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ABSTRACT A flooding algorithm aims to distribute messages to all nodes within the mobile environment.
In a simple flooding scheme, every node broadcasts a newly received message. However, this simple
mechanism generates massive redundant messages, which is referred to as the broadcast storm problem.
To ease the negative effect of the broadcast storm problem, we proposed a novel scheme, Probabilistic
Second-chance broadcasting with/without Global positioning system information (PSG) in wireless ad hoc
networks, which amalgamates the merits of probability-based and location-based flooding algorithms. PSG
eases the broadcast storm problem by reducing the total number of transmissions and does not require hello
messages from neighboring nodes, yet achieves better results than Multipoint Relaying Flooding (MPR),
a neighbor-knowledge-based flooding scheme, by accurately determining whether subsequent forwarding
is advantageous while a node receives a broadcasting message. We also discuss the advantages of a
two-phase/second-time algorithm and utilize a simplified topology to further explain and demonstrate
the merits of second-time broadcasting. We compare our PSG scheme with the simple flooding scheme,
the probabilistic schemes with different pre-assigned probabilities, and the MPR schemes with or without
the overhead of hello messages. The simulation results show that our scheme demands fewer forwarding
nodes to rebroadcast messages and therefore lowers the total number of transmissions. PSG scales down a

large number of collisions and attains high delivery ratios compared to other flooding algorithms.

INDEX TERMS Ad hoc networks, broadcasting, global positioning system, flooding, probabilistic.

I. INTRODUCTION

For wireless ad hoc networks, nodes are connected by wire-
less links without the involvement of wireless Access Points
(APs) or wired routers [1]. To reach the destination requires
multiple-hop transmissions and each node can choose when
to participate in relaying messages. Flooding is a fundamen-
tal routing mechanism in wireless ad hoc networks. Simple
flooding is the most straightforward way of flooding. In sim-
ple flooding, whenever a node receives a broadcast message
for the first time, it helps relay the message. The messages
already received before are ignored and dropped. The simply
flooding mechanisms introduce many redundant or repetitive
transmissions that generate many extra messages. Those mes-
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sages will lead to network congestion and cause the broadcast
storm problem [2], [3].

To alleviate the broadcast storm problem, four categories of
flooding mechanisms are proposed, three categories of flood-
ing mechanisms are described in [3] and one more category
of flooding schemes, hybrid flooding, is complemented in
this article. Four categories are probability-based flooding,
location-based flooding, neighbor-knowledge-based flood-
ing, and hybrid flooding. For probability-based flooding
mechanisms, nodes relay broadcast messages by calcu-
lated or preset probabilities. Location-based flooding mech-
anisms require some positioning devices such as Global
Positioning System (GPS) for geographical positions. In
neighbor-knowledge-based mechanisms, nodes exchange
hello messages with neighboring nodes periodically to map
the topology of 1-hop or 2-hop neighbors. A hybrid flooding

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.

212608

For more information, see https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

VOLUME 8, 2020


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5958-8599
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0615-6546

W. K. Lai, C.-T. Chiu: Probabilistic Second-Chance Broadcasting With/Without GPS Information

IEEE Access

FIGURE 1. The scenario of our CL-SCTP scheme.

scheme denotes a scheme utilizing techniques from more than
one category

Existing mechanisms have advantages and disadvantages
[2], [3]. Probability-based mechanisms can reduce total trans-
mitted messages in a high node-density environment by
selecting appropriate relay probabilities for relay nodes.
However, they often suffer the problem of low delivery ratios
when node densities are low. Location-based mechanisms
with GPS information can help decide to relay messages in a
low node density environment but may still have difficulty in
determining whether to relay messages in a high node density
environment. Fig. 1 is an example in which both nodes A
and node B have the same distance to the source node S.
We can perceive the coverage area of node A and node B
are highly overlapped, but both nodes are hard to know their
relative positions. Neighbor knowledge-based mechanisms
are not considered in this article since hello messages incur
soaring messages costs to maintain neighboring information
by regularly exchanging hello (beacon) messages.

We can have two-phase broadcasting and/or second-time
broadcasting. Two-phase broadcasting refers to transmitting
a broadcast message with a probability p; in the first phase
and if the message is not sent in the first phase, the node
forwards the message in the second phase with a proba-
bility p>. Second-time broadcasting refers to transmitting
a broadcast message the second time if the transmission
node does not overhear other nodes forwarding the same
message within a predetermined period. One problem with
the probability-based flooding schemes is how we explain
high delivery ratios of a two-phase or a second-time broad-
casting algorithm [4], what we can benefit from overhear-
ing messages in determining whether to broadcast a mes-
sage again and why multiple phases of flooding are critical.
As stated in lessons learned and open challenges [4], most
probabilistic broadcasting schemes are based on heuristics;
only a few articles have analytical models. We propose a
mathematical analysis by a simplified topology based on
our Probabilistic Second-chance broadcasting with/without
GPS information (PSG) to explore further. The simplified
model demonstrates and illuminates how high delivery ratios
are guaranteed from the general design methodologies of
the probabilistic-based flooding schemes with second-time
broadcasting.
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The main contributions of this article are as follows:
o We propose a Probabilistic flooding scheme based on

two-phase broadcasting and second-time broadcasting
in each phase. Our scheme does not need to exchange
hello messages between nodes as neighbor-based mech-
anisms, yet carries on the benefits of probability-
based mechanisms in the high-density environment and
location-based mechanisms in the low-density environ-
ment and achieves a better performance than the typical
neighbor-based mechanism MPR.

o The benefits of two-phase/second-time broadcasting
are discussed and analyzed to highlight the necessity
of a two-phase/second-time probability scheme. The
complementary transmission of the second-phase/
second-time broadcasting amends the wrong setting of
broadcasting probability in the first-phase/first-time and
also eases the pressure of assigning a high broadcasting
probability which would result in a high collision rate
in the first-phase/first-time. Furthermore, a simplified
topology is proposed to explain and enlighten the high-
delivery rate of a second-time broadcasting scheme
compared to one-time broadcasting.

« Signal strength and GPS information are jointly consid-
ered. In the past, either the received signal strength or the
distance between neighboring nodes is adopted for
determining the forwarding probability for the broadcast
messages. In this article, we suggest putting both char-
acteristics into consideration because the signal strength
affects the transmission ranges and the relative distance
reflects the exploration of messages within the networks.

« Extensive simulations are performed to show the good
performance of the PSG scheme. Both the free space
model and the shadowing propagation model are simu-
lated. Six schemes which are probabilistic flooding with
a broadcasting probability = 0.3 (BP_0.3), probabilistic
flooding with a broadcasting probability = 0.6 (BP_0.6),
simple flooding (simple), Multipoint Relaying Flooding
(MPR) routing [5], MPR routing with the hello message
size = 0 (MPRO), and our proposed PSG scheme are
compared. The total number of forwarding messages
with a different number of ad-hoc nodes, the number of
collisions with a various number of nodes, the delivery
ratios versus the number of nodes, and the delivery ratios
versus time are presented for five schemes.

This article is organized as follows. Related works are
introduced in the next section. Our PSG is described in
Section III. It is a two-phase and a second-time probabilistic
scheme, which determines broadcast probabilities based on
received signal strength with/without location information
from a GPS unit. We also discuss the advantages of a two-
phase/second-time scheme and propose a simple model to
demonstrate the reasons behind the high delivery ratios of a
second-time broadcasting algorithm. The simulation results
of our PSG scheme are in Section IV. Both the free-space
propagation model and the shadowing propagation model are
simulated. The conclusion is in Section V.
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Il. RELATED WORKS

To flood messages between sources and destinations is an
important research issue for wireless ad hoc networks. Flood-
ing would be used for broadcasting emergency messages,
exchanging control messages, and others. Flooding mech-
anisms can be reactive routing, proactive routing, or the
hybrid of reactive routing and proactive routing. Typical reac-
tive routing schemes include Ad hoc On-demand Distance
Vector Routing (AODV) [6], [7], Dynamic Source Rout-
ing (DSR) [8], and On-Demand Multicast Routing Proto-
col (ODMRP) [9]. Representative proactive routing schemes
comprise Optimized Link State Routing (OLSR) [10] and
Destination-Sequenced Distance Vector (DSDV) [11]. More-
over, the integrated schemes of reactive routing and proac-
tive routing contain Zone Routing Protocol (ZPR) [12] and
Independent Zone Routing (IZRP) [13], [14]. One of the
main problems with simple flooding is the broadcast storm
problem [3]. To ease the broadcast storm problem caused by
simple flooding, four main categories of flooding schemes are
proposed.

A. PROBABILITY-BASED FLOODING

To reduce the total number or relay messages, each node
would decide whether to relay a message by a chosen proba-
bility [15] or by a dynamic probability based on the number
of repeated messages received during an interval [16]-[18].
When node densities are high, the probability-based flood-
ing performs well with a low retransmission probability.
However, when node densities are low, we would encounter
difficulty in picking out retransmission probability. As we
set a medium with a low retransmission probability, some
nodes may not be able to receive broadcast messages. If we
select a high probability, the behavior of probability-based
flooding within a dense environment would be similar to
simple flooding which has the broadcast storm problem.

To assist the setting of retransmission probability, we can
use a counter to record the number of repeated messages [17].
While a new flooding message arrives at a node, the node
delays the retransmission by generating a Random Access
Delay (RAD) and then counts the number of repeated mes-
sages received during the RAD interval [17]. The flooding
message is only rebroadcasted if the number of repeated
messages received within the RAD interval does not exceed
a threshold value. With this method, the node has a lower
probability of relaying messages while node density is high
and a higher probability of relaying messages while node
density is low. A node with a smaller RAD value would have
a chance to start a transmission earlier. A counter is also
adopted for wireless sensor networks [19]. The RAD value
of each node is set according to the distance. A node with a
longer (shorter) distance to the source would receive a lower
(higher) RAD value to enumerate repeated messages, and
therefore a higher (lower) probability of relaying messages
than a node with a shorter (longer) distance.

In [20], instead of adopting a uniform distribution, a
truncated-exponential distribution is proposed to decide RAD
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delays for nodes. The proposed approach lowers latency for
each hop of transmission and brings an accumulated reduc-
tion of delays for multi-hop transmissions. Malicious nodes
in a hostile environment are considered in [21]. Rebroadcast
probability and rebroadcast delay are related to a node’s trust-
worthiness. Optimal stopping theory is applied to conserve
energy consumption for wireless networks [22]. The selected
nodes for forwarding messages are mainly based on energy
instead of reachability, whereas the network still holds a high
broadcast efficiency.

The effects of different topologies on successful broadcasts
are studied in [23]. Especially, randomly placed nodes bring
forward a collision-free result. Nodes placed in lattice-like
distributions such as triangular, square, and hexagonal grids
are not as good as randomly placed nodes. For lattice-like dis-
tributions, collisions and interference are greatly increased.

Probability-based routing is also adopted by Vehicular Ad
hoc NETworks (VANETS) [17], [24]-[26] towards primary
directions. In [24] each node can relay a received message
multiple times. Two variables, the waiting time and the trans-
mission probability, are adjusted according to the repeated
messages received. The process continues until reaching a
pre-set timer or a pre-determined number of repeated mes-
sages. In [26], the broadcast probability is adaptively adjusted
by the vehicle speed. Low vehicle speeds on the highway
imply high densities, and therefore low rebroadcast proba-
bilities are given. A good survey on the probabilistic scheme
can be found in [4].

B. LOCATION-BASED FLOODING

In location-based flooding, each node is equipped with a
Global Positioning System (GPS) to get its geographical posi-
tion. Whenever a node receives a message of a neighboring
node with the geographical position, the node knows relative
positions and distance between them. The coverage range
of a message would expand further if we choose a node far
away from the current node. One way is only exceeding a
pre-defined distance can a node relay a received message.
Another general way is to set backoff times for candidate
nodes depending on distances. Nodes further away from the
source have shorter backoff times. In [27] nodes are clustered
into four quadrants and the backoff time is set to be inversely
proportional to the relative distance between the sender and
the receiver in each quadrant. Nodes closer to the source
would observe that messages have been relayed by other
nodes and give up their relaying messages.

C. NEIGHBOR-KNOWLEDGE-BASED FLOODING

A neighbor table is maintained in each node for recording
the information of neighboring nodes. There are two kinds
of neighbor-based flooding: a node itself decides whether to
rebroadcast a message and a node decides which of its neigh-
bors to rebroadcast a message. The self-pruning method [28]
belongs to the first kind. Each node periodically broadcasts
a 1-hop hello message to inform neighboring nodes of its
existence. Whenever a new hello message arrives at a node,
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the node compares its stored neighbor table with the neighbor
table carried by the received message. The hello or beacon
message is relayed only when there are new nodes in the
neighbor table of the received message.

For the second kind, 1-hop information or 2-hop infor-
mation can also be used to designate neighboring nodes
for rebroadcasting a message. In [29], the 1-hop neigh-
bor information contains the chosen neighboring nodes for
rebroadcasting messages. At most four neighboring nodes
are selected according to the number of neighbors and the
distance of neighbors. In [30], the 1-hop information is used
to choose forwarding nodes for broadcasting messages in a
3-D environment. MultiPoint Relaying (MPR) flooding is
adopted by Optimized Link State Routing (OLSR) for flood-
ing messages [5], [10]. MPR flooding utilizes 2-hop neigh-
boring information to improve the accuracy in determining
how to relay flooding messages. Each node broadcasts its
1-hop neighboring information with a hello message. When
a node receiving the hello message from a neighbor node,
the node knows the information of the neighbor node and
the neighbor node’s 1-hop neighbor. In this way, each node
would keep the 2-hop information in the neighbor table. In
MPR, a node only selects several designated nodes as relay
nodes for flooding messages. The 1-hop neighbor, which
uniquely connects some 2-hop nodes, would be selected first.
Then the 1-hop neighbor which can reach the most number
of uncovered 2-hop nodes is selected in order until all 2-hop
neighbors are covered.

Some other schemes also adopt the 2-hop information
approach [31]-[34]. Among them, many try to find the Min-
imum Connected Dominant Set (MCDS) [28]-[30]. Nodes
belonging to the MCDS are chosen as the relay nodes. Find-
ing the MCDS is an NP-complete problem [35] and therefore
an approximation solution is proposed in [36]. One problem
with the k-hop information schemes, where k € Z7T, is that
when node density is large, the overhead and collision of
hello messages cannot be neglected. In [37], the location
information is used to separate a network into several virtual
zones. The goal is to decrease the number of topology-control
messages. Transmissions between two virtual zones are care-
fully examined to ascertain that no duplicate retransmissions
occur.

D. HYBRID FLOODING

It is sensible to have schemes combining methodologies of
two categories to pursue a better performance [18], [38]-[40].
The scheme in [18] depends on several steps of initial
flooding messages to record neighboring information, and
therefore can be regarded as a combination of the probability-
based flooding and a variation of the neighbor knowledge-
based flooding. To be more effective in determining the
probability, the scheme further differentiates nodes into three
kinds: parent nodes, sibling nodes, and child nodes. Sibling
nodes are nodes with the same parent. Except considering the
number of repeated messages, a node with more child nodes
and/or less sibling nodes has a higher probability to relay
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flooding messages. The scheme in [38] also combines the
methodologies of probability-based flooding and the neigh-
bor knowledge-based flooding. The rebroadcast delays deter-
mine the forwarding order among nodes. The node with a
greater number of common neighbors has a lower delay. Then
the rebroadcast probability is calculated by the additional
coverage ratio of a rebroadcast, which denotes the additional
number of neighbors covered by the rebroadcast divided by
the total number of neighbors, and the connectivity factor,
which takes into account the total number of nodes in the
network. In [39], dissimilarity metrics instead of Euclidean
distance is adopted for assigning the broadcasting probability.
The scheme can also be implemented in an indoor environ-
ment without GPS signaling. In [40], a scheme that incorpo-
rates both the methodologies of neighbor-knowledge-based
flooding and the location-based flooding is studied. A self-
pruning algorithm based on 1-hop neighbor information is
adopted. A positioning system is then added to help construct
MCDS and achieve full discovery.

Some pertaining scenarios are also discussed for ad hoc
networks. In [41], the cognitive radio network is considered.
Since there is not a channel reserved for broadcast, mul-
tiple channels would be chosen to gain a high successful
transmission probability. One negative effect of using mul-
tiple channels is the prolonged delay which can be mitigated
by asynchronous selective broadcast [41]. The broadcast in
interference-rich open terrains is presented in [42]. The trans-
mission power is adjusted and increased at some periods
to improve reliability and goodput. The query-broadcast in
mobile ad hoc networks is studied in [43]. A cache-aware
approach is suggested for improving the Quality of Service
(QoS) of the query-broadcast.

Ill. PROBABILISTIC SECOND-CHANCE BROADCASTING
WITH/WITHOUT GPS INFORMATION (PSG)

In this section, we describe our PSG scheme in detail. Then
we present a simplified model to show why a two-time broad-
casting scheme such as our PSG scheme can have a high
delivery ratio. There are two basic assumptions for the PSG
scheme.

« Each node is equipped with an IEEE 802.11 compliant
wireless LAN device.

« Most nodes are equipped with GPS units and are aware
of their positions.

The PSG scheme is a two-phase probabilistic and a second-
time broadcasting scheme that calls for calculations of flood-
ing probabilities and delays based on signal-strength and
GPS-derived distances. A two-phase/second-time scheme
bears the inherited advantages of a second chance to com-
plete a broadcast. We have the second opportunity to adjust
transmission probabilities in the second-phase/second-time if
an implicit ACK is not overheard after the waiting time of the
first broadcasting. Besides, we do not adopt three or more
phases/times [20] because more phases/times usually lead
to more delays. We show that by carefully choosing the
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probabilities and delays for the first-phase/first-time and the
second-phase/second-time the PSG scheme performs well
for both low-density and high-density networks with less
forwarding nodes, low collisions, and high delivery ratios.

Not like most articles, a node refers to both the rela-
tive distance between itself and the sender for choosing a
long-distance node to explore further and the received sig-
nal strength for choosing a receiver with a good channel
quality. Therefore, rebroadcasting probabilities are accurately
assigned after receiving a flooding message with location
information (such as longitude and latitude or plane grid
coordinates). As a result, the reachability can be maintained
high whereas the number of forwarding nodes is kept low.
In other words, even with a relatively low number of forward-
ing nodes, those participating forwarding nodes will deliver
flooding messages to most nodes and thus have high delivery
ratios. Moreover, since fewer nodes are involved in forward-
ing messages, a lower number of collisions is expected.

A. PSG SCHEME

The five probable transmission scenarios of our PSG scheme
are shown in Fig. 2 and the complete flow chart is depicted
in Fig. 3. Each node, except the source node, comprises
a broadcast message with its parent node id. For a node
with a GPS unit, the GPS positioning information is carried
with the broadcast messages. Nodes that receive a broadcast
message can participate in relaying the message hop-by-hop.
As in Fig. 2, a RAD delay is introduced before each broad-
cast message. When a node is idle and a broadcast message
arrives, the node handles the receiving message depending on
if the node having a GPS positioning capability. For clarity,
a GPS node refers to a node with GPS capability, a dumb node
refers to a node without GPS capability, and a node refers to
both types of nodes hereafter.

The first phase of the broadcast is designed for a GPS node
only (first two scenarios of Fig. 2). A GPS node receiving a
broadcast message from another GPS node would probably
broadcast the message in the first phase. The GPS distance
can be derived when both the sender and the receiver are GPS
nodes. A first-phase broadcast probability p; is calculated.
If a GPS node decides to broadcast a message in the first
phase, the GPS node waits for a random delay RAD before
broadcasting its message. Afterword the GPS node waits a
fixed time w; listening to the channel.

The second phase of the broadcast is introduced for a GPS
node not broadcasting the message in the first phase or a
dumb node (the last three scenarios of Fig. 2). A GPS node
(dumb node) calculates a broadcast probability p;(p)) for
obtaining the waiting time d;(d,) before starting the second
phase of broadcasting. A higher p| has a lower delay d; and a
lower p) has a higher delay ;. This design of both d; and d is
to force the node close to the source node to wait more time
listening to the channel and yield the transmission to nodes
further from the source node. If a GPS node (dumb node)
does not hear any broadcast messages within the waiting time
d;(d)), the message is broadcast with probability p2(p}) = 1
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since no neighbors broadcast the message. If more than one
message is received, the message is rebroadcasted by a second
probability p, or p/, for a GPS node and a dumb node,
respectively.

For both phases of broadcasting, if the node hears that the
same message is transmitted from a node within the fixed
time w;, the node examines the sending node’s parent node
to see if they have a common parent. If they do not have the
same parent, the heard message is regarded as an implicit
ACK and the node would enter the idle state waiting for
the next broadcasting message. If their parent is the same,
the received message will not be recognized as an ACK.
As shown in Fig. 4, when node A receives a message from
node S and then the same broadcasting message from node B,
the message will not be seen as an implicit ACK since they
have the same parent node S. This is to avoid terminating the
broadcasting strictly to allow those grey nodes to broadcast
the message. Also in Fig, 4, if a broadcasting message is from
any grey nodes whose parent nodes are different, the message
is regarded as an implicit ACK.

If the same message is not received within the fixed time
wy, the first transmitted message is regarded as a loss mes-
sage, and the node rebroadcasts the message one more time
with probability 1 and enters into the idle state waiting for
the next broadcast message. There are four possible situations
that no broadcast messages are received after a source node
broadcasting a message two times. It can be some neigh-
boring nodes have owned the message but do not broadcast
the message, some neighboring nodes have rebroadcasted the
message but the source node does not receive the message,
no neighboring nodes correctly receive the message due to
collisions, or no neighboring nodes are within the transmis-
sion range of the source node. In the following, we will detail
how to calculate py, d;, p2, p}. d;, and p),.

B. FIRST-PHASE BROADCASTING PROBABILITY p,

When a sender begins flooding, its transmission power and its
longitude and latitude (or grid coordinates) are also included
in the flooding message. The node receiving the flooding
message can then get a GPS-derived distance Dgps between
the sender and the receiver, a signal-strength distance Dy,
and a first phase broadcasting probability p;. We calculate
a signal-strength distance D; in (1) by the Friis transmission
equation [44].

_ G,G/)*P,

= 1
(4m)? D? M

where G; and G, are the antenna gain of the transmitter
and the receiver, respectively, A is the wavelength, and Dy
is the distance between the sender node and receiver node.
As in (1), we can calculate the signal-strength distance, Dy,
in (2). To have a smoother degradation for the receiver signal
strength versus the distance, we use dBm instead of W as the
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FIGURE 2. The five possible scenarios of the PSG scheme during a transmission.

power unit. The conversion formula is as in (3).

A

DS = P.—l. (2)

AT\ B X GG

P (w)
P(dB =10x1 —. 3
(dBm) x log1o 5 oo 3)

In calculating the first-phase broadcasting probability,
we give a higher probability to a node which receives a lower
signal strength, and a lower probability to a node which has
a higher signal strength. To this purpose, P, is introduced to
calculate the first phase of broadcasting probability. In (4),
we calculate P, in which Rp,x is the maximum transmission
distance of a node. We calculate P;, P,, and « as in (5), (6),
and (7), respectively. In (5), P; is the transmission power of
the sender in dBm by using (3). In (6), P, is the received signal
strength at the edge of the transmission range. In (7) ,« is the
correction factor, which takes into account both the distance
from the received signal strength and the distance from the
GPS. The value « is set between zero and one to reflect that
the value of Dy can be larger than the value of Dgps. The
o would be closer to one in free space with no obstacles.
The first-phase broadcasting probability pj is obtained by (8).
If there are obstacles between the source and the receiver,
it may cause larger signal degradation. The distance Dy we
obtain from the free space model can be larger than the
distance Dgps we obtain from the GPS. If Ry,qx — Ds > 0, p1
is calculated as in 8(a). A larger (smaller) D will give a higher
P, and therefore a higher (lower) first-phase broadcasting
probability p; in (8a). If Dy > Rmax, the received signal
strength is lower than the threshold and we assign p; to have
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a probability 1 (8b).

[ P;(W)G,G,)\? ]
(47)* (Rmax—Ds)*

P, =10 x logy 0.001 4)
P, = P, (dBm) = 10 x loglop’ W) 5)
0.001
[P,(w)G,G,xZ ]
(47)°R2,,.
Pe = 10X10810W. (6)
Dgps
= . 7
o D, @)
P —P
o x [ L——2) x 100%, if Rmax — Ds > 0, (a)
P1 = P, —P,
1, imeax - DS 5 O(b)
3

Lemma 1: The first phase broadcasting probability p; is a
probability function.

Proof: When Ryax — Ds < 0, py = 1 which is a
probability function. We show when Rp,x — Dy > 0, pyisa
probability functign. The first term « is between 0 and 1. For
the second term ;’ :1},): , we show that P, — P, > P’, —P, > 0.
We first show that P; is greater than P, if Rmax — Ds > 0.
We subtract P, by P, 2and get P, — P, =10 x logmogﬁ —

PtGiGri

m}
ﬂ()?)+- To show P, > P), we need to

10 x lOglO
2
show that P; is greater than [M—’)‘_D)z]. We divide
PG, Gr)? ™ P62 _
[(4n)2(Rmax—Ds>2] by P jnd Ve B ) R D)7
GG G,G,h . .
G0 (R D) Gn) K2 < 1 by (1) since the received

power P, is less than the transmitted power P;. Therefore,
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FIGURE 3. The flowchart of the PSG scheme.

Y

we have the following:
P, — P, > P, — P,. ©)]

From (4) and (6) we know that the value of P’ is larger than
the value of P,.

P.—P,>0. (10)

By (9) and (10), we have 1 > %=h¢ > 0. Therefore,

the first phase broadcasting probability ep1 is a probability
function. |

C. SECOND-PHASE BROADCASTING PROBABILITY p,

A node is in the second phase because the node receives a
message and chooses not to broadcast the message in phase
1. The node waits for a delay time d; before determining
whether to broadcast the message in the second phase. The
delay d; is calculated as follows:

diy =w; x (1 =p1), (11)
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FIGURE 4. Nodes A and B have the same parent. Node C receives a
message from nodes A would ignore the message from node B in
counting p,.

where w; is a fixed waiting time.

If no broadcast messages received within the delay d,
no neighboring nodes broadcast the message and we broad-
cast the message with probability 1. If more than one mes-
sage received, without loss of generality, assuming the node
receives n messages from n adjacent nodes, {ki, k2, ..., k,}
within the waiting time d;. From (8a), we can calculate

Dkl Pk2, - - - » Pikn @s follows:
P.—P,
Pkl = o X | =———— | x 100%,
Pkl - Pe
(H—&> 100%
P2 = X | —/—— | x b,
Piy — P,

P.—P,

—) x 100%.
Piy — P,

Pikn = 0p X <
Then we calculate the second-phase broadcasting proba-
bility p»as follows:

{min {Px1, Pk2, - - -, Pkn} » if one or more messages,
p2=

1, otherwise.
(12)

The value p, is dependent on the minimum value of
Dk1, Pk2s --., andpy, The smallest p;; determines the
second-phase broadcasting probability p,, where i =
1,2, ..., n. Thatis, unlike the first phase broadcasting prob-
ability p; which only considers a received message, multiple
received messages are considered in assigning the second-
phase broadcasting probability p,. Note that on counting p,
received messages are examined but not all messages are
adopted to ensure most nodes receive the message in the end.
As in Fig. 4, while node C has first received a message from
node A and then receives the same message from node B,
the message from node B would be ignored because both
nodes A and B have the same parent S, which implies that
some grey nodes may not have received the message yet.

D. RECEIVING A MESSAGE FROM A DUMB NODE
When a GPS node receives a message from a dumb node,
the correction factor is not included in computing the first
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broadcasting probability since Dgps cannot be obtained.
We can consider estimating the distance based on density
as in [39], whereas it will need to exchange neighboring
information. Instead, in this article the alternative first-phase
broadcasting probability p| is adopted as in (13a) and (13b)
without the correction factor.

When a dumb node receives a message, p) is used for cal-
culating the waiting time d; as in (14). That is, the node yields
its broadcasting probability in the first phase to other GPS
nodes which will have better estimations of their broadcasting
probabilities.

(u) x 100%, Rmax — Ds > 0, (a)
P, — P,
1, Rmax — Ds < 0.(b)
d; =wy x (1=p}). (14)

Py = (13)

Similarly, the second-phase broadcasting probability p, is
computed as in (15).

P.—P
Py = <—l———i> x 100%,

Py — P,

P.—P
m2=<4L—i>me&

Py — P,

(P be x 100%
pkn_ Pkn_Pe o

. / / / :
o = {mm {P1sPhas -+ -+ Pl )+ if One or more messages,

1, otherwise.
(15)

Lemma 2: The first phase broadcasting probability p is a
probability function.
Proof: p| is calculated as p1 without the correction factor
o. By Lemma 1, it is straightforward to show that it is a
probability function. |
Lemma 3: The second-phase broadcasting probability
p2(p))is a probability function.
Proof: From Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, px1, pk2, - - - » Pkn
and py |, Pjys - - - » P, are all probability functions. From (12)
and (15), pp = min{pi1,pk2, ..., Pka} or 1, and p), =
min{pyy.Pias - - -+ Pin} O 1. Therefore, py(ph) is a probabil-
ity function. |

E. FURTHER DISCUSSIONS
Several points worth further elaboration.

« One phase broadcasting scheme would not obtain a high
successful broadcasting probability. Striving a balance
with assigning an appropriate broadcasting probability
with one phase broadcasting is impractical since the
complete topology or the network density is unknown
to each node. A high probability in a high-density node
environment would result in the broadcasting storm
problem; a low probability in a low-density node envi-
ronment would lead to a prolonged broadcasting process
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FIGURE 5. Node deployment. (a) Each node is surrounded by six
neighbors. (b) The node S and its neighboring nodes.

and probably a message loss. That is to say, a one-
phase/one-time probabilistic scheme cannot meet our
design goal of maintaining high performance for all
densities of nodes because the environment changes fast
and it is impractical to expect a node to often determine
the appropriate probabilities the first-phase/first-time.

« A two-phase/two-time scheme effectually eases the
problem of assigning an appropriate broadcasting
probability during the first-phase/first-time. GPS
Nodes or dumb nodes can listen to the channel for an
extended period to perceive the channel condition by
collecting information from the received messages and
make the conjecture with confidence for the second
phase of broadcasting probability. The second-phase
broadcasting carries on the broadcasting process for
arriving at the destination.

o The adding of a correction factor o brings our PSG
scheme to value both the transmission distance and
the signal strength in choosing a receiver to facilitate
the broadcasting process. Some schemes utilize signal
strength as a key factor to select the receiver. Other
schemes take into account the physical distance of trans-
mission and give a further node a higher transmis-
sion probability to facilitate message dissemination. Our
PSG scheme values both since in the real environment a
longer distance would not necessarily denote a weaker
signal strength.

F. SIMPLIFIED TOPOLOGY FOR ELUCIDATING
SECOND-TIME BROADCASTING

We use a simplified topology to demonstrate the high
message-receiving rate of our scheme in a low-density
environment with second-time broadcasting. The node
deployment of the simplified example is as in Fig. 5 (a)
with six nodes surrounding a node. Fig. 5 (b) depicts
the source node S and its neighboring nodes. The angle
between each transmission node and its two neighbor-
ing nodes is assumed a multiple of 60°. Therefore,
(D11SD12, LD2SD13, [D38D14, LD14SDys, LD5SDjs,
and /D1¢SDq; are all 60°. Here, six nodes at six directions
are placed at the furthest transmission distance Rpax from
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TABLE 1. Parameters for the simplified mode.

Par t M L]

Ty Slot time for broadcasting a message

m At most one ge is tr itted during a period r,,

b3y The first-time successful broadcasting probability of
the source node

b7, The d-time ful broad ting probability
of the source node

b The successful broadcasting probability of the source
node by 1-hop tr

p(hi) The ful tr probability to a 1-hop
neighbor of the source by counting 1-hop, 2-hop, and
3-hop icati

p(sy) The ful tr probability of broadcast-
ing to an A-hop node

Sp The message size

B The link bandwidth

P11 The percentage of transmission time to the period
time r,, for the first-time broadcasting in the first
phase

P12 The percentage of transmission time to the period
time r,, for the second-time broadcasting in the first
phase

P21 The percentage of transmission time to the period
time r,, for the first-time br ting in the d
phase

D22 The percentage of transmission time to the period
time r,, for the second-time broadcasting in the second
phase

the sending node, where nodes have the probability p; = 1
to broadcast messages, representing winning nodes since
Rmax — Ds < Rmax — Dgps < 0 always holds in (8).
Note that since each node only has six surrounding nodes,
the high p; value of 1 would be a good choice. Before the
derivation, we list the parameters used in Table 1. We assume
the following:

o Each node is a GPS node.

o The message is generated randomly within the period of
[0,r,, — 1] time slots.

« A source node broadcasts a message two times to other
nodes for each period ry,.

« Nodes other than the source node only generate unicast
messages. For each period r,,, in each node except the
source node, a broadcast message or a unicast message
is sent twice in two slots.

o The transmission probability of each node is indepen-
dent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).

« Broadcast messages have a higher priority than unicast
messages within each node.

« A node cannot transmit and receive a message at the
same time slot.

o A time slot T}, is needed for a node to send a message
[45], [46].

o The nodes are not synchronized.

o The propagation delay between two neighboring nodes
is small and ignored.

We first derive the probability for the source node. For the
receiver D1 in Fig. 5, nodes D21, D2>, D12, D16, and Dog
might interfere with the reception of a broadcast message
from the source node S. Besides, the receiver D1; could not
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broadcast its message. Therefore, in total six nodes could
interfere with broadcasting. The first-hop successful broad-
casting probability of the first phase for source node S, b},
can be calculated [45], [46]. Because each node is located
at the furthest distance Rpax from the other six neighboring
modes, each node would immediately execute the second
time of broadcasting since d; = w; x (1 —p;) = 0 as
in (11). For simplicity of derivation, the source node would
not wait for an ACK or ignore an ACK and broadcast a
message a second time within the next time slot of the same
rn period. Since the slot time is not synchronized among
nodes, a slot time of one node may overlap with two slot
times of a neighboring node. The source node successful
broadcasts its message because the other five neighboring
nodes of the node Dji; and the receiver node Di; do not
transmit messages within the same time slot 7Tp. The first-
time successful broadcasting probability of the source node,
bi,,is as in (16).

h=0-p7C=0-p", (16)

where p is the transmission probability for the source node
within a slot time 7). Similarly, the second-time successful
broadcasting probability of the source node, b7},, is the same
as the first time in (17).

b, = b, (17)

Therefore, the first-hop successful broadcasting probabil-
ity of the source node can be expressed as in (18)

by = 1—(1=bj) (1= bi,)
=1-0-10-pHa-1-p?. a8

As shown in Fig. 4, a message from a node will be for-
warded at least two hops. A message can travel many hops via
intermediate nodes before arriving at a one-hop neighboring
node. To simplify the analysis and get a conservative result,
we only count the arrival messages from a one-hop neigh-
boring node directly or from a one-hop neighboring node
indirectly through at most three hops. That is, node S can
broadcast a message to node D11 by one-hop transmission,
2-hop transmission via an intermediate node, or 3-hop trans-
mission via two intermediate nodes. For a 2-hop transmission,
both nodes D1y and D¢ can forward a message from node
S to node Dp; within two hops. Similarly, from node S to
node D11, there are four paths of three hops. The successful
transmission probability p (hi) to a 1-hop neighbor for the
source by at most 3-hop of transmissions is then calculated
as in (19). And the successful transmission probability of the
broadcasting to an N-hop node is as in (20).

p(}) =1-(1-8}) (1~ (la§)2)2 (1- (b{)4)4 . (19)

psy) = p(r)" (20)
The slot time T, for a message is as in (21).
T, = S— 21
B
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where §), is the message size and B is the network bandwidth.

Since for each period r;,,, in each node, there are two
messages transmitted in each node. The percentage of trans-
mission time 7), to the period 7, for one-time broadcasting in
the first phase, p, is regarded as the transmission probability
of a neighboring node within a period 7, (22).

2T
p=[—lw. (22)

T'm

Based on the above derivation, we have the following
observations.

Lemma 4: The value of b} monotonically increases
between (0, 1) with b{;.

, Proof: The can be obtained by differentiating bi to show
% > 0 between (0, 1).Therefore, a higher r;,, value results
in a lower p-value, a higher b}, in (16), and hence a higher
successful broadcasting probability. |

However, a higher r,, value also leads to a longer delay for
each transmission.

Lemma 5: The first-hop successful broadcasting proba-
bility b} is larger than or equal to the first-hop successful
broadcasting probability of the first phase b{;.

Proof: by — b}y =1 — (1 —b}) (1 — bj,) — by,

=b, (1-0j)=0-p(1--p¥)=z0. =

This reflects a fact that a second-chance broadcast, over-
hearing a message and rebroadcasting the message when not
receiving an implicit ACK, is important in improving the
delivery ratio. An even more important observation is from
(18) and (19). A low 1-hop successful broadcasting proba-
bility b{ still results in a high 1-hop transmission probability
p (7}), and hence a high delivery ratio (20). To give several
b} examples, for b} = 0.6, p (h}) = 0.90596371388, for
by =0.7,p (hi) = 0.97398119268, for b} = 0.75, p (hi) =
0.98955066971, and for b = 0.8, p (h{) = 0.99685065388.

IV. SIMULATIONS

We use NS-2.35 for our simulations [47]. The common sim-
ulation parameters for the free space model and shadowing
model are listed in Table 2. The nodes are deployed randomly
within the simulation area, generated by using the same seed
for different methods to mitigate the effect of node distri-
butions to simulation results. Probabilistic flooding with a
preassigned broadcasting probability = 0.3 (BP_0.3), proba-
bilistic flooding with a preassigned broadcasting probability
= 0.6 (BP_0.6), simple flooding (simple), MPR routing,
MPR routing with the hello message size = 0 (MPRO),
and our proposed PSG scheme are compared. For MPR and
MPRO, the first 10 secs are the initiation time for hello
messages, in which the messages are not counted. The hello
message size of MPR is set to 4 bytes according to the field
size in RFC 3626. For MPRO, we set the size of the hello
message in NS-2.35 to 0, which means that there are no
costs of exchanging hello messages and therefore there are no
collisions from transmitting hello messages, showing the best
performance of the MPR scheme. When hello message size
is set to 0, only collisions from data are counted. Table 3 lists
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TABLE 2. Common simulation parameters.

Parameter M. g

1000m x 1000m

Free space, Shadowing
50,100,150,200,250,300,350,400

Network Size
Propagation Model
Number of Nodes

MAC Layer 1IEEE 802.11
Bandwidth 1Mbps
Frequency 2.4G Hz

Message Data Size
Message Rate

Max Random Access Delay
Wait time w,

Hello Message Period 1 Second
Hello Message Size 0 byte, 4 bytes
GPS Equif t Yes

64 bytes, 128 bytes
10 Messages/Second
0.005 Second

0.02 Second

TABLE 3. Average neighbors per node.

Number of nodes Average neighbors per node

50 8.560
100 17.660
150 25.553
200 33.995
250 42.676
300 51.923
350 60.403
400 68.250

TABLE 4. Parameters for Free Space Model [47].

Parameter Value
Py 0.28183815 w
Gt 1
G, 1
i 0.125 m
RXThresh 4.4619x 10710 w
Rmax 250 m

average neighbors per node for a various number of nodes.
The average neighbors increase proportionally to the total
number of nodes. Each simulation result is obtained from
averaging 100 times of simulation results. A node is selected
randomly as the source node for flooding. Both the free space
model and the shadowing propagation model are simulated.
In total four performance statistics are simulated.

o Number of forwarding: Total number of forwarding by
participating nodes.

« Collision number: Total number of collisions.

o Message delivery ratio (of all nodes): The percentage of
nodes receiving the transmitted message.

o Delivery ratio versus time: This is the message delivery
ratio along with the time. The less the number of for-
warding is, the less the overhead is introduced whereas
the message delivery ratio may be lowered.

A. FREE SPACE MODEL

The parameters for the free space model are listed in Table 4
[47]. The transmission power Py is 0.28183815 w, the trans-
mitting antenna gain G; and the receiving antenna gain G,
are 1, the radio wavelength is 0.125 m, the minimum receiv-
ing threshold (RXThresh) is set to 4.4619x10™%w and the
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FIGURE 6. Performance statistics for the free space model in six schemes. The message
size is 64 bytes. (a) The number of forwarding vs. a different number of nodes. (b)
Collision numbers vs. a different number of nodes. (c) Delivery ratio vs. a different
number of nodes. (d) Delivery ratio vs. time with node number = 50.

maximum communication range is 250 m. Fig. 6 shows per-
formance statistics for a message size of 64 bytes. Fig. 6(a)
is the number of forwarding in terms of the total number of
nodes. For simple flooding, the total number of forwarding
nodes is in correspondence with the total number of nodes.
For all other schemes, the total number of forwarding is in
general proportional to the total number of nodes. BP_0.6 has
a higher number than BP_0.3 because BP_0.6 has a higher
forwarding probability, and MPR has a higher number than
MPRO because in MPRO hello messages do not cause colli-
sions with other messages. Our PSG scheme has the lowest
number of total forwarding nodes, except when the node
number is less than 100, in which our PSG is slightly higher
than MPRO and BP_0.3. It is because when the node density is
low, more forwarding nodes are necessary to achieve a higher
delivery ratio. While the total number of node grows, there
is a higher probability that some nodes close to the sender
give up transmissions in both phases due to low p; and p»
values. Fig. 6(b) is the collision number vs. the total number
of nodes. Our PSG scheme invokes significantly fewer colli-
sions. Simple flooding gives the highest number of collisions.
BP_0.6 is higher than BP_0.3. The difference between MPR
and MPRO is enlarged when node number increases, which
denotes that hello messages are required and would become a
hindering factor for the MPR scheme as node number grows.
Fig. 6(c) displays the message delivery ratio versus the total
number of nodes. BP_0.3 and BP_0.6 are not as good as other
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schemes whenever the node number is less than 100, because
not enough involved nodes affect both schemes. Fig. 6(d)
deliberately illustrates the slow convergence time of PSG for
50 nodes which would not present for 400 nodes. MPR and
MPRO perform best by taking less than 0.03 sec to achieve
a 100% delivery ratio, followed by BP_0.3 and BP_0.6. Our
PSG scheme takes more time to reach a high delivery ratio
partly due to the low number of forwarding nodes and partly
due to the intrinsic two-phase characteristic. The stepped
curve for our PSG scheme in the early stage of broadcasting
is because only a small portion of nodes have received the
message within a low-density environment, 50 nodes in an
area of 1000 m2, and because most of these nodes have not
entered into the second phase. As more nodes having the
broadcasting message or entering the second phase, the PSG
scheme is more confident in giving the second time and
the second phase of broadcasting probability for nodes and
the curve displays a smooth growth.

Fig. 7 shows simulation results for a message size
of 128 bytes, which shows the broadcast storm problem when
message size increases. Fig. 7(a) is the number of forwarding
with time. In simple flooding, the total number of forwarding
cannot keep up with the total number of nodes when the
total number of nodes is larger than 250. A message size
of 128 bytes needs more time to finish its transmission, which
causes the broadcast storm problem and a higher message
loss rate for both simple flooding and MPR. Our PSG has the
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FIGURE 7. Performance statistics for the free space model in six schemes. The message size is
128 bytes. (a) The number of forwarding vs. a different number of nodes. (b) Collision numbers vs.
a different number of nodes. (c) Delivery ratio vs. a different number of nodes. (d) Delivery ratio

vs. time with node number = 400.

lowest number of forwarding. Fig. 7(b) is similar to Fig. 6 (b)
and presents a general trend, a higher number of nodes gen-
erating a higher number of collisions. Fig. 7(c) points out the
weakness of MPR and simple flooding. For the MPR scheme,
it becomes a problem while the node number is large and the
message size is 128 bytes, which demands a longer time to
finish a message transmission. The forwarding by selecting
nodes brings out a second problem when chosen nodes cannot
successfully broadcast messages. Similarly, simple flooding
displays a decreasing delivery ratio as the node number is
larger than 250 because of too many collisions. PSG can keep
a 100% delivery ratio when the node number is more than
300. Fig. 7(d) plots delivery ratio versus time of 400 nodes.
Note that both simple flooding and MPR cannot reach a
100% delivery ratio and need longer times to attain a stable
value, which again illuminates the negative effect of hello
messages to the MPR scheme. MPRO seems to have the
fastest convergence rate but the relay of hello messages is not
counted.

B. SHADOWING PROPAGATION MODEL
The receiving signal strength of the shadow propagation
model at distance d, P, (d), is calculated as in (23) [47].

[P’ ) } =—108 x lo <i> +X,
Py (do) Jag ¢ do @
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(23)

TABLE 5. Parameters for shadowing propagation model [47].

Parameter Value
B 4
Odp 12
do 1
Pt 0.28183815 w
RXThresh 6.0137x 10713
RMAX 300

where P, (dy) is the receiving signaling strength by the free
space model from (1) at distance dp, B is the pass loss
exponent, X;p is a random variable of Gaussian distribution
with zero mean and o4p as its standard deviation or shadowing
deviation. When x — Xzp > 0, the message can be correctly
received. The Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) can
be expressed as in (24).
2

e2? dx.

F(x) =PXap < x) = (24)

1 X

04BN 21 /;m

For the shadowing propagation model, we simulate a
scenario as listed in Table 5, shadowed urban area with a
very high shadowing deviation (o4 = 12). Fig. 8 is the
results for the scenario of the shadowed urban area. Fig. 8(a)
is the number of forwarding versus the number of nodes.
This figure demonstrates the adaptive characteristic of our
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FIGURE 8. Performance statistics for the shadowing propagation model in six schemes. Path
loss exponent 8 = 4 and shadowing deviation s4g = 12, which represents the shadowed urban
area. The message size is 64 bytes. (a) The number of forwarding vs. a different number of
nodes. (b) Collision numbers vs. a different number of nodes. (c) Delivery ratio vs. a different
number of nodes. (d) Delivery ratio vs. time with node number = 400.

PSG scheme in changing channel conditions. Nodes within
a shadowed urban area have higher loss rates than nodes
within a free space area. As a result, our PSG performs the
most number of forwarding, more than simple flooding. The
other four schemes all have low values of forwarding, which
results in low delivery ratios as shown later. Fig. 8(b) plots
the number of collisions related to the number of nodes.
Although our PSG scheme forwards more messages than
simple flooding, the number of collisions is not as many
as simple flooding because random transmission delays are
given to transmission nodes. Low collisions of the other
four schemes are together with low delivery ratios that are
not wanted. Fig. 8(c) further illuminates the advantage of
our PSG scheme. As the node number increased to 400,
the delivery ratios from high to low are PSG, simple flooding,
BP_0.6, MPRO, MPR, and BP_0.3, with values of 95.525%,
90.025%, 60.28%, 25.555%, 24.03%, 5.495%, respectively.
From the low delivery ratio (Fig. 8(c)) and the low number of
forwarding (Fig. 8 (a)) by MPR and BP_0.3, we can conjec-
ture that many messages are stopped in intermediate nodes.
BP_0.6 has a higher broadcasting probability and therefore
has a delivery ratio of around 60%. When the node number
is less than 200, all schemes have delivery ratios of less than
50%. The PSG scheme has the best delivery ratio of 45.6 %.
Fig. 8(d) is the delivery ratio with time for 400 nodes. Along
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with time, our PSG scheme outperforms the simple flooding
scheme at 0.07 sec. The delivery ratios of the other four
schemes are too low to be accepted.

V. CONCLUSION

We propose a two-phase PSG scheme for broadcasting. The
PSG scheme, utilizing signaling strength and GPS coordi-
nates, is self-adaptive and performs well in the free model and
urban shadowed model compared to other schemes. In the
spare-node environment, the PSG scheme, although taking
more time to obtain a high delivery ratio, achieves high per-
formance by the second-phase broadcasting. In a dense-mode
environment, the PSG scheme avoids too many broadcasting
messages in both the first phase and the second phase and
therefore reduces total collisions often encountered. How-
ever, the converging time for the PSG scheme would be still
high for time-critical applications.

REFERENCES

[1] T. Qiu, N. Chen, K. Li, D. Qiao, and Z. Fu, “Heterogeneous ad hoc
networks: Architectures, advances and challenges,” Ad Hoc Netw., vol. 55,
pp. 143-152, Feb. 2017.

[2] S.-Y. Ni, Y.-C. Tseng, Y.-S. Chen, and J.-P. Sheu, “The broadcast storm
problem in a mobile ad hoc network,” in Proc. 5th Annu. ACM/IEEE Int.
Conf. Mobile Comput. Netw. (MobiCom), Aug. 1999, pp. 151-162.

VOLUME 8, 2020



. Lai, C.-T. Chiu: Probabilistic Second-Chance Broadcasting With/Without GPS Information

IEEE Access

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[71

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

B. Williams and T. Camp, “Comparison of broadcasting techniques for
mobile ad hoc networks,” in Proc. 3rd ACM Int. Symp. Mobile Ad
Hoc Netw. Comput. (MOBIHOC), Lausanne, Switzerland, Jun. 2002,
pp. 194-205.

D. G. Reina, S. L. Toral, P. Johnson, and F. Barrero, “A survey on
probabilistic broadcast schemes for wireless ad hoc networks,” Ad Hoc
Netw., vol. 25, pp. 263-292, Feb. 2015.

A. Qayyum, L. Viennot, and A. Laouiti, “Multipoint relaying for
flooding broadcast messages in mobile wireless networks,” in
Proc. 35th Annu. Hawaii Int. Conf. Syst. Sci., vol. 9, Jan. 2002,
p- 298.

C. Perkins, E. Belding-Royer, and S. Das, Ad Hoc On-Demand Distance
Vector (AODV) Routing, RFC 3561, 2003.

T. Saeed, Z. Igbal, H. Afzaal, and N. A. Zafar, “Formal modeling of traffic
based flooding procedure of AODV for mobile ad hoc networks,” in Proc.
Int. Conf. Emerg. Technol. (ICET), Oct. 2016, pp. 1-6.

B. David Johnson and A. David Maltz, “Dynamic source routing in ad hoc
wireless networks,”” in Mobile Computing, T. Imielinski and H. Korth, Eds.
Norwell, MA, USA: Kluwer, 1996.

S.-J. Lee, W. Su, and M. Gerla, “On-demand multicast routing protocol
in multihop wireless mobile networks,” Mobile Netw. Appl., vol. 7, no. 6,
pp. 441-453, Dec. 2002.

T. Clausen and P. Jacquet, Optimized Link State Routing Protocol (OLSR),
RFC 3626, 2003.

G. He, “Destination-sequenced distance vector (DSDV) protocol,”
Networking Lab., Helsinki Univ. Technol., Espoo, Finland, Tech. Rep.,
2002. [Online]. Available: https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?
doi=10.1.1.18.8758&rep=rep1&type=pdf

J. Haas, The Zone Routing Protocol (ZRP) for Ad Hoc Networks, document
draft-ietf-manet-zone-zrp-04.txt, 2002.

P. Samar, M. R. Pearlman, and Z. J. Haas, “Independent zone
routing: An adaptive hybrid routing framework for ad hoc wire-
less networks,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Netw., vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 595-608,
Aug. 2004.

D. Ravilla, V. Sumalatha, and P. C. S. Reddy, “Performance comparisons
of ZRP and IZRP routing protocols for ad hoc wireless networks,” in Proc.
Int. Conf. Energy, Autom. Signal, Dec. 2011, pp. 1-8.

Y. Sasson, D. Cavin, and A. Schiper, ‘“Probabilistic broadcast for flooding
in wireless mobile ad hoc networks,” in Proc. IEEE Wireless Commun.
Netw. (WCNC), Mar. 2003, pp. 1124-1130.

Y.-C. Tseng, S.-Y. Ni, and E.-Y. Shih, “Adaptive approaches to relieving
broadcast storms in a wireless multihop mobile ad hoc network,” IEEE
Trans. Comput., vol. 52, no. 5, pp. 545-557, May 2003.

Q. Zhang and D. P. Agrawal, “Dynamic probabilistic broadcasting in
mobile ad hoc networks,” in Proc. IEEE 58th Veh. Technol. Conf. (VIC-
Fall), Orlando, FL, USA, Oct. 2003, pp. 2860-2864.

H.Jeong, H.Jeong, and Y. Yoo, ‘“Dynamic probabilistic flooding algorithm
based-on neighbor information in wireless sensor networks,” in Proc. Int.
Conf. Inf. Netw., Feb. 2012, pp. 340-345.

H.-C. Jeong, K.-D. Kwon, and Y. Yoo, “Cross-layer counter-
based flooding without location information in wireless sensor
networks,” in Proc. 7th Int. Conf. Inf. Technol., New Generat., 2010,
pp. 840-845.

F. Forero, M. Néstor Peiia, and L. S. N. da Fonseca, “Latency reduction
in probabilistic broadcast protocols for ad hoc networks,” IEEE Wireless
Commun., vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 1268-1271, Aug. 2019.

H. Xu, H. Si, H. Zhang, L. Zhang, Y. Leng, J. Wang, and D. Li,
“Trust-based probabilistic broadcast scheme for mobile ad hoc
networks,” IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp.21380-21392, 2020, doi:
10.1109/ACCESS.2020.2969447.

C. Borrego, J. Borrell, and S. Robles, “Efficient broadcast in opportunistic
networks using optimal stopping theory,” Ad Hoc Netw., vol. 88, pp. 5-17,
May 2019.

F. Forero, N. M. Pefia, and N. L. S. da Fonseca, “Geometric aspects of
probabilistic broadcasting in ad hoc networks,” Ad Hoc Netw., vol. 87,
pp. 146-156, May 2019.

K. Suriyapaiboonwattana, C. Pornavalai, and G. Chakraborty, “An
adaptive alert message dissemination protocol for VANET to improve
road safety,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Fuzzy Syst., Aug. 2009,
pp. 1639-1644.

A. Torres, C. T. Calafate, J.-C. Cano, P. Manzoni, and Y. Ji, “Evaluation of
flooding schemes for real-time video transmission in VANETS,” Ad Hoc
Netw., vol. 24, pp. 3-20, Jan. 2015.

VOLUME 8, 2020

(26]

(27]

(28]

[29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

Y. Mylonas, M. Lestas, A. Pitsillides, P. Ioannou, and V. Papadopoulou,
“Speed adaptive probabilistic flooding for vehicular ad hoc net-
works,” IEEE Trans. Veh. Technol., vol. 64, no. 5, pp.1973-1990,
May 2015.

F. Nourazar and M. Sabaei, “DAPF: An efficient flooding algorithm
for mobile ad-hoc networks,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Signal Process. Syst.,
Mar. 2009, pp. 594-598.

J. Wu and F. Dai, “Broadcasting in ad hoc networks based on self-
pruning,” in Proc. IEEE 22nd Annu. Joint Conf. IEEE Comput. Com-
mun. Societies (INFOCOM), vol. 3, Mar. 2003, pp. 2240-2250, doi:
10.1109/INFCOM.2003.1209244.

X.Liu, Y. Yu, Y. Zheng, D. Ning, and X. Wang, “Distance and cooperation
based broadcast in wireless ad hoc networks,” in Tri-dentCom. Hangzhou,
China: EAI TridentCom, 2016, pp. 168—178.

S. Bai, X. Bai, and X. Wei, “Flooding in 3-Dimensional mobile ad hoc
networks using 1-Hop information,” Int. J. Sensor Netw., vol. 1,no. 1, p. 1,
2017.

T. D. Le and H. Choo, “Efficient flooding scheme based on 2-Hop back-
ward information in ad hoc networks,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun.,
May 2008, pp. 2443-2447.

1. Stojmenovic, M. Seddigh, and J. Zunic, “Dominating sets and
neighbor elimination-based broadcasting algorithms in wireless net-
works,” IEEE Trans. Parallel Distrib. Syst., vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 14-25,
Jan. 2002.

F. Dai and J. Wu, “An extended localized algorithm for connected
dominating set formation in ad hoc wireless networks,” IEEE
Trans. Parallel Distrib. Syst.,, vol. 15, no. 10, pp.908-920,
Oct. 2004.

P.-J. Wan, K. M. Alzoubi, and O. Frieder, “Distributed construction
of connected dominating set in wireless ad hoc networks,” in Proc.
21st Annu. Joint Conf. IEEE Comput. Commun. Societies, Jun. 2002,
pp. 1597-1604.

Michael R. Garey and David S. Johnson, Computers and Intractabil-
ity: A Guide to the Theory of NP-Completeness. New York, NY, USA:
W.H. Freeman, 1979.

S. Guha and S. Khuller, “Approximation algorithms for connected
dominating sets,” Algorithmica, vol. 20, no. 4, pp.374-387,
Apr. 1998.

M. Souidi, A. Habbani, H. Berradi, and F. El Mahdi, “Geographic for-
warding rules to reduce broadcast redundancy in mobile ad hoc wireless
networks,” Pers. Ubiquitous Comput., vol. 23, nos. 5-6, pp. 765-775,
Nov. 2019, doi: 10.1007/s00779-018-1137-2.

X.M. Zhang, E. B. Wang, J. J. Xia, and D. K. Sung, “A neighbor coverage-
based probabilistic rebroadcast for reducing routing overhead in mobile ad
hoc networks,” IEEE Trans. Mobile Comput., vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 424-433,
Mar. 2013.

D. G. Reina, M. Giines, and S. L. Toral, “Real experimentation of prob-
abilistic broadcasting algorithms based on dissimilarity metrics for multi-
hop ad hoc networks,” Ad Hoc Netw., vol. 47, pp. 1-15, Sep. 2016.

M. Khabbazian and V. K. Bhargava, ‘“Localized broadcasting with guaran-
teed delivery and bounded transmission redundancy,” IEEE Trans. Com-
put., vol. 57, no. 8, pp. 1072-1086, Aug. 2008.

Y. Li, Z. Huang, G. Wen, and Y. Ma, ‘“Asynchronous selective
broadcast in cognitive radio ad hoc networks,” in Proc. IEEE 2nd

Int. Conf. Autom., Electron. Electr. Eng. (AUTEEE), Shenyang,
China, Nov. 2019, pp.370-374, doi: 10.1109/AUTEEE48671.2019.
9033266.

B. Unlii, B. Ozceylan, and B. Baykal, “IPBM: An energy efficient
reliable interference-aware periodic broadcast messaging protocol for
MANETS,” Wireless Netw., vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 2769-2787, Jul. 2019, doi:
10.1007/511276-019-01992-x.

N. Ahmad, S. Sethi, and M. Ahmed, “Cache-aware query-broadcast
to improve QoS of routing protocols in MANETS,” Wireless Pers.
Commun., vol. 113, no. 1, pp.481-498, Jul. 2020, doi: 10.1007/
s11277-020-07225-1.

H. T. Friis, “A note on a simple transmission formula,” Proc. IRE, vol. 34,
no. 5, pp. 254-256, May 1946.

N. Abramson, “THE ALOHA SYSTEM: Another alternative for computer
communications,” in Proc. Fall Joint Comput. Conf. (AFIPS Conf.), 1970,
pp. 281-285.

J. F. Kurose and K. W. Ross, Computer Net-Working: A Top-Down
Approach. New York, NY, USA: Pearson, 2013, pp. 476-479.

The Network Simulator ns-2.35. Accessed: Nov. 4, 2011. [Online]. Avail-
able: http://www.isi.edu/nsnam/ns/

212621


http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.2969447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/INFCOM.2003.1209244
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00779-018-1137-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/AUTEEE48671.2019.9033266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/AUTEEE48671.2019.9033266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11276-019-01992-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11277-020-07225-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11277-020-07225-1

lEEEACCGSS W. K. Lai, C.-T. Chiu: Probabilistic Second-Chance Broadcasting With/Without GPS Information

WEI KUANG LAl (Senior Member, IEEE)
received the B.S. degree in electrical engineering
from National Taiwan University in 1984 and the
Ph.D. degree in electrical engineering from Purdue
University in 1992. He joined the Department of
Computer Science and Engineering, National Sun
Yat-sen University, in 1992, where he has been a
Professor since 2000. He was a Visiting Fellow
with the Department of Electrical Engineering,
Princeton University, from 2010 to 2011, where
he was involved in applying machine learning for clustering and routing of
network nodes. His research interests include handover mechanisms, routing
algorithms for ad hoc networks, sensor networks, and resource allocation for
LTE networks.

212622

CHING-TA CHIU received the M.S. degree from
the Department of Computer Science and Engi-
neering, National Sun Yat-sen University, Kaoh-
siung, Taiwan, in 2015. He is currently a Software
Engineer with Openfind Information Technology
Inc. His main interests are in ad hoc networks and
cloud computing.

VOLUME 8, 2020



