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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 
 

 
1. Adding citation in the abstract is not appropriate.  
2. The part of the introduction after “The word ”sinc” is an abbreviation of the 

phrase …” should be split into separate section. 
3.  The English usage is good but I suggest revising the whole manuscript in 

terms of typos and punctuation. 
4. The conclusion should be revised. It should be more informative and direct.  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. The introduction should include more relevant and recent articles such as: 

   Hajji, M. A., and Q. M. Al-Mdallal. "Modified Sinc-Galerkin Method for 
Nonlinear Boundary Value Problems." Journal of Mathematics 2013 
(2013). 

 Asif, Muhammad, et al. "Legendre multi-wavelets collocation method for 
numerical solution of linear and nonlinear integral equations." Alexandria 
Engineering Journal 59.6 (2020): 5099-5109. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The article is very interesting and could be considered a review article. Extending the 
introduction will be more beneficial to the readers.  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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