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2. Accept provided changes suggested are made 

E: Referee Comments (For Author and Editor) 

The paper addresses the implementation of an improved SMP process library that introduces thread-level parallelism.  The effects, in terms of reduced system overhead achieved by such parallelism, are then discussed.  

There is little comparison with other similar work and I suspect the authors require that quite a lot of knowledge about their previous work to understand this new work. The authors basically attempt to show that the new version of Lesser Bear is better than the previous version. In my opinion the authors should put a greater emphasis on why Lesser Bear should be used as opposed to other similar techniques. 

While the focus of the paper was very interesting and topical, the paper was not clear in places and could have been written in a much clearer manner.  At times I found myself re-reading paragraphs a number of times in order to understand the meaning of body of text. Conciseness and clarity in such places would greatly improve understanding.  One example of this is:

Referring to the ‘proposed’ system and the ‘previous’ system was an unwieldy way to refer to the different versions of this software.  In places the long-winded way used to refer to each was rather off-putting.  Perhaps terms should have been identified at the start of the paper, allowing a succinct way to identify each version of the software.

On the other hand, bulleted lists were used to great effect in other parts of the paper to present information in a very clear and concise manner.  Perhaps this approach could be used in the latter part of the paper to help improve unclear paragraphs?

In Section 4.2, paragraph 9, it is claimed that good performance cannot be expected in an application where thread management occurs. Yet, Solaris threads require kernel support.  The previous paragraph notes that the Solaris thread library yields the best performance on Sun OS 5.x.  This is confusing and appears contradictory.  Perhaps further explanation could be used here to clarify this point.

In summary, an interesting paper, but let down by presentation errors and some unclear passages of text.

F: Presentation Changes 

Overall:

Usage of Units: GB ( should be Gbyte

The authors should carefully read through the paper again. Currently they often fail to have the definitive “a” and “the” in the text. For example, where there is a discussion about the “Protect Queue” and the “Waiver Queue” the authors should prepend “the” before use.  

Section 1: 

Paragraph 1: 

remove ‘is’ from first sentence “…have become popular, as is illustrated …”

“..feature of SMP computers are required.”: ‘features’

Remove ‘for SMP computers” from “In order to effectively utilise SMP computers,we have developed a thread library, called Lesser Bear..”

Paragraph 2:

“.. is more inexpensive ..”: replace with ‘.. is less expensive…” ?

Paragraph 3:

“If a fine-grain application….” Replace ‘if’ with ‘in’ ?

Para 4: Bullet list: “scheduling thread in parallel”: should be ‘threads’

Para 5: “In previous design ..”  insert ‘the’ between ‘In’ and ‘previous’

“.. huge shared-memory space where ..” replace ‘where’ with ‘which’

“..virtual processor can access…” : ‘could’ not ‘can’?

“In Waiver Queue..”:  insert ‘the’ after ‘In’

Section 2.2 

Paragraph 2:

Remove the sentence “Creating some virtual processors enables a thread library to satisfy thread-level parallelism”.  This can be deduced from earlier sentences in the paragraph.  The sentence IMHO is redundant!

Paragraphs 3 and 4 should be merged.

Paragraph 5. Remove ‘And’ from “And Lesser Bear initially ..”  

Section 2.3: Portability is described as being one of the great advantages of using Lesser Bear – the authors should discuss in much greater detail why they consider their system so portable. Currently, there is little evidence if this currently in the paper.

Section 3:

Para 1: “..describe the problems the previous Lesser Bear design, and propose..”  insert ‘of’ after ‘problems’

Section 3.1

Para 3:  “..an SMP computer…”  should be ‘a SMP’

“…every thread management is serialised…”  insert ‘operation’ after ‘management’

Para 6: “..in each local space, lock operation..” insert ‘a’ before ‘lock’

Para 7: “Therefore it is not necessary that each local space makes very large” : grammar problem.

Section 3.2:

Para 1: “..a entire shared-memory space..”  replace ‘a’ with ‘an’

Para 2: “..a thread from the head of Protect Queue”  insert ‘the’ in front of ‘Protect’

“If Protect Queue overflows..”  insert ‘the’ in front of “Protect”

Section 4

Para 1: “..the evaluation of designed scheduling..” insert ‘the’ in front of ‘designed’

Section 4.1

Para 5: “Semaphore operation .. that is the waiting in the queue…” grammar!

“In order to effective utilise the experimental…” : ‘effectively’

Para 6: “is rarely unnecessary to schedule thread”  : insert ‘a’ in front of ‘thread’

Section 4.2

Para 6: “..condition variable control) happens frequent and it becomes system overhead.”  :Grammar!

Para 10: “The radix sort program is as the same…”  remove ‘as’

Para 11: “..fork-join operation occurs..”  should read ‘operations’

Para 13: “..that proposed scheduling..”  insert ‘the’ before ‘proposed’

