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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 addresses a highly relevant issue in project management and in the performance of the extractive industry, particularly in emerging mining economies such as Rwanda. By empirically examining the relationship between project team competency and mining project success, the study contributes to ongoing discussions about the role of human capital in capital-intensive, risk-prone industries. The findings reinforce the strategic importance of team-level competencies in enhancing project delivery outcomes, especially in contexts characterized by regulatory evolution and infrastructural constraints. For scholars and practitioners in project management, mining governance, and organizational performance, the chapter provides valuable applied insights into competency-driven project success models.
	

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

	I have minor comment, my suggestion is:  Effect of Project Team Competency on Mining Project Success in Rwanda: Evidence from the Trinity Nyakabingo Mining Project
	

	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.

	Several improvements are recommended:
1. The abstract overemphasizes statistical results (e.g., R², Beta values) while underemphasizing theoretical positioning.
2. It would benefit from explicitly stating the theoretical lens (e.g., Team Theory, Resource-Based View).
3. The interpretation of the constant (intercept) is unnecessary and should be removed from the abstract.
4. A brief statement on methodological limitations (e.g., single-site study) would enhance academic rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The following scientific improvements are recommended:
1. The model includes only one independent variable, which may oversimplify mining project success.
2. The high R² (0.773) warrants additional robustness testing (e.g., common method bias checks).
3. There is conceptual overlap between project team competency and some dimensions of project success (e.g., risk management), which may inflate explanatory power.
4. Assumptions of regression (normality, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity diagnostics) are not reported.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Additional strengthening is suggested:
· Include more high-impact journal sources (e.g., International Journal of Project Management, Resources Policy, The Extractive Industries and Society).
· Expand discussion of human capital theory and dynamic capability theory in extractive sectors.
· Reduce reliance on textbooks (e.g., Creswell, Field, Bryman) in the literature review section and emphasize peer-reviewed empirical studies.

	

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

	  Some sentences are repetitive.
  Minor grammatical inconsistencies exist.
  Certain interpretations (e.g., regarding the regression constant) require conceptual refinement.
  The discussion section tends to restate findings rather than critically analyze them.
	

	Optional/General comments

	  The study claims a mixed-methods design, yet qualitative findings are not presented. Either include qualitative analysis or revise the methodological claim.
  The conceptual framework should be clearer visually and stronger theoretically.
  The discussion section should deepen theoretical integration rather than mainly confirming statistical results.
  Limit generalizations beyond the Trinity Nyakabingo case.
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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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