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*Some graphs and figures are not clearly visible or readable. Please replace 
them. 

This novel study is more interesting and important to improve the quality of Steel . The 
manuscript is good, informative, novel and creative,  
Which maybe help for the Steel industries.  
 
To improve the quality of the manuscript, here some points are added for the authors: 
1] Add original experimental data for better understanding importance of multi reactors argon flow in 
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3] Add flow control data.  
4] Write more about numerical investigation by ANSYS FLUENT software. How could you use it? 
What were your analysis parameters? 
5] Instead of argon can we use another inert gas or not? Or  Only AOD process is useful for this? 
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