical implications for policymakers to reinforce the study's relevance.

These additions would improve clarity and enhance the abstract’s ability to communicate the research's significance at a glance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript demonstrates sound scientific methodology. It employs robust econometric techniques such as the spatial Durbin model, stochastic frontier analysis, and mediation analysis, with clearly defined hypotheses grounded in theory. The use of green total factor productivity (GTFP) as an index for high-quality economic development, and the inclusion of spatial spillover and heterogeneity effects, reflect methodological rigor. The research design, including the gravity model and comprehensive variable selection, aligns well with the study’s objectives. However, clarification on the interpolation methods used for handling missing data and more accessible interpretation of econometric results in the discussion section would further strengthen the study’s transparency and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, blending foundational studies with recent literature up to 2024. Still, inclusion of a few more internationally recognized sources on R&D spillovers, innovation ecosystems, or comparative regional development would strengthen the paper.
· Crescenzi, R., & Rodríguez-Pose, A. (2011). Innovation and Regional Growth in the European Union. Springer.

Link: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-17940-2
This source could be added in the Literature Review section, particularly where the paper discusses regional innovation systems and spatial spillovers. It provides a comparative European perspective that complements the Chinese context and strengthens the international relevance of the discussion on innovation-driven regional growth.

· Furman, J.L., Porter, M.E., & Stern, S. (2002). The determinants of national innovative capacity. Research Policy, 31(6), 899–933.

Link: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(01)00152-4
This paper can be cited in the Theoretical Framework or Introduction sections, especially when establishing the foundational role of R&D personnel and capital in national innovation systems. It offers a global framework for understanding how policy, institutions, and resources affect innovative capacity—useful for contextualizing the empirical focus on China’s modernization strategy.

· Audretsch, D. B., & Feldman, M. P. (1996). R&D Spillovers and the Geography of Innovation and Production. American Economic Review, 86(3), 630–640.

Link: https://www.jstor.org/stable/2118216
Use this to reinforce the argument for place-based innovation policies.

· Innovation Spillovers (Jaffe et al., 1993)
Link: Jaffe, A. B., Trajtenberg, M., & Henderson, R. (1993). Geographic Localization of Knowledge Spillovers as Evidenced by Patent Citations. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 108(3), 577–598.
In the Literature Review or Theoretical Framework, cite Jaffe et al. (1993) to support the discussion on R&D spillovers.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The abstract and introductory sections are clear, coherent, and use appropriate academic terminology.
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