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The methods are explicitly mentioned: the analytical-doctrinal method, examination of
constitutional and procedural norms, and a jurisprudential analysis drawing on the Albanian
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this article. 4
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Typographical errors: In Section 2.9, the reference to "Article 310 of the Criminal Procedure)
Code" contains a misplaced parenthesis.

In Section 3, an inconsistent spelling of "defence" (British) and "defense" (American) appears
occasionally; British English should be used consistently.

Some paragraphs, particularly in Sections 3 and 4, are overly dense. Breaking them into
shorter sentences would improve readability and clarity.

These issues do not fundamentally undermine the article's clarity, but they do detract from its
professional presentation.
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and the European Court of Human Rights. This approach is entirely appropriate for a legal
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. S

The conclusions are accurate, concise, and fully supported by the evidence presented in the
paper
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The references are comprehensive, up-to-date, and appropriate for a scholarly legal article.
The bibliography includes national and international legislation, and domestic and
international case law.
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The title is too long and slightly overloaded.
2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 4
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 3
this article.

1. “their objective inability to exercise the right of defence effectively...” better is “the
objective inability of the accused to exercise the right of defence effectively...”

2. ‘““analyses the substantive role of defence counsel as a key element in ensuring the
principle of equality of arms and adversarial proceedings before an impartial
court.” “...as a key element in ensuring equality of arms and adversarial
proceedings...”




3. “the analytical and doctrinal method” - “analytical and doctrinal methods”

4. “the actual realisation of the right to defence” - “the actual realization of the right to
defence”

5. “or the person under investigation” - “the accused (or person under investigation)”,

6. “serving a necessary public function..” - “serving a necessary public function.”

7. “About the right of defence, in its consistent jurisprudence...” - “Regarding the right
of defence, in its consistent jurisprudence...”

8. “them in court” - “the accused in court”

9. “such protection..” - “such protection.”

10. “gave rise to several issues in Albanian judicial practice.” - “gave rise to several issues
in judicial practice in Albania.”

11. “About the cases in which defence is mandatory...” - “The cases in which defence is
mandatory may be exhaustively identified as follows:”

12. “support this approach.which requires...” - “support this approach, which requires...”

13. “Defense counsel should not be regarded...” - “Defence counsel should not be
regarded...”

14. “mandatory defense functions...” - “mandatory defence functions...”

15. “the person under investigation / the accused”

4. The study methods are explained clearly. \ 3

The description of the methods is not sufficiently clear—it does not explain which method is
used for what purpose. A more detailed explanation of each method’s function and application
is needed.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. \ 4

The result is clear but it contains some errors

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by
the content.
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 4
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