ACM SIGCOMM, Kyoto, Japan 1

CAN INTERNET VIDEBRN-DEMAND BE
PROFITABLE?

Cheng Huarfy Jin 14 and Keith W. RoSs
AMicrosoft Research
APolytechnic University

Aug. 2007




examine a commercial largeale
video-ondemand service

Peerassisted/oD
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Largescale operational videon

demand service

i Traces collected from MSN Video
9-month period: Apd Dec. 2006
520M streaming requests
59,000 unique videos
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Service growth
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Service growth (2)
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Access bandwidth
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Potential of peeto-peer
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currently, S >> D
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Peerassiste®d/oDmodel
i GuaranteedQoS always available server
i Performance metrigerver bandwidth

i Peers upload what / when they are watching
conservative assumption

"

data centers
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Bandwidth allocation policies

ask .\3‘
A\ ask 2
A ask 1

servers in

\ ask server i
data centers i

4
ma ar[ival
A Assumptions

A peers always start watching from beginning
A VoD earlier peers upload to later peers
i 1Stpolicy: neprefetching
A only satisfy demand for smooth playback
A used by commercial live streaming companies to \éffer
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Bandwidth allocation policies (2)

servers in

ﬁ arrival
data centers >

i Prefetchin@ to utilize remaining upload capacity
4 2" policy: waterleveling
/4 3" policy: greedy

4 Lower bound

/. allow later peers upload to earlier ones

A no arrival order constraints
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Observations on policies

Prefetchingis crucial

ofreed t o I
video bitrate
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more available upload very close to bound
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Server BW reductiotditwo videos
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i selectop twomost popular videos
~800,000 views during April, 2006

significant server bandwidth reduction using peer assistanc
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