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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

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

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Reference numbers are in wrong order. It should be corrected. 
There is no actual picture of the system. 
Reference styles are not uniform sometimes [numbers in bracket], sometimes 
(names, year). It should be corrected. 
Introduction is too long. 
Formula’s number 1.0 and 1.1 can not be read  
Vibrational viscometers have been using for decades. Where is the novelty in this 
research? It can not be understood. Is this homemade? Is this cheap?  
It is believed that the author has very limited information about the vibro 
viscometers and it’s already wide applications  

 
Reference numbers and style have been corrected. VANCOUVER reference 
style has been adopted.  
Picture of the developed system has been added. 
The introductory section has also been reduced.  
The equations have been re-written correctly. 
The main aim of this work is to produce a locally made cost effectively 
viscometer (as contained in the ‘conclusion section’) 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
More academic style of writing is necessary.  
The schematic illustrations are weak 
Several pictures and drawings of the designed system is a must.  
Better and wider references are necessary. 

 Detailed explanations have been added with clearer images and block 
diagrams. 
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