DSR CIRE ZZEB8 MBS Ad-hoc RAMYOIML TCP Mis 24 647

DSR #4948 Z2EFE AHE-3% Ad-hoc 4 %ol A] 9
TCP A% #4

i s 4] &8 F"

2 o

Ad-hoc FHFL $4& AYse wo2 2dolds} 2& 7N T2E 7HA Q% 1% REFIV FAHE Polth 2HER =59 of
Fo2 U8 Ad-boc FUBE] EEIAZ AR W, olo) BE el &4o) WP £ wFhMt HEAY On-Demand Ad-hoc 3
% 4u2E9) DSR L2 BEE A83h Ad-hoc FHWe TCP Tahoe, Sack, Reno WA 72t A galed, Bl mv|e) Afie} ofF wm
o &wol Wsle] wel Bl e R d¥sto vl EASEY 29 Y 292, TCP Reno?t TCP Tahoe$} Sack WA Hr} x&
Hel&d 29en, wE ol x5 e arld igsA geny o FuHor dgsegs A ¥ 5 Ui

Performance Analysis of TCP using DSR Routing Protocols
in Ad-hoc Mobile Network
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~ ABSTRACT

Ad-hoc networks consist of a set of mobile hosts that communicate using wireless links; without the nse of other supporting communication
facilities (such as base stations, etc.). Therefore, the topology of an Ad-hoc network freguently changes due to the movement of mobile host,
which may lead to sudden packet loss. Recently, the large amount of research has focused on the routing protocols needed in such an
environment. In this paper, TCP Reno, Sack, and Tuhoe versions are analysed using DSR protocol which is the representative On-Demand
routing protocol in Ad-hoc wireless network. As the result of this simulation, we know ‘that TCP Reno relatively has higher throughput than
that of Sack and Tahoe, and TCP Reno has more stable performance than that of TEP Tahoe and Sack, regardless of the speed of mobile node
and the size of topology.

FNE : Ad-hoc MY (Ad-hoc wireless network), DSR 2198 RESFDSR Routing Protocol), B &E(Traffic Performance)
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