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ABSTRACT
Time-Sensitive Networking (TSN) enables the transmission of mul-
tiple traffic types within a single network.While the performance of
high-priority traffic has been extensively studied in recent years, the
performance of low-priority traffic varies significantly between dif-
ferent TSN forwarding algorithms. This paper provides an overview
of existing TSN forwarding algorithms and discusses their impact
on best-effort traffic. The effects are quantified through simulations
of synthetic and realistic networks. The considered forwarding
mechanisms are Strict Priority (SP), Asynchronous Traffic Shaper
(ATS), Credit-Based Shaper (CBS), Enhanced Transmission Selec-
tion (ETS), and Time-Aware Shaper (TAS).

The findings indicate that ATS, CBS, and ETS can significantly
reduce queuing delays and queue lengths for best-effort trafficwhen
compared to SP and TAS. This effect is enhanced when the reserved
bandwidth for high priority queues - using CBS, ATS, or ETS - is
reduced to the lowest possible value, within the reserved rate and
latency requirements. Specifically, the simulations demonstrate that
the choice of forwarding algorithm can improve the performance
of low-priority traffic by up to twenty times compared to the least
effective algorithm. This study not only provides a comprehensive
understanding of the various TSN forwarding algorithms but can
also serve as guidance at networks’ design time to improve the
performance for all types of traffic.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Many modern communication systems need to integrate different
types of traffic for critical and non-critical communications. His-
torically, these systems have relied on separate networks to handle
these different requirements. This separation has a significant im-
pact on the cost and weight of the systems - a critical factor for
networks such as in automobiles, aircraft, and other vehicles.

To meet the growing demand for large real-time systems that
can handle multiple traffic types simultaneously, the IEEE 802.1
Task Group introduced Time Sensitive Networking (TSN) [2]. TSN
is a set of standards and protocols that extend Ethernet for real-
time communications. TSN is used in a wide range of applications
including audio and video broadcasting, industrial automation, au-
tomotive communications and aircraft control. A key feature of
TSN is its ability to integrate traffic of varying criticality within
the same network. Hereby, traffic can be divided into hard or soft
real-time and non-real-time traffic [9]. Since non-real-time traffic
is typically scheduled with the lowest priority, we will use the
term low-priority and best-effort (BE) traffic interchangeably in the
following.

The most common forwarding algorithms used in TSN are Time-
Aware Shaper (TAS), Strict Priority (SP), Enhanced Transmission
Selection (ETS), Credit-Based Shaper (CBS), and Asynchronous
Traffic Shaper (ATS). The lowest priority queue is typically used for
Best-Effort (BE) traffic. Some forwarding mechanisms have been
developed specifically for particular use cases. For example, TAS
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is designed for ultra-low latency traffic, while CBS is tailored for
audio and video traffic. The choice of forwarding algorithm for
the highest priority queue has a profound effect on low-priority
queues, affecting not only the available bandwidth but also the
average delay experienced. Although low-priority traffic does not
generally require latency guarantees, it benefits from high data
rates and strong average performance.

However, as applications diversify and Quality of Service (QoS)
requirements expand, the choice of an appropriate forwarding al-
gorithm becomes increasingly complex. Moreover, various studies
show that - to meet the required guarantees of mixed-type networks
- multiple forwarding mechanisms can be applied to high-priority
flows [4, 17, 24, 25].

This paper investigates the effect of high-priority forwarding
mechanisms and their influence on the performance of low-priority
queues. If multiple algorithms can satisfy real-time requirements,
the choice can be optimized to take into account the performance
of low-priority traffic at design time, thereby improving overall
network performance.

To the best of our knowledge, no previous study has systemati-
cally compared the impact of different TSN forwarding mechanisms
on low-priority traffic. Our work provides both theoretical and sim-
ulative comparisons to assess the performance of non-real-time
traffic, focusing on delay and queue length in both synthetic and
automotive network settings. We also investigate the impact of
configuration parameters that determine reserved bandwidth per
queue on the low priorities. Thus, the results presented in this paper
provide insights for the design of future TSN networks.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews and intro-
duces the existing literature. Section 3 introduces the concepts of
forwarding mechanisms in TSN, before Section 4 describes their
theoretical effects on low-priority traffic. Section 5 then presents
various simulation results to quantify these effects. The paper con-
cludes with Section 6, which summarizes our findings and contri-
butions.

2 RELATEDWORK
In recent years, many studies have focused on comparing different
TSN forwarding mechanisms, particularly for high-priority traffic.

A considerable amount of work has been devoted to analytical
latency analysis of TSN, as shown by the surveys of Maile et al. [13]
and Deng et al. [7]. In this context, Zhao et al. [24] conducted an
analytical comparison of high-priority traffic, examining latency
in networks using TAS, SP, ATS and CBS, including combinations
of these mechanisms. Similarly, Arestova et al. [4] focused on an
analytical comparison for high-priority traffic SP and TAS networks.

Other studies have used real hardware for their comparisons.
Regev et al. [19] demonstrated initial results in a presentation using
hardware switches and proprietary measurement devices to analyze
network latency, discussing the effect of traffic bursts in CBS, SP and
Weighted Round Robin (WRR). Bosk et al. [5] used both simulation
and hardware implementations to compare TAS and CBS, with the
aim of supporting the practical deployment of TSN in hardware
environments.

Using simulation, Geyer et al. [10] compared various forwarding
mechanisms such as Weighted Fair Queuing (WFQ), Worst-Case

FairWeighted Fair Queuing (WF2Q), First In First Out (FIFO), Deficit
Round Robin (DRR), CBS, and SP in an avionics network. Migge
et al. [16] compared SP and CBS, and Zhou et al. [25] additionally
compared SP, CBS, ATS, and TAS. TSN has also been compared to
other technologies using simulations, such as AFDX [8].

However, the above studies focused on comparing the perfor-
mance of high-priority traffic. To the best of our knowledge, only
Geyer et al. [10] and Regev et al. [19] have also quantified the effect
on low-priority traffic. Geyer et al. showed that CBS is more benefi-
cial for low-priority traffic than SP. However, they did not observe
a significant difference for WFQ and DRR compared to SP due to
the specific configurations used in their study. Regev et al. observed
that CBS outperformed SP and WRR for low-priority traffic, but the
evaluation statements are short. Thus, a full comparison of different
forwarding mechanisms in TSN is still missing.

Furthermore, to ensure real-time transmission of high-priority
flows, the forwarding parameters must be configured to take into ac-
count the latency requirements of high-priority flows. Some works,
such as by [11, 23], have proposed configuration solutions that
aim to minimize the impact of their configurations on low-priority
traffic. While the effects are considered in the solutions, these ap-
proaches fall short in comparing effects among different forwarding
algorithms.

To meet this gap, we provide the first strategic comparison of the
impact of all TSN forwarding mechanisms on low-priority traffic.

3 OVERVIEW OF TSN FORWARDING
ALGORITHMS

This section introduces the most prominent TSN forwarding algo-
rithms. For each algorithm, the theoretical effects on BE traffic are
presented in Section 4.

In TSN, each egress port shares a physical link for all streams,
and the selected forwarding algorithms determine the transmission
order for frames in each port. We will use the terms stream and
flow interchangeably in the following. Figure 1 shows the logic of
packet forwarding in TSN egress ports. The combination of these
features will be referred to as the forwarding algorithm.

First, frames are placed into queues according to their priority,
so multiple flows can share the same queue. TSN allows up to eight
queues. For the purposes of this analysis it is assumed, without
loss of generality, that each priority is assigned to a single queue.
In scenarios where multiple priorities are grouped within a single
queue, the performance of priorities in the same queue is identical,
as there is no differentiation in their treatment during the data
forwarding process.

As shown in Fig.1, aTransmission SelectionAlgorithm (TSA)
determines whether the frames in a queue are eligible for transmis-
sion. In addition, queues can have optional Time-Triggered (TT)
gateswhich control the transmission times of frames, i.e., when the
gates are open. Finally, if multiple queues have eligible frames and
open gates, the transmission order is determined by SP, meaning
that higher priority frames (with higher queue IDs) are sent first.

We define H as the set of successive queues 𝑞𝑖 ∈ H with 0 <

𝑖 ≤ 7 serving high-priority traffic. We assume that at least one
queue serves BE traffic with the lowest priority. For our analysis,
all queues in H have the same TSA. Unless otherwise stated, BE
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Gate Control List (GCL)

𝒕𝒕 𝑸𝑸𝟕𝟕 𝑸𝑸𝟔𝟔 … 𝑸𝑸𝟎𝟎

𝒕𝒕𝟎𝟎 1 0 0 0

𝒕𝒕𝟏𝟏 0 1 1 1

… … … … …

Egress Link

Gate

Queue 7

TSA

Queue 6

TSA

Gate

Strict Priority

… Queue 0

TSA

Gate

Egress Port

Figure 1: TSN forwarding logic per egress port

queues are assumed to be forwarded without TSA, i.e., served in
order of priority.

3.1 Strict Priority
TSN allows SP forwarding when all gates are open and no TSA is
selected. In SP, frames with the highest priority are always trans-
mitted first [2]. This ensures that the most important frames are
forwarded as soon as possible.

3.2 Scheduled Traffic
TT gates allow traffic in TSN to be separated in time, thus requiring
global clock synchronization in the network [1]. This approach
prioritizes traffic by assigning specific transmission time slots to
different queues. This concept is formally described in the TSN
standards as “scheduled traffic” [2].

Scheduled traffic mechanisms divide time into cycles of equal
length. Within these cycles, sub-time slots are allocated for the
transmission of real-time data packets. Gate Control Lists (GCLs)
define the behaviour of the gates, and the state of each gate is
either open (1) or closed (0). This is illustrated on the right side of
Fig. 1, where, for example, during [𝑡0, 𝑡1) only queue 𝑞7 is open. In
addition, guard bands are placed in front of each time slot of critical
traffic to prevent new transmissions. This ensures that critical traffic
never has to wait for other transmissions.

One implementation of the scheduled traffic concept that has
received considerable research attention is called TAS. In TAS sys-
tems, both end stations and switches are configured to synchronize
the transmission of frames. Most approaches of TAS follow a no-
wait procedure, i.e., flows are scheduled in the network at times
when they are guaranteed not to interfere with other traffic [22].
To accomplish this, each flow is given an offset for transmission.
Also, each time a frame arrives at a switch, the schedule ensures
that the TT gate is configured to be open and that no other flows
are waiting. No further TSA is applied in the queues. Thus, TAS
effectively minimizes queuing delay for high-priority traffic.

An alternative approach using the scheduled traffic concept is
called Cyclic Queuing and Forwarding (CQF). CQF operates using
two queues, opening them alternatively with equal time intervals.
Newly arriving real-time frames are placed into the currently closed
queue and are transmitted in the next interval. High-priority flows

a b c d

credit

time 𝑡𝑡0

idleSlope

BE Prio. 7 Prio. 6 Prio. 7BE

idleSlope - linkrate

Figure 2: Credit evolution for CBS forwarding

are assigned to the intervals, and the sum of the transmission time
of all frames assigned to one interval has to be shorter than the
interval duration itself. Consequently, the end-to-end latency for
a flow is dependent only on the interval duration and the number
of hops on the path. Within each interval, lower priority traffic is
transmitted after the high-priority traffic with SP, using the leftover
time in the interval.

3.3 Credit-Based Shaper
CBS [2] was introduced in 2009 as the first implementation for a
TSA. It was specifically designed to reduce the negative impact of
high priorities on BE traffic. This is achieved by introducing idle
times during high-priority transmissions. The queue parameter
idleSlope defines the minimum guaranteed bandwidth for each
queue, but also imposes an upper limit on the queue’s transmission,
or in other words, each queue receives its allocated bandwidth, but
no more.

CBS assigns a credit to each queue, which determines whether
frames are eligible for transmission: only if the credit is positive
(≥ 0), frames can start their transmission. Figure 2 illustrates trans-
mission for CBS. If the transmission of other priority queues delays
an eligible transmission of a queue (Fig. 2, phase a and c ), the
credit of the queue increases with the rate idleSlope. Each transmis-
sion decreases the credit of the queue with the rate idleSlope-linkrate
(Fig. 2, phase b and d ). If a queue is empty and the credit is posi-
tive, the credit is reset to zero. As frames are not allowed to begin
their transmission while the credit is negative, this allows other
frames, such as BE, to be transmitted at that time.

3.4 Asynchronous Traffic Shaper
ATS [2] was designed to prevent burstiness cascading within the
network, thereby facilitating latency analysis of flows and improv-
ing the performance of lower priorities.

In its original proposal, ATS implemented two levels of queues,
called shaped and shared queues. Frames were first stored in the
shaped queues to wait for re-shaping. After re-shaping, they are
placed in the shared queues, which are the eight priority queues
of TSN. This algorithm has been adapted to the TSN standards by
the introduction of eligibility times: Each flow has an individual
state that determines the time at which the frame becomes eligible
for transmission. Both implementations have been proven to be
identical [6].

The re-shaping algorithm of ATS follows a token-bucket ap-
proach, called the Token Bucket Emulation (TBE) algorithm. For
each flow, the bucket size is defined by the committed burst size
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(cbs) parameter and the token generation rate is defined by the com-
mitted information rate (cir) parameter. As a result, ATS introduces
re-shaping per flow, unlike CBS, which introduces re-shaping per
queue.

3.5 Enhanced Transmission Selection
The TSNmechanism ETS [2] defines general requirements for TSAs.
It defines that each queue is allocated a configurable percentage of
the total bandwidth.While the standard does not specify a particular
algorithm, it does suggest the use of a round-robin approach. We
will assume Deficit Round Robin (DRR) [21] in the following, as
it takes into account the size of the packets and thus offers more
fairness between flows.

The DRR algorithm adds a deficit counter to each queue. It works
in a cyclic manner, traversing the queues sequentially. When the
round-robin mechanism reaches a queue that is not empty, it in-
creases the queue’s deficit counter by a preset quantum. After a
frame has been transmitted, the deficit counter is reduced by the
number of bytes transmitted. A queue can continue transmission
until the remaining deficit is insufficient for the next packet. The
remaining deficit is stored for the next cycle, and the DRR algorithm
moves on to the next non-empty queue.

4 EFFECT ON LOWER PRIORITIES
The forwarding algorithms described in Section 3 affect the per-
formance of low-priority queues in different ways. This section
provides an overview of the theoretical differences between the
algorithms.

Figure 3 illustrates example inputs of high- and low-priority
traffic to compare the main differences between the handling in
TSN forwarding algorithms. Note that the effects are for illustration
only, the figure does not allow conclusions on overall performance
of the forwarding algorithms. This will be quantified in Section 5.

Strict Priority. SP has been studied extensively and is known to delay
low-priority frames significantly because SP forwarding is not fair
- meaning that the queues do not share bandwidth. Whenever high-
priority frames are queued, they are given priority. This results in
significant delays for low-priority frames, a problem also known
as “starvation”. This can be seen in Fig. 3, where with SP the burst
of high-priority frames is fully transmitted before the low-priority
traffic is served.

Scheduled Traffic. Solutions with time-separation of traffic, as im-
plemented in TAS, define the impact on low-priority queues at
design time. Figure 4 illustrates the critical aspect of TAS.

The first effect, labelled a) in Fig. 4, is due to the implementa-
tion of guard bands (GB) before the open period of high-priority
queues. Guard bands can reduce the bandwidth available to low-
priority frames if these frames arrive during an active guard band
period, consequently being delayed in transmission. Some TAS con-
figuration strategies have been developed to reduce the number of
guard bands, e.g., by minimizing the number of critical transmission
slots [3, 12]. However, these countermeasures often lead to com-
bined and extended intervals of high-priority transmission, which
are not fully utilized. Thus, it has a trade-off since such an extended

High Priority Traffic

Low Priority Traffic

SP

CBS

DRR

TAS

ATS 𝑓𝑓1 𝑓𝑓2 𝑓𝑓3 𝑓𝑓4

Gate
(Low Priority)

CBS Credit
(High Priority)

Deficit Counter
(Low Priority)

ATS TBE 
(High Priority 𝑓𝑓1)

Input

Output

closed closedGB

𝑓𝑓1 𝑓𝑓2 𝑓𝑓3 𝑓𝑓4

Figure 3: Different forwarding algorithms compared

transmission time for high-priority queues notably increases the
average delay, jitter, and burstiness of low-priority traffic.

The second effect of TAS, illustrated by b), results from the
strictly timed transmission intervals for high-priority frames. Since
high-priority frames are allocated explicit transmission times, it
often happens that the interval between two high-priority frames
is insufficient to transmit or open the gate for other frames. This
further increases the waiting time for low-priority frames.

Finally, TAS requires that all high-priority frames are guaranteed
to transmit during their assigned gate open times. Therefore, if
there is jitter in the transmission time of frames, this jitter must be
accounted for and the gate open times must be extended. In realistic
scenarios, this jitter is inevitable due to hardware delays and clock
inaccuracy, and increases with the length of the path. For example,
in Fig. 4, the second packet could be delayed by c) on its path, so
the gates must also cover this delay.

In summary, the performance of low-priority traffic in TAS
is strictly dependent on the transmission timing of high-priority
frames and the configuration of the GCLs in the network. As seen
in Fig. 3, TAS degrades the performance of low-priority traffic even
more than SP due to the overheads described.

Finally, CQF operates on a different mechanism, where frames
of higher priorities are queued during one interval and then trans-
mitted in the subsequent interval with the highest priority. Within
each interval, CQF employs SP scheduling. However, since CQF
stores the frames for one interval, they are explicitly transmitted
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closedGB

Transmission (High Priority) 

Unused Bandwidth 

Gate (Low Priority)

a) b) c)

Figure 4: Different effects that reduce the effective bandwidth
when using TAS

as a burst in the next interval. Consequently, low-priority packets
are transmitted only after periodic bulks of high-priority data. The
duration of these bulks depends on the choice of the interval time,
as this defines the time that high-priority traffic is queued. Thus,
lower interval times improve the performance of low-priority traf-
fic. However, as flows are assigned to the intervals, higher interval
times allow for more high-priority flows, but increase their end-to-
end latency. When interval times approach zero, CQF performance
for low-priority traffic approaches that of SP by definition, with
performance degrading for higher interval times. The interval times
are entirely defined by the rate and latency requirements of high-
priority flows. As these parameters are not considered in this work,
quantitative analysis and comparison of CQF is not possible within
the scope of this paper.

Credit-Based Shaper. The main idea of CBS forwarding is the in-
troduction of credits per queue, which effectively creates time
slots available for low-priority traffic. Lower priority queues are
guaranteed to receive all remaining bandwidth, which is linkrate−∑

∀𝑖∈H idleSlope𝑞𝑖 .
The resulting effects can be seen in Fig. 3. First, CBS is non-work-

conserving [20], i.e., it delays packets even if no other packet is
transmitted, as seen after the first high-priority transmission in
the figure. This shaping effect on high-priority traffic also affects
subsequent network hops, as high-priority traffic arrives less bursty.

Second, only if high-priority queues have positive credit, low-
priority traffic will be delayed. Consequently, low-priority traffic
can be transmitted even if bursts of high-priority frames arrive, as
long as

∑
∀𝑖∈H idleSlope𝑞𝑖 ≤ linkrate.

Asynchronous Traffic Shaping. Both CBS andATS delay high-priority
frames to allow low-priority traffic to be transmitted. The primary
difference between ATS and CBS is the method of traffic shaping:
ATS shapes traffic on a per-flow basis, as opposed to the per-class
shaping used by CBS. When multiple different flows arrive at a
network node, ATS allows frames from different flows to be trans-
mitted in sequence as a burst. Only frames from the same flow are
shaped. Figure 3 illustrates this difference by assuming that the
arriving packets belong to different flows 𝑓𝑖 , 𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Each
flow then has its own token bucket shaper. Again, ATS is non-
work conserving, as it delays packets regardless of the presence of
low-priority traffic.

Thus, ATS can allow higher bursts per queue than CBS, but no per
flow burst. Both mechanisms smooth the traffic, which is beneficial
in terms of delay at the next hop. However, the quantification of

this difference for lower priorities has been missing before and will
be evaluated in the next section.

Enhanced Transmission Selection. For ATS and CBS, BE queues have
no TSA implemented and are still guaranteed to receive residual
bandwidth. However, unlike ATS and CBS, DRR is work conserving,
meaning queues are allowed to transmit at full link capacity if no
other traffic is present. Therefore, if low-priority queues do not
implement DRR as TSA, the DRR queues would behave exactly like
SP for the low-priority queues. Instead, low-priority queues could
also implement DRR and be assigned the remaining quantum value
to ensure that they do not suffer from starvation. As otherwise no
difference to SP could be observed, we will assume in the following
that BE queues also implement DRR.

Unlike CBS and ATS, DRR queues cannot start transmitting as
soon as a packet is received and no high-priority queue is available,
but must accumulate quantum at packet reception. This introduces
additional delays for each packet, as shown for the first BE packet
in Fig. 3.

Additionally, as DRR is work conserving, traffic can be transmit-
ted in bursts without being shaped, leading to increased network
delay at subsequent nodes. However, introducing times when no
packet is sent, as seen for CBS after the first packet, can lead to
increased overall delay at that hop as transmission is shifted. This
leads to the situation where DRR can send the second BE packet
earlier than CBS in Fig. 3.

5 EVALUATION
This section quantifies the impact of the effects described in the
previous sections. We use simulations to measure the delay and
backlog of ATS, CBS, ETS, SP, and TAS. To determine the Gate
Control List (GCL) for TAS we used [4], an algorithm based on
the well-known no-wait scheduling approach [15]. We assume no
hardware jitter and perfect clock synchronization, so that the effect
of TAS on lower priorities is minimized.

In the following simulations, high-priority traffic is assigned
priority 7, while BE is assigned priority 6. The links operate at
100Mbit/s bandwidth with no preemption. The configurations for
all simulations are provided in Tables 1 and 2. In some figures,
the tables introduce variables that denote the x-axis of the figure,
which are 𝑅 for the reserved bandwidth, 𝑈ℎ for high priority uti-
lization, and 𝑏ℎ and 𝑏𝑙 for burst length of high priority (HP) and
low priority (LP) traffic, respectively. Traffic originates either from
deterministic sources (Det.) with periodic, equal-length bursts, or
from Markov-Modulated Poisson Process (MMPP) sources with
two states (fast and slow). We use the same traffic characteristics
and load for all forwarding mechanisms to get a fair comparison
for the low-priority delays, sending one flow per source node.

For each forwarding mechanism in the following evaluation,
the QoS provided to high-priority traffic is different. Configuring a
network to meet delay requirements is non-trivial and its own area
of research. A comparison between the algorithms when consider-
ing equal high-priority deadlines, as well as a comparison of other
scheduling approaches for TAS, is left for future work.

In the following, our plots focus on mean delay values, as the
variability in delay values is large due to the randomness in inter-
arrival times, packet sizes, and the interactions between low- and
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Figure 5: Evaluations on different configuration in one-hop network

high-priority packets. The variability of delay is illustrated through
boxplots at the end of this section.

5.1 One Hop
Figure 5a shows the first setup with a single hop. Latency mea-
surements are taken from source transmission to sink reception.
The allocated bandwidth for high-priority queues, defined by the
committed information rate in ATS, idleSlope in CBS, and quantum
in ETS, directly influences the delay. At minimum, the reserved
bandwidth must match the long-term transmission rates of queues.
Increasing the reserved bandwidth for a queue reduces its trans-
mission delay, as shown, e.g., in [14]. So more bandwidth for high-
priority traffic improves its delay performance, but reduces the
residual bandwidth for low-priority traffic, thus, increasing its la-
tency.

Figure 5b examines the average delay for low-priority traffic
when the reserved bandwidth for the high-priority flow is overpro-
visioned (1 to 3 times). All forwarding mechanisms show increased
delays with overprovisioning, with DRR having higher average
delays, but ATS and CBS being more sensitive to overprovisioning.
Careful configuration is therefore essential to balance high-priority
and low-priority performance to meet all real-time deadlines with-
out exceeding the required rate.

In the following, we assume that the reserved bandwidth pa-
rameters for all high-priority traffic match the long-term rate. To
show the differences between the forwarding mechanisms, Fig. 6
compares all measurements to SP. The mean delay and backlog
increases for increasing high-priority utilization. TAS performs
worse than SP because of the effects described in Section 4. ATS,
CBS and ETS have up to four times lower delays and backlogs than
SP. This demonstrates the effect of these algorithms in allowing
low-priority packets to pass between packets of a high-priority
burst. It can be seen that ETS performs superior to ATS and CBS for
higher utilizations of high priority traffic. This is due to the fact that
ETS does not prioritize high-priority traffic but cyclically iterates
through all queues. For reference, Fig. 6 also shows the results with
First In - First Out (FIFO) scheduling with only one priority for all
traffic. However, FIFO does not allow any packet prioritization as
required for real-time transmission. Therefore, it is not considered
in the following setups.

To show the effect of traffic burstiness, Fig. 7 measures the delay
for different burst sizes of high- and low-priority traffic. Figure 7a
shows that the number of high-priority packets per burst has a
significant impact on delays. For TAS the delay depends only on
the GCL which remained static throughout the experiment. For SP,
the increase in delay is directly proportional to the burst length. All
other forwarding mechanisms distribute the packets evenly over
time. Therefore, they have a similar performance regardless of the
burst length. ETS introduces more delay than ATS and CBS, but
significantly less than SP. Figure 7b shows the effect of changing
the burstiness of the low-priority source. The low priority keeps its
utilization constant at 20%, but sends packets deterministically in
bursts of varying lengths. Longer bursts result in increasing delays
for all forwarding mechanisms. Note that the relative differences
between the forwarding mechanisms decrease. For example, with
a burst length of one, the delay of SP is about four times that
of CBS. At 36, it is only 1.2 times higher. In general, to improve
the performance of BE traffic, less bursty transmission should be
preferred.

5.2 Star Topology
Next, we analyze how the number of flows affects the delays. We
use the network in Fig. 8a with one flow per source and the total
load for the high-priority traffic split evenly between one to four
sources. Figure 8 shows the results for different network utilizations.
Only the delays for ATS change as the number of streams increases
because it is the only algorithm that shapes each flow individually.
Otherwise, the results are similar to the single-hop network. It
can be seen that for ATS increasing the number of distinct flows
reduces the performance of low-priorities, as the flows can then be
transmitted in bursts, as described in Section 4.

5.3 Tree Topology
The last synthetic evaluation focuses on the tree topology shown
in Fig. 9. It has eight low and eight high-priority sources sending
to the same destination. Again, the load is divided equally between
all sources.

The results in Fig. 9 for different utilization levels show again that
SP and TAS have a strong impact on low-priority traffic. However,
due to the increased multiplexing and the higher number of flows,
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0.0 12.5 25.0 37.5 50.0 62.5 75.0
High Priority Utilization [%]

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

M
ea

n 
De

la
ys

 R
el

at
iv

e 
to

 S
P

ATS Adjusted
CBS Adjusted
ETS Adjusted
FIFO
TAS

(b) One hop network backlog relative to SP

Figure 6: One hop network delays and backlog relative to SP
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(b) Delays for varying low-priority burst length

Figure 7: Impact evaluation of bursts on the delay at 50% network utilization

ATS has higher latencies than CBS and ETS, which was not the
case before.

5.4 Automotive Network
The last simulation evaluates an automotive driver assistance and
multimedia network to quantify the effects in a realistic scenario.
The topology is shown in Fig. 10a and the traffic characteristics are
taken from [18].

This network shows an interesting behavior because of the peri-
odic traffic transmission. All streams have defined sending intervals
with no randomness. Therefore, the utilization of the network signif-
icantly varies over time. Figure 10b shows the resulting fluctuations
of the latency. When both camera and multimedia bursts occur
simultaneously, the delay for SP forwarding is high (e.g., around
samples 0, 4000, and 8000). Conversely, around samples 2000 and
6000, the multimedia packets arrive between the camera bursts.
Therefore, the latency is much lower, resulting in high jitter when
using SP. In contrast, neither ATS nor CBS result in notable jitter for
BE traffic because they distribute the high-priority frames evenly
over time. ETS shows jitter, but to a much lesser extent than SP. The
shaping effect introduced by the non-work conserving idle times
in ATS and CBS and the prioritization of high priority traffic comes
at the cost of higher average delays when compared to ETS.

This can also be observed in Fig. 11a, which shows the delays for
BE in the network. The differences are similar to the results of the
synthetic evaluation, but not as extreme. As already seen in Fig. 7b
the differences between the forwarding algorithms decrease with
a higher low-priority burstiness. In the automotive network, the
burst length is 43 packets · 1542 B. With this large burst, the delay
values are closer together than in other experiments. Also, TAS
performs considerably worse. In this case, due to the more complex
network topology and transmission periods, the schedule opens
and closes the gates frequently. Therefore, the guard bands take up
more of the time. In addition, the low-priority gates do not always
stay open long enough to transmit a packet, further delaying BE
packets.

Finally, we repeat the simulation with a Markovian low-priority
source instead of sending the data periodically to reduce the bursti-
ness. Figure 11b shows the results. The latency of SP stayed at about
6ms because frames had to wait until the high-priority bursts are
finished. All other forwarding mechanisms improved immensely
with ATS, CBS and ETS at around 300 µs. This reduction in bursti-
ness therefore improves the performance of ATS, ETS and CBS,
resulting in their average performance being 20 times better than
SP.
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(c) Star network delay at 50% utilization
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(d) Star network delay at 75% utilization

Figure 8: Delays in a star topology for 1-4 sources

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
This paper has investigated the effects of different Time-Sensitive
Networking (TSN) forwarding algorithms on best-effort traffic, con-
tributing to the understanding of TSN’s ability to support multiple
traffic types. Our simulations, both synthetic and realistic, show that
Asynchronous Traffic Shaper (ATS), Credit-Based Shaper (CBS), and
Enhanced Transmission Selection (ETS) are more efficient in reduc-
ing delays and queue lengths for low-priority traffic compared to
Strict Priority (SP) and Time-Aware Shaper (TAS), especially when
their forwarding parameters are minimized to match the transmis-
sion rates. In particular, the choice of forwarding mechanisms can
immensely impact low-priority traffic, with up to twenty times
better performance than the least effective forwarding mechanism.

In the future, we plan to investigate different high-priority con-
figuration solutions that take into account the delay requirements
of high-priority traffic, and quantify their impact on low-priority
traffic. In addition, TSN allows for the combination of forwarding
mechanisms, such as the combination of TAS with CBS. Thus, a
more detailed investigation of these combinations on best-effort
traffic could be a valuable direction for future research.

In summary, the presented results can offer practical guidance
for the selection of forwarding mechanism in future TSN network
to improve the network performance across all traffic types.
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Figure 9: Delays in a tree topology
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Figure 11: Delay evaluation in automotive network
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