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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.

	The manuscript presented is certainly important to the scientific community for the following reasons. First, it provides an opportunity to understand the evolution of rights of commons and hunting in private commons, the causal relationships regarding their change and their impact on current Norwegian legislation, sustainable development, an economic component (Norway privatization of natural resources and the privatization of land in the meaning of ground ownership). Secondly, I think that the manuscript has signs of interdisciplinarity and may be of interest to scientists who conduct research in related fields.
	

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

	The title of the article fully corresponds to its content and idea.
	

	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 of the article reveals the idea and content of the article, but I have a recommendation to correlate it with the conclusions and with the discussion. 
I recommend adding "structural amnesia" to keywords. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript submitted for review is scientifically correct. It has a clear logical structure. I have a recommendation to regulate the terminology "old rights" and "ancient rights" (it is not entirely clear to use different terminology by context).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The submitted manuscript examined an retrospective and used sources as of 2015. If the manuscript is part of a more globular study, then it is possible to leave it that way. If there is a need to explain modern processes and results (and/or changes), then it is necessary to finalize taking into account the last 10 years.
	

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

	

Yes.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
The submitted article may be recommended for publication.


	


















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	Ethical issues are not observed in the manuscript.
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