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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 (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 abstract of the article gives a clear summary of its objectives, comparative approach, main findings, and key ethical and legal dilemmas discussed. It identifies the legal status of euthanasia and assisted suicide in the UK and the Netherlands, outlines the methodology (qualitative and secondary sources), noting major themes such as autonomy, misuse, medical negligence, and criminal liability.

· 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is appropriate.
	

	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.


	To improve the abstract:

· Clarify the scope by specifying that the comparison is limited to English and Dutch law.

· State the methodological limitations by briefly mentioning that the study is based on secondary sources, which may limit primary empirical insight.

· Highlight key comparative findings by adding a sentence summarizing the main legal and ethical differences and similarities found.

· Make minor edits for conciseness and clarity, such as changing "Netherland laws" to "Netherlands law".


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound for a legal and ethical comparative review. It defines important key terms and legal concepts, provides references, statutes, notable case law, and academic literature, and statutory frameworks. It also discusses ethical principles such as autonomy, best interest, and sanctity of life, and their legal implications.

To improve the manuscript explicitly acknowledge the limitations of using only secondary sources and qualitative analysis, and ensure consistent terminology throughout the document.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include recent sources from 2022 and 2023
	

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


	Some sentences are overly long or awkwardly constructed, and there is occasional misuse of terms, such as "Netherland laws" instead of "Netherlands law." Additionally, some paragraphs could be condensed for better readability. To improve the manuscript, it is suggested to shorten and clarify sentences for conciseness, edit for consistent terminology and correct grammar.


	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)
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