Response to Reviewer 2 Comments
From the beginning, I would like to thank the reviewer for a very attentive attitude to the text of the article and numerous comments, the correction of which will undoubtedly improve the quality of the text.
· The differences in the spectra are clear in some cases, but less obvious in others.  There are a couple of places where it is not obvious what changes the author is refering to when they describe the appearance of the spectra.  Better labeling of the figures, with additional markings to highlight changes or important features might help with this.
A particular attention was given to spectra marking when revising. See changes in Figures 6 and 9.
· Table 1 is mentioned multiple times, but does not appear to be present in this version of the manuscript.  Since this is to contain the assignments of the peaks, it is critical that this table be easily referenced.
Sorry, but the table was presented on page 29 of the manuscript. Now it is on page 26 due to three-page shortening of the text.
· The discussion regarding what is responsible for the D and G bands in the rGO (dynamic sp3 C-C bonds, on page 22) is not clear.  How is this determined from the observation of these structures in the single layer calculations carried out here?
Many thanks. The manuscript text was seriously corrected so the your comment has been taken into account.
· While there do seem to be compelling results and conclusions which can be reached using this novel set of model structures, the many significant typos, incorrect words, and poor phrasing make it very difficult to understand the main points that are trying to be made.  The manuscript would benefit from significant trimming and editing to tighten up the writing and focus on the main points.  

Many thanks. The text has been edited. 

Elena Sheka
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