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Please rate the submitted paper according to the following parameters:

	Familiarity

Rate your familiarity with the topic


	
	
	3
	

	
	
	
	Familiar
	

	Significance

Technical relevance and practicality of ideas in the paper


	
	
	3

	
	
	
	Highly significant

	Novelty 

How original the problem and/or solution method is


	
	2
	

	
	
	Somewhat novel
	

	Quality of Presentation

Writing and presentation style/accuracy


	
	2
	

	
	
	Could be improved
	

	Overall Recommendation


	
	
	
	4
	

	
	
	
	
	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 studies what is called architectural alternatives (I’d call this just functionality placement because the architecture is a middle box one) in a somewhat new (at least to me) settings that differ from a large pack of CDN and cache optimization paper. 
Strengths and weaknesses

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

Problem statement is somewhat new (to my understanding).

Formal (or semi-formal) statement of research problem is missing.

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 novelty is in considering placement of media (content) adaptation functionality and the overall impact on system performance. I might be not aware of majority of  related work in this area, however I find a bit strange that authors are not specifying their assumptions, e.g. under what conditions the problem statement is valid? (One case I may suggest is that user signals to media what and adaptation to make and where). 

WRT the paper’s conclusions section: I’d recommend authors to make these more attractive to areader with some insights that are already clear (cooperation ( adaptation as the next step).

Can you generalize results for other mixes of traffic?







