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A UDP-Based Protocol for Distributed P2P File Sharing

Abstract

Peer-to-Peer (P2P) architectures let participgather resources form network
and make participants acquire more computationuress than they could offer. One
of the most prominent P2P systems is P2P file shaystem. P2P file sharing system
could be classified into to 2 categories: centeslizand decentralized model.
BitTorrent-like model is a kind of decentralizeddannstructured model. BT-like
model is quit popular nowadays due to its scalgbilinfortunately, BitTorrent-like
model has several shortcomings on performance asygnmetric networks, because
of these problems: fractional upward bandwidthckémge of acknowledgement and
long physical paths. There are no complete solatfonblockage of ackownlegement.
We propose a new UDP-based protocol to alleviasepioblem. UDP protocol lacks
for data-integraty and can’'t determine transmissiate by its own. To form a
complete solution, we have to design some co-opgrabechanisms for UDP, such
as packet loss recovery, segment size determinaimh data rate determination
mechanism etc. Experiments have shown that ourogemp protocol has good
improvement on performance. We hope that our podteould help P2P file sharing

participants have performance gain.
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