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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.

	It has long been clear to the world scientific community that graphene is a modern material with extraordinary properties. Therefore, thousands of researchers all over the world are engaged in the study of graphene and numerous products based on it (powders, tubes, etc.). The scientometric analysis shows a huge flow of publications on graphene and its compounds. Therefore, there is a need for periodic review of graphene research results, so this article (chapter in the book) seems to be relevant.
	

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

	The title of the article is quite apt, reflecting both the current state of the problem and the content of the article
	

	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.

	The abstract is written too generalized, does not contain specific data revealing the essence of the article. 1. The phrase “This two-dimensional structure gives graphene unique properties” should be concretized by listing two or three main unique properties. 2. The following phrase “In conclusion, graphene is a material with remarkable properties and a huge potential to revolutionize many fields of technology and science” partially repeats the previous one and again does not contain specifics. 3. The next phrase “However, there are still several obstacles to overcome in terms of its production and large-scale application” again without specificity, it is necessary to specify two or three specific obstacles. 4. The abstract is written in a detached way from the article. It is necessary to indicate what exactly is discussed in the article, what data the author provides.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. However, it is written too briefly, it looks like a kind of abstract. For example, section 3 describes the properties of graphene very poorly and not specifically, so it will not be clear to the reader why graphene is a revolutionary material of the 21st century. The conclusion contains too old data on patents and publications about graphene.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Since the references are not arranged in the article, the reference list looks like an illustration. This is unacceptable in a scientific article. Therefore, it is impossible to evaluate the references. However, references 9-15 are clearly superfluous. By the way, there are no references to the given figures in the article, which also looks like illustrations in a popular book, which is inadmissible in a scientific article.
	

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

	The quality of scholarly English looks quite normal.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript needs to be thoroughly revised (in accordance with the comments above), after which it can be recommended for publication.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	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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