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	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.


	The manuscript addresses in-field single-residue error detection and correction within Residue Number Systems (RNS) using triplet-based majority voting. Robust and low-latency integrity checks in RNS are practically relevant for high-throughput digital signal processing, fault-tolerant arithmetic, and edge hardware where reverse conversion is costly. The paper’s focus on staying entirely in the residue domain is a valuable contribution for implementers who prioritize simple control logic and short critical paths. With clearer assumptions and minor editorial refinements, the work can serve as a useful, practice-oriented reference.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable
	

	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 conveys the goal and approach but would benefit from:

· Replacing “single-bit error” with “single-residue error” for terminological accuracy.

· One sentence that states the explicit assumption on pairwise coprimeness of the selected moduli and any simple constraint on [image: image2.png]


(if applicable).

· A short, quantitative claim tied to a reproducible setup (e.g., latency in cycles under a stated pipeline, and accuracy measured under a specified single-residue error model).

· Optionally, a single-sentence pointer to an illustrative example in the paper (to guide readers to reproducibility).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The approach is sound in spirit and practical, provided that assumptions are clearly stated. Please (i) explicitly state the pairwise-coprime condition for the chosen moduli set and note any simple constraints on [image: image4.png]


; (ii) ensure all illustrative examples use informative moduli [image: image6.png]m; > 1



; (iii) keep terminology consistent with the single-residue error model; and (iv) add a brief complexity summary (time/area) and a small pipeline-latency breakdown for traceability. These clarifications are editorial in nature and do not alter the core method.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate but could be strengthened by adding one or two recent, application-oriented works on detection/classification pipelines that discuss robustness and decision aggregation (to contextualize majority voting across domains). For example:

Hajjouz, A., & Avksentieva, E. Y. (2025). Enhancing and extending CatBoost for accurate detection and classification of DoS and DDoS attack subtypes in network traffic. Научно-технический вестник информационных технологий, механики и оптики, 25(1), 114–127. https://doi.org/10.17586/2226-1494-2025-25-1-114-127

(While the application domain differs, the treatment of robustness and aggregation is thematically relevant for positioning the proposed consensus-style scheme.)

	

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


	Yes, generally clear and readable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues noted.
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