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Abstract

This study accomplish comparison and analysis multimedia access network speed configuration
which is effected by different environmental variation. For this testing, Not only LAN configuration
which is symmetric network, But also the ADSL which is asymmetric network is tested by
network speed checking software which is designed by our lab in a 10BaseT environment. In the
case of TCP receive speed, we find out the network speed is changed according to bands of network
to 90% of CPU load. Also, If the TCP receive windows’s size became 2 times rate more than MTU,
it reduced the relation of speed rate.
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time2 = new Date();

t

after = time2.getTime();
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connection_speed=
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Fig. 1. Speed measurement algorithm of Web service.
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Fig. 4. TCP Download rate with CPU load.

28 404 BoizjE wle} 7ro] TCPY Download
&5E CPUY F3bh A4 $590%) olde] =71 o]
Aol EAI gidd oj&ste] wislgicl zehd 1
o] Fells CPUS H3l2 Qlsle] Algss dRet &
< 55 1S ]I 4 9lglch

a7 50l CPU 3t ulE UDP Upload 4%
H3lE wolx glch. UDP Upload $xv 234 B
o]z whe} o] CPUY Halels FatshA Hilsls
A& I3 4 et

1% 6ollA= CPU H-3to] @& UDP Download <
= WEE we|w glrl 2@ 22o) UDP2 Download
45X TCPe} UDP Upload®] 7-$-Hr} CPUS ¥3}
ol WAstAl Fei=o g o & 7} sleh webA

(o]
=

[e]
i)

VODH sh3sl8] B3t 2L AAIZEe) By Afulse

(239)

o]8-2 CPU 37} Aujae] EAd & 3L v
[

S1ee AT 4 ol

2
e




== (M bpsy

aa v

a3 5. CPU #3}el w2 UDP Upload &% ¥H3}
Fig. 5. UDP Upload rate with CPU load.
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Fig. 6. UDP Download rate with CPU load.
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