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The article is focused solely on the situation in the Republic of North Macedonia, so
it is recommended to change the title of the article so that the content is clearer for
readers. The current title is able to induce expectations of a more comprehensive or
comparative study on the topic.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.
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The abstract is rather a logical summary of the content of the article. The methods
are not elaborated in the abstract neither anywhere else in the article. Apparently,
the description and analysis are mainly used as methods. The results presented in
the conclusion in the paper are not much different from information mentioned right
at the outset as a starting point of research.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.
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The article is written in correct and well understandable English. However,
additional proofreading is recommended, there are some spelling mistakes, not
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4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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Same as Question 2. - The methods are not elaborated in the abstract neither
anywhere else in the article. Apparently, the description and analysis are mainly
used as methods.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain
errors.
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The article is completely clear and does not contain any errors (except some few
spelling mistakes).
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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- e.g. to elaborate some concrete recommendations how to amend the legislation
currently in force
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international commitments
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