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Abstract. Geographical routing protocols have several desirablerfes for use
in ad hoc and sensor networks but are susceptible to void®ealization errors.
Virtual coordinate systems are an alternative solutionégoggaphically based
routing protocols that works by overlaying a coordinatetesyson the sensors
relative to well chosen reference points. VC is resilientdcalization errors;
however, we show that it is vulnerable to different formshaf void problem and
have no viable complementary approach to overcome thenaifigdly, we show
that there are instances when packets reach nodes withirie wiext hop nodes in
the forwarding set. In addition, it is possible for nodeshitie same coordinates
to arise at different points in the network in the presenceaddis. This paper
identifies and analyzes these problems. It also comparesad@xisting routing
protocols based on Virtual Coordinate systems. Finallyrésents a new routing
algorithm that uses backtracking to overcome voids to aehiiggh connectivity
in the greedy phase, higher overall path quality and moikaese to localization
errors. We show these properties using extensive simualatialysis.

1 Introduction

Traditional ad hoc routing protocols (e.g., AODV [1]), aretra good fit for Wireless
Sensor Networks (WSN) for the following reasons. WSNS ofejuire data dissem-
ination patterns that are not efficiently mapped to the wticannections assumed by
ad hoc protocols. Further, nodes need to maintain routatg specific to destinations
of active routes; this state may become invalid due to chetiys are not near to the
node. Finally, because of the need to maintain non-locée,sthis approach requires
that the nodes have globally unique identifiers. As a rethit,approach is not ideal for
WSNs which favor routing protocols that support data-derdgperation (e.g., global
identifiers not necessary), localized interactions (engintaining only local state) and
supporting arbitrary data-driven dissemination with &twork processing.

In contrast to traditional ad hoc protocols, Geographieating algorithms [2, 3, 5,
6], provides attractive properties for WSNs. In these athors, nodes exchange loca-
tion information with their neighbors. Packets addressea destination must provide
its location. At every intermediate hop, the subset of tHghtgors that are closer to the
destination is called the forwarding set. Routing simplyfards a packet to one of the
nodes in the forwarding set. This process is repeated dyaadtil the packet reaches
the destination. Thus, interactions are localized to locagxchange with direct neigh-
bors and there is no need for global identifiers.
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Geographical routing protocols suffer from significantideons under realistic op-
eration. First, voids — intermediate nodes whose forwardiet (FS) relative to a des-
tination is empty — can cause the greedy algorithm to faib]2\%oids require a some-
what complex and inefficient complementary perimeter rautlgorithm that is in-
voked when they are encountered [6]. Moreover, geographiing has been shown to
be sensitive to localization errors [7], especially in treimeter routing phase [6, 8];
such errors can cause routing anomalies ranging from simbalppaths to loops and
failure to deliver packets. Making geographic routing picad is difficult [6].

Routing based on Virtual Coordinate Systems (VCS) has emmily proposed [13—
16, 18]. A VCS overlays virtual coordinates on the nodes értatwork based on their
distance (typically in number of hops) from fixed refereno@gs; the coordinates are
computed via an initialization phase. These coordinate®se place of the geographic
location for purposes of Geographic forwarding; that ishese algorithms the forward-
ing set is the set of nodes that are closer (based on diffeneasures of coordinate
distances) to the destination than the current node. Bedgadses not require precise
location information, VCS is not sensitive to localizatiemors.

Further, it is argued that VCS is not susceptible to coneeati voids because the
coordinates are based on connectivity and not physicamiist[14]. On the negative
side, VCS may be sensitive to collisions and or signal fadiifigcts in the initialization
phase. Furthermore, the initialization phase requiresoafloom each reference point.

The first contribution of the paper is to identify three pebk that arise in VCS
routing. In practice, the three problems occur in fairly eoan situations resulting
in VCS failing to deliver packets. In the first problem, a séneighbors are all of
equal distance to the destination and greedy forwarding. fl the second problem,
we show that nodes with identical coordinates that are éanfeach other may arise in
the presence of voids. In the third problem, a node is cldser &ny of its neighbors to a
given destination, no matter how the distance is measurednélyze the frequency of
these problems using a number of random deployment scerdribifferent densities.

The second contribution of the paper is to propose a hybuiting protocol. The
protocol uses Greedy Forwarding (GF) [2, 3] because of pesar path quality in the
greedy mode. When voids are encountered, it switches to aaé€cbackup algorithm
since, intuitively, VC is more effective in handling phyaiwoids. However, since VC is
susceptible to its own anomalies related to virtual coatdis, routing may still fail; we
use a simple backtracking algorithm where the packet isdoded backwards towards
an anchor to address such possibilities. We show experaihetitat it attains high de-
livery ratio and tolerates localization errors better tgangraphically based protocols.
Our experiment results also show that for all scenarios \ed ube Hybrid geographic
and virtual coordinate Greedy Routing (HGR) provides a 108&chability, and much
better path quality than Greedy Perimeter Stateless Rp(BFPSR) [2, 3]. The greedy
nature of HGR makes its implementation practical and efiicie

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Se&iprovides an overview
of the related works. After analyzing the problems of ergtprotocols and VCS in
section 3, we present the design of HGR in section 4. In, &ediwe present an
experimental study analyzing the different routing protscFinally, Section 6 presents
some concluding remarks.



2 Background and Related Work

Shortest Path (SP) routing is a commonly-used for sensaronks. In this protocol,
data sinks send periodic advertisements that flood the mktws nodes receive the
beacon, they set their next hop to the neighbor advertisiaghortest distance to the
sink. SP can provide the optimal path in terms of path lengtwever, it is a stateful
(not stateless) and reactive protocol: for each destinatie forwarding path is needed
before data transmission can begin. The storage it regucesases with the number of
destinations in the network. Furthermore, it is vulnerablenobility or other changes
in the topology.

In ad hoc and sensor networks, stateless routing, whereothting state is inde-
pendent of the traffic, is desirable. Geographical routirmqrols with the stateless
property [2, 3]; in the base mode, they use GF, where each foodards packets to a
neighbor that will bring the packet closest to the destoratEach node tracks only the
location information of its neighbors. THerwarding set for a given destination is the
subset of neighbors closer to the destination. GF procegggking a node from this
set, typically the closest one to the destination. If thevBnding set is empty, @oid is
encountered. Typically, a complementary algorithm is usettaverse the void. Face
routing (or perimeter routing) is an approach based plargigtheory often used for
void traversal. The general idea in face routing is to attetmpoute around the void
using a right hand rule that selects node around the perniraétke void (details may
be found in the original paper [2, 3]). Face routing stopsma&ode closer to the des-
tination than the void origin is encountered; at this staggration switches back to
greedy forwarding.

Since GPS devices are costly, they may not be feasible famosaeretworks; of-
ten, localization algorithms are employed that signifibaimicrease the uncertainty in
the location estimate (e.g., [21, 23]). Both GF and faceinguare susceptible to lo-
calization errors [7, 8]. While some approaches to tolel@tation errors have been
suggested, in general, this remains a weakness of this algs®tocols. Further, the
paths constructed by face routing are typically not the pa#t available to cross the
void. Thus, additional routing protocols have attemptedptimize the face routing
phase of operation [5, 4, 19].

Kim et al [6] recognize effects that arise in practice dunyggpgraphic routing and
suggest a protocol which uses more control packets to pianidue network. The algo-
rithm requires more resources and is stateful.

Routing based on a coordinate system was first proposed byRad10]. Their
algorithm requires a large number of nodes to serve as Vizamdinate anchors (suf-
ficient to form a bounding polygon around the remaining ses)s@ large number
of anchor nodes increases the overhead as well as the statimed by each node.
The location estimated by the virtual coordinates is usegémgraphic routing. Their
approach is more accurately described as a localizatiohaméem for use in an other-
wise geographically based algorithm. It is unclear if fameting will be effective with
a coarse-grained location estimate.

Caruso et al recently proposed the Virtual Coordinate assént protocol (VCap) [16];
several similar protocols were proposed by others [13,45] 7, 18]. In this approach,
coordinates are constructed in an initialization phasstive to a number of reference



points. Following this initialization phase, packets carbuted using the Greedy For-
warding principles, replacing node location with its cdoedes. The paper uses 3 ref-
erence points to assign the virtual coordinates, constigiat 3-dimensional VCS. The
authors identified th®’C Zone (several nodes assigned to the same virtual coordinates)
problem and provided bounds on its size. (The original reseaork on VC Zone can
be found in [9, 17] with more details.) The authors do offereattistic for situations
where voids are encountered: they suggestiedat detour to forward packet to some
neighbor farther away to destination several times in hdpeaching some node with
a different path to the destination; this approach may leddrtger paths as packets are
misrouted. The evaluation in the paper shows that VCap pagavorse than GPSR
both in delivery ratio and path stretch.

Qing et al proposed a similar protocol to VCap with 4 referznodes (4D) each
located at a corner for a rectangle area [14]. The authorgestgd a backtracking ap-
proach to packet delivery when facing any routing anomalidsch requires each hop
in the forwarding path of each packet to be recorded. Theoasitlid not analyze either
why or when these anomalies happen. Although this backtrg@pproach converges,
in the worst case, it will go through all the nodes in the netwo

Using Manhattan-style distance (MD) in place of Euclidegstathce (ED) was pro-
posed by Rodrigo et al in BVR[18]. On a VCS with a very high n@mbf reference
nodes (typically 10 to 80), BVR suggested a different baaiking approach to send
packets to the reference node closest to the destination gifeedy forwarding fails.
As we show in this paper, neither Manhattan distance or tiegpooposed in BVR[18]
(we called semi-Manhattan distance) are a good measurstahde compared to a Eu-
clidean distance. Having that many reference nodes requih more resources and
may also hurt the performance of any practical sensor né&svor

Papadimitriou and Ratajczak [12] conjecture that everyngie8-connected graph
can be embedded on the plane so that greedy routing workgsl€onjecture holds,
then for planarized networks, a guaranteed greedy routiag ewist. GEM [11] pro-
posed the routing based on a virtual coordinate system.thalipolar coordinate space
(VPCS) is used for localizing each node in network. A tredesbverlay is then used
for routing. Using the tree overlay results in poor path guabince it uses the VPCS
to localize the network first, it tolerates only up16% localization error [11].

3 Greedy Forwardingin VCS

Our approach is essentially Geographic Forwarding, wigrutbe of VC when voids are
encountered. This approach is motivated by the shortcosiirtfe planarization proce-
dure of GPSR which has high cost and complexity, is susdepttocalization errors,
and results in suboptimal routes. More specifically, peténeouting requires calcula-
tion involving at least 2 hop information, and even 3 hopsdms cases. Further, the
calculation cost s high in terms of communication energyc& GPSR requires the ge-
ographical information to make routing decisions, the aacy of location information
is the crucial factor. Although the GF works well under anaip% of the localization
error [7], face routing may fail with some very small localiion error [8].



In contrast, Virtual coordinate systems are attractiveabee they are more resilient
than geographic routing to localization errors, and beeius thought that they reduce
the effect of voids. We use as the basis of description thei&ditcCoordinate System
(VCS) for introduced by VCap [16]; however, the problemsnitifieed and the solutions
generalize to other virtual coordinate systems. The usétofal coordinates introduces
a different set of problems, which we identify in this sentio

A network using SP withV sinks can be considered aftdimensional VCS as the
distance to each of the sinks is tracked.

3.1 Number of Anchors

The authors [16] argue that for a 2 dimensional geograpbaraidinate system (GeoCS),
a 3-dimensional VCS is sufficient to accomplish effective€&ity Forwarding (GF). We
show that in practice this does not occur and VCS is susdeptlrouting problems
resulting in suboptimal paths, packet misrouting, or regifailure. These problems do
not necessarily coincide with geographic voids: for exanple show that GF based
on VCS may fail in a network without geographic voids.

Figure 1(a) shows a VCS for a network where 25 nodes are deglajong the
vertices of a grid. The radio range makes each internal nade & one-hop neighbors.
For example, node 13 has neighbors 7, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18 arktitneter node 1 has
3 neighbors: 2, 6 and 7. The numbers at the left of each nod®arand the triples in
brackets under each node represent their coordinate viwas be show that there is
no geographical void in this network (the forwarding setéser empty). VCS anchors
are chosen consistent with the requirement described bigdiginers [16].

z
21 23 2

2 ° 2 o
(@42 @ay (4a0) (aa1) (@42

s 4 166 ° 184 19 o 20 o
(a2) @3 @31 @31) @s2)
3 4 1o 12 130 12 50
@a2) @32 @22 2 @22
4 /7 o 8 90 10

60 o
(143) @33 (223 (313 (413

Virtual Voids

Virtual Distance (3D) to Node (1, 50)

1 4
X @19 e ees 1a) toay

2 Units > Radio Range > 1.414 Units X * 5, > 50 AORadlo Raane 1.5 Unit
(a) 3-D VC for a Grid Deployment (b) Disconnected VC Zone

Fig. 1. Routing Anomalies caused by VC Zone (3D VCS)



3.2 Expanded VC Zone Problem

Consider a packd? at node 11 destined to node 15. Table 1 shows the distancastiof e
neighbors to the destination node Fis first forwarded to node 17 greedily. However,
among the one-hop neighbors of 17 (node 11, 12, 13, 16, 122 23), there are none
with a shorter distance to node 15 measured in virtual coatds — GF fails.

Table 1. The Euclidean distances of node 11, 17 and their neighbo¥&a$hto node 15

node | 6 | 7 | 11]12[1316]17[18]21]22] 23
distancev14|v11(2v/2[v5] 2 [v5]v3]v3] 2 [vV5[2v2

Nodes with the same virtual coordinate value are call&Caone. This problem
occurs when VC Zones cross a contour line (the lines commgeofithe VCS anchors).
Around these contour lines, the possibility of VC Zones #ratlarger than 2-hop across
arises. The routing algorithm cannot deliver packets thhahe VC zone: we call this
problem theExpanded VC Zone problem. One possible solution is to broadcast a path
request within the VC zone.

3.3 Disconnected VC Zone Problem

The second problem occurs because it is possible for nodbsegjiial coordinates to
occur in geographically disparate locations. Consideren®tl and 25; they have the
same virtual coordinates but are not connected by any otaagwith the same virtual
coordinates. We call this thaisconnect VC Zone problem. Node 22 and 24 are in the
same situation. These nodes occur symmetrically aroundathiur line in a uniform
deployment such as the grid. Note that the Expanded Zondgpnos an instance of
the Disconnected Zone problem where the two disconnectagszare neighbors.

If a data packet produced by node 21 needs to be deliveredde 25, GF will
obviously fail. Further, data packets produced by any oogeighbors of node 21
can not be routed to node 25 either. Broadcasting within a di@zannot solve this
problem because the VC zone is not connected. Even if the Zoauigoes to infinity (is
arbitrarily far), a disconnection remains whose size igdathan the limit argued in the
original VCap paper (2.3 times the radio range) [16]. Not the limit in the original
paper is derived under infinite density assumptions. Wealigei this problem in figure
1(b), where2500 nodes are deployed B0 x 50 grids, each per one. 3 reference nodes
are located at grid (1,1), (50, 1), (25, 50). For each poirthersurface in figure 1(b};
andy values denote their physical locationyalues denote the Euclidean distances on
VCS of each node to the node located in grid (1,50). The Jidiséances to node(1,50)
of node (50, 50) i$), which leads to a virtual void caused by disconnected VC Zone
And there are still other virtual voids caused by expanded?d@e.

We argue instead that the contour lines connecting VC asdiaould be a polygon
containing all nodes of the network inside it. If this ocGiinen nodes occur only on one
side of the contour line making both problems above impdssithus, a 4-dimensional



VCS is needed to guarantee the success of the greedy afgdpitith 4 corner nodes
as anchors).

All the problems in VCS arise due to the following propertgighbors in VCS may
not be neighbors geographically. In the presence of voidsnatter how carefully we
choose the VCS anchors, this problem cannot be eliminategietely.

3.4 Effect of Distance Metric

Instead of using Euclidean distance to measure the distagivezen nodes in VCS,
BVR [18] proposed a variant of Manhattan distance. We comfier effect of the dif-
ferent distance metrics using an example (Figure 2(a))eNo8, 12, 16 are 4 reference
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Fig. 2. Anomaly despite of Diversity of Distances (4D VCS)

nodes. Suppose the data source is node 14 in this figure, déskination is node 3.
All the distances of any type of the neighbors of node 14 isafaay from the desti-
nation than itself, shown in table 2. We also visualize thighem in figure 2(b) with
similar scenario as figure 1(b) except a physical void in #er. As we can see, the
Manhattan-style distance does not help the distance merasut, while it may make
the problem much worse. Euclidean distance performs tbtiarthe Manhattan-styled
distance but still with some virtual voids (figure 3).

4 Hybrid Greedy Routing (HGR)

Our simulation result show that for any path GF construatssssfully, the path quality
is almost identical to the optimal found by SP; moreoves fihase of the algorithm
is tolerant to localization errors. Thus, our algorithmau§eographic Forwarding as
the base. HGR uses virtual coordinates for void avoidancause they naturally pro-
tect against geographical voids. However, in the presehtgegroblems outlined in
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Table 2. Different types of Distances to Node 3

Distance Diversity |Node 12Node 13Node 14Node 13Node 1
Euclidean (VCap, LCR)| 80 | v68 | V50 | v68 | /80

Manhattan 16 16 16 16 16
Semi-Manhattan (BVR)+| 8 8 8 8 8
Semi-Manhattan (BVR)—| 8 8 8 8 8

the previous section, VC routing may fail. As a result, we as@mple backtracking
technique in response to VC routing anomalies.

4.1 Void Avoidance Phase

To resolve the void problem, HGR uses virtual coordinaté®e VCS of the network
is initialized by the same procedure introduced by VCap .[T6E intuition of HGR is
that if any node in the network with a VC value smaller thamiitfi, is reachable. Once
a local maximum (void) is encountered, HGR switchesybrid-mode. In the hybrid
mode, it picks one of the coordinate axes and attempts t@ rasing it towards the
destination. If a point is reached where no neighbor claséhé destination is found,
then backtracking is necessary.

We elect to carry out VC as well as backtracking in an axis by basis — alternative
approaches are possible and will be a topic of future rebestore specifically, if we
reach a point along the current axis where no node leadsr¢todee destination on the
same axis, the direction is reversed and we backtrack. leuh@nt implementation,
we backtrack until a void (relative to the same axis) is fowddle backtracking, or
we reach coordinate 0. Alternative approaches for ternmgaiacktracking are also
possible. If either of the cases occur, we switch to the neistand repeat the process.
If all three axes are exhausted, the routing failst any point in the algorithm if a
node geographically closer to the destination than the mbaénich the hybrid mode

1 A backup algorithm such as localized flooding may be used, lbertsin practice, we observe
very few failures



Fig.4. HGR routing Demo

is entered is found, the protocol switches back to the greeoye (the void had been
traversed).

The hybrid mode operates as follows. When a packet is faced/id, it is labeled
as hybrid-mode and the geographical coordinates of thesunode GC;,iviqi, are
entered into the packet header. The node also records thensdiom index (initially,

1 = 1) and the VC direction for dimensiohinto the header, where the VC direction
is decided by the VC of the current node and the destinafia®{,,;,, andVC?, )
according to the function:

<Vvc!

ink — entering elsel

direction’ = —1if VC!
On receiving éhybrid-mode data packet, (ED stands for Euclidean distance)

1. If EDcntering,sink > EDcurrent,sink, t0 labelgreedy-mode to the data packet, switch back
to using greedy forwardingse:

2. If sink is in the neighbor list of current node, forward the daaaket to sink and routing
succeedsglse:

3. fVClystyop = V Ciurrent 90to 4).dse: Among all neighbors: with VC;, = VClyrpent—
direction® (sameV C" as last hop)if EDn,sink = min(E Dy, sink) @and nodeV is not the
last hop, thenlirection® = —direction®, forward toN; otherwise:

4. Among all neighborg with VC? = VL, rent (Samel/ C as current node)f EDy sink =
min(E Dy, sink) @NdN # current, forward toN; otherwise:

5. Among all neighbors with VC?,,,...... + direction®, forward the data packet to the Node
N where EDy sink = min(E D, sink) for all n, otherwise: if no such neighbor exists,
reverse the directiontirection’ = —direction®, goto 2);If direction® has been reversed
once in previous routing procedure (either current nodegtber nodes, but a reverse in
Step 3 does not count), increase the coordinate indéx < max(dimension) goto 2);
otherwise, label this data packet witHGR fails, Quit;

Note that if current node and destination have finite virtt@brdinate values, they
should be connected in the network. Figure 4 shows a samgile@ptained by HGR.

5 Experiment

In this section, we present an experimental evaluationitbatrates the problems with
existing geographical and VC protocols. The evaluation alsaracterizes the perfor-
mance of the proposed HGR protocol.



To allow scalability to very large networks, we use a custamugator written for
this study; the simulator abstracts away the details of tieoel and the networking
protocols which may affect performance such as the reatiesbof routing protocols.
Our results validate successfully with the NS-2 simulator.

We study both random and controlled deployment. Each pepresents the aver-
age of 30 scenarios of 200 nodes that are deployed®@x 1000m? area; the number
of scenarios was sufficient to tightly bound the confidenderuals (for random sce-
narios, each node’s location was generated uniformly invh@le simulation area). We
simulate the different densities by varying the radio traission range. For every sce-
nario, reachability is determined by testing whether a packn be delivered between
each pair of nodes in the network. Recall that the statefusSRe optimal routing in
terms of humber of hops; for this reason it is used to derieeidieal performance in
terms of path quality.

We also implemented the GPSR (with GG and RNG planarizatigorishms)[3,
6], Shortest Path (SP), Greedy Forwarding on VCS [16, 14]B\id on 4D VCS [18],
and study their performance against HGR. To enable a faipapison, we use the same
number of anchors for all protocols (which, in fairness toR3\$s much lower than the
number of beacons the authors recommend). However, wevbalismall number of
anchors is essential for deeply embedded sensor networks.

5.1 Greedy Forwarding (GF)
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Fig. 5. Greedy Forwarding Analysis

Analysis of Void Frequency This first study shows the frequency of occurrence of
voids for both geographic and VC routing (based either giriuclidean distance or
semi-Manhanttan distance). Previously, it was demorestritat voids occur in differ-
ent situations for the two types of protocols. Figure 5(ayvehthe ratio of node pairs



facing void problem. In general, we can see that sparse mksvgaffer from void prob-
lem much more than dense ones. A primary observation fromgtaph is that the
frequency of voids is significantly higher in VCS systemaitiraGeographic Coordi-
nate (GeoC) ones even when using 4 coordinate axes. Thitsrekaws that while the
analysis in the original VCap [16] paper may apply under g#tgtic conditions (infi-
nite density), it does not hold under practical situatidnis. clear that VCap on its own
does notimprove performance relative to pure GF even withoddinates such as LCR
without backtracking [14].

Localization errors affect the performance of GF on Geo@8ificantly. Since the
VCS does not need the location information to initializeddes not suffer from this
problem. However, the expanded VC zone plays an importdetteéven when net-
work density is high. This can be seen in the graph where the hooadcast is imple-
mented (figure 5(a), curve labelled as "GF on VCS w/ in-ZonetRg Broadcast”);
zone broadcast floods a packet in a VC zone, which eliminatesxpanded zone prob-
lem but incurs some additional overhead. This curve suffarsh fewer voids than just
regular VC. The remaining voids in this curve are due to ttseatinected VC Zone
problem.

Analysis of Greedy Forwarding Figure 5(b) shows the reachability of all pairs in
the same random deployment scenario, using only GF as gp{uiid traversal is not
compared here). GF based on a 3D VCS (VCap) shows the wocttakedity. The 4D
VCS (LCR) shows a much higher reachability than 3D VCS, hilltvgorse than GF
on GeoCS. We also use a combination of the GeoCS and 4D VCSn&eoCS first,
when it fails, GF on 4D VCS is used. The result shows this comimn works much
better than any one independently. The reachability oflitigher thard5% even in a
sparse network which leads much smaller cost of backtrgckiithough our experi-
ment results show a higher-dimensional VCS working belten & lower-dimensional
one for GF routing, we found that this does not hold beyondWedisions (graph not
shown due to space limitation).

5.2 HGR performance

Randomly Deployed Networks Figure 6(a) shows the path quality obtained across all
nodes under different densities. SP routing provides thienapsolution, which cannot
be obtained by any stateless greedy solution in generalp&hermance of HGR is
much better than GPSR with either GG or RNG planarizationeline densities of
networks go higher, less voids happen, leading to similarail/path qualities. The av-
erage path length of BVR is the highest. The reason may bétiBAtR the backtrack-
ing path is much longer since it needs to forward packet toesone of the reference
node.

Figure 6(b) shows the quality of only the paths facing voidigdems. As the den-
sity goes higher, loss of efficiency results due to the piaation algorithm (which
forces using the nearest neighbor). In contrast, HGR opeeedily even in the void
traversal/hybrid mode. As a result, HGR performs well wttie average performance
of GPSR suffers. Figure 7(a) shows a sample path between &rniodne of the 30
networks, generated by different routing protocols wittioaange ad50m.
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Performance under Frequent Voids To study the behavior of the protocols under
voids, we also create scenarios where 150 nodes are randepilyyed in a "C” region
around the border of the area. In this case, a large portidgheopaths are faced by
voids.

Figure 7(b) shows one path in a "C” model network with radiogaa200m. The
path length of HGR is longer than that of GPSR in Euclideatadise, but much shorter
in number of hops.

Figure 8 shows the average path length of routing protocothé 20 randomly
deployed "C” networks. Once the radio range is too small mssrthe void, greedy
forwarding faces voids. HGR performs much better than artheiGPSR flavors and
BVR, roughly approximating the optimal solution. BVR outflems GPSR as well;
virtual coordinate routing is effective in traversing plogd voids; this scenario does
not result in creating many VC voids.

Impact of Localization error We also study the impact of localization error on the
different protocol. For routing, localization values wniily distributed in a circle of
radiusratio x range around the correct location are generated (resulting inagee
error ofratio x range. GPSR may fail when the localization error is big, in either t
greedy phase (causing an unnecessary switch to face rputingn the face routing
phase (causing routing failure). HGR is also susceptibl®ting anomalies when it
uses the geographic location in the greedy phase in in ndrtsiances in the hybrid
phase. We observed that the frequency of routing errors @hrhigher in GPSR com-
pared to HGR, which tolerates errors well in all but very spascenarios. In order
to study the effect on path quality, we planarized the gragéel on the symmetric
connection of neighbors, used in [6], that is not affecteddmalization errors (which
benefits only GPSR), and study the impact of localizatioorenere. HGR s still car-
ried distributedly as before. Figure 9 shows the averagelpagth in the 30 randomly
deployed networks, with error efatio = 20% radio range (effective location is 20%
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radio range away from the actual location) atidt radio range under different densi-
ties. The reachability of HGR is still 100% and the path gyad much better than the
centrally planarized GPSR.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we first demonstrate problems that arise wittu& Coordinate based
routing and show that contrary to published conclusionis,quite vulnerable to voids
that arise during greedy operation. More specifically, wentdy the expanded VC
Zone problem, where nodes of equal VC coordinates span apteuttop zone. We
also identify the disconnected VC zone problem where notlasrgy the same VC
value occur in geographically disparate locations. We shrperimentally that these
problems have a considerable effect on reachability peal/tiy VCS algorithms.
The second contribution of the paper is to present a hybritirrg protocol that

replaces the traditional face routing phase used for vaigktisal in geographic routing



protocols with one based on virtual coordinates. We use plsidimension by dimen-
sion hueristic with backracking along the same dimensioarasxample of this type
of approach. We show that the resulting algorithm signifigesutperforms GPSR and
BVR in terms of reachability and path quality. It is also sfgrantly more resilient to
localization errors, especially those that affect themeter routing phase of the algo-
rithm. Nevertheless, we believe that improved hueristidghé void traversal phase are
still possible. This is a topic of our future research.
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