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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In this paper authors have highlighted that the paper attempts to elucidate the technological 
advantage of superconductors and reflects the notation that chemistry can have a positive 
impact upon our lives. Firstly, the historical background of superconductivity is presented 
then the theory of superconductivity and the description of physical and chemical principles 
upon which it rests is given. Finally, some prospects for the future applications of these 
new materials are discussed. 
 
The study is found interesting and review manuscript is almost structured properly but it 
needs to be linguistically refined.  
 
Following corrections / modifications are required to be done: 
7.CONCLUSION   
Outcome should be written point wise. 
  

1. The review manuscript has been refined linguistically 
2. It is better to write the conclusion part in paragraph normally in 

research papers. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The manuscript is recommended for publication after incorporating above 
suggestion / comments.  
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