arXiv:2209.15405v1 [eess.IV] 30 Sep 2022

©2022 IEEE. Personal use of this material is permitted. Permission from IEEE must be obtained for all other uses, in any current or future media, including reprinting/republishing this material for advertising or promotional purposes, creating new collective works, for resale or redistribution to servers or lists, or reuse of any copyrighted component of this work in other works

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 1

Sweet Streams are Made of This:

The System Engineer’s View on Energy Efficiency in Video Communications

Christian Herglotz, Member, IEEE, Matthias Kränzler, Member, IEEE, Robert Schober, Fellow, IEEE, and André Kaup, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—In recent years, the global use of online video services has increased rapidly. Today, a manifold of applications, such as video streaming, video conferencing, live broadcasting, and social networks, make use of this technology. A recent study found that the development and the success of these services had as a consequence that, nowadays, more than 1% of the global greenhouse-gas emissions are related to online video, with growth rates close to 10% per year. This article reviews the latest findings concerning energy consumption of online video from the system engineer’s perspective, where the system engineer is the designer and operator of a typical online video service. We discuss all relevant energy sinks, highlight dependencies with qualityof-service variables as well as video properties, review energy consumption models for different devices from the literature, and aggregate these existing models into a global model for the overall energy consumption of a generic online video service. Analyzing this model and its implications, we find that end-user devices and video encoding have the largest potential for energy savings. Finally, we provide an overview of recent advances in energy efficiency improvement for video streaming and propose future research directions for energy-efficient video streaming services.

I. INTRODUCTION

W^{ITH the advent of portable devices and powerful video}

compression techniques, on-demand video streaming and communication services have become an integral part of the daily lives of billions of users all over the world within the last decade [1]. Moreover, due to substantial advances in digital data transmission technology, the demand for classical video services such as analog television broadcast is declining [2], as the bandwidth of networks is sufficiently high to send videos separately to individual users, who are getting used to being able to watch the content on-demand anytime and anywhere.

As a downside to this development, it was found that the energy consumption, which is directly related to the production of greenhouse gases (GHG) causing climate change [3], has simultaneously increased dramatically. A recent study from the year 2019 claims that for the year 2017, more than 1% of

C. Herglotz, M. Kränzler, and A. Kaup are with the Chair of Multimedia Communications and Signal Processing, R. Schober is with the Institute for Digital Communications, Friedrich-Alexander University Erlangen-Nürnberg (FAU), Erlangen, Germany e-mail: {christian.herglotz, matthias.kraenzler, andre.kaup, robert.schober} @fau.de.

Manuscript received April 30, 2021; revised December 20, 2021; accepted September 1, 2022.

This work was partially funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation), project number 447638564.

the global GHG emissions can be attributed to online video services [3], which was equal to a quarter of the emissions caused by global aviation. These emissions can be attributed to the production of related devices, which makes up 45% of the online video-related emissions, and the actual use of online video services, which comprises the remaining 55% and which we focus on in this work. According to [3], the demand for online video services, including the overall data rate required for video delivery, will further increase over the next years, which is consistent with the findings of [4]–[6].

Already for the year 2019, a substantial and strong growth in transmitted video data of more than 8% was expected [3]. With the appearance of the Corona virus, the demand for online communications grew unexpectedly [7] such that, in March 2020 alone, the Internet traffic at Germany’s biggest Internet exchange point (IXP) increased by 10%. At the same time, traffic related to online video conferencing increased by 50% [8], showing that the actual growth rate of online video services will likely be much higher than previously predicted.

In the literature, one can find a plethora of studies investigating the overall impact of online video technologies as well as other information and communication technologies (ICT) on the global energy consumption and GHG emissions [1], [3], [9]–[12]. Furthermore, some studies attempt to break down the overall energy consumption to the end-user level, where the target is to provide end users with information on the GHG emissions caused by the streaming of a single video [1], [3], [13]–[15]. In contrast, in this work, we target the overall energy consumption related to online video services, where we take the viewpoint of a system engineer constructing and maintaining a certain online video service.

As a consequence, we provide a generalized overview on the energy consumption of all devices and systems that perform online video tasks, which include data centers storing and providing videos, data transmission networks comprised of network nodes, and end-user devices such as TVs, smartphones or tablet PCs [1], [15]. We intend to cover all major applications such as (on-demand) streaming, video conferencing, social networks, broadcasting, and surveillance. To this end, we map all applications to a general system model that comprises the most common online video services. This model is depicted in Fig. 1. The system model contains three main components: The first component comprises terminals, which are end-user devices operated by users who request video streams [1], [16]. The second component includes all devices enabling the

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 2

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 1. Active components in online video applications comprise data centers and the infrastructure of the online video providers (VP), transmission networks (NW), and end-user terminals (UT). The overall energy consumption of all components is denoted by the variable E. The video providers store video data and respond to user requests using servers in data centers. The transmission networks include different transmission technologies using components such as Internet exchange points (IXPs), base stations, switches, and (home) routers. The interconnecting lines represent wireless (dashed lines) and wired (solid lines) connections. The end-user terminals comprise playback and recording devices such as smartphones, tablet PCs, desktop PCs, TV sets, and cameras. All components contribute to the overall energy consumption caused by online video applications.

network connection for video data transmission. The networks transport the data using different kinds of data carriers such as Wi-Fi, 4G, and 5G for wireless transmission as well as copper or optical fiber for wired transmission. Typical devices in the transmission network are IXPs, switches, and routers. Finally, the third component mainly consists of data centers (DCs), where video data is transcoded, stored, and sent to the end users [17], [18].

In this respect, we adopt the system engineer’s perspective of an online video service. This means that we consider the complete infrastructure, i.e., all relevant devices mentioned above. The proposed system model allows to estimate the overall power and (yearly) energy consumption caused by a single online video service, e.g., a provider of video conferencing systems or an on-demand streaming platform. We note that since we consider a large, distributed system consisting of thousands of independent devices located all over the world, validation measurements are extremely complex and costly. Hence, in this initial work, we rely on models for subsystems which have already been validated in the literature, such that the obtained energy consumption estimates are sufficiently accurate.

The proposed global model enables us to reveal the main reasons for the high energy consumption of online video services, to point out new research directions, and to reveal opportunities for improving the energy efficiency in the future. As such, the proposed global energy consumption model can be used as a baseline for future research on online video services, where researchers can determine the benefits of their work with respect to the global energy consumption.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section II, a thorough literature review will show the link between GHG emissions and the energy consumption of the devices required for online video service provisioning. Furthermore, we give an overview of the current research on the energy efficiency of data centers, transmission networks, and end-user devices. Afterwards, Section III dives into a detailed systemlevel analysis to construct an energy consumption model based on the general system model shown in Fig. 1. The resulting model describes and covers all major energy sinks that are present in video streaming. Furthermore, parameter values will be derived from the literature facilitating concrete energy estimates. Finally, Section IV considers use cases for the proposed model, where we identify the most energy-intensive components of different online video services. Furthermore, we shortly describe state-of-the-art techniques and approaches to improve the energy efficiency of online video technology and present upcoming trends as well as potential future research directions targeting an increased energy efficiency. Finally, Section V concludes this paper.

II. GLOBAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN ONLINE VIDEO

In this section, we first discuss how the energy consumption of online video services ultimately leads to climate change in Subsection II-A. Afterwards, in Subsections II-B to II-E, we provide an overview of the current literature on the energy consumption and energy modeling for provider-side data centers, transmission networks, and end-user devices as shown in Fig. 1.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 3

A. Energy, Greenhouse Gases, and Climate Change In science, it is well accepted that GHG emissions cause climate change, which is supported by many scientific studies, simulations, and surveys [19]–[21]. In this respect, carbon dioxide (CO_2) is generally considered to be the most important factor, however, also other gases such as methane and nitrous oxide need to be considered [20]. To simplify considerations, a unified metric was proposed, which translates all GHG emissions caused by any gas to the so-called CO_2-equivalents, which, in the following, will be referred to by the unit [CO_2E] [22].

During the use of online video, the resulting GHG emissions are caused by the power consumption of all involved devices. In the literature, the conversion from power to emissions is usually done using the CO_2 or carbon intensity of energy production, which is the amount of CO_2 emissions in grams per energy unit

[_{gCO2 E} kWh ] , where the energy is the time integral of the power [23]. This unit mainly depends on the type of power plant used to generate electricity. For example, modern wind parks have a very small CO_2-intensity that is close to 0^{gCO2E}_{kWh} . In contrast, coal-fired power plants have a very high intensity of more than 350^{gCO2 E}_{kWh} [24]. Average carbon intensities for various countries can be found online [23], [25].

B. Data Centers

There is a large body of literature on the energy consumption and the processing efficiency of data centers (DCs) [12], [26]–[31]. Most of this research targets general DCs that provide different kinds of services such as cloud services, storage, processing power for complex calculations, block chains, and so on.

Various studies have shed light on the overall power consumption of nation-wide DCs, where detailed data is available especially for the US [12] and Europe [26], [27]. The main findings from these studies are that the overall power consumption of DCs is constantly increasing over the years and that throughout the last decade, the power consumption of all DCs had a global share of the total energy consumption of 1% to 2%. In these studies, the focus lies on the power consumption of the main hardware components, i.e., servers, storage units, and networking devices. Additionally, the power consumption related to infrastructure such as lighting and climatization is also considered [27], [28].

To determine the energy efficiency of these DCs, the most common approach is to use the so-called power-usage efficiency (PUE) or its inverse, the data center infrastructure efficiency (DCE) [28]–[30]. These figures of merit describe the relation between the power consumption of all computationally active components of a DC and the total power consumption including management and climatization. DCs are energy efficient if their PUE is close to one, which means that almost all the power is consumed by active components. The authors in [29] report that today, the DCs of the big tech companies have PUEs between 1.08 and 1.45. As the PUE does not provide information on the true power consumption and the related GHG emissions, further studies investigated the actual GHG emissions in detail [31].

An exhaustive overview of energy and power modeling approaches for DCs is given in [32]. In this survey, power models are listed for many different components such as processors, storage, and software. Also, the total power consumption of an entire DC is discussed. For our proposed generic power consumption model for online video applications, in Section III, we will select appropriate models from the aforementioned papers [12], [26]–[32] while taking into account the PUE.

C. Transmission Networks

Since the beginning of the ’90s, the energy consumption of communication networks has been investigated in detail [1], [13]. Power and energy consumption data are available for many countries, operators, and technologies [1], [33]–[35]. In general, we may distinguish between the core network, in which data is transmitted globally between Internet exchange nodes, and access networks located close to the end user. For the former, it is common to consider the number of hops, where one hop represents the transmission from one Internet node to the next. Examples of such exchange nodes can be commercial Internet exchange points (CIX) or regional routers [33]. Common to nodes in the core network is that they can potentially serve any Internet user worldwide.

Access networks, which are located close to the end user, comprise fixed broadband access networks and mobile access networks [1]. Both provide Internet access to end users using either fixed lines (copper or optical fiber) or mobile networks (2G/3G/4G/5G). To obtain power consumption values for these networks, it is common to consider the overall power consumption of each network node involved in the transmission [1], [33], [34], [36].

To quantify the energy efficiency of data transmission, a common method is to determine the energy intensity, i.e., the energy consumption per transmitted bit in

[_J bit ] or the power consumption per throughput in

[_W bps ] [3], [33], [37], where the unit bps represents “bits per second”. Here, the power and the energy comprise the electromagnetic radiation power plus the additional power needed to operate the devices. Over the last decades, the energy and power intensities have decreased by several orders of magnitude [33]. For example, the earliest estimates suggested a power intensity of more than 3^{kW}_{Mbps} before the year 2000, but only 36^W_{Mbps} in 2016 [1], [38].

Recently, it was proposed to extend this simplified view, which just sets the overall energy consumption in relation to the transmitted data, by also taking into account other factors such as the number of users, subscribers, and lines [1]. It was argued that the traditional approach neglected that most of the power consumption is independent of the actual amount of transmitted data. This power is referred to as a constant offset power in the following, which is always consumed independently of the usage of the network. For example, a base station for a mobile network always consumes a certain offset power, even if no subscriber is logged in. Although additional power is consumed during data transmission, this additional power is often much smaller than the constant offset power [1]. Hence, it is argued that the constant part of the power should be associated with the number of subscribers instead of a user’s

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 4

data rate. Using this approach, it was found that especially the power consumption of high data rate applications (file download and video streaming) is much lower than reported before [1].

As a consequence, in Section III, we construct our power model based on a separation of a bitrate-dependent variable power and the constant offset power.

D. Content Delivery Networks

Certain online video services are operated using a socalled content delivery network (CDN) [17]. The concept of a CDN considers a network of spatially distributed DCs, which communicate over the Internet. A CDN is especially useful if content shall be stored close to the end users, for example, in on-demand video streaming [17]. A general assumption for CDNs is that there is a main server storing all videos and that there are additional surrogate servers hierarchically structured, which store copies of the most requested videos [17]. Due to additional management and regular updates of stored videos, such CDNs consume additional energy, which is discussed in detail in [17], [39], [40].

E. End Users

The energy consumed by end users must be handled differently than the energy consumed by DCs and transmission networks. The reason is that DCs and transmission networks usually serve a very large number of end users (several thousands of end users for mobile networks in cities or up to millions of end users for Internet exchange nodes), where in contrast, end-user devices usually only serve a small number of users (one to a couple of end users), but several millions of end-user devices must be considered.

Some overall estimates for the worldwide energy consumption of end-user devices are given in [1], [3]. In these studies, the main devices are displaying devices such as smartphones, tablet PCs, and television (TV) sets including the display. Utilities such as routers and local network switches, which were already discussed in Subsection II-C, are also considered. Typically, it is taken into account that routers are running continuously with approximately constant power consumption, whereas displaying devices only consume power during video streaming [1]. Typical energy and power consumption values for these devices can be found in device manuals and were analyzed in detail in different studies [1], [10], [16], [41], [42].

Earlier studies found that the total energy consumption of all end-user devices performing online video tasks is approximately the same as that of all DCs and all transmission networks individually [3], [9]. However, recent studies suggest that in fact, end-user devices contribute most to the overall power consumption during streaming [1], where it is taken into account that cloud services support many more applications than just online video applications. Hence, the use of power efficient end-user devices, e.g., the use of smartphones and tablet PCs instead of large TV screens or desktop PCs is highly beneficial for saving power [1].

III. ENERGY CONSUMPTION MODELING In this section, we construct an energy model by beginning with the worldwide energy consumption E caused by online video applications per year. The model covers the major online video services including applications such as

• on-demand streaming, • teleconferencing, • remote Desktop, • peer-to-peer (P2P), • content delivery networks (CDN), • surveillance, • Internet protocol television (IPTV), • social media, • messaging, • cloud backup.

Note that we explicitly only consider the energy consumption of services and devices related to direct and live online streaming. That means that regarding the recording of videos, we consider the case of a single capturing device (i.e., enduser recording for teleconferencing or social networks). In contrast, we do not consider complex systems for live TV broadcast or movie production. Furthermore, we do not take into account the energy consumed for the production and disposal of devices or for further related activities such as the standardization efforts needed for the establishment of transmission networks and video codecs.

In Subsection III-A, we define the model at the global level and assign all devices needed during the use of online video services to the global online video system, which consumes the energy E every year. The energy on this global level is then split up into the energy consumption caused by the online video services mentioned above, which corresponds to the viewpoint of a system engineer of a single service. Afterwards, in Subsections III-B to III-D, we develop more detailed energy models by considering the end-user terminals, the networks, and the provider’s data centers separately. Finally, we discuss how the model can be validated in Subsection III-E.

A. Model Definition

As practically, it is difficult to measure and describe the global energy consumption E caused by all online video services, we break this energy up into parts that we can estimate using values reported in the literature. To this end, we refer to the reports released by the video service providers, which often provide statistical data on the use of their services as, e.g., listed in [1]. The system engineer can then consider one service at a time. Hence, we split up the worldwide energy consumption as follows E = ∑ s∈S E_s, (1)

where S is the complete set of online video services and s the index of a single service. The energy E_s is the energy consumption caused by the s-th service per year. For example, this energy represents the total energy consumption caused by an on-demand streaming service, a teleconferencing service, or a social media platform.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 5

Then, the system engineer can further decompose the service-level energy as follows

E_s = E_{s,UT} + E_{s,VP} + E_{s,NW}, (2)

where E_{s,UT} is the energy demand of all end-user terminals using the s-th video service, E_{s,VP} is the yearly energy consumed by the service’s DCs and servers, and E_{s,NW} the energy required for the transmission of the videos via networks.

B. End-user Devices

In this subsection, we consider the total yearly energy consumption of all end-user devices such as tablet PCs, TVs, smartphones, and desktop PCs including their displays. We sum up over all D_s end-user devices, which make use of service s, as follows

E_{s,UT} = ∑ d∈D_s E_{s,UT,d}, (3) where E_{s,UT,d} denotes the energy consumption of the d-th device for the s-th service. Next, note that each device can request multiple streaming events, which are summed up in the set of requests R_{s,UT,d}. The total energy consumption of device d can then be calculated by summing up the energy consumption of all requests r as follows E_{s,UT,d} = ∑ r∈R_{s,UT,d} E_{s,UT,d,r}. (4) Finally, each request r is characterized by the direction of streaming. This means that video streaming can be performed either by download and playback (Rx), by capture and upload (Tx), or both can be done at the same time. To cover these possibilities, we propose to compute the request-wise energy consumption based on [1], [16], [43] as E_{s,UT,d,r} = (p_{s,UT,d,r,0} + p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx} + p_{s,UT,d,r,Tx}) · t_r, (5) where we multiply the total power consumption of the device with the duration of the requested streaming event t_r. The total power consumption is the sum of the constant offset power consumption p_{s,UT,d,r,0}, the receiving and playback power p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx}, and the capturing and upload power consumption p_{s,UT,d,r,Tx}. If only one direction (Rx or Tx) is active, the power for transmission in the opposite direction is set to zero.

First, we discuss the constant offset power p_{s,UT,d,r,0} for a single streaming request. This power mainly depends on the type of device and its components. For example, a smartphone usually demands only a few Watts [16], [43] due to its energy efficient architecture. Modern tablet PCs require about 10 W to 30 W [1], [42], the power consumption of TV sets mainly depends on the display technology (liquid-crystal display (LCD) or organic light-emitting diode (OLED) display) and their screen size (50 W to 200 W) [41], and the power consumption of desktop PCs depends on their hardware configuration and the size and type of the monitor (power consumption values similar to TVs) [44].

For the receiving and playback power p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx}, the effect of certain video parameters on the power was studied

TABLE I EXEMPLARY MODELING PARAMETERS FOR VARIOUS SMARTPHONES. THE

FIRST DEVICE WAS MEASURED DURING LOCAL PLAYBACK AND CAPTURE, THE SECOND DEVICE AND THE THIRD DEVICE WERE CONNECTED USING A

WI-FI CONNECTION. IF PARAMETER RANGES ARE DISPLAYED, THE TRUE

VALUE DEPENDS ON VIDEO PARAMETERS SUCH AS THE BITRATE. THE ASTERISK IS A REPLACEMENT FOR THE INDEX ∗ ^= “s, UT, d, r”.

Samsung Galaxy S III Fairphone 2 HTC G1

[43], 2013 [16], 2020 [57], 2011

p_{∗,0} 805 mW 900 mW 319 mW

p_{∗,Rx} 279 - 1,524 mW up to 2.21 W -

p_{∗,Tx} min. 1.809 W - min. 1.05 W

in various papers. For example, a very detailed study was performed on the influence of video parameters such as bitrate, resolution, frame rate, and video codec for smartphones [16]. First, it was found that the power consumption depends on the smartphone model and the chosen application, which indicates that also the software implementation (in terms of the written code) affects the power consumption. Moreover, the choice of the network connection (wireless, wired) was shown to influence the power consumption of the device. In general, it was found that during online video streaming, up to 50% of the power consumption (including the constant offset power) can be controlled by manipulating the aforementioned parameters [16]. Similar results could be observed for laptops and desktop PCs [42], however, the constant offset power had a higher influence in general. Unfortunately, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, similar studies on power consumption are not available for TVs. However, due to the similarity of the technologies used, we expect that the same kind of dependencies can be observed. A detailed analysis of this conjecture is an interesting topic for future research.

Other studies focused on specific subprocesses in end-user devices such as video decoding in hardware and software [45]– [50], where also devices such as desktop PCs were considered. The influence of streaming protocols and different kinds of networks (wired/wireless) was studied in [51], [52]. Furthermore, it was shown that for LCDs, the backlight brightness can be adjusted to the brightness of the video content without sacrificing image quality, which can save power, especially for large screens [53].

The capturing and uploading power consumption p_{s,UT,d,r,Tx} was discussed in detail in [54]–[58]. However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, no dedicated power or energy models were developed yet, which is another interesting topic for future research.

Table I shows specific power values for different smartphones from three different studies [16], [43], [57]. Furthermore, Table II lists some rough power estimates for other devices (tablet PCs, laptops, TVs, and desktop PCs) that were reported in [1], where we could only find data for the constant offset power p_{s,UT,d,r,0}. Values for the other parameters are not given because they were not provided in the respective literature. It is further important to note that some of the values provided in Tables I and II are derived from values reported in the literature. For example, the constant offset

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 6

TABLE II ROUGH MODELING PARAMETERS FOR FURTHER END-USER DEVICES AS

REPORTED IN [1]. THE ASTERISK IS A REPLACEMENT FOR THE INDEX ∗ ^= “s, UT, d, r”. Tablet Laptop TV PC

p_{∗,0} 10 W 20 W 100 W 100 W

power p_{s,UT,d,r,0} = 805 mW in the left column of Table I corresponds to the idle power in airplane mode reported in [43]. To obtain the receiving power, we then subtracted this idle power from the reported overall video playback power as p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx} = 1084 mW − 805 mW = 279 mW (for the lowend video power). The other values were derived analogously.

The values in Table I show that the power consumption depends significantly on the device. Furthermore, various parameters are shown in a certain range, as reported in the referenced studies [16], [43], [57]. The variations can be attributed to the video parameter settings (bitrate, frame rate, etc.) and other configuration options.

For more accurate modeling of the overall end-user energy consumption, one would have to consider the dependency of the powers, i.e., p_{s,UT,d,r,0}, p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx}, and p_{s,UT,d,r,Tx}, on additional parameters such as video properties and screen brightness settings. This relation was studied extensively in the literature [16], [42], [45]–[53] and could be included in the model proposed here. However, in this paper, we rather focus on a realistic range of power consumption values, which is sufficient for modeling the impact of high-level design choices of the system engineer in Section IV. A more detailed modeling approach could be developed in future research.

C. Video Providers

To model the yearly provider-side energy consumption of a single service, we can choose either a bottom-up or a topdown approach. For the top-down approach, one could use statistical information of the yearly energy consumption of all worldwide data centers (DCs) and their corresponding share of workload for online video systems [9], [59]. For generalpurpose DCs in the cloud, a large amount of research has been performed, which analyzes the overall power consumption in detail [60]–[62]. As a drawback, the energy values obtained in this manner provide no information on the power consumption related to the specific devices and the exact algorithms that were deployed in the DC.

Hence, in this paper, we follow the bottom-up approach and consider single devices in DCs as well as CDNs, which are servers. Hence, we split up the energy consumption of DCs into the energy consumption of single servers. For DCs explicitly targeting online video applications, the literature on energy modeling focuses on CDNs [17], [39], [40], [63], which we take as the basis for our considerations. As a consequence, we model the yearly energy consumption of a CDN as the sum of the energy consumption of all related servers as

E_{s,VP} = ∑ σ∈Σ_s η_σE_{s,VP,σ} , (6)

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 2. Tasks of a provider to operate an online video service.

where σ is the index for a single server, Σ_s is the set of servers used by the s-th service, η_σ is the PUE of the σ-th server, and E_{s,VP,σ} denotes the yearly energy consumption of the σ-th server.

Based on the modeling of a CDN presented in [17], the tasks of the servers are defined as follows (see Fig. 2): First, the server receives input videos (a movie, a live stream from, e.g., a football match, a video from a user to share via social networks, or a live teleconferencing stream). Depending on the type of service, it is then transcoded to different codecs or bitrates to generate additional videos. Afterwards, in the case of on-demand video, the videos are stored on one server (e.g., in a DC) or on multiple servers in a CDN. In the case of a CDN, the video is transmitted to a set of surrogate servers, which store copies of the video to reduce the spatial distance to the end user [17]. Finally, the videos are transmitted to the end user in a single-cast or multi-cast fashion triggered by user requests. Note that depending on the video streaming application, some of these tasks may not be relevant. For example, the provider of a peer-to-peer (P2P) service (e.g., video conferencing) does not have to receive, transcode, and send the video stream itself. Hence, it is sufficient that the servers manage the user accounts and the connections between the peers.

Consequently, we model the overall yearly energy consumption of a server based on [17] as follows E_{s,VP,σ} =E_{s,VP,σ,0} + E_{s,VP,σ,Rx} + E_{s,VP,σ,trans} (7) + E_{s,VP,σ,copy} + E_{s,VP,σ,store} + E_{s,VP,σ,Tx}, where E_{s,VP,σ,0} refers to a constant offset energy consumption in idle mode, E_{s,VP,σ,Rx} denotes the energy consumption for receiving videos, E_{s,VP,σ,trans} is the energy consumption for

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 7

transcoding videos, E_{s,VP,σ,copy} represents the energy consumed for sending copies to surrogate servers, E_{s,VP,σ,store} is the energy consumed for storing videos, and E_{s,VP,σ,Tx} denotes the energy consumption for sending (transmitting) the videos to the end users.

First, we consider the server-side energy needed to send videos to the end users. We adopt the model proposed in [17] that is given by E_{s,VP,σ,Tx} = ∑ r∈R_{s,VP,σ,Tx} B_r · e_{s,VP,σ,send}, (8) where r indicates a requested video from the set of video requests R_{s,VP,σ,Tx}, which includes all requests directed to the σ-th server. B_r is the size of the requested video in bits and e_{s,VP,σ,send} in^J_{bit} is the energy consumption needed to send a single bit to an end user. Similarly, the energy needed to send copies of a video to surrogate servers is given by E_{s,VP,σ,copy} = ∑ r∈R_{s,VP,σ,copy} B_r · e_{s,VP,σ,send}, (9) where r indicates a requested copying event of a video from the set of copying events R_{s,VP,σ,copy} on the σ-th server. For simplicity, we assume that the energy needed to send data to an end user e_{s,VP,σ,send} from Eq. (9) is the same as the energy needed to send data to a surrogate server.

For receiving videos, we model the energy in a similar manner [17], [63] such that E_{s,VP,σ,Rx} = ∑ r∈R_{s,VP,σ,Rx} B_r · e_{s,VP,σ,Rx}, (10) where r indicates a request to receive a video from the set of requests R_{s,VP,σ,Rx} on the σ-th server and e_{s,VP,σ,Rx} is the energy consumption per received bit.

For the transcoding energy consumption, we take into account that in many applications, a single input video is transcoded to multiple videos with multiple codecs, multiple bitrates, and with varying spatial as well as temporal resolutions to account for differences in user requirements and bandwidth restrictions [18]. The corresponding energy consumption is thus split into decoding energy consumption and encoding energy consumption as follows

E_{s,VP,σ,trans} = ∑ r∈R_{s,VP,σ,trans} ( e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} (11) + ∑ v∈V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r} e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} ) , where decoding of the video based on the r-th transcoding request from the set of transcoding requests R_{s,VP,σ,trans} is performed once. For each transcoding request, encoding can be performed multiple times, which is modeled by the sum over the set of output videos V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r} indexed by v. e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} is the decoding energy consumption of the r-th video and e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} is the encoding energy consumption of the v-th video for the r-th transcoding request.

The modeling of the decoding energy consumption was discussed in detail in [46]–[50], [64]. It was shown that it depends on a multitude of video parameters such as the bitrate, the frame rate, the resolution, the type of video codec, and the software or hardware implementation, whichever is used, respectively. Explicit energy consumption values depending on these parameters can be derived from, e.g., [47], [64]. Still, it was also shown that an energy model solely based on the decoding time and the mean decoding power can be sufficient for accurate modeling [65]. We adopt this modeling approach here to be consistent with the definition of the energy consumption of end-user devices (see Section III-B). Hence, the decoding energy consumption of a single video is given by e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} = p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} · t_r, (12) where t_r is the duration of the video corresponding to the r-th transcoding request. Here, p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} in^J_{svideo} refers to the energy consumption needed to decode one second of video content, which is given in the unit s_{video} for the r-th request on the σ-th server. Note that in the case of real-time decoding, which is not required in DCs, this metric is the same as the decoding power consumption in Watts.

Considering the encoding energy consumption, different models are presented in [66]–[68], which show that it depends on the same parameters (e.g., resolution, frame rate) as the decoding energy consumption. Further works target the optimization of the encoder energy consumption [69]–[73], where additional parameters influencing the energy consumption have been derived. Next to the parameters mentioned for decoding, these are mainly the encoder configurations that have a significant influence on the encoding complexity. Examples are the bit stream configuration such as all-intra coding or random-access coding [74] and the choice of the target bitrate or the target visual quality using a quantization parameter (QP) [75]. Additionally, many encoders (e.g., x264 [76] or x265 [77]) can be tuned, where so-called presets and other encoding parameters can be chosen to control the encoding speed [18] or the target compression performance. Note that these parameters can also affect the power consumption of recording videos on end-user devices (5), as the encoding of videos is usually done simultaneously with capturing. To be consistent with the model for the decoding energy, we model the encoding energy consumption for a single video as e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} = p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} · t_r, (13) where p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} denotes the encoding energy per video second of the v-th video to be encoded. In [78], it is shown that this kind of energy model is sufficiently accurate (estimation error below 8% on average).

After transcoding, the videos need to be stored on the servers for permanent availability. The corresponding energy consumption was discussed and modeled in [17] as follows E_{s,VP,σ,store} = e_{s,VP,σ,store} · ∑ v∈V_{s,VP,σ,store} B_v , (14)

where e_{s,VP,σ,store} in^J_{bit·year} is the energy consumed for storing a single bit on the σ-th server for one year. v indicates one video of the set of videos V_{s,VP,σ,store} stored on the σ-th server.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 8

TABLE III ENERGY PARAMETERS FOR VIDEO PROVIDERS. THE ENCODING POWER

CONSUMPTION AND THE DECODING POWER CONSUMPTION ARE LISTED FOR AN HD VIDEO AT 30 FPS, AND A BITRATE OF 2 Mbits .

Parameter Value Source

η 1.08 [29]

E_{s,VP,σ,0} 127 kWh − 5.57 MWh [32]

p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc} 200^{mJ}_{svideo} − 90^{kJ}_{svideo} [73], [79]

p_{s,VP,σ,trans,v,dec} 719^{mJ}_{svideo} − 24.45^J_{svideo} [47], [64]

e_{s,VP,σ,store} 0.59^{Wh}_{MByte} per year [17]

e_{s,VP,σ,send} = e_{s,VP,σ,Rx} 0.624^{mWh}_{MByte} [17]

Table III lists energy consumption values taken from the literature. For the PUE η, we choose a constant value for all servers which was reported for a social network in [29]. For the encoding energy consumption, we provide a range of potential values because it highly depends on the used technology and the implementation of the encoder. It is worth mentioning that the low value for encoding one hour of video (200 mWh) is more than five orders of magnitude smaller than the high value (90 kWh). The reason for this extreme difference is that for the low end, a highly optimized hardware encoder chip customized for low power applications was used, whereas for the high end, an extremely complex software implementation targeting a maximum compression performance was employed. A similar range is given for the decoding power consumption, where the lower value is reported for hardware decoding and the higher value for HEVC software decoding, both on an evaluation platform.

Finally, we note that similar to end-user devices, also the energy consumption values in DCs differ significantly depending on the deployed hardware components (CPUs, GPUs, FPGAs) and the video properties. For more accurate models, these factors need to be taken into account, especially as energy values can differ by several orders of magnitude (e.g., those for video encoding as mentioned above). However, in this paper, we focus on the reported range of values instead of a more accurate modeling approach to obtain upper and lower bounds on the total energy consumption. A more accurate modeling approach and its implications can be considered in future work.

D. Transmission Networks

For the yearly energy consumption related to transmission, one approach is to separately consider all network nodes that a certain video streaming service exploits, as was proposed in [33]. Network nodes include the main network components such as Internet exchange points (IXPs), local area network (LAN) routers, access networks, switches, repeaters, home routers, mobile base stations (4G/5G), etc. A thorough analysis of the types of network nodes and their power characteristics is beyond the scope of this work but can be found in the literature [1], [33], [80].

Similar to end-user devices, the node-wise energy consumption again depends on the hardware of the node, the configuration, the software, the software configuration, and the type of network (wired, wireless). Estimations and analyses on the energy consumption of such nodes can be found in the literature [1], [33], [80], [81], but are not further discussed here.

For energy consumption modeling, we adopt an approach from a recent study [1], which proposed a simplified view based on transmission requests. In this approach, the network nodes are not considered separately, but the overall energy consumption of all nodes concerned by a single streaming request is used as a basis. As this approach can elegantly be mapped to the modeling of end-user devices and provider-side servers discussed above, we adopt it for modeling the energy consumption of the network as

E_{s,NW} = E_{s,NW,UT} + E_{s,NW,CDN}, (15)

where E_{s,NW,UT} is the energy consumption of all network nodes caused by end-user requests and E_{s,NW,CDN} is the energy consumption of all network nodes caused by copying of videos to surrogate servers in a CDN.

The energy consumption caused by end-user requests is then modeled based on [1] as follows

E_{s,NW,UT} = (16) ∑ d∈D_s ∑ r∈R_{s,UT,d} (p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,0} + p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,rate} · b_r) · t_r ,

where we sum over all streaming requests r in the set R_{s,UT,d} from all devices d in the set D_s, where the same sets as already defined in Eqs. (3) and (4) are reused, respectively. The energy of a single request is then given as the product of the duration of the request t_r and the transmission power, which is the sum of a constant offset power p_{s,NW,d,r,0} and a variable power p_{s,NW,d,r,rate} in [_W bps ] . The constant offset power corresponds to the idle power of network devices and the variable power depends on the bitrate b_r of the requested video [1].

Likewise, the energy consumption of data transmission caused by copying of videos in CDNs can be modeled as [1], [17]

E_{s,NW,CDN} = (17) ∑ σ∈Σ_s ∑ r∈R_{s,VP,σ,copy} (p_{s,NW,VP,σ,r,0} + p_{s,NW,VP,σ,r,rate} · b_r) · t_r ,

where we sum over all copy requests r in the set R_{s,VP,σ} and all servers σ in the set Σ_s, which are the same sets as defined in Eqs. (6) and (9), respectively.

Power values for modeling the network power consumption are listed in Table IV. The top two rows report values for two types of network connections for end-user devices, namely a fixed broadband (BB) access network and mobile BB access network. The bottom row reports power values for high capacity optical links and an Atlantic optical submarine cable for long-distance data transmission. All values are taken from [1], where it is reported that the distance of data transmission can be neglected.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 9

TABLE IV EXEMPLARY POWER PARAMETERS FOR DATA TRANSMISSION. ALL

VALUES ARE TAKEN FROM [1].

Fixed BB access Mobile BB Access (4G) p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,0} 1.5 W 0.2 W p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,rate} 0.03^W_{Mbps} 0.03^W_{Mbps}

Optical Link Atlantic cable

p_{s,NW,VP,σ,r,rate} 0.1^W_{Mbps} 0.05^W_{Mbps}

E. Model Validation

The model developed in this paper is difficult to validate in general. To still obtain acceptable estimates, we constructed the proposed energy consumption model based on existing models for the subsystems, which were reported in the literature and that have already been validated. Nevertheless, considering the rapid technological progress, the reported model parameters could already be outdated. Still, the estimated energy values for the overall energy consumption of video services, which are derived in the next section, provide first insights into the importance of this high-level modeling approach.

As another validation step, in future work, one could set up a complex network of measurement equipment to measure the power consumption of the various end-user devices, network nodes, and the DCs performing online video tasks. Resulting model parameters can then be used to update the overall energy consumption estimates reported in this paper. The same holds for the energy consumption of transmission via the global Internet, where other kinds of data are transmitted at the same time.

IV. MODEL IMPLICATIONS In this section, we will discuss the implications of the model presented in the previous section and some related lessons that we can learn. To this end, we take the point of view of a system engineer whose task it is to set up an online video platform in the most sustainable, i.e., energy-efficient manner. At first, in Subsection IV-A, we show how the proposed model can help the system engineer to determine the most important energy consumers, which strongly depends on the type of online video service. Subsequently, in Subsection IV-B, we discuss a more detailed example for a single video and show that considering energy consumption when designing an online video service can lead to significant energy savings. Finally, in Subsection IV-C, we unveil future research directions for improving the energy efficiency of online video.

Note that the considerations in the next subsections rely on parameter values that may not be fully representative of the state-of-the-art hardware used in practice. As a consequence, the resulting modeling values may not represent the true energy consumption of the services. However, from the system engineer’s point of view, the results show clearly which hardware components and parameters are most important to address to increase the energy efficiency of an online video system, which underlines the usefulness of our proposed model.

TABLE V EXAMPLES OF THE OVERALL YEARLY ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF FOUR

DIFFERENT ONLINE VIDEO SERVICES.

System s Overall E_s E_{s,UT} E_{s,VP} E_{s,NW} On-demand 3.77 TWh 3.65 TWh 61.7 GWh 60.2 GWh IPTV 3.83 TWh 3.65 TWh 111 GWh 65.7 GWh Social Network 4.87 TWh 94.6 GWh 4.76 TWh 14.1 GWh Teleconference 1.29 TWh 1.22 TWh 6.02 GWh 56.9 GWh

A. The Energy Consumption of Online Video Services In this section, using the proposed model, we perform a thought experiment by estimating and comparing the overall energy consumption of different online video services. The parameters, i.e., the number of requests and the corresponding set of devices, are selected based on the values of an actual ondemand platform [1]. To allow comparisons with the energy consumption of other kinds of services, we use similar values for other services. Hence, the adopted values do not represent actual services, but help to understand the energy consumption of the most important components of online video systems.

Assume that you are a system engineer who is asked to construct an online video system serving 100 million end users that employ |D_s| = 100 · 10^6 distinct devices. Each end user makes use of the service one hour per day on average. Each video shall be coded with high visual quality such that the bitrate is set to a value between b_r = 2^{Mbit}_s and b_r = 10^{Mbit}_s [16], where for simplicity, we adopt a mean value of b_r = 5^{Mbit}_s in the following. Furthermore, the system engineer can make use of |Σ_s| = 1000 servers worldwide to construct and operate the service using, e.g., a CDN [82].

We are now interested in the expected overall yearly energy consumption of the online video service. We take the four typical online video services that are shown in Table V as examples: an on-demand video service, a social network, an Internet protocol television (IPTV) service, and teleconferencing. More information on the choice of the exact values for energy consumption modeling is provided in detail in Appendix B.

The estimated overall yearly energy consumption of the four services is listed in Table V. We can see that the overall energy consumption E_s is in the same order of magnitude for all considered services (between 1 TWh and 4 TWh) and corresponds to roughly one percent of the total electrical power production of Germany in the year 2019 [83], which corresponds to GHG emissions of approximately 2.5 million tons CO_2E [84]. Please note that these values highly depend on the chosen parametrization of the online video services. Hence, we cannot conclude that a certain service is more energy intensive than another.

The overall energy consumption E_s is then split up into the energy consumption caused by the end-user devices E_{s,UT}, the DCs on the provider side E_{s,VP}, and the transmission networks E_{s,NW} (cf. Table V). We can see that the main energy consumption for on-demand video, IPTV, and teleconferencing services is caused by end-user devices, which account for 97%, 95%, and 95% of the total energy consumption, respectively. For the social network, the energy consumption of the video

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 10

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 3. Energy consumption from the end user’s point of view depending on the service (color) and end-user device (horizontal axis). The vertical axis shows the yearly energy consumption in Wh and is plotted on a logarithmic scale.

providers is the most important component (98%). It is worth mentioning that the energy consumption of the transmission networks is rather small for all services (below 100 GWh) and in each case corresponds to less than 5% of the total energy consumption.

For a profound discussion and analysis, we further split up the energy consumption down to the device level. On the enduser side, we study the impact of the type of end-user device on the energy consumption, where we consider smartphones, tablet PCs, laptops, TVs, and desktop PCs as listed in Tables I and II. Hence, using Eq. (3) we take subsets from the set of devices D_s, where each subset only contains one type of device. The resulting energy consumption values are illustrated in Fig. 3, where missing bars indicate that in our parametrization, the service is not requested from the corresponding device (cf. Appendix B). We can see that most energy is consumed by TVs and desktop PCs, which is expected because their power consumption during operation is the highest. If devices with lower power consumption are used (e.g., smartphones or tablet PCs for a social network or teleconferencing), also the overall energy consumption is decreased by at least one order of magnitude. Hence, a significant amount of energy can be saved by simply switching from power-intensive desktop PCs or TVs to energy-efficient devices such as laptops and tablet PCs.

Considering the energy consumption on the provider side (VP), we split up the total energy consumption of the servers by focusing on the server tasks as shown in Eq. (7). Accordingly, Fig. 4 illustrates the energy consumption corresponding to the offset, transmission and reception of videos, copy of videos in CDNs, decoding and encoding of videos, and storage of videos on surrogate servers. Missing bars indicate that the task is not performed by the corresponding service.

We can see that for on-demand video streaming and IPTV, the energy required to send the videos (Tx) is the highest. For the social network, the energy consumption of encoding is crucial, which is also confirmed in the literature [18]. For

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 4. Energy consumption from the video provider’s point of view depending on service (color) and tasks (horizontal axis). The vertical axis shows the yearly energy consumption in Wh and is plotted on a logarithmic scale.

the teleconferencing service, as most processing is performed at the end-user side, the main power consumption is related to the offset energy of the servers.

B. Case Study for Energy Optimization

Next to facilitating overall estimates, as shown above, the proposed model allows the optimization of the overall energy efficiency on the video level. As an introductory example, we consider a system engineer working for a provider of freely accessible videos (tubes). His task is to choose optimal encoder settings for the lowest overall energy consumption. A new amateur movie called “The Lord of the Streams” is uploaded and shall be posted on the server. The video has a duration of two hours and is recorded with a high spatial and temporal resolution (4K at 60 fps). The system engineer now needs to choose a suitable encoder. As we will see, the main difficulty of a good choice is that in advance, it is unknown how many end users will choose to watch the video, i.e., the number of devices |D_s| requesting the video is unknown beforehand.

When offering the video through the service, the system engineer now has to answer the following questions:

• Which codec and bitrate to choose?

• How much energy to spend on encoding (p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc} = ?)?

• Is it required to provide multiple streams at multiple bitrates coded in different codecs (|V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r}| = ?)?

• Is it required to store the video on surrogate servers and if so, on how many (|Σ_s | = ?)?

For an illustration of the impact of these choices, we analyze the impact of two parameters: The encoding energy and the number of requests. From Table III, we can choose two different encoding energy values. As indicated in [18], the encoding energy has a significant impact on the bitrate because the bitrate for high-energy encoding is reported to be 2.5 times smaller than that for low-energy encoding. Hence, the two options are

1) p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc} = 200^{mJ}_{svideo} and B_r = 80 GByte,

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 11

PSfrag replacements

Fig. 5. Yearly energy consumption (vertical axis) caused by a single video depending on the number of requests (horizontal axis). The blue line corresponds to high encoding energy and low bitrate, the red curve corresponds to low encoding energy and high bitrate.

2) p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc} = 90^{kJ}_{svideo} and B_r = 32 GByte. Using the same parametrization as for the on-demand video service in the last subsection, Fig. 5 shows the estimated overall energy consumption for this particular video depending on the number of requests ∑ d∈D_s |Rs,UT,d|. For a small number of requests (lower than ∑ d∈D_s |Rs,UT,d| = 1,000), it is apparently beneficial

to choose the encoder with the low encoding energy consumption (red line) instead of the encoder with the high energy consumption (blue line), because the overall yearly energy consumption is much smaller. However, for a large number of requests ( ∑ d∈D_s |Rs,UT,d| > 10,000), the red line

crosses the blue line such that energy-intensive encoding is preferable for a reduction of the overall energy consumption. The reason is that for this high number of requests, the energy savings due to the smaller number of bits to be transmitted to millions of users are higher than the encoding energy consumption.

To give an example, assuming one million requests, 31.8 MWh can be saved with the energy-intensive encoder, which corresponds to GHG emissions of roughly 11.1 t CO_2E (at 350^{gCO2 E}_{kWh} ). On the other hand, if there is only a single request for a video, one can save 191 kWh by choosing the low energy encoder, which corresponds to GHG emissions of roughly 66.8 kg CO_2E.

With this information, we can take this example one step further. Assume that the system engineer needs to handle 50,000 videos, where 10 videos are requested one million times and the remaining videos just once. We consider three cases: The system engineer can first encode all videos with the high-energy encoder, second with the low-energy encoder, and third, he can choose the energetically optimal encoder for all videos. The resulting overall energy consumption values and the corresponding GHG emissions are summarized in Table VI.

The results show clearly that by optimally configuring the encoder, potential overall energy savings of almost 10% can be achieved, if a low-energy encoder was used before. Comparing the optimized overall energy consumption with the case of

TABLE VI ESTIMATED OVERALL ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND GHG EMISSIONS FOR

THREE DIFFERENT ENCODING CONFIGURATIONS.

Encoder Overall E_s GHG emissions High energy 52.8 GWh 18,480 t CO_2E Low energy 46.7 GWh 16,345 t CO_2E Optimal 43.2 GWh 15,120 t CO_2E

high-energy encoding, the savings even exceed 20%.

This simple example also shows that the proposed model allows for more sophisticated optimization. Many encoders provide multiple so-called presets, which allow choosing a tradeoff between the encoding energy consumption and the bitrate of a video [18], [76], [77]. With these presets, the system engineer can optimize the overall energy consumption depending on the expected number of requests. Furthermore, if the number of requests cannot be predicted accurately, timeadaptive solutions could be developed, where in the beginning, low-energy encoding is chosen and another energy-intensive encoding step is performed if end-user requests increase significantly.

In addition, we model the impact of providing multiple streams for a single video, i.e., we study the impact of |V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r}| on the overall energy consumption. As system engineers, we can provide a set of bit streams encoded from a single video, where each bit stream is coded using different encoder settings. This might be required to satisfy the needs of different end users and their devices. The resulting set of bit streams can, e.g., differ by the bitrate, the codec, or the resolution. Let’s assume that we encode sixteen bit streams that were created by encoding at two different bitrates, four different codecs, and two different resolutions. We further assume that these bit streams are stored on surrogate servers for availability to end users. We use the same parametrization as above using high-energy encoding and we assume to operate 10 surrogate servers. We find that the overall energy consumption when providing a set of bit streams with respect to the provision of a single bit stream increases by a relatively small percentage of 0.07% (assuming one million requests). However, this percentage changes drastically when the number of requests is lower. For example, if we only assume 1,000 requests, the overall energy increases almost sixfold when providing 16 streams instead of a single stream. This example underlines the importance of smart encoding decisions depending on the number of user requests.

As a final example, if we scale the number of surrogate servers |Σ_s |, the energy consumption needed for maintenance of the CDN increases linearly. However, as the energy to store a stream and to distribute a stream to multiple servers is relatively small, the impact on the overall energy consumption is rather small (below 5% even for a low number of requests).

C. Directions for Future Research

In the previous subsection, we have seen that the overall energy consumption of a single online video service can be optimized by choosing adequate encoder settings. In general,

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 12

TABLE VII PARAMETERS FOR ONLINE VIDEO ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND THEIR INFLUENCE ON THE ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF END-USER DEVICES, VIDEO

PROVIDERS’ DCS, AND TRANSMISSION NETWORKS.

End-user Terminals (UT) Networks Video Providers (VP) Parameter Tx Rx (NW) Rx transcode copy store Tx Hardware setup and configuration √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ Software setup and configuration √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ Network and configuration (wireless, wired, ...) √ √ √ √ - √ - √ Number of uploaded videos ∑ σ | R_{s,VP,σ,Rx} | √ - √ √ √ √ √ - Number of provided videos | |R_{s,VP,σ,trans} | | · ∑_r | |V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r} | | - - √ - √ √ √ - Number of streaming requests ∑ d | |R_{s,UT,d} | | - √ √ - - - - √ Number of servers in CDN |Σ_s| - - √ - - √ √ - Bitrate and file size of a requested video b, B √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ Duration of a video t √ √ - √ √ √ √ √ Other video properties (resolution, frame rate, bit depth, codec) √ √ - - √ - - - Brightness of the end-user display - √ - - - - - -

TABLE VIII PAST RESEARCH IN THE FIELD OF ENERGY-EFFICIENT VIDEO STREAMING

SOLUTIONS.

System Attribute References Smartphone UT [16], [51], [53], [85] Camera UT [55], [56], [58] Decoder UT [48], [86]–[88] Encoder VP [18], [66], [67], [69], [73] CDN VP [17], [39], [40], [63] Mobile Networks NW [37], [89], [90]

this idea can be applied to other tasks and systems involved in online video. To this end, the collected dependence of the energy consumption of online video systems on the main parameters used for modeling has to be identified. An overview of such dependencies is provided in Table VII. The table shows which parameters influence the energy consumption of the considered end-user devices, the networks, and the server tasks on the provider side.

Further research targeting the energy efficiency of online video services is summarized in Table VIII. The table shows that for end-user devices, networks, and servers, a considerable amount of research was performed to increase their energy efficiency. However, some topics are still to be addressed, which are discussed in the following.

First, we can find that many studies do not represent the state of the art anymore because the investigated devices and systems are outdated and often not used anymore. Examples for such studies are [17], [43], [80], [91]. For future research, updates for these studies with measurements on state-of-the-art devices and systems would be highly interesting for the scientific community.

Concerning the end users, more research on different types of end-user devices needs to be done. For example, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, there are no detailed studies on the power consumption of TVs performing online video streaming. Similar to studies for smartphones or laptops [16], [42], [43], such studies could produce more detailed information and opportunities to further increase the energy efficiency of TVs on the algorithmic level.

Considering server tasks on the provider side, first, the energy efficiency of encoding could be analyzed in more detail. Sophisticated energy models similar to models available for the decoding energy [49] could be developed and applied to reduce the encoder’s energy consumption. Second, from a high-level point of view, the energy consumption of servers including transmission, decoding, and storage could be addressed to increase the overall energy efficiency of an online video provider.

Finally, a promising direction of research would be the optimization of an entire online video service as indicated in Subsection IV-B. For this, all three components (enduser devices, transmission networks, and provider-side servers) could be considered simultaneously and variable parameters such as the video properties, the number of provided videos, and the construction of the CDN could be optimized. In terms of video properties, parameters such as the bitrate, the target visual quality, the encoder implementation as well as configuration, the codecs, the resolution, and the frame rate could be considered. These examples show the high potential and need for further research targeting energy efficiency in online video, which is essential for sustainable deployment of online video technology in the future.

V. CONCLUSION This paper has given an overview of the energy consumption of online video services, where links to greenhouse gas emissions causing climate change were established. In this regard, as a first contribution, we reviewed the current knowledge and recent research targeting the energy consumption analysis and energy modeling of online video systems. Subsequently, we constructed an energy model for online video services, which is a helpful design tool for understanding and optimizing the greenhouse gas emissions caused by a video streaming system. Finally, we discussed the implications of the developed model and provided directions for future research, which shall, e.g., target the holistic optimization of video streaming services by taking into account, among others, the expected number of users, the choice of the encoder, or the structure of a content delivery network.

APPENDIX A OVERVIEW OF PARAMETERS AND SETS FOR ENERGY MODELING This appendix provides an overview of all parameters employed in the proposed energy model. Table IX lists all sets

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 13

(end-user devices, servers, end-user requests, server requests, transcoding requests, and video sets) and Table X lists all parameters that are used in this work (energy values, power values, server properties, and video properties).

APPENDIX B PARAMETER VALUES FOR ENERGY MODELING This appendix shows and explains the assumed parameter values for the estimations of the overall energy consumption of online video services in Subsection IV-A. For all services, we assume that there are 100 million users which employ |D_s| = 100 million devices. Each user makes use of the service one hour per day on average (cf. Subsection IV-A). For the on-demand video service, we assume that all videos have a duration of two hours, i.e., t_r = 7200 s. For the targeted average use of an hour a day, this results in one request every second day such that the number of requests per device is the size of the set of requests |R_{s,UT,d}| =^{365}_2 . Furthermore, we assume that all requests are performed from TV sets such that we take the power value for TVs from Table II. We assume that the service provides |R_{s,VP,σ,trans}| = 1000 different videos to be requested by end users. These were encoded from |R_{s,VP,σ,Rx}| = 1000 input videos, which means that here, we adopt the simplified assumption that only a single version of each input video is provided (|V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r}| = 1). Furthermore, half of these videos are stored on Σ_s − 1 = 999 surrogate servers of the CDN because they are frequently requested [17] such that |V_{s,VP,σ,store}| = 500. For the network connection, as TV sets are used, we take transmission energy consumption values for fixed BB access networks and we assume that complex software transcoding is employed.

For IPTV, we make similar assumptions. The main differences to on-demand services are that we assume a higher bitrate (b_r = 10^{Mbit}_s ) because due to real-time restrictions, encoding can only be done in real time such that also the corresponding lower encoding power consumption from Table III is employed. Furthermore, we assume that IPTV is constantly broadcasting content such that encoding of videos is performed 24 hours on 365 days of the year. Furthermore, we assume that the video is not stored.

For the social network service, we assume that all videos are recorded by end users. We assume that each uploaded video has a duration of 5 minutes and that each video is watched by 10 friends. When requesting one hour of video in total per day (which means that twelve videos are requested), the number of requests for downloading videos per device and per year is then | |R^{down}_{s,UT,d} | | = 365 · 12 = 4380, where we assume that all requests are performed from smartphones. As each video is watched ten times, the corresponding number of uploaded videos is one-tenth of this number given by | | |R^{up}_{s,UT,d} | | | = 365 · 12/10 = 438, such that on average, each user uploads more than one video per day. Furthermore, all uploaded videos are transcoded to a standard codec and container format such that |R_{s,VP,σ,trans}| = |D_s| · | | |R^{up}_{s,UT,d} | | | = 43.8·10^9. However, as all videos are only requested a few times, they are only stored on a single server (no copies are stored on surrogate servers). Still, a network of |Σ_s| = 1000 servers ensures that all videos are stored close to the end users. Encoding and decoding are done using software implementations resulting in energy-intensive processing (cf. Table III) at a bitrate of b_r = 5^{Mbit}_s . To take into account that social network providers will probably not use the most sophisticated and energy-intensive encoding process (90^{kJ}_{svideo} ), we choose a significantly lower value of 1^{kJ}_{svideo} . The network is chosen to be a mobile network.

For teleconferencing, we assume that end users use different devices to participate in conferences. For simplicity, we assume that the share of devices is evenly distributed among smartphones, tablet PCs, Laptops, and desktop PCs. Each end user is logged in one hour per day in a single conference such that |R_{s,UT,d}| = 365 and t_r = 3600 s. Furthermore, as high visual qualities are not as crucial for teleconferencing as for on-demand streaming, we assume that the resolution of the videos is significantly lower than HD, which results in a reduced bitrate of 2^{Mbit}_s .

Finally, we consider the energy consumption of the transmission network using values from Table IV. We assume that the social network is accessed using a mobile BB access link and the other services use fixed BB access. The copying of videos via the CDN is taken into account using the values from the fixed BB access link.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT We thank Wolfgang Heyn for his profound literature research, where he collected methods and data to describe the global energy consumption of online video services.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Malmodin, “The power consumption of mobile and fixed network data services - the case of streaming video and downloading large files,” in Proc. Electronic Goes Green (EGG), 2020.

[2] statista. (2019) Number of television households with analog or digital TV reception in Germany from 2010 to 2019. https://www.statista.com/statistics/467203/analog-and-digital-tv-reception-germany/.

[3] The Shift Project, “Climate crisis: The unsustainable use of online video,” Tech. Rep., 2019. [Online]. Available: https://theshiftproject.org/en/article/unsustainable-use-online-video/ [4] Cisco, “Cisco visual networking index: Global mobile data traffic forecast update, 2017-2022,” https://www.cisco.com/c/en/us/solutions/collateral/service-provider/visual-networking-index-vni/white-paper-c11-738429.html, Feb 2019.

[5] ——, “Cisco annual Internet report (2018-2023),” https://www.cisco.com/c/en/us/solutions/collateral/executiveperspectives/annual-internet-report/white-paper-c11-741490.pdf, 2020.

[6] Sandvine, “The mobile Internet phenomena report,” https://www.sandvine.com/, 2 2020.

[7] M. Delgado-Restituto, E. Alarcon, and A. Rodríguez-Vázquez, “On the virtualization of ISCAS 2020 seville: For real [society news],” IEEE Circuits and Systems Magazine, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 81–84, 2021.

[8] (2021) DE-CIX Frankfurt statistics. https://www.decix.net/en/locations/germany/frankfurt/statistics. Accessed 2021-12.

[9] R. Hintemann and J. Clausen, “Green cloud? the current and future development of energy consumption by data centers, networks and enduser devices,” in ICT for Sustainability 2016. Atlantis Press, 2016.

[10] L. Belkhir and A. Elmeligi, “Assessing ICT global emissions footprint:

Trends to 2040 & recommendations,” Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 177, pp. 448–463, 2018.

[11] M. Yan, C. A. Chan, A. F. Gygax, J. Yan, L. Campbell, A. Nirmalathas, and C. Leckie, “Modeling the total energy consumption of mobile network services and applications,” Energies, vol. 12, no. 1, p. 184, 2019.

[12] A. Shehabi, S. Smith, D. Sartor, R. Brown, M. Herrlin, J. Koomey, E. Masanet, N. Horner, I. Azevedo, and W. Lintner, “US data center energy usage report,” Tech. Rep, 2016.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 14

TABLE IX SETS FOR ENERGY MODELING.

Set Index Meaning S s Set of online video services (e.g., on-demand, IPTV, social network).

D_s d Set of end-user devices that send video requests to the providers (e.g., smartphones, tablet PCs, TVs). Σ_s σ Set of provider-side servers providing online videos.

R_{s,UT,d} r Set of requests from the end user’s device d. The request can include an upstream, a downstream, or both at the same time. R_{s,VP,σ,Tx} r Set of requests to stream a video to users, which is directed to the σ-th server. R_{s,VP,σ,copy} r Set of requests to copy a video to the σ-th surrogate server. R_{s,VP,σ,Rx} r Set of requests to receive a video, which is directed to the σ-th server. R_{s,VP,σ,trans} r Set of requests to transcode an incoming video, which is directed to the σ-th server. V_{s,VP,σ,trans,r} v Set of video versions to encode from the r-th incoming video, which is directed to the σ-th server. V_{s,VP,σ,store} v Set of videos stored on the σ-th server.

TABLE X PARAMETERS FOR ENERGY MODELING.

Parameter Unit Meaning Global parameters E [_{kWh}

year ] Global yearly energy consumption of all online video services. E_s [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption caused by the s-th online video service. E_{s,UT} [_{kWh}

year ] Total energy consumption of end-user devices using the s-th online video service. E_{s,VP} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption caused by the video providers’ servers of the s-th online video service. E_{s,NW} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of transmission networks caused by the s-th online video service. Parameters on the end-user side E_{s,UT,d} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the d-th end-user device using the s-th online video service.

E_{s,UT,d,r} [kWh] Energy consumption of the d-th end-user device caused by the r-th request. p_{s,UT,d,r,0} [W] Offset power of end-user device d for request r (e.g., smartphone, tablet PC, TV). p_{s,UT,d,r,Rx} [W] Power of end-user device d for request r, which is attributed to receiving a video. p_{s,UT,d,r,Tx} [W] Power of end-user device d for request r, which is attributed to the transmission (sending) of a video. Parameters on the provider side η_σ [−] Power usage effectiveness (PUE) of the σ-th server. E_{s,VP,σ} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server of the s-th online video service. E_{s,VP,σ,0} [_{kWh}

year ] Offset energy consumption of the σ-th server. E_{s,VP,σ,Rx} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server caused by receiving videos. E_{s,VP,σ,trans} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server caused transcoding of videos. E_{s,VP,σ,copy} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server caused by copying videos from a main server (only in CDNs). E_{s,VP,σ,store} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server caused by storage of videos. E_{s,VP,σ,Tx} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server caused by sending videos to end users (or to surrogate servers in CDNs). e_{s,VP,σ,send} [_{kWh} bit ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server for sending one bit. e_{s,VP,σ,Rx} [_{kWh} bit ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server for receiving one bit.

e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} [kWh] Energy consumption of the σ-th server for decoding the video corresponding to the r-th transcoding request. p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec} [W] Decoding power consumption corresponding to the decoding energy consumption e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,dec}. e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} [kWh] Energy consumption of the σ-th server for encoding the v-th video from the r-th transcoding requests. p_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} [W] Encoding power consumption corresponding to the encoding energy consumption e_{s,VP,σ,trans,r,enc,v} . e_{s,VP,σ,store} [_{kWh}

year·bit ] Energy consumption of the σ-th server for storing one bit. Parameters on the network side E_{s,NW,UT} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of transmission networks caused by end-user requests using the s-th online video service. E_{s,NW,CDN} [_{kWh}

year ] Energy consumption of transmission networks caused by provider requests (for CDNs).

p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,0} [W] Offset power consumption of the network for the r-th request of the d-th end-user device. p_{s,NW,UT,d,r,rate} [_W bit ] Bitrate-variable power consumption of the network for the r-th request of the d-th end-user device.

p_{s,NW,CDN,σ,r,0} [W] Offset power consumption of the network for the r-th request from the σ-th server. p_{s,NW,CDN,σ,r,rate} [_W bit ] Bitrate-variable power consumption of the network for the r-th request from the σ-th server. Video parameters b [_{kbit} s ] Bitrate of a video.

B [bit] Size of a video. t [s] Duration of a video.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 15

[13] J. Malmodin and D. Lundén, “The energy and carbon footprint of the ICT and E&M sector in Sweden 1990-2015 and beyond,” in ICT for Sustainability 2016. Atlantis Press, 2016.

[14] Umweltbundesamt (German Environment Agency), “Energie- und Ressourceneffizienz digitaler Infrastrukturen,” https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/en/publikationen/energieressourceneffizienz-digitaler, 2020.

[15] P. Suski, J. Pohl, and V. Frick, “All you can stream: Investigating the role of user behavior for greenhouse gas intensity of video streaming,” in Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on ICT for Sustainability, 2020, pp. 128–138.

[16] C. Herglotz, S. Coulombe, C. Vazquez, A. Vakili, A. Kaup, and J. Grenier, “Power modeling for video streaming applications on mobile devices,” IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp. 70 234–70 244, 2020.

[17] A. Bianco, R. Mashayekhi, and M. Meo, “Energy consumption for data distribution in content delivery networks,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), 2016, pp. 1–6.

[18] P.-H. Wu, V. Kondratenko, and I. Katsavounidis, “Fast encoding parameter selection for convex hull video encoding,” in Proc. Applications of Digital Image Processing XLIII, vol. 11510. SPIE, 2020, pp. 181 – 194.

[19] G. Boer, G. Flato, and D. Ramsden, “A transient climate change simulation with greenhouse gas and aerosol forcing: projected climate to the twenty-first century,” Climate Dynamics, vol. 16, no. 6, pp. 427– 450, 2000.

[20] M. Crippa, G. Oreggioni, D. Guizzardi, M. Muntean, E. Schaaf, E. Lo Vullo, E. Solazzo, F. Monforti-Ferrario, J. Olivier, and E. Vignati, “Fossil CO2 and GHG emissions of all world countries,” Luxemburg: Publication Office of the European Union, 2019.

[21] G. Althor, J. E. Watson, and R. A. Fuller, “Global mismatch between greenhouse gas emissions and the burden of climate change,” Scientific Reports, vol. 6, p. 20281, 2016.

[22] S. Eggleston, L. Buendia, K. Miwa, T. Ngara, and K. Tanabe, 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Institute for Global Environmental Strategies Hayama, Japan, 2006, vol. 5.

[23] H. Ritchie and M. Roser. (2020, 11) ourworldindata:

CO_2 and greenhouse gas emissions. [Online]. Available: https://ourworldindata.org/co2-and-other-greenhouse-gas-emissions [24] V. Quaschning, Regenerative Energiesysteme: Technologie–Berechnung– Klimaschutz. Carl Hanser Verlag GmbH Co KG, 2019.

[25] Tomorrow. (2020, 10) electricityMap. [Online]. Available:

https://www.electricitymap.org/map [26] A. Pehlken, R. Hinteman, F. Penaherrera, V. Gizli, K. Hurrelmann, S. Hinterholzer, K. Kuchta, A. Kosheleva, H. Kaiser, F. Chwoyka, H. W. Gerald Kielman and, S. Leukroth, D. Frerichs, and A. Daumlechner, “Abschlussbericht Verbundprojekt TEMPRO - total energy management for professional data center - ganzheitliches Energiemanagement in professionellen Rechenzentren,” Borderstep Institut für Innovation und Nachhaltigkeit, Berlin, 2017.

[27] S. Prakash, Y. Baron, L. Ran, M. Proske, and A. Schlösser, “Study on the practical application of the new framework methodology for measuring the environmental impact of ICT-cost/benefit analysis,” European Commission, Brussels, Studie, 2014.

[28] L. Wang, S. U. Khan, and J. Dayal, “Thermal aware workload placement with task-temperature profiles in a data center,” The Journal of Supercomputing, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 780–803, 2012.

[29] S. Uzaman et al., “A systems overview of commercial data centers:

initial energy and cost analysis,” International Journal of Information Technology and Web Engineering (IJITWE), vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 42–65, 2019.

[30] C. Fiandrino, D. Kliazovich, P. Bouvry, and A. Y. Zomaya, “Performance and energy efficiency metrics for communication systems of cloud computing data centers,” IEEE Transactions on Cloud Computing, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 738–750, 2015.

[31] Greenpeace, “Clicking clean: Who is winning the race to build a green Internet,” https://storage.googleapis.com/planet4-internationalstateless/2017/01/35f0ac1a-clickclean2016-hires.pdf, 1 2017.

[32] M. Dayarathna, Y. Wen, and R. Fan, “Data center energy consumption modeling: A survey,” IEEE Communications Surveys Tutorials, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 732–794, 2016.

[33] V. C. Coroama, L. M. Hilty, E. Heiri, and F. M. Horn, “The direct energy demand of Internet data flows,” Journal of Industrial Ecology, vol. 17, no. 5, pp. 680–688, 2013.

[34] J. Morley, K. Widdicks, and M. Hazas, “Digitalisation, energy and data demand: The impact of Internet traffic on overall and peak electricity consumption,” Energy Research & Social Science, vol. 38, pp. 128–137, 2018.

[35] A. Mammela and A. Anttonen, “Why will computing power need particular attention in future wireless devices?” IEEE Circuits and Systems Magazine, vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 12–26, 2017.

[36] M. H. Alsharif, A. H. Kelechi, J. Kim, and J. H. Kim, “Energy efficiency and coverage trade-off in 5G for eco-friendly and sustainable cellular networks,” Symmetry, vol. 11, no. 3, p. 408, 2019.

[37] G. Y. Li, Z. Xu, C. Xiong, C. Yang, S. Zhang, Y. Chen, and S. Xu, “Energy-efficient wireless communications: Tutorial, survey, and open issues,” IEEE Wireless Communications, vol. 18, no. 6, pp. 28–35, 2011.

[38] C. Preist, D. Schien, and P. Shabajee, “Evaluating sustainable interaction design of digital services: The case of youtube,” in Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 2019, pp. 1–12.

[39] D. Boscovic, F. Vakil, S. Dautović, and M. Tošić, “Pervasive wireless CDN for greening video streaming to mobile devices,” in Proc. 34th International Convention MIPRO, 2011, pp. 629–636.

[40] P. Goudarzi, A. Ghassemi, M. R. Mirsarraf, and R. Buyya, “Joint energy-QoE efficient content delivery networks using real-time energy management,” IEEE Systems Journal, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 927–938, 2020.

[41] S. Sadasivan, K. Bausemer, S. Corliss, and R. Pratt, “27-1: Invited paper: Performance benchmarking of wide color gamut televisions and monitors,” in SID Symposium Digest of Technical Papers, vol. 47, no. 1. Wiley Online Library, 2016, pp. 333–335.

[42] C. Herglotz, W. Robitza, M. Kränzler, A. Kaup, and A. Raake, “Modeling of energy consumption and streaming video QoE using a crowdsourcing dataset,” in Proc. 14th International Conference on Quality of Multimedia Experience (QoMEX), pp. 1–6.

[43] A. Carroll and G. Heiser, “The systems hacker’s guide to the galaxy - energy usage in a modern smartphone,” in Proc. 4th Asia-Pacific Workshop on Systems (APSys), Singapore, 2013.

[44] D. Ong, T. Moors, and V. Sivaraman, “Comparison of the energy, carbon and time costs of videoconferencing and in-person meetings,” Computer communications, vol. 50, pp. 86–94, 2014.

[45] M. B. A. Khernache, Y. Benmoussa, J. Boukhobza, and D. Menard, “HEVC hardware vs software decoding: An objective energy consumption analysis and comparison,” Journal of Systems Architecture, vol. 115, p. 102004.

[46] T. Mallikarachchi, D. S. Talagala, H. K. Arachchi, and A. Fernando, “Decoder energy-aware intra-coded HEVC bit stream generation,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME), Seattle, USA, July 2016, pp. 1–6.

[47] C. Herglotz and A. Kaup, “Decoding energy estimation of an HEVC hardware decoder,” in Proc. International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), Firenze, Italy, May 2018, pp. 1–5.

[48] D. Corrêa, G. Corrêa, D. Palomino, and B. Zatt, “OTED: Encoding optimization technique targeting energy-efficient HEVC decoding,” in Proc. IEEE International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), May 2018, pp. 1–5.

[49] C. Herglotz, D. Springer, M. Reichenbach, B. Stabernack, and A. Kaup, “Modeling the energy consumption of the HEVC decoding process,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 217–229, Jan. 2018.

[50] M. Kränzler, C. Herglotz, and A. Kaup, “Extending video decoding energy models for 360^∘ and HDR video formats in HEVC,” in Proc. Picture Coding Symposium (PCS), Nov 2019, pp. 1–5.

[51] J. Zhang, Z.-J. Wang, S. Guo, D. Yang, G. Fang, C. Peng, and M. Guo, “Power consumption analysis of video streaming in 4G LTE networks,” Wireless Networks, vol. 24, no. 8, pp. 3083–3098, 2018.

[52] J. Zhang, G. Fang, C. Peng, M. Guo, S. Wei, and V. Swaminathan, “Profiling energy consumption of DASH video streaming over 4G LTE networks,” in Proc. 8th International Workshop on Mobile Video, ser. MoVid ’16. New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 2016.

[53] Q. Liu, Z. Yan, and C. W. Chen, “Cloud-based video streaming with systematic mobile display energy saving: Rate-distortion-display energy profiling,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP), Phoenix, AZ, USA, Sep. 2016, pp. 1504–1508.

[54] W.-C. Feng, E. Kaiser, W. C. Feng, and M. L. Baillif, “Panoptes:

Scalable low-power video sensor networking technologies,” ACM Transactions on Multimedia Computing, Communications, and Applications, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 151–167, May 2005.

[55] R. P. Kleihorst, A. A. Abbo, A. van der Avoird, M. J. R. Op de Beeck, L. Sevat, P. Wielage, R. van Veen, and H. van Herten, “Xetal: a low-power high-performance smart camera processor,” in Proc. IEEE International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), vol. 5, 2001, pp. 215–218 vol. 5.

CIRCUITS AND SYSTEMS MAGAZINE, PREPRINT 16

[56] A. Saffari, M. Hessar, S. Naderiparizi, and J. R. Smith, “Battery-free wireless video streaming camera system,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on RFID (RFID), 2019, pp. 1–8.

[57] J. Hao, S. H. Kim, S. A. Ay, and R. Zimmermann, “Energy-efficient mobile video management using smartphones,” in Proc. Second Annual ACM Conference on Multimedia Systems (MMSys). New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 2011, pp. 11–22.

[58] Y. Lee, J. Kim, and C. Kyung, “Energy-aware video encoding for image quality improvement in battery-operated surveillance camera,” IEEE Transactions on Very Large Scale Integration (VLSI) Systems, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 310–318, 2012.

[59] statista. (2021) Data centers - statistics & facts.

https://www.statista.com/topics/6165/data-centers/. Accessed 2021- 11. [60] Z. Zhou, J. H. Abawajy, F. Li, Z. Hu, M. U. Chowdhury, A. Alelaiwi, and K. Li, “Fine-grained energy consumption model of servers based on task characteristics in cloud data center,” IEEE Access, vol. 6, pp. 27 080–27 090, 2018.

[61] B. Heller, S. Seetharaman, P. Mahadevan, Y. Yiakoumis, P. Sharma, S. Banerjee, and N. McKeown, “Elastictree: Saving energy in data center networks.” in Proc. 7th USENIX conf. on Networked Systems Design and Implementation, vol. 10, 2010, pp. 249–264.

[62] X. Tang, X. Liao, J. Zheng, and X. Yang, “Energy efficient job scheduling with workload prediction on cloud data center,” Cluster Computing, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 1581–1593, 2018.

[63] C. A. Chan, E. Wong, A. Nirmalathas, A. F. Gygax, and C. Leckie, “Energy efficiency of on-demand video caching systems and user behavior,” Optics express, vol. 19, no. 26, pp. B260–B269, 2011.

[64] C. Herglotz and A. Kaup, “Estimating the HEVC decoding energy using high-level video features,” in Proc. 23rd European Signal Processing Conference (EUSIPCO), Nice, France, Aug 2015, pp. 1591–1595.

[65] C. Herglotz, E. Walencik, and A. Kaup, “Estimating the HEVC decoding energy using the decoder processing time,” in Proc. International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), Lisbon, Portugal, May 2015, pp. 513–516.

[66] Y. Liang, Z. He, and I. Ahmad, “Analysis and design of power constrained video encoder,” in Proc. IEEE 6th Circuits and Systems Symposium on Emerging Technologies: Frontiers of Mobile and Wireless Communication (IEEE Cat. No.04EX710), vol. 1, 2004, pp. 57–60 Vol.1.

[67] J. Kim, J. Kim, G. Kim, and C. Kyung, “Power-rate-distortion modeling for energy minimization of portable video encoding devices,” in Proc. IEEE 54th International Midwest Symposium on Circuits and Systems (MWSCAS), 2011, pp. 1–4.

[68] X. Lu, T. Fernaine, and Y. Wang, “Modelling power consumption of a H.263 video encoder,” in Proc. International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), vol. 2, May 2004, pp. II–77–80 Vol.2.

[69] Z. He, Y. Liang, L. Chen, I. Ahmad, and D. Wu, “Power-rate-distortion analysis for wireless video communication under energy constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 15, no. 5, pp. 645 – 658, May 2005.

[70] J. J. Ahmad, H. A. Khan, and S. A. Khayam, “Energy efficient video compression for wireless sensor networks,” in Proc. 43rd Annual Conference on Information Sciences and Systems. IEEE, 2009, pp. 629– 634.

[71] A. Mercat, F. Arrestier, W. Hamidouche, M. Pelcat, and D. Menard, “Energy reduction opportunities in an HEVC real-time encoder,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), New Orleans, USA, March 2017, pp. 1158–1162.

[72] F. Saab, I. Elhajj, A. Kayssi, and A. Chehab, “Profiling of HEVC encoder,” Electronics Letters, vol. 50, no. 15, pp. 1061–1063, July 2014.

[73] W. Penny, I. Machado, M. Porto, L. Agostini, and B. Zatt, “Paretobased energy control for the HEVC encoder,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). IEEE, 2016, pp. 814–818.

[74] F. Bossen, “JCTVC-L1100: Common test conditions and software reference configurations,” Joint Collaborative Team on Video Coding (JCT-VC) of ITU-T SG16 WP3 and ISO/IEC JTC1/SC29/WG11, Geneva, Switzerland, Tech. Rep., Jan. 2013.

[75] F. Bossen, B. Bross, K. Suhring, and D. Flynn, “HEVC complexity and implementation analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 22, no. 12, pp. 1685 –1696, Dec 2012.

[76] x264: Encoder for H.264/MPEG-4 AVC video compression. x264.org.

Accessed 2021-12.

[77] x265: H.265 / HEVC video encoder application library.

https://www.videolan.org/developers/x265.html. Accessed 2021-12. [78] G. Ramasubbu, A. Kaup, and C. Herglotz, “Modeling the HEVC encoding energy using the encoder processsing time,” in Proc. IEEE

International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP), Bordeaux, France, Oct. 2022.

[79] Y. Zhang and C. Lu, “Efficient algorithm adaptations and fully parallel hardware architecture of H.265/HEVC intra encoder,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 29, no. 11, pp. 3415– 3429, 2019.

[80] J. Malmodin, D. Lundén, Å. Moberg, G. Andersson, and M. Nilsson, “Life cycle assessment of ICT: Carbon footprint and operational electricity use from the operator, national, and subscriber perspective in Sweden,” Journal of Industrial Ecology, vol. 18, no. 6, pp. 829–845, 2014.

[81] S. Zhang, S. Xu, G. Y. Li, and E. Ayanoglu, “First 20 years of green radios,” IEEE Transactions on Green Communications and Networking, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 1–15, 2019.

[82] K. Florance. How netflix works with ISPs around the globe to deliver a great viewing experience. https://about.netflix.com/en/news/how-netflix-works-with-isps-around-the-globe-to-deliver-a-great-viewing-experience.

[83] Clean Energy Wire - Journalism for the energy transition. Germany’s energy consumption and power mix in charts. [Online]. Available:

https://www.cleanenergywire.org/factsheets/germanys-energy-consumption-and-power-mix-charts [84] ——. Germany’s greenhouse gas emissions and energy transition targets. [Online]. Available:

https://www.cleanenergywire.org/factsheets/germanys-greenhouse-gas-emissions-and-climate-targets [85] C. Herglotz, A. Kaup, S. Coulombe, and S. Vakili, “Power-efficient video streaming on mobile devices using optimal spatial scaling,” in Proc. IEEE International Conference on Consumer Electronics (ICCE), Berlin, Germany, Sep. 2019.

[86] C. Herglotz, A. Heindel, and A. Kaup, “Decoding-energy-rate-distortion optimization for video coding,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 172–181, Jan. 2019.

[87] T. Mallikarachchi, D. Talagala, H. Kodikara Arachchi, C. Hewage, and A. Fernando, “A decoding-complexity and rate-controlled video-coding algorithm for HEVC,” Future Internet, vol. 12, no. 7, p. 120, 2020.

[88] X. Li, Z. Ma, and F. C. A. Fernandes, “Modeling power consumption for video decoding on mobile platform and its application to powerrate constrained streaming,” in Proc. Visual Communications and Image Processing (VCIP), San Diego, USA, Nov. 2012.

[89] G. Wu, C. Yang, S. Li, and G. Y. Li, “Recent advances in energyefficient networks and their application in 5G systems,” IEEE Wireless Communications, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 145–151, 2015.

[90] G. Miao, N. Himayat, and G. Y. Li, “Energy-efficient link adaptation in frequency-selective channels,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 545–554, 2010.

[91] C. Herglotz, D. Springer, A. Eichenseer, and A. Kaup, “Modeling the energy consumption of HEVC intra decoding,” in Proc. 20th International Conference on Systems, Signals and Image Processing (IWSSIP), Bucharest, Romania, Jul 2013, pp. 91–94.