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This paper addresses the very topical subject of inter-processor communication overhead and the latency incurred when it is not possible to utilise a zero-copy protocol.  The paper discusses the merits of a zero-copy protocol, explains why this desired behaviour is not always possible to achieve and introduces the concept of ‘message reception locality’.  Message predictors based on this communication locality are then demonstrated showing how inter-processor communication overhead can be reduced. 

The predictor algorithms and derived results look intriguing. However, I feel the paper would be much improved if the authors showed results of experiments on the benchmarks that compared the benchmark performance with and with out the use of the predictor infrastructure. Such results would show the potential advantage of using predictor code, whereas currently it is not clear exactly what fundamental performance gains would be made.

The paper generally suffered from being a bit verbose.  A number of paragraphs were not written as clearly as they could have been, contributing to some difficulty in understanding the argument or threads contained within.  Shorter/succinct sentences and the reduction of word ‘padding’ (through the use of bullet lists, for example) would help to resolve issues of clarity.

In places there was excessive repetition of some key ideas, which began to detract from the paper.  This over-repetition was not required to provide the reader with a clear navigation path of the paper’s aims and objectives.  These had already been established, causing the additional references to become redundant (and rather annoying!)

Throughout the paper, other authors’ work was referred to by author name (within the body of the text), followed by a reference.  This approach was excessive and did not add value to the paper.  Reducing the verbosity here and using the references only would increase the ‘readability’ of the paper greatly.    In particular, the author’s used a third-person approach to refer to work they had previously written themselves!  This became annoying and the paper might be better served if the word ‘we’ (for example) was used instead.

Introduction: Paragraph 2 refers to high performance networks available today, but the references uses are dated 1995, 1997, 1998.  Are there not newer references that can be used??

Throughout the paper there are minor grammar problems. For example singular used when multiple required (i.e. cluster instead of  clusters).  Connecting words were also missing from the structure of some sentences.

In summary, the content of the paper is very interesting. If presented in a clearer way (reword unclear paragraphs, shorten some sentences, and remove grammatical errors) then the full impact of the paper will be appreciated to greater effect.

F: Presentation Changes

Overall:

Chance “don’t”, “won’t”, “haven’t” etc… to “do not”, “will not”, “have not”, etc… throughout.

Change “computation power” to “computational power” throughout.

Change “rendez-vous” to “rendezvous” through.
Particular: 

Abstract: Grammar, spelling errors:

 “…performance of cluster of workstations…” clusters?

“… belongs to a number of message copying.” : Append ‘operations’??

Introduction, paragraph 2, “earliest possible,” ( what, it does not make sense. 

Section 1: End of paragraph 2 : “.. involving a number of message copying” : append the word ‘operations’ ?? (This occurs in other places)

Paragraph 4: Remove the ‘a’ from “They may achieve a zero-copy messaging at the receiver sides ….”  ??

“… access (RMA) operation”  : requires a comma after ‘operation’

Paragraph 6: “..be issued at the earliest possible, while the predictive …”  : word missing after ‘possible’ ??

Section 2

Paragraph 1, change “highly-advanced processors” to “advanced processors”

Paragraph 13: “not scalable to cluster of SMP…”  : append ‘s’ to ‘cluster’ ??

Page 8 – change terminology – “and his colleagues” to “et al” throughout. 

Figure 4: Y label on all the graphs is incomplete.

Figure 5: The average hit ratio labels are not clear to read.  These figures are merged into the graph axis.

Page 11, paragraph 1, change “Neither we could” to “Neither could”

Page 15, section 6, paragraph 1, change “in he Tag-based” to “in the Tag-based”

Page 17, paragraph 1, multiple use of “It is clear”…

Table 1, memory requirement units are needed in this table.

Figure 13, the graphs are to small and therefore difficult read.

Reference: 41 – change “PPS/SPDP” to “IPPS/SPDP”

