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2. Probabilistic Resilient Multicast (PRM)

2.1 RandomizedForwarding

2.2 Triggered NAKs
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2.3 Extensions

LossCorrelation.

v
Overlay subtree with large
number of node failures

Ephemeal Guaranteedrorwarding (EGF).



Badgroundand Main Results

3. EVALUATION OF PRM

3.1 Analysisof Simplied PRM



3.2 Simulationsin an Idealized Environment

Delivery Ratio

Delivery ratio

22K overlay nodes, Link loss = 0.05

0.9

0.8

‘
PRM-3,0.02 ——
HHR —eemee
FEC-0.06 -+ 1
BE

03 . . . .
0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1
Instantaneous node failure fraction
22K overlay nodes, Node failure = 0.02, Link loss = 0.05
1 T
PRM-3,x
0.95 B
09 1
HHR
0.85 [ 1
0.8 4
0.75 | 9
0.7 9
068 FECY... ]
0.6 BE B
055 . . . . .
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06

Additional data overhead factor

Resilienceagainstnodefailures.



Choosing-ECparametes.

Additional Data Overheads.

4.1 Simulation Scenarios

4. SIMULATION EXPERIMENTS




link loss=0.5%, deadline=8 sec, 512 hosts
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Delivery Ratio

CDF

link loss=0.5%, group change=1/second, deadline=8 sec, 512 hosts
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LossCorrelationand EGF.

5. RELATED WORK

AdditionalData Overheads.

Scalability



6. CONCLUSIONS
7. REFERENCES




Appendix: Proof sketches(Theorems3.1,3.2)
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