arXiv:1803.05080v1 [cs.NI] 14 Mar 2018

A Survey of Multimedia Streaming in LTE Cellular Networks

Ahmed Ahmedin^∗, Amitabha Ghosh^†, and Dipak Ghosal^∗ ∗University of California, Davis, CA 95616 {ahmedin, dghosal}@ucdavis.edu †UtopiaCompression Corporation, Los Angeles, CA 90064 amitabhg@utopiacompression.com

Abstract—With the growing of Long Term Evolution (LTE) cellular networks and the increase in the demand of the video services, it is vital to consider the challenges in the streaming services from a different perspective. A perspective that focuses on the streaming services in light of cellular networks challenges, both per layer basis and across multiple layers as well. In this tutorial, we highlight the main challenges that faces the industry of video streaming in the context of cellular networks with a focus on LTE. We also discuss proposed solutions for these challenges while highlighting the limitations of these solutions and the conditions/assumptions required for these solution to deliver high performance. In addition, we show different work in cross layer optimization for video streaming and how it leads towards a more optimized end to end LTE networking for video streaming. Finally, we suggest different open research areas in the domain of video delivery over LTE networks that can significantly enhance the quality of streaming experience to the end user.

I. INTRODUCTION

Video streaming is currently one of the fastest and most expending services due to the emergence of multimedia based applications. The nature of these applications varies between business video conferences and telesurgeries to home entertainment, including but not limited to security surveillance and tracking operations. The evolution in wireless networks adds the mobility as another dimension to the streaming services. The high bit rates demands by users impose challenges on the network operators and vendors to continuously develop and enhance the cellular networks capabilities which leads to creating new services in addition to enhancing the quality of the existing ones. Furthermore, today’s mobile devices (e.g., iPhone, iPad, Android, tablet) not only have advanced capabilities in terms of more processing power, longer battery life, higher resolution display, and a variety of form factors, but also support seamless execution of numerous applications (Apps) developed by third parties. This expansion of smart mobile devices industry is driving service providers and operators to introduce more effective techniques to bring high-quality services for the end users. Video streaming services are one of the services that was highly affected by the cellular networks and industry evolution. Content providers such as YouTube and Netflix direct some of their potential towards perfecting mobile apps and enhancing the streaming quality on mobile devices. As shown in Figure 1, Reelseo, a media market guide, claims that video streaming applications represents 35% of the cellular data traffic. It is expected that 70% of the cellular data traffic will be from video by 2016 [1].

Fig. 1: A study by Reelseo shows that 35% of the cellular data traffic is for video streaming.

However, there are key challenges that affects the quality of video streaming over a cellular network, such as mobility, changing wireless environments, diversity in devices capabilities, power management, the strict delay requirements for the video traffic and other difficulties that have to be considered for successful video transmission. Indeed, increasing the bandwidth and the bitrate can solve some of these problems, however smart and advanced protocols are needed to manage this bandwidth and distribute it fairly among the multiple users and handle different requests. Long Term Evolution (LTE), often referred to as (4G), is one of the promising cellular technologies that has highly evolved, and been developed and deployed over the past few years. The fact that LTE advanced has a peak download data rate of 1 Gbps and upload rate of 0.5 Gbps [2] promotes it as a good candidate for multimedia streaming. Hence, the focus of this survey is to shed some light over the mechanisms of video delivery over wireless cellular networks in general and LTE in particular.

We approach the challenges of the video streaming problem on a per layer basis and we specifically focus on LTE networks. We discuss the main challenges for each layer and some proposed solutions for each problem in addition to pointing out

Fig. 2: End to end full system architecture including LTE radio network, LTE EPC network and the content distribution network

the limitations of these solutions and the conditions needed for them to perform well. The survey also propose some open research areas for each layer. In addition, we survey some cross layer optimization solutions, where interaction/coupling happens between two or more layers. Unfortunately, quantifying the effect of the solutions on the video quality is very difficult due to the existence many performance metrics such as frame delay, peak signal to noise ratio, among others that are hard to connect together [3] and each focus on a different vital aspect of the video performance. Hence, we show the impact of each solution on the different streaming performance aspects.

There has been many related surveys addressing the multimedia streaming problems over wireless networks in general such as Zhu and Girod [4] which provides an overview of the technical challenges of video streaming over different types of wireless networks. Mantzouratos et al. [5] points out the suitability of cross layer design for optimizing video streaming over mobile ad hoc networks (MANETs). A survey of issues in supporting QoS in MANETs was presented by Mohapatra in [6]. However, none compare between the pros and cons of the different existing approaches and also there is no focus on the cellular technology specially 3G and 4G. Our tutorial is considered as a supplementary to the existing surveys as we address the video streaming solutions proposed to overcome the problems of each layer starting from the application layer to the medium access control (MAC). We also focus more on the LTE technology and identify the advantages, the disadvantages and the limitations for each of the discussed solutions. We discuss the advantage of cross layer design and show some successful approaches in the cross layer design context while providing directions for open problems and future research.

The rest of this survey is organized as follows: In section II, we introduce an overview about the LTE networks. Section III gives an overview over the structure of the video coding types used for streaming and discusses some famous parameters to quantify the video quality. Sections IV, V, and VI discusses respectively the application, transport and MAC layers problems and possible solutions. A cross layer approaches are discussed in Section VII. Finally, we conclude our tutorial in Section VIII.

II. LTE OVERVIEW The LTE project started in 2004 by the Third Generation Partnership Project (3GPP) telecommunication body to enhance the cellular communication. It started as an evolution from the Universal Mobile Telecommunication System (UMTS). LTE Advanced is expected to achieve peak downlink rates up to 1Gbps [2]. Besides the high data rate and the wide coverage range that LTE provides, it is backward compatible with the previous cellular networks generations. There has been some competitors to the LTE systems such as WiMAX defined by the standard IEEE 802.16e which provides high data rates and mobility advantage similar to the LTE. However, the fact that LTE supports seamless connection to existing cellular networks and the simple compatible architecture, which reduces the operating expenditure (OPEX), promotes LTE to be the perfect candidate for the next generation of cellular networks [7].

A. LTE Architecture

LTE has been designed to support the packet switching services. Hence, the system architecture has been devolved to contain the Evolved Packet System (EPS) in addition to the regular connectivity radio core network functions. In this section, we will show some of the related EPS functionality to the video streaming and give an overview for the core network.

Figure 2 shows the network architecture, including the LTE radio network, LTE core network and the content distribution network (CDN). These three parts provide the end to end connectivity between the user equipments (UEs) and the content provider. The eNodeB is considered the radio access part of the LTE network, which provides the radio connectivity to the UE. The figure also highlights the different control loops which ensures smooth end to end video delivery and will be discussed later in depth throughout the entire survey.

The physical layer of an LTE downlink uses orthogonal frequency-division multiple access (OFDMA), and allocates radio resources in both time and frequency domains, as shown in Figure 3. The time domain is divided into LTE downlink frames, which are split into Transmission Time Intervals (TTIs) of duration 1 millisecond (ms) each. The LTE downlink frame has a total duration of 10 ms corresponding to ten TTIs. Each TTI is further subdivided into two time slots, each of duration 0.5 ms. Each of these slots corresponds to 7 OFDM symbols. In the frequency domain, the available bandwidth is divided into subchannels of bandwidth 180 kHz each, and each subchannel comprises 12 adjacent OFDM subcarriers. As the basic time-frequency unit in the scheduler, a single Physical Resource Block (PRB) consists of one 0.5 ms time slot and one subchannel. The minimum unit of assignment for a UE is one PRB, and each one can be assigned to only a single UE. Additionally, the LTE downlink makes use of adaptive modulation and coding (AMC) to match the transmission parameters to changing wireless channel conditions. In AMC, the modulation and the coding changes based on the wireless environment to provide more robustness in weak channels and higher data rates over the strong PRBs.

Fig. 3: LTE downlink frame structure showing a physical resource block (PRB), a resource element, and the durations for a time slot, a subframe, and a frame. A PRB consists of 12 consecutive subcarriers and 7 or 6 OFDM symbols depending on whether a long or short cyclic prefix is used, respectively. The basic time-frequency unit in the scheduler is a single PRB.

III. VIDEO STREAMING OVERVIEW A video is considered as a time sequence of still-images. As the wireless communication technology are becoming more advanced, the video streaming services are becoming more sophisticated and cover wide range of applications. These applications vary from entertainment purposes such as video on demand, video chatting and interactive gaming to business purposes such as tele-surveillance, video conferencing and remote learning. Every one of these applications has its own requirements and performance metrics to emphasize. For example, the effect of few seconds lagging is not severely sensitive for video on demand services, however it is very critical for video conferencing.

Al-Mualla and Canagarajah in [8] introduce the main challenges for video streaming over cellular networks. One of the main challenges in the cellular networks is the limited bandwidth, hence efficient video compression techniques are needed to overcome the bandwidth problem. Also, compression techniques with higher compression ratios are needed to enhance the video quality by fitting more frames and details into the same container then the radio spectrum. Another challenge is the different capabilities of the UEs. Mobile devices range from battery and hardware constrained cell phones, to more powerful tablets with sophisticated transcoding features. Hence, video codecs implementations over cell phone need to take into consideration the computation complexity and the limited battery life for cellular devices. Until 2000, implementations of video codecs [9], [10] indicate that digital signal processors (DSPs) could not achieve real-time video encoding. Recently, there is more focus on low complexity codecs implementation on embedded processors such as [11].

In addition to coding challenges, we consider the severity of the mobile channel is the most difficult. The link quality depends the UE’s distance from the eNodeB as well as the shadowing and the fading. These effects reduce the reliability of video delivery over the wireless spectrum. Hence, a possible solution is using forward error correction codes shall reduce the effect of the wireless channel degradation, however it introduces extra redundancy to the video packets [12]. These redundancy comes on the expense of the first challenge that we explained due to the limited radio spectrum. To figure out the correct coding, feedback signaling should be used by making the UE report the quality. Unfortunately, it is hard to have a unified metric to quantify the video quality. Hence, a quantitative comparison between different schemes is difficult as each scheme focuses on fixing a certain problem and displays the advantage by showing the effect on the related performance metrics. Furthermore, the objective video quality metrics are built based on mathematical models to quantify the subjective quality assessments that usually needs a trained eye to judge it. For the rest of this section, we will discuss some popular video performance metrics.

A. Peak Signal to Noise Ratio (PSNR)

PSNR is a full-reference video quality metric, i.e., uses the distortion-free version of the video as the reference . Assuming we have a video I, hence PSNR is measured in reference to a video R, typically a high quality or a distortion free version of the video I. If the frame size is u × v (in pixels), the PSNR of the i^{th} frame, PSNR(i), can be calculated using the mean square error (MSE) between the i^{th} frame in the video I, I_i, and its correspondence in the video R, R_i, as follows [13],

MSE(i) = 1 uv u−1∑ k=0 v−1∑ l=0 [I_i(k, l) − R_i(k, l)]^2, (1)

PSNR(i) = 10 log_{10} ( MAX^2 MSE(i) ) , (2)

where MAX is the maximum possible pixel value (typically, 255). Hence, the average video PSNR is given as,

PSNR = ∑_z i=0 PSNR(i) z , (3)

where z is the number of frames in I and R. PSNR is the most widely used objective video quality metric because of its simplicity. However, PSNR values do not perfectly correlate with the perceived visual quality due to the non-linear behavior of the human visual system [14].

B. Structure Similarity Index Matrix (SSIM)

SSIM is another full referenced metric to characterize the video quality. Since it takes into consideration the interdependency between pixels, it is more consistent with the human eye [15]. SSIM(i) is calculated on various windows x and y of the frames I_i and R_i, respectively.

SSIM_{x,y}(i) =

(2μ_xμ_y + c_1)(2σ_{xy} + c_2) (μ^2_x + μ^2_y + c_1)(σ^2_x + σ^2_y + c_2)

, (4)

where μ_x and σ_x are the the mean and variance for window x, respectively; likewise, μ_y and σ_y are the mean and variance for window y. The covariance of x and y is σ_{xy}. The two variables c_1 and c_2 are to stabilize the division. Hence, the SSIM is given as

SSIM = ∑_z i=0 SSIM(i) z . (5)

C. Video Quality Metric (VQM)

VQM is another objective full referenced quality metric developed by the Institute for Telecommunication Science (ITS). It shows a high correlation with the subjective quality tests. The VQM calibrates the video and corrects the temporal and spatial shifts then extract the different quality features. It combines these quality measurements together using a set of linear combination of 7 parameters based on one of the various models defined for the VQM tool such as television, conference, general and PSNR [16].

D. Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD)

This is a reduced reference metric that is designed to predict the quality of distorted images without full information about the video. It is helpful in the real time streaming schemes such as video conference, where a quick feedback is required from the receiver to the transmitter without much information about the original video. The overall distortion, D, between the distorted and reference images can be calculated, according to [17], as

D = log_2 (1 + ∑_K k=1 | | |d̂^k(p^k||q^k) | | | D_0

) (6) where K is the number of sub-bands, p^k and q^k are the probability density functions of the k-th sub-bands in the reference and distorted images, respectively, and d̂^k is the KLD between p^k and q^k, and D_0 is a constant used to control the scale of the distortion measure.

E. Blind Quality Assessment

These are a no reference category matrix, where no information needed about the original video. The blind techniques are very helpful over the cellular network where a bandwidth utilization is required and the network protocols are trying to avoid extra overhead signaling. Chen and Song [18] analyzed the common mobile video impairments and used it as a metric for the video quality. The first is blockiness where the image contains small blocks of a single color. The second is blurriness where the edge of the image is not as sharp as the neighboring pixels. And finally, the noise in the image due to the random variation in the color of the images. The experimental results for this technique shows that this blind estimation techniques gives a close result to the SSIM metric.

IV. APPLICATION LAYER MECHANISMS FOR VIDEO STREAMING

The application layer is responsible of deciding the appropriate encoding techniques for the video frames based on the application type and requirements. For example, the video on demand services require transmitting high quality videos, however it can tolerate a reasonable amount of delay hence less transmission errors. On the other hand, real time streaming services are more strict and require low delay and jitter. Video compression/ encoding is very important to utilize the bandwidth. It is considered, as we discussed earlier in Section III, a rare resource and the UEs compete over it. According to [8], a row video data of an HDTV will need at least 1.09 Gbits/s to be appropriately received, while a typical HDTV encoded video application over 6 MHz channel needs only 20 Mbits/s. The idea of compression is to get rid of the redundancy in the frames. Redundancies can be a spatial, such as when part of the picture have the same color like a painted wall. The other type of redundancy is the temporal redundancy, such as consecutive frames having the same background. Shannon’s lossless coding theorem [19] states that it is impossible to have a lossless compression coding rate less than the source entropy.

The year 1984 marks the birth of the first video coding international, H120 [20], by the ITU-T formerly known as International Telegraph and Telephone Consultative Committee (CCITT, French of: Comité Consultatif International Téléphonique et Télé graphique). The performance of the H120 was remarkable on the spatial resolution, however it had a very poor temporal resolution. After that, different standards has evolved specially the H26x family and the MPEG family. In the rest of this section, we will discuss some of the most used coding schemes in cellular networks and the recent work related to these schemes.

A. MPEG-4

The first version of the MPEG-4 standard has been finalized in 1998 [21]. MPEG-4 is designed to work across variety of bit rates starting from a few kilobits per second to tens of megabits per second which makes it very suitable for the unstable wireless environment. The concept of profiles was introduced in the MPEG-4, hence it is suitable for different video sources, communication techniques and applications. The most important development in the MPEG-4 is adapting an object based representation techniques, where the scene is coded based on individual objects rather than pixels. As shown in Figure 4, the frame is divided into different video object planes (VOPs) that can be decoded independently and manipulated.

Fig. 4: An example of the object based representation in MPEG-4.

All these advantages encouraged the service providers and the cellular network operators to use MPEG-4 in the different video streaming applications as it satisfies different ranges of requirements. A performance evaluation for the MPEG-4 over the UMTS is shown in [22]. The results show that MPEG- 4 over the UMTS in the unacknowledged mode provides timely delivery, but no error recovery. On the other hand, the acknowledged mode enhances the radio link control (RLC) block error rate by 40% with an acceptable video quality due to using the Hybrid Automatic Repeat Request (HARQ) as we will see later in Section VI. Increasing the RLC pre-decoder buffer can help in increasing the video quality and ensuring that the packets are received in a timely fashion. Our research group in [23] explores the use of the MPEG-4 charachterstics into novel schedueling techniques to maximize the average quality of a multiple users Wideband Code Division Multiple Access (WCDMA) cellular network. In fact, the network parameters and settings directly affect the pefromance of the MPEG-4 video transmission. These network parameters can be adjusted based on the application as shown in [24], [25]. The MPEG-4 perfromance over LTE is investigated in [26] as it discusses the LTE downlink air interface capacity using realistic MPEG-4 traffic models. The results show the tradeoff between the user outage and the video frame loss for different number of users as shown in Figure 5.

Fig. 5: Tradeoff between user’s outage and the frame loss in MPEG-4 over LTE [26].

B. H.264

H.264, also known as Advanced Video Coding (AVC), is another standard by the ITU that was started in 2003 and completed in 2004. The standard adds many extensions over the MPEG-4 and the H.26x series in general [27]. These extensions can accommodate the new applications requirements, increase the compression ratio and enhance the playback quality. The standard adds five new profiles for professional streaming services, specially real time videos and surveillance applications. A major addition in the H.264 standard is the Scalable Video Coding (SVC). The H.264 SVC standard is well suited for wireless environments in general and the cellular network in particular which exhibit variable link quality due to shadowing, multipath fading, and limited bandwidth [28]. These factors can cause link quality degradation, leading to reduction in the video delivery rate as well as increase in the pixel error rate. SVC grants three different scalability options. The first is a quality scalability, in which, the data and decoded samples of lower quality layers are used to predict higher quality layers to reduce the required UE rate to encode a higher quality layers. The second option is a temporal scalability, where complete frames are dropped from a video by motion dependency. Finally, we have a spatial scalability where videos are coded at multiple resolutions. A streaming device can use any of these scalability options or combine them depending on the type of video, application and user’s requirements. Consequently, H.264 SVC has many levels and profiles that differ in the level of compression, bit rate, and size. Another addition in the H.264 is the multi view coding (MVC). This comes in handy to efficiently code the same scene from different viewpoints, hence a frame from a certain camera can be temporally predicted from other cameras’ frames in addition to the same camera [29].

All these additions and more made H.264 as one of the most popular video coding schemes for LTE. A statistical and simulation analysis is conducted in [30] to evaluate the H.264 performance over LTE. The authors use some of the metrics discussed in Section III, such as PSNR, SSIM, blocking and blurting, to compare between the different scalability options. However, the results show that scalability by itself is not enough to avoid video quality degradation. Hence, smart scheduling, and efficient routing techniques are needed, which will be discussed in the following sections. The scalability of the SVC, the high LTE data rates and the development of the cloud computing fields add new dimensions to the streaming services specially with social networks. As proposed in [31], cloud based agents are created for each active UE. These agents are responsible of adjusting the video quality using SVC based on the feedback information received from the UE to prefetch the videos from the social networks through the cellular networks. This can help reducing the network congestion by fetching the videos to the users in advance when the network is not crowded such as midnight to 6 am.

C. High Efficiency Video Coding (HEVC)

The HEVC is the successor of the H.264 in video coding. The standard has been through a lot of development since 2004 until it was finalized in 2013. It is also known by the name of some of its development stages titles such as H.265 and MPEG-DASH [32]. The HVEC aims to increase the compression ratio by two while decreasing the complexity level to half. HEVC has some new specs to increase the compression ratio and the video quality such as coding tree unit (CTU). The HVEC replaces the concept of macroblocks by CTU which is a large block of pixels with variable sizes to better encode the frames. Another extension is the parallel processing ability, where the frame is divided into tiles, and each can be encoded and decoded independently. Also, HEVC has at least four times prediction modes more than the H.264 which makes the prediction more sophisticated and results in better playback quality. Moreover, the HEVC added new profiles to support displays up to (8192 × 4320) pixels compared to the (4096 × 2304) pixels in the H.264. An evaluation for the use of HEVC over mobile networks is presented in [33]. In addition, HEVC is considered to be a highly effective encoding standard for some of the recent applications over LTE such as Telemedicine as suggested in [34].

D. Summary and Discussion

In this section, we discussed different famous video coding schemes that can be suitable for video streaming over LTE networks. It is clear that the video coding industry is always in development and always being pushed to be evolved by different entities. Investments from industry has a huge impact on the direction of the enhancements. Content providers such as Google, Netflix and Hulu are pushing for lower coding complexities without quality degradations. On the other hand, devices manufacturers, such as Sony and Samsung, want the video encoding to introduce a better quality that fully utilizes their hardware platforms to satisfy the end user. As we mentioned earlier, quantitative comparison between different schemes is hard, moreover the tradeoff between the provider and the manufacturer is difficult to characterize. However,

Standard Average bit rate reduction compared to H.264 MPEG-4 H.263 HVEC 35.4% 63.7% 65.1% H.264 N.A. 44.5% 46.6% MPEF-4 N.A. N.A. 3.9%

TABLE I: Comparison between different coding schemes based on bitrate reduction [35].

there has been some trials to show the compression ratio difference on the same platform between different video schemes shown in [35]. The comparison results are shown in Table I.

Apparently, HEVC can be the future of the video coding schemes over wireless networks, however HEVC Adoption is still in progress. While HEVC can help content producers, and distributors having a better quality content at the current bitrate, It still needs a lot of work and can form interesting research topics. Also, current hardware platforms upgrades are required, hence compatibility issues which can generate many interesting research problems. Industry investments play an important rule in adopting the HEVC. The current revolutionary movement of using adaptive streaming makes the HEVC a good candidate to be used in video delivery over wireless networks. In general, adaptive video streaming introduces better end to end quality. The content provider adapts their transmitted video quality according to some network measurements, such as congestion, rate of ACKs, and buffer underflow. This adds additional complexity and signaling overhead to the network. This loop of signaling feedback and quality decision represents the Adaptive bitrate (ABR) control loop as shown in Figure 2. Dynamic Adaptive Streaming over HTTP (DASH) is one of the solid examples That uses the ABR control loop concept to enhance the user’s experience. DASH is widely used by Netflix, YouTube and Hulu. Using the HTTP protocol, the client downloads chunks from the server then it can seamlessly reconstruct the original media stream. During download, the client dynamically requests fragments with the right encoding bitrate that maximizes the quality of the streaming application , typically determined by factors such as startup delay, video freezes due to re-buffering, and the playback video bitrate [36], [37], and reduce network congestions. There are a number of deployed solutions of DASH. Adobe Dynamic Streaming for Flash [38] is available in latest versions of Flash Player and Flash Media Server which support adaptive bit-rate streaming over the traditional Real-Time Messaging Protocol (RTMP), as well as HTTP. Apple HTTP Adaptive Streaming HTTP Live Streaming (HLS) is an HTTP-based media streaming communications protocol implemented by Apple. Microsoft Smooth Streaming [39] enables adaptive streaming of media to clients over HTTP.

An advanced prototype for streaming using the DASH over LTE is deployed in [40]. The demo results suggest the possibility of adaptively streaming the next generation video standard content over LTE networks with a very reliable quality of experience (QoE). In [41], Thomson Video Networks (TVN) shows the possibility of having a high quality live broadcasting services over LTE, such as HD-TV multi broadcasting for games and events, by combining three technology enablers.

The first is the HEVC for its high compression ratio to save the bandwidth. The second is the dynamic adaptive streaming over HTTP (DASH) to adapt the transmission with the user’s channel quality and finally, the evolved Multimedia/Broadcast Multicast Service (eMBMS) to have efficient broadcast delivery to the UEs over LTE.

The problem with such end to end adaptive control loops that it takes long time to respond to the network variations, which affects, sometimes negatively, the rest of the network elements into consideration. In LTE networks, there is fast variations of channel quality and demands. A content provider may decide to assign a certain user a high quality video, according to the measurements, which forces the radio network to either assign more resources to this UE on the expense of other users and other traffic types or the UE may suffer buffer underflow if the network decides not to honor the content provider required rate. Moreover, reporting the LTE network fast pace measurements to the content provider introduces complexity and signaling overhead. Hence, this calls for optimizing all network’s elements simultaneously. An alternative to the application layer ABR is to consider a cross-layer design in which the ABR control is tightly integrated with the MAC scheduler. This can open doors to more enhancements and innovative design to the existing schemes. We will discuss this in more details later in Section VII.

V. TRANSPORT LAYER MECHANISMS FOR VIDEO STREAMING The transport layer, often referred to as layer 4, is responsible of providing an end to end service for the different applications via the transport layer control loop shown earlier in Figure 2. Transport layer also can provide a reliability option for the received packets by using means of error detection such as checksum then notify the sender using ACK/NAK to retransmit the corrupted or lost packets. In addition, the transport layer applies flow control mechanisms to prevent buffer overflows when the sender is faster than the receiver as well as congestion control mechanisms to mitigate the effect of low quality links and network congestions by slowing down the sender [42]. In multimedia and streaming applications, the transport layer has to ensure the end to end quality and handles many challenges such as jitter, data priorities, packet reordering, delay, bandwidth availability, and session establishing and maintaining [43]. Unlike the wired network, assumptions of no interference can not be applied in wireless networks as packet losses result from the noisy time varying channel as well as the usual congestion reasons [44], [45]. In the following subsections, we show some of the common layer four protocols for video streaming.

A. Transmission Control Protocol (TCP)

Different transport protocols are used for media streaming. The most well known core transport protocol is the TCP as it supports variety of traffic types including multimedia streaming. The TCP is first specified in 1974 [46]. However, a lot of enhancements and additions are applied to it over the years while keeping the basic operation the same. The TCP was originally optimized for wired networks as a connection oriented protocol to handle the flow and congestion control, and ensure the reliability of the received packetized data. Most of the TCP versions have congestion control and reliability assurance mechanisms to retrieve the lost data [47]. The reliability part is obtained using the accumulative acknowledgment scheme where the receiver sends an ACK with a sequence number to inform the receiver of successfully acquiring all the packets perceiving this acknowledged sequence number. The sender retransmits the lost packets. Moreover, TCP uses the ACKs time stamps to get estimates for the round trip time (RTT). Based on the RTT estimated values, the rate of the sender is adjusted to avoid congestions and decrease packet losses.

Unlike wired networks, most of the packet drops in the wireless environments are not from congestions but due to the temporary degradations in the link quality. These losses are due to fading, interference, or shadowing. When packets are lost due to link quality degradation, TCP enters the congestion avoidance mode which avoidably decreases the sender’s rate quickly. Consequently, radio resources are wasted due to the sender’s rate back off. There has been trials to adapt TCP to the wireless environment and to utilize resources [44], [48]. These modifications contributed in using the TCP in LTE to deliver different data traffic types in general and for media streaming in particular. A study is conducted in [49] to evaluate the performance of the TCP running in an LTE network for a severe vehicular environment. The study shows that the obtained aggregated TCP throughput varies among users based on their radio scheduling algorithms (will be discussed in more details in Section VI) and the channel conditions severity. Although some studies suggest that TCP may not be suitable for media streaming due to the backoff, retransmission mechanisms and delays [50], it is still commonly used in the commercial streaming traffic because of its reliability [51]. An analytical study for the performance of TCP for live and stored media streaming is conducted in [52] under various conditions. The study shows that TCP provides a good performance when the achievable TCP throughout is roughly twice the media bit rate with few seconds of start up delay.

As a result, media streaming over LTE using TCP is possible with slight modifications to optimize the performance of the TCP over LTE networks for video streaming applications. In [53], authors present a novel scheme of adaptive TCP rate control to stream SVC encoded videos to accommodate the varying channel conditions. The TCP rate adaptation scheme adds significant improvement to losses, playback interruption, delay and buffer size. Figure 6, shows the improvements in 3 different measurements when using the TCP rate adaptation along with the SVC. It is worth to mention that the algorithm adopted in [53] is not optimized for LTE, hence a better performance can be obtained by using more optimized TCP versions for LTE.

Another study is conducted in [54] to determine the optimal UE buffer for smooth playback and mitigate the TCP sawtooth throughput behavior. Increasing the receiver buffer leads to smooth playback. However, increasing the receiver buffer for h

(a) Scenario without adaptation. (b) Scenario with adaptation.

Fig. 6: TCP adaptation performance over LTE for video streaming.

video streaming applications comes on the expense of the other running applications specially with the limited memory in the UE. The study states that given a network model characterized by the packet loss rate (p), RTT (R), and retransmission timeout (T_0), the receiver buffer size (q_0) that achieves desired buffer under-run probability (P_u) is given by

q_0 ≥

0.16 pP_u [1 +

9.4T^2_0 bR^2 min(1, 3 √ 3bp 8 )p(1 + 32p^2)]. (7)

where b is the number of acknowledged packets. Another enhancement is suggested in [55] to enhance the TCP performance for video streaming over LTE by using the forward admission control to reduce the impact of handover between small cells on the TCP throughput. However, this scheme can be bandwidth consuming due to the extra signaling.

In general, TCP can be used for video streaming over LTE cellular network due to its highly preferable reliability. However, TCP lacks for satisfying the delay requirements due to the retransmission mechanism used in the TCP. Also, TCP can not guarantee the real time delivery for real time streaming services’ packets such as video conferencing. Another disadvantage in TCP is that it stalls when packet losses happen.

B. Real-time Streaming Protocol (RTSP)

RTSP is a protocol designed for entertainment and communication to control streaming media servers and facilitate media streaming over the network. RTSP provides several commands for the streaming such as pause, play, record and many more. RTSP can be used along with other protocols like TCP and UDP to add the urgency of time to the streaming data. RTSP can stream concurrent sessions and it keeps track of the state of each session. Furthermore, RTSP provides speed over reliability by using asynchronous QoS metrics such as packet-loss counts, jitter, and round-trip delay times [56]. RTSP can be used for real time traffic such as multi-player gaming and video calling such as Skype. RTSP is one of the main multimedia streaming protocols for the 3G mobile technology as well [57]. Hence, LTE can use similar standard as illustrated in [57] for live videos streaming. In [58], an analysis is conducted for the RTSP performance over LTE and WiMAX. The simulations in this study is done using OPNET [59] to measure various network statistics such as end-to-end delay, traffic throughput, jitter, and packet-loss. The RTSP ensures the packets to be delivered on time with a price of a higher packet losses or errors probability than TCP. The main disadvantage of the RTSP that it uses multi-cast that is not supported by many routers and occasionally is bing blocked by firewalls.

C. Stream Control Transmission Protocol (SCTP)

This protocol was defined in 2000 by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) [60]. SCTP is a message oriented transport protocol unlike TCP that transports a continuous data stream. One of the main advantages of SCTP is the multistream capabilities. This can help multi-interface devices (such as phones with WiFi and LTE) to receive video packets on different internet paths leading to a better video quality. This is beyond the scope of this survey, but more information for interested readers can be found in [61]. Another advantage to SCTP is the independent ordering for packets in each stream, which allows the application to choose processing the received messages by the order of receiving or the order they were sent in [62]. These two advantages makes SCTP a very desirable protocol for LTE traffic in general and multimedia streaming in particular. As we mentioned before, that most of the LTE packets loss results from the wireless environment degradation. SCTP overcomes the problem of traffic stopping and resource wasting due to the LTE channel variations because of the multi-stream capabilities. When an error happens in one stream, it does not affect any of the other streams, hence packet delivery is not suspended. SCTP has an advanced congestion control mechanism than the TCP, which consists of three phases: slow-start, congestion avoidance, and fast retransmition. As a result, many researchers directed their efforts to investigate the possibility and suitability of using the SCTP in the LTE including the 3GPP group themselves. A comparison between the TCP and SCTP in LTE has been introduced in [63]. The comparison recommends that SCTP is more suitable for LTE than the TCP due to the nature of multi-streaming.

D. Summary and Discussion

In this section, we discussed different well known transport protocols. Based on our evaluations, we think that the SCTP is by far the most suitable protocol for stored video streaming over LTE among the discussed protocols and the RSTP is more suitable for the live multimedia streaming. TCP is very popular, widely deployed and well researched, hence it is still being used for some of the video traffic. However, there is plenty of room for research and enhancements to optimize the performance of these protocols or introduce new ones that can achieve a breakthrough for multimedia streaming over LTE. The new solutions must have the ability to reduce jitters in the high data rates and accurate data ordering and segmenting. Moreover, the future solutions should introduce new and fast ways to handle the congestions and packet losses taking into consideration the wireless channel variability. Our research group believes that the cross layers design approach can introduce a new dimension and provide new options to enhance the performance as it will be discussed in Section VII. Also, we think that using multiple layer protocols (such as one for delay and other for delivery) is not the optimal solution as it introduces more delay and complexity to the network. Another approach is using QoS aware or context aware protocols that can optimize the performance not only according to the traffic but also according to the user’s experience and the wireless environment such as “the over the” top approaches followed in [64].

VI. MAC LAYER MECHANISMS FOR VIDEO STREAMING The MAC layer is responsible of addressing, channel accessing mechanisms, and organizing the medium sharing among different users. In the wireless environment, the MAC layer provides power control, bandwidth assignment, interference reduction, and collision avoidance [65]. In high speed cellular networks, different types of services with different priorities are being requested by the UEs such as web browsing, voice over IP, video calling, downloading files and many more. Hence, another mission for the MAC layer is to provide packet delay assurance and handle the different traffic priorities. For example, downloading a file have an overall rate and reliability requirements while video streaming or video conferencing have a more strict packet to packet delay requirements. That is to say, if a video frame is received late, it will be dropped as it is not needed anymore which will affect the video quality. The controls in the MAC layer is represented by the RLC loop and scheduler loop as shown in Figure 2. In the following subsections, we will discuss the different MAC layer aspects and its importance to the video delivery.

A. Multiple Access Mechanisms

There are different common access protocols for packet wireless networks such as Carrier sense multiple access with collision avoidance (CSMA/CA) which is used in WiFi 802.11 [66]. Another common protocol is Code division multiple access (CDMA), where several UEs can simultaneously transmit over a single communication channel [67]. CDMA is commonly used in the UMTS. LTE uses OFDMA as the multiple access technique in the downlink and the Singlecarrier FDMA (SC-FDMA) in the uplink. The SCFDMA has a lower Peak to Average Power Ratio (PAPR) than OFDMA which makes it favorable in the uplink to increase the UE power efficiency and battery life [68].

B. Modulation and Coding Schemes

LTE uses the concept of adaptive modulation and coding (AMC) to change the packets coding and modulation based on the UE channel quality and the radio bearer requirements. These requirements depend mainly on the traffic type and is specified by the QoS Class Indicator (QCI) table given in the 3GPP standard [69] as shown in Figure 7. The QCI attribute determines the radio bearer traffic type, maximum allowed packet error and maximum packet delay. The AMC can be used to achieve these QCI and the rate requirements specially for video traffic. For example, a user with a strong channel can tolerate more errors, hence eNB can increase its overall rate by increasing the coding rate and increase the constellation order (bits/symbol) which will eventually lead to increasing the video quality by receiving more enhancement layers successfully. On the other hand, a user with a weak channel can not tolerate many errors and the eNB decides to use lower coding rates, more redundancy, which will eventually help decreasing the packet loss. This is essential in error sensitive applications such as interactive gaming or multi resolution broadcast as proposed in [70] and [71]. Hence, the eNB includes information in each packet that specifies the Modulation Coding Scheme (MCS) for the next packet.

C. PRB Scheduling

The MAC layer in LTE is also responsible of managing the allocation functions, prioritizing the logical channel and its mapping to transport channels, scheduling information reporting, and managing HARQ, which is a transport-block level automatic retry. The MAC layer also selects transport format and provides measurements information about the network, while the radio link control (RLC) layer is responsible of packet segmentation and reassembly.

The LTE TTI scheduler is one of the vital MAC layer functions that has a great influence on the video quality over LTE. The time granularity of the TTI scheduler is the PRB unit i.e., 1 ms. The type of used scheduler by the eNB determine the resource distribution among the different users, hence the quality. The LTE scheduler has to ensure the time as well as the rate constraints for each user and radio bearer. One user can have multiple radio bearers, each carries different traffic type with different traffic constraints. Hence, researchers

Fig. 7: LTE standardized QCI values [69].

developed different types of LTE schedulers to cover many performance aspects. Some schedulers focus on enhancing the resource utilization and overall rate on the expense of fairness among users while others consider fairness as their first priority [72]. In the following, we will introduce some of the common TTI schedulers and discuss the trade-off between fairness and spectral efficiency. We also show how this tradeoff affects the video traffic and quality. Scheduler algorithms in general can be categorized based on the channel knowledge into types; a channel non-aware and aware schedulers.

D. Channel Non-Aware Schedulers

First in First out (FIFO) is considered the simplest channel unaware scheduler, however it is not efficient nor fair specially for the video traffic due to the frame delay limitations that varies between the different videos, services, and encoding. Another simple scheduler is round robin (RR) which guarantees the resource time occupation fairness but not the throughput fairness which is more important to the video traffic [73]. Weighted fair queuing (WFQ) identifies weights for each user/class of users based on their traffic type. This idea can help prioritizing traffic [74], however it needs to be used with another scheduler such as Round Robin to avoid starvation. Our research group thinks that the weights in the WFQ can be optimized as a function of the QCI values supported in the LTE MAC layer. A similar idea has been introduced using the packet delay instead of the Queue using the packet deadline metric and giving the highest priority to the packets with the closest deadline. This scheduler can be used in services such as video conferencing, where the quality is highly affected by the delay of the frames. A performance evaluation for the different channel non aware schedulers is conducted using OPNET in [75].

E. Channel Aware Schedulers

The other type of LTE schedulers are the channel aware schedulers. There has been plenty of research to estimate the LTE channel such as [76]–[78]. Channel aware schedulers use the channel quality indicator (CQI) sent from the UEs to the eNB to estimate the channel quality between the eNB and the UE. The simplest channel aware scheduler is the maximum throughput which assigns the PRB to the UE with the maximum achievable throughput. Although this strategy can increase the UE’s video quality, it does not take fairness into consideration [79]. Hence, starvation can happen to some users, moreover applications such as interactive gaming or video conferencing can be greatly degraded by the starvation. Proportional fair scheduler (PF) addresses the trade-off between the achievable throughput and the fairness. The main idea of the PF scheduler that it uses the average past received throughput as a metric which ensures that users with bad channel condition does not starve [80], [81]. Another channel aware scheduler is time to average throughput (TTA). The TTA can be considered as an intermediate scheduler between the maximum throughput and the PF. The metric for this scheduler is the maximum throughput for a certain PRB normalized to the overall average throughput. The more average throughput a user can obtain, the lower the metric is. Hence, it gives an opportunity to other users to utilize the resources and to decrease the probability of starvation. However, this metric does not take the time constraints into consideration which makes it not suitable for delay sensitive videos. A performance evaluation has been carried out via NS3 [82] in [83] to compare between the different schedulers implementation in the LTE environment.

F. Summary and Discussion

LTE MAC layer has many enhancements and advantages that can accommodate the streaming of high quality and high definition videos over the cellular networks and adapt the effect of the channel change in the channel environment. However, we believe that there is still a lot of space to add more enhancements and introduce new algorithms that is specifically designed for video streaming capabilities. These new algorithms shall integrate the advantages of the MAC layer such as AMC and the new proposed LTE scheduler with the video quality of service metrics and encoding information used by the service provider to create a hybrid/cross layer design schemes for multimedia applications as it will be discussed in Section VII. Some open research questions in this area is which metrics should be used and what are the effects for partial and/or full use of all the available metrics and feedback information. Furthermore, the complexity and the processing overhead in the MAC layer for these hybrid algorithms needs to be studied to evaluate the quality gain versus the complexity.

VII. CROSS LAYER TECHNIQUES FOR MULTIMEDIA STREAMING APPLICATIONS Based on the earlier discussion regarding the LTE cellular network and the work done to accommodate multimedia streaming applications, it clearly appears that the performance of LTE cellular networks is not yet optimized for end to end multimedia streaming delivery. This is normal as LTE is not designed to transmit video traffic alone but also for other types of services such as web surfing and file transfer in addition to voice calls using the Vo-LTE. The previously discussed delivery algorithms and mechanisms are limited with the LTE standard and optimizes only in one of the seven layer of the Open Systems Interconnection OSI model introduced in [84].

The OSI layered model forces the hierarchy among the layers and does not allow communication between them, however this defies the dynamic nature of the new cellular networks including LTE. In other words, the new cellular environments with all their different capabilities, multiple equipments capabilities and dynamic traffic need to be self adapting based on the dynamic factors in the network. Such concept of self configurable heterogeneous networks is hard to achieve without exchanging information between the network layers, i.e. cross layer design [85]. Moreover, to optimize the end to end delivery performance for any application in general and video streaming over the LTE network in particular, application and network information need to be exchanged between the different layers. Hence, in cross layer design we can exploit the layers dependency instead of treating each layer as an independent entity [5]. That is to say, the control loops illustrated in Figure 2 are either exchanging information or merging together. This helps optimizing the entire network elements performance at once, while exploiting the ability of the LTE radio network to early detect variations. It is important to note that the LTE network time granularity is much faster (order of milliseconds) than the end to end time frame. For the rest of the section, we will discuss some of the recently proposed solutions that involves cross layer design to optimize multimedia applications delivery over wireless cellular networks in general and over LTE in particular.

Different ideas have been proposed to optimize the video transmission over LTE. Most of these ideas depend mainly on changing the video and network parameters based on the environment, channel quality and video packets information and priority. For example, a game theoretic spectrum agility approach is used in [86] to ensure the delivery of sensitive delay applications over wireless networks. The goal of this work is to maximize the number of satisfied users while ensuring a fast reaction for secondary users in a cognitive radio network which is also known as Opportunistic Spectrum Agile Radios (OSAR). This is achieved by sharing the desired video QoS information among the different users to be considered in the scheduling phase. A multi description coding is used in [87] to change the 802.11 MAC layer to be adaptive to the wireless channel so that the receiver can change its received quality by receiving more descriptions of the video frames when it has a good link quality. Similar ideas have been proposed in general wireless networks and based on the cross layer over wireless network framework described in [88] have inspired the cross layer design for video delivery over cellular networks in general and LTE in particular.

Our research group have some work in cross layer design over LTE. In this work, the mutual information between the video layers is the context. In [23], we propose a content aware scheduler for the MPEG4 video frames over WCDMA cellular networks. In this work, we mutually design the application layer and the MAC layer, where the transmitter decides which enhancements frames to add in a group of pictures structure based on the channel quality between the eNB and the UE. In addition to working with WCDMA, our group proposed a novel LTE scheduler in [89] to optimize H.264 videos delivery over LTE. In this work, we also mutually design the MAC and the application layers to simultaneously choose the number of enhancement levels of an H.264 encoded video that should be transmitted by the content provider for each user to maximize the quality over the network. The eNB is also considered content aware in this scenario, where it assigns more PRBs to the users who have higher priorities videos, or videos need high quality, such as action scenes, or with a low channel quality to ensure no starvation while maximizing the QoS across all users. A similar work is done by our collaborators in [90] to optimize the delivery of DASH videos over LTE cellular network. We extended our previous work to include a cross layer design between the MAC, TCP and the application layer in [91] by making the LTE scheduler aware to the UE and eNB buffers status in addition to being originally content aware. Hence, a scheduler can effectively assign resources to the users in need without video freeze or buffer overload.

A merge between the MAC and RTP is proposed in [92] where the eNB MAC layer sends the average CQI information per user to the video RTP server. The video RTP server decides which temporal enhancement layers to drop based on a predefined look-up table. This scheme shows 30% enhancement in the quality of low CQI users as shown in Figure 8. A similar work is also proposed in [93]. In [94], a MOS-based QoE predictionfunction is derived to maximize the users quality while guaranteeing fairness among them. This research also establishes a mapping between PSNR and the user’s opinion based on a tangent function curve to outline analytically the relation between the PSNR and a human visual perceiving model. Finally, it adopts the Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO) [95] to find the optimal resource allocation based on the quality of experience of each user.

Fig. 8: Video quality of low CQI user (CQI 3 and 4) with and without adaptation [92].

A. Summary and Discussion

As we have seen in the previously discussed schemes, cross layer designing can enhance the performance because it dynamically adapts the parameters of different network layers simultaneously based on the video information and the quality of the link between the UE and the eNB. However, this comes with some trade-off and limitations. In this subsection, we will discuss some of the main limitations in the cross layer schemes and propose some of the open research problems in this area. The first limitation is that most of the proposed algorithms in this area are centralized. Centralized algorithms usually come with a high computational complexity, intensive signaling and violation for the standard rules in expense of the performance. It is rare to find a centralized approach, such as our work in [89], [91], that can be a plug and play without much modifications in the network or signaling overhead on the radio core. A complex centralized scheme is not likely to be commercially implemented rather than just clarifying that cross layer design can significantly enhance the video quality. Hence, we think that developing distributed cross layer schemes is an open research problem and also critical to be able to implement in reality. The work in [96], [97] can be considered a paradigm for distributed cross layer optimization schemes. The proposed scheme in [96] suggests that each user will run an optimization problem to determine the number of resources needed to satisfy certain video delay requirements given the number of users in each network in a multiple heterogeneous network systems. Similar schemes need to be studied over LTE networks in addition to complying with the standard. Furthermore, there is an extra overhead, whether the scheme is centralized or distributed. This overhead is introduced by the signaling between the layers and the different users to collect their channel and video information. Hence, studying the signaling and performance overhead is another open problem. Signaling can also be a serious problem specially during the UE handoff. Handover in LTE happens frequently due to supporting high speed mobility. When a handover happens, the UE is added to a new set of users and has to exchange information again as the previous information is useless. Hence, this extra signaling is considered a waste during the handoff time as well as the old information.

Another open research question is determining the helpful attributes of the video application to include in the optimization problem along with the network information. These attributes can range from high level such as genre (For example, action movies in general requires higher bit rate than musical video clips to achieve the same quality), or the application type. It can also be in a microscopic level such as frame delay, and coding settings. Hence, it is vital to analytically quantify and experimentally test the contribution of different subsets of these attributes to the user’s experience while simultaneously reducing the signaling and complexity overhead. Moreover, the lack of unified simulation model as we mentioned earlier makes the comparison between schemes very hard as some of the cross layer schemes sacrifices the reality of the model to show significance improve in the quality. However, It becomes hard to check this and compare between the multiple existing schemes with the lack of incorporated testing model or a quantitative analysis for the proposed schemes.

There exist some scenarios where information exchange and signaling for the cross layer optimization is desirable and helpful rather than being overhead. According to [98], the resources are shared in the eMBMS mode and the MBMS bearer service uses IP multi-casting to deliver its traffic. The core network can decide to assign some users more uni-cast resources to individually enhance their quality if possible. To the latest information of the authors, there has not been a solid work to exploit the advantages of the cross layer optimization in the eMBMS over the LTE networks.

Finally, we think that finding implementable cross layer techniques that takes into consideration other traffic types beside video application traffic is an important research topic. As we explained before, LTE can carry different types of traffic and support a lot of different applications due to it’s high data rate and mobility support. Hence, it is important to ensure that the video traffic does not compromise the performance of other applications. Hence, an implementable proper cross layer design must consider other traffic types and their priorities.

VIII. CONCLUSION In this survey, we discussed different optimization aspects over cellular networks, in particular LTE, in order to enhance the delivery of the video streaming services to the end user. We discussed the different metrics that can be used to characterize the performance of proposed solutions. In addition, we highlighted the limitations of a per layer basis solutions and pointed out to the environment and assumptions accompanied to these solutions in order to perform well. In our opinion, we think that cross layer techniques lead to better end to end optimization and takes into consideration a lot more optimization parameters compared to the per layer optimization techniques.

REFERENCES

[1] “Cisco Visual Networking Index: Global Mobile Data Traffic Forecast Update, 2012-2017,” 2012. [Online]. Available: http://www.cisco.com/en/US/solutions/collateral/ns341/ ns525/ns537/ns705/ns827/white_paper_c11-520862.html [2] S. Parkvall and D. Astely, “The evolution of lte towards imtadvanced,” Journal of Communications, vol. 4, no. 3, 2009. [Online]. Available: http://ojs.academypublisher.com/index.php/jcm/article/view/ 0403146154 [3] J. L. Martínez, P. Cuenca, F. Delicado, and F. Quiles, “Objective video quality metrics: A performance analysis.”

[4] X. Zhu and B. Girod, “Video streaming over wireless networks,” 2007. [5] S. Mantzouratos, G. Gardikis, H. Koumaras, and A. Kourtis, “Survey of cross-layer proposals for video streaming over mobile ad hoc networks (manets),” in International Conference on Telecommunications and Multimedia (TEMU), 2012. IEEE, 2012, pp. 101–106.

[6] P. Mohapatra, J. Li, and C. Gui, “Qos in mobile ad hoc networks,” IEEE Wireless Communications, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 44–53, 2003.

[7] H. G. Myung, “Technical overview of 3gpp lte,” Polytechnic University of New York, 2008.

[8] M. Al-Mualla, C. N. Canagarajah, and D. R. Bull, Video coding for mobile communications: efficiency, complexity and resilience. Academic Press, 2002.

[9] A. Launiainen, A. Jore, E. Ryytty, T. D. Hämäläinen, and J. Saarinen, “Evaluation of tms320c62 performance in low bit-rate video encoding,” in Third Annual Multimedia and Applications Conference (MTAC). IEEE, 1998, pp. 364–368.

[10] M. Budagavi, W. R. Heinzelman, J. Webb, and R. Talluri, “Wireless mpeg-4 video communication on dsp chips,” Signal Processing Magazine, IEEE, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 36–53, 2000.

[11] O.-C. Chen, M.-L. Hsia, and C.-C. Chen, “Low-complexity inverse transforms of video codecs in an embedded programmable platform,” Multimedia, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 13, no. 5, pp. 905–921, 2011.

[12] A. Nafaa, T. Taleb, and L. Murphy, “Forward error correction strategies for media streaming over wireless networks,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 46, no. 1, p. 72, 2008.

[13] N. Thomos, N. V. Boulgouris, and M. G. Strintzis, “Optimized Transmission of JPEG2000 Streams over Wireless Channels,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 54–67, 2006.

[14] J. L. Martínez, P. Cuenca, F. Delicado, and F. Quiles, “Objective video quality metrics: A performance analysis,” in Proceedings of the 14th European Signal Processing Conference, 2006.

[15] Z. Wang, A. Bovik, H. Sheikh, and E. Simoncelli, “Image Quality Assessment: From Error Visibility to Structural Similarity,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 600–612, 2004.

[16] Y. Wang, “Survey of objective video quality measurements,” EMC Corporation Hopkinton, MA, vol. 1748, p. 39, 2006.

[17] Z. Wang and E. P. Simoncelli, “Reduced-reference image quality assessment using a wavelet-domain natural image statistic model,” in Electronic Imaging 2005. International Society for Optics and Photonics, 2005, pp. 149–159.

[18] C. Chen, L. Song, X. Wang, and M. Guo, “No-reference video quality assessment on mobile devices,” in IEEE International Symposium on Broadband Multimedia Systems and Broadcasting (BMSB), 2013. IEEE, 2013, pp. 1–6.

[19] C. E. Shannon, “A mathematical theory of communication,” ACM SIGMOBILE Mobile Computing and Communications Review, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 3–55, 2001.

[20] “Codecs for videoconferencing using primary digital group transmission.

recommendation h.120.” CCITT (currently ITU-T), 1989. [21] T. Ebrahimi and C. Horne, “Mpeg-4 natural video coding–an overview,” Signal Processing: Image Communication, vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 365–385, 2000.

[22] A. Lo, G. Heijenk, and I. Niemegeers, “Evaluation of mpeg-4 video streaming over umts/wcdnl4, dedicated channels,” in Proceedings. First International Conference on Wireless Internet, 2005. IEEE, 2005, pp. 182–189.

[23] K. Pandit, A. Ghosh, D. Ghosal, and M. Chiang, “Content Aware Optimization for Video Delivery over WCDMA,” EURASIP Journal on Wireless Communications and Networking, vol. 2012, no. 1, pp. 1–14, 2012.

[24] C. Kodikara, S. Worrall, S. Fabri, and A. Kondoz, “Performance evaluation of mpeg-4 video telephony over umts,” in 3G Mobile Communication Technologies, 2003. 3G 2003. 4th International Conference on (Conf. Publ. No. 494), June 2003, pp. 73–77.

[25] M. Ali, B. Pathak, and G. Childs, “Mpeg-4 video transmission over umts mobile networks,” PAMM, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 1 011 003–1 011 004, 2007.

[26] A. Talukdar, M. Cudak, and A. Ghosh, “Streaming video capacities of lte air-interface,” in IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), 2010. IEEE, 2010, pp. 1–5.

[27] H. Schwarz, D. Marpe, and T. Wiegand, “Overview of the Scalable Video Coding Extension of the H.264/AVC Standard,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 17, no. 9, pp. 1103–1120, 2007.

[28] T. Stockhammer, M. Hannuksela, and T. Wiegand, “H.264/avc in wireless environments,” Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 13, no. 7, pp. 657–673, July 2003.

[29] A. Vetro, T. Wiegand, and G. J. Sullivan, “Overview of the stereo and multiview video coding extensions of the h. 264/mpeg-4 avc standard,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 99, no. 4, pp. 626–642, 2011.

[30] P. McDonagh, C. Vallati, A. Pande, P. Mohapatra, P. Perry, and E. Mingozzi, “Investigation of Scalable Video Delivery using H.264 SVC on an LTE Network,” in International Symposium on Wireless Personal Multimedia Communications (WPMC), 2011, pp. 1–5.

[31] X. Wang, T. Kwon, Y. Choi, H. Wang, and J. Liu, “Cloud-assisted adaptive video streaming and social-aware video prefetching for mobile users,” Wireless Communications, IEEE, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 72–79, June 2013.

[32] G. J. Sullivan, J. Ohm, W.-J. Han, and T. Wiegand, “Overview of the high efficiency video coding (hevc) standard,” Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 22, no. 12, pp. 1649–1668, 2012.

[33] R. Garcia and H. Kalva, “Subjective evaluation of hevc and avc/h. 264 in mobile environments,” Consumer Electronics, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 116–123, 2014.

[34] S. M. Majeed, S. K. Askar, and M. Fleury, “H. 265 codec over 4g networks for telemedicine system application,” in Proceedings of the 2014 UKSim-AMSS 16th International Conference on Computer Modelling and Simulation. IEEE Computer Society, 2014, pp. 292–297.

[35] J. Ohm, G. J. Sullivan, H. Schwarz, T. K. Tan, and T. Wiegand, “Comparison of the coding efficiency of video coding standards including high efficiency video coding (hevc),” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 22, no. 12, pp. 1669–1684, 2012.

[36] T. Stockhammer, “Dynamic adaptive streaming over http –:standards and design principles,” in Proceedings of the Second Annual ACM Conference on Multimedia Systems, ser. MMSys ’11. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2011, pp. 133–144. [Online]. Available: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/1943552.1943572 [37] S. Lederer, C. Müller, and C. Timmerer, “Dynamic adaptive streaming over http dataset,” in Proceedings of the 3rd Multimedia Systems Conference, ser. MMSys ’12. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2012, pp. 89–94. [Online]. Available: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2155555. 2155570 [38] M. Levkov, “Video encoding and transcoding recommendations for http dynamic streaming on the adobe ® flash ® platform,” White Paper, Adobe Systems Inc, 2010.

[39] A. Zambelli, “Iis smooth streaming technical overview,” Microsoft Corporation, vol. 3, 2009.

[40] X. Wang, Y. Xu, C. Ai, P. Di, X. Liu, S. Zhang, L. Zhou, and J. Zhou, “Dash(hevc)/lte: Qoe-based dynamic adaptive streaming of hevc content over wireless networks,” in Visual Communications and Image Processing (VCIP), 2012 IEEE, Nov 2012, pp. 1–1.

[41] H. DURAND, “Hevc, mpeg-dash and embms: three enablers for enriched video contents delivery to handheld devices over 4g lte network,” in White paper. THOMSON VIDEO NETWORKS, 2013.

[42] C. M. Kozierok, The TCP/IP guide: a comprehensive, illustrated Internet protocols reference. No Starch Press, 2005.

[43] D. Wu, Y. T. Hou, W. Zhu, Y.-Q. Zhang, and J. M. Peha, “Streaming video over the internet: approaches and directions,” Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 282–300, 2001.

[44] H. Balakrishnan, S. Seshan, E. Amir, and R. H. Katz, “Improving tcp/ip performance over wireless networks,” in MobiCom, vol. 95. Citeseer, 1995, pp. 2–11.

[45] A. Boukerche, Algorithms and protocols for wireless, mobile Ad Hoc networks. John Wiley & Sons, 2008, vol. 77.

[46] V. Cerf, Y. Dalal, and C. Sunshine, “Rfc 675: Specification of internet transmission control program, december 1, 1974,” URL ftp://ftp. internic. net/rfc/rfc675. txt, ftp://ftp. math. utah. edu/pub/rfc/rfc675. txt. Status: UNKNOWN. Not online. RFC0676.

[47] B. Qureshi, M. Othman, and N. Hamid, “Progress in various tcp variants,” in 2nd International Conference on Computer, Control and Communication, 2009, p. 1.

[48] M. Adeel and A. A. Iqbal, “Tcp congestion window optimization for cdma2000 packet data networks,” in Information Technology, 2007. ITNG’07. Fourth International Conference on. IEEE, 2007, pp. 31–35.

[49] D. Zhou, W. Song, N. Baldo, and M. Miozzo, “Evaluation of tcp performance with lte downlink schedulers in a vehicular environment,” in Wireless Communications and Mobile Computing Conference (IWCMC), 2013 9th International. IEEE, 2013, pp. 1064–1069.

[50] T. Nguyen and A. Zakhor, “Distributed video streaming with forward error correction,” in Packet Video Workshop, vol. 2002, 2002.

[51] K. Sripanidkulchai, B. Maggs, and H. Zhang, “An analysis of live streaming workloads on the internet,” in Proceedings of the 4th ACM SIGCOMM conference on Internet measurement. ACM, 2004, pp. 41– 54. [52] B. Wang, J. Kurose, P. Shenoy, and D. Towsley, “Multimedia streaming via tcp: an analytic performance study,” in Proceedings of the 12th annual ACM international conference on Multimedia. ACM, 2004, pp. 908–915.

[53] K. Tappayuthpijarn, G. Liebl, T. Stockhammer, and E. Steinbach, “Adaptive video streaming over a mobile network with tcp-friendly rate control,” in Proceedings of the 2009 International Conference on Wireless Communications and Mobile Computing: Connecting the World Wirelessly. ACM, 2009, pp. 1325–1329.

[54] T. Kim and M. H. Ammar, “Receiver buffer requirement for video streaming over tcp,” in Electronic Imaging 2006. International Society for Optics and Photonics, 2006, pp. 607 718–607 718.

[55] R. Cohen and A. Levin, “Handovers with forward admission control for adaptive tcp streaming in lte-advanced with small cells,” in Computer Communications and Networks (ICCCN), 2012 21st International Conference on, July 2012, pp. 1–7.

[56] A. Rao, R. Lanphier, M. Stiemerling, H. Schulzrinne, and M. Westerlund, “Real time streaming protocol 2.0 (rtsp),” 2013.

[57] I. Elsen, F. Hartung, U. Horn, M. Kampmann, and L. Peters, “Streaming technology in 3 g mobile communication systems,” IEEE Computer, vol. 34, no. 9, pp. 46–52, 2001.

[58] F. Zivkovic, J. Priest, and H. Haghshenas, “Quantitative analysis of streaming multimedia over wimax and lte networks using opnet v. 16.0,” Group, 2013.

[59] OPNET Modeler, “Opnet technologies inc,” 2009.

[60] R. Stewart, Q. Xie, K. Morneault, C. Sharp, H. Schwarzbauer, T. Taylor, I. Rytina, M. Kalla, L. Zhang, and V. Paxson, “Stream control transmission protocol (2007),” RFC2960.

[61] K. Habak, K. A. Harras, and M. Youssef, “Bandwidth aggregation techniques in heterogeneous multi-homed devices,” Comput. Netw., vol. 92, no. P1, pp. 168–188, Dec. 2015.

[62] L. Ong, “An introduction to the stream control transmission protocol (sctp),” 2002.

[63] G. A. Abed, M. Ismail, and K. Jumari, “Comparative performance investigation of tcp and sctp protocols over lte/lte-advanced systems,” International Journal of Advanced Research in Computer and Communication Engineering, 2012.

[64] H. Nam, K. H. Kim, B. H. Kim, D. Calin, and H. Schulzrinne, “Towards a dynamic qos-aware over-the-top video streaming in lte,” 2013.

[65] G. R. Hiertz, S. Max, Y. Zang, T. Junge, and D. Denteneer, “Ieee 802.11 s mac fundamentals,” in IEEE Internatonal Conference on Mobile Adhoc and Sensor Systems, 2007. MASS 2007. IEEE, 2007, pp. 1–8.

[66] K. Xu, M. Gerla, and S. Bae, “How effective is the ieee 802.11 rts/cts handshake in ad hoc networks,” in Global Telecommunications Conference, 2002. GLOBECOM’02. IEEE, vol. 1. IEEE, 2002, pp. 72–76.

[67] V. A. Dubendorf, “Multiple access wireless communications,” Wireless Data Technologies, pp. 17–30.

[68] N. Benvenuto and S. Tomasin, “On the comparison between ofdm and single carrier modulation with a dfe using a frequency-domain feedforward filter,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, , vol. 50, no. 6, pp. 947–955, 2002.

[69] “3GPP TS 23.203. Policy and charging control architecture (release 9), v9.2.0,” Dec. 2009.

[70] A. M. Correia, J. C. Silva, N. M. Souto, L. A. Silva, A. B. Boal, and A. B. Soares, “Multi-resolution broadcast/multicast systems for mbms,” Broadcasting, IEEE Transactions on, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 224–234, 2007.

[71] H. Luo, S. Ci, D. Wu, and H. Tang, “End-to-end optimized tcp-friendly rate control for real-time video streaming over wireless multi-hop networks,” Journal of Visual Communication and Image Representation, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 98–106, 2010.

[72] F. Capozzi, G. Piro, L. A. Grieco, G. Boggia, and P. Camarda, “Downlink packet scheduling in lte cellular networks: Key design issues and a survey,” IEEE Communications Surveys & Tutorials, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 678–700, 2013.

[73] M. T. Kawser, H. M. Farid, A. R. Hasin, A. M. Sadik, and I. K. Razu, “Performance comparison between round robin and proportional fair scheduling methods for lte,” International Journal of Information and Electronics Engineering, vol. 2, no. 5, pp. 678–681, 2012.

[74] D. Stiliadis and A. Varma, “Latency-rate servers: a general model for analysis of traffic scheduling algorithms,” IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking (ToN), vol. 6, no. 5, pp. 611–624, 1998.

[75] N. Sheta, F. W. Zaki, and S. Keshk, “Packet scheduling in lte mobile network,” International Journal of Scientific and Engineering Research, , vol. 4, no. 6, 2013.

[76] A. Mehmood and W. A. Cheema, “Channel estimation for lte downlink,” Blekinge Institute of Technology, 2009.

[77] A. Ancora, C. Bona, and D. T. Slock, “Down-sampled impulse response least-squares channel estimation for lte ofdma,” in IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing, 2007. ICASSP 2007., vol. 3. IEEE, 2007, pp. III–293.

[78] L. Ruiz de Temino, C. Navarro i Manchon, C. Rom, T. Sorensen, and P. Mogensen, “Iterative channel estimation with robust wiener filtering in lte downlink,” in Vehicular Technology Conference, 2008. VTC 2008- Fall. IEEE 68th. IEEE, 2008, pp. 1–5.

[79] S. Schwarz, C. Mehlfuhrer, and M. Rupp, “Low complexity approximate maximum throughput scheduling for lte,” in 2010 Conference Record of the Forty Fourth Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems and Computers (ASILOMAR),. IEEE, 2010, pp. 1563–1569.

[80] C. Wengerter, J. Ohlhorst, and A. G. E. von Elbwart, “Fairness and throughput analysis for generalized proportional fair frequency scheduling in ofdma,” in Vehicular Technology Conference, 2005. VTC 2005- Spring. 2005 IEEE 61st, vol. 3. IEEE, 2005, pp. 1903–1907.

[81] F. D. Calabrese, C. Rosa, K. I. Pedersen, and P. E. Mogensen, “Performance of proportional fair frequency and time domain scheduling in lte uplink,” in Wireless Conference, 2009. EW 2009. European. IEEE, 2009, pp. 271–275.

[82] G. J. Carneiro, “Ns-3: Network simulator 3,” in UTM Lab Meeting April, vol. 20, 2010.

[83] D. Zhou, N. Baldo, and M. Miozzo, “Implementation and validation of lte downlink schedulers for ns-3,” in Proceedings of the 6th International ICST Conference on Simulation Tools and Techniques. ICST (Institute for Computer Sciences, Social-Informatics and Telecommunications Engineering), 2013, pp. 211–218.

[84] D. P. Bertsekas, R. G. Gallager, and P. Humblet, Data networks.

Prentice-Hall International, 1992, vol. 2.

[85] V. T. Raisinghani and S. Iyer, “Cross-layer design optimizations in wireless protocol stacks,” Computer Communications, vol. 27, no. 8, pp. 720–724, 2004.

[86] A. Larcher, H. Sun, M. van der Shaar, Z. Ding et al., “Decentralized transmission strategy for delay-sensitive applications over spectrum agile network,” in Proceedings of International Packet Video Workshop, 2004.

[87] C. Greco and M. Cagnazzo, “A cross-layer protocol for cooperative content delivery over mobile ad-hoc networks,” International Journal of Communication Networks and Distributed Systems, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 49–63, 2011.

[88] M. Van Der Schaar et al., “Cross-layer wireless multimedia transmission:

challenges, principles, and new paradigms,” Wireless Communications, IEEE, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 50–58, 2005.

[89] A. Ahmedin, K. Pandit., D. Ghosal, and A. Ghosh, “Exploiting Scalable Video Coding for Content Aware Downlink Video Delivery over LTE,” in International Conference on Distributed Computing and Networking (ICDCN), 2014 (accepted).

[90] J. Chen, R. Mahindra, M. A. Khojastepour, S. Rangarajan, and M. Chiang, “A scheduling framework for adaptive video delivery over cellular networks,” in Proceedings of the 19th Annual International Conference on Mobile Computing Networking, ser. MobiCom ’13. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2013, pp. 389–400. [Online]. Available: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2500423.2500433 [91] A. Ahmedin, K. Pandit, D. Ghosal, and A. Ghosh, “Content and Buffer Aware Scheduling for Video Delivery over LTE,” in Conference on emerging Networking EXperiments and Technologies (CoNEXT) Student Workshop, 2013 (accepted).

[92] R. Radhakrishnan and A. Nayak, “Cross layer design for efficient video streaming over lte using scalable video coding,” in IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), 2012, June 2012, pp. 6509–6513.

[93] S. Karachontzitis, T. Dagiuklas, and L. Dounis, “Novel cross-layer scheme for video transmission over lte-based wireless systems,” in IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME), 2011, July 2011, pp. 1–6.

[94] Y. Ju, Z. Lu, D. Ling, X. Wen, W. Zheng, and W. Ma, “Qoe-based cross-layer design for video applications over lte,” Multimedia Tools and Applications, pp. 1–21, 2013.

[95] Y. Shi and R. C. Eberhart, “Empirical study of particle swarm optimization,” in CEC 99. Proceedings of the 1999 Congress on Evolutionary Computation, 1999., vol. 3. IEEE, 1999.

[96] L. Zhou, B. Geller, X. Wang, A. Wei, B. Zheng, and H.-C. Chao, “Multiuser video streaming over multiple heterogeneous wireless networks: a distributed, cross-layer design paradigm,” Journal of Internet Technology, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1–12, 2009.

[97] S. Khan, Y. Peng, E. Steinbach, M. Sgroi, and W. Kellerer, “Applicationdriven cross-layer optimization for video streaming over wireless networks,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 122–130, 2006.

[98] O. Oyman, J. Foerster, Y.-j. Tcha, and S.-C. Lee, “Toward enhanced mobile video services over wimax and lte [wimax/lte update],” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 48, no. 8, pp. 68–76, 2010.