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Contributions

This paper appears to be addressing the issue of combining load balancing within the anycast protocol as
applied to mobile IP. | am not sure what “discovering” the home agent means in this context. It seems that
they have come up with some techniques for improving the performance of handoffs in Mobile IP networks

using anycasting.

Strengths and weaknesses
This paper is absolutely unreadable.

The authors appear to have done quite a bit of work, but with the poor

writing it is even difficult to figure out what the contribution is, let alone whether it is interesting or useful.
| cannot say anything meaningful without understanding the details. | recommend that the authors get some
help in writing the technical material so that a reader can understand what they are trying to say.



Detailed public comments

Paper is so poorly written that this reviewer cannot figure out what the contribution is.
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The paper is so badly written that is impossible to understand whether it makes any meaningful contribution.

Moreover, its length (24 pages!!) is well beyond the page limits set in the call for papers.

Strengths and weaknesses

The quality of the English and of the overall paper organization is very poor. Page number well beyond the

page limits

Detailed public comments
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Strengths and weaknesses

The paper is hard to read — very poor English and much to long. | didn’t read all, as this would be tortue. So

no real review has been done.

Detailed public comments

The paper needs substantial English improvements and needs to be shortened to 1/3!!

Do that and submit again.
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