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Please rate the submitted paper according to the following parameters:

	Familiarity

Rate your familiarity with the topic

3

	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	Novice
	Some knowledge
	Familiar
	Expert

	Significance

Technical relevance and practicality of ideas in the paper

3

	1
	2
	3

	
	Not significant
	Somewhat significant
	Highly significant

	Novelty 

How original the problem and/or solution method is

2

	1
	2
	3

	
	Not novel
	Somewhat novel
	Highly novel

	Quality of Presentation

Writing and presentation style/accuracy

3

	1
	2
	3

	
	Poorly written
	Could be improved
	Well written

	Overall Recommendation

4

	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 provides  performance comparison of three architecture for dynamic content adaptation and delivery. All considered architectures consider multiple intermediate servers for content adaptation placed between the servers providing the original content (origin servers) and clients. They differ for the positions of the intermediate servers with respect to origin serves and clients, and for the degree of cooperativeness between these intermediate servers. The comparison demonstrates that the solution with the intermediate servers close to the clients and capable to cooperate has the best performance.

Strengths and weaknesses

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

Strenghts: The paper is technically sound and very well written. It presents original experimental data assessing the relative performance of the three considered architectures in a number of significant scenarios. The use of experimental data, obtained in a controlled real testbed and not through simulations is particularly interesting.

Weaknesses: The three considered architectures have already been proposed in the literature (the cooperative one by the authors themselves in a previous paper); this somewhat limits the novelty of the paper. Nevertheless there is sufficient original content to deserve publication.

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 provides  performance comparison of three architecture for dynamic content adaptation and delivery. All considered architectures consider multiple intermediate servers for content adaptation placed between the servers providing the original content (origin servers) and clients. The comparison demonstrates that the solution with the intermediate servers close to the clients and capable to cooperate has the best performance.

The paper is technically sound and very well written. It presents original experimental data assessing the relative performance of the three considered architectures in a number of significant scenarios. The use of experimental data, obtained in a controlled real testbed and not through simulations is particularly interesting. However, the three considered architectures have already been proposed in the literature; this somewhat limits the novelty of the paper.

Minor comments are:

· page 4, col 2, lines 11-12: I guess that the mentioned rate is measured in data units per time unit and not requests per time unit, but it would be better to specify

· page 5, col 1, lines 24-28: It is possible for the reader to understand that values in bold are used to produce data in tables 3 and 4, but it would be easier if this information were put closer to those tables in the text.






