
he ubiquity of broadband Internet is at the origin of
the emergence of Over-The-Top (OTT) subscription
services such as Netflix or Hulu. The specificity of
OTTs is to provide broadband video and audio deliv-

ery to Internet users without a particular dedicated involve-
ment of their Internet Service Provider (ISP). To offer high
quality multimedia content distribution, OTTs commonly rely
on distribution infrastructures with multiple points of pres-
ence connected at main Internet exchange points. This need
for advanced distribution infrastructures derives from the cur-
rent technical limitations of TCP/IP that bind communications
to the location of the server by using IP addresses. Moreover,
the multimedia nature of OTT services requires low latency,
jitter, and loss rate. Hence, OTT servers should not be in
topologically and performance constrained locations, as it usu-
ally happens in P2P networks, and should limit the number of
relay hops as much as possible. OTTs could simplify their dis-
tribution infrastructure by following an Information-Centric
Networking (ICN) [1] approach. ICN relies on the “routing by
name” paradigm and leverages in-network caching where
intermediate network nodes can cache any piece of data pass-
ing through them. This caching capability of ICN networks
ensures that popular content is cached on routers close to the
clients [2]. 

As a matter of fact, ICN can significantly increase content
distribution efficiency with respect to legacy technology [1,2].
When capital expenditures are not insurmountable obstacles
to deploy ICN-capable network elements, the advantage for
ISPs to deploy ICN inside their networks is immediate as ICN
inherently helps in reducing overall link usage. The advantage
is less straightforward for OTTs as they are very sensitive to
network conditions of networks they do not control. A reason-
able way for OTTs to profit from ICN is to construct an ICN
overlay that interconnects OTT servers and clients. The ratio-

nal behind using overlays is that they can be incrementally
deployed in the Internet and hence do not require network
nodes from the underlay (i.e. ISP’s equipment) to explicitly
participate in the ICN network. In the ICN overlay, every
node implements the same ICN protocol, and OTT clients
caching contents can deliver them to other clients on behalf of
the OTT provider. The routing system determines from which
node customers retrieve the content (either a caching node or
directly from a server). 

Figure 1 synthetizes the simplest interaction between the
stakeholders (OTT, caching customer nodes, non-caching cus-
tomer nodes) for the baseline case of three ICN nodes beyond
which two are hosted by OTT consumers (nodes II and I in
the figure) and one is hosted by an OTT provider server
(node OTT in the figure). The routing system allows a cus-
tomer node to retrieve the content either directly from the
OTT server node or from the other customer node. In the fig-
ure, arrows indicate the direction of requests to obtain con-
tent and the label specifies the strategy adopted by the node
performing the request. Customer I (resp. II) has the choice
between four strategies: it can retrieve the content from the
OTT server, caching it for customer II (resp. I) (label =
OTTc); it can retrieve it from the OTT server, not caching it
(label = OTT); it can retrieve it from the other customer,
caching it (label = IIc (resp. Ic)); or it can retrieve it from the
other customer, not caching it (label = II (resp. I)). For the
sake of simplification we do not show impossible strategy
combinations.

In our study, we adopt the standpoint of the OTT provider
willing to incent the usage of the ICN overlay among its cus-
tomers, under the assumption that using the ICN overlay is
always profitable for the OTT provider: when customers
retrieve content from the OTT server it is equivalent to not
using the overlay; and the OTT infrastructure load is reduced
when customers retrieve content from other customers. In
our study, we also assume that customers are independent
and selfish, i.e. not prone to binding cooperation in ICN
provisioning. In this context we show that with the right
incentives the OTT provider can make their customers coor-
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dinate to form a caching ICN overlay. Without loss of gener-
ality we can translate these incentives into scaling prices and
discount even though incentive might not be pecuniary (e.g.
access to augmented services). Game theory is the natural
tool to study the interaction between selfish and indepen-
dent actors such as the stakeholders of the OTT-enabled
ICN overlay. We provide a comprehensive simple model
thanks to which an OTT provider can design its incentive
mechanism under the awareness of users’ strategies and
approximate scales of ICN overlay’s operational costs. We
show by an intuitive explanation of the resulting ICN overlay
game if and when the ICN overlay makes sense, under three
different basic business models: the “McDuck” business
model, the “Philanthropist” business model, and a specific
business model we argue as the wisest for OTT-enabled ICN
overlays. 

The article is organized as follows. We first give an overview
of ICN. We then characterize the ICN overlay game model-
ing, and detail its application to the three business model
cases. Finally, we specify requirements for the possible related
policy-based ICN protocol functionalities. 

Information-Centric Networking (ICN)
Information-Centric Networking (ICN) proposes to rethink
the provisioning paradigm of communication data networks,
while removing any notion of location or topology to only
keep the notion of content name [1]. In ICN, content can be
anywhere in the network, potentially moving or replicated in
many locations. As opposed to TCP/IP — where a client must
first determine the IP address (i.e. the location) of a server
that can provide content, and then initiate a connection to the
server host — in ICN a client simply has to know the name of
the content it is interested in, and announce its interest in
retrieving that content to the network, which will eventually
look for it and deliver it back to the client. As communica-
tions in ICN depend neither on content consumers’ locations
nor on content producers’ locations, ICN naturally offers sup-
port to multipath and mobility. More interestingly, as the
exact origin of a piece of data is taken apart content
exchanges, any node in the network can provide the content
on behalf of the node that produced that content, as long as it
disposes of a valid copy of it. 

Various ICN solutions have been proposed [1], ranging
from clean-slate solutions implying a comprehensive restruc-
turing of the network infrastructure, to incrementally deploy-
able ones, among which is the possibility of building ICN
overlay networks. In this article, we ignore technological
details and abstract the ICN paradigm as a mechanism to

retrieve content independently of its location via an ICN over-
lay, such that in-network caching is possible in ICN overlay
nodes.

Incentives for Client Collaboration Within an
ICN Service Delivery Overlay
As detailed in the introduction, we assume that the OTT
provider has a competitive gain of adopting ICN as it simpli-
fies its infrastructure and hence reduces its OPEX and
CAPEX. However, this requires the collaboration of its con-
sumers, which are not especially prone to cooperation, as they
are independent actors. We therefore determine the condi-
tions required for consumers to implicitly coordinate in an
ICN overlay in a strategically justified way. While beneficial
for the OTT provider, it is not clear under which situations
the ICN overlay can be of benefit to OTT consumers, or oth-
erwise stated, how the OTT provider can design its prices and
discounts1 so that the ICN overlay does benefit OTT con-
sumers too.

To qualify the potential adoption of the ICN overlay by
the consumers, we take the baseline scenario where no ICN
overlay is used as a reference point: the customer adopts
ICN if its cost is lower than this reference. From this basis,
to give incentives to consumers to retrieve content from
other consumers involved in the ICN overlay instead of
directly from the OTT provider, the latter applies a supple-
ment p when the content is retrieved directly from it. On the
other hand, the customer receives a discount d (e.g.  a
coupon or the access to a member zone) if she agrees to
redistribute the content on behalf of the provider via the
ICN overlay. The values of p and d are decided by the OTT
based on various elements such as the popularity of the con-
tent or the location of the customer. The computation of
the optimal p and d values to maximize profit margins is out
of the scope of this article as it mostly depends on OTT
provider business structure (e.g. sell at 0.99$ or for free?).
Furthermore, OTT customers involved in the redistribution
of content face a caching cost c of keeping a copy of the
content for later distribution (e.g. memory) and a redistribu-
tion cost r to relay the copy to other consumers (e.g. band-
width or energy). To avoid multiple hops in the overlay and
thus performance penalties, content can be retrieved from
another consumer, say II, only if II caches a copy of the
content.

All in all, the generic cost structure for consumers can be
expressed by p + c + r – d. While the producer is the one
deciding on the supplement and the discount, r and c repre-
sent operational expenditures at the consumer level. It is
worth stressing that in this article we concentrate on the
atomic ICN overlay game with complete information where
pricing components do not change in the lapse of time during
which a content access strategy is taken, and we leave a
detailed sensibility analysis for further work.

Under the cost modeling presented above and the available
strategy set described via Fig. 1, it is possible to qualify the
incentive compatibility of the incremental deployment of an
ICN overlay for OTT services. For the sake of realism, OTT
users and providers should be considered as selfish and inde-
pendent actors, whose actions can be implemented via a
deterministic content access process, which by definition
should model rational decisions. Therefore, under rationality
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Figure 1. Synthetic representation of ICN overlay strategies
for OTT consumers.
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1 Remember that we use the notion of price and discount in its abstracted
sense, which does not necessarily imply pecuniary implications.
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assumptions, the strategic interaction between ICN overlay
users can be modeled with the non-cooperative game we call
“ICN overlay game”. Figure 2, which uses the same notation
as Figure 1 and which considers two OTT users, shows costs
resulting for the different possible strategy profiles for the two
OTT customers (customer I, customer II; note that the hori-
zontal line indicates that actions of customers I and II do not
need to be consecutive). The cost model assumes that the
routing system in the overlay allows retrieving content either
directly from an OTT server or indirectly from another con-
sumer. Strategies that prevent the content to be delivered are
omitted in Fig. 2. 

Table 1 summarizes, in a strategic form, the cost for each
player according to the strategy she follows; the first column
contains the possible strategies for user I, the first line those
for user II, and in each cell the first line and the second line is
the resulting cost for user I and II, respectively, according to
their strategies. As the table shows, there are eight possible
equilibria that depend on the relations between p, c, d, and r;
in a non-cooperative cost game, an equilibrium is a strategy
profile such that none of the players is motivated by unilater-
ally deviating from it (i.e. unilaterally changing the strategy)
because of the higher individual cost such deviations would
imply [4]. As a matter of fact, the OTT targets an equilibrium
where a consumer retrieves content from the other consumer
(e.g. I gets it from II). These equilibria are marked in green in
Table 1; they are (ICNc, OTTc), (ICN, OTTc) , (OTTc, ICNc),
and (OTTc, ICN), noting that for both the strategies “ICN”
and “ICNc” the ICN overlay is used to retrieve the content,
but for the ICN strategy the content is not cached for external
users, nor for internal users (e.g. in the case the OTT con-
sumer is an ISP); the remaining equilibria should be avoided,
otherwise the usage of the ICN overlay would not make
strategic sense. In the following, we explore the space of pos-
sible outcomes and see which equilibrium can be reached
under which conditions. More particularly, we distinguish
three main cases corresponding to three different and realistic
business models that can be enforced by the OTT provider via
the ICN overlay.

It is important to highlight that, for the sake of presenta-
tion, we display the same value for the supplement, the dis-
count, the caching, and the redistribution costs for the two
actors (i.e. p, d, c, and r), while in practice there is absolutely
no need to have the same components for the different OTT
ICN customers. Caching and redistribution costs, as well as
prices and discount values, can differ for different customers
with no impact on the following statements, as the strategic
considerations in the selection of equilibria are strictly based
on the comparison of unilateral cost profiles (i.e. actors do
not compare their costs to other players’ costs when taking

strategy decisions). It is also important
to stress that, for the same reason, the
generalization of the ICN overlay game
to more than two players does not
change the following statements. Under
the reasonable assumption that the
price, caching, and redistribution costs
do not depend on which ICN node
delivers or retrieves the content, the
strategies “ICN” and “ICNc” would no
longer imply the content is retrieved
from II or from I, for instance, but that
it is retrieved from the closest ICN
node in case of shortest path ICN rout-
ing or from the best neighbor according
to some local policy metrics.

Case 1: The McDuck Case
When it is too expensive for an OTT provider to maintain a
geo-distributed infrastructure by itself, it can outsource the
distribution infrastructure to a specialized service provider. As
a result, OTT customers pay the OTT provider, which partial-
ly uses this income to remunerate the service provider for the
delivery of content. This situation corresponds to the current
content delivery network (CDN) model. However, we go one
step further and ask the question whether two such service
providers that are paid to deliver the same content on behalf
of an OTT provider would collaborate, which strongly devi-
ates from the legacy CDN business model. If by contract the
service provider had to keep a copy of the content and dis-
tribute it to any consumer asking for it (i.e. it is paid for that),
then each service provider becomes a “player” given its inter-
action with other service providers. In such a case we can
account for the retribution paid by the OTT provider simply
as a discount (the price is zero) and two options are possible:
either the OTT customer obtains the content from the OTT
provider and caches it (i.e. OTTc), or it retrieves it from the
collaboration service provider and caches it (i.e. ICNc). The
resulting game form is depicted in Table 2.

Therefore, saying that the OTT provider pays the con-
sumers enough to cover ICN overlay costs and ensure they
will cache corresponds to saying that d is larger than all other
components combined. Indeed, for such a McDuck business
model, we can derive that d >> p + c + r, i.e. the OTT
provider has the means to largely cover ICN overlay costs.
However, in this case the only equilibrium is (OTTc, OTTc) =
(~ –d, ~ –d). This outcome means that applying large dis-
counts (i.e. remunerating the players), OTT customers have
no incentives to participate in any ICN overlay. An ICN over-
lay between them will not reasonably be used at all. There-
fore, if an OTT producer decides to outsource the content
delivery to its customers as if they were delivery networks,
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Figure 2. ICN overlay game strategy tree.

ICN

ICN

ICNc

ICNc

OTTc

OTT OTTOTTc OTTc OTTc OTTc

OTT

II

I

(c,p+c+r-d)(p,p)(p,p+c-d)(p+c-d+r,0)(p+c-d+r,c)(p+c-d,p)(p+c-d,p+c-d) (0,p+c+r-d)

Table 1. Generic ICN overlay game.

I
II

OTTc

OTT

ICNc
from II

ICN
from II

OTTc

p + c - d
p + c - d

p
p + c - d

c
p + c - d + r

0
p + c - d + r

OTT

p + c - d
p

p
p

N/A

N/A

ICNc
from I

p + c - d + r
c

N/A

N/A

N/A

ICN
from I

p + c - d + r
0

N/A

N/A

N/A

SAUCEZ_LAYOUT.qxp_Layout 1  5/15/14  2:00 PM  Page 22



there is no unilateral incentive to make cached content avail-
able to other OTT consumers. Otherwise stated, this business
model does not make strategic sense for ICN overlays. 

Case 2: The Philanthropist Case
The first case can be seen as the extreme situation where the
offered discount is so high that ICN costs become negligible.
In this second case, we take the other extreme where the
provider offers no discount at all. This situation corresponds,
but is not limited to, a case where the OTT provider is not
willing to experience losses, but where its goal is to maximize
the global utility of the network instead of its own profit
(hence adopting a philanthropic business behavior). In this
case, the provider allows customers to freely exchange content
between them, but asks for a fee when content is retrieved
directly from the provider (i.e. p > 0). For instance, this kind
of scenario is common for services offering to distribute open-
data/unlicensed content where the content by itself can be
redistributed freely, but at the cost of receiving advertise-
ments (i.e. the price for the consumer is to follow the adver-
tisements) to cover the distribution infrastructure costs.

As depicted in Table 3, when d = 0, five equilibria are pos-
sible. (OTT, OTT) corresponds to both actors retrieving the
content directly from the provider without caching it, i.e. OTT
consumers would not collaborate when following such an equi-
librium strategy. The other four equilibria correspond to one
actor retrieving the content from the provider and the other
actor retrieving it from her. This second actor has the choice
of caching or not the content once retrieved, leading to possi-
ble equilibria (OTTc, ICN), (OTTc, ICNc) and their respective
symmetric. Without any additional knowledge, it is impossible
to determine to which equilibrium the OTT customers would
converge. However, one can identify two main tendencies:
1 When redistribution and caching costs are not negligi-

ble (i.e. r > 0, c > 0), then the only remaining possible
equilibrium is (OTT, OTT), meaning that actors will
not adopt the ICN overlay: they will always directly
retrieve content from the provider.

2 On the contrary, when redistribution and caching costs
can be considered as negligible with respect to supple-
ment (i.e. r ~ 0, c ~ 0), then we fall back to the five
equilibria from the general case of Table 1 (without
assumption on r and c). However, in this situation the
(OTT, OTT) equilibrium becomes Pareto inferior (i.e.
one can pass to another equilibrium decreasing the
cost for at least one player without increasing the cost
for the other player), and all the other equilibria (i.e.
(OTTc, ICN), (OTTc, ICNc) and their respective sym-
metric) are not Pareto superior to each other and can
therefore be considered as equivalent from a strategic
perspective. This means that when there is no discount
and no cost of participating in the redistributions,

rational actors have incentives to get involved in the distri-
bution process and to deploy the ICN overlay.
It is worth noting that in the situation where all compo-

nents are negligible (r ~ 0, c ~ 0, p ~ 0) and there is no dis-
count, all feasible strategy profiles become equilibria, with the
same cost vector (0, 0). This suggests that the OTT provider
can enforce the usage of the ICN overlay (e.g. by implement-
ing it directly in the viewer plugin) without causing trouble to
actors. At some extent this can be considered as the standard
P2P model where incentives to get involved in the overlay
come from external factors such as the non-availability of the
content elsewhere than via the overlay.

Case 3: The Wise-Man Case
While the first two cases address the ICN overlay game equi-
libria for extreme discount values, in this third case we consid-
er that the provider offers a moderate discount. A moderate
discount is a discount that is of the same order of magnitude
as other expenses (i.e. p, c, or r), and is smaller than the
amount corresponding to the McDuck business model (Case 1).
Such a situation is likely to happen when several OTT
providers can offer the same content and there is no customer
lock-in to one particular provider. In such a competitive mar-
ket, price levels are similar among producers, and consumers
are flexible in their OTT choice. Therefore, assuming that
using the ICN overlay reduces costs for the OTT provider, the
provider can leverage such an ICN overlay to slightly reduce
the prices and become more attractive without negative
impact on its profit.

As depicted in Table 4, in the situation of a moderate dis-
count such that p + c > d > 0, there are three types of equi-
libria. 
• The first corresponds to when the overlay is not used (i.e.

(OTT, OTT)). 
• The second corresponds to when one OTT consumer

retrieves the content from the provider and the other from
the first actor, but without participating in content redistri-
bution (i.e. (OTTc, ICN) and (ICN, OTTc)); these are,
however, no longer equilibria whenever caching costs are
not negligible (i.e., c > 0). 

• The third corresponds to when, instead, the actor retrieving
the content via the ICN overlay does cache it too (i.e.
(OTTc, ICNc) and (ICNc, OTTc)).
Even though the first type of equilibrium disfavors the ICN

overlay, if the provider intelligently fixes the discount to be
greater than the caching and redistribution costs (i.e. d > r + c),
then (OTT, OTT) becomes an inefficient Pareto-inferior equi-
librium. Being rational actors, it follows that the OTT con-
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Table 2. The McDuck case: the ICN overlay is not used.
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sumers will adopt the ICN overlay according to the other
types (i.e. with at least one consumer caching the content).

In conclusion, with a discount strictly lower than the price:
• Setting a discount higher than the ICN overlay costs, yet

strictly lower than the content price, is therefore the wisest
choice to motivate the ICN overlay adoption.

• Under this setting, as far as caching cost are negligible, ICN
overlay customers are prone to caching for both their own
(internal) and external distribution.

• The amount of discount for the ICN customer should not
be too close to the price, although the closer the discount
gets to the content price, the more the profile (OTTc,
OTTc) becomes appealing as opposed to the ICN overlay
equilibria (more precisely, it would become an equilibrium
for d ~ p + c).

Protocol Design Considerations
This article starts a broad discussion on incentives to migrate
to ICN overlay in OTT services, highlighting strategic aspects
of such routing-by-name overlay approaches. Even though dif-
ferent solutions exist to construct ICN networks [1], we pre-
sent four technology independent considerations necessary to
witness the adoption of ICN overlays in OTT services. The
ultimate OTT goal is to ensure that customers follow the envi-
sioned equilibrium strategy when setting its content’s supple-
ments and discounts (i.e. p and d).

ICN forwarding Logic
First, the ICN overlay routing system should be able to distin-
guish the case when content requests are relayed directly to
the OTT provider and when they are retrieved from a caching
OTT consumer. How this forwarding logic is managed is a
matter of discussion. The OTT provider could either enforce
it, for instance in the case it releases the process/plugin need-
ed to access the ICN overlay, or the ICN protocol control-
plane could allow the remote management of ICN forwarding.

Incentive Mechanism Design
Second, ICN users should be able to register their strategy to,
or their strategy should be trackable by, an entity managed by
the OTT provider. This entity should be able to verify whether
the forwarding priorities in the nodes involved in the ICN
overlay are consistent with the registered strategy. In case of
inconsistency between what the OTT provider would expect
and what ICN nodes would implement in terms of forwarding
priorities, the OTT may:
1) Act on the content supplement and/or on the discount.
2) Restrict content access to the OTT users participating in

the ICN overlay.

3) Give the ICN node a suggestion about other ICN
nodes from which to retrieve the content via the over-
lay (in the case many ICN nodes have cached it).
While option 1 would imply complex ad-hoc pricing,

and option 2 could be counterproductive for the adop-
tion of the ICN overlay, option 3 appears as a viable
solution. Introducing such an OTT-set-ICN-policy metric
would still leave the OTT customer the freedom not to
choose the ICN overlay in the case the incentives are not
compatible (as described in the three business cases
above). Depending on the specific deployment of the
ICN overlay, ICN nodes may or may not be willing to
redistribute much content to many other ICN nodes. The
OTT provider would have the means to indirectly control
ICN traffic distribution, hence overloading or underload-
ing some nodes depending on its forwarding behavior,
besides being willing to meet global content provisioning

optimization goals. Such a local policy metric would indeed be
very powerful and adequate to allow an OTT to optimize the
content delivery chain and mitigate undesirable ICN nodes’
behaviors.

Adaptive Collaborative Caching
Third, should the amount of content served by the overlay
become important, the OTT provider could take into account
the caching nature of ICN storage and adapt its strategy to
maximize the traffic served by caches in the network with, for
instance, collaborative caching that reduces redundancy to
improve cache hit [2, 5].

Consumers Tracking
Finally, most current OTT service providers build their profit
from selling advertisements proportionally to their audience
(e.g. size of the consumer base, social level, age, etc.). Howev-
er, as any node can serve content in ICN, requests arriving to
the content producer (i.e. the OTT provider) do not reflect
the real consumption of its content. Therefore, in order to
preserve the business model behind advertisements, ICN solu-
tions used in the frame of OTT will have to provide a way for
the providers (or advertisement announcers) to keep track of
their consumers, independently of the data-plane.

Conclusions
With the Internet, new digital services can rapidly reach mil-
lions of users spread worldwide without having to rely on spe-
cial involvement of intermediate transit networks. For
example, Over-The-Top content providers could leverage
their customer resources to allow, on the one hand, improving
access performance, and, on the other hand, reducing OTT
provider OPEX incurred by directly serving customers. In this
context, Information-Centric Networking is an adequate
offloading technique, if incrementally deployed as an overlay
network. This article analyzes the incentive compatibility in
the adoption of an ICN overlay for OTT services and is, as of
our knowledge, the first paper to address the topic by follow-
ing a non-cooperative game theory reasoning. We believe
such reasoning is adequate in its non-cooperative nature due
to the independency between the involved ICN stakeholders.
From our analysis, we assess that:
• The business model currently standing for paying content

distribution services does not make strategic sense for ICN
overlays as they would not collaborate.

• When there is no discount and no cost of participating in
the redistribution of OTT content, OTT customers do have
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Table 4. The Wise-Man case: consumers should spontaneously use
the ICN overlay.
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incentives to get involved in the distribution process via the
ICN overlay.

• Setting a discount higher than the ICN overlay’s caching
and redistribution costs, yet strictly lower than the content
price, appears as the wisest choice to motivate the ICN
overlay adoption.
These unique specifications for the design of an ICN over-

lay for OTT content distribution also have relevant implica-
tions for ICN protocol design. The OTT provider would need
a form of control over the ICN overlay operations. We identi-
fy the usage of an OTT-set-policy metric for ICN routing as
the most appropriate way to ensure that ICN users follow the
equilibrium strategy suggested by our incentive compatibility
framework. 

In this work we only envisioned the case of ICN overlay
over a non-ICN legacy Internet. This model does not preclude
the local deployment of ICN networks inside ISPs. However,
we leave for future work the understanding of the complex
interactions between the underlay and the overlay if the
underlay is also composed of collaborating actors and that
could thus influence the overlay.

References
[1] G. Xylomenos et al., A Survey of Information-Centric Networking

Research, IEEE Commun. Surveys & Tutorials, no. 99, 2013, pp. 1–26.
[2] G. Zhang, Y. Li, and T. Lin, “Caching in Information Centric Networking:

A Survey,” Computer Networks, Aug. 2013.

[3] A. Detti et al., 2011. “CONET: A Content Centric Inter-Networking Archi-
tecture,” Proc. ACM SIGCOMM Wksp. Information-Centric Networking
(ICN ‘11).

[4] R. B. Myerson, Game Theory: Analysis of Conflict, Harvard Univ. Press,
1991.

[5] W. K. Chai et al., “Cache “Less for More” in Information-Centric Net-
works,” Proc. 11th IFIP Networking Int’l. Conf., Prague, Czech Republic,
May 2012

Biographies
DAMIEN SAUCEZ (damien.saucez@inria.fr) is a postdoctoral researcher working
on information-centric networking (ICN) at INRIA Sophia Antipolis. His
research interests include future Internet architecture and, in particular, traffic
engineering and operational networks. He actively contributes to the IETF stan-
dardization efforts. He has a Ph.D. in applied sciences from Université
catholique de Louvain.

STEFANO SECCI is an associate professor at the University Pierre et Marie Curie
(UPMC — Paris VI). He received a dual Ph.D. degree from the Politecnico di
Milano and Telecom ParisTech. He covered positions also at NTNU, George
Mason University, Fastweb Italia, and Ecole Polytechnique de Montréal. His
current research interests are about Internet resiliency and Cloud networking.
He is secretary of the Internet Technical Committee, joint between the IEEE
Communication Society and the Internet Society.  

CHADI BARAKAT [SM] is a permanent research scientist in the Diana (Ex. Plan-
ete) research group at INRIA — Sophia Antipolis since March 2002. He got
his Electrical and Electronics engineering degree from the Lebanese University
of Beirut in 1997, and his master, Ph.D. and HDR degrees in Networking
from the University of Nice — Sophia Antipolis in 1998, 2001 and 2009,
respectively. His main research interests are in Internet measurements and traf-
fic analysis, content-centric and delay-tolerant networking, and performance
evaluation of computer networks. He a member of the ACM.

IEEE Network • May/June 2014 25

SAUCEZ_LAYOUT.qxp_Layout 1  5/15/14  2:00 PM  Page 25



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Cadmus settings for Acrobat Distiller 9)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 2400
        /PresetName (Cadmus_Flattener_Presert)
        /PresetSelector /UseName
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


