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The varying channel  qual i ty leads
to errors on transmit ted data,
that  in turn affect  negat ively
on the TCP performance.
Different channels fade inde-
pendent ly,  so a mechanism that
knows about the fading could:

Give higher spectral  eff ic iency

Give di fferent QoS to users

by al locat ing t ime slots when
condi t ins are favourable.

Arranging the traff ic  f lows into
di fferent queues, and let t ing a
scheduler handle the draining
of the queues, based on

Predicted channel  qual i ty

Pr ior i ty of  the t raff ic  f low

could be a solut ion for  such a
mechanism.

In th is paper we address the
performance of   the scheduler
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For each time-slot, give it
to the user that:

1
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is in shortage
has the highest
predicted throughput

 st round:
Give each time-slot to the
user that:

1

has the highest
predicted throughput
 nd round:
Re-distribute by taking from
the         (over-allocated), and
giving to the          , until either
no more rich or no more poor
users remain.

rich
poor
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 st round:
Give each time-slot to the
user that:

1

has the highest
predicted throughput

 nd round:
Maximize user satisfaction
by reducing the difference
between

2

allocated                          and
                resources
in a steepest descent
fashion.

desired

S i m u l a t i o n  r e s u l t s

Wish to f ind the performance
of the di fferent schedul ing
algor i thms in terms of

Resul t ing throughput

Schedule fa i rness

Computat ional  delay

The transmission simulat ions
have been omit ted to save
t ime (no BER)

The traff ic  demand is s l ight ly
higher than the provided
throughput
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C o n c l u s i o n s F u r t h e r  w o r k ,  p l a n s

Provis ion of  fa i rness seems to be done at
the cost of  reduced throughput

Fairness is also given at  the cost of  h igher
computat ional  complexi ty, at  least  when
only taking these three algor i thms
into account

An analyt ical  solut ion to the Lagrange
formulat ion given in the paper would be
interest ing to invest igate.

Moreover,  a complete testbed to measure
the effects of  fading, schedul ing,  and
TCP enhancements on real  TCP traff ic  wi l l
be developed within the WIP project .


