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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.

	Because it offers a thorough analysis of graphene, one of the most ground-breaking materials found in the twenty-first century, this manuscript is extremely important to the scientific community. By describing its distinct characteristics, manufacturing processes, and numerous uses, the study emphasizes graphene's revolutionary potential in fields including electronics, medicine, energy, and materials research. Additionally, it places current international initiatives to utilize graphene's potential in context, providing insightful information for upcoming studies and technical advancements. All things considered, scientists, engineers, and inventors working on the next generation of innovative materials will find this study to be an invaluable resource.

	

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

	Yes its suitable title 
	

	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 abstract is comprehensive. No In my point of view no changes are suggested.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript's explanation of graphene's discovery, characteristics, manufacturing processes, and its uses is largely accurate from a scientific standpoint. It provides factual foundational facts about graphene, including its remarkable electrical, mechanical, and optical properties, its revolutionary potential across various industries, and the fact that it is a single layer of carbon atoms arranged in a two-dimensional honeycomb lattice. The exfoliation technique employing sticky tape is one of the historical aspects concerning the discovery by Andre Geim and Konstantin Novoselov that are accurately stated.
Nonetheless, the explanation could be more cautious or specific in a few small areas:
Viktor Petrik's method description appears to be less scientifically sound and devoid of proof; unless properly cited, this section should be handled cautiously or marked as anecdotal.
Certain claims (such as "energy consumption is zero" for graphene-based desalination) are a little over the top; although graphene membranes use less energy than conventional techniques, they do not actually function at "zero" energy costs.
For a more academic, scientific tone, a few casual idioms ("set the room on fire") and minor typographical errors (such as "images was made" instead of "image was made") might be fixed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes mentioned references are sufficient
	

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

	Strengths: Accurate communication of important scientific ideas.

Overall, the book is coherently organized, with distinct sections and a logical flow.

Grammar and syntax are two areas that need work. Frequently occurring grammatical errors include odd phrasing (e.g., “break apart and jump in all directions, violently”) and subject-verb disagreement (e.g., “images was made”).

Informal Language: Phrases that are not suitable for a scholarly tone, such as "you can set the room on fire" or "so be careful," are conversational.

Inconsistent Terminology: Occasionally, the vocabulary used becomes overly speculative or anecdotal, particularly when discussing alternate production techniques that lack substantial literary backing.

Redundancy & Repetition: Word choice can be more formal and succinct, and some ideas are repeated needlessly.
	

	Optional/General comments
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	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)
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