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Abstract—This work addresses the trade-off between quality
fairness and system efficiency for scalable video delivery to
multiple users over OFDMA wireless networks. We consider a
cross-layer optimization framework seeking to maximize the sum-
PSNR corresponding to average user rates, subject to relaxed
PSNR-fair constraints. More specifically, a pure quality-fairness
(PF) problem is solved first to determine the maximum PSNR
value obtained by imposing the same PSNR level to all users.
Next the constraints in the PF problem are relaxed by allowing
the relative difference between the PSNR of each video and
the PF PSNR value to be within some range [0,c]. Thus, the
parameter o controls the trade-off between quality fairness and
system efficiency.

The PF problem is equivalent to the quality fairness problem
proposed by Cicalo and Tralli, which was solved using a vertical
decomposition approach. We adopt a similar decomposition, but
with a faster solution for the problem at the application layer.
Further, we convert the optimization problem with the relaxed
fairness constraints into a convex problem and solve it using
established techniques.

Our simulation results show that by varying the value of o,
a wide range, densely populated, of trade-off points between
quality fairness and efficiency can be achieved. Additionally, a
subjective quality assessment reveals that while the maximum
efficiency scheme (ME), i.e., when 0 = oo, may compromise
the quality of the high demanding videos, the PF scheme may
sacrifice the quality of the low demanding videos. On the other
hand, by providing a trade-off between PF and ME, the proposed
scheme has the potential of finding a middle ground where all
users are satisfied.

Index Terms—Cross-layer, orthogonal frequency division mul-
tiple access (OFDMA), resource allocation, scalable video coding,
quality fairness/efficiency trade-off.

I. INTRODUCTION

ITH the advancement of video compression technology

and the rapid development and deployment of network
infrastructure, recent years have witnessed an unprecedented
growth in demand for video services. According to recent
forecasts [1], video will represent 72% of the total mobile data
traffic by 2019, compared to 55% in 2014. When the broadcast
operators deliver different compressed video programs to
multiple users sharing a resource-limited wireless network, the
design and optimization of the video communication system
should consider two essential service objectives, namely, fair-
ness and efficiency. To achieve fairness, the system should
provide fair service, typically in terms of video quality, to all
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users subscribing to video services with the same quality level.
The second objective, efficiency, is to attain the highest overall
video quality with constraints on the system resources. To
attain the highest efficiency while providing fairness whenever
needed, cross-layer optimization is one of the approaches
that can be exploited [2], [3]. In this paper, we will limit
our discussion of cross-layer approaches to the medium ac-
cess control (MAC) and the application (APP) layers. We
address the above issue and present a MAC-centric cross-
layer optimization framework. That is, according to quality
fairness requirements which are specified by the utilities and
constraints defined at the APP layer, an adaptive resource
allocator (ARA) at the MAC layer optimally distributes the
system resources among users so that the overall video quality
is maximized.

Orthogonal frequency division multiple access (OFDMA) is
one of the key physical layer techniques for the current wire-
less standards such as IEEE 802.16e [4] and 3GPP-Long Term
Evolution (LTE) [5]. It has become the workhorse for wireless
broadband applications due to its ability to provide high-rate
wireless connectivity. In order to fully exploit the temporal,
frequency and multiuser diversities of a OFDMA system, a
highly adaptive resource allocation scheme should be adopted
to jointly allocate the system resources, e.g., subcarriers and
transmission power. By exploiting the channel statistics of
different users, the opportunistic resource allocation scheme
[6] assigns the system resources in favor of the users with
better channel conditions, and thus maximizes the spectral
efficiency. However, such an opportunistic allocation scheme
often sacrifices the transmissions of the cell-edge users ex-
periencing poor channel quality, thereby resulting in an unfair
video quality among users. Moreover, in a system transmitting
videos, the goal is to fully utilize the system resources to
maximize the system efficiency in terms of the overall video
quality rather than spectral efficiency. Therefore, a resource
allocation scheme which maximizes the system efficiency and
maintains quality fairness among users is desired.

To transmit video streams over wireless networks, it is
required that the video source rates can be adapted to meet
different user requirements under the time-varying channel
conditions. This can be achieved by the use of an APP layer
source rate adaptation entity which also improves transmission
stability, avoids buffer overflow, etc. Scalable Video Coding
(SVCO) [7] is a highly attractive tool to achieve source rate
adaptation. With SVC, a video sequence is encoded into
a single multi-layer stream. The source rate adaptation is
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achieved by sequentially dropping layers until the target rate
is achieved. Moreover, the rate-distortion (R-D) information
can be predicted during the encoding procedure without re-
encoding the video and provides a one-to-one mapping be-
tween rate and video quality.

The cross-layer optimization for multi-video delivery over
wireless networks has been a very active research area. The
authors of [8] presented a cross-layer multiuser resource al-
location algorithm for video transmission in downlink OFDM
networks where the objective is to minimize the overall video
distortion. The algorithm consists of subcarrier assignment
and power allocation relying on the R-D function. The R-
D function considers a temporal error propagation effect and
relative importance (RI) imposing constraints on individual
user rate and quality of service. However, since the R-D rela-
tionships can be significantly different among different videos,
while RI imposes constraints on the required rate rather than
the required video quality, even a fair service, i.e., with the
same RI value for all users, can lead to large quality variation
among users. To ensure fairness in terms of video quality, the
authors in [9] proposed a content-aware distortion-fair video
delivery scheme for multihop video communications. Instead
of providing bandwidth fairness, it assures max-min distortion-
fair sharing among users. The cross-layer resource allocation
is guided by exploiting the temporal prediction structure of the
video sequences and a frame drop distortion metric based on
the frame importance. The main drawback of the scheme is
that the source rate adaptation is based on a coarse distinction
of the data importance at frame level and could lead to a waste
of bandwidth if the thresholds of dropping frames are not
carefully selected. In [10] a scheduling strategy relying on the
concept of Nash equilibrium, for scalable video transmission
to multiple users over OFDMA systems, is devised. It is
based on a metric named frame significance throughput (FST)
considering the temporal dependencies among frames in a
video sequence. The FST is incorporated into a payoff metric,
which is exploited by the scheduler at the MAC layer to guide
the resource allocation procedure in order to maximize the
Nash product of the received video quality of each user and
achieve quality fairness among users. More recent works have
been proposed for cross-layer video transmission optimization
with the goal of maximizing the minimum video quality
across users and thus providing max-min quality fairness [11],
[12], or of maximizing (respectively, minimizing) the overall
received video quality (distortion) without addressing fairness
[13], [14].

The authors of [3] proposed a distortion-fair cross-layer
optimization framework for scalable video delivery to multiple
users over OFDMA wireless networks. The optimization seeks
to maximize the sum of the ergodic (average) rate assigned to
users while minimizing the distortion difference among the
received videos. The optimization problem is “vertically” de-
composed into two sub-problems at the MAC and APP layers,
respectively. An iterative local approximation (ILA) algorithm
is proposed to obtain the global solution. The globally optimal
solution under the distortion-fairness constraint aims to attain
zero distortion difference between any two users’ received
videos. Thus, the framework proposed in [3] for achieving
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quality fairness is also based on the max-min criterion.

However, under such purely fair schemes ( [3], [11], [12]),
a majority of the available resources must be allocated to
the users having poor channel conditions or requiring high-
complexity videos so that they can achieve the same quality
level as other users who are likely to achieve much higher
quality improvement if assigned the same amount of resources.
In other words, achieving pure fairness among users usually
comes at the cost of sacrificing the video quality of a set of
users and decreasing the system efficiency in terms of overall
received video quality. Therefore, there is an inherent conflict
between fairness and efficiency.

The authors of [15] proposed a cross-layer framework for
sending multiple scalable videos over OFDM networks where
trade-offs between quality fairness and system efficiency can
be achieved. The video streams are transmitted across J trans-
mission intervals. The optimization problem is broken down
into J sequential problems, each of which is solved during
a transmission interval to either ensure fairness or improve
efficiency. To ensure fairness, the problem is formulated as
minimizing the maximal end-to-end distortion received among
all users. To improve efficiency, the problem is formulated
as minimizing the overall end-to-end distortion among all
users. Due to the NP-hard nature of the fairness and efficiency
problems, two suboptimal algorithms were proposed to solve
them. Further, the authors applied the fairness algorithm for
the first = transmission intervals to ensure the baseline fairness,
and the efficiency algorithm for the remaining J — x intervals
to improve the overall efficiency. In this way a desired trade-
off between fairness and efficiency can be achieved by varying
the value of . However, such a transmission interval-based
optimization, without considering the ergodic rate, does not
allow to fully exploit the temporal diversity. In addition, the
framework supports only J + 1 trade-off points, and thus it is
inadequate when a set of denser trade-off points is required.

II. CONTRIBUTION

As pointed out earlier, quality fairness and system efficiency
are conflicting requirements. Focusing entirely only on one of
them might not guarantee satisfaction of all users. For instance,
when the system efficiency is maximized the set of users
with good channel conditions and/or low demanding videos
(referred to as set A of videos) will be assigned more resources
at the expense of sacrificing, possibly drastically, the quality of
the users with poor channel conditions and/or high demanding
videos (set B). At the other extreme is the pure quality-fairness
scenario, which enforces the same level of (objective) quality
to all users. In this scenario, the quality of videos in set B is
increased while the quality of videos in set A is decreased until
they reach the same level. However, it could happen that, while
the perceived visual quality of videos in set B increases, that of
some videos in set A is degraded below a pleasing/acceptable
level. Thus, both the maximum efficiency scenario on one side,
and the pure fairness scenario on the other side, may lead to
unsatisfied users. A natural solution to this problem is to trade
off between the two extremes. Therefore, it is important to
investigate such trade-off schemes.
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TABLE I: Most used notations and acronyms.

Notation Definition Notation Definition

K, K Number, resp. set, of users T,p PHY layer time, resp. power, allocation policies
M, M Number, resp. set, of subcarriers S Set of all possible PHY layer allocation policies
F Source rate vector A Set of feasible PHY layer allocation policies

R PHY layer rate vector R PHY layer rate region

Q PSNR Ry Set of rate vectors satisfying the PF constraints
q* Optimal PSNR value for pb. (5) o Parameter controlling the constraints in problem (10)
Ro Set of rate vectors satisfying (11b)  f, .., finee Lower and upper limits on source rates obtained
bd R Boundary of R from constraints (10b) - (10d)

Abbr. Full name Abbr. Full name

APP Application ARA Adaptive Resource Allocator

BS Base Station ERA Equal-rate Adaptation

GOP Group of Pictures IDR Instantaneous Decoding Refresh

ILA Iterative Local Algorithm MAC Medium Access Control

ME Maximum Efficiency MANE Media-aware Network Element

MS Multimedia Server MGS Medium-grain Quality Scalable Coding

MSE Mean Square Error NALU Network Abstraction Layer Unit

PHY Physical OFDMA Orthogonal Frequency Division Multiple Access
PF Pure Quality-fairness PSNR Peak Signal-to-noise Ratio

R-D Rate-Distortion RTP Real-time Transport Protocol

RS Reed-Solomon SNR Signal-to-noise Ratio

SvC Scalable Video Coding UXP Unequal Erasure Protection

TB Transmission Block

In this paper, we propose a new cross-layer optimization
framework for the transmission of scalable videos to multiple
users in OFDMA wireless networks addressing the trade-off
between quality fairness and system efficiency. The quality is
measured using the PSNR corresponding to average user rates
under average power constraints.

The main idea is to relax the fairness constraints so that to
allow the PSNR of each video to be some distance away from
the common PSNR level corresponding to the pure quality-
fairness (PF) problem. This distance is controlled by using a
parameter o which bounds from above the relative difference
between the PSNR of each video and the PF PSNR value.
More specifically, the problem is formulated as maximizing the
sum of PSNRs under the relaxed constraints mentioned above.
We will show that, by gradually increasing o (starting from 0),
a wide-range and dense set of trade-off points can be achieved,
thus overcoming the limitation of the trade-off framework
proposed in [15]. The two extremes of this range of points
correspond to the PF scenario, when o = 0, respectively, the
maximum efficiency scenario (ME), when o = oo.

In order to solve the optimization problem we proceed
in two steps. First the PF PSNR value is determined by
maximizing the common PSNR level enforced to all videos.
Note that this optimization criterion is essentially equivalent
to the max-min quality fairness criterion used in prior work
[3], [11], [12], [15]. We solve the PF problem using the same
vertical decomposition approach employed in [3], but with
a faster algorithm for the source adaptation problem at the
APP layer. Further, once the PF PSNR value is found, the
problem with relaxed PSNR-fair constraints is converted to a
convex optimization problem by transforming the constraints
on PSNR into linear constraints in terms of rate. The latter
problem is a general utility-based resource allocation problem

for which a low-complexity algorithm has been proposed to
obtain an almost surely optimal solution [16].

Finally, our simulation results validate the fact that, by grad-
ually increasing o, a densely populated set of points trading
off between PF and ME, can be obtained. Additionally, with
an appropriate choice of the parameter o, the disadvantages
of both extreme schemes - PF, respectively, ME - could be
mitigated, leading to the satisfaction of all users.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section
III describes the system architecture and the models for
transmitting scalable video in OFDMA networks. In Section
IV the PF problem and its solution are discussed. In the
following section the problem with relaxed quality-fairness
constraints is introduced. The problem is further converted
to a convex optimization problem and its solution based on
[16] is reviewed. The practical performance of the proposed
optimization framework is evaluated in Section VI, followed
by a discussion in Section VII. Finally, Section VIII concludes
the paper.

Notation: Vectors and sets are denoted by bold and cal-
ligraphic letters, respectively. &7 denotes the transpose and
lz||, the p-norm of . O is the all-zero vector and 1 is the
all-one vector. The symbol V means “OR”, A means “AND”,
[z]T £ max(z,0), [z]7 £ max(z,¢) and E,[] denotes the
expectation with respect to the random process ~. Given two
vectors © = [r1,- -+ ,2x]T and &’ = 2}, 2% )T, x <’
means that 2, < 2, for all 1 < k < K, while © < &’ means
that £ < =’ and = # x’. Table I contains the notations and
abbreviations that are used most often in the paper.

III. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
In this section we first discuss the architecture and function-

ality of a general multi-user video delivery system. Next we
review a continuous semi-analytical R-D model for quality
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Fig. 1: Architecture and components of the multi-user video delivery system.

scalable video streams. Then we present the physical layer
model for a OFDMA wireless network.

A. Multi-user Video Delivery System

We consider a general multi-user video delivery system
shown in Fig. 1 where the system components are arranged in
three groups, namely, the multimedia server (MS), the media-
aware network element (MANE), and the wireless network.
The MS encodes a set of video sequences, each of which
is requested by a user, to fully support quality scalability.
Each encoded video stream is then organized into network
abstraction layer units (NALUs), each of which is a packet of
an integer number of bytes. Then, the quality level assigner
evaluates the priority level of each NALU according to its
contribution to the quality of the reconstructed video. Such
priority level information is embedded into the header of the
NALU and will be exploited by the source adaptation entity.
It should be pointed out that the encoding and priority level
assessment are carried out off-line. The pre-encoded video
streams are stored in databases at the MS, whereas the R-D
information will be forwarded to the MANE.

The unequal erasure protection (UXP) profiler periodically
collects the R-D information from the MS, and the estimated
real-time transport protocol (RTP) packet loss rate from the
base station (BS). Then it computes, according to a predefined
protection policy and the available information, the rates
and the expected reconstructed video qualities of the videos
after erasure protection. This information is fed to the R-D
modeling entity and is used for the R-D modeling of the UXP
protected video streams. The source adaptation entity removes,
according to the results of the source adaptation algorithm,
the needless NALUs from each original video stream to form
a valid substream intended for a user. It should be pointed
out that the source adaptation algorithm requires as inputs
the estimated channel capacity and buffer status information
from the BS, and the information about the R-D models at the
MANE. Each outcoming substream is forwarded to the real-
time transport protocol (RTP) packetization entity where the
substream will be protected by a UXP scheme based on Reed-
Solomon (RS) codes. The resulting RS codewords, containing

both data and parity symbols, are arranged into a transmission
block (TB) and interleaved over a number of RTP packets.
Finally, the RTP packets will be sent to the MAC/PHY layers
through the UDP/IP protocol stack. We point out that in this
work we use an adaptation of the algorithm of [17] to compute
the optimal UXP redundancy allocation in R-D sense. For
details we refer the reader to [18].

The adaptive resource allocator (ARA) at the BS adaptively
allocates the system resources among users with the aim
of maximizing the overall average rates while satisfying the
quality requirement provided by the APP layer. The MANE
and the BS exchange information about the channel capacity,
buffer status, RTP packet-loss rate and quality requirement in a
cross-layer style at regular intervals called application periods
(in the order of seconds). It is worth noting that whereas
the processes of R-D modeling, UXP, source adaptation and
RTP packetization at the MANE are executed per application
period, the resource allocation process at the BS is carried out
every time slot (in the order of milliseconds).

B. Rate Distortion Models for the Error-protected Quality
Scalable Video Streams

The SVC standard provides three common scalable modes,
namely, temporal, spatial and quality scalability, which enable
to adapt a video stream in terms of frame rate, frame size and
frame fidelity, respectively. In this paper, we focus on quality
scalable videos with fixed frame rate and size. The SVC stan-
dard provides two ways to achieve quality scalability, namely
coarse-grain quality scalable coding (CGS) and medium-grain
quality scalable coding (MGS). With CGS, the provision of a
video with different qualities is enabled by dropping quality
layers one by one until the target bit rate is achieved. However,
the number of supported bit rates is limited to the number
(up to eight) of CGS quality layers [19]. In comparison to
CGS, MGS allows more extractable rate points (up to 128) by
dividing each quality layer into up to 16 MGS layers, each of
which can be dropped for the purpose of rate adaptation. In
this paper, we will focus on MGS scalability.

Scalable video sequences are commonly arranged into sets
of frames named groups of pictures (GOPs). Each GOP
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begins with an intra-coded (I-frame) or inter-coded (P-frame),
which is followed by a fixed number of B-frames. The frame
interval between any two consecutive I-frames is called an
instantaneous decoding refresh (IDR) period. In this paper, we
will focus on an IDR-based video transmission. We assume
that at the beginning of each application period I successive
frames of the video sequence intended for user k, are encoded
to generate an MGS video stream.

The operational R-D point for the corresponding video
stream is obtained by averaging the rate and distortion (i.e.,
mean squared error - MSE), respectively, over all I, frames.
In this work we convert the distortion to PSNR in order
to measure the video quality, using the relation PSNR =
101og,g (fj—é;) Thus, from each operational R-D point an
operational rate-PSNR point can be computed. The aforemen-
tioned R-D information of the compressed video stream is
further used by the UXP profile to obtain a rate-PSNR point
corresponding to the error protected video stream (i.e., the
TB). We point out that the PSNR is actually the expected
PSNR over all possible packet loss scenarios for the RTP
packets. The set of operational points is discrete since different
rates correspond to different numbers of transmitted packets,
while the size of each RTP packet remains fixed.

In [20] the authors proposed a general continuous semi-
analytical R-D model, which has been verified for SVC quality
scalable videos in [21] and [22], to estimate the relationship
between the rate and distortion at the encoder side. According
to this model the rate of the video for user k is a parametric
function F(Q) of the PSNR @, as follows

255210—Q/10 4 o,

Fk(Q) + ﬁka Q € [Qk‘,mina Qk,max]y

(1
where Qk min and Qi mq, are the minimum and maximum
PSNR values corresponding to the minimum rate Fj, ,,;, and
maximum rate Fj ,qq, respectively. We emphasize that the
three parameters 6y, o and [y are dependent on the video
content, encoder and RTP packet loss rate. They can be
estimated using curve-fitting methods over a number of em-
pirical rate-PSNR points. According to extensive simulations,
a general curve-fitting algorithm needs at least six empirical
R-D points and a certain number of iterations and function
evaluations to guarantee high accuracy for most of the video
sequences [22].

C. Physical Layer Model for OFDMA Wireless Networks

We consider the downlink of a single-cell OFDMA wireless
network with K users and M orthogonal subcarriers indexed
by the sets £ = {1,2,--- ,K} and M = {1,2,--- , M},
respectively. We assume a subcarrier bandwidth B and total
average power P. The channel gain between BS and user k,
on subcarrier m at the nth time slot, is denoted by hy ,[n],
and modeled as a stationary and ergodic complex Gaussian
random process (Rayleigh fading). Therefore, the distribution
of hy m[n] is independent of the time slot index n. In the
subsequent discussion, we drop the time slot index n when
the context is clear, for notational brevity.
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The normalized signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), i.e., the SNR
corresponding to unit transmission power, of user k£ on sub-
carrier m, is given as Vg, = |hkm|?/0%, where o? is
the variance of the zero-mean additive white Gaussian noise
(AWGN) at the receiver. We let v = {Vi m,V k,m} denote
the set of the SK realizations of the normalized SNR random
processes. Throughout the paper, we assume that the BS has
perfect knowledge of =, and that ~ is fixed per time slot,
but varies across time slots. Based on -, the ARA at the BS
optimally allocates the available power and subcarriers to all
users per time slot.

Consider for now that per time slot a subcarrier can be
shared by multiple users over nonoverlapping time fractions
of a time slot duration ¢4, Let 74, > 0 and pg, > 0
denote the nonnegative time fraction and the average power,
respectively, allocated for transmission to user k£ on subcarrier
m. Since the transmission to user k is only activated for a
fraction of the time slot, the transmission power allocated to
user k, during the active time fraction, is P, /7k,m. Taking
into account the adaptive modulation and coding (AMC)
scheme adopted by the PHY layer, the maximum achievable
rate of user k on subcarrier m is given by

BTk-ymR (7%7:1::7") Thom > 0

Tk,m(Tk,mvpk,m) = { , (2

O Tk,m =

where R(z) = ajlogy(l 4+ x/az), and ay and ay are two
parameters named rate adjustment and SNR gap that are
introduced to account for the particular AMC scheme in
use [23]. Since the rate in (2) is a function of 7, and
Dk,m. the ARA seeks to specify the set of allocation policies
T(¥) = {im (7);¥ k. m} and p(y) = {pom (7), ¥ k. m} per
channel realization ~. If the optimal 7* and p* are found,
the corresponding optimal rates, following from (2), will be
r*(7) - {Tk,m(Tim(’)’)aPZ,m(’Y))»Vka m}

Consider a sufficiently long application period t,, over
which it is reasonable to approximate the time-averaged rate,
through ergodicity, by its ensemble average with respect to
the random process -y. Then, the maximum achievable rate
for user k, averaged over an application period, is given by

Nsiot
Rk(Tap) = N;llot Z [Z rk,m(Tk,m[n]apk,m[n])]

n=1 LmeM

~ By | D Thom (Tem (), Prm (7))

meM

)

where Nyt = L tap J > 1, is the number of time slots within

tsiot
an application pé;’”iod. Supposing without loss of generality
that the overhead introduced by different network layers is
unity, the average PHY rate is equal to the average source rate,
ie., Ry(T,p) = Fi(Q). According to (1), the relationship
between the PSNR of the video transmitted to user £ and the
average PHY rate can be described by Q = F, ' (Ri(T, p)).
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Let us denote by S the set of all possible allocation polices
7(7) and p(v), i.e.,

S 2 {(m,p) | em(¥) = 0, prm(vy) >0,

K
vV k,m, ZTk’m(’Y) <1,Vm},
k=1

and A £ {(7,p) € S | E5[X)cx Xnem Pem(¥)] < P}
Let us, further, denote R(7,p) £ [Ri(T,p),--- , Rx(T,p)]”
the maximum achievable ergodic rate vector and R =
[Ri, -+ ,R K]T an ergodic rate vector. The ergodic rate region
of the OFDMA downlink channel can be defined as

R2 |J {RI0XR=R(r,p)}. (3)
(r.p)eA

Since the rate 74 um (Tkm, Pk.m) in (2) is a jointly concave
function of 7 ,, and py ,,, the ergodic rate region R in (3) is
a convex set of the rate vectors [16].

IV. PURE QUALITY-FAIRNESS PROBLEM

In order to present our proposed framework for the trade-off
between quality fairness and system efficiency, we need first to
discuss the pure quality-fairness problem. From a pure quality-
fairness perspective, we are interested in all users obtaining the
same quality level represented by some target PSNR value q.
However, since the attainable PSNR range for different users
may be different, the target value ¢ may not be included in
this range for some users. Therefore, the value assigned to
users in the latter category will be the attainable PSNR which
is closest to g. In order to model this requirement we define
the function Qk(q) which maps every ¢ € RT to the closest
achievable PSNR of the kth video, namely

. Qk,min q S Qk,min
Qk(q) £ q Qk,min <g< Qk,maz ; (4)
Qk:,ma:z: q Z Qk,maa:

for 1 <k < K and q € RT.
Further, define the set Ry of rate vectors that satisfy the
pure quality-fairness constraints as

R 2 {R|3q >0 such that Ry, = F},(Qx(q)),Vk € K}.

Then we formulate the pure quality-fairness problem as the
following constrained PSNR maximization

max q (5a)

a1, Qatt,]
st (T,p) € A, (5b)
R(7,p) € Ry, (50)

ll . .
where Q% denotes the minimum of Qj iy over all k, and

Q%! denotes the maximum of Qj in over all k. We will
show that problem (5) is equivalent to the distortion-fair sum-
rate maximization problem in [3]. The authors of [3] define a
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distortion difference A(D;, D;) and formulate the problem as

R(r, 6
(e IR(7,p)[lx (6a)
S.L. A(Di, D]) = O,V’L,j e (6b)
Fmin j R(T7p> j Fmaz (60)
R(t,p) € R, (6d)
where Fmax = [Fl,maxa e 7FK,maa:]T and Fmin =

[F1,min, - - ,FK,mm]T, for 1 < k < K. Additionally, the
distortion difference A(D;, D;) is defined as:

0 (D, Dj) € DV (Dy, D;) € D,
|D; — Dj
where D £ {(DZ,D]) | (Dz = Di,maz < D]) V (Dz =
D; min > Dj)}. The PSNR difference A(Q;,Q;) can be

defined in a similar manner. Notice that the fairness constraints
in (6b) restrict the feasible solutions to the set of rate vectors:

Rj 2 {R| A (F7H(Ry), Fy ' (Ry)) = 0,¥i,j € K},

N(D;,D;) &
(Di, D;) { otherwise,

where Fk_l : [Fk,minyFk,mam} — [Qk,minka,mam] is the
inverse mapping of Fj () defined in (1), for k € K. Then the
following equivalence result holds, whose proof is deferred to
the appendix.

Lemma 1. One has Ry = R%. Then it follows that problem
(5) is equivalent to problem (6).

It was proved in [3] that the optimal solution R* to
problem (6) is the unique point in R} N bd R, where
bdR £ {R € R | #r € R with R < r}. The authors of
[3] “vertically” decomposed the optimization problem into a
resource allocation problem at the MAC layer and a source
adaptation problem at the APP layer. The optimal solution
was further obtained through the ILA algorithm, which is an
iterative procedure built between the MAC and APP layers.
In virtue of Lemma 1 we can use the same decomposition
approach to solve problem (5). Next we briefly review the
MAC layer and APP layer problems as formulated in [3] and
propose a faster solution for the APP layer problem.

The problem at the MAC layer is

max T (8a)
r>0,(T,p)EA
s.t. R(T,p) = ¢r, (8b)
where ¢ = [¢1, - ,¢x] = O defines the direction of

the line connecting the origin and the point obtained at the
application layer. Problem (8) is a well-investigated resource
allocation problem [24] that can be solved efficiently given
the information of the directional vector ¢. It is shown in [24]
that even the solution of (8) can be obtained through solving
a weighted sum of average rate (WSAR) problem
T
Jax w R(t,p),

and the solution resides on the boundary bd R. However,
differently from the WSAR problem, the weight vector w is
not predefined, but rather, it is evaluated in the dual domain
and constrained by ¢. Let us denote by R the optimal rate
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and w = [wy, -+ ,wx]? = O that are obtained after solving
the problem at the MAC layer. The tangent space to the rate
region R at the point R can then be identified with the null
space of w defined as follows

Tr(R,w) 2 {R|w" (R - R) = 0}.

Then the problem solved at the APP layer is the problem
of determining the intersection

Tr(R,w) N Ry 9)

Finally, the ILA algorithm solves iteratively problems (8)
and (9). Its pseudocode is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 ILA algorithm

~(0
1: Initialize: ¢ = O; give a directional vector d)( ) >= 0 and

tolerance € > 0; set e(® = 10¢;

2: Solve problem (8) to obtain R(O) and w®
3: while ¢ > ¢ do
4 i=1 +(1)
5: F1n(>1 F" 7 such that( 1 .
6 F eRfﬁT( T )y

@ _
7w @ =FYFY), |
8: Solve problem (8) to obtain R and @
9: — IR -,
10: end whlle

In virtue of Lemma 1 and of the optimality result of [3,
Lemma 1] we conclude that, assuming that F',,;,, € R and
F0: ¢ R, and starting from an initial R > 0, the ILA
algorithm converges to the unique solution R* € Ry Nbd R,
of problem (5), i.e., lim; F(Z) = R".

Next we discuss the solution to problem (9). We point out
that the algorithm to solve the APP layer problem proposed
in [3] requires K (K — 1)/2 iterations in the worst case.
Each iteration consists of numerically solving an equation
to obtain a candidate distortion value D to be assigned to
a set of videos, followed by at most K rate evaluations.
Since the number of terms needed to evaluate the equation
is O(K), it follows that the time complexity of each iteration
is O(KI), where I denotes the number of inner iterations
needed to determine numerically the value of D. This leads
to a worst-case time complexity of O(K3I) for the whole
algorithm. However, the authors of [3] point out that in their
extensive simulations with practical data, K outer iterations
were sufficient, which translates to O(K?2I) operations to
solve the APP layer problem.

On the other hand, our formulation of the pure quality-
fairness problem directly shows that Ry is a curve param-
eterized by ¢, therefore the intersection in (9) can be found by
means of a bisection search over ¢. For this define the function

2N i (Fy — Ry).

keK

According to (1) and (4), the rate Fk(Qk(q)),Vk‘ e K, is
a nondecreasing function of g. Using further the fact that
Wy, > 0 for all k, it follows that the function I'(F'(¢q), R, w) =

FRw

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMM.2017.2678198

Y okek W (Fre(Qr(q)) — Ry) is also a nondecreasing function
of q. Therefore, we can apply the bisection search method to
find ¢* such that I'(F(q*), R, @) = 0 and obtain the solution
F*(¢*) to (9). We summarize the pseudocode of the bisection
search-based source adaptation algorithm in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Fast algorithm to solve problem (9).

L: if T(Fmin, R, w) > 0 then

2:  report infeasibility

3: else if I'(F0z, R, w) < 0 then

4:  report infeasibility and set F* = F 05
5: else

6: Initialize: low = Q% . high = Q% ; set tolerance eps;
7:  while (high — low)/2 > eys do

8: = (high + low)/2;

9: for all k£ € K do

10: if ¢* < Qk,min then

12: else if ¢* > Qu,mas then

13: QZ - Qk,maz; FI: - Fk,maz;
14: else

15: Qi =q"; Fy = Fr(Q5), based on model (1);
16: end if

17: end for ~

18: if I'(F*(¢*), R,w) < 0 then

19: low = ¢%; ~
20: else if I'(F*(¢*), R,w) > 0 then
21: high = q*;
22: else
23: break
24: end if
25:  end while
26: end if

It is easy to see that each iteration takes O(K) time, while

the total number of iterations is O(log M), where
eps 18 the tolerance value for the optimal ¢*. We conclude that
the time complex1t?/ of the proposed solution to problem (9) is
O(K log M) Further, assuming that the values I and
log L:Qw" are comparable, it follows that the proposed
algorithm is faster by a factor of O(K?) in the worst case,
and by a factor of O(K) in the average case, based on the
experimental average running time reported in [3].

V. PROBLEM WITH RELAXED QUALITY-FAIRNESS
CONSTRAINTS

This section presents the proposed framework for the trade-
off between system efficiency and quality fairness, which is
the main contribution of this work. Our strategy to achieve this
trade-off is to relax the fairness constraints in the PF problem
by allowing the PSNRs of different users to be at some
distance away from the common PSNR value ¢* corresponding
to the optimal PF point (i.e., the solution of problem (5)). The
larger this distance is, the looser the fairness constraints are
and the higher the potential efficiency is. Therefore, we use a
parameter ¢ to denote the upper bound imposed on the ratio
between this distance and ¢*. Consequently, this parameter
will measure the trade-off between fairness and efficiency.
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Thus, we formulate the problem with relaxed quality-
fairness constraints as follows

ax %Qk Ry) (10a)

st |Qr(Ri) — ¢*| < q'o,Vk € Ko (10b)
Qk(Rk) = Qk,m'MHVk ek (10c)
Qr(Rr) = Qk.max, ¥k € K2 (10d)

Ry = Ri(7,p), (10e)

where K1 = {k e K| ¢*(1+0) < Qi min}, Ko ={k € K|
¢*(1 = 0) > Qr,maz} and Ko = K\ (K1 UK3). The equality
constraints in (10c) and (10d) are motivated by the following
considerations. If the target interval [¢*(1 — o), ¢*(1+0)] and
the attainable PSNR range [Qk min, @k,mas] for user k are
disjoint, then the achievable value closest to ¢* is assigned as
the PSNR of user k.

Notice that the optimal solution to problem (10) guarantees
that the PSNR difference between any two users in the set Ko
is within 20¢*, while all remaining users either have smaller
PSNRs than users in K, but achieve their individual maximum
quality, or they have higher PSNRs than all users in Ky, but
achieve their individual minimum quality. Additionally, when
o = 0 problem (10) is equivalent to problem (5).

Clearly, problem (10) is not convex, however it can be
converted to a convex one by writing the constraints (10b)-
(10d) in terms of rate. This task is simplified by the fact that
the PSNR functions are strictly monotone in the rate. For this
denote for all & € Kg

fk,m?ln £ max {Fk,mz'n7 Fk(q*(l - U))}
fk,mam é min {Fk,maxa Fk(q*(l + U))}

A

Further, for all £ € K let fimin = fimaz = Fromins
and for all £ € Ko let fir min fr,maz £ Fymaa-
Finally, denote -fmm £ [fl,mi'm e >fK,min}T and fmagc £

[fl,?’n,(]._t, cee ,mem:c]T. Thus, problem (10) can be cast as
(Rg) 11a
TH;B)%A ];CQIC k) (11a)
.t Fonin SR 2 foas (11b)
ReR (11c¢)

According to constraints (11b) and (llc), any feasible
solution to (11) belongs to the set R, = {R € R | fin =
R =< f,...:} Note that R, is not empty if and only if
Fmin € R. Moreover, the problem has a trivial solution if
Finax € R. Therefore, we will assume that f, . € R and

maz ¢ R. Since the objective (11) is concave [25] and
increasing, the optimal solution R, must be on the boundary
bd R. Fig. 2 illustrates the relevant regions and the solution
for problems (5) and (11) for an example with two users.

Problem (11) can be reformulated as
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Ry

F 2,max

f: 2,max

f 2,min

F. 2,min

Ry

f 1,max 2 1,max

Fl,min fl,min

Fig. 2: Illustration of the relevant rate regions for problems (5) and
(11) for an example with two users. R" is the optimal solution to
problem (5), whereas R, is the optimal solution to problem (11).

X g 2 AT

(T,P)ES, f rmin IRX

mar ke
s.1. Rk; S E'y Z Tkm (Tk,m(7)7pk,7rb(7))] 7Vk ek
meM
YD pem()| <P (12)
ke meM

Note that problem (12) is a strictly feasible convex opti-
mization problem because of the concavity of the objective
function and of the function 7y ., (-). The solution to (12) can
be found using the Lagrangian dual method, as in [16]. We
briefly review here the relevant results from [16].

Let p be the Lagrangian multiplier vector related to the
constraints on the rates and let A be the Lagrangian mul-
tiplier related to the average power constraint. Then, the
Lagrangian associated with (12) is given in (13), where

Chym (A s Ty, Do) = Bkheym (Theyms Peym) — ADym- Fur-
ther, the related Lagrangian dual function is
@(A7H) L(TvpvRvAaH);

max
(T:P)€S, frmin SRS,

and the dual problem is minA>0,,¢0 O(\, u). For given A
and p, O(\, p) can be derived by solving two decoupled
subproblems across R and (A, p), respectively. The first
subproblem is associated with R, i.e.,

Qr(Ry) + 1" R, (14)

fm,i,n jR-<f7nar
which is a convex optimization problem, for which efficient
algorithms to find the solution R*(u) are available.
The second subproblem is related to (7, p) and is given as

max AP+ E,
(r,p)ES

Z Z Chym (A s Tl () Piem (7))

keK meM

Given A and p, the unique solution to (14) is attained when
each subcarrier is exclusively assigned to a single user per
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time slot and the power is allocated per user across subcarriers
following a water-filling principle, i.e.,

. 1 k=k
Tk,m(’Y):{O Vk#;:* )

m,

where ky, = arg max [uy logo (1 + AgmPy ) — APy ] and

kEK N
ﬁz,mh’) = [‘I;ﬁ‘;’e — ﬁ} . The corresponding optimal

power allocation is

* py, m k = k';krl
pk,m(’)/) = {pk, (’7) ,Vm.

0 Yk # k7,

Since (12) is convex and Slater’s condition holds, the duality
gap between the primal and dual problems is zero. Therefore,
replacing A\ and g with the optimal dual variables A\* and
p* provides the almost surely optimal resource allocation
policy 7*(A*, u*,~) and p*(\*, u*,~y) and the corresponding
optimal rate vector R*(u*), which is on the boundary of the
rate region R. The optimal A* and p* can be obtained through
the method of stochastic subgradient iterations, i.e.,

Aln+1] = Aln] +6(2 nem Prm (Y[0]) = P)

pe[n + 1] = prln] + 6(Ry(pln]) — 22, em 7“22,m(7[7”é]1)5)j
Starting from any initial A > 0 and @ > O, the iterations in
(15) converge to the optimal A* and p*.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the optimal solution
R, = R*(p*) may not be achievable since the available SVC
encoding schemes support only a discrete set of rate values.
Following the common practice, the optimal discrete solution
is obtained by extracting the largest achievable rate which is
smaller than R .

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we assess the practical performance of the
proposed optimization framework. We consider a OFDMA
wireless network with K = 6 users and M = 144 subcarriers,
unless otherwise stated, a time slot duration g, = 0.5 ms
and a total average power P = 1 W. The bandwidth of each
subcarrier is 15 kHz. The Rayleigh fading channels between
the BS and each user are simulated using the ITU Vehicular
Channel A model [26] which has a root mean square delay
spread T, = 0.37 us and 50% coherence bandwidth of B, =
1/(5Tpms) &~ 540 kHz. The average normalized SNRs for all
users are assumed to be 25 dBW. The modulation and coding
scheme adopted at the PHY layer are characterized by a rate
adjustment a1 = 0.905 and an SNR gap as = 1.34 [23].

We encode six 160-frame videos, one for each user, with
different spatial-temporal complexities, i.e., Foreman, Ice,
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Soccer, Crew, Football and Mobile', in CIF resolution with a
frame-rate of 30 frames per second. Each sequence is encoded
IDR-period-by-IDR-period by the JSVM reference software
[28] with the GOP size and IDR period set to 8 and 16
frames, respectively. The encoded stream consists of one base
layer and two enhancement layers, and the basis quantization
parameters for encoding the three layers are set to 40, 34 and
28, respectively. Each enhancement layer is further split into
five MGS layers with MGS vector [3 2 4 2 5]. Then, the
post-processing priority level assignment is carried out. The
estimate of the three parameters of model (1) is performed
every IDR period. The duration of the application period is
set to an IDR period, which leads to an application period
window N, = 1066.

Moreover, we set the size of an RTP packet to 600 bytes
and simulate an RTP packet loss rate 7.4 of 5% as in [21]
and [3]. The maximum number of bytes per RS codeword in
the UXP scheme (i.e., the maximum number of RTP packets)
is set to 255. The minimum number of packets is dependent
on the video content and on 7,4, since it has to ensure that
the base layer is transmitted.

To assess the individual received video quality, we use the
PSNR calculated using the luminance MSE, averaged over all
160 frames, if not specified otherwise, i.e.,

2557

To measure the system efficiency, we average the PSNRs for
all user received videos, i.e.,

avePSNR = (1/K) Y PSNRy.
kel

(16)

The higher avePSNR is, the higher system efficiency we have.
On the other hand, the quality fairness is evaluated using the
standard deviation of the PSNRs, i.e.,

stiPSNR = \/ (1/K) Y (PSNRy, — avePSNR)2.
ke

Lower stdPSNR corresponds to fairer service.

We will use the acronym o-F to refer to the resource allo-
cation obtained by solving the problem with relaxed fairness
constraints (10). Recall that the pure-quality fairness scheme
(PF) and the maximum efficiency scheme (ME) are the two
extreme cases of o-F, corresponding to o = 0, respectively,
co. We will compare the performance of o-F, for
intermediate values of o, with the extremes PF? and ME.

o =

IThe video sequences were downloaded from [27].
2It is worth pointing out that the results obtained with PF are expected to

L(T’paRa A,PL) - Z Qk(Rk) + A {P _]E’Y
kex

keK meM

=Y Qr(Ri)+p"R+ AP +E,
ke

Z Z Pk,m (’Y)

Z Tk,m (Tk,m (7))pk,m(7))

be very close to those obtained using the algorithm of [3].
_ Rk}
meM

}JFZ%{EW

kex

> Ck,m(%mrkﬁm(v)mk,m(v))} : (13)

ke meM
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Fig. 3: stdPSNR versus avePSNR obtained with o-F for various
values of 0. The ERA point is also plotted.

We also include the comparison with an equal-rate adaptation
scheme, referred to as ERA, which provides fairness among
users in terms of allocated video rate without violating the
maximum and minimum rate constraints. The ERA problem
can be formulated from problem (5) by replacing the fair-
ness constraints in (5¢) with new rate-fair constraints, i.e.,
Ri(7,p) = Fi(f),Vk € K, with the objective of maximizing
f, where f > 0 and Fk( f) is defined similarly to (4). The
solution to this problem can be obtained by using the ILA
algorithm where the APP layer algorithm aims to find an
optimal rate-fair solution rather than a quality-fair solution.

We emphasize that in our experiments the value of the
expected PSNR (i.e., accounting for all packet loss scenarios)
was generally very close to the PSNR of the transmitted video
(i.e., the value achieved when all packets are received). This
fact suggests that the UXP scheme generally ensures that the
whole transmitted video stream can be correctly recovered
from packet erasures with very high probability. Therefore,
we use the PSNR value of the transmitted video sequence in
our assessment in the sequel.

Fig. 3 illustrates the performance of the o-F scheme, in
terms of fairness and system efficiency, for various values of
o, in comparison with ERA. The values of o range from
0 to 0.3 in increments of 0.01. Additionally, the values
0.32,0.34,0.36,0.38, co, are considered too. As o increases,
both avePSNR and stdPSNR increase until reaching the ME
point. These results show that the fairness is traded off grace-
fully against the system efficiency as ¢ increases, as expected,
due to the increasingly looser fairness constraints in problem
(10). In our setting the ME point is already obtained when o
is about 0.28, meaning that the relaxed fairness inequalities
do not constrain the solution anymore. It is important to note
that as o increases from 0O in sufficiently small increments,
a dense set of trade-off points can be obtained covering the
whole range between the PF and ME points. Additionally, it is
worth pointing out the poor performance of ERA in terms of
quality fairness compared to o-F, since the latter can achieve
(with ¢ = 0.28) the same avePSNR, but with about 0.8 dB
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Fig. 4: The PSNR of each video obtained with o-F, for 0 =
0.04,0.08, PF, ME and ERA.
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lower standard deviation in PSNR than ERA.

It is interesting to compare our trade-off framework with
that proposed in [15] in terms of flexibility. Examining the
results reported in [15, Fig. 7] we see that there is a big gap
between the pure quality-fairness point and the next trade-
off point (about 2 dB in stdPSNR). Thus, their framework
can achieve only points at some distance away from the pure
quality-fairness point. On the other hand, our o-F scheme
overcomes this limitation, since it can achieve trade-off points
close to PE. More specifically, our framework ensures trade-off
points densely covering the whole range from PF to ME.

Fig. 4 shows the PSNR of each video corresponding to
the o-F allocation scheme for ¢ = 0.04 and ¢ = 0.08 in
comparison with PE, ME and ERA. We see that in terms
of PSNR difference the results are as expected for the o-F
scheme including its two extreme cases PF and ME. In other
words, the absolute PSNR difference increases gradually with
o from the lowest value, achieved with PF, to the highest
value, achieved with ME. Interestingly, for Soccer, Foreman,
Crew and Ice, the PSNR value increases with o, while for
Mobile and Football it decreases, in the case of Football the
decrease occuring after an initial (almost) stationary phase.
Further, we observe that the PSNR values for ME and ERA
are very close for all videos except for Football and Ice where
we see an about 1 dB difference. Finally, these results suggest
that, while the subjective quality achieved with ME and ERA
for Soccer, Foreman, Crew and Ice may be high, the quality
of Mobile and Football may be too low since the PSNR values
for the latter group are much lower than for the former group.

We point out that the o-F allocation scheme can also be
applied to the scenario without RTP packet loss, and thus
without the UXP module. Simulation results reported in [18]
for the no packet loss case are similar in spirit to those reported
here.

Next we perform the visual comparison between the pro-
posed o-F scheme (¢ = 0.08) and PF, ME and ERA for
decoded frames in the third IDR. For reference we also include
a bar-graph showing the PSNR values achieved for the third
IDR for the above mentioned five scenarios (Fig. 5). Figure 6
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Fig. 5: The PSNR of the third IDR for each video obtained with o-F,
for 0 = 0.04, 0.08, PF, ME and ERA.

compares reconstructed frames obtained with ME and ERA for
Mobile and Football. We observe that the reconstructions are
very similar. While differences exist they are hardly noticeable.
The same observation holds for Soccer, Foreman, Crew and
Ice. The corresponding reconstructions for Soccer, Foreman,
Crew and Ice can be found in the supplementary document
[29, Fig. 1, 2].

Figures 7 and 8 contain the frame reconstructions for ME,
PF and o-F, with o = 0.08, for Soccer and Football (Fig. 7),
respectively, Foreman and Mobile (Fig. 8). We observe that
ME/ERA ensures a good reconstruction quality for Soccer and
Foreman, but unsatisfactory for Football and Mobile, which
contain blurred regions (the football field and the two players
in the center in Football; the numbers in the calendar and
the picture above them in Mobile). The PF scheme sharply
improves the reconstruction for Football and Mobile, but it
visibly deteriorates the reconstruction of Soccer and Foreman.
For instance, in Soccer the number on the soccer player’s shirt
and the person with the dog in the background become blurred.
In Foreman, the details of the face become unclear. On the
other hand, we see that the o-F scheme ensures a pleasing
reconstruction for all four videos by finding a middle ground
between PF and ME/ERA. A clear degradation in quality from
ME to PF can also be observed in Crew and Ice, while o-
F visibly improves the quality in comparison with PF. The
reconstructions for Crew and Ice are available in [29]. Thus,
our results show that, while both PF and ME have the ability of
providing a high visual quality to some users, this may come
at the expense of drastically worsening the quality for other
users. The o-F scheme, on the other hand, gradually decreases
the difference in visual quality between users until possibly a
balancing point is reached where each user has a high enough
perceived quality.

In order to understand this behavior it is instructive to ana-
lyze the rate-PSNR curves of the videos, which are plotted in
Fig. 9. We see from the plots that for Football and Mobile the
PSNR increases much more slowly with the rate than for the
other four videos. This explains why the ERA scheme, which
allocates the same rate to all users leads to high discrepancies
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in quality between the reconstructions. A similar effect is
achieved with the ME scheme since it allocates more rate to
videos that ensure higher increase of the PSNR. On the other
hand, the discrepancies in performance exhibited by the PF
scheme, which enforces very close PSNR values for all videos,
may be due to the fact that the ranges of achievable PSNR
values are different. Thus the PSNR values corresponding to
maximum quality (i.e., for the highest rate) in the case of
Soccer, Foreman, Crew and Ice are much higher than for
Mobile and Footbal. This suggests that the correspondence
between the PSNR value and the subjective quality level is
different for the two groups of videos. Interestingly, lower
achievable PSNR values correspond to the more demanding
videos, i.e., Mobile and Football (referred to as group B),
while higher values can be achieved by the videos in the
other group (group A). This suggests that for the same level
of subjective quality, videos in group A should have higher
PSNR values than those in group B. This explains why the
PF scheme cannot ensure the same subjective quality level to
all videos.

The o-F scheme, on the other hand, allows for the PSNR
values to be selected from a wider region around the common
PF PSNR value. Since the objective of the optimization is to
increase the sum-PSNR within this region, the videos in group
A will likely acquire PSNR values near the upper bound, while
videos in group B will likely acquire PSNR values smaller
than the PF value, but certainly not smaller than the lower
bound. The parameter o constraints this region ensuring that
the lower bound guarantees a good enough quality for the
videos in group B. On the other hand, the videos in group A
exhibit an increase in quality versus the PF level. Thus, the
o-F scheme is more attractive than PF. The o-F scheme is
also more fair than PF in terms of perceived quality since it
decreases the discrepancies in visual quality between users.
Additionally, by gradually increasing o it may be possible to
reach a balancing point where the degradation of videos in
group B is still small while the increase in quality of videos
in group A is high enough so that all users are fully satisfied.
In our experiments such a value of o exists, but this might
not happen all the time. Clearly, for such a balancing point
to exist the available sum-rate must be high enough, at least
higher than the sum of the minimum individual video rates
needed for a good enough visual quality.

VII. DISCUSSION

While in our experiments the o-F scheme has a beneficial
effect in terms of improving the visual quality, a natural
question is whether this effect will persist in more general
scenarios. We think that this behavior can be generalized as
explained next. Consider a scenario where neither PF, nor ME
ensure sufficient visual quality to all users, but the set of videos
can be partitioned into the following groups:

e group A, containing videos for which ME ensures a very
high visual quality, but the quality under PF is too low;

e group B, containing videos for which PF ensures a very
high visual quality, but the quality under ME is too low;

e group C, containing videos for which both ME and PF
ensure very good perceived quality.
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Fig. 6: Visual comparison between ME (left) and ERA (right) for Mobile (top) and Football (bottom).

Since videos in groups B and C have very high quality in
the PF regime, they can afford to lose some rate and still
maintain a pleasing quality. Thus, the o-F scheme guarantees
good enough quality for groups B and C if o is sufficiently
small, say o < o3 for some o7.

Assume now that the PSNRs of videos in group .4 increase
in the o-F case versus the PF case, and let o5 be the smallest
o which brings the perceived quality of these videos at a high
enough level. Thus, if 032 < o < o1, all three groups of users
are satisfied in the o-F case. On the other hand, if 09 > 03
such a balancing o value does not exist. However, for 0 < oy,
the o-F scheme still brings some improvement in quality for
videos in group A, thus lowering the users’ dissatisfaction
versus the PF case. In the same time, users in groups B and C
remain fully satisfied. We conclude that the o-F scheme may
bring some benefit versus the PF scenario even if ¢ is small.

The above conclusions rely on the assumption that the
PSNRs of videos in group A are guaranteed to increase in the
o-F case versus the PF case. Next we present some theoretical
results to support this claim.

Let us denote by Fj ., the rate assigned to user k in
the o-F scenario, for 0 < o < oo, where 0 = 0 cor-

L

responds to PF, and 0 = oo to ME. Further, let q,’w
Q. (Fy.0), where Q) (Fy) denotes the derivative of Qy(Fy).
As discussed previously, the ME scheme is equivalent to
op-F for some large enough oj,,. For simplicity, let us
assume that Qi(Fyo) € (¢°(1 — o), (1 + our)) C
(Qk,mins Qk,maz)- Then the interval constraining the rate for
user k in problem (11) is [Fy(¢*(1 — o)), Fr(¢*(1 + 0))], for
all 0 < o < oyps. Additionally, denote for each k and o > 0,
Ghos 2 Q4(Fela* (1—0))) and ¢}, 2 Q4(Fiulq* (1+0))).
Since the functions Q(F)) are strictly concave, it follows
that gy, ,, > g o > qj,,_ for all k and o > 0. The following
lemma, proved in the appendix, will be used in the sequel.

Lemma 2. For each 0 < 0 < oy there is some value g, such
that the following hold for each 1 < k < K.

a) If Fy. o € (Fx(¢*(1—0), Fr(¢*(1+0))) then qj, , = q,.
b) If Fio = Fi(¢*(1 — 0)) then qj, , < q,.
¢) If Fio = Fi(q* (1 + 0)) then q; , > g,

Applying Lemma 2 for o, we obtain that g;, ., = g, ,,, =
45, = Qo for all k. We may assume that ¢f g < g5 < -+ <
‘I'K,o~ Further, for each o > 0 let k1 (o) be the largest k; for
which qfwj_|r < ¢ forall 1 <k < kq, and let k2(o) denote
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Fig. 9: Rate-PNSR curves for the third IDR for all six video
sequences.

the smallest integer such that qfw(a) > ¢l and

K 1 ki(o)
o< 7 a7
j=ka(o) .0~ im1 Tio+

Additionally, let IC(o) denote the set of integers k& such that
Qe > Ghy(r)- Clearly, K(o) € {k2(0) +1,---, K}. The
following result is proved in the appendix.

Proposition 1. Let 0 < o < ops. Then the following hold:
q < qu(a), Qu(Fro) > ¢ for all k > ko(o), and
Qi(Fro)=q"(1+0) forall k € K(0).

Remark 1. It is likely that indexes k with high ME PSNR
value also have high qj, .. Thus, the set {kz(c), -+, K} is
likely the set of the N videos with highest PSNR in the ME
regime, for N = K — ko(0) + 1. This set can be regarded as
the set A. Thus, according to Proposition 1, it is guaranteed
that all videos in A have the o-F PSNR higher than in the PF
case. A moment of thought reveals that as o decreases towards
0, N is nondecreasing, approaching the value K — k2(0) + 1.
Additionally, K — k2(0) + 1 > k1(0) and the set of indexes
{1,--- ,k1(0)} corresponds to videos for which the ME PSNR
is smaller than the PF PSNR. Thus, Proposition 1 guarantees
that, for sufficiently small o, the number of videos whose PSNR
increases versus the PF case is at least equal to the number
of videos whose ME PSNR is smaller than in the PF case.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we tackle the problem of sending scalable
videos to multiple users over OFDMA wireless networks
considering the trade-off between quality fairness and system
efficiency. We propose a cross-layer optimization framework
for maximizing the sum of the PSNR values corresponding
to average user rates subject to relaxed PSNR fair constraints.
The optimization problem is solved in two steps. In the first
step, we solve a pure quality-fairness (PF) problem which
maximizes the common PSNR value enforced to all users. In

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMM.2017.2678198

the second step, we relax the constraints on quality fairness by
allowing individual PSNRs to be some distance away from the
PF value. This relative distance is controlled by a parameter o,
which thus governs the trade-off between quality fairness and
efficiency. Our simulation results demonstrate that, by slowly
increasing o, a rich set of points gracefully trading off quality
fairness for system efficiency, can be obtained. Furthermore,
our experiments show that the maximum efficiency allocation
may degrade the quality of the high demanding videos, while
the PF scheme may drastically reduce the subjective quality
of the low complexity videos. The proposed scheme is able to
overcome the above disadvantages with an appropriate choice
of o, leading to a high subjective quality for all videos.

APPENDIX A

Proof of Lemma 1: First we will show that Ry C Rf.
For this let ¢ > 0. Then we have to show that

A(Qiq), Q;(q)) = 0,

for all ¢ # j € K. Let us fix some i # j € K. Next we have
to distinguish between the following cases: 1) Q; min < ¢ <
Qi,mux and Qj,min <q< Qj,max; 2) Qj,min <qg< Qi,min
or Qi,min < q < Qj,min; 3) q < Qi,min and q < Qj,min;
4) Qj,maa: é q < Qi,mam or Qi,max é q < Qj,znam; 5)
¢ > Qimaz and ¢ > Qj mas. In case 1) we have Q;(q) =
q= Qj(q), thus (18) trivially holds. In case 2) if inequalities
Qj,min < qg< Qi,min hOld, then we have Qz(q) = Qi;min >
q= Qj(q), which implies that (18) is true. The other subcase
can be treated similarly. Consider now case 3). Then one has
Qi(q) = Qimin and Q;(g) = Qjmin and (18) holds again,
The other cases can be treated analogously.

Let us prove now that R} C Ry. Let R € R} and Q) =
F;'(Ry,) for each k € K. We have to show that there is
some g > 0 such that Qk(q) = @ for all k € K. To this
end, consider first the following sets of indexes: Z £ {k €
K:|Qk7min < Qk < Qk,maz}’ A £ {k € Kle,min = Qk}
and 7 = {k € ’C|Qk,maw = Qk}

Consider now the case when Z; is non-empty. The fact that
A(Qi,Q;) = 0 for all 4, j implies that the value @, for all
k € Iy is the same. Let us choose g as the common value
of Q for k € Zy. It follows that Qk(q) = Qr k € Ip.
Further, for ¢ € Z;, the fact that A(Q;,Qr) = 0 for any
k € Iy, implies that ¢ < Q; pin, leading to the conclusion
that Q;(q¢) = Qimin = Qi. Likewise, for j € T, , the fact
that A(Q;, Q) = 0 for any k € Z, implies that ¢ > Q; maa»
leading to the conclusion that Qj(q) = Qjmaz = @;.

Finally, we have to consider the case when Z; is empty. If
T, # 0 we choose ¢ £ min{Qx min|k € Z1}. Then clearly,
Qk(q) = Qk,min = Qi for any k € Z;. For j € I, , the fact
that A(Q;, Q) = 0 for any k € 7, implies that ¢ > Q; maz>
leading to the conclusion that Qj (¢) = Qj.maz = Q;. On the
other hand, in the case when Z; = () and Z, # ) we choose
q = max{Qx|k € Zo} and the conclusion follows. With this
observation the proof is complete. [ ]

Proof of Lemma 2: Let us consider two distinct users ¢
and j such that F;(¢*(1 — o)) < F;» < Fi(¢*(1+ o)) and
Fi(¢*(1—0)) < Fj» < Fi(¢*(140)). Let 6 > 0 be such that

(18)
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Fio+6 < Fi(¢*(140)) and F;(¢* (1 —0) < F; , — 0. If the
optimal o-F rate assignment is changed such that an amount
of ¢ rate is moved from user j to user ¢, the sum-PSNR cannot
increase. Therefore,

Qi(Fio +9) + Q;(F
which implies that

Qi(Fio+0) — Qi(Fio) < Q;(Fjs) — Qi(F
) - ]

Applying the limit as 6 — 0, we obtain that ¢; , < ¢ ,. If
additionally, F;(¢*(1 —0)) < F; » and F; , < F;(¢*(1+0)),
then we have ¢; , > ¢ ,, leading to g¢; , = ¢ ,. Thus, ¢ is
the common value of q;wj for users k falling in Case a). The
rest of the claim follows based on similar arguments. ]

Proof of Proposition 1: Assume first that ¢/, < q§€2(0)
holds. Then ¢/, < ¢, for all k > ky(o), and, in virtue of
Lemma 2 and of the concavity of Qy(F})) it follows that
Qr(Fro) > q*, for all k& > ky(c). Moreover, we have
Q.o > q, for all k € K(o). Thus, Lemma 2 implies that
Fi.o = Fi(q*(1 4+ o)), for k € K(o). Thus, it only remains
to prove that ¢/, < q;cz ) holds.

Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that ¢, > ql’w(a).
Then g, > ¢ , for all i < kq(0), and g, > g; for all j <
k2(o). Using Lemma 2 it follows that F; , = F;(¢*(1 — o))
for all i < k(o) and F} , < Fj(¢*) for all j < ko(o). Since
the sum-rate under PF and o-F is the same, it follows that

0) < Qi(Fio) + Q;(Fj0);

0*5)

k1(o) K
Y (Fila)=Fi(a"(1-0)) < > (Fila"(1+0))=Fi(q").
i=1 k=ks (o)
19)
Since Qp(F}) is concave it follows that
’ ¢(1+0)—g"
Qho— < = <
BT 7 Fu(g*(1+0)) — Fila”)
which implies that Fy(¢*(1+0)) — Fi(q*) S ‘,1 2. Similarly,
k o—
we obtain that Fj,(¢*) — Fir(q"(1 —0)) = 4 " Combining
o+
these relations with (19) it follows that
ki(o) - K *o
< Y o (20)
qi,0+ k=k2 (o) qk,a—
which contradicts relation (17), completing the proof. ]
REFERENCES

[1] C. Inc., “Cisco visual networking index: Global mobile data traffic
forecast update, 2014-2019,” Feb. 2015.

[2] M. van Der Schaar and S. N. Sai, “Cross-layer wireless multimedia
transmission: challenges, principles, and new paradigms,” IEEE Wireless
Commun., vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 50-58, Aug. 2005.

[3] S. Cicalo and V. Tralli, “Distortion-fair cross-layer resource allocation
for scalable video transmission in ofdma wireless networks,” IEEE
Trans. Multimedia, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 848-863, Jan. 2014.

[4] L. L. S. Committee et al., “Air interface for fixed and mobile broadband
wireless access systems,” IEEE Std. 802.16e-2005, 2006.

[5] “3rd generation partnership project, technical specification group radio
access network; physical layer aspects for evolved universalterrestrial
radio access (utra),” 3GPP Std. TR 25.814 v.7.0.0, Sept. 2006.

[6] D. Munaretto and M. Zorzi, “Robust opportunistic broadcast scheduling
for scalable video streaming,” in Proc. IEEE WCNC, Apr. 2012, pp.
2134-2139.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMM.2017.2678198

[7]1 H. Schwarz, D. Marpe, and T. Wiegand, “Overview of the scalable video
coding extension of the h. 264/avc standard,” IEEE Trans. Circ. Syst.
Video Techn., vol. 17, no. 9, pp. 1103-1120, Sept. 2007.

[8] H.Ha, C. Yim, and Y. Y. Kim, “Cross-layer multiuser resource allocation
for video communication over ofdm networks,” Computer Commun.,
vol. 31, no. 15, pp. 3553-3563, Sept. 2008.

[91 Y. Li, Z. Li, M. Chiang et al., “Content-aware distortion-fair video
streaming in congested networks,” IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 11,
no. 6, pp. 1182-1193, Oct. 2009.

[10] N. Khan, M. G. Martini, and Z. Bharucha, “Quality-aware fair downlink
scheduling for scalable video transmission over Ite systems,” in Proc.
IEEE SPAWC, Jun. 2012, pp. 334-338.

[11] Z. Chen, M. Li, and Y.-P. Tan, “Perception-aware multiple scalable video
streaming over wlans,” IEEE Signal Proc. Letters, vol. 17, no. 7, pp.
675-678, Jul. 2010.

[12] A. A. Khalek, C. Caramanis, and R. W. Heath, “Delay-constrained video
transmission: Quality-driven resource allocation and scheduling,” IEEE
J. Selec. Topics Signal Proc., vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 60-75, Feb. 2015.

[13] E. Maani, P. V. Pahalawatta, R. Berry, T. N. Pappas, and A. K. Katsagge-
los, “Resource allocation for downlink multiuser video transmission over
wireless lossy networks,” IEEE Trans. Image Proc., vol. 17, no. 9, pp.
1663-1671, Sept. 2008.

[14] L. He and G. Liu, “Quality-driven cross-layer design for h.264/avc
video transmission over ofdma system,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun.,
vol. 13, no. 12, pp. 6768-6782, Dec. 2014.

[15] G.-M. Su, Z. Han, M. Wu, and K. Liu, “A scalable multiuser framework
for video over ofdm networks: fairness and efficiency,” IEEE Trans. Circ.
Syst. Video Techn., vol. 16, no. 10, pp. 1217-1231, Oct. 2006.

[16] X. Wang and G. B. Giannakis, “Resource allocation for wireless
multiuser ofdm networks,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 57, no. 7,
pp. 4359-4372, Jul. 2011.

[17] S. Dumitrescu, X. Wu, and Z. Wang, “Efficient algorithms for optimal
uneven protection of single and multiple scalable code streams against
packet erasures,” IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 9, no. 7, pp. 1466-1474,
Nov. 2007.

[18] K. Lin, “Quality fairness-oriented cross-layer resource allocation for
scalable video delivery over ofdma wireless networks,” Master’s thesis,
McMaster University, Elec. and Comp. Eng. Dept., 2015.

[19] J. De Cock, S. Notebaert, P. Lambert, and R. Van De Walle, “Architec-
tures for fast transcoding of h.264/avc to quality-scalable svc streams,”
IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 11, no. 7, pp. 1209-1224, Nov. 2009.

[20] K. Stuhlmiiller, N. Farber, M. Link, and B. Girod, “Analysis of video
transmission over lossy channels,” IEEE J. Selec. Areas Commun.,
vol. 18, no. 6, pp. 1012-1032, Jun. 2000.

[21] H. Mansour, V. Krishnamurthy, and P. Nasiopoulos, “Channel aware
multiuser scalable video streaming over lossy under-provisioned chan-
nels: Modeling and analysis,” IEEE Trans. Multimedia, vol. 10, no. 7,
pp- 13661381, Nov. 2008.

[22] S. Cicalo, A. Haseeb, and V. Tralli, “Fairness-oriented multi-stream rate
adaptation using scalable video coding,” Signal Proc.: Image Commun.,
vol. 27, no. 8, pp. 800-813, Sept. 2012.

[23] M. Mazzotti, S. Moretti, and M. Chiani, “Multiuser resource allocation
with adaptive modulation and ldpc coding for heterogeneous traffic in
ofdma downlink,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 60, no. 10, pp. 2915-
2925, Oct. 2012.

[24] I. C. Wong and B. L. Evans, “Adaptive downlink ofdma resource
allocation,” in 42nd Asilomar Conf. Sign., Syst. Computers, Oct. 2008,
pp- 2203-2207.

[25] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex optimization.
University Press, 2004.

[26] E. SMG, “Universal mobile telecommunications system (umts); selec-
tion procedures for the choice of radio transmission technologies of the
umts,” ETSI Document TR, vol. 101, p. 112, Nov. 1997.

[27] ftp://ftp.tnt.uni-hannover.de/pub/svc/testsequences/.

[28] J. Reichel, H. Schwarz, and M. Wien, “Joint scalable video model 11
(Gsvm 11),” Joint Video Team, Doc. JVT-X202, Jul. 2007.

[29] K. Lin and S. Dumitrescu, “Cross-layer resource allocation
for scalable video over ofdma wireless networks: trade-off
between quality fairness and efficiency. supplementary figures,”
http://www.ece.mcmaster.ca/~sorina/papers/TMM2017SupplFigs.pdf.

Cambridge

Copyright (c) 2017 IEEE. Personal use is permitted. For any other purposes, permission must be obtained from the IEEE by emailing pubs-permissions@ieee.org.



