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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
The article discussed the performance of various Sinc methods for the numerical 
estimation of indefinite integrals with logarithmic and algebraic end-point 
singularity. The new method is closely related to the method proposed by Haber and 
Stenger’s formula and Tanaka sinc scheme. A detailed convergence of exact and 
numerical solutions has been shown that corroborated the theoretical deductions. 
The simulations revealed that the double exponential sinc method developed by 
Tanaka et al. is the most accurate numerical approximation. Haber’s formula, which 
involves one single sum evaluation, had the shortest minimum CPU time. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
) The language needs to revised from grammatical point of view. 
2) Put equation number on page 2 at the place where Integral is defined. 
3) Recheck the calculations related with Eq. (2.2) 
4) In Eq. (2.6) check the bounds of | J | 
5) Put all reference in a consistent manner. 
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The paper may be accepted after incorporating above comments and plagiarism check. 
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