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TGP/IP and Fading

The varying channel quality leads

{ to errors on transmitted data,

| that in turn affect negatively

on the TCP performance.

1 Different channels fade inde-

| pendently, so a mechanism that
knows about the fading could:
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Arranging the traffic flows into
different queues, and letting a
scheduler handle the draining
of the queues, based on

Predicted channel quality
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Give higher spectral efficiency

could be a solution for such a

Give different QoS to users mechanism.
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by allocating time slots when
conditins are favourable.

In this paper we address the
performance of the scheduler
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The transmission simulations
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time (no BER)
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the rich (over-allocated), and

giving to the poor, until either
Nno more rich or no more poor

users remain.

In a steepest descent
fashion.

The traffic demand is slightly
higher than the provided
throughput
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Throughput from Best First, Avg: 3.6796 Unfairness in Best First, Avg: 14.415 Iterations in Best First, Avg: 28.002
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Throughput from Robin Hood, Avg: 3.604 Unfairness in Robin Hood, Avg: 9.7193 Iterations in Robin Hood, Avy: 14.586
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Throughput from Controlled Steepest Descent, Avg: 3.5514 Unfairness in Controlled Steepest Descent, Avg: 2.774 Steps in Controlled Steepest Descent, Avg: 20.992

Provision of fairness seems to be done at
the cost of reduced throughput
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Satisfaction for each user in Controlled Steepest Descent, Avg: -1.8708

An analytical solution to the Lagrange
formulation given in the paper would be
Interesting to investigate.
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Fairness is also given at the cost of higher
computational complexity, at least when
only taking these three algorithms
iInto account

Moreover, a complete testbed to measure
the effects of fading, scheduling, and
TCP enhancements on real TCP traffic will
be developed within the WIP project.




