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Abstract: Mobile Ad-Hoc Network is a set of mobile nodes without infrastructure connectivity. Although the type of data 
exchanged between MANET QoS knots is significant, multiservice data have not been processed by further previous 
researches. In this paper, it has suggested an adaptive approach that provides the best delay and output efficiency. It 
investigated effects of the mobility models and the density of nodes on the performance of On-Demand Distance Vector, 
AODV routing protocol, using multiservice VBR (MPEG-4) and Constant Bits Rate (CBR) in the first place. Ultimately, in 
both cases, we compare the performance. Experimentally, we considered Random Waypoint, Random Direction and 
Mobgen Steady-State as three mobility models. The experimental results indicate that the behaviour of AODV changes 
depending on the model and the traffic used. 
Keywords: AODV, CBR, MANET, QOS, mobility models  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The mobile ad-hoc network (MANET) [1] is a self-
configuring network of mobile nodes connected to a 
random topology using wireless connections. The 
nodes move around freely. The wireless network 
topology is unpredictable. The limited setup, quick 
deployment and lack of a central governing body 
make ad hoc networks ideal for multimedia 
conferences, construction sites, residential networks 
and military conflicts [1-3], [2-4].  
Mobility models describe the pattern for nodes 
movement in ad hoc networks. The random nature of 
these models, as well as their final (computer, tel...) 
implementation, involves some work in the evaluation 
of simulation-based routing protocols.  
The purpose of the routing protocol is to find the best 
way to connect two nodes while maintaining a 
communication QoS. The rapid and unpredictable 
shift in the topology of the MANET network based on 
the random mobility of the nodes makes it hard to 
scan the path.  
It is clear that MANET does not guarantee the quality 
of service, QoS [4] because of the inherently dynamic 
nature of a mobile ad hoc environment. The 
performance obviously depends on the routing system 
and the mobility itself. To guarantee the QoS, it needs 
to perform deeper assessment studies in order to find 
the routing protocol and the usability model more 
suited to an application. The QoS needs some of the 
output metrics such as throughput, end-to-end delay 
and jitter. Therefore, several researchers conducted 
on MANETs' assessment efficiency as a performance 
analysis of the various routing protocols and the 
impact of random mobility models on ad hoc 
networks [5-12].  
The rest of this paper is structured as follows: it is 
shown survey related work in the next section. The 
problem formulation, followed by the simulation 

model used in this analysis, is discussed in section 3. 
In section 4, it explains simulation. In section 5 
addresses the results obtained in this simulation.  
RELATED WORK 
In [14], Gupta and Kumar developed a random 
network model for the study of performance scaling 
on a fixed wireless network; the authors in [14] 
showed that the performance scaling changes entirely 
during the time of motion nodes. According to [13,14] 
the authors in [15] showed that there are 
three parameters for throughput and delay: hop 
number, scope, mobility and speed of the node. The 
authors propose schemes that use the three 
characteristics to achieve different points in the curve 
in an optimum manner. 
In [16], the authors have shown that different 
network parameters affect the delay: the probability of 
channel access, transmission power or distance, load 
of the network and node density. The agreement 
pause is the topic of a review by the authors of the 
paper [17]. The same authors developed an algorithm 
to achieve optimal delay performance under certain 
delay conditions. In [9], the experimental results show 
that the random movement models differ in the 
efficiency of the AODV routing protocol: Random 
Waypoint, Random Walk with Reflections and 
Random Walk with Wrapping.  
In [1], the effects of different mobility models on the 
efficiency of both the (DSR-Reactive) and (DSDV-
Proactive protocol) routing protocols were studied. 
Such four mobility models are Random Waypoint, 
Team Mobility, Freeway and Manhattan. The study 
showed that the performance of the mobility models 
improved.  
In [18] with an AODV routing protocol, the 
performance of the three mobility models: Random 
WayPoint, Random Walk with Reflections and 
Random Walk with Wrapping were evaluated. The 
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results demonstrate that the best Random Waypoint 
model, with two different scenarios, outperforms the 
Random Walking Model and Random Direction 
Model. The results show that the Random Waypoint 
produces the highest output, whereas the Random 
Walk Model and Random Direction output falls 
dramatically over a time period.  
The authors of this article [19] present the 
accomplishments of the Displacement-Sequenced 
Distance Vector (DSDV) in four separate mobility 
models: Random Waypoint, RPGM, Gauss Markov 
and the Manhattan Mobility Model. The findings in 
this paper show that the DSDV protocol with 
the RPGM mobility model has improved results with 
different network load and speed.  
Various protocols such as AODV, DSDV, Dynamic 
Source Routing (DSR) and TORA are compared in 
[20]. Packet delivery fraction and the end-to-end 
delivery time according to availability, traffic and 
network size are the output parameters considered for 
review. Random Waypoint, Random Walk and 
Random Directions are the principles of 
mobility. AODV has been shown to do more 
than DSDV, TORA and DSR and also with Random 
Walk and Random Direction models. AODV is 
recommended to be used under high mobility as it is 
as effective as protocols DSDV, TORA and DSR.  
In [21] the authors were able to evaluate the 
performance of dynamic source routing (DSR) in 
multi-service traffic in MANET as a delay.  
In [22], the routing problem is proposed in multi-
service MANETs as well as the adaptation of the DSR 
protocol.  
The three models of mobility (Random Waypoint, 
Random Directorate and State of Mobgen-
Steady) have been evaluated with CBR traffic in 
[5] by Random Way Point in low node densities 
and Mobgen-Steady State with high node 
density demonstrate the maximum delay.  
Nonetheless, Random Way Point 
achieves optimum performance during the low and 
high node densities. In paper [6] it is evaluated 
the AODV protocol's behaviour with the same earlier 
models of mobility. But this time the analysis is being 
performed on multi-service (VBR) traffic. 
The AODV protocol has been adaptive to the type of 
traffic used. This AODV behaviour change allows this 
comparative study to be conducted using both traffic 
forms (CBR) and (VBR). 
PROBLEM FORMULATION  
It is clear that the QoS maintains a certain level of 
performance for various applications. The ad hoc 
network is however used in applications with specific 
QoS rates. Network traffic is marked as time-sensitive. 
In this category, we find real-time traffic applications 
that require a minimum guarantee. This generally 
works without losing data (e.g. video conferencing) 

[23]. Most real-time systems include delay limits to be 
assured, but these limitations can be slightly exceeded. 
Most applications in this group can also handle a 
small amount of packet loss [24]. The second category 
is data traffic that does not require delays, but it 
requires a short average delay. The transmission of 
data requires lossless transmission [23].  
The research includes two types of Constant Bit Rate 
(CBR) and Variable Bit Rate (VBR) traffic. Those 
technologies produce traffic at a fixed rate in the first 
class. As far as experience is concerned, certain 
implementations generate a CBR flow. Many 
applications produce variable bit rate streams (VBR) 
in the second class. This traffic affects the amount of 
information transmitted per unit time (i.e. bit rate). 
The degree of variance in the bit rate varies from 
application to application [25].  
Among the major challenges of research architectures 
in ad hoc node density networks, what are the routing 
protocols and suitable mobility models to use for a 
given application scenario? To achieve this goal, some 
work was focused on routing protocol performance 
assessments and models of mobility as most previous 
research entered on CBR traffic which is not suited to 
multimedia VBR applications [26].  
This research aims to measure the performance of the 
AODV Routing Protocol differently and to test the 
conduct of this protocol by using the CBR and VBR 
traffic models with various mobility models. It is then 
proposed an adaptable method that takes advantage 
of the results and represents the optimum delay and 
performance. In this way the minimum acceptable 
delay values assigned to each number of nodes are 
considered for the optimal delay of the three mobility 
models. For the optimal performance of three mobility 
models, the maximum output values are considered 
for each number of nodes.  
This work analysed the effect of the node density on 
the performance of the AODV routing protocol (end-
to-end delay, throughput and packet delivery rate). 
The three models of mobility are: Random Way Point, 
Mobgen-Stanty State and Random Management.  
The VBR traffic is closely consistent with the statistical 
features of an actual video frame trace created by an 
MPEG-4 encoder [26]. The traffic stream was 
regulated by two parameters. The first parameter, the 
first seed, results in traffic variants. This parameter 
was kept continuously at 0.4 [25], since all 
experiments had to use the same traffic trace.  
The second parameter, the rate factor has defined the 
degree of video input scaling up or down while the 
same sample path and autocorrelation function for 
the frame size distribution is preserved. The meaning 
is 0.33 for 40 and 0.25 for 10, 20 and 30 sources 
[24]. On the basis of [20] the AODV works better than 
DSDV, TORA and DSR protocols and can be used with 
high mobility.  
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The reliability of the performance results is clearly 
based on the successful selection of the simulation 
parameters. In mobile ad hoc network simulations, 
the probability distribution that governs the motion of 
nodes typically varies over time and converges to a' 
state-specific' distribution. Once node speeds and 
positions are chosen from their constant-state 
distribution, the output parameters of a given protocol 
converge to their values as well. In [27], the authors 
show that it may take more than 1000 seconds of 
simulation time to achieve stable state [28]. That is 
why our works take 1200 seconds to simulate.  
The ad hoc reactive routing protocol considered Ad 
hoc on-demand remote routing [20] to be a dynamic 
on-demand multi-hop routing protocol for mobile ad 
hoc wireless networks. AODV discovers source 
routing paths and maintains route cache table case. It 
is free of loops and uses target sequence numbers. 
Within AODV a node informs its neighbours by 
sending "hello messages" constantly at a given interval 
about its very nature. It helps all nodes to know their 
neighbours ' status, that is, if they have gone down or 
out of control. A Route Request (RREQ) is used to solve 
a route to another node in the AODV network.  
The receiving node verifies whether it has a path to 
the specified node. If there is a path, the receiving 
node answers the question by sending a route 
response. If there is no path, the receiving node must 
send a RREQ itself to try to find a route for the 
requesting node. If the first node does not receive a 
reply in time, the node will infer that the nodes sought 
are unavailable. For order to ensure that the route 
persists, the sender has to keep the route alive by 
sending packets frequently.  
Both nodes along the route are responsible for 
upstream connections, so the next node is a broken 
link. This node signals the broken link by sending a 
downstream error message (RERR) so that users can 
start looking for a new path.  
The mobility model is designed to understand how 
mobile users move and how their position, movement 
direction, [35] pause distribution, speed and 
acceleration change over time. The mobility models 
are a valid scenario for how people move into, for 
instance, a meeting or museum. 
 Random Way Point (RWP) 
Each node is assigned initial location, destination, and 
speed in this model. The initial location and 
destination points are selected independently and 
uniformly in the area where nodes move. The speed is 
selected uniformly at an interval, regardless of 
location and destination.  
After reaching destination, a new destination is 
selected from the uniform distribution and a new 
speed is selected uniformly on [min-speed, max-
speed], regardless of previous destinations and speeds. 

The node stays at each destination for a specified 
pause before repeating the process [9,11,26]. 
 Random Direction (RD)  
The Random Direction Mobility Model [36] assigns 
each node an initial direction, speed and finite travel 
time. The node then travels in that direction to the 
simulation area border. The node pauses for a 
specified time after hitting the simulation limit, selects 
a different angular direction (between 0 and 180 
degrees) and continues.  
Random Direction Mobility Model was designed to 
resolve node clustering in one part of the Random 
Waypoint Mobility Model simulation area. For the 
Random Waypoint Mobility Model, this clustering 
occurs near the simulation area core. 
 Mobgen Steady-State (Mbg-SS) 
Implementing the RWM model with NS2 testbed [20] 
begins with a constant pause to the initial location 
[29,30]. In comparison, the initial positions are 
uniformly chosen.  
With mobgen for NS2[31], another model of RWM in 
NS2 starts approximately half of the nodes in motion 
and the second half in pause [32]. For this reason, 
simulations with setdest take more time to converge 
with mobgen simulations. If node speeds and positions 
from their steady-state distribution are chosen, the 
performance metrics for a given protocol are also 
convergent to their values.  
Therefore, when using setdest or mobgen, the output 
network will shift systematically as time passes and 
the calculation of collected results in the conversion 
cycle is incapable of representing the long term values 
[33].  
The stability model Mobgen-Steady State strengthens 
the RWP model [27]. In this model, the initial positions 
and knots speeds from their stationary distributions 
are selected. Convergence is instant and performance 
outcomes are trustworthy. The Mobgen-Steady State 
model code is available to [33]. 
SIMULATION ENVIRONMENT  
To achieve the goal, it needs to investigate how the 
AODV protocol works when loading nodes increases 
with specific Mobility Models (Random Waypoint, 
Random Path, Mobgen Steady-State).  
 

Table 1. Simulation parameters 
Parameter Value 

Simulation Time 1600 sec 

Number of nodes 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 
100. 

Pause Time 0, 10 Sec 
Environment Size 2000 m × 2000 m 

Traffic Type Variable Bit Rate (VBR) MPEG-4 
Maximum Speeds 20 m/s 

Mobility Models Random Waypoint, Random 
Direction, Mobgen Steady-State 
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Network simulator 2.34 NS-2 performed simulations. 
Using multimedia VBR (MPEG-4) and CBR. Table 1 
contains all simulation parameters. 
 Performance Metrics  
For the simulation results, we selected the end-to-end 
delay and throughput as metrics to measure the 
efficiency of the different protocols: Average end-to-
end latency: the delay of a packet is the time it takes to 
reach the destination after leaving the source. The 
total network packet delay is measured by comparing 
all packets and all destination pairs. The End-to-End 
TAVG is determined as shown in equation (1): 
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In equation (1), i
tH emission instant of package I, i
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In equation (2), 
L

CL −  is the payload transmission 

rate, (R)b/s Binary transmission rate, L Packet size, 
and )(f γ   is the packet success rate defined as the 
probability of receiving a packet correctly. This 
probability is a function of the signal-to-noise ratio 
(γ). 
Packet Delivery Ratio: the ratio of the data packets 
successfully delivered to the destination.  
RESULTS DISCUSSION  
This section presents our findings of simulation and 
performance analysis. Analysis based on comparing 
the different mobility model metrics that defined in 
Section 3. 
 Variable Bit Rate (VBR) 

 
Figure 1. End-to-End Delay vs No. of nodes with VBR 

As showing in Figure 1, with AODV, the delay 
increased. As node density increases. 
Once density is important, the delay for the three 
models is still consistent. With Random Path, AODV 
takes less time to transmit packets than the other two 
versions (Random Way Point, Mobgen-ss). On the 
other hand, Mobgen-ss gives the best performance in 
terms of delay than Random Way point.  
Based on Figure 2, AODV demonstrates higher 
throughput than both Random Way Point and 
Mobgen-ss. Also, total node count, the three mobility 
models are performed. So in the first section, Random 
Way point produces a high throughput than the 
Mobgen-ss model, in the second part, Mobgen-ss 
almost outperforms Random Way point.  
 

 
Figure 2. Throughput vs No of nodes with VBR 

 

Figure 3 reveals that, in Random Direction, AODV 
ensures more packet transfer than Random Way-
point and Mobgen-ss. But, for the three mobility 
models, the packet delivery ratio decreases and is 
insufficient over all node density.  
 

 
Figure 3. Packet Delivery Ratio vs No. of nodes with VBR 
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Generally, with AODV and using VBR (MPEG-4) 
traffic, results (Figures 4-6) suggest using Random 
Direction in real-time applications with delay limits 
to be met. It can also be used on applications that 
tolerate little packet loss. 
 

 
Figure 4. End-to-End Delay vs No. of nodes with CBR 

 

 
Figure 5. Throughput vs No. of nodes with CBR 

 

 
Figure 6. Packet Delivery Ratio vs No. of nodes with CBR 

 Constant Bit Rate (CBR) 
End-to-end routing protocol is less, constant and 
consistent when using low node density. In this 
section, compared to Random Direction and Mobgen-
ss mobility models, AODV takes less time to deliver 
the packets. Once density is high, AODV's behaviors 
change drastically. End-to-end delay greatly 
increases. In this part, AODV's delay in Mobgen-ss is 
less than Random Way point, and high in Random 
Direction model. AODV performs better in Random 
Direction than other versatility models.  
If we consider only applications that are sensitive to 
delay, the optimal delay achieved with Random Way 
Point and heavy density is achieved by Random 
Direction. So for implementations, the results suggest 
using Random Way Point on low density and Random 
Direction on high.  
Based on Figure 5 results, AODV with Random Way 
Point and Mobgen-ss models show higher than 
Random Direction. After that, AODV's throughput 
with the three mobility models decreases as node 
density increases. Nevertheless, with Random 
Direction, AODV produces better performance of 
both Random Way Point and Mobgen-ss. On the 
other hand, considering applications needing a 
certain amount of throughput, the results suggest 
using AODV with Random Way Point in low densities 
and Random Direction mobility model in large 
densities.  
As shown in Figure 6, a higher Packet Delivery Ratio 
is achieved when using AODV with Random Way 
Point and Mobgen-ss mobility models. In the Mobility 
Model Random Direction, AODV performed better in 
transmitting packet data to destination by increasing 
node density.  
VBR and CBR 
That's right. The most common literature mobility 
model is Random Way Point [29]. This model, with 
CBR, provides maximum performance in terms of 
latency, throughput and low-density packet delivery 
ratio (Figures 4-6).  
When moving traffic from CBR to VBR (MPEG-4) on 
efficiency (end-to-end delay, throughput and packet 
delivery ratio) on AODV routing protocol, the 
behavior of AODV changes when using a small node 
number.  
When density is high, AODV (with CBR and VBR 
traffic) retains the same behavior (Figures 1-6) in 
terms of delay and Packet Delivery Ratio, excluding 
throughput. On the other hand, rising node density 
from low to strong has no effect at AODV protocol 
behavior in connection with VBR traffic (MPEG-4).  
Because the Mobgen Steady State is more realistic 
than the Random Direction model, the optimal delay 
is achieved with Random Way Point in small density 
and with Mobgen Steady State in heavy density. 
Random Way Point achieves maximum efficiency 
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over all densities of nodes used, in the case of CBR 
traffic. On the other hand, in the case of VBR traffic, 
the optimal delay Figure 1 is similar to that of Mobgen 
Steady State and with low densities the optimal 
throughput Figure 2 is obtained by Random Way 
Point when the high densities used the optimal one 
are represented by both Random Way Point and 
Mobgen Steady State.  
We therefore encourage the use of the Mobgen 
Steady State model in applications that are prone to 
delay (Figures 1 and 4) and that use high node density 
without considering traffic type (CBR or VBR (MPEG-
4)) but for a limited density associated with CBR 
traffic, we recommend using Random Way Point and 
Mobgen Steady State for VBR traffic.  
On the other hand, if we find applications needing a 
certain amount of throughput (Figures 2 and 5) and 
both Random Way Point and Mobgen Steady State are 
more practical than Random Path, we suggest using 
the first one mobility model in low node densities 
without considering the form of traffic (CBR or VBR 
(MPEG-4)). The Random Way Point will give the best 
results for the same applications with a CBR traffic 
when using high knots densities. The Random Way 
Point will give the best results for the same 
applications with a CBR traffic when using high knots 
densities. Inverse with traffic VBR, we suggest using 
the Mobgen Steady State model with high knots 
densities.  
Eventually, based on VBR variability activity (MPEG-
4), Packet Delivery Ratio remains inadequate over all 
node sizes. That's all three mobility models. AODV 
protocol can therefore be used on systems tolerating 
a small amount of packet loss.  
CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK  
We presented AODV routing protocol behaviour with 
multimedia traffic (VBR) and CBR using various 
mobility models such as Random Way Point, Random 
Direction and Mobgen Steady State.  
For AODV model in combination for CBR traffic, 
Random Way Point in small density and Mobgen 
Steady State in heavy density achieve the optimum 
delay in the first. In the second, Random Way Point 
achieves optimum throughput.  
In the association of AODV model with VBR traffic 
(MPEG-4), the optimum delay is obtained by Mobgen 
Steady State. Random Way Point and Mobgen Steady 
State achieve optimum throughput in the second.  
With this process, we hope to help future studies 
choose parameters. To design the realistic scenarios 
that more accurately depict real-world applications 
and QoS.  
Another key point in this paper is AODV's actions, 
with the three versatility mentioned above, 
depending on the traffic used (CBR or VBR). This 
activity is affected specifically in low node densities.  

One of the most important criteria for promoting 
real-time communication is delay jitter. In the future, 
delay jitter metric also needs further analysis.  
On the other hand, further analysis should be 
dedicated to optimizing the Packet Delivery Ratio 
when using VBR traffic. 
References 
[1] D. Bhavyesh, A. Ajith, G. Crina and S. Sugata, “Impact 

of Node Mobility on MANET Routing Protocols 
Models,” Journal of Digital Information 
Management, Vol. 5, No 1, 2007, pp. 19-24.  

[2] S. Corson and J. Macker, “Mobile Ad Hoc Networking 
(MANET): Routing Protocol Performance Issues and 
Evaluation Considerations,” RFC, 1999.  

[3] K. Carlo, “Ad Hoc Networking,” Systems Journal, 
1999, pp. 33-40.  

[4] M. Ash and K. Oivind, “Quality of Service in Mobile 
Ad Hoc Networks: A Survey,” International Journal of 
Ad Hoc and Ubiquitous Computing, Vol. 6, No. 2, 
2010, pp. 75-98  

[5] M. Amnai, Y. Fakhri and J. Abouchabaka, 
“Throughput-Delay Optimisation with Adaptive 
Method in Wireless Ad Hoc Network,” IEEE 
International Symposium on I/V Communications 
and Mobile Networks (ISIVC10), Rabat, 30 
September-2 October 2010, p. 1.  

[6] M. Amnai, Y. Fakhri and J. Abouchabaka, “Evaluation 
of Impact of Traffic VBR and Mobility on the 
Performance of AODV Routing Protocols in Mobile Ad 
Hoc Networks,” IEEE International Conference on 
Multimedia Computing and Systems (ICMCS’11), 
Ouarzazate, 7-9 April 2011.  

[7] M. Amnai, Y. Fakhri and J. Abouchabaka, “Evaluation 
Analysis of Varying Mobility Models on AODV 
Protocol of MANETs’,” 7èmes JFMMA Colloque 
International Telecom’2011, Tanger, 16-18 Mars 
2011.  

[8] M. A. Rahman, M. S. Islam and A. Talevski, 
“Performance Measurement of Various Routing 
Protocols in Ad-hoc Network,” Proceedings of the 
International MultiConference of Engineers and 
Computer Scientists 2009 IMECS, Hong Kong, 18-20 
March 2009.  

[9] S. Gowrishankar, T. G. Basavaraju and S. K. Sarkar, 
“Effect of Random Mobility Models Pattern in Mobile 
Ad Hoc Networks,” IJCSNS International Journal of 
Computer Science and Network Security, Vol. 7 No. 
6, 2007, pp. 160-164.  

[10] C. P. Agrawal, O. P. Vyas and M. K. Tiwari, 
“Evaluating of Varrying Mobility Models Network 
Loads on DSDV Protocol of MANETs,” International 
Journal on Computer Science and Engineering, Vol. 1, 
No. 2, 2009, pp. 40-46.  

[11] B. R. A. Kumar, L. C. Reddy and P. S. Hiremath, 
“Performance Comparison of Wireless Mobile Ad-
Hoc Network Routing Protocols,” IJCSNS 
International Journal of Computer Science and 
Network Security, Vol. 8, No. 6, 2008.  

[12] A. Uchiyama, K. Maeda, T. Umedu, H. Yamaguchi and 
T. Higashino, “Performance Evaluation of Mobile 
Wireless Communication and Services with Modeling 
of Real Environment,” International Journal of Ad 



ACTA TECHNICA CORVINIENSIS – Bulletin of Engineering [e-ISSN: 2067-3809] 
TOME XIII [2020] | FASCICULE 3 [July – September] 

85 | University POLITEHNICA Timisoara / Faculty of Engineering Hunedoara  
http://acta.fih.upt.ro/ 

Hoc and Ubiquitous Computing, Vol. 2, No. 4, 2007, 
pp. 239-249  

[13] P. Gupta and P. R. Kumar, “The Capacity of Wireless 
Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 
Vol. 46, No. 2, 2000, pp. 388-404  

[14] M. Grossglauser and D. Tse, “Mobility Increases the 
Capacity of Ad Hoc Wireless Networks,” IEEE 
INFOCOM, Anchorage, 2001, pp. 1360-1369.  

[15] A. El-Gamal, J. Mammen, B. Prabhakar and D. Shah, 
“Throughput-Delay Trade-off in Wireless Networks,” 
IEEE INFOCOM, Hong Kong, 2004.  

[16] S. Narasimhan and S. Kunniyur, “Effect of Network 
Parameters on Delay in Wireless Ad Hoc Networks,” 
2nd Annual IEEE Communications Society 
Conference on Sensor and Ad Hoc Communications 
and Networks (SECON), Santa Clara, 26-29 
September 2005.  

[17] L. Ying, S. C. Yang and R. Srikant, “Optimal Delay-
Throughput Trade-offs in Mobile Ad Hoc Networks,” 
IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, Vol. 54, No. 
9, 2008, pp. 4119-4143  

[18] M. I. M. Saad and Z. A. Zukarnain, “Performance 
Analysis of Random-Based Mobility Models in 
MANET Routing Protocol,” European Journal of 
Scientific Research, Vol. 32, No. 4, 2009, pp. 444-
454.  

[19] C. P. Agrawal, et al., “Evaluation of Varying Mobility 
Models Network Loads on DSDV Protocol of 
MANETs,” International Journal on Computer 
Science and Engineering, Vol. 1, No. 2, 2009, pp. 40-
46.  

[20] M. K. J. Kumar and R. S. Rajesh, “Performance 
Analysis of MANET Routing Protocols in Different 
Mobility Models,” IJCSNS International Journal of 
Computer Science and Network Security, Vol. 9, No. 
2, 2009.  

[21] R. Beaubrun and B. Molo, “Évaluation du Délai dans 
un Réseau Mobile Ad Hoc Multi-Services,” Canadian 
Conference on Electrical and Computer Engineering, 
Niagara Falls, 4-7 May 2008, pp. 000251-000256.  

[22] R. Beaubrun and B. Molo, “Using DSR for Routing 
Multimedia Traffic in MANETs,” International 
Journal of Computer Networks Communications, Vol. 
2, No. 1, 2010.  

[23] J. A. Zubairi, M. A. El-Shaikh and O. Mahmoud, “On 
Shaping and Handling VBR Traffic in a Diffserv 
Domain,” ATS, Simulation Series, ASTC’01 
Conference, Vol. 33, No. 3, 2001, pp. 10-15.  

[24] R. Philip, K. Nahrsted and W.S. Jane, “Scheduling and 
Buffer Management For Soft-Real-Time Vbr Traffic in 
Packet-Switched Networks,” 21st Annual IEEE 
International Conference on Local Computer 
Networks, 1996, pp. 143-152.  

[25] R. Beaubrun and B. Molo, “Using DSR for Routing 
Multimedia Traffic in MANETs,” International 
Journal of Computer Networks Communications, Vol. 
2, No. 1, 2010.  

[26] M. U. Chowdhury, D. Perera and T. Pham, 
“Performance Comparison of three Wireless Multi-
Hop Ah-Hoc Network Routing Protocols When 
Streaming MPEG-4 Traffic,” Proceeding of the 8th 

International Multi-Topic Conference, 24-26 
December 2004, Lahore, pp. 516-521.  

[27] W. Navidi, T. Camp and N. Bauer, “Improving the 
Accuracy of Random Waypoint Simulations through 
Steady-State Initialization,” 15th International 
Conference on Modeling and Simulation, 2004, pp. 
319-326.  

[28] W. Navidi and T. Camp, “Stationary Distribution for 
the Random Waypoint Mobility Model,” Technical 
Report MCS-03-04, IEEE Transactions on Mobile 
Computing, Vol. 3, No. 1, 2004. pp. 99-108  

[29] J. Broch, D. Maltz, D. Johnson, Y. Hu and J. Jetcheva, 
“Multi-Hop Wireless Ad Hoc Network Routing 
Protocols,” 4th Annual ACM International 
Conference on Mobile Computing and Networking, 
1998, pp. 85-97.  

[30] “Wireless and Mobility Extensions to NS-2,” 
http://www.monarch.cs.rice.edu/cmu-ns.html  

[31] “Tutorial for the Network Simulator ‘NS’,” 
http://www.isi.edu/nsnam/ns/tutorial/index.html  

[32] T. Camp, J. Boleng, B. Williams, L. Wilcox and W. 
Navidi, “Performance Comparison of Two Location 
Based Routing Protocols for Ad Hoc Networks,” The 
21st Annual Joint Conference of the IEEE Computer 
and Communications Societies, Vol. 3, 2002, pp. 
1678-1687  

[33] http://toilers.min.edu  
[34] M. Amnai, Y. Fakhri and J. Abouchabaka, "Impact of 

Mobility on Delay-Throughput Performance in 
Multi-Service Mobile Ad-Hoc 
Networks," International Journal of Communications, 
Network and System Sciences, Vol. 4 No. 6, 2011, pp. 
395-402 

[35] DirectMe: A Mobile Phone Algorithm for Direction 
Detection Alex T. Mariakakis Duke University, 
ECE/CS 2013 Advisor: Dr. Romit Roy Choudhury 

[36] M. Liu, Y. Wan and F. L. Lewis, "Analysis of the 
Random Direction Mobility Model with a Sense-and-
Avoid Protocol," 2017 IEEE Globecom Workshops 
(GC Wkshps), Singapore, 2017, pp. 1-6 

 
 
 

 
ACTA TECHNICA CORVINIENSIS – Bulletin of Engineering  

ISSN: 2067-3809 
copyright © University POLITEHNICA Timisoara, 

Faculty of Engineering Hunedoara, 
5, Revolutiei, 331128, Hunedoara, ROMANIA 

http://acta.fih.upt.ro  
 


