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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.


	This manuscript dives into a really tough issue in RNS (residue number systems) arithmetic: figuring out which of two RNS-encoded numbers is larger. The challenge here is that RNS doesn’t rely on digit positions or weights like traditional systems do. What sets the authors apart is their clever use of sign detection combined with modular subtraction and Mixed Radix Conversion, which allows them to sidestep the need to fully convert the numbers into binary or decimal. I really appreciate that they don’t just claim their method works; they actually support it with clear and concise triple propositions, showing that their theoretical foundation is solid. Plus, this isn’t just an academic exercise. Fast magnitude comparison is crucial for real-world applications in hardware for DSP, cryptography, and fault-tolerant systems. All in all, the authors have delivered a significant piece of work, and their findings are particularly noteworthy because they hold true for any set of co-prime moduli.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Absolutely, the title “Magnitude Comparison and Sign Detection in Residue Number System” is both clear and accurately captures the essence of the paper. It's specific enough that anyone in the field can instantly grasp what the paper is all about. There's really no need for an alternative title.
	

	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 manuscript is mostly on point scientifically. The three propositions are laid out clearly, and the algorithm flows logically from them. The numerical examples for the cases of X > Y and Y > X are both useful and accurate. One small note: in step 4 of the specific algorithm, equation (5) uses subtraction instead of addition, which could be a bit confusing since Proposition 3 states that Z + Z’ = 0. It might be helpful for the authors to add a sentence or two to clarify this. Additionally, the line about the scheme “handling smaller numbers, leading to faster operations” could use a bit more detail—maybe a sentence or two to explain it better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is solid from a scientific standpoint. The theoretical section is grounded in the principles of modular arithmetic, and the three propositions are clearly defined and logically coherent. In Section 4, the numerical examples effectively illustrate both scenarios (X > Y and Y > X), which helps clarify the algorithm. One small detail that could use some clarification is that in Step 4 of the specific algorithm, equation (5) actually employs a subtraction format instead of Z + Z' from Proposition 3; adding a note about this equivalence would be beneficial. Additionally, while the abstract rightly points out that "the scheme handles smaller numbers, leading to faster operations," a brief explanation of this concept would be useful for readers who may not be familiar with RNS internals.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is quite thorough and includes the key methods for comparing magnitudes in RNS. It's mostly current, with the latest entry dating back to 2023. However, reference [10] is lacking some crucial details; it’s missing the journal name, volume, issue, page numbers, and year, which definitely need to be added. Additionally, since it’s been established that the proposed scheme is suitable for hardware implementation and performance has been evaluated based on area and delay criteria, it would be beneficial to include at least one reference that discusses the hardware implementation of RNS-based circuits. The authors might also want to think about adding some notable research related to the specific set of moduli {2²ⁿ⁻¹, 2²ⁿ, 2²ⁿ+1}.
	

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


	The English in this technical paper is mostly on point, but there are a few spots that could use some polishing. For instance, in Section 2, the phrase “a low-cost cost low-power” is clearly a typo. Additionally, there are a couple of sentences that feel a bit clunky, like the one that says, “This implies hat the proposed scheme covers a large range,” where the word “that” is missing. Having someone who knows technical English take a close look would really help to refine the language. On the bright side, the English used in the mathematical descriptions is adequate, which is what really matters.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Here are some general thoughts: (1) It would really enhance the paper to include a hardware simulation or some synthesis results to back up the theoretical area delay analysis. Right now, the performance comparison relies on symbolic expressions; adding some concrete numbers would definitely strengthen the efficiency claims. (2) The paper consistently uses scheme [9] for comparison, which makes sense given its relevance. However, it might be helpful to include a brief explanation of why other recent schemes, like [10] or [12], weren't included in the comparison. (3) The appendix table is a great touch; it could be beneficial to add a short note explaining how the AD² formula was derived. As for minor details, the caption for Figure 5 is missing the same formatting as Figures 3 and 4.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

This manuscript doesn’t present any moral dilemmas. It’s entirely theoretical and computational, focusing on mathematical concepts and the development of algorithms for Residue Number System arithmetic. There are no human participants, animal research, sensitive information, or clinical trials involved. You can rest easy knowing there’s no fabrication of data, dishonesty, or research misconduct here.
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