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Please rate the submitted paper according to the following parameters:

	Familiarity

Rate your familiarity with the topic


	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Novice
	Some knowledge
	Familiar
	Expert

	Significance

Technical relevance and practicality of ideas in the paper


	1
	2
	3

	
	Not significant
	Somewhat significant
	Highly significant

	Novelty 

How original the problem and/or solution method is


	1
	2
	3

	
	Not novel
	Somewhat novel
	Highly novel

	Quality of Presentation

Writing and presentation style/accuracy


	1
	2
	3

	
	Poorly written
	Could be improved
	Well written

	Overall Recommendation


	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	Strong reject
	Weak reject
	Weak

accept
	Accept
	Strong accept


Please provide comments about the following points:

Contributions

(what are the major issues addressed in the paper? Do you consider them important? Comment on the degree of novelty, creativity, and technical depth of the submission)

The paper presents the a middleware that is currently being realized (MILK and MAIS) and a testbed application (SWIRLS) that is currently being developed within an hospital setting. 

The issues tackled are important: the role and the characteristics of middleware within a project of knowledge sharing that is being applied in a real context.

The paper novelty is, indeed, only about the requirements of the SWIRLS application, since the two projects it is based on (MILK, MAIS) are well documented and published in the literature. 
The authors describe the requirements in SWIRLS (but, later, in the Implementation issues, say that they are collecting the “precise” requirements) and a high-level architecture. 

Strengths and weaknesses

(in brief, what are the major reasons to accept/reject the submission?)

Strength: the architecture of an application (SWIRLS) that has an interesting and novel combination of an ontology management system and a “true” ubiquitous system.

Weaknesses:  it is not clear how the requirements and the architecture are “definite” or not, since the authors are still “leading field studies in an Italian hospital to collect precise requirements to support the application development” (Implementation Issues, pag. 7). It is not clear how much the novelty comes totally from the two platform used (MILK, MAIS).
Detailed public comments

(provide detailed comments that will be helpful to the TPC for assessing the paper, as well as useful feedback to the authors)

The paper describes an interesting architecture of a real application based on two (connected) infrastructure projects (MILK and MAIS). The paper is well written.

The SWIRL project has been briefly described in another paper (referenced in [8 ]) and this paper seems a step forward toward the realization of the system.  A main concern is that it is not clear how the requirements and the architecture (here described) are “definite” or not, since the authors are still “leading field studies in an Italian hospital to collect precise requirements to support the application development” (Implementation Issues, pag. 7).

In a way, while the paper’s main differences with the work presented in [8] are the architecture and the use-case study, the reader is puzzled by the fact that these are based on “not yet precise” requirements. 
The feeling is that the work is highly intertwined with the work on related projects (such as MILK and MAIS) and other tools (such as distributed Jess) and that the authors should put more effort in trying to underline exactly what they are describing here, for SIUMI.

One is under the impression that the novelty is guaranteed by the usage of MAIS and MILK and nothing really new and interesting is added by the application described. The paper does not provide a convincing answer to this question… If well argued, I would change my “weak accept” to an “accept”







