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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 article is of particular value to the academic community, as it approaches the topic of laboratory safety in the higher education system from an innovative educational perspective. The presentation of the five-dimensional framework can provide universities with a systematic and practical model to create a better coordination between safety education, management, and culture. This research not only contributes to the development of theoretical discussions, but also provides important guidance for academic institutions in policy-making and reform through practical implementation. In addition, this article can lay the foundation for future research and generate new academic discussions in the field of improving the quality of safety education.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comment:
The title of the article is clear, concise, and fully consistent with the content of the research. The title not only defines the scope of the topic (laboratory safety education), but also clearly states the main contribution of the research (five-dimensional framework and institutional practice), making the purpose of the article easily understandable for the reader.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-organized, as it clearly states the objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions of the study. The five-dimensional framework and the main findings of the case study are also briefly presented, which clearly demonstrates the scientific value of the study. However, there are some minor shortcomings, such as some details of the methodology are not sufficiently explained (such as the specific analysis method), and the limitations of the study are not mentioned in the abstract.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
Keywords are relevant and appropriate to the topic of the article, as they include important concepts such as laboratory safety education, higher education reform, the three-dimensional/five-dimensional framework, and safety culture. These keywords reflect the main topics of the article content well and are useful for scholarly searchability. However, some keywords could be more precise and global (such as “university laboratory safety governance” or “safety education framework”) to make it easier to find the article in international databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comment:
The Background/Introduction section of the article is well organized and provides sufficient information on the topic. It clearly explains the importance of laboratory safety, the existing problems, and the existing weaknesses in the higher education system. Also, the existing literature is logically summarized and the research gap is clearly identified. The gradual presentation of the topic from general concepts to specific research is well organized, which increases the scientific coherence and clarity of the text.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The research objectives are generally clear and well-stated in the Introduction. The identification of laboratory safety issues, the development of a five-dimensional framework, and the assessment of practical application clearly demonstrate the main aims of the paper. However, the statement of objectives could be more precise and presented in a separate, numbered format to make it easier for the reader to follow. Also, the hypotheses, if applicable, are not clearly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The literature review includes important and recent research relevant to the topic of the article and in the field of laboratory safety education. It provides a good summary of existing scientific research on management, teaching methods, digital platforms, and safety culture, which strengthens the scientific background of the topic. However, the use of international and high-impact journals (Scopus/ISI indexed studies) is limited, and some references are mostly local (especially Chinese studies). If more international recent research is available, the scientific weight of the literature review will increase.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

Comment:
The research methodology is generally appropriate to the nature of the subject, as qualitative design, document analysis, and case study approach are used. This approach provides a suitable basis for developing a conceptual framework and describing the practical experience of an organization. However, the methodology is not sufficiently detailed and robust. The data analysis method (such as thematic analysis or content analysis) is not clearly stated, the validity and reliability aspects are not explained, and the rationale for case selection is also limited. These weaknesses affect the scientific rigor of the study to some extent.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

Comment:
Ethical issues are appropriately and clearly addressed in the article. The author clearly states that this study did not involve human participants or animal subjects, so formal ethical approval was not required. This explanation demonstrates the transparency and scientific integrity of the study and is considered appropriate according to the journal's ethical standards.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The Results section is generally clear, organized, and logically presented. The analysis of laboratory safety problems and the explanation of the five-dimensional framework are well-organized, and the practical results of the Jiangsu University case study are also clearly presented. The use of statistical indicators (such as 93% participation, 42% reduction, 98% improvement) further strengthens the Results section. However, there are some limitations, such as the data source and calculation method are not explained in sufficient detail, and some of the results require additional analytical interpretation to be more convincing to the reader.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
Tables and Figures are relevant and useful to the content of the article, as they visually illustrate the five-dimensional framework and the process of implementing reforms. These elements facilitate the understanding of the conceptual framework and improve the support for the text's interpretation. However, the captioning and detailed explanation of the figures is relatively limited and in some places could have been more clearly explained to further enhance their scholarly value for the reader.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The Discussion section generally connects the study results well with the existing literature. The author compares the problems and reform approaches in laboratory safety education with previous studies, which strengthens the scientific credibility of the study. However, in some places, this connection could be deeper. In particular, systematic comparison and critical analysis with international high-impact studies are rare, and some discussions are more descriptive than analytical in nature.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The conclusions are generally consistent with the data presented and the findings of the case study. The effectiveness of the five-dimensional framework, the positive results of the organizational reforms, and the improvement of the safety culture are logically inferred based on the evidence presented. However, the support for the conclusions is somewhat limited, as the detailed method of data analysis is not described and some claims are made without extensive quantitative or comparative evidence. This slightly reduces the scientific rigor of the conclusions.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

Comment:
The limitations of the study are briefly mentioned in the article, especially the use of a single case study and the need for further research. This is a positive point in terms of scientific transparency. However, this section is not sufficiently in-depth. Other important limitations, such as limitations of data collection, limitations of the analysis method, and problems with generalizability of the results, are not explained in detail.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The references are relevant to the topic of the article and include important scientific sources in the field of laboratory safety education, higher education reform, and safety management. The number of references also seems to be generally sufficient for a scientific article and covers the main aspects of the topic well. However, the share of international high-impact journals (ISI/Scopus indexed sources) is limited and most of the references are local and Chinese sources. If international and recent studies are increased, the scientific credibility of the article will be further strengthened.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

Comment:
The article is generally written in clear, organized, and scholarly language, which makes it easy for the reader to understand the topic. Sentences are logically coherent, and technical terms are used in appropriate places, in line with scholarly standards. However, in some parts, the sentences are long and relatively repetitive, which sometimes slows down the reading flow. If the language were a little simpler, with shorter, more precise sentences, the reading quality of the article would be even better.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of the article is appropriate.

The title clearly indicates the main topic of the research, which is laboratory safety education at the higher education level. It also reflects the main part of the research (five-dimensional framework and practical application) well. The title is accurate, informative, and consistent with the scientific content, so it is considered appropriate for an academic article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive.

The abstract is generally complete and organized, as the research objectives, methodology, main findings, and conclusions are clearly stated. The reader can easily get the overall picture of the paper from the abstract, so it is considered sufficiently comprehensive in this respect.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.

The article generally meets scientific standards, as the topic is systematically investigated, appropriate methodology is used, and the conclusions are logically related to the evidence presented. Also, the structure of the conceptual framework and the implementation of the case study are acceptable from the point of view of scientific analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO,
Suggestion for improvement: 
References should be updated and strengthened by including more recent (last 3–5 years) and high-impact international sources, especially from Scopus- or Web of Science-indexed journals. Currently, the references are somewhat limited in terms of global coverage and…

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO,

Comment:
There are no obvious ethical issues in this article. The research does not involve direct contact with human participants or animal subjects, and the use of data is based on existing documentation and institutional case studies. Also, the need for ethical approval is clearly stated, which is in line with scientific principles.
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This manuscript presents a relevant and well-structured contribution to laboratory safety education in higher education using a five-dimensional framework and an institutional case study. The topic is timely and of practical significance for university governance and educational reform.
However, the manuscript has some methodological weaknesses, particularly the lack of detailed explanation of data analysis procedures and limited discussion of validity and reliability. In addition, the study relies on a single case (This manuscript presents a relevant and well-structured contribution to laboratory safety education in higher education using a five-dimensional framework and an institutional case study. The topic is timely and of practical significance for university governance and educational reform.
However, the manuscript has some methodological weaknesses, particularly the lack of detailed explanation of data analysis procedures and limited discussion of validity and reliability. In addition, the study relies on a single case (Jiangsu University), which limits generalizability, and the novelty of the framework could be better articulated in relation to existing international models.
Despite these limitations, the overall quality of the paper is good, and it has potential for publication after major revision, especially if methodological rigor and international literature integration are strengthened.University), which limits generalizability, and the novelty of the framework could be better articulated in relation to existing international models.
Despite these limitations, the overall quality of the paper is good, and it has potential for publication after major revision, especially if methodological rigor and international literature integration are strengthened.
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