Reviewer 1:

· its applications to cryptography are missing and questionable.

· 2 paragraphs lists applications of modular arithmetic in crypto. Two algorithms are presented for crypto coprocessors… (This was all he could say about the paper.)
Reviewer 2:

· The text sometimes makes statements like "In cryptographic applications many divisions are performed with the same divisor." Such statements should be accompanied by examples.

· Has not he noticed that in RSA, ECC, ElGamal… fixed moduli are used in exponentiation? The audience of a crypto conference should known it.
· … the complexity model should be clearly described in a paragraph with the same title.

· Not only a paragraph, but a whole section is there: Time Complexity. This guy did not even look at the section titles of the paper.

· … What is the middle third of a bit sequence?

· Is he serious? (But, it is actually defined in the paper. Just look…)

Reviewer 3:

· CHES concentrates on embedded crypto where space is usually a more critical concern than time... The methods here are therefore probably more useful on a server/PC crypto accelerator than in a smart card.

· Embedded systems =/ smart cards. Cell phones, cable modems, portable music players, DVD players, set-top boxes, digital VCR's, secure disk drives, FLASH memory, etc. have less severe memory constraints, but they all benefit from higher speed.
· … would have liked a deeper treatment of space requirements. There was almost nothing on this, but it is important for CHES readers.

· …like power consumption, side channel leakage, fault tolerance, circuit size, etc. This paper deals with the speed of algorithms.

· … what happens with carry/borrow bits at the boundaries

· Did he even look? The necessary results are cited and referenced ([29]).

· … R is a well known algorithm/general technique.

· R uses truncated products (and no other operations!) for accelerating Newton's iteration (which is the "well known algorithm/general technique"). If he thinks these speedups are well known, he should give a reference.

Reviewer 4:

· The comparison of the diverse arithmetic algorithms is based on a theoretical analysis that considers only the number of digit-multiplications, but ignores load/store operations.

· He missed the point of Section 4 (1/2 page) and the Summary why not measure running times, count load ops.
· … The main weakness of the paper is the lack of "real" timings measured on concrete implementations of these algorithms... Without concrete timings it is not possible to evaluate the efficiency of the proposed algorithms for cryptographic applications...

· In Section 4 it is discussed in details why no such concrete "timings" are needed for the considered algorithms.

· … space limitations are a bad excuse for not including the timings

· Execution time measurements are almost meaningless: they are too platform dependent. What matters is the relative speed of different algorithms on the same platform, which is the topic of the paper.
· … The Barrett algorithm as published in the original paper in the proceedings of CRYPTO 96 actually uses truncated multiplications.

· Barrett's contribution is described and referenced in the paper. We present new results for sub-quadratic cases, which were not discussed before, and we use more general truncated products than MS and LS halves of the digit sequences.

· Montgomery Multiplication with Karatsuba complexity is implemented in the MIRACL long integer library (see MIRACL Users Manual) and therefore it is not an original contribution

· MIRACL did not use truncated products, did not publish its algorithms. Our Montgomery multiplication algorithms predated MIRACL by 2 years, they are different, faster and more general.

· …The pseudo-code of the so-called Karatsuba-Comba-Montgomery (KCM) multiplication is given in the paper "Energy-Efficient Software Implementation of Long Integer Modular Arithmetic," which was presented at CHES 2005.

· NOT TRUE! The CHES'05 paper only gives a reference to an unpublished manuscript from 2005 (2 years too late), no "pseudo-code".

Reviewer 5:
· The authors present a study of faster than ``grammar school method'' algorithm for performing multiplications. 

· NO! This reviewer did not even read the Title or the Introduction.

· I am pretty certain, that all of the studied algorithms are standard/old techniques that are well known in the computer arithmetic and DSP communities.

· Provide references! "Pretty certain" means nothing, especially since we saw the reviewer did not even know what the paper was about.

· The paper reads more like a project report with many disconnected pieces.

· The title: "Applications…" of a new tool set. Of course, they are "disconnected": these are the "pieces", where we can use the tools.

· ...the specific contributions of the author is not clearly separated from what was known/used before.

· The new complexity results (as explained in the text) are in bold italics in the corresponding tables, and the new formulas are boxed. In the Summary they are listed again. – Read the damn paper before writing a review!







