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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.

	This study analyzes MHD natural convection in an inclined open cavity with a heated cylinder,  setup relevant to cooling and energy systems. Clarifies how the Prandtl number, cavity inclination and magnetic field affect flow patterns and heat transfer.  The numerical results and Nusselt number data can be used as reference for future simulations and design works. The manuscript adds useful information to the literature on magnetically controlled convection in open cavities.
	

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

	The title is generally understandable but It doesnt mention the heated circular cylinder which is central to the study.
	

	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 understandable and contains several important results. It would benefit from a clearer first sentence to state the main objective and novelty of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	In general the physical model  and the choice of parameters are standard and reasonable for this problem. 
However there are several scientific issues.
The non-dimensional formulation mixes Grashof and Rayleigh numbers in the same equations and source terms, and the Lorentz-force term is not written in a fully consistent dimensionless form in my opinion. 
There are also inconsistencies in the parameter values used for example Ha = 30 vs 60 mentioned for the same figures. That makes  unclear what conditions the results actually correspond to. 
No grid independence study or validation against benchmark or previous numerical results is provided, despite your claim that the present result agree with the existent heat transfer and boundary layer theory.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cover several classical and relevant studies. But they arent fully sufficient or recent given the current state of research.
	

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

	The manuscript is generally understandable but the English quality is not yet suitable for scholarly communication.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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