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Abstract

DCCP is proposed to replace UDP for its ability
of congestion control while maintaining its
promptness by ignoring lost packets as UDP does. The
network would suffer less congestion. However,
whether the applications that switch from UDP to
DCCP can maintain their needed performance or not is
a big question. This paper investigates this problem by
evaluating DCCP based VoIP vs. a variety of TCPs
using NS-2 simulator. Our study shows that DCCP has
a disadvantage in competing network bandwidth with
existing TCPs. DCCP based VoIP may perform poorly
in facing the competition of TCP.
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Parameters Value
\VolIP Packet Size

\VOIP Inter-Packet
Interval

80 Bytes
30 ms

TCP Versions Tahoe, Reno, NewReno,

SACK, Vegas
TCP Packet Size 1460 bytes
Router Buffer Size 20 packets
Buffer Management DropTail
Scheme
Link Bandwidth 1.5~10 Mbps
Number of oIP 1
session
Number of TCP 5
session
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Parameters Initial_Value
s  |Packet Size 1460 Bytes
R  |Round Trip Time 3 sec
P |Loss Event Rate 0-1.0
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