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Analysis of Discriminating Congestion Losses from Wireless Losses
Wik 67 A3 Nk 69
BRI BA/RFIFE  THPDFI L
POk IERE; R R PR BBk
WIS Congestion Losses;Wireless Losses;Relative One-way Trip Time (ROTT) ;Inter—arrival Time
HETH: K 8637 THRITWIH (2003AA121540) 5 K AARRIAEETWITH (90304004) 5 FEEKEHE HAAHAVISIH
(204125) 5 KA FHB20034F B2 8 = 0 H N ARHE S RAAU S BIUH . EPCTIRIE RN HIZERIBUH (8060, 8061) ; HIRTTHEFRIEHA
WL H (050309, 040507)
(=4 A
FHANL 2, AR, X6 QAR RE FAERE, TR B 450002 2. FEPCHELAABE DG LI R LA KNS BFF L,
2 LR 400065)
LIBEIER

Inter-arrival, Spike trainfliZigzagifETCPENTIR X 2L Z AL Z A M Mt MR ZaRME AR, Hill, x Bk
T EREIPERE A BT R AEA R K30 b N HEAT 07 SO &, KA T LElE . BRI AT =R BORTE R 4h R IX 9128 T ORI L T 2L
P, AR ZORIEARR DS MRS % IR aIR 3R], MERECRIIAREIRY, Sk, Spike  trainZ{L T HAl
PIFPEA

SR

Inter—arrival, Spike—train and Zigzag are three typical schemes for differentiation of congestion losses and
wireless losses on TCP receiver  The performance results above three schemes were obtained under different topology, so
it is difficult to compare them The aim is to compare and analyze above the schemes performance under the same topology

The results show that no single algorithm performs well across topologies and competition However the Spike train
algorithm is better to the others, and all the algorithms have a shortcoming in common
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