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	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 is important because it consolidates nearly three decades of interdisciplinary research into a coherent framework that advances both theoretical understanding and practical application in road safety management. By systematically synthesising evidence on strategic risk mitigation capabilities, the study bridges gaps between road safety, engineering, and project management, offering a unified perspective on how integrated risk management can be embedded across the project lifecycle. Its emphasis on data-driven decision-making, safety-by-design principles, and organisational resilience provides a robust foundation for future empirical research and policy development. Additionally, by highlighting the differing impacts of contextual and institutional factors in low- and middle-income countries versus high-income countries, the paper contributes to a more nuanced, globally relevant discourse. Ultimately, it not only identifies critical research gaps but also sets a clear agenda for advancing evidence-based interventions, making it a valuable reference for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners. While all this is acknowledged, future studies can reduce the period from 30 years to 10 years due to the advancement of technology in project management, road safety and risk management.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	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
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	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
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	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
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	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	14. 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
	5
	


	PART  3: 



	
	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)


	


Reviewer details:

Nokonwaba Andiswa Gcume, Rhodes University, South Africa

Page 2 of 2
V180326

