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ORIGINALITY: ().

- Does the paper clearly point out differences from related research? Yes

- Are the problems or approaches new? yes

For example, does the paper: address a new problem or one that has not been studied in
much depth? yes

introduce an interesting research paradigm? yes

introduce an area that appears promising, or might stimulate others to develop promising
alternatives? yes

SIGNIFICANCE (*).

- Is the work important? yes

- Does it advance the state of the art? yes

- Does the paper stimulate discussion of important issues or alternative points of view? yes
TECHNICAL QUALITY (*).

- Is the paper technically sound, with compelling arguments?

- Is there a careful evaluation? Does the paper carefully evaluate the strengths and limitations
of its contributions? yes

- Does the paper offer a new form of evidence in support of or against a well known
technique?

- If the paper describes an application, is there: a clear and compelling motivation for why the
chosen approach is important? a careful description of the design and implementation of the
system? a thorough evaluation of the system with respect to a clearly-stated set of functional
and quality requirements? yes

QUALITY OF PRESENTATION (*).

- Is the paper clearly written? yes

- Does the paper motivate the research? yes

- Are results clearly described and evaluated? yes
- Is the paper well organized? yes
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