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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 paper discusses a key challenge in the field of engineering education: how to effectively cultivate the practical innovation ability of mechanical graduate students under the background of China's "manufacturing power" strategy. By proposing a "one core, two centers, five training capabilities" model, a training model with moral education first, school-enterprise cooperation, and ability-based training is constructed. It provides some reference for policy makers, educators, and curriculum designers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is long and a bit cumbersome, which may reduce its impact and clarity for international readers.

"Competency-based framework for cultivating innovation capabilities of mechanical graduate students: one core, two centers, and five capabilities"

"Integrated school-enterprise training of practical innovation capabilities of mechanical engineering graduate students"
	

	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 does not clearly define how the methods, evidence, or model were developed or evaluated. It also lacks an academic tone, and the wording is repetitive and overly descriptive, such as "The model was driven by..." There are no results or conclusions, and the emphasis on novelty is limited, with no emphasis on what gaps the paper fills or how it differs from previous approaches.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. No quantitative or qualitative data is provided to verify the effectiveness of the proposed model.

2. No case studies, pilot programs, or statistical evidence are used to demonstrate the results.

3. Insufficient actionability. The "five training capabilities" are conceptually described, but lack clear operational definitions or measurable indicators.

4. The evaluation mechanism is vague. The proposed "parallel evaluation system" is not scientifically detailed enough - there is a lack of scoring criteria, indicators, or reliability considerations.

5. Over-reliance on descriptive content. The paper reads more like an internal policy proposal or reform plan than a hypothesis-driven or data-driven research article.

6. Insufficient depth of literature. The manuscript does not delve into the international literature on engineering graduate education, capability modeling, or school-enterprise cooperation models in the context of peer review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1.The majority of references are from 2018 to 2021, with few or no references from 2022–2024.

2.Many are conference papers or low-tier domestic journals, with limited academic weight internationally.

3.Over-reliance on Chinese sources or case-based reports:

4.Duplication:Reference [6] and [7] (Fang et al., 2020) are repeated entries.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are not yet suitable for scholarly communication in an international academic journal. While the manuscript conveys the core ideas clearly, it suffers from multiple issues in grammar, style, terminology, and overall academic tone.
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