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Abstract—In this paper, we consider the issue of throughput request (ARQ) protocols are out of the question for such
and packet drop rate (PDR) optimization as two performance gystems.
metrics for delay sensitive applications in network codedime di- Instead, block-based transmission schemes such as raptor
vision duplex (TDD) satellite systems with large round triptimes ’ . .
(RTT). We adopt random linear network coding (RLNC) under codes [D‘_] and random linear network coding (RLNC) [2] are
two different scenarios, feedback-less and with feedbackend our  More suitable for TDD systems with large RTT. RLNC refers
goal is to jointly optimize the mean throughputs and PDRs of to combining a block of\/ packets using random coefficients
users in the system. For this purpose, we propose a systen@ati from a finite field with diverse range of applicatiors [3]-
framework and start with formulating and optimizing these [18]. In aratelessbroadcast scenario using RLNC, the sender

performance metrics for the single-user case. This framew& - ) L
enables us to analytically compare the performance metricander then keeps transmitting different packet combinationd afit

different system parameters and settings. By comparing RLIE  receivers collectM linearly independent coded packets and
schemes under feedback-less and feedback scenarios forfeient  can hence obtain the block 81 original packets. This interval

RTTs, we show that the feedback-less schemes outperform thejs referred to as the completion time. A lower completion
schemes with feedback in TDD systems with large RTTs. Then, time signifies a higher data throughput. However, in delay

we extend the study of feedback-less RLNC schemes to the miult . L . .
user broadcast case. Here, we consider a number of different sensitive applications, the sender transmits a certainbeam

broadcast scenarios and optimize the system parameters duc Of RLNC packets for any given block of packets and then
that the best overall performance is achieved. Furthermorethe moves onto a new block. Undecoded packets will have to be

complicated interplay of the mean throughputs and PDRs of droppedat the receivers upon the start of a new block. The
different users with different packet erasure conditions n each following fundamental questions exist in TDD systems that
of the considered broadcast écenanos !S dISCuSSGC.i. . use RLNC: Whether should the receivers provide feedback
Index Terms—Network coding, Satellite communications, De- to the sender about their packet reception status? And if yes
lay sensitive applications, Time division duplex channels how often? Also can the sender utilize this precious feeklbac
to optimize the number of coded packet transmissions such
I. INTRODUCTION that the average t.hr.oughput is maximized or the packet drop
) _ ) rate (PDR) is minimized?
D ELIVERY of high data rate content with strict delay oy TDD systems using RLNC transmission scheme, the au-
requirements is a constant challenge in many wirelegys in [6] considered optimization of the feedback frazzye
communication systems. This is often due to multipath fading; 5 single-user case and then for the broadcast Case [ Th
and shadowing effects, which eventually manifest theneselvopjective was to minimize the completion time for deliveyin
in the form of packet erasures. An example is live video broag piock of M packets to all users in a rateless fashion. That
cast to a group of wireless users in packet erasure chann%I§.they did not consider a delivery deadline nor aimed to
Due to different erasure events at different users, theeenghinimize the PDR. Instead they assumed a priori that the
is faced with various packet demands at any given time agdnsmission is broken into rounds. At the end of each round
hence choosing packets for transmission is not a triviatenat feedpack should be provided from each user about the number
This task become_s pz_:\rtlcularly difficult in tlme_dlv_|5|onp1e|x of linearly independent coded packets still needed (reéeto
(TDD) systems with inherently large round trip times (RTT)as the remaining degrees of freedom or rDOF). Based on this
such as satellite networks. In this case, the sender aneéece,poF. the sender then decided about the number of coded
cannot transmit at the same time and providing feedback §gckets to transmit in the next round before waiting to tiste
the sender about the missing packets at each receiver canP@nother feedback. The number of coded packets for each
extremely costly. Consequently, traditional automatipe& pDOF were optimized such that the average completion time

was minimized.
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In this paper we consider a more general problem o broadcasting to multiple users in Section IV. Section V
two fronts. First, we wish to jointly maximize throughputprovides the numerical results. Finally, we conclude theepa
and minimize the PDR within the delay requirements of thia Section VI.
application and the imposed physical limitations of therote
such as RTT. This joint optimization is more desirable for
realizing high data rate delay sensitive wireless applicat II. SYsTEM MODEL

We note that there is a tradeoff between the two objectives. . .
The system model consists of a satellite sender and a set of

That is, for reducing PDR more coded packets of the same ) i
¢ P on-earth users. The sender is supposed to deliver a block of

block should be sent so that each receiver is more lik d K q f ” h
to decode before the deadline. However, this results in ifi dat@ packets, denoted byt = {z1,...,za}, to the users
{efore a specific delivery deadlir®g;. We assume each data

creasing the completion time. So the optimum solution is n ket is ind dentl ful to the uBeasd i q
trivial, especially when multiple users have different PBd packet IS independently usetul o the UuSeasd IS composed
of n information bits. Moreover, we assume the transmission

throughput requirements or experience different paclediee N
conditions. Second, for our joint optimization problem, de rate of the sender i& bits per second (bps).

not assume a priori whether feedback should be used or not "€ channels between the sender and the users are assumed
in the system. Instead, we consider both feedback-less 4A¢P® independent TDD channels (that is, nodes cannot trans-
feedback schemes in a unified systematic framework. Henfdt and receive at the same time) with packet error rates

comparison of the two schemes in terms of their throughp(ﬁER) of P;, 1 < 4 < N. In addition, it is assumed that

and PDR performance becomes possible under a varietyCgfnnels are subject to large and equal RTTs, denotef by
system parameters, such as the number of packets in a biddkS iS @ valid assumption in satellite communications &s th
packet erasure probability, feedback erasure probadRityT, distances between the satellite and the on-earth userargee |
delivery deadline, transmission rate, packet length, Rifigld ~ @nd almost equal. _ _

size, etc. We also consider both normal RLNC and systematicVioreover, the feedbacks, which are used to provide the
RLNC (SRLNC) [9], where in the latter all/ packets in a sender with the reception status of packets at the users,
block are first broadcast uncoded before switching to nornfl€ assumed to be composedof, bits and have erasure
RLNC transmission. Similar to the approach in][10] and tBrobability of 7, .

gain insights into the system performance, we first solve the

problem for the single-user case and then extend the asalysi ) )
to broadcasting to multiple users. A. Random Linear Network Coding (RLNC)

To assess the perfor_mance of the proposed schem_es, Wehroughout this paper we employ two different types of
compare our results with Round Robin (RR), as a simp{§ N normal RLNC 2] andsystematic RLNQO], [L1]

scheduling scheme, and also with an ideal SRLNC schenm [21], [22], which are referred to as RLNC and SRLNC
where we assume that immediate feedbacks about the re‘?‘é@ﬁectivély. ’ ’

tion status of each user are available at the sender. . .
The main contributions and findings of this paper ca 1) Coding: Inthe RLNC scheme, the sendej\zonlytransmlts

be summarized as follows. First, we propose a s stemaﬁoded packets, which are of the form = >_,,_, amkom.

¢ u K t'Z Vi ”W .t dl I’QI\_NNCpf pd | y i fe coding coefficients,,,;, are chosen randomly from a finite

ramework 1o analytically study or delay SensitiVie|y of sizeq (F,), and are sent along with packet's header

applications over TDD erasure channels. Then, employiag t d the linear combination of/ data packets. Therefore, a

proposed framework, we formulate the mean throughput an . '

PDR for RLNC and SRLNC schemes, and compare the‘ﬁeeOled packet is composed bf= 1 +n + My bits, wherel

) resents the number of bits allocated for the packet'ddrea
schemes “.”der feedbaf:k-less or feedback scenarios. Eurtn{ the number of bits for the linear combination of &Il data
more, the impact of different values of RTT and deliver

ackets, ang = log,q is the number of bits used to represent

deadline on the performance .Of these schemes is mvesil_ga fie randomly chosen coding coefficients for each data packet
We observe that for the practical values of RTT and delivery In the SRLNC scheme, in an initial transmission phase

deadline in satellite streaming applications, the feekibass : o -
: . referred to as theystematic phase of transmissjtime original
SRLNC scheme outperforms the other investigated schemes. . .
data packets are transmitted uncoded once. Then in the

Second, we highlight the trade-off between the mean threu S L
put and PDR and propose a joint optimization of these pgwrext phase of transmission, similar to RLNC, coded packets

formance metrics for the feedback-less broadcasting sebeni'© transmitted to the users.

Furthermore, we present various system design approacheg should be_noted that th? uncoded packets are composed
and demonstrate their effects on the performances of USQHU - }?4’" bits. However, in o_rder to have standard packet
with different packet erasure conditions. Finally, theiopm €Ngths in the system, we consider the length of both coded

transmission schemes in terms of RLNC design paramet8f uncoded packets to béits and refer to them, in general,
are obtained. asRLNC packetsn the rest of this paper.

The rest of this paper is organized as follow. In the next
section, we introduce our system model. Then in Section I1],"Examples of this can be found in some video streaming pristottat
. employ multiple description codind [19], where receivingyasubset of
the formulation of throuthm and PDR as the performanﬁﬁormaﬁon is useful at the user. More examples of suchesystare discussed
metrics for the single-user case is provided, and it is ael¢dn in [20].



2) Decoding: We start our explanation on the decodingised to update the rDOF for the next round of transmission.
with the following definition. It can be easily inferred that the duration of a round of

Definition 1: A received RLNC packet is said to providetransmission is lower bounded Hy..
one degree of freedom (DOFjo a user, if it is linearly  Unlike [6], where these transmission rounds were unlim-
independent from previously received packets. itedly repeated until the rDOF becomes zero, in our model

A user, in order to decode the origin®l data packets in a the existence of delivery deadline limits the number of gran
block, requires to collecd/ DOF. However, this may require mission rounds. For instance, if we considgg to be equal
more than)M transmissions of uncoded/coded RLNC packets 250 ms (i.e. a Geo-satellite system) afig to be equal to
as the packets are subject to erasures and also it is probabléms (i.e. live video streaming applications), then it is clea
that some received coded packets are not linearly indepénddat at most two transmission rounds are feasible. Thigdini
from previously received ones. number of transmission rounds in our model causes another

Definition 2: For each user, we define themaining DOF important distinction compared to the existing scheme# wit
(rDOF) at each time instance as the number of extra lineamyp delivery deadlin€ [6], as in our model the feedback after t
independent packets that are needed by that user to be ablén@ round of transmission isot usefuland thus, not required.
decode the entire set df/ data packets. It is clear that theThis can lead to a better performance by allowing the sender
rDOF is equal ta)/ at the beginning of the transmission, ando either start the transmission of the next block of packets
rDOF of zero means that the block 81 data packets can beseconds ahead in time or transmit more coded packets before
completely decoded. the deadline.

Having defined DOF and rDOF, it can be inferred that Inthis paper, we study two transmission scheres-round
any successful reception of uncoded packets in the systemandtwo-round in a unified systematic framew@KkThe one-
phase of the SRLNC scheme will reduce the rDOF by oneund scheme, as shown in FIg. 1(a), is in fact a feedback-
However, for the coded packets, the rDOF reduction with eatsss scheme, where for each block /f packets,N, > M
successful reception is not definite. The probability foe thRLNC packets are transmitted back-to-back. Once e
rDOF reduction upon successful reception of a coded pack#@nsmissions are completed, the transmission of the hestt b
is discussed next. of packets is started. In the two-round scheme, as depioted i

3) Effect of Field Sizg on the rDOF Reductionin most Fig.[(b), againV, > M RLNC packets are transmitted first,
of the existing works[[5]-H[7],[[11]5[14]T16]=[18] [ 121]22], then the sender waits for the feedback from the user to update
by assuming a very large field sizg the coded packets its rDOF, denoted by. In case the feedback is not received,
are considered to be always linearly independent. Howevéte sender assumes that the rDOF has remained unchanged,
this simplifying assumption is not always practical due toe. j = M. If j = 0, the next block will be transmitted.
the increased computational complexities of the decodifherwise,N; > j coded packets will be transmitted back-to-
operations[[10] and the amount of overhead imposed by largack in the second round, and then the sender switches to the
¢. The authors in[[8] were among the first to formulatgansmission of the next block of packets.
the effect of field sizeg in RLNC schemes by giving the The one- and two-round schemes both need to satisfy the
probability of rDOF reduction in terms of the current rDOFleadline requirement, i.e. the total transmission timeottd
and the size of;. This derivation on the effect of field sizeby T:.:, should not exceed the deadlifig, as illustrated in
was used in[[9],[[10],[15], and we utilize it here as well. ByFigs.[1(d) andll(e). Therefore, considering the propagatio
using the transition probability matrix introduced i [8}e delay of Z:= and the transmission times of an RLNC packet,
define P (z,y) as the probability that successful received Tr = 4, and a feedback packéfy, = “£*, we define feasible
coded packets ovéf, reduce the rDOF from: to y. transmission schemes as follows:

Definition 4: A one-round RLNC or SRLNC transmission
scheme with network coding (NC) parametais N, andq is
calledfeasiblewhen N, > M and T}, = N, Tp + L2t < Ty.

Here, we explain the transmission model for the single- Definition 5: A two-round RLNC or SRLNC transmission
user case, and extend it to the multi-user case in SeCtibn Btheme with NC parametedd, N,, N, (1 < j < M) andq is
The channel is considered to be TDD with large RTT. Thealledfeasibleif N, > M, N; > jandTyor = Tr1+Tr2 < Ty.

TDD nature of the channel forces the sender to stop itere,T,; andT,, represent the transmission times of the first
transmissions to be able to listen to the transmitted fedbaand second rounds and are equalN¢I'p + T, + T, and

from the user. Furthermore, large RTT makes the use ofTp + Lz, respectively.

feedback to be extremely costly. As a result, it is not always

beneficial for the sender to wait to listen to feedback aftehe C

single transmission. Hence similar {d [6], we assume that th” ) _
transmission is divided into a number of transmission reund 1 hroughout this paper, we consider two performance met-
rics, mean throughput and PDR, which will be denoted by

Definition 3: A round of transmissions characterized by E{n}f and P;, respectively. For a user, we defifign} as the

two stages, sendlng a number of RLNC paCketS baCk-m-ba(:kz’Although we consider up to two rounds of transmissions, caméwork

and then waiting for feedback. The number of RLNC packetsnh be extended to consider more rounds.
is predesigned for every rDOF value, and the feedback is theBE{ } represents the expectation operator.

B. Transmission Model

Performance Metrics
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Fig. 1. Block diagrams and transmission timelines for thglsi-user case one- and two-round SRLNC schemes and al¢dNISRcheme (#TXs stands for
the total number of transmissiognBy considering all theNs packets in (a) and (d) to be either coded or uncoded, the aiiagfor the one-round RLNC
and RR schemes will be obtained, respectively. ISRLNC andaRRexplained in Sectidn_ViA.

expected number of data bits correctly decoded by that uger One-round RLNC Scheme
per time unit before the deadline, aftd as the probability that 4 hgigering the sender is transmitting a feasible number

a packet is not decoded by that user before the deadlineelng? coded packetsv, for the transmission of a block aff

next section, we start with formulating these two metrics fQy,¢5 packets, two different states are possible at the end

the S|_ngle-us_er case, and then will extend it to the mumﬁusof each round,success statg S} and failure state {F}.
case in Section IV.

If the transmission of N, coded packet brings down the
user’s rDOF fromM/ to zero (i.e. a successful/complete one-
round transmission), the success state happens. Otherwise
the failure state happens (i.e. a failure/incomplete anaxd
transmission). The probabilities that each of these statesrs

In this section we focus on the single-user case. Befof@n be expressed as follows:
discussing vari_ous schemes, we _start With intro_ducing some [ Ps=P(M,0,N,) @)
common notations .and formulations, which will be used Pp=1-Pg=1—P(M,0,N,)
throughout this section. . _

We defineP(z, y, z) as the probability that transmission ofand the corresponding throughput values will be

IIl. M EAN THROUGHPUT ANDPDR FORMULATION-
SINGLE-USERCASE

=

z coded packets ovélf, reduces the rDOF from to y. Using _ Mn
P} (x,y) defined in Section [I-ABP(z,y, z) can be expressed n= { ZS B gwt 4)
=
as
. Now using [B) and[{4)E{n} and PDR can be defined as
z
Pags= 3 (Z)a-rrerreyn @ Y
w;y w ! E{W} :nSPS+77FPF: z P(MvoaNS) (5)

NTp +Tyt/2
where P, is the PER of the user.

For uncoded packets, we defid®, (M, m) as the proba- Pj=Pr=1—Ps=1-P(M,0,Ny) (6)
bility of receiving m uncoded data packets out 8f trans-

missions in the systematic phase of transmission as From ) and[(b), the trade-off between the mean throughput

and PDR, which is mostly affected by number of packets and
M M transmissions X/ and N,), can be concluded. For example to
Poys(M,m) = (m) (1-FP)"F, (2)  achieve a lower PDR for a constaif, sending more RLNC
packets, i.e. largeN, is required. This improve®s, but at
P,,s(M,m) is in fact the probability that the rDOF reduceshe cost of reducing)s, which may result in degradation of
by m after sendingl/ uncoded packets. E{n}.



Moreover, it could be inferred froni(5) andl (6) that in thall the possible states, we can derive their probabilities a
normal RLNC scheme, since th&/ required DOF are not follows:

received at the user in sta{d’}, regardless of the value of Ps=(1—P..,)P(M,0,N,)

rDOF, the whole block of\/ data packets should be dropped Pis=(1- Pfe ) P(M,j, Ny)P(j,0,N;)
without any contribution to the throughput. This motivates  p _ P‘j’F =(1- pefb)p(M’ 3, No)(1 = P(4,0,N;))
idea of using SRLNC, where in addition to sending coded P‘};FS - P, be(M,O,NS + Ny

packets, the original data packets are sent uncoded initta in PFF;F — Pe};b(l — P(M,0, N, + Nu))

phase of transmission. Since in Sectigh Il we have assumed (11)
that the information in each of th&/ packets in a block can ) -

be independently useful at the user, receiving even oneeof fi0r instancePrr s here represents the probability of a com-
M uncoded packets has its own contribution to improving trdete transmission following an undelivered feedback,clvhi
throughput and PDR. This will be taken into account in thi obtained by multiplying? ,, by the probability that rDOF

next subsection. reduces from)/ to zero with totalN, + N, transmissions.
The throughput values of the states can then be written as
ng = Mn
B. One-round SRLNC Scheme Tr1 Mn
n=19N N,s =NFrs =7, (12)
For a feasible one-round SRLNC scheme, sendig n,r =NrpF =0

RLNC packets will again lead to either a complete (rDOB) Thus, the mean throughpuE{n}, and the probability of

or incomplete (rDOE£ 0) transmission, as shown in FId. 2(a). : X
However, each of these two states can be further split int(Pngets being dropped, can be obtained as

number of sub-states, depending on the number of succlyssful M

received uncoded packets in the systematic phase of trans- E{n} = WSPS+(Z77j,SPj,S) +nrrsPrrs (13)
mission. Assuming that» uncoded packets are successfully j=1

received, the success and failure sub-states, denotéfl|by} M

(0 <m < M)and{F|m} (0 < m < M — 1), respectively, P, = (ZPJ;F) + Pppp (14)

happen with the following probabilities and throughputuesd

j=1

p_ Pgjyy = P(M —m,0, Ny — M) )
~ Ppjm=1—P(M —m,0,N, — M) D. Two-round SRLNC Scheme

This transmission scheme is in fact a combination of the
transmission schemes discussed in Secfions]ll-Bfand] IH-C

n= { NS|m = ;%ﬁ 8) the sense that it behaves similar to the one-round SRLNC in
NFim = T the first round and similar to the two-round RLNC, thereafter

Hence, for a feasible two-round SRLNC scheme, the possible
Hence, the_mean throughput for the one-round SRLNC sche@i§ias are similar to the ones defined in SedfionII-C, excep
can be defined as that we also take into account their dependence on the number

M of successfully received uncoded data packetsFig. [2(b)
E{n} = Z Pys(M,m) {WS|mPS\m + NEjm Prim (9) shows a special case of this scheme with, = 0. Thus, the
m=0 probabilities of the possible states can be expressed as
where Ppjy; = 0 is used here. Moreover, the PDR can be Pgjy = (1 = Py, )P(M —m, 0, Ny — M)
written as P; gjm = (1 = Pey, )P(M —m, j,Ns — M)
X P(], 0, NJ)
P 71\427:113 (M )P M—m (10) P = Pj,F|m:(1_Pefb)P(]\/[_majaNs_M)
e % (1— P(j,0,N;))
" Prpsim = Pey, P(M —m,0, Ny + Ny — M)
Ppp pim = Pe;,(1 = P(M —m,0, Ny + Ny — M))

C. Two-round RLNC Scheme (15)

Following a similar approach as in Secti¢nsTll-A dnd Tll-BAs an examplep; x|, here represents the conditional prob-
a feasible two-round RLNC scheme might be completed aftability of an incomplete transmission with> 0 rDOF after
the first round, which is denoted by stdt§}, or be completed the first round, givemn successfully received uncoded packets
or remain incomplete after the second round, which is dehotie the initial phase of transmission. Three terms are ireolv
by states{j, S} or {j, F'}, respectively. Herej, 1 < j < M, in this probability. The first term shows the probability of
represents the rDOF after the first round of transmission. Waccessfully receiving the feedback. The second term is the
also consider two additional states corresponding to time- coprobability that the remainingvs — M transmissions in the
plete and incomplete transmissions following an undedider first round can bring down the rDOF from/ — m to j, and
feedback (feedback failure or FF for short). We denote thete last term is the probability thaV; transmissions in the
states by{ F'F, S} and{ F'F, F'}, respectively. Having defined second round cannot bring down the rDOF to zero.



P(M —m,0,Ns — M)

P(M —m,0,N, — M) P(M —m,j, Ny — M)

1—P(M —m,0,Ns — M) P(5,0,N;)

M uncoded TXs ~ Ns — M coded TXs
1!
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(a) One-round SRLNC scheme (b) Two-round SRLNC scheme

Fig. 2. State transition diagrams for SRLNC schemes (TXsinaission). States represent the rDOF. We consiter = 0 in (b).

The throughput values for the above-mentioned states adiacrepancy in the NC design parameters. While this general

be written as framework can be exploited to investigate the effect of any
NS m = 1%4711 of the channel-enforced and application-enforced pararset
_ } . _ Mn we only investigate the effect of RTT and the deadline, i.e
n= M3,8|m = NFF,S|m = Trot (16) . .
N Flm = NPF,plm = A T,; andT,. The approach will be exp.Ia_med for the one-round
J Ttot and two-round RLNC schemes, but it is valid for the SRLNC
From [I5) and[{16)E{n} and P, can be expressed as schemes as well.
M Considering Definitiong14 andl 5, the minimum delivery
E{n} = Z Pyys(M,m) |:nS|mPS|m deadlines that the one-round and two-round RLNC schemes
m=0 can meet for a fixed RTT arfy; = MTp + Tgf and
M T2 = 2MTp + 3T2” + Ty, respectively, where for both
+ (an,S\ij,sm + 77j.,F|ij.,F|m) schemes, we have sat, to be equal taV/. Moreover, for the
Jj=1 two-round scheme, we have considered the worst case seenari
n p n p (17) where the rDOF r_ezmainM after the first round.. Hence, the
IFF.S|msFF,S|m T NFFFlmt FF,Flm number of transmissions in the second rou¥igy is also set

Me_ml, M to be equal taV/.

P; = Z Pyys(M,m) % [( Pj7F|m) +PFF7Fm] It is clear that serving an application with the delivery
j=1 deadline requirement of smaller thdp; is impossible. Also,
(18) for Ty, < T; < Tg, only one-round scheme is feasible.

It is worth noting thatP; »(»; and Prp, (5 are assumed zero Therefore, in order to compare these two schemes, we focus

here, since these states do not happen. on cases witil;; > T2, where both schemes are feasible.
In order to compare these schemes for such values of
E. One-round versus Two-round Schemes delivery deadlind’;, we jointly optimize the performance met-

Having obtained the performance metrics for the one-rou iG> L.e.E{y} and P‘i' for our proposed sch_eme_s. '_I'herefore,
and two-round schemes, now our goal is to find the be s problem falls in the category of multi-objective (more

scheme among them for the values@f corresponding to fsﬂfc'f.'ca”]}/’ b"O?JeCtr']VG) optlmlz;tlom3E(525R]L§rglkteshthe
satellite transmissions. ollowing forms for the one- and two-roun schemes,

With a closer look at the derived equations f©f»} and respectively:
Py, in_ @) to (13), it can be seen thf_;lt a number of parameters one-round scheme: max [E{n}, — 2] (19)
play important roles in these equations. These parameders c N
be categorized into three groups: channel-enforced padeasye two-round schem?\:[ max [E{n},—P4  (20)
1y dVM,4iVs

P., P.,, andT,; application-enforced parameters, h, n s,

R and Ty; and NC design parameterg, M, N, and N;, Itshould be noted that/ andq are also among the NC design

j = 1,...,M. All of these parameters are common betwegparameters, but we consider them to have fixed values here

the one-round and two-round schemes, except for the numbsd will discuss their effect on the system performance late

of transmissions in the second round, which is not defined in SectionV-F.

for the one-round schemes. Due to this difference betweenAs mentioned earlier, the solution to the optimization prob

the NC design parameters, the comparison of these schemeess in [19) and[(20) can denote a feasible transmission

becomes far from trivial. scheme if the conditions in Definitioh$ 4 ahd 5 are satisfied.
Therefore, by considering both performance metrics coNow, among all feasible transmission schemes, a solution fo

currently, here we propose a framework that is capable eich of the problems if_(9) and{20) is callegtimal, if

not only finding the best one-round and two-round tran#-can maximize both of the objectives, i.E{n} and —P;,

mission schemes, but also comparing them regardless of iraultaneously. However, as explained in Seckion Ill-Aeréh



is a trade-off between these two objectives and as aresahi, s Now, from a system design perspective, we are interested

optimal solutions do not exist for these problems. Thersforin finding an appropriate operating point for the entire eyst

in order to solve the optimization problems, we propose #s mentioned earlier, a single optimal solution that maxesi

find Pareto optimalsolutions [23]. E{n} and at the same time minimizeB,; does not exist.
Definition 6: A feasible solution is said to be Rareto Furthermore, we will later show in Sectign -C that Pareto

optimalsolution, if no other feasible solution with largéfn} optimal solutions provide a trade-off, not only between the

and smallerP, exists. It is worth noting that a Pareto optimaperformance metrics of each user, but also among the perfor-

solution forms one Pareto optimal point in thisjective space mance metrics of all users. Therefore, to obtain one opeyati

i.e. the diagram of{n} versusP;. point, some constraints should be imposed on the perforenanc
In fact, for comparing the one-round and two-roundhetrics of the users. This is what we refer to as the required

schemes, because a single optimal solution does not exst,quality of service (QoS)Hence, having a predefined QoS

obtain and compare the Pareto optimal solutions. requirement, we form the optimization problem and obtae th
There are various methods [23]=[25] to obtain the PareMC design parametersy,, M andg, such that the system’s

optimal solutions. One simple bwxhaustiveapproach is to operating point is optimized according to the required QUS.

calculateE{n} and P, for all feasible values of: and then choose to put the constrains on the PDRs and opt to maximize

select all the Pareto optimal solutions among them based the throughputs. Thus, the general form of this problem can

Definition[@. This is possible for the one-round schemé&in),(19e written as

since there is only one variabléy,, with limited possible

valueH. However, this approach may not be computationally NIB%(ZF(E{m}, L E{nw})

efﬂment for the two-round sgheme in(20), QUe to the r_lumber subject toG(Py, .-+ , Pay) < P, (22)

of variables. Another possible approach is to combine the

two objectives to relax the bi-objective problem into a #ag F'(-) andG(-) functions, along with some practical broadcast-

objective problem. The most common technique to do thisg scenarios are discussed in the following subsection.

is the weighted summethod [24]. By using this method, the

problem in [2D) can be rewritten as _ _ _ _ o
A. Broadcasting Scenarios with Various QoS Criteria

N RN, {AE{n} — (1= A)Fa} (21) 1) Scenario |, Maximizing{n} of a Single User Subject

)t(]o a Constraint on its PDRin this scenario, we investigate
desirable value of\, 0 < X\ < 1, will give a Pareto optimal ow designing the system based on the QoS reqw_re_ment of a
ingle user can affect the performance of the remainingsuser

solution. Therefore, we are able to obtain as many Par R o : :
optimal solutions as required by solvifg21) for varioukies erefore, considering to_be the index of the user of interest,
F(-) andG(-) can be defined as

of \. Details on solving[(21) are provided in Append} A.
We also show through an example how this weighted sum F(E{m}, - E{nn}) = E{m} (23)
approach is computationally more efficient than the exfaist G(Pa,--  Puy) =P (24)
approach. Therefore, we employ the exhaustive and weighted distttatdy i
sum methods to obtain the Pareto optimal solutions in the one 2y scenario 11, Maximizing the Mean of Usei&{5} Sub-

round and two-round schemes, respectively. Then we comp@ig to Constraints on PDR of all Usersn this scenario, it
these schemes by observing the resulting Pareto optimaisois required that PDRs of all users do not exceed a predefined
in the objective space. _ _ ~ threshold and at the same time the mé&fy} of users is

As will be shown later in Sectidn VAC, for satellite applicamaximized. It can be easily inferred that if the PDR constrai
tions with large RTTs, which are the target of this paper, thg satisfied for the user with the worst PER, it will be satisfie

one-round schemes result in superior performances compag; rest of the users as well. Thus, we can defineflig and
to their two-round counterparts. Therefore, we focus on the.) functions in [22) as

one-round schemes for the rest of this paper.

It is shown in [25] that solving the above problem for an

IV. MEAN THROUGHPUT ANDPDR FORMULATION-
MULTI-USERCASE

FE(m}, E}) = 5 S EB0m) @5)

G(P4,, -+ ,Piy) =Py, ; 1" =argmaxP,, (26)

In this section, we extend our study from the single-user !

case to a multi-user broadcast case. We considesers with ~ 3) Scenario 1ll, Maximizing the Mean of User&{n}
independent erasure channels. Here, for any set of pareanet8ubject to a Constraint on the Mean PDRu this scenario, it
E{n} and P; of each user for the one-round RLNC ands required that the medh{n} of users be maximized, while
SRLNC schemes can be computed by usfdg (5) &hd (6), aiheé mean PDR is lower than a predefined threshold. Therefore,
@ and [ID), respectively. We denote the performance osetriF () can be similarly defined by (25) ar@(-) takes the form

of the i-th user byE{n;} and P,;,.

N
1
4The conditions in Definitiol]4 provide an upper- and a lowewid for G(Pdlv o ’PdN) = N Z Fq, (27)
Ns. i=1



4) Scenario IV, Maximizing the Mean of UserE{n} The existence of feedbacks in this scheme makes it a bit
Subject to a Constraint on the Geometric Mean PD&& we different to the proposed one-round RLNC, SRLNC, as well
will see in Sectiorl V, the PDR of users with different PERas RR schemes. In those schemes, exa¥tytransmissions
take values from a wide range (e.g. from—'° to nearly were carried out before moving to the next block, whereas in
1). Hence, the arithmetic mean, presented[id (27), has méB&RLNC, it is possible that the sender moves to the next block
tendency toward the higher values of PDR. To overcome thigfore completing exactli¥, transmissions. In fact, the sender
problem, we propose to use the geometric mean instead. Thusnsmits)M uncoded packets andl; — M coded packets for a
the definition in[2b) is still valid forZ’(-), however, we define block of M data packets, unless all users gétDOF earlier.

G(-) as Similar to RLNC and SRLNC schemes, a feasible ISRLNC
N scheme should satisti¥, > M and N,Tp, + L+ < T,.
G(Py,, -+, Pyy) = H(pd YUN (28) Details on the formulations d&{»n} and P, for this scheme
17 ) N i

are provided in Appendik]C.

=1

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS
B. Parameters Values

In this section, we present the numerical results. Resuilts w . . o
. . . . . . Throughout this section, we set the transmission rate of the
be discussed in three main parts. First, we consider thdaesmgS . . o
enderR = 5 Mbps, the number of information bits in a

user case and present our results on comparing one-round ah - L a
two-round schemes for various,; and 7T,; values. Second, packetn = 10000, the number_ofb|t5 in a feedbael¢, = 100
. and the number of header bits= 80. Moreover, the RTT,
we focus on the one-round schemes for the single-user ¢ s«le : ) :
. . : . . delivery deadline, number of packets and field size are set
with large RTTs. Finally, we consider broadcasting to nmlsti 10
. tc% T, = 250 ms, Ty = 450 ms, M = 10 and ¢ = 2'°,
users and provide the results for the one-round schemes with . :
. respectively, unless stated otherwise. Other paramei#risen
large RTTs. In the second and third parts, we compare Ourec'f'ed hen required
results with two other schemes, namely round robin (RRR) [§P med w quired.
and idealistic SRLNC (ISRLNC). To show the merit of the
proposed NC schemes, RR is chosen as a sample of traditiadDalOne-round Schemes versus Two-round Schemes- Single-

scheduling techniques without the need of feedback. Furtheser Case

more, as our benchmark for optimum achievable performancqn this section, we compare the performance of the proposed

ththe p.roposgd SF;LN(jC;scEgme,we ha(\j/e CobnSiderﬁdtl)ISRLhﬁcé‘ﬁée-round and two-round schemes for the single-user case.
where Immediate feedback is assumed to be available at consider the packet and feedback erasure probabilities

sender about the reception status of the users. This is 8te k? be P. — 01 and P

. e, = 0. Moreover, we assume
performance that can be achieved by the proposed SRL%Q_ee RTT values ofl0, 58’ and 250 ms, and compare the

scheme. T_hese two comparison schemes are described ne)étrgbosed schemes for various values of deadline=or each

more detail. set of {T,+,Tq}, all the Pareto optimal points for the one-
round schemes, an8b0 Pareto optimal points for the two-

A. Comparison Schemes round schemes (by solvin§ (21) f860 different values of

1) Round Robin (RR):In the RR scheme, the sendep\) are obtained. The results are shown in . 3. The main
transmits each block af/ data packets exactlif > 0 times, observations can be summarized as follows:
i.e. the total number of transmissions A& = K M. Then, « By comparing Figs[]3(a) withl3(b) and also Fii$. 3(c)
it moves to the next block and repeats the same process. with[3(d), we see that increasifag allows larger number
For this transmission scheme to be feasible, we consider of transmissions, and as a result lower PDRs could be
the system constraint on the delivery deadline. Therefore, achieved.
Tior = NsTpqu% < T, should be satisfied, wheflg>, = % o By comparing cases with different RTTSs, it is shown that,
is the transmission time of an uncoded packet. as expected, the mean throughput is inversely affected by
Similar to one-round RLNC and SRLNC schemes, this the value of RTTZ,,.
scheme uses no feedback. Therefore, RR scheme will be simis For T;., = 10 ms, the value ofl; = T;» = 56 ms in

lar for both single-user and multi-user cases. The forrarat Fig.[3(a) is the minimum possible deadline that the two-
of the performance metrics for this scheme are provided in round scheme can meet (in the worst case scenario). As
Appendix[B. the results suggest, based on the required PDR{at},

2) Idealistic SRLNC (ISRLNC)n the ISRLNC scheme, as either of the one- or two-round schemes could outperform
shown in Figs[L(c) and 1(f), we consider that inmediate feed the other one. By considering larger deadlingsas in
backs about the rDOF of all users are available at the sender Fig.[3(b), two-round schemes are almost always superior
after each transmission. Also, to obtain the absolute best to the one-round schemes.
achievable performance, the effect of field sizés ignored o ForT,, = 50 ms, except for very small required PDR in
and it is assumed that any/ coded packets are sufficient Fig.[3(d), one-round schemes work better than the two-
to decode the whole block of/ packets. Furthermore, we round counterparts.
ignore the extra required bits for the transmission of cgdin « In Fig.[3(e), forZ,; = 250 ms, it can be seen that even
coefficients and assunig» = Tp,. for the relatively large delivery deadline @f; = 450 ms,
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Fig. 3. Mean throughput versus PDR for the one- and two-rdRbNC and SRLNC schemes. Each point corresponds to a set igihdearameter(s) Vs }
for the one-round and N;, N} for the two-round schemes.

still one-round schemes have superior performances over 0‘7M

two-round schemes. of T .,
« In Figs.[3(c) and13(e), we chosE; in a way that the il

total allowed number of transmissions in the two-round

schemes will be equal to those in Fig$. 3(b) &md 3(d), £

respectively. The observed outcome is that the minimum §

achievable PDR in Figdl3(b) ard 3(c), and also in

Figs.[3(d) and13(e) are equal for the two-round schemes. 0o} |74 SRING, P =0.01 -4 -RINC, P = 0.01 v
« In all cases, we observed that the SRLNC schemes are ::iigﬁ iﬂfg'; - ﬁgg ?fg‘; \

always superior to their RLNC counterparts. 01| e srINC. P, 05 e _RLNC. P, o5 1
Note that for the results presented in Fid. 3, we have 0— — — — 5”

consideredV/, ¢, R, P., P.,,, n andh to be fixed. Therefore, 10 o o 10 10

we cannot indicate which of the one-round or the two-round

schemes results in a better performance in general. HoyeWé:. 4. Mean throughput versus PDR for RLNC and SRLNC schefoes
under the considered parameters, we can give a rule of thufifj different values of PER

that if 7., < MTp and T, allows around2M ~ 3M

transmissions in the two-round schemes, then they workbett =~ ) . .
than the one-round ones. However, whép is relatively specified in Sectioh V3B, Fid.]4 depicts the mean throughput

large compared taV/Tp, then the one-round schemes will/Ersus PDR fo_r SR_LNC anq RI_‘NC schemes by showing_ al
outperform the two-round ones, especially for practicaliea € feasible points in the objective space. Furthermoige[¥i

of PDR, ranging fromi0—3 to 10~°. For instance, in Fig3(e) illustrates the mean throughput and the PDR ver&ysfor
with T; — 950 ms andTp — 2 ms, to deliverdl — 10 data SRLNC, RR and ISRLNC schemes. Our observations are as

packets, the one-round schemes can blindly se2id more follows:
coded packets than the two-round ones, which clarifies whye Similar to Fig[3, Fig[¥% reveals that SRLNC scheme pro-
they result in far better performances. vides a better performance compared to RLNC scheme.
Thus, in the rest of this section, we will mainly focus on
) the SRLNC scheme.

D. One-round RLNC and SRLNC Schemes- Single-user Case In Fig.[B(a), depending on the value of PER, increasing
In this section, we provide further results on the per- the number of transmission®/y; can result in either
formance of the proposed one-round transmission schemes one or two phases in the mean throughput performance.
described in Sectiois TIIHA ard 1[iB, and compare them with  For P, = 0.01, there exists only one phase, where
the performance of RR and ISRLNC schemes described in SRLNC and RR performances decrease steadily, and that
Section\V-A and Appendicds]B afid C. Using the parameters of ISRLNC remains constant. In fact, because of the small
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PER, N, = 10 is enough for delivering all/ = 10 data [0.01,0.1,0.3,0.5]. We further consider that the ratios of the
packets with high probability, and increasing the value afumber of users belonging to these four values of PER (i.e.
N, has no advantage in terms of the mean throughpéur classes) divided by the total number of users are equal
For P. = 0.3, in an initial phase until a peak is reachedto N = [0.3,0.4,0.2,0.1], respectively. It is worth noting that
the mean throughput increases for all SRLNC, RR, arkthowing N is in fact enough for the calculation df(-) and
ISRLNC schemes. After that, further increaseNafleads G(+) in all the considered scenarios for the SRLNC scheme,
to a similar result as for cases wifh, = 0.01. and also RR scheme, as the performance metrics for each user
Considering the achieved mean throughput in Elg. 5(ae independent ofV. However for the ISRLNC scheme, as
for large values ofN,, the SRLNC graphs converge toshown in the AppendikIC}V is involved in the calculations of
the common value o% In fact, by increasing performance metrics of each user. Thus in Sedtion V-G, when
the value of Ny, the probab|I|ty of successfully decodingcomparing the results with the ISRLNC schemé,needs to
M data packets approaches one and thus the mdmnspecified too.
throughput is only affected byv,. For the RR scheme, To solve [22), a threshold of(-) is required. We choose
the common valu% is slightly higher, as two values ofl0~3 and 10~ for the thresholdP,;, and find
Tp, < Tp is used instead of’». For the ISRLNC the optimum values ofV, that maximizeF'(-) in any of the
scheme, the mean throughput never degrades with four scenarios. In Scenario |, thiser of interests considered
creasing the number of transmissions. This is the to be among the users in the class with= 0.01.
result of having immediate feedbacks available at the The results are presented in Table I, where in addition to
sender, which prevents the sender from any unnecesstuy optimum values oiV,, the meari£{n} (denoted byE{n}
transmission. and obtained by[{25)) and mean PDR (denotedyand
The graphs in Fig15(b) show that the PDRs improve asbtained by [(27) and (28)) are also shown. Comparing the
N, increases. It is also observed that for all the studigdsults of these scenarios and using Fids. 5(a)[and 5(b), we
schemes, PDRs are upper-bounded by the PERs. Thear conclude that Scenarios | and Il are in fact two extreme
maximum PDR values occur &, = M, and can be cases, as the performances in Scenario | are mostly in the
easily calculated by using_(10L._(B.5) &r (C.6). favor of users with low PER and those in Scenario Il are
Results in Figd4 arld 5 also show the trade-off betweemostly in the favor of users with high PERs. For instance, in
E{n} and P, for users with different PERs. Joint inter-Scenario | withP,, = 1075, Ny = 14 will maximize E{n}
pretation of the results in Figkl 5(a) alid 5(b) reveals tlier the user of interestand thus for all users witf., = 0.01).
impact of N on the performance of users with differenHowever, this will sacrifice th&{n} of users with high PERs
PERs. This will be discussed in more detail in the nexe.g. P. = 0.3 and P. = 0.5), and the PDR of other users
subsections. are higher thanP,;, = 107%. On the other hand, choosing
N, = 37 in Scenario Il will guarantee the PDR to be smaller
than 103 for all users, but this is achieved with very large

E. One-round SRLNC Scheme- Multi-user Case margin for users with small values of PER. In fact, this is not

In

this section, we discuss the broadcasting of a block désirable for these users as their throughputs are sadrifice

M = 10 data packets taV users employing SRLNC scheme Considering the results for Scenarios IIl and IV, it can be

with
in S
whe

fixed field sizeq = 2'°, through the scenarios describegeen that we have moved from the extreme cases to more
ection[IV-A. We assume four different classes of usersitermediate cases. In Scenario Ill, where we have employed
re each class has one of the fixed PER valueg.of the arithmetic mean of the performance metrics, it can be see
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TABLE |
OPTIMUM VALUE OF Ng, ALONG WITH THE ARITHMETIC MEAN OF USERS E{n} AND P; FOR BROADCASTING SCENARIOSIN SCENARIO IV, THE
GEOMETRIC MEANS ARE ALSO PROVIDED IN PARENTHESES

Py, =103 Py, =106
Scenario | Nj E{n} Py N E{n} Py
I 11 5.88 x 10° 0.135 14 5.97 x 10° 0.088
I 37 5 x 10° 1x10~4 52 4.33 x 10° 9x 108
I} 32 5.26 x 10° 7x 1074 48 4.49 x 10° 6 x 1077
v 15 598 x 105 0.071 (9x107%) | 18 5.94x 10> 0.041 (4 x 1077)

that still the performances of the users with higher PER# lim
the performances of other users. This is due to the fact that
their PDRs are at least)? times higher than those of other
users (forN, = 32), and therefore they have the dominant
effect on the arithmetic mean. This effect has become less
dominant in Scenario IV by using the geometric mean of the
PDR.

Another clear conclusion from the results in TaBle | (and
also in Figs[b(a) and 5(b)) is the trade-off between the mean L T o Gl UL N S
throughput and PDR. This trade-off is not only between the L _‘:
two performance metrics of one user, but also among the - ‘ ‘ ‘
performance metrics of all users. Hence, the choice of the 2! 2! 2; e 210 2 210
operating point (i.eN,, here) affects the performance of each weased
user and also the overall performance of the system.

—A— Sce. III, Py, = 1073 ||
- v -Sce. IIL, Py, = 107°
—e—Sce. IV, P = 1073 ||
-8 -Sce. IV, Py, = 1076

Mean E{n} (Mbps)

Fig. 6. Optimum mear{n} versus field size;

F. One-round SRLNC Scheme- Broadcasting with Varidble

and g The final observation is the effect of field sige which is

also highlighted in Fig[]6. It can be seen that increasing the
So far in this paper, we have considered the number fé|d size does not necessarily lead to a better performance.

packets in a block) and the field sizeg, to be fixed. |n fact, choosing very large in order to increase the proba-

However, in this Section, we also take into account the Effqg“ty of having |inear|y independent RLNC packetsi n0ty)n|

of M andg on the optimization of the performance metric§mposes extra computational load for decoding of the packet

mean throughput and PDR. Considering variableandg, the to the users, but also results in extra overhead for sentiimg t

packet lengthi will also be variable, and as a result, the valugoding coefficients. This extra overhead degrades the mean

of PER will vary depending on the number of bits in a packehroughput performance. Hence, instead of choosing veggla

In order to form a unified framework for the comparison ofalues forg, a more beneficial approach is to include it in the

different schemes against different values\éfandg, similar  optimization of NC design parameters. This can potentially

to [6], we consider a fixed bit error rate (BER), denoted byjve rise to selecting practical values fgr as presented in
P.,,., and calculate the PER for every/ and g by using Taple[l.
P.=1-(1-P.,.,)". Here, we consider four different classes
of users with BERs ofP,,,, = [1076,107°,5 x 1075, 1074], ) ) ) ,
and assume that the normalized number of users having thEseComparing One-round Schemes- Broadcasting with Vari-
BERs areN = [0.3,0.4,0.2,0.1], respectively. able M and ¢

We focus only on the last two scenarios in Secfion Iv-A, In this subsection, we compare the broadcasting perfor-
where the goal was to maximize the méafy;} with a con- mance of SRLNC scheme with ISRLNC and RR schemes. We
straint on the arithmetic or geometric mean of PDR. We repeainsider the same scenarios and parameters as in the @eviou
the process in the previous subsection for different vahfes subsection and provide the results fay, = 10~2. We set the
M andg and find the optimum transmission scheme amorgmber of users to b& = 10. The results showinf{n} and
all feasible transmission schemes. The results are pexber®DR for users with different BERs are depicted in . 7.
in Table[Il. Our first observation is the trade-off betweea th The first observation is that the performance of the SRLNC
mean throughput and PDR. For instance, providing a lowervery close to that of the ISRLNC scheme for both Scenarios
arithmetic or geometric mean PDR &%, = 107% leads to a Il and IV. It is interesting that optimization of the design
smaller mearE{n} compared to the case with; = 10~3. parameters of a feedback-less scheme results in perfoemanc
It is also observed that there exists a direct relation betweclose to those of an idealistic scheme with immediate feed-
M and the mean throughput values. However,cannot be backs.
chosen arbitrarily large as satisfying the required QoS et w By comparing the SRLNC and RR schemes, it can be
as the delivery deadline limit its value. observed that the throughput performance of SRLNC scheme
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TABLE Il
OPTIMUM SRLNCDESIGN PARAMETERS AND THE ARITHMETIC MEAN OF USERS E{n} AND P; FOR BROADCASTINGSCENARIOSIII AND IV. IN
SCENARIO |V, THE GEOMETRIC MEANS ARE ALSO PROVIDED IN PARENTHESES

Py, =103 Py, =106
Scenario| {M, N, ¢} E{n} Py {M, Ns, q} E{n} Py
11} {44,158,8} 9.8 x 10° 9.6 x 104 {33,159,8} 7.4 x 10° 8.6 x 107
v {142,156,4} 2.7 x 105  0.173 (9.3 x 10~%) | {133,155,8} 2.6 x 105  0.149 (7.7 x 10~7)
3.5 T T T 0.7 T T T T
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Fig. 7. Comparison of the performance metrics for broadugsicenarios. For Scenarios Il and IV, the obtained depagameters aréM, N} = {14,154}
and{M, N,} = {53,159} for the RR scheme, anfiM/, N} = {52,161} and{M, Ns} = {151, 161} for the ISRLNC scheme, respectively. The design
variables for SRLNC scheme were presented in Table II.

is much better than that of the RR scheme for all classeswith TDD erasure channels and large RTTs. Here, we pro-
users in both scenarios. However, for Scenario 1V, this @mposed a systematic framework to analytically study the mean
at the cost of higher PDR in SRLNC compared to RR scherntt@oughout and PDR of users, as well as their interactions
for some classes of users. This is due to the fact the very smailder various system parameters and settings. Using the
values of SRLNC’s PDR for users witR.,,, = 10~¢ allow proposed framework, the impact of feedback on the perfor-
choosing larger values aff in SRLNC compared to RR for mance of the network coded systems under different RTTs
maximizing the meai£{n}, while satisfying the constraint onand delivery deadline requirements was investigated. & th
the geometric mean of PDR. end, we compared the feedback-less schemes and schemes

Having a closer look at the design parameters in Table Il amdth feedback under the proposed unified framework, and
also those used in Fifl] 7, it can be verified that the deadlinbserved that for systems with large RTTs, the feedback-
requirement in each case is met with a very small or even fess NC schemes provide better performances, in terms of
margin. In other words, the available time resources are rnihe mean throughput and PDR. Furthermore, we investigated
wasted as the transmission schemes are optimized for the tles mean throughput and PDR of feedback-less NC schemes
performance by exploiting them completely. This confirmes thfor a single-user case and highlighted the trade-off betwee
recommendation for the number of packets per block propogbése two performance metrics. Then, we extended our study
in [13]. to broadcasting to multiple users. We considered four wiffe

The final observation is the difference between the perfdsroadcasting scenarios and for each of them obtained thie bes
mances in Scenarios Il and IV. It can be seen that in Scenaniansmission scheme in terms of NC design parameters (i.e.
I, all users with different BERs achieve an almost similathe number of packets per block, the number of transmissions
mean throughpdE{n} with a reasonably low PDR, whereas infor each block and the field size). Finally, we compared the
Scenario IV, the users with lower BERs are serviced with mugnoposed feedback-less NC schemes with an ideal NC scheme,
better throughputs and PDRs compared to those with higlvenere immediate feedback about the reception status of each
BERs. This is the trade-off caused by the type of required Qa@Ser was available at the sender. It was observed that by usin

and is decided based on the application. the obtained optimized NC parameters for the feedback-less
scheme, a performance very close to the ideal scheme can be
VI. CONCLUSION achieved.

APPENDIXA

In this paper, the problem of joint optimization of mean PARETO OPTIMAL SOLUTIONS

throughput and PDR in network coded (NC) systems for
applications with strict delivery deadline requirementasw  This appendix provides details on solving the optimization
studied. We employed RLNC and targeted satellite systemoblem in [21), wheré&{n} and PDR are given if{13) and
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(I4). Having a closer look at these two equations, we cdinen, the probability of receiving: out of M packets, after

rewrite them in the following forms: sending the block for< times will be
M
M —m
BUd = AN+ AW A P (3 )Prsim (- P @2)

j=1

M In fact, this is the probability that the throughput takee th

Py=_ Bj(N.,N;) (A.2) value of
j=1 mn

where functionsAy(-), A,(-) and B;(-) can be obtained KMTp, +Tre/2
by replacing the throughputs and probabilities [in](13) and Thus, the performance metrics can be obtained as follow:

(@4) with their corresponding values ih_{11) afdl(12). As a B,
result, [21) can be rewritten as E{n} = Z P k) K¢ (B.4)
m=1
max {)\AO(NS) M-1 M—m
M Py = meu( i (B.5)
. N — (1 — . . m=0
2 mee (AN, N5) = (1= 0B, (N Nj)} |
7= (A3) APPENDIXC
' PERFORMANCEMETRICS FOR THEIDEALISTIC SRLNC

where we have assumed a constanand feasible sets of (ISRLNC) SCHEME
{1, .o; Nag, N} In this appendix, we obtain the performance metrics of the

The solution to the above problem can be obtained §$RINC scheme for each user for various values\af We
M two-d|menS|0n_aI searches over valuesof ?‘”d Nj. To  start with N, > M and later will also provide the formulation
compare the required computations of exhaustive and wasdghtq, N, = M.
sum methods for the two-round RLNC, we consider eachas explained before, based on the immediate feedbacks
design variable to take on averalgdlfferentvalues depending from the users, if all users receivi/ DOF after exactly
on Ty and Ty In the exhaustive methodi{n} and Py  transmissions X/ < J < N,), the sender stops the
should be calculated fdr'/*! feasible solutions to obtain thetransmission. Otherwise, the transmission continued thi
Pareto optimal points. However, in the weighted sum meth@ghximum number of transmissioné, is reached. In the first

described herel/k” calculations off{n} and P, are required case, we denote the success sub-state§dby’} and write
to obtain one Pareto optimal point. Therefore, in order tehatheir probabilities as

v Pareto optimal points, them\/k? calculations of£{n} and N I

P, are required. It can be observed that the required computa-, B - J B k (J—k) _

tional complexity of the weighted sum method is much lower Ps.s = 111 k;{ k (1= Pe;)"(Fe,) L;I Ps.

compared to the exhaustive method for the practical valfies o I - (C.1)

v, M andk. ] ) ) ) )
It is worth noting that in order to obtain Pareto optimayhere the first and second terms in the right-hand side of this

points that are well distributed in the objective space, hese €duation show the probabilities that all users receiyedOF

) to be of the form10?, whered is chosen uniformly from Within J and.J —1 transmissions, respectively. Fdr= M,

interval [—18, 0]. the second term should be set to zero. We note that these
For the SRLNC scheme, we will follow a similar appro(.jlchs_ub—states and probabilities_are common among all users.

We use the exhaustive approach for the one-round scheme arll the second case, possible states for each water N

the weighted sum method for the two-round scheme. For tH@NSMissions are success sub-s{ateN;, i} and failure sub-

weighted sum method ifi(Al.3), the functiods(-), A,(-) and states{ F, NS,.z|m}., wherem < M is the number of uncoded

B;(-) can be obtained by using{15) arid](16), and rewritin%aCkEts received in the systematic phase of transmisstom. T

m) and [(IB) in the forms of (Al1) an@(A.2). probabilities for these states can be obtained as
M—-—m—1
Ng—M _M—
APPENDIX B PenNiim = ( 2 >(1 — P, (P, )NemMH
PERFORMANCEMETRICS FOR THEROUND ROBIN (RR) k=0 (C.2)
SCHEME '
Ng—1 M—1
As explained before, in the RR scheme, all packets in thePs v ; =1 — Z Ps.1 — Z Pyys,(M,m)Pr . ijm
block are transmitted< times. Hence, the probability that a L=M m=0
user successfully receives a packet aftetransmissions can (C.3)

be calculated as where [C.2) is given for cases in which the number of coded

K /i transmissions, i.eN,— M, is larger than or equal to the rDOF
Ppsik = Z (k ) (1— P.)kpE=F (B.1) after the systematic phase, id.—m. It can be easily inferred
k=1 that for cases wher&/; — M < M — m, this probability will



be always equal to 1. Il _(Q.3R;,s, (M, m), similar to [2), is [14]
the probability that theé-th user receives: out of M uncoded

packets in the systematic phase of transmission. Henclaghe 5

term in the right-hand side df (G.3) shows the total proligbil
that usetr: receives lower thad/ DOF afterN, transmissions.

The corresponding throughput values can thus be expresseblal

_ n
N8,J = JTp,+T0/2
NENg,ilm =

7S,Ng,i =

n= NSTPT}:TM 72 (C4)
Mn

N:Tp, +Tr¢/2

Therefore, thei{n;} and P;, can be calculated through

N.—1
E{n;} = ( > Psuns.s | + Pon,ins.n..i

+

J=
M—-1
<Z F’sysI M m)PF Ns,z|m77F Ng,ilm (C 5)

m=1
M —m
M

M—
Z Psy57 M m)PFN Jilm (C6)

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

We should note thaft{n;} is affected by the number[24]
of users N, as increasing the value oV decreases the
probabilities in [C11), and consequently reduces the mean

throughput in [[Ch).

For N, = M, (C34) to [C.®) are still valid, except for the

[25]

first term in [C5), which is no more applicable; the value of
Pr . .ijm Will be always equal td, andPs v, ,; = (1—F., ).

(1]
(2]

(3]
(4
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