	Review Form: 1st International Workshop on

Services and Infrastructure for the Ubiquitous and Mobile Internet (SIUMI'05)



	[image: image1.wmf] 


	SIUMI 2005
	[image: image2.png]



	Columbus, Ohio, USA, June 6th, 2005

	In conjunction with the 25th Int. Conference on  Distributed Computing Systems (ICDCS’05)




Reviews should be emailed to the Technical Program Co-Chair
Antonio Corradi acorradi@deis.unibo.it 

by January 30, 2005.
Paper Number:

Paper Title:

Authors:

Reviewer:

Please rate the submitted paper according to the following parameters:

	Familiarity

Rate your familiarity with the topic


	1
	2
	X
	4

	
	Novice
	Some knowledge
	Familiar
	Expert

	Significance

Technical relevance and practicality of ideas in the paper


	1
	X
	3

	
	Not significant
	Somewhat significant
	Highly significant

	Novelty 

How original the problem and/or solution method is


	1
	X
	3

	
	Not novel
	Somewhat novel
	Highly novel

	Quality of Presentation

Writing and presentation style/accuracy


	1
	X
	3

	
	Poorly written
	Could be improved
	Well written

	Overall Recommendation


	1
	2
	X
	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 authors propose an approach to predict wireless terminal handover in the context of what they call Wireless Internet. Such prediction helps an early migration of a proxy agent, especially to prevent data loss during real-time streaming sessions. Handover prediction can be considered an important topic, since in most cases it supports service continuity, so fostering pervasive computing. The paper is almost well written and easy to read. It clearly shows the underlying concepts and the achieved results.
Strengths and weaknesses

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

In accordance with the conference topics, the main contribution of this work is of a practical nature. Simulations and real-world experimentations help estimate the achieved degree of improvement. Indeed, the underlying idea is not brand new, and no particular scientific contribution is given.
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)
Given the results presented in the paper, a weakness of this work might be the lack of a more complete presentation of  the authors’ achievements. The reader would expect some more data than a single table synthesizing everything. For example, it would be interesting to know some details about the adopted simulation environment, as well as about the simulation plans. The same holds for, the lack of information about the installation of the proxy in the new environment just after migration (e.g. the latency time before returning fully operational).

In sect. 3.2 the buffer size is dimensioned. In this computation, it does not depend on the media rate, but only on the proxy-client connection capacity. Is it due to the generality of this computation? Wouldn’t it be more correct to assume its size equal to: 

rebinding-time*media-rate = 2s * 1.0Mbps = 250KB?

 In both cases, this aspect should be better clarified.






