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Enhanced TCP congestion control algorithm based on TCP Vegas
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Abstract; Due to Vegas’ incapability of seizing bandwidth fairly in heterogeneous network environments, the TCP Vegas-A
congestion control algorithm improves TCP Vegas algorithm in this aspect’ s weak bandwidth competitive ability effectively.
This paper studied the TCP Vegas-A algorithm and proposed an enhanced TCP congestion control algorithm TCP NewVegas.
The simulations based on NS2 show that TCP NewVegas algorithm enhanced the band width competitive ability with TCP Reno

in heterogeneous network environments.
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if Diff < a |

if a>1 and Th(t) > Th(t-rtt) |

Cwnd = cwnd + 1
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