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Abstract—With the growing interest in web services during the
current COVID-19 outbreak, the demand for high-quality low-
latency interactive applications has never been more apparent.
Yet, packet losses are inevitable over the Internet, since it is
based on UDP. In this paper, we propose Ivory, a new real-
world system framework designed to support network adaptive
error control in real-time communications, such as VoIP, using
a recently proposed low-latency streaming code. We design and
implement our prototype over UDP that can correct or retransmit
lost packets conditional on network conditions and application
requirements.

To maintain the highest quality, Ivory attempts to correct
as many lost packets as possible on-the-fly, yet incurring the
smallest footprint in terms of coding overhead over the network.
To achieve such an objective, Ivory uses a deep reinforcement
learning agent to estimate the best coding parameters in real-
time based on observed network states and experience learned.
It learns offline the best coding parameters to use based on
previously observed loss patterns and takes into account the
round-trip time observed to decide on the optimum decoding
delay for a low-latency application. Our extensive array of
experiments shows that Ivory achieves a better trade-off between
recovering packets and using lower redundancy than the state-
of-the-art network adaptive streaming codes algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the current COVID-19 outbreak worldwide and in
a “new normal” world, the usage of low-latency interactive
applications has been a daily routine. In particular, with
the move of academic conferences, graduation ceremonies,
corporate all-hands meetings, and online gaming to online
conferencing platforms, there exists an urgent demand for a
high-quality low latency interactive applications to offer an
online experience that resembles in-person meetings.

Naturally, quality of a video or audio conference depends on
two main factors: packet losses and latencies. Packet erasure
(loss) is inevitable at the network layer for an end-to-end
communication over the Internet. Two main implemented
approaches to control end-to-end errors introduced by the
network layer include: Automatic repeat request (ARQ) and
forward error correction (FEC). Both methods work on recov-
ering lost data packets due to unreliable links or congested net-
works. Nevertheless, using ARQ for real-time applications is
not appropriate, since the time for retransmitting a packet may
go beyond tolerable. Specifically, the process of retransmitting
a lost packet requires 3 × the one-way delay (2 × the one-
way delay to transmit and acknowledge its loss, then another
one-way delay to retransmit). This 3-way delay aggregate is
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required to be below 150 ms to meet the requirement by ITU
for interactive applications [1]. Since the minimum possible
aggregate delay between two diametrically opposite points on
the globe is at least 200 ms [2], it is possible to have two
distant nodes with one-way delay greater than 50 ms. In this
case, ARQ is impractical to use.

On the other hand, FEC schemes are applicable to low-
latency communications between global users, since no re-
transmissions are required. FEC adds redundant information
to help recover lost packets at the receiver. For interactive
applications, block and convolutional codes, such as Reed-
Solomon (RS) and Random Linear Convolutional (RLC)
codes, respectively can be used to recover packets quickly as
in [3]–[6].

One class of FEC schemes is streaming codes (e.g., low-
latency FEC schemes), which is a class of decoding delay-
constrained codes that are able to reconstruct earlier lost pack-
ets without waiting to correct all the losses. Raptor codes [7],
RaptorQ codes [8], randomized linear codes [9] and others
[10], [4] are all examples of streaming codes.

However, low-latency FEC schemes suffer from high
bandwidth-overhead due to the transmission of redundant
information. For example, Google’s first attempt with XOR-
based FEC in QUIC [11], which is a fast transport layer pro-
tocol for applications requiring speedy service, demonstrates
that the advantages of having retransmissions outweigh the
advantages of using FEC since less redundancy is added to
the link. However, for time-sensitive applications, such as
audio-streaming conferences, we believe that low-latency FEC
schemes is still required. The issue that recurs is the coding
overhead.

To the best of our knowledge, [12], [13] represented the
most recent work in the direction of deploying FEC schemes
for interactive applications, such as VoIP. To get the best of
both worlds, [12], [13] proposed a new low-latency stream-
ing code that (i) corrects both arbitrary and bursty erasures
subject to a “fixed” decoding delay, which is the maximum
time required to recover a lost packet and (ii) adapts the
coding parameters on-the-fly to increase or decrease redundant
information. However, the heuristic in [12], [13] assumes that
high loss rate is due to unreliable networks and may therefore
inefficiently use scarce bandwidth resources by introducing
more redundant packets than necessary to correct lost packets.

Given the trade-off between quickly recovering lost packets
at the receiver and efficiently using the network bandwidth, in
this paper, we propose Ivory, a real-world system design and



implementation prototype designed for low-latency conferenc-
ing applications that can be used to better support interactive
applications. Ivory uses the state-of-the-art low-latency stream-
ing code at its core for delivering interactive audio packets over
network links. It adapts the coding parameters in real-time to
achieve (i) acceptable quality (ii) while minimizing the coding
overhead and retransmissions incurred on the network and (iii)
bounding the decoding delay.

In order to determine the choices of coding parameters and
adapt to time-varying network environments, Ivory utilizes a
deep reinforcement learning agent to choose the best coding
parameters for the low-latency streaming code in [12], [13],
with both offline and online learning. The deep reinforcement
learning agent in Ivory is designed to make significant im-
provements over existing heuristics in [12], [13], by taking
into account the history of loss patterns beyond a small ob-
servation window as well as observed round-trip time (RTT).
Existing heuristics in [12], [13] ignored the observed RTT
and increased the network overhead by adding redundancy,
leading to decreased goodput, which is the delivery rate of
useful information on a communication link.

Our proposal has three main contributions. First, Ivory
is designed to outperform the heuristic in [13] using deep
reinforcement learning. Its performance is evaluated using
an array of performance metrics, including loss rates after
packet recovery, coding overhead incurred, and Perceptual
Evaluation of Speech Quality (PESQ) score, which evaluates
the quality of speech after recovery. Second, as an online
learning algorithm, Ivory is designed to continue exploring
and learning more about the network environment it is acting
upon.

Lastly, we perform an extensive set of experiments using
a real-world implementation prototype we developed that
transmits audio packets between two nodes to compare Ivory
to the state-of-the-art adaptive error control algorithms in [12],
[13]. Our results show that Ivory outperforms state-of-the-art
algorithms in terms of reducing loss rate to have an acceptable
speech quality using lower redundancy compared to heuristics
in [12], [13]. Ivory is always capable of meeting deadlines of
low-latency audio application by recovering packets quickly.
While heuristics in [12], [13] show less to no resilience to
changes in RTT, Ivory exhibits an improved audio speech
quality by reducing percentage of low speech quality intervals
from 2%, which is incurred while using heuristics, to almost
0%.

II. PRELIMINARIES: LOW-LATENCY STREAMING CODES

In Ivory, we utilize the low-latency streaming code proposed
in [12], [13] to protect against packet losses in audio streams
while maintaining low latencies. With this streaming code,
illustrated in Fig. 1, a source generates an audio frame denoted
by s[i] every ta seconds, where i is the sequence number of the
frame. For simplicity, we assume that every source packet s[i]
has the same size of k symbols. The encoder concatenates the
source packet s[i] with the parity-check packet p[i], forming
the network packet with size of n symbols. The network packet

TABLE I
DEFINITIONS OF KEY NOTATIONS.

Notation Definition
T decoding delay constraint
B maximum run length of recoverable burst erasures
N maximum number of recoverable arbitrary erasures
n codeword size
k raw data size
span(eW ) span of the 1st and last packet lost in a sliding window
wt(eW ) number of packets lost in a sliding window

C(T,B,N) coding rate k
n

travels to the destination with a propagation delay dp. Packets
traveling over the Internet may be lost due to several reasons,
which lead to different loss patterns. For example, congestion
can lead to bursty loss patterns while unreliable wireless links
can lead to arbitrary loss patterns. The difference between
bursty and arbitrary losses is illustrated in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 1. The general framework of FEC streaming codes to recover lost packets.

Server (relay)Client 1

Listener 4

Listener 1

Listener 2

Listener 3

Listener 1000

Listen 997

Listener 998

Listener 999

Thousands of listeners (receivers)Sender

Only forwards 
information from 

clients to listeners

Decodes data 
streams of audio  

received from relay 

Encodes data streams 
of audio  received from 

relay 

Server (relay)

Client 4 Listener 4

Encodes differently 
for each receiver

Receiver

Training Framework

Sender

DecoderEncoder

Encoded Audio 
Frames

Feedback 
(B, N)

Observations

Action: (B, N)
AgentCompressed 

audio frames

KEY
In C++

In Python

In UDP

In TCP

s[T+2]

Time
0 ta 2ta T.ta (T+1).ta (T+2).ta

Encoder

Have to say the n and k symbols thing

s[T+1]s[T]s[2]s[1]s[0]

s[T+2]s[T+1]s[T]s[2]s[1]s[0]

p[0] p[1] p[2] p[T] p[T+1] p[T+2]

s[T+2]s[T+1]s[T]s[2]s[1]s[0]

p[0] p[1] p[2] p[T] p[T+1] p[T+2]

s[T+4]s[T+3]

(T+3).ta (T+4).ta

s[T+3]

p[T+3]

s[T+4]

p[T+4]

Propagation 
Delay (dp)

Network 
Channel

Decoder

ŝ[0] ŝ[1] ŝ[2]Decoding Delay (dd)

Arbitrary 
Erasures

Bursty 
Erasures

Fig. 2. An illustration of the difference between bursty and arbitrary erasures,
with packet losses marked in dark color.

At the destination, the decoder aims to use the parity-check
packets out of the received network packets to reconstruct lost
packets. The decoder tolerates a maximum decoding delay
of T packets, which is equal to T × ta seconds, where ta
is the interarrival time between packets. In other words, the
maximum decoding delay of one packet is T × ta. Therefore,
T should be carefully chosen so that the resultant playback
delay and propagation delay = T × ta + dp is less than 150
ms — as required by ITU for interactive applications [1].

In the low-latency streaming code we utilized, parity-check
packets are generated in a way to recover older packets with
sooner deadlines than later source packets. This is not the
case with conventional FEC codes such as the Reed-Solomon
code, where the recovery of all source packets occurs simulta-
neously [2]. For example, in Fig. 1, s[0] can be recovered after
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Fig. 3. An example of a window of 11 packets that can be encoded using
(T,B,N) = (11, 8, 1) or (11, 6, 6) or (11, 8, 6) to recover the losses.

receiving s[T ]+p[T ] and s[1] can be recovered after receiving
[T + 1] + p[T + 1], where both s[0] and s[1] were recovered
within the same decoding delay dd = T × ta.

In the low-latency streaming code we utilize, the maximum
value of T is 11 packets, and coding parameters (B,N) satisfy
the condition T ≥ B ≥ N ≥ 1. The power of this code lies in
the fact that it can correct both length-B burst packet losses
and N arbitrary packet losses, with a maximum decoding
delay of T × ta seconds. Hence, (B,N) are to be carefully
chosen according to network observations.

The coding rate k
n of this low-latency streaming code is

C(T,B,N) in Eqn. (1), and the redundancy is 1− k
n , where

k is the size of raw data and n is the codeword size.

C(T,B,N) ,
T −N + 1

T −N +B + 1
. (1)

The sliding windows are represented asW = {j−T, j−T+
1, . . . , j} of size T+1 such that j ≤ i, where i is the sequence
number of the packet. For each sliding window, the packet
loss pattern eW , (ej−T , ej−T+1, . . . , ej) ∈ {0, 1}T+1, and
an element of eW equals 1 if and only if the corresponding
packet is lost. Let wt(eW) ,

∑
`∈W e` and

span(eW) ,

{
0 if wt(eW) = 0,
plast − pfirst + 1 otherwise,

be the weight and span of eW respectively, where pfirst and
plast denote respectively the indices of the first and last non-
zero elements in eW . In Table I, we summarize the definitions
of key notations used in this manuscript.

To illustrate, Fig. 3 shows a window of 11 packets, where
dark packets are lost. It has a packet loss pattern with
wt(eW) = 6 and span(eW) = 8. If T = 11, these source
packets can be encoded at the decoder using (B,N) =
(8, 1) or (6, 6) or (8, 6).

III. WHY REINFORCEMENT LEARNING?

In a nutshell, Ivory uses a deep reinforcement learning
(DRL) [14] agent to make strategic decisions on the coding
parameters (T,B,N) of the low-latency streaming code. In the
midst of a large body of existing works on the use of DRL to
solve a wide variety of engineering problems in networking,
the questions that may naturally arise are: Is it yet another
piece of work that uses DRL? Why are we using DRL to
adapt coding parameters?

A. Issues with Existing Heuristics

Authors in [12], [13] design a heuristic algorithm that
estimates the values of (B,N), which we refer to as the
heuristic. Based on the observed loss patterns, the receiver
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Fig. 4. Average loss rate, FEC redundancy and PESQ score of Ivory and
MDS in 10% and 12% loss rate environments

runs the heuristic and sends recommendations to the sender on
values of (B,N) used to encode source packets. The heuristic
proposed in [12], [13] can have B ≥ N ; however, they also
show similar behavior to maximum-distance separable MDS-
adaptive streaming code, which assigns B and N to the same
value of the maximum observed span(eW). MDS codes are
used by Skype [15].

The heuristic and MDS show high recovery ratios of lost
packets, which is the ratio of packets recovered to the packets
lost. However, there is always a trade-off between the
packet recovery ratio, redundancy added and one-way
delay observed. An algorithm will have to add more redun-
dant information to gain a lower loss rate. We observe that
the heuristic and MDS exhibit low loss rates at the cost of
high redundancy. High redundancy decreases goodput, and
if the bandwidth was limited, it will backfire and reduce
the quality of the interactive application. Another trade-off is
between recovery packets and maximum decoding delay. The
more redundant information the network adaptive streaming
code can add, the higher the one-way delay will be, since
T ≥ B ≥ N ≥ 1. For example, to recover 6 packets in a
sliding window, you need at least T to be 6.

For example, in audio conferencing applications, the accept-
able packet loss rate is between 3% and 5% [16]. Hence, fixing
the rules as in [12], [13] to correct the maximum number of
losses may not be optimal as it will sacrifice on the delay
observed and overuse bandwidth with added redundancy.

To demonstrate the importance of having a flexible trade-
off between redundancy and recovery ratio, we test Ivory and
MDS from [12], [13] over a loss pattern generated with 10%
and 12% loss rates. We use PESQ score [17]: a metric that
ranges between 1 – 5, where a higher score means a better
speech quality, to observe the effect of packet losses on audio
packets. In Fig. 4, we observe the loss rate, average FEC
redundancy and PESQ score for an audio call that lasted
10 minutes over 10% and 12% loss rates. In Fig. 4a, Ivory
shows a higher loss rate than MDS; however, in Fig. 4b, MDS
exhibits 5% to 20% higher redundancy than Ivory for 1%
higher PESQ score for MDS in Fig. 4c for Ivory and MDS.
Average PESQ scores for both Ivory and MDS are higher
than the acceptable value for speech(3.6). Indeed, the efficient
bandwidth utilization of Ivory is saving bandwidth for other
flows sharing the same link.



Apart from fixing rules of heuristics to correct packet
erasures, the heuristic and MDS algorithms in [12], [13]
do not take the RTT into consideration. Taking RTT into
consideration is important to know how much time it takes
for the feedback to reach the sender to update its coding
parameters. This helps because if, for example, RTT was large,
we know that it would take time between sending feedback
to the sender and updating the coding parameters. During this
time, the behavior of the network may change enough that the
new values of (B,N) that the sender started to use are out-
dated. A smarter algorithm should take RTT into consideration
to ensure that their estimated values of (B,N) are not out-
dated.

B. How DRL mitigates issues with existing heuristics?

Learning-based network adaptive algorithms have a great
potential to adapt themselves to different conditions without
the need to be hand-tuned or manually changed for each envi-
ronment. Therefore, the fixed set of rules or assumptions that
previous heuristic algorithms incorporated could be completely
replaced with a model that learns from experience rather than
assumptions. It would take a model a few hours to train, but
many hours to hand-tune rule-based heuristics.

Out of (i) supervised, (ii) unsupervised and (iii) reinforce-
ment learning, the former two consider instant reward, as
opposed to reinforcement learning that is sequential and far-
sighted considering long-term rewards. We model network
adaptive error control as a sequential-decision making process
that learns a policy by adjusting its actions to achieve optimal
rewards over the long-term future.

Furthermore, since DRL models do not require labeled data,
it can adapt online as it observes new network states. They,
indeed, can change any learned assumptions in their deep
neural network. Online learning will help in unlearning bad
actions that were good in previously observed environments.

IV. DESIGN ITERATIONS

Training a model using DRL is rarely straightforward as
it consists of many design parameters such as the action and
state space, the reward function, the neural network model and
the DRL algorithm. This paper takes a practical approach and
makes our design decisions based on hands-on experiences
learned from actual experiments. We share the insights we
gained from extensive experimentation to achieve the best
performing model and supply sufficient reasoning.

A. Training framework

Since our design iterations are empirical and require un-
derstanding of our framework, we first describe our training
framework. Fig. 5 shows our training and testing framework.
Our implementation of our testbed incorporates a sender that
sends encoded audio frames to the receiver over User Data-
gram Protocol (UDP). The DRL agent resides on the receiver,
and based on observations, the agent provides feedback to
the sender on the recommended coding parameters. As audio

is notably more loss-and delay-sensitive in interactive video-
streaming applications such as video conferencing, we carry
out our experiments on audio multimedia frames.

During the training process, the sender starts by sending
audio packets at size of 300 bytes and interarrival time of
10 ms, which is 240 kbit/s. These numbers are practical since
existing audio codecs such as Opus audio codec have a frame
duration range of 2.5 – 60 ms and bit rate range of 6 – 510
kbit/s [18]. Since our DRL agent has the action space of
MDS-adaptive streaming code, which is (B,N) = (i, i) for
all distinct integers i, where 0 ≤ i ≤ T = 10, only during
training, we fix the value of T to 10 packets. This is to ensure
regardless of the RTT or loss patterns observed, the DRL agent
can choose from a wide variety of the coding parameters
(B,N) of the FEC streaming code. T will only be varied
during testing and online learning phase, as they will depend
on RTT measured. Recommendations of (B,N) are sent
from the receiver to sender. The sender is responsible for (i)
updating the coding parameters according to recommendations
from the receiver and (ii) encoding packets using the MDS
FEC streaming code in [12], [13].

The receiver decodes the received packets as per the (B,N)
values with which the packet was encoded. The encoder at the
sender and decoder at the receiver were implemented in C++
programming language, but since there is a lack of packages
for implementing sophisticated machine learning models in
C++, we implemented our agent in Python using PyTorch on
the receiver.

Communication between the decoder and the DRL agent
happens at local ports over Transmission Control Protocol
(TCP). The decoder measures observed loss patterns and sends
these measurements to the agent. The agent runs the DRL
algorithm to train a model that recommends (B,N) values to
the sender.

To have all our training and testing environments emulate
real-world networks, we run the sender and receiver either
locally (simulating different RTT using tc in linux) or on two
distant devices, and simulate different loss patterns between
the two nodes according to pre-generated loss traces. We
design a testbed that helps in running several network adaptive
error control algorithms such as MDS in [12], [13], and several
versions of our agent on the same network conditions for
accurate and reproducible evaluations.

We generated different loss patterns. The first is by setting
the bottleneck bandwidth between the two devices to 960
kbit/s. We run different calls between the two devices, which is
part of the UDP cross-traffic, where each call has a throughput
of 240 kbit/s. Call requests are modeled using Poisson distri-
bution, which implies exponentially distributed call interarrival
times of a mean of 3 minutes. The service time is exponentially
distributed with a mean of 5 minutes. The call request rate
is varied between 1 – 5 calls/s. We change the call request
rate every µ seconds by {+0.2,−0.2} to help vary the loss
patterns experienced. We save the loss patterns experienced in
trace files to test and compare different algorithms over the
same setup. Such trace file generates a wide variety of loss
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ratios over windows of 1000 packets. With no coding, packet
loss ratio varies between 5% to 95%. We use two different µ
values {1, 20}.

Another set of 10 different loss patterns is generated ran-
domly, where erasures are independent and identically dis-
tributed. We vary the probability of an erasure in each pattern
by having different loss rates. Loss rates vary from 2%−20%.

In another setup, we connect the source and destination
over the same Wi-Fi network with an average capacity of 30
Mbit/s subject to UDP cross traffic offered load of 40% –
constant 12 Mbit/s. Since the bandwidth of the Wi-Fi network
is fluctuating greatly, we can observe losses with an offered
load of 40%.

B. System Design: Iterations

Our exploration of designing the DRL agent began with a
first cut, which may help us identify weak and strong spots
and locate potential areas for improvement. Our first cut used
Cross-entropy method as the DRL algorithm to train Ivory.

To be able to represent the environment, we choose the
following as the state space of the DRL agent:

1) Lrate: the ratio of packets lost to packets transmitted;
2) span(eW)max (0 ≤ span(eW)max ≤ 10): maximum

span of erasures in any sliding window of 11 packets
observed in a step;

3) wt(eW)max (0 ≤ wt(eW)max ≤ 10): maximum number
of arbitrary erasures observed in any sliding window of
11 packets observed in a step;

4) 1 − C(T,B,N) (0 ≤ 1 − C(T,B,N) ≤ 10
11 ): average

redundancy, where C(T,B,N) = k
n is the coding rate

in a step as defined earlier;
5) Qobs (0 ≤ Qobs ≤ 1): ratio of packets recovered from

lost packets in a step.
Given that span(eW)max and wt(eW)max are not in the

same range as Lrate, 1 − C(T,B,N) and Qobs, we nor-
malize the input state space by dividing span(eW)max and
wt(eW)max by 10, to ensure the initial neural network em-
phasizes on all elements of the state space equally.

We choose the time of the step in an episode to be double
the time taken for the recommended (B,N) to be observed on
an encoded packet at the receiver, i.e., 2×RTT. In the first half
of the step, the agent observes the effect of the previous step,
and in the second half, the effect of the newly used (B,N) in
the step is detected.

Fundamentally, to solve an RL problem, the task has to be
modeled as a Markov Decision Process (MDP) [14]. Since

different network environments may not exhibit the Markov
property, we need a way to retain state information over time to
model our problem as MDP. The usage of a recurrent structure
in our neural network will mitigate the issue as discussed
in the literature [19]. At any point in time, the DRL agent
does not exactly know the loss rate, pattern and round-trip
time. Therefore, aggregating observations over past steps in a
recurrent neural network will help model our problem as an
MDP. Ivory uses a long short-term memory (LSTM) network
with 64 hidden units and 2 hidden layers to help model the
network adaptive error control problem as an MDP.

Our episode is an aggregation of decisions taken over a
sequence of 1000 packets. To represent the virtue of decisions
to the agent, we use the reward function in Eqn. 2, where
Qepisode is the ratio of recovered packets throughout the
episode, 1− C(T,B,N) is the average redundancy observed
in the episode, and α is a constant to vary the significance of
redundancy. Intermediate steps obtain 0 reward, except for the
last step’s reward in Eqn. 2.

r = Qepisode × (1− α× (1− C(T,B,N))) (2)

1) Effect of loss pattern in training process: Initially, we
train two models using Cross-entropy method with α = 0.4.
The batch size is set to 16 episodes, and we train over the
elite/top 75th percentile episodes according to the Cross-
entropy method [20]. We train each model over different loss
patterns generated from different µ = {1, 20}. Fig. 6 shows
the results of this training experiment. In Fig. 6a, we observe a
quicker convergence with µ = 1 compared to µ = 20 in terms
of cross-entropy loss. Also, in terms of reward, we observe a
more stable reward per episode and convergence towards the
end in Fig. 6b.

Having a small µ made the request rate of calls change
quickly and hence smoothing the effect of high fluctuations
of request rates on loss rates. This resulted in a much slower
change in Frame Loss Rate (FLR) of no coding observed in
Fig. 6c compared to the much steeper changes in FLR in
Fig. 6d.

We found that whenever the loss pattern increased suddenly,
the ratio of recovered packets decreased in both Fig. 6c and
Fig. 6d. In other words, with higher fluctuations as in Fig. 6d,
we could see slower convergence in µ = 20, as compared to
lower fluctuations in Fig. 6c, where we see faster convergence.
In a nutshell, changes in loss patterns observed yield different
convergence properties. Hence, to have a stable performance,
training on a loss pattern that changes steadily (not suddenly)
is important.

2) Effect of α: One of the most beneficial ideas in DRL
is that it learns a policy according to the observed states and
rewards. Whenever the reward function changes to favor one
metric, the policy changes. This is the benefit of the α in
Eqn. 2. With changes in α, we can emphasize or de-emphasize
the importance of saving bandwidth or using less parity.

To better understand the effect of α in the reward function
in Eqn. 2, we fix µ = 1 and change α ∈ {0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1}.
In Fig. 7, we show the test results of the 4 different models



(a) Cross-entropy loss vs. itera-
tion number of models trained
over µ = 1 and µ = 20.

(b) The rewards vs. episode num-
ber of models trained over µ = 1
and µ = 20

(c) The average FLR vs. episode
number as we train a model over
µ = 1

(d) The average FLR vs. episode
number as we train a model over
µ = 20

Fig. 6. Comparing two models trained using µ = 1 and µ = 20 using
Cross-entropy method

(a) The average FLR vs. episode
number for different α values

(b) The average redundancy vs.
episode number for different α val-
ues

Fig. 7. Comparing the training process of 4 different models trained using
different α ∈ {0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1}

trained with different values of α. Fig. 7a and 7b show the
average FLR and FEC redundancy per episode as we test the
models over loss pattern with µ = 1. We observe that the
model trained with α = 0.8 is more adaptive to changes in
loss patterns. For example, at around episode number 500 in
Fig. 6c, the no coding losses start to decrease gradually, and
the redundancy with α = 0.8 starts to decrease too.

When α = 0.4, the average redundancy over an episode
did not fluctuate, which shows that this model decided that
the optimum behavior is to be conservative and always chose
(B,N) = (10, 10) to correct all possible losses. However, a
higher value of α = 1 yields a model with lower attention
to recovering losses and more regard to redundancy as seen
in around episode 500, where the redundancy chosen by the
model trained with α = 0.8 is higher than the model trained
with α = 1.

3) Effect of history length: In Fig. 8, we study the effect of
the history length of the state space fed to the neural network.
This study focuses on convergence properties and performance
of the agent when a bigger state space is fed to the neural
network. In this experiment, we set α = 0.8 to be able to

(a) The average FLR vs. episode
number for history length of 4

(b) The average FLR vs. episode
number for history length of 1

(c) The average redundancy vs.
episode number

(d) The cross-entropy loss vs. itera-
tion number

Fig. 8. Experimental results showing the effect of history length on the
adaptivity and convergence of a model

observe changes in redundancy with changes in loss rates.
We train the agent using Cross-entropy method over the loss
pattern generated with µ = 1. We observe the offline training
properties of the agents with history length of 1 and 4 in Fig. 8.

In Fig. 8d, we observe the convergence of the model having
history length of 4 was faster. The rewards of both the models
converged to the same number, but the model with history
length of 4 reaches the maximum reward faster. Fig. 8a and
Fig. 8b show the changes in average loss rate as the models
with history length of 4 and 1 train respectively. We observe
the model with history length of 4 has a quicker increasing
gap between the no coding average FLR and the agent’s FLR.

In terms of adapting the redundancy with time, Fig. 8c
shows that the model trained with history length of 4 adapts
faster to changes in loss patterns. We observe that just before
episode 300, the average packet loss rate decreased from 0.80
to 0.36 and the redundancy of that model decreased a lot to
adapt to this change; however, the model with history length
of 1 took almost triple the time to drop its redundancy. We see
the same adaptive behavior for the model with history length
of 4 at episode 450.

4) Effect of the value of T – maximum decoding delay:
During the deployment stage, Ivory requires to know the
RTT and based on it choose the value of T to be able to
meet the requirement of 150ms one-way delay for interactive
applications [1].

Ivory in the first step would choose no coding parameters
until it measures the RTT. According to the RTT and the packet
interarrival time, it chooses a value of T between 1 and 10.
T is calculated as T = 150−RTT

ta
, where ta is the packet

interarrival time. The result T is rounded down to the nearest
whole number between 1 and 10.

If T is chosen to be below 10, and Ivory decides on
action (B,N) > (T, T ), then we would clip it to be the



maximum value of B and N allowed, i.e. (B,N) = (T, T ).
This is because Ivory is trained on the whole action space
of (B,N) = (i, i) for all distinct integers i where 0 ≤ i ≤
T = 10. This would indeed sacrifice loss rate for decreased
decoding delay.

5) Online training phase: During the online learning phase,
we continue running the Cross-entropy method algorithm on
observed episodes. However, the main difference between
offline and online learning is the change in the value of T .
The main issue with this is that if T was chosen at the
beginning of the connection to be smaller than 10, and we
cap all actions of the agent to be (B,N) ≤ (T, T ), then
when continuing online training, our policy would be drifting
to choose between (0, 0) ≤ (B,N) ≤ (T, T ). This will be an
issue if we start another connection that handles a higher value
of the previously chosen T . For this reason, online learning is
considered mainly beneficial only if it starts initially from the
offline trained model.

Another benefit of starting a connection from the offline-
trained model is that during online training, overfitting may
occur. Recall that during offline learning, the model is trained
over a wide variety of loss patterns and RTTs. Overfitting
the model to one environment will result in a model that is
behaving well to a particular environment and not others. This
is why in online learning, we start our online training from
the offline-trained model.

To ensure Ivory does not behave poorly initially when it
experiences a newly observed environment, we use a decaying
ratio of MDS actions. These actions are considered guidance
actions if Ivory is not performing well. Otherwise when
Ivory observes improved rewards, dependence on MDS actions
decrease. Alg. 1 summarizes our online learning algorithm.

Algorithm 1 Online training of Ivory
1: procedure DeployIvory
2: Use the pre-trained network parameters
3: Initialize ε← 0.5
4: for all batches do
5: for all steps ∈ episodes ∈ batch do
6: With probability ε, take MDS action
7: Otherwise take pre-trained network action
8: Decay ε
9: Train the pre-trained model and/or the CEM en-

semble model on 75% elite episodes every 16 episodes

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

1) Offline Training of Ivory: To evaluate Ivory’s perfor-
mance, we use our testbed explained in Sec. IV-A. Ivory used
in this section is trained on random loss rates bounded between
2% and 20%, similar to real world loss rates. As we train Ivory,
we vary the RTT every episode between 10ms and 50ms. Each
episode runs over a different RTT and a different loss rate that
are changed using tc in Linux kernel.

In Fig. 9, we show the training curves for Ivory. Ivory
is trained over an erasure pattern that changes the loss rate

run-29_07_2021 18_43_43 - alpha 4 - rtt - cem -mds_tensorboard-tag-episode_reward

0.9 Step Alpha 4 Alpha 8 Alpha -4 ewma Alpha 8 ewma

0 5 0.576910436153412 0.462352246046066 0.576910436153412 0.462352246046066

1 8 0.581761062145233 0.489557921886444 0.577395498752594 0.465072813630104

2 17 0.755124449729919 0.516830861568451 0.595168393850327 0.470248618423939

3 21 0.331598788499832 0.1322390884161 0.568811433315278 0.436447665423155

4 24 0.764724314212799 0.561855316162109 0.58840272140503 0.44898843049705

5 27 0.758358418941498 0.322076410055161 0.605398291158677 0.436297228452861

6 29 0.825137257575989 0.593165099620819 0.627372187800408 0.451984015569657

7 38 0.429717630147934 0.538455426692963 0.607606732035161 0.460631156681988

8 41 0.723860621452332 0.667955219745636 0.619232120976878 0.481363562988353

9 42 0.742758870124817 0.561409771442413 0.631584795891672 0.489368183833759

10 54 0.53137868642807 0.615807056427002 0.621564184945312 0.502012071093083

11 56 0.829491794109345 0.650903642177582 0.642356945861715 0.516901228201533

12 57 0.670000493526459 0.635022759437561 0.645121300628189 0.528713381325136

13 59 0.687888860702515 0.674979209899902 0.649398056635622 0.543339964182613

14 70 0.844356238842011 0.667284607887268 0.668893874856261 0.555734428553079

15 81 0.360769629478455 0.656149744987488 0.63808145031848 0.56577596019652

16 82 0.740827560424805 0.608879745006561 0.648356061329113 0.570086338677524

17 83 0.689025044441223 0.627396643161774 0.652422959640324 0.575817369125949

18 87 0.767169535160065 0.485621094703674 0.663897617192298 0.566797741683722

19 90 0.539414763450623 0.691843032836914 0.651449331818131 0.579302270799041

20 91 0.784203112125397 0.647493362426758 0.664724709848858 0.586121379961813

21 105 0.720882952213287 0.73729932308197 0.670340534085301 0.601239174273829

22 106 0.747988104820251 0.535277009010315 0.678105291158796 0.594642957747478

23 107 0.663025915622711 0.539687156677246 0.676597353605188 0.589147377640455

24 126 0.672697305679321 0.403429001569748 0.676207348812601 0.570575540033384

25 129 0.585085272789001 0.4655701816082 0.667095141210241 0.560075004190866

26 132 0.592897415161133 0.749675989151001 0.65967536860533 0.57903510268688

27 133 0.880540668964386 0.693522691726685 0.681761898641236 0.590483861590861

28 140 0.761408030986786 0.708640217781067 0.689726511875791 0.602299497209882

29 142 0.869844555854797 0.499487459659576 0.707738316273692 0.592018293454851

30 160 0.68708074092865 0.63913482427597 0.705672558739188 0.596729946536963

31 161 0.557334899902344 0.564828038215637 0.690838792855504 0.59353975570483

32 170 0.837957441806793 0.716777503490448 0.705550657750633 0.605863530483392

33 174 0.744943022727966 0.513211309909821 0.709489894248366 0.596598308426035

34 175 0.853399872779846 0.721583962440491 0.723880892101514 0.609096873827481

35 184 0.48300439119339 0.718162775039673 0.699793242010702 0.6200034639487

36 185 0.864249885082245 0.758643925189972 0.716238906317856 0.633867510072827

37 188 0.858967006206512 0.652452290058136 0.730511716306722 0.635725988071358

38 193 0.745786964893341 0.588215112686157 0.732039241165384 0.630974900532838

39 194 0.608752369880676 0.589667558670044 0.719710554036913 0.626844166346559

40 200 0.555801331996918 0.583592236042023 0.703319631832914 0.622518973316105

41 210 0.503274738788605 0.673709154129028 0.683315142528483 0.627637991397397

42 215 0.664426207542419 0.685554802417755 0.681426249029877 0.633429672499433

43 219 0.64824777841568 0.707077145576477 0.678108401968457 0.640794419807137

44 220 0.866994619369507 0.558206796646118 0.696997023708562 0.632535657491035

45 223 0.777576386928558 0.572741508483887 0.705054960030562 0.62655624259032

46 224 0.387808084487915 0.610758244991303 0.673330272476297 0.624976442830418

47 229 0.649018585681915 0.513925850391388 0.670899103796859 0.613871383586515

48 235 0.849836766719818 0.464092910289764 0.688792870089155 0.59889353625684

49 236 0.664806842803955 0.55055171251297 0.686394267360635 0.594059353882453

50 237 0.503014087677002 0.537692725658417 0.668056249392272 0.588422691060049

51 242 0.726022899150848 0.512362480163574 0.67385291436813 0.580816669970402

52 245 0.506115913391113 0.642122209072113 0.657079214270428 0.586947223880573

53 247 0.470980256795883 0.50885683298111 0.638469318522974 0.579138184790627

54 264 0.689017951488495 0.576182961463928 0.643524181819526 0.578842662457957

55 275 0.749595999717712 0.746176481246948 0.654131363609345 0.595576044336856

56 278 0.527028262615204 0.536860048770905 0.641421053509931 0.589704444780261

57 280 0.869896471500397 0.683037102222443 0.664268595308978 0.599037710524479

58 281 0.532590985298157 0.700738668441772 0.651100834307896 0.609207806316208

59 285 0.896223187446594 0.637873470783234 0.675613069621766 0.612074372762911

60 288 0.878663837909699 0.696382880210876 0.695918146450559 0.620505223507708

61 292 0.778913795948029 0.502002835273743 0.704217711400306 0.608654984684312

62 297 0.797718584537506 0.439796954393387 0.713567798714026 0.59176918165522
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(a) The reward value vs. episode number

run-29_07_2021 07_03_41 - alpha 8 - rtt -cem -mds _tensorboard-tag-episode_avg_redundancy

0.9 Step Alpha 4 Alpha 8 Alpha 4-ewm Alpha-8 Emma

0 5 0.415275186300278 0.393424034118652 0.415275186300278 0.393424034118652

1 8 0.554238557815552 0.489998936653137 0.429171523451805 0.403081524372101

2 17 0.612188935279846 0.603961408138275 0.447473264634609 0.423169512748718

3 21 0.221040189266205 0.127874493598938 0.424829957097769 0.39364001083374

4 24 0.37337663769722 0.547680914402008 0.419684625157714 0.409044101190567

5 27 0.467214703559876 0.132495164871216 0.42443763299793 0.381389207558632

6 29 0.437156796455383 0.430445402860642 0.425709549343675 0.386294827088833

7 38 0.286018669605255 0.424614459276199 0.411740461369833 0.39012679030757

8 42 0.502667665481567 0.415055960416794 0.420833181781006 0.392619707318492

9 54 0.392675489187241 0.434454441070557 0.41801741252163 0.396803180693699

10 56 0.396936386823654 0.480241179466248 0.415909309951832 0.405146980570954

11 57 0.309833019971848 0.355451613664627 0.405301680953834 0.400177443880321

12 59 0.455032646656036 0.440340906381607 0.410274777524054 0.40419379013045

13 70 0.483664780855179 0.4062759578228 0.417613777857167 0.404402006899685

14 81 0.389109373092651 0.354413688182831 0.414763337380715 0.399403175028

15 82 0.13996148109436 0.429812848567963 0.38728315175208 0.402444142381996

16 83 0.273013740777969 0.380845904350281 0.375856210654669 0.400284318578825

17 87 0.422265440225601 0.392561972141266 0.380497133611762 0.399512083935069

18 90 0.419262558221817 0.382269889116287 0.384373676072768 0.397787864453191

19 91 0.384302645921707 0.38519623875618 0.384366573057662 0.39652870188349

20 105 0.38897168636322 0.350692689418793 0.384827084388218 0.39194510063702

21 106 0.379714846611023 0.328375846147537 0.384315860610499 0.385588175188072

22 107 0.314685314893723 0.346320360898972 0.377352806038821 0.381661393759162

23 126 0.359196364879608 0.380847305059433 0.3755371619229 0.381579984889189

24 129 0.395520746707916 0.316780626773834 0.377535520401402 0.375100049077654

25 132 0.363636374473572 0.379520118236542 0.376145605808619 0.375542055993543

26 133 0.350568890571594 0.312905013561249 0.373587934284917 0.369278351750314

27 140 0.29864838719368 0.34758198261261 0.366093979575793 0.367108714836544

28 142 0.373288691043854 0.309938758611679 0.366813450722599 0.361391719214058

29 161 0.325388610363007 0.356584936380386 0.36267096668664 0.360911040930691

30 170 0.384370028972626 0.320444256067276 0.364840872915239 0.35686436244435

31 174 0.37253201007843 0.38577538728714 0.365609986631558 0.359755464928629

32 175 0.367647051811218 0.354028075933456 0.365813693149524 0.359182726029112

33 184 0.457647055387497 0.358683675527573 0.374997029373321 0.359132820978958

34 185 0.366500377655029 0.348020076751709 0.374147364201492 0.358021546556233

35 188 0.351749956607819 0.352296561002731 0.371907623442125 0.357449048000883

36 193 0.339375346899033 0.279413223266602 0.368654395787816 0.349645465527455

37 194 0.352582424879074 0.373040765523911 0.367047198696942 0.351984995527101

38 200 0.337690860033035 0.319091975688934 0.364111564830551 0.348695693543284

39 210 0.29426634311676 0.462011426687241 0.357127042659172 0.36002726685768

40 215 0.308062970638275 0.333956003189087 0.352220635457082 0.357420140490821

41 219 0.320048302412033 0.350477159023285 0.349003402152577 0.356725842344067

42 220 0.392590284347534 0.393056482076645 0.353362090372073 0.360358906317325

43 223 0.292616784572601 0.366153538227081 0.347287559792126 0.360938369508301

44 224 0.332513481378555 0.448097258806229 0.345810151950769 0.369654258438094

45 229 0.377384066581726 0.319432854652405 0.348967543413865 0.364632118059525

46 235 0.206871032714844 0.377782166004181 0.334757892343963 0.365947122853991

47 236 0.323498755693436 0.3282770216465 0.33363197867891 0.362180112733242

48 237 0.375408053398132 0.413817256689072 0.337809586150832 0.367343827128825

49 242 0.354534983634949 0.322918772697449 0.339482125899244 0.362901321685687

50 245 0.412300139665604 0.352795958518982 0.34676392727588 0.361890785369017

51 247 0.299334824085236 0.378558576107025 0.342021016956816 0.363557564442818

52 264 0.283567667007446 0.337633967399597 0.336175681961879 0.360965204738496

53 275 0.354005724191666 0.384415596723557 0.337958686184858 0.363310243937002

54 278 0.3016077876091 0.396804422140121 0.334323596327282 0.366659661757314

55 280 0.472402602434158 0.317279368638992 0.34813149693797 0.361721632445482

56 281 0.28914600610733 0.338823288679123 0.342232947854906 0.359431798068846

57 288 0.325258851051331 0.396203577518463 0.340535538174549 0.363108976013808

58 292 0.364719897508621 0.374076634645462 0.342953974107956 0.364205741876973

59 297 0.259442031383514 0.36306819319725 0.334602779835512 0.364091987009001

60 299 0.303340464830399 0.368797153234482 0.331476548335001 0.364562503631549

61 300 0.292031913995743 0.364083647727966 0.327532084901075 0.364514618041191

62 302 0.34223484992981 0.381092727184296 0.329002361403949 0.366172428955502

63 312 0.387256860733032 0.293946832418442 0.334827811336857 0.358949869301796

64 314 0.37235826253891 0.340430319309235 0.338580856457062 0.35709791430254

65 316 0.318295180797577 0.326394200325012 0.336552288891114 0.354027542904787

66 328 0.325486063957214 0.410178333520889 0.335445666397724 0.359642621966397

67 331 0.318516850471497 0.326358556747437 0.333752784805101 0.356314215444501

68 334 0.327250182628632 0.376232206821442 0.333102524587454 0.358306014582195
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(b) The average redundancy vs. episode number

run-29_07_2021 18_43_43 - alpha 4 - rtt - cem -mds_tensorboard-tag-episode_fec_loss

Episode number Step Alpha 4 Alpha 8 Alpha 4 ewma Alpha 8 ewma

0 5 0.036400403827429 0.038422647863627 0.036400403827429 0.038422647863627 0.9

1 8 0.03538928180933 0.027300303801894 0.0362992916256191 0.0373104134574537

2 17 0 0 0.0326693624630572 0.0335793721117083

3 21 0.098078869283199 0.131445899605751 0.0392103131450714 0.0433660248611126

4 24 0.00202224473469 0 0.0354915063040333 0.0390294223750013

5 27 0.004044489469379 0.038422647863627 0.0323468046205679 0.0389687449238639

6 29 0 0.010111223906279 0.0291121241585111 0.0360829928221054

7 38 0.05358948558569 0.019211323931813 0.031559860301229 0.0343958259330762

8 41 0.012158054858446 0 0.0296196797569507 0.0309562433397686

9 42 0.00202224473469 0.025278057903051 0.0268599362547246 0.0303884247960968

10 54 0.066734075546265 0 0.0308473501838786 0.0273495823164871

11 56 0.001011122367345 0.006066733971238 0.0278637274022252 0.0252212974819622

12 57 0.012133467942476 0.002024291548878 0.0262907014562503 0.0229015968886538

13 59 0.015182185918093 0 0.0251798499024346 0.0206114371997884

14 70 0 0.007077856454998 0.0226618649121911 0.0192580791253094

15 81 0.063700705766678 0 0.0267657489976398 0.0173322712127785

16 82 0.008088978938758 0.008088978938758 0.0248980719917516 0.0164079419853765

17 83 0.011122345924378 0.012133467942476 0.0235204993850142 0.0159804945810865

18 87 0.011122345924378 0.058645095676184 0.0222806840389506 0.0202469546905963

19 90 0.07077856361866 0 0.0271304719969215 0.0182222592215367

20 91 0.006066733971238 0.010111223906279 0.0250240981943532 0.0174111556900109

21 105 0.015166834928095 0 0.0240383718677274 0.0156700401210098

22 106 0.011122345924378 0.046605877578259 0.0227467692733925 0.0187636238667347

23 107 0.04052684828639 0.039433769881725 0.0245247771746923 0.0208306384682337

24 126 0.03538928180933 0.086956523358822 0.0256112276381561 0.0274432269572925

25 129 0.059656217694283 0.063765183091164 0.0290157266437688 0.0310754225706797

26 132 0.05971660092473 0 0.0320858140718649 0.0279678803136117

27 133 0 0.003033366985619 0.0288772326646784 0.0254744289808124

28 140 0.008088978938758 0.00202224473469 0.0267984072920864 0.0231292105562002

29 142 0 0.048582997173071 0.0241185665628778 0.0256745892178873

30 160 0.027300303801894 0.016177957877517 0.0244367402867794 0.0247249260838503

31 161 0.055668015033007 0.027327936142683 0.0275598677614022 0.0249852270897336

32 170 0.00202224473469 0 0.025006105458731 0.0224867043807602

33 174 0.013157894834876 0.048533871769905 0.0238212843963455 0.0250914211196747

34 175 0 0 0.021439155956711 0.0225822790077072

35 184 0.075834177434445 0 0.0268786581044844 0.0203240511069365

36 185 0 0.00202224473469 0.024190792294036 0.0184938704697119

37 188 0 0.007077856454998 0.0217717130646324 0.0173522690682405

38 193 0.012133467942476 0.031376518309116 0.0208078885524168 0.0187546939923281

39 194 0.031344793736935 0.011122345924378 0.0218615790708686 0.0179914591855331

40 200 0.054655872285366 0.025278057903051 0.0251410083923183 0.0187201190572849

41 210 0.072800807654858 0.006066733971238 0.0299069883185723 0.0174547805486802

42 215 0.026289181783795 0 0.0295452076650946 0.0157093024938122

43 219 0.025278057903051 0 0.0291184926888902 0.014138372244431

44 220 0 0.018200201913714 0.0262066434200012 0.0145445552113593

45 223 0.005060728639364 0.029322547838092 0.0240920519419375 0.0160223544740326

46 224 0.080889791250229 0.010111223906279 0.0297718258727667 0.0154312414172572

47 229 0.032355915755034 0.039473682641983 0.0300302348609934 0.0178354855397298

48 235 0 0.067745193839073 0.0270272113748941 0.0228264563696641

49 236 0.0293522272259 0.025278057903051 0.0272597129599947 0.0230716165230028

50 237 0.08796764165163 0.038422647863627 0.0333305058291582 0.0246067196570652

51 242 0.017189079895616 0.037411525845528 0.031716363235804 0.0258872002759115

52 245 0.065722949802876 0.010111223906279 0.0351170218925112 0.0243096026389483

53 247 0.063700705766678 0.042467139661312 0.0379753902799279 0.0261253563411847

54 264 0.018200201913714 0.027300303801894 0.0359978714433065 0.0262428510872556

55 275 0.012133467942476 0 0.0336114310932235 0.02361856597853

56 278 0.07077856361866 0.042467139661312 0.0373281443457672 0.0255034233468082

57 280 0 0 0.0335953299111905 0.0229530810121274

58 281 0.060667339712381 0 0.0363025308913096 0.0206577729109147

59 285 0 0.004044489469379 0.0326722778021786 0.0189964445667611

60 288 0 0.001011122367345 0.0294050500219607 0.0171979123468195

61 292 0.009100100956857 0.054600607603788 0.0273745551154503 0.0209381818725164

62 297 0.003033366985619 0.072800807654858 0.0249404363024672 0.0261244444507506

63 299 0.004044489469379 0.082912035286427 0.0228508416191584 0.0318032035343182

64 300 0.041456017643213 0.069767445325852 0.0247113592215639 0.0355996277134716

65 302 0.104145601391792 0 0.0326547834385867 0.0320396649421244

66 310 0.034378159791231 0.041456017643213 0.0328271210738511 0.0329813002122333

67 312 0.066734075546265 0.010111223906279 0.0362178165210925 0.0306942925816379

68 314 0.094034381210804 0.054655872285366 0.0419994729900637 0.0330904505520107

69 316 0 0.022244691848755 0.0377995256910573 0.0320058746816851

70 328 0.069767445325852 0.003033366985619 0.0409963176545368 0.0291086239120785

71 331 0.020222447812557 0.020222447812557 0.0389189306703388 0.0282200063021264

72 334 0.054655872285366 0 0.0404926248318415 0.0253980056719138

73 335 0.041456017643213 0 0.0405889641129787 0.0228582051047224
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(c) The average loss rate vs. episode number

Fig. 9. Comparing Ivory training process over α = 0.4, 0.8 over the bounded
erasure pattern

every episode (i.e. 1000 packets). In Fig. 9a, we show the
reward value vs. episode number. As discussed earlier, the
model trained with α = 0.4 will show higher reward, since
it penalizes less the redundancy factor in the reward function
compared to α = 0.8. This also explains the low average
FLR and low average FEC redundancy of the model trained
using α = 0.8 in Fig. 9cand 9b, compared to the model using
α = 0.4.

2) Varying α: After offline training, we test Ivory on differ-
ent loss patterns. We evaluate Ivory trained using α = 0.4, 0.8
and MDS over 10 min call periods in Fig. 10. Each call
experiences different loss rate varying from 2% to 20%, with
a difference of 2% between each experiment. We fix the RTT
to 60 ms, and the interarrival time between packets was set to
5 ms. Therefore, T was chosen to be 10 (the maximum value),
to meet the one-way delay requirement.

In Fig. 10a and 10b, we plot the average FLR and FEC



One way delay of 60ms

FLR 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Alpha 4, no rtt 8.54679e-06 0.000418793 0.000897413 0.0016068 0.00363239 0.00746 0.012 0.0153427 0.0228541 0.0298539

Alpha 8, no rtt 0.000350418 0.00114527 0.00379477 0.00867499 0.0132903 0.0203072 0.0325305 0.0368452 0.052816 0.0540328

MDS 0.000495714 0.000948694 0.00109399 0.00147859 0.00179483 0.00178628 0.001735 0.00159177 0.0017 0.0015897

Heuristic

Oracle

Redundancy

Alpha 4, no rtt 0.433583 0.433096 0.435925 0.438009 0.445057 0.43462 0.435503 0.447793 0.450427 0.454634

Alpha 8, no rtt 0.40506 0.4153 0.412346 0.407363 0.413435 0.401837 0.398136 0.417459 0.397793 0.426325

MDS 0.207705 0.2912 0.348147 0.404709 0.449239 0.483619 0.518635 0.550533 0.589103 0.617331

Heuristic

Oracle

PESQ score

Alpha 4, no rtt 4.6419 4.6135 4.5878 4.5437 4.4572 4.3141 4.1730 4.0080 3.7469 3.6001

Alpha 8, no rtt 4.6122 4.5780 4.4494 4.2802 4.0885 3.8687 3.6027 3.5171 3.1986 3.2126

MDS 4.5951 4.5873 4.5681 4.5459 4.5336 4.5215 4.5459 4.5550 4.5389 4.5477

Heuristic

Oracle

PESQ score low-fi

Alpha 4, no rtt 0 0 0.0085 0.0254 0.0424 0.0593 0.1102 0.2542 0.4237 0.4831

Alpha 8, no rtt 0 0 0.0169 0.0932 0.2034 0.3644 0.4492 0.5339 0.6186 0.6356

MDS 0 0 0 0.0085 0.0085 0.0169 0.0085 0.0085 0.0085 0.0085

Heuristic

Oracle
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(a) The average FLR vs. environment
loss rate

One way delay of 60ms

FLR 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Alpha 4, no rtt 8.54679e-06 0.000418793 0.000897413 0.0016068 0.00363239 0.00746 0.012 0.0153427 0.0228541 0.0298539

Alpha 8, no rtt 0.000350418 0.00114527 0.00379477 0.00867499 0.0132903 0.0203072 0.0325305 0.0368452 0.052816 0.0540328

Alpha 4, rtt May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

May not have time 
for these

Alpha 8, rtt May not have time 
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(d) The low-fidelity rate vs. environ-
ment loss rate

Fig. 10. Comparing Ivory trained over α = 0.4, 0.8 with MDS over the testing environment of loss rates varying from 2% to 20% in terms of average FLR,
average FEC redundancy, PESQ score and low-fidelity rate.

redundancy, respectively, for each 10 min call over different
loss rate. While in Fig. 10c and 10d, we plot the PESQ score
and low-fidelity rate of the speech received at the receiver after
decoding. To calculate the PESQ score and low-fidelity rate,
we first measure the PESQ score of every 10 seconds received
by comparing audio of decoded packets at the receiver with the
corresponding original audio. The average of these 10 second
PESQ scores is plotted as the average PESQ score in Fig. 10c,
and the ratio of these 10 second PESQ scores that is below
3.6 is the low-fidelity rate as plotted in Fig. 10d.

In Fig. 10a and 10b, Ivory trained using α = 0.4 tends to
trade recovery ratio for reduced redundancy when loss rate
is higher than 8%. This led to low FLR for loss rates less
than 8% and high FLR rates elsewhere. However, in all of
these cases, the PESQ score of Ivory trained over α = 0.4
did not get affected with increase in FLR, and it was kept
above 3.6 as shown in Fig. 10c. In summary, Ivory trained
using α = 0.4 tends to provide a better trade-off between loss
rate and redundancy, by keeping the PESQ score in Fig. 10c
acceptable. However, for loss rates bigger than 10%, Ivory
tends to have more 10s sessions with PESQ scores lower
than 3.6, as reflected in Fig. 10d. This is a result of Ivory’s
preference to reduced loss rates than redundancy.

For Ivory trained using α = 0.8, the loss rate is certainly
higher and redundancy is lower than Ivory trained using α =
0.4. However, Ivory trained using α = 0.8 seems to not fit the
audio conferencing applications as loss rates crossed 5% when
packet loss rates were 18% or more. This indeed degraded
the performance of audio as observed in Fig. 10c with PESQ
scores dropping below 3.6.

On the other hand, MDS performed well in terms of
recovering more packets than Ivory trained using α = 0.4,
especially when loss rates were high. This owes to the fact
that MDS was using a conservative heuristic to save more
packets without much regard to redundancy. For example, at
loss rate of 12%, MDS used 5% more redundant packets, and
hence 5% more bandwidth than Ivory trained with α = 0.4, to
bring the quality of speech from an acceptable rate to another
acceptable rate, which is unnecessary.

If we were to use retransmissions of lost packets, we
will not be able to meet the deadline requirements of low-
latency applications, as a successfully retransmitted packet

would arrive after 60 × 3 = 180ms, after the one-way delay
required by ITU, which is 150ms. However, for RTT below
50ms, we do still advocate for retransmissions, since the added
redundancy of FEC would typically be higher than the added
redundancy of retransmissions. For example, if RTT was 20ms
and packet loss rate was 10%, if we were to retransmit a lost
packet only once, the added redundancy would be just 10%,
and it would still meet the delay requirements of interactive
applications.

In conclusion, Ivory has an adaptive behavior as you change
α. This makes Ivory flexible in terms of suiting different
applications that have different requirements. Ivory using
α = 0.4 performed well in terms of loss rate, but not better
than MDS, but was capable of having lower redundancy than
MDS to save bandwidth. We do not claim Ivory always has
a better trade-off, but we claim that Ivory has an adaptive
trade-off that can be changed to well-suit an application.

3) Varying RTT: Apart from adapting Ivory’s trade-off, we
are concerned with meeting the deadline of packet reception by
the application to ensure quality of application is not hindered.
To achieve this, Ivory considers RTT into its choice of T .
In the next experiment, we use the loss rate of 10% since
MDS and Ivory trained using α = 0.4 showed a similar
behavior in terms of average FLR and FEC redundancy in
the previous experiments in Fig. 10. Therefore, any changes
in behavior is to be attributed to change in RTT. The packet
interrarrival times is 10 ms and RTT varies from 50 ms
to 100 ms. Audio calls run for 10 min each over different
RTT. We compare the behavior of MDS and Ivory trained
using α = 0.4 in protecting packets, reducing redundancy and
meeting deadlines. However, since MDS is always choosing
T = 10, it would not meet the 150 ms deadline for 60 ms RTT
and more. We could stop here and say MDS is not suitable for
RTT larger than 60 ms, however, we adjust MDS’s algorithm
to study the effect of changing RTT on the performance.

In Fig. 11a, MDS and Ivory both show similar loss rates;
however, Ivory is using slightly higher redundancy than MDS
in Fig. 11b. Similar loss rates did translate to similar PESQ
scores as in Fig. 11c. However, Ivory shows almost 0% low-
fidelity rates in Fig. 11d compared to almost 2% low-fidelity
rate for MDS.

It is difficult to find out why Ivory is having lower low-
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(d) The low-fidelity rate vs. RTT

Fig. 11. Comparing average FLR, FEC redundancy and PESQ scores of Ivory trained over α = 0.4, 0.8 and of MDS over the testing environment of RTT
varying from 50 ms to 100 ms

fidelity rates, but one main reason is that Ivory was trained
over different RTTs. Hence, Ivory is trained to be aware of
feedback arriving late or out-dated. This is why with high
RTTs, Ivory was capable of perhaps acting earlier than MDS
to be able to correct future losses in packets.

4) Online training of Ivory: Online learning is another
feature of Ivory, which can be turned off or on if the receiver
operating on Ivory has limited computational resources. Ivory
can continue to learn online as it adapts to new loss patterns,
or it can improve as it observes more samples of previously
observed loss patterns.

To observe the behavior of Ivory as it learns online, we use
Ivory’s model trained using α = 0.4 and make it observe the
environment with 16% loss rate for 10 minutes. After online
training for 10 minutes against the environment with 16% loss
rate, we test Ivory for 10 minutes over the same environment.
In Fig. 12, we compare the changes in average FLR, FEC
redundancy, PESQ and low-fidelity rate. It is clear in Fig. 12a
that Ivory is having lower FLR, yet higher than that of MDS.
This is indeed a result of the slight increase in redundancy
observed in Fig. 12b. However, the reduced loss rate did not
significantly improve the average PESQ in Fig. 12c. This is
because the improvement was targeting the huge decline in
low-fidelity rate from 25% to 8%.

Online learning indeed benefited Ivory improvement as it
trained more on 16% loss rate environment. In addition, it is
noteworthy that this improvement was over the span of 10
minutes only.

VI. RELATED WORK

In this field of research, there are two main areas of
research investigation and effort: FEC coding schemes and
adaptive FEC. There are different variations of FEC coding
schemes. For non-interactive applications, Low-density parity-
check (LDPC) codes [21], [22], and digital fountain codes [7],
[23] are two FEC schemes that are currently used in the DVB-
S2 [24] and DVB-IPTV [25] standards. Caveats of LDPC and
fountain codes is that they require long wait times to receive
long block lengths and computation time to encode and decode
these long block lengths.

Since we give special attention to interactive audio appli-
cations, the schemes that relate most to our work are low-
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(a) The average FLR of Ivory
before and after online learning
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(b) The average FEC redun-
dancy of Ivory before and after
online learning

One way delay of 60ms
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(c) The average PESQ score of
Ivory before and after online
learning

One way delay of 60ms
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(d) Low-fidelity rate of Ivory
before and after online learning

Fig. 12. Comparing the performance of Ivory before and after online learning
over 16% loss rate environment over a 10 min call

latency FEC streaming codes. Different variations of low-
latency FEC schemes are studied in [4]–[6], [10], [15], [26]
to improve interactive streaming applications. Indeed, using
low-latency FEC schemes plays a major role in the success of
Skype [15] and WebRTC [4]. The biggest issue with existing
FEC streaming codes is that they are not optimum in correcting
both bursty and arbitrary erasures, except for [12], [13], [27],
[28].

Besides, there have research works on adaptive FEC al-
gorithms for non-interactive applications on different coding
streams, such as [29], [30]. Also, some works implement
learning-based algorithms to learn coding parameters, such
as [31]–[33]; however, they do not consider low-latency



streaming codes, where decoding delay plays a major role in
defining effectiveness of the solution.

To the best of our knowledge, [12], [13] is the most recent
work on deploying FEC streaming codes for interactive audio
conferencing. They achieve an optimum trade-off between
correcting bursty and arbitrary erasures with a fixed low
latency guarantee. [12], [13] also adapt the redundancy used
in their coding scheme showing that they perform better than
fixed coding schemes attaining lower average redundancies
and higher recovery rate of dropped packets. However, they
do not change their maximum decoding delay to bound it with
respect to the observed RTT, as Ivory does.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we present Ivory, a new real-world system
design powered by deep reinforcement learning, which aims
at recovering as many lost packets as possible without over
utilizing the bandwidth of the network link. Ivory is tested
over audio packets, since audio quality is more sensitive to
delays than video packets. We design Ivory to train offline
to have a pre-trained model for deployment, and as Ivory
gets deployed, it continues online learning to adapt to newly
seen scenarios. Ivory’s main goal is to achieve a better trade-
off between recovering all packets to achieve high-quality
interactive experience and minimizing redundancy overhead
to better utilize network bandwidth while maintaining low-
latencies.

Our evaluation results show that Ivory is competitive with
the state-of-the-art in terms of adaptability and flexibility
of trade-offs between packet recovery rate, redundancy and
meeting latency deadlines. In some cases, it outperforms the
state-of-the-art, and when it comes to achieving a trade-off
between redundancy, FLR and meeting latency deadlines in
stress testing scenarios, Ivory performs better than the state-
of-the-art. Ivory’s performance is also resilient to changes in
RTT. We believe Ivory represents a step forward towards audio
conferencing with adaptive streaming codes over UDP.
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