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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.

	I found the work very interesting, not least because the author himself pointed out that common goods, in this case private common goods, are not always questioned in Norway. It is also quite interesting to have an understanding of the legislative and circumstantial history that gave rise to the discussions presented in the work. In fact, the debate on the subject can encourage local reasoning and discussions for a better understanding of the institution and the need for change, if necessary.

	

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

	The title does not accurately reflect the study. I suggest changing the title to focus on the central point of controversy related to the changes mentioned. I believe it would be clearer if the title were “The decline of private commons in Norway.”
	

	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 does not clearly address what was discussed in the study. There was no mention of the study method, nor was it possible to follow the scope of the issue in the abstract. It would be important for the abstract to address the current discussion and clarify the historical events that led to this discussion, as well as the theoretical framework from which the issue will be analyzed throughout the study. Therefore, I believe that the abstract should be completely rewritten.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	As scientific research, I did not identify any errors, only omissions, with regard to the research method and the theoretical contribution of the analysis. Once the issue in the summary and introduction has been corrected, and the theoretical contribution has been properly presented, I believe it is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	I would add a work by Ostrom, “Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action,” to correctly visualize that the Commons do not need legal regulation, but if it exists, it facilitates some processes.
	

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

	I believe so.




	

	Optional/General comments

	
In particular, I believe that the writing could be a little more didactic. Since private common goods have a specific concept, mentioning which concept is being used can facilitate understanding and give meaning to protection. The author himself said that there is not much interest in the subject in Norway, partly because it is a somewhat unknown situation that may be lost through disuse. Thus, writing is giving life or new life to the institute, and it would be better, even to leave no doubt, to clearly define the concept.
The abstract, introduction, and theoretical framework need to be rewritten. I would include another work by Ostrom in the bibliography, as I mentioned earlier.
	










	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? 

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

No.
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