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	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.


	This manuscript provides the first comprehensive and systematic analysis of the global adoption of open peer review (OPR), offering valuable empirical evidence on how transparency is being implemented across disciplines and publishers. By identifying over 600 OPR journals and categorizing their practices, the study fills a critical knowledge gap in scholarly communication research and advances our understanding of peer review reform in the context of open science. The findings have direct relevance for publishers, editors, and policy makers seeking to improve transparency, trust, and accountability in the peer review process. Overall, the work represents a significant contribution to the literature on research evaluation and the future development of sustainable and transparent peer review models.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It precisely reflects the study’s focus on open peer review, its systematic and large-scale analysis, and its relevance to scholarly communication and open science practices. The title is informative without being misleading and appropriately signals both the methodological approach and the contribution of the work.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and well structured, and it accurately reflects the aims, methodology, and main findings of the study. It clearly communicates the scope of the analysis, the dataset used, and the relevance of the findings for the scholarly publishing landscape.

That said, a minor improvement could further strengthen it. I would suggest adding one brief, explicit statement on the broader implications of the findings—for example, how the results may inform publishers, editors, or policy makers in shaping future peer review models. This would help readers more immediately grasp the practical and strategic significance of the work.

No major deletions are necessary, as all included elements contribute meaningfully to the abstract’s clarity and completeness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically correct.

The study is based on a clearly defined research design, uses appropriate and transparent data collection procedures, and applies suitable analytical methods to address the stated research questions. The interpretation of the results is consistent with the data presented, and the conclusions are well supported by the empirical evidence. Overall, there are no apparent scientific or methodological flaws that would undermine the validity or reliability of the findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Ross-Hellauer, T. (2017). What is open peer review? A systematic review. F1000Research.
— A widely cited conceptual overview of open peer review definitions and practices.

2. Nicholas, D. et al. (2020). Where and how is open peer review applied? A systematic review. Learned Publishing.
— Recent systematic analysis of OPR application across disciplines.

3. Kowalczuk, M. K., et al. (2019). The effect of open peer review on reviewer behavior. Nature Communications.
— Provides empirical insight into reviewer behavior changes under open review conditions.

These additional references can enhance the theoretical framing and ensure the manuscript reflects the most recent advances and debates in open peer review research.


	

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


	The text is clearly written, well structured, and uses terminology consistently and accurately. The arguments are easy to follow, and the level of academic English meets the standards expected for an international, peer-reviewed journal. Only very minor stylistic refinements (if any) could be considered during copy-editing, but no substantial language revision is required.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are apparent in this manuscript.

The authors do not report any financial, personal, or professional conflicts that could have influenced the research design, data interpretation, or conclusions. Based on the information provided, the study appears to have been conducted objectively and in accordance with standard ethical practices.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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