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ABSTRACT

1. INTRODUCTION
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2.1 DetectingCongestion

2.2 ldentifying ResponsibleAggregates

2. OVERVIEW OF ACC

2.3 Determining the Rate Limit for Aggre-
gates



2.4 Pushback
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2.5 Reviewing Rate-limiting

3. LOCAL ACC



3.2 Determining the Rate Limit for Aggre-
gates

3.1 Identifying High Bandwidth Aggregates




3.3.1 Narrowingthe CongestionSignatue

3.3 Rate-limiter

3.4 Simulations
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4. THE PUSHBACK MECHANISM

4.1 Decidingwhento Invoke Pushback

4.2 Sendingthe PushbackRequestdJpstream

4.3 PropagatingPushback




4.4

4.5

Feedbackto Downstream Routers

PushbackRefreshMessages

5. SIMULATIONS

5.1 ACC Mechanisms
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5.2 DDoSAttacks

5.2.1 On-Of Attacks

various destinations
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5.3 FlashCrowds
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6. DISCUSSION
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6.1 Advantagesand Limitations of Pushback




6.2.1 ImplementatiorCompleity

6.2.2 Estimatingthe UpstreamLink's Contribution

6.2.3 IncrementaDeployment

6.2 Implementation and Operational Issues

7. RELATED WORK




8. CONCLUSIONS
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