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Abstract— We investigate the performance of rateless Here, we are interested in finding some efficient and
codes for single-server streaming to diverse users, assumgi yet fair way to provide multicast streaming service to all
that diversity in users is present not only because they have o 5 majority of the receivers bearing such heterogeneity.
different channel conditions, but also because they demand o traightf d soluti is to t it tel
different amounts of information and have different de- ne straightiorward solu .'On IS o ransm' sep_ara ely
coding capabilities. The LT encoding scheme is employed. encoded data streams suitable for different devices and
While some users accept output symbols of all degrees andchannels simultaneously, but this requires extra band-
decode using belief propagation, others only collect degee width and is hence less than efficient.

1 output symbols and run no decoding algorithm. We Rateless codes [1], [2] are, roughly speaking, designed

propose several performance measures, and optimize the]c h IS i that th t of inf i
performance of the rateless code used at the server through Or erasure channeis in a way that the set of Information

the design of the code degree distribution. Optimization Symbols may be recovered from any subset of the en-
problems are formulated for the asymptotic regime and coding symbols of size equal or slightly larger than that
solved as linear programming problems. Optimized per- of the information symbol set by simple decoding. The
formance shows great improvement in total bandwidth g .ot hractical rateless codes, LT codes, were invented by
consumption over using the conventional ideal soliton Michael Lub d published in 2002 [11. Anoth |
distribution, or simply sending separately encoded strears V1/CNael LUDy and published in [1]. Another class
to different types of user nodes. Simulation experiments of rateless codes are Raptor codes, a version of which
confirm the usability of the optimization results obtained has been written into the 3GPP standard for Multimedia
for the asymptotic regime as a guideline for finite-length Broadcast/Multicast Service [3].
code design. Rateless codes have the nice features of requiring
|. INTRODUCTION minimal feedback from the receiver to the sender and
A. Motivation operating well over a range of _channel conditions.
Growi larity of ubiaui , | These features are particularly suitable for the broad-
rowing popularity of ubiquitous computing, along,symylticast scenarios. We investigate the possibility

With,the surging demand for digital media diStrit,)Utiorbf simultaneously serving data sinks of highly heteroge-
services such as YouTub§, has brought up the ISSU€hous decoding capabilities and non-uniform demand

of efficient m(_edia sha_ring in a heterogenous networ information on channels of diverse quality, with a
composed of links of diverse quality as well as terminalg, e rateless coded multicast stream from the source.

of varied computing power and demand of media qua”%pecifically, we study the design of LT codes for the
Consider the air broadcast of digital TV streams. '?hulticast streaming purpose

specialized “plugged” receptor, such as an HDTV set at
home, may have more computing power than a sm@l Related Work

= X - erhead necessary for recovering all input symbols.
transmitting tower. Moreover, devices may need d'ﬁererll}owever, using these degree distributions when the

amounts of data to display a video stream according {9, yher of output symbols collected by the receiver is
screen resolutions. smaller than the total number of the input symbols results
This work was supported by the NSF grant No. CNS 0721888. in recovery of few input symbols. In [4], the optimal
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degree distributions for recovering a constant fraction of There are two types of sink nodes which differ in
the input symbols from the smallest number of outpihe way the LT code is decoded. One type of sinks
symbols have been studied. use the belief propagation (BP) algorithm [1] to recover

Our work considers multicast streaming to all usethe input symbols from the received output symbols,
nodes with a single data stream. We deal with simulvhile the other type of sinks only accept and recover
taneous multiple heterogeneities such as link diversitpformation from degree-1 output symbols received from
difference in coding capabilities (e.g., due to limitasonthe source. The first type are referred to as decoding,
in computing resources), and difference volume of irend the second as non-decoding sinks. When multiple
formation demand (e.g., low or high resolution video)escription [5] encoded, the information symbols allow
We are interested in performance measures reflecting foe tiered reconstruction qualities of the original source
collective properties of all the sink nodes of interesinformation at the sinks.
such as maximum and average latency. Our approach bySinks are sorted intéd < ! < n clusters, each cluster
designing comprisingn; (i = 1,2,...,1) sinks.n = >\, n;. A

Our paper is organized as follows: Sect{oh Il introsink in clusteri is characterized by a tuplg;, ¢;, €;)
duces the system model for the heterogeneous multi-=1,2,...,1). z; is a realconstantin [0, 1) indicating
casting network. Section ]Il outlines the guidelines fothe fraction of input symbols that sinks in clustexxpect
our optimization problems in the asymptotic regimeo recover.z; could be related to the target distortion at
Section[IV proposes several performance measures ahd sinks. The two types of sink nodes are distinguished
states the correspon_ding qptimization problems. Sectibg ¢; = ﬂ{CIUSteri is decodina- € IS the erasure rate
[V] presents the optimization results of the problemsf the BEC channels that link the source node to the
formulated in sectior_IV. Sectiol VI contains finite-sink nodes in clustef. Depending on the performance
length simulation results. measure, sinks in the same cluster can often be treated
as one single sink because the tuples fully characterize

1. SYSTEM MODEL: MULTICAST OVER BEC - ) ) )
their decoding behavior in this broadcasting scenario.

CHANNELS
We consider a streaming network consisting of a  Ill. THE OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM IN THE
single server (source node) amdusers (sink nodes) ASYMPTOTIC REGIME

each directly connected to the server by a BEC channel,The decoding process of LT codes starts with simply

as shown in Figure[11. The source holdsnformation recovering the input symbols connected to the received
output symbols of degree-1. This initial recovery induces
a new set of output symbols of degree-1. The decoding
can continue in the same manner as long as there

X F domatonsymvos are output symbols of induced degree-1. Such symbols
/é\ orv. constitute what is known as thepple. The decoding
; ’ process halts when the ripple becomes empty. In [2], [6]

\ and [7], the expected size of the ripple throughout of the

decoding process is given as a function of the number

caons: of unrecovered information symbols. We restate here the
pover @n8.a) part of Theorem 2 in [7] that concerns the expected size
‘ ‘ ﬂ:zz.“::‘fxsixzﬁw of the ripple.
e fow powor Assumew - k output symbols have been collected
(22:85,¢2) and can be used for decoding of an LT code, for some
Fig. 1. BroadcastMulticast System Model positive constanty. Let « - k£ be the number of unrecov-

ered information symbols, for a constant [0, 1). Let
symbols and broadcasts a rateless coded stream tordfl (u) be the expected size of the ripple, normalized by
n sinks. The rateless encoder is an LT encoder[1] with
degree distribution with moment generating function =~ Theorem 1:(Maatouk and Shokrollahi [7, Thm. 2])
If an LT code of k information symbols has degree
PO (@) = p{Ya+p7a + 4 plab. () distribution specified by the momer):t generating fur?ction
The LT encoder generates potentially an infinite numbét®) (z) (see[(1)), then

of output symbols and broadcast the output stream along 1 1
all BEC links. P () = wu (P (1= w) + —nu) +0(7), 2



where P(*)' (1) stands for the first derivative d*(*)(z) wherelV is a random variable with mean, and denote

with respect taz. the normalized expected ripple sizetas» co asry (u),
The original theorem in [7] is stated for the case wherthen

the number of output symbols collected by the receiver Corollary 2:

is more than the total number of information symbols,

i.e.,w > 1. However, the proof suggests that the theorem rw(u) = u(wP'(l —u)+1In u) (5)

also holds for any constamt < 1. Proof: This is due to the linearity of the expected
Assume that"*) (z) converges toP(z) = >, piz’  ripple size inW for givenu and P.

ask — oo; then we have

1
r(u) = klim r®) (u) = u(wP'(1 —u) +Inu). (3) rw(u) = E {WU(P/(l —u)+ W 1nu)}
—00
In order for the decoding process to carry on until = u(E[W]P’(l —u) +lnu)
at least a fractiorr of the information symbols could ,
be recovered, the ripple size has to be kept positive. If = “(WP (1-u)+n “)

we use the expected value to roughly estimate the ripple

. [
size, we should have

Then, from[3B, we have the recovery condition for
r(u) =u(wP'(1 —u)+Inu) >0, VYue (l-z1], randomW with meanw
or equivalently, WP'(1—u)+Inu>0, Yue(l—z1], (6)
/
wP(1-u)+lnu>0, Vue(l-21 (4 In the next section, we shall udd (4) to formulate our
Inequality [4) provides a guideline for the design of theptimization problems for LT code degree distribution

degree distributiorP(z). design.

It is interesting to consider the implications of in-
equality [4) onw and z relationship when the degree IV. PERFORMANCEMEASURES ANDTHEIR
distribution isp; = 1, that is, all output symbols are OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM STATEMENTS

of degree 1. Theri{4) should tell us how many (on the Recall from SectioR)! tuple&z, ci, ¢i),i = 1,2, ..., 1
average) output symbol; of degree 1 we need in orderépe used to characterize theink clusters in the stream-
recover fractionz of the information symbols. Note thating network. Lett; - k be the number of output symbols

whenp, =1 we haveP(z) = z and P’(x) = 1, and in  yangmitted by the source up till the time when the sinks
turn from [4), we haves +Inwu >0, Vu € (1= 2,1). i1 ¢jysteri are able to recover their targeted fraction
Thus,w > —In(1 — 2), and consequently, the optimaly ¢ input symbols. Then, the normalized number of

Va:\llje Oflﬁ is —In(1 _Ij) H it _ ('jsymbols a sink in cluster receives has mean(1 — ).
ote that we would get the same result It we tried” ¢ . srer; js decodingf; = 1), then letx =1 —w in

to answer the_ question about and z by using the @; we have
coupon collecting problem, also known as the urns-and-

balls problem. Throw a number of balls into urns. (1—e)tiP'(z)+In(1—xz) >0, VYrel0,z). (7)
Each ball is thrown independently and falls into each

urn with equal probability. What is the number of balls A non-decoding user recovering information from a
N needed for the number of urns containing at least omateless coded stream of degree distribution specified
ball to reachs? Note thatlV is a random variable. It hasby P(z) is equivalent to a decoding user recovering
been derived in [8, Ch. 2] (see also [9]) that the expecténformation from a coded stream of degree distribution

number of N is specified byPy(z) = (1 — P'(0)) + P'(0)z.
1 1 1 If cluster ¢ is non-decodingd; = 0), then letp; =
E[N] = k(E B T A 1) P'(0), the fraction of degree-1 symbols and we have
k s—1

> _r — — eVt _ .

2 ks kln(l - ) (1—e)tipr +In(1 —2) >0, Yeel0,z). (8)
Setz = s/k, the portion of urns possessing at least one The monotonicity and continuity of thia function
ball. Then, ask — oo, E[N] — —kIn(1 — 2). simplify (§) to

Now, assume that the number of collected output
symbols of the LT code specified in TheorEm 145 k, (1 —e€)tipr +1In(1 — z) > 0. 9)



a) Min-Max Latency:In the interest of the trans- channel utilization on all links, which is equivalent to
mitting source, we wish to minimize the transmissiofinimizing the inverse of the channel utilization.

time that could guarantee the recovery of targeted ti(1—e)

: ; min.p max ——= (12)
(21, 29,...,2) fractions of input symbols by thé i 2
sink clusters. In addition, for broadcasting time-sewsiti st ti(l—e)P () +In(l—xz)>0,0<z< 2z,
streaming data, new data await to be transmitted after if clusteri is decodingi = 1,2...,1,
the transmission of an older block of data is finished. ti(1 = e)pr +In(1 — 2) > 0,

Minimizing the maximum latency is especially important

for keeping the entire communications scheme in pace.
This optimization problem could be expressed as

follows: or equivalently,

if clusteri is non-decodingi = 1,2...,1,

min.p  max t; (10) min.pv, o (13)
' s.t. voziP'(z) +In(l—2) >0, 0< <z,
if clusteri is decodingi = 1,2... 1,
vozip1 + In(1 — z;) > 0,
if clusteri is non-decodingi = 1,2...,1.

st ti(l1—-€e)P'(x)+In(l—2)>0, 0<x<z,
if clusters is decodingi = 1,2...,1,
ti(l — Ei)pl + 11“1(1 — ZL) >0,
if clusteri is non-decodingi = 1,2...,1,
or equivalently, Maximizing the min channel utilization proves to be
min.pe, to (11) irrelevant to the channel conditions, as may be inferred
st to(1 — &)P'(z) +In(l—2) > 0,0 <z <z, {romthe expression of Proble {13). As we will see in
the next section, high minimum channel utilization could
be achieved when the decoding cluster has either a very
low or a very high demand. The increase in the demand
of the non-decoding cluster, on the other hand, always
degrades channel utilization.

Let t3(z1, 2, .. .,2) be the optimal solution to Prob- ¢) Max-Min Throughput:The throughput at each

lem (I3). Then ‘the achievable information recover§ink clusteri may be defined ag:. It is of interest to
region for transmission of - k& output symbols is given Measure the objective channel degradation regardless of
by channel capacity so as to provide reference for service

pricing of the broadcast application. We wish to maxi-
Zt) = {(z1,22,...,21): mize the minimum throughput of all sink clusters. This
is equivalent to minimizing the maximum of the inverse
of the throughput. The optimization problem is therefore

if cluster ¢ is decodingi = 1,2...,1,
to(1 —€)p1 +In(1 — z) >0,
if cluster ¢ is non-decodingi = 1,2...,1.

to(z1, 22, .., 21) <t,
1,2,...,

0,1),i = l}.
z €[0,1),9 } expressed as Problein {14):
As we will see in the next section, optimization results
show that, when there are two decoding clusters in the min., max = (14)

ti(l —&)P'(z) +In(1 —2) > 0,0 <z < z,
if clusteri is decodingi = 1,2...,1,

network, one with perfect link conditions and the other
with erasure rate = 0.5, after the source has transmitted
1.6k output symbols, the cluster with worse channels can
recover63% of the input symbols in the mean time when ti(l = €i)pr +1In(1 - zi) > 0,

the cluster with perfect channels can reca¥%s#.. If the if cluster: is non-decodingi = 1,2...,,
source uses ideal soliton or robust soliton distributions,

however, the cluster with worse channels may hardly or equivalently,

recover anything until abou®k output symbols have

been transmitted. Similar results can be seen for case&" Mo W0 , (15)
where there is one decoding cluster and a non-decoding St wozi(l —€)P(z) +In(l —2) 20, 0<z <,

cluster present in the network. if cluster i is decodingi = 1,2...,1,
b) Max-Min Channel Utilization:The Shannon ca- wozi(1 —€)p1 +In(1 — z;) >0,
pacity of the BEC link to sink clusteris (1—e¢;) bits per if cluster i is non-decodingi = 1,2.. ., 1.

channel use. The channel utilization of a link to cluster

is thenv; = (1—+)t We wish to maximize the minimum



d) Minimum Average LatencyWe are also inter-
ested in minimizing the average latency of all sinks. This
is a natural measure of overall performance.

l
Zi:l nltl (16)

st (1 i, €)P'(z) +In(1 —x) > 0,0 <z < z,
if cluster: is decodingi = 1,2... 1,
ti(1 —¢e)p1+1In(1—2) >0,
if cluster: is non-decoding =1,2...,1.

min.p

Optimization results show that, when all channels
are perfect and half of the sinks are decoding, half
non-decoding, the optimized achievable average latency
with one single broadcast data stream is mostly worse
than broadcasting on separate channels data streams
individually optimized for different sinks. Details are
presented in the Sectidn V.

Since our objectives are the minimization of increas-
ing functions of the latencies, with arguments similar
to Lemma 2 of [4], we can claim that there must exist
optimal solutions to Problem& (11], (13, 115) add](16)
with polynomialsP(x) of degree no higher thaf},.x =
[W} —1. This promises the ready conversion of
Problemsf{lll),[(]3) and_(IL5) into linear programming
problems by the method proposed in [4]. Probléml (16)
may be converted to a series of linear programming
problems for fixedp; € [0,1] when there are only
two sink clusters in the network, one decoding and the
other non-decoding. To solve the linear programming
problems numerically, the parametein the constraints
is evaluated at discrete points and lower bounds for the
minimization problems with constraints continuouszin
are obtained. In the next section we will show in detail
the optimization results of these problems.

V. OPTIMIZATION RESULTS
A. Application to 2-Cluster Situations

Now we apply our optimization problem to the case
where only two sink clusters with distinct tuple charac-
teristics, (z1, ¢1, €1) and(zz, co, €2) exist. We deal with:
(1) ¢1 = 2 =1, ¢ = 0,eo = 0.5: both clusters are
decoding, but with diverse channel conditions; (2) one
cluster is decoding while the other is not, with equal or
diverse channel qualities.

Figure[2 shows the contour graphs of the outer bounﬁe‘%

Fig. 2.
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Contour graphs of the numerical lower bounds of tha-mi
x latency. Contours define the outer bounds of achievahlezs)
ions given a specific number of transmitted output symtatawn

of the min-max latency on the; — z, plane for four from the solution to Problenf(11).

typical cases.
« Dense contour regions indicate the regions where
the minimized maximum latency is sensitive 4n
or zo;



« Vertical(or horizontal) contour sections indicate re-
gions wherez; (or z») is the bottleneck of latency;

o Steep(or gradual) contour sections indicat€or
zp)-dominant regions: reducing;(or z2) a bit
trades for a bigger advance m(or z;) for fixed
min-max latency. These are the regions where the
degree distribution of the LT encoder could be finely
tuned for the two clusters to finish reception at the

same time.

Figures[B(@) and]3(p) show respectively the contour

— For non-uniform demand however diverse, the
max-min channel utilization is better th&a%;

o Cluster 1 is decoding while cluster 2 is not(Figure
&(b):

— Max-min channel utilization decreases with
increasingzs;

— The “lowest in the middle” phenomenon could
still be observed when, is small;

— The minimum channel utilization could drop
below 40%.

graphs of the outer bounds of the max-min channel o the results of maximizing the minimum through-
utilization when both sink clusters are decoding a”ﬂut we choose to show the outbounds of the optimal

when one cluster is decoding but the other is not.
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Drawn from the solution to Problerfi_{{12).

o The results are irrelevant to the channel quality;
« Both clusters are decoding (Figurg 3(a)):

— For uniform demanc: = z; = 25, channel
utilization is the same as the slope of the
outbound curve in the —r plot in [4]: lowest
asz approache8.5 and highest when is near

0orl.

solutions for z; = 2z under different channel and
decoding conditions in Figuifd 4.
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Fig. 4. Max-min throughput versus = 27 = z2 under various
channel conditions. Drawn from the solution to Probléml (14)

As shown in Figuré14

« The max-min throughput cannot go over the capac-
ity of the worse channel, as expected;

« The curves for both clusters decoding in different
channel conditions are almost parallel and similar
to the trend of the channel utilization, which is also
expected because of the uniform demand assumed
here;

o The curves for cluster 1 decoding and cluster 2 non-
decoding is always dropping with the growth gf
however, when the demand is not uniform, whgn
is small enough and; large enough, an increase
in throughput could still be observed;

o The distance between the outerbound max-min
throughput curves for one cluster decoding and
the other not becomes smaller as= z; = 29



grows larger, which implies the less sensitivity
of the optimized minimum throughput to channel
conditions wherr is larger.

Figure[3 shows the solution to Problef](16), mini- ‘ =
mizing the average latency.

« As shown in Figuré]5(&), on a perfect channel, even
when half of the output symbols are of degree-1, a
decoding sink may be able to decode 99% of all the
information symbols with an overhead of less than
16% of the size of the set of information symbols;

« As shown i p(d), as the portion of decoding cluster
increases from 0 to 1, the fraction of degree-1
output symbols in the optimized degree distribution
gracefully decreases from 1 to 0.
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B. Comparison of Performance (a) Minimum achievable latency of the decoding cluster
Table[] lists a comparison of the total number of  VS-P1 over perfect channel
transmitted symbols to fulfill the demands of two clusters £178,70, luster 1 decoding,cluster 2 nondecoding

—e—12,72,70.9, single stream

under four streaming schemes:

« Scheme AO: The source sends a single stream to all
sinks, minimizing max latency.

« Scheme Al: The source sends a single stream to all
sinks, minimizing latency of cluster 1.

o Scheme A2: The source sends a single stream to all
sinks, minimizing latency of cluster 2.

o Scheme Al12: The source sends two independent
streams to the clusters, each minimizing latency of
the targeted cluster.

——2,72,709, single stream
_— 21:22:0.99‘ single stream
—— 21:12:0.99‘ single stream

—0o— 21:22:0.9, separate streams

—4— zl=zz=0.99, separate streams

TABLE | - nyn
COMPARISON OFTOTAL NUMBER OF TRANSMITTED SYMBOLS (b) Minimum average latency and achievipg versus size
UNDER FOUR STREAMING SCHEMES of decoding clusterz; = z2.
€=, =0, cluster 1 decoding, cluster 2 nondecoding
(z1,c1,€1) Scheme AO Scheme Al S ———
(z2,c2,€2) | either total either total ool e—
cluster 1| (0.98,1,0) | 1.5634 | 1.5634 | 0.9914| oo T \
cluster 2| (0.72,0,0) | 1.5634 0 ’
cluster 1| (0.98,1,0) | 1.6220 | 1.6220 | 0.9914 | 1.9828 o7y
cluster 2| (0.63,1,0.5)| 1.6220 1.9828 06
(21,c1,€1) Scheme A2 Scheme A12 ~osl \
cluster 1| (0.98,1,0) | 3.9120 | 3.9120 | 0.9914 | 2.2644 :
cluster 2| (0.72,0,0) | 1.2730 1.2730 o4r
cluster 1| (0.98,1,0) | 1.9959 | 1.9959 | 0.9914 | 2.5696 03f
cluster 2| (0.63,1,0.5)| 1.5782 1.5782 ozl
0.1
Scheme A0 performs significantly better than Schemes o 06 0
Al, A2 and Al12 in terms of the total number of output 4
symbols transmitted by the source. (c) Minimum average latency contour graph for half-half

When considering average latency for multicasting decoding-non-decoding
to both decoding and non-decoding clusters on perfecth 5,
channels, however, it could be seen from Figfe]5(b)
that transmitting separately encoded streams on separate
channels(Scheme A12) is better than transmitting a sin-
gle stream(Scheme AO0).

Results for minimizing average latency, Problém) (16



VI. FINITE-LENGTH SIMULATION

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Figure [§(a) gives the simulated sample curves of In this work, we have investigated the performance of
information recovery versus latency when the decoding rateless codes for streaming from a single server to
cluster targets at recovering 80% of the input symbotiiverse users. The degree distributions of the LT-output
and the non-decoding cluster targets at recovering 40%ymbols have been optimized according to network pa-
The distribution of the latency till the two clustersrameters. The degree distribution optimization problems
achieve targeted information recovery is giveriJn p(bpave been formulated in the asymptotic regime and

The empirical average value tf is 1.0718, 2.3% greater
than the optimization result; = 1.0473, which is in
acceptable error range.
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Fig. 6. [(@Finite-length simulated time progress of infation recov-
ery for degree distributiolP (z) = 0.4878x +0.4878z* +0.0244x°,
optimized for min-max latency angy = 0.8, z2 = 0.4, €1 = e2 =0,
the number of information symbols being = 800. 5 simulation
instances plotted._(p)Empirical probability distributiof latency ¢,
and t, obtained from 100 samples; mean tgf is 1.0532, standard
deviation 0.0263; mean ofty is 1.0451, standard deviatioi).0443;
mean oftg = max{t1,t2} is 1.0718, standard deviation 0.0300.
Optimization results give that fo(z1,22) = (0.8,0.4), min-max
latency ist§ = 1.0473.

solved numerically, and simulations have been conducted
to confirm the usability of the asymptotic results as a
guideline for finite-length code design. The impact of
diversity in channel conditions, non-uniform demands
and coding methods of users on transmission latency,
channel utilization and throughput have also been shown
through the optimization results. As demonstrated in
Section[¥Y, following our scheme, the total bandwidth
consumption for satisfying diverse users is considerably
reduced compared to either sending separate streams for
different users or sending a stream that is optimized for
only one of the users.
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