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1. The paper deals with an interesting topic. 
 
      It is suggested to add these references: 
 
Mebarek-Oudina, F., Bessaïh, R. (2010) “Oscillatory 
Mixed Convection Flow in a Cylindrical Container with 
Rotating Disk Under Axial Magnetic Field and Various 
Electric Conductivity Walls" I. Review of PHYSICS, Vol. 
4, n. 1, pp. 45-51.  
 
Mebarek-Oudina, F., Bessaïh, R. (2014) "Numerical 
modeling of MHD stability in a cylindrical 
configuration," Journal of the Franklin Institute 351 (2), 
667–681. 
 
2. Please improve the quality of the figure 01 especially their 
data. 

3. Recheck the references, use same style throughout the 
references. 
 
This work is interesting. The discussion is acceptable.  
 
I think this paper is suitable for publication after 
revision. 

 
1. The suggested papers included in 
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2. The figure 1 quality improved 
3. All the reference are in the same 
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