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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is important as it provides empirical evidence on how project team competency relates to mining project success, a key performance issue in complex and high‑risk extractive operations.

It highlights that competency is not only a technical factor but also supports regulatory compliance, sector integrity, and market credibility

The focus on Rwanda adds significant value by reflecting Rwanda’s working culture and community-based development approach, it creates awareness on local leadership and collaboration with communities 
Overall, the study contributes context-specific evidence that can inform scholarly debates on human capital/team theory and practical decisions on training, development and capability-building in mining economies. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. Optional: It may help to add the method used in the study 
	

	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 says that the study uses quantitative research but the methodology section suggests that qualitative components were included as well. If this is the case, the study design should be adjusted and clearly described as a mixed‑methods approach. 

Currently, the results of the qualitative interviews have not been analyzed or integrated. 

The abstract reports a sample size of 91 participants, while the methodology section mentions 97. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Section “Recommendations of the Study”: The recommendations are quite generic. Please elaborate them with case- and industry-specific actions relevant to Rwanda’s mining environment. 

The manuscript discusses research questions and hypotheses in a general academic sense, but they are not explicitly formulated.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally recent and relevant to the topic. 

Statement of the Research Problem sections: add robust academic references beyond PMI study.  Reduce repeated reliance on PMI by triangulating with peer‑reviewed studies in extractives/project success, and mining sector reports.

	

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

	minor spelling/word choice/grammar issues exist but overall the language is suitable for scholarly communication




	

	Optional/General comments

	
Formatting issues need to be corrected e.g. Section numbering inconsistency, Table numbering and formatting consistency
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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