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	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.
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	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript entitled “Evaluation of TiO2 Phases by Raman Spectroscopy and X-ray Diffraction” presents an interesting experimental study on the influence of pH on the crystalline phase formation of TiO2 synthesized via a TiOSO4/H2O2 route. The topic is relevant for material scientists working on photocatalysts and phase-controlled nanomaterials. The work is promising but requires careful revision for clarity, language correction, and improved data presentation. I recommend the following minor revisions for improvement

1. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, syntactic, and stylistic errors that seriously hinder readability and professional presentation.

2. The description of the synthesis process lacks important experimental details, including: the precise molar ratios of TiOSO4 to H2O2, the washing process after filtration, and the calcination conditions (heating ramp rate, cooling process). This makes it difficult for other researchers to reproduce the experiment reliably.

3. The results section lacks quantitative depth. Although the manuscript mentions the identification of TiO2 phases by Raman and XRD, the data analysis is superficial. Authors should: provide Rietveld refinement or at least phase quantification from XRD patterns, report peak intensity ratios, and justify the assignment of Brookite at pH 14, since the data is ambiguous.
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