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ABSTRACT

There is anecdotal evidence that attackers use reconnais-
sance to learn the capacity of their victims before DDoS
attacks to maximize their impact. The first step to mitigate
capacity reconnaissance attacks is to understand their feasi-
bility. However, the feasibility of capacity reconnaissance in
network functions (NFs) (e.g., firewalls, NATs) is unknown.
To this end, we formulate the problem of network function
capacity reconnaissance (NFCR) and explore the feasibility
of inferring the processing capacity of an NF while avoiding
detection. We identify key factors that make NFCR challeng-
ing and analyze how these factors affect accuracy (measured
as a divergence from ground truth) and stealthiness (mea-
sured in packets sent). We propose a flexible tool, NFTY, that
performs NFCR and we evaluate two practical NFTY config-
urations to showcase the stealthiness vs. accuracy tradeoffs.
We evaluate these strategies in controlled, Internet and/or
cloud settings with commercial NFs. NFTY can accurately
estimate the capacity of different NF deployments within
10% error in the controlled experiments and the Internet,
and within 7% error for a commercial NF deployed in the
cloud (AWS). Moreover, NFTY outperforms link-bandwidth
estimation baselines by up to 30x.

1 INTRODUCTION

Attackers seek to optimize their impact by using reconnais-
sance probes to assess a target’s resources before launching
an attack. For example, prior work has shown attackers can
use topology information to launch sophisticated denial-
of-service (DoS) attacks and concentrate their efforts on
important nodes or links of a targeted network [29, 41]. Par-
ticularly in attacks against critical network infrastructures, a
significant aspect of reconnaissance involves estimating the
capacity of network functions (NFs), which implement cru-
cial operations, including DDoS mitigation, firewall manage-
ment, and network translation. Anecdotal evidence suggests
that attackers might be conducting such reconnaissance to

estimate the capacity of NFs before initiating DDoS attacks
(e.g., [10, 53, 60]). Accurately gauging the capacity of various
network function enables an adversary to identify the most
vulnerable targets and estimate the necessary resources (e.g.,
number of packets, attack rate) for a successful attack.

Despite the potential risks and impact of such attacks, little
is known about the feasibility of Network Function Capacity
Reconnaissance (NFCR). This paper aims to raise awareness
of NFCR attacks and guide potential targets towards practical
countermeasures. To the best of our knowledge, we are the
first to comprehensively define the problem of NFCR. Specif-
ically, we are interested in answering: Can an attacker infer
the processing capacity of an NF remotely while remaining
undetected (e.g., without sending too many packets)?

At first glance, it seems an attacker can leverage the signif-
icant prior work on link capacity estimation [7, 26, 30, 33] for
NFCR. Yet, we find that link-capacity estimation techniques
are ineffective in the NFCR context due to several unique
challenges. First, unlike link-capacity estimation techniques,
which often involve sending large volumes of traffic[38, 58],
the number of packets sent for NFCR is crucial for its success.
Intuitively, sending more traffic increases the likelihood of
the target detecting the impending attack and bolstering ca-
pacity. Second, most link capacity estimation techniques [7,
52] require control over two vantage points before and after
the link of interest, which is not always easy to achieve, as
NFs can be deployed within private networks. Third, NFCR
is affected by optimizations in the NF deployment such as
multi-threading and CPU frequency scaling, which are not
typical to network links whose capacity is stable, hence the
bandwidth estimation techniques [6, 7, 12, 26, 30, 32, 42] are
mostly ineffective in NFCR.
Despite the challenges, we demonstrate the feasibility of

NFCR by designing and implementing a functional attacker
strategy, which we call NF capaciTY estimation (NFTY ) that
would allow an attacker to remotely and accurately estimate
an NF ’s capacity while sending a relatively small number
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of packets to evade detection. At a high level, NFTY oper-
ates by sending a burst of packets designed to momentarily
stress the NF, revealing its true capacity despite hardware
and software optimizations (not relevant in link capacity
estimation). NFTY measures the dispersion of the packets in
the burst —a concept borrowed from link-capacity estima-
tion techniques— but innovatively processes the dispersion
measurements to reduce noise. NFTY is not only much more
accurate than link-capacity estimation baselines (up to 30x)
but also generalizes to an attacker controlling only a single
vantage point by leveraging the TTL-exceeded mechanism
in Internet routers and surpassing other associated practical
issues (e.g., ICMP rate-limiting, router bottlenecks).
We design NFTY to be configurable depending on the

attacker’s capability (e.g., vantage points at sender and re-
ceiver), and her knowledge of the target NF ’s deployment (if
any). Among all possible NFTY configurations, we identify
two concrete representative strategies and evaluate them in
lab settings and in the wild (public Internet, Internet2, cloud).
The two attacks, namelyNFTY-100 andNFTY-5K , differ in the
number of packets sent and thus their effectiveness and visi-
bility. At a high level, NFTY-100 is stealthier but less accurate.
Specifically, NFTY-100 works for an attacker that controls
two vantage points and sends only 100 packets from one
to the other. NFTY-100 can accurately estimate the capacity
of simple NFs with 9% in the controlled environment and
within 10% error in the Internet. We have used NFTY-100 to
estimate the capacity of a commercial NF in AWS within 7%
of its true capacity while avoiding detection.
NFTY-5K , in contrast, works even with an attacker con-

trolling a single vantage point and against more complex
NFs but is less stealthy as it sends 5K packets. We find that
NFTY-5K estimates a more diverse set of NFs with up to
9% error in the controlled environment and within 9% error
in the Internet. This is up to 30x more accurately than the
bandwidth estimation baselines.

We also propose practical countermeasures against NFCR
attacks. Specifically, we consider countermeasures that aim
at adding noise to probing traffic or obfuscating their infras-
tructure with rate-limiting and evaluating their effectiveness
and performance overhead.
Contributions:

• We are the first to formally define and analyze the fea-
sibility of NF Capacity Reconnaissance (NFCR).

• We investigate the applicability of bandwidth estima-
tion techniques to NFCR and identify the unique chal-
lenges that differentiate NF capacity estimation from
bandwidth estimation.

• We introduce NFTY , a flexible methodology for con-
ducting NFCR, that is accurate, stealthy, and practical

NF : Ca
NF : Ca

NF

Sender probes NF Captures probes

Enterprise network

Figure 1: The NF processes incoming traffic of the private

enterprise. A two-sided attacker controls nodes on both sides

of the NF (in and out of the enterprise), while a one-sided

attacker controls nodes only outside the enterprise (sender).

even for an attacker that is single-sided (i.e., cannot
measure the packet it sends directly).

• We evaluate NFTY on both lab and Internet settings as
well as against a commercial NF in the cloud.

• We present a comprehensive suite of countermeasures
designed to safeguard potential targets against NFCR
attacks with limited overhead.

2 PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we introduce the general problem of NF Ca-
pacity Reconnaissance (NFCR) using a representative net-
work setting. Next, we specify the threat model and scope
our problem.
Setting: We assume an enterprise that deploys a network
function (NF ) (e.g. IPS, firewall) placed such that it observes
all incoming traffic, as shown in Figure 1. TheNF comprises a
set of processing tasks applied to a packet type 𝑡 with a well-
defined goal, such as load balancing or intrusion detection.
For example, a TCP SYN proxy NF is geared towards pro-
tecting against TCP SYN flooding attacks. An NF can be de-
ployed on different hardware (e.g., a server, a programmable
switch) with resources configured statically or dynamically
(e.g., number of threads, cores, memory). We define capacity
C𝑝 of an NF as the maximum number of packets of type t (𝑝𝑡 )
the NF can process per unit time. An NF can have different
capacities for different packet types. Note that NFCR is not
specific to a private enterprise setting. It generalizes to other
settings, such as the cloud, in which the NFs are deployed
by various third parties e.g., the Azure Marketplace [4].
ThreatModel:We consider two threat models depending on
the attacker’s capabilities as either (i) one-sided or (ii) two-
sided; depicted in Figure 1. In the two-sided threat model,
the attacker controls a vantage point (VP) on both sides of
the NF . The attacker can send traffic from one VP (e.g., a host
on the Internet) to the other (a host inside the enterprise net-
work) via the NF . In the one-sided threat model, the attacker
controls a single VP (e.g., a random Internet host). In both
models, the attacker is unaware of the deployment of the
NF ; the topology of the target network and location of the
NF ; the congestion on the network path to the NF , and the
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NF itself. The attacker aims to have a low network footprint
to avoid detection. Beyond preventing being blocked, the
attacker’s low footprint prevents the victim from noticing
the reconnaissance and ramping up resources in preparation
for the real attack. Intuitively, the more packets an attacker
sends, the more visible and hence detectable they will be.
Problem Definition and Scope: Given this context, we
formally define the NFCR problem as follows: Given an NF
with unknown processing capacity C𝑝 for packet type 𝑝𝑡 ,
unknown location, and deployment, construct an inference
model that can remotely and accurately estimate the capacity
C𝑝 for packet 𝑝𝑡 by probing it with at most budget B packets.

In this paper, we restrict our focus to NFs whose process-
ing capacity does not depend on the packet history. The NF
may maintain state, but that does not affect its processing
capacity, i.e., an attacker cannot decrease the processing ca-
pacity of the target NF by sending certain packet sequences.
1 We also only consider statically provisioned NFs, meaning
that their allotted resources (cores, memory, hardware) do
not change with time. Observe that the NFs’ deployment
can still use multi-threading or CPU optimizations but are
statically provisioned. This is common in practice, especially
for small/medium enterprises, as dynamically provisioning
an NF is complex.2 We consider an attacker that knows the
high-level packet types that the target NF processes (e.g.,
TCP SYN, UDP). The measured capacity will correspond
only to this packet type. This is not a limitation given that
the attacker can typically use packet types that correspond
to commonly seen traffic, e.g., TCP SYN, HTTP, DNS, and
observe whether the output changes to identify which are
processed. Finally, similarly to bandwidth-estimation tech-
niques [5, 6, 12, 14, 24, 26, 27] which assume that the target
link is the bottleneck, NFCR assumes that the NF is the bot-
tleneck in the path (i.e., its processing rate is lower than that
of the links).

3 PRIORWORK AND LIMITATIONS

Anatural starting point for an attacker is to use link-bandwidth
estimation techniques for NFCR. Hence, in this section, we
try such techniques against real NFs and show that they do
not provide an accurate capacity estimate. Finally, we reveal
the unique characteristics of NFCR that make traditional
link-bandwidth estimation techniques ineffective.

1Most Internet-facing NFs have this property to prevent an attacker from
algorithmic attacks exploiting this dependency to deplete the NF’s resources.
2Automating the entire lifecycle of NFs, from provisioning to decommis-
sioning, while handling workload fluctuations, real-time performance moni-
toring, and decision-making makes dynamic provisioning a highly complex
and nuanced task.
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Figure 2: Traditional bandwidth-estimation techniques un-

derestimate the processing capacity of NFs.

3.1 Overview of Bandwidth Estimation

Based on the probing technique and the signal used, band-
width estimation techniques can be categorized into:
Dispersion-based techniques typically send a sequence or
pair of packets and measure the link-induced spacing at the
receiver [7, 13, 24, 34]. Rate-based techniques iteratively
probe at varying rates until they find the minimum rate that
causes the one-way delay of packets to increase, signaling
self-induced congestion [26, 47]. Bulk-transfer techniques
send a high traffic volume for a longer duration and measure
throughput (i.e., after self-induced drops) at the receiver [3,
58]. Using bulk transfer, an attacker might try to flood the NF
by sending packets at a high rate until drops are observed.

3.2 An Experimental Insight

We start by using each of these techniques to measure the
capacity of realistic NFs built on top of Snort [54] and Suri-
cata [55] and illustrate the results in Figure 2. We observe
a huge discrepancy among the three approaches. Naturally,
the bulk transfer is the most accurate. By offering excessive
load, the NF runs at maximum capacity; thus, the measured
throughput is the capacity. While bulk transfer can serve
as an experimental ground truth, it does not satisfy NFCR.
As bulk transfer requires sending excessive traffic for an
extended period to induce drops, it will be extremely notice-
able. Unfortunately, the less noticeable dispersion-based and
rate-based techniques (orange and blue bars) are extremely
inaccurate, with up to 65% and 54% error, respectively.

3.3 Challenges of NFCR
We describe the characteristics that make NFCR challenging
and traditional bandwidth estimation techniques ineffective.
OptimizedNFDeploymentsmakeNF capacity dynamic.

Although we have scoped the problem to statically provi-
sioned NF (in §2), software and hardware optimizations (e.g.,
CPU multi-threading or frequency scaling) still introduce
a level of variability in an NF’s effective capacity, which
can change based on current load conditions or the types
of packets being processed. This variability presents a sig-
nificant challenge for Network Function Capacity Recon-
naissance (NFCR) techniques, which might underestimate
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the NF’s capacity. In the context of bandwidth estimation,
such variability does not arise as there is no optimization
affecting link capacity. In the NF context, though, multi-
threading –often used to increase the CPU efficiency– can
change the measured aggregate processing capacity of an NF.
Similarly, Dynamic Voltage and Frequency Scaling (DVFS) –
used to adjust CPU frequency based on load to reduce power
consumption– can cause the attacker to underestimate the
capacity. Finally, unlike links for which same-length packets
are processed at a similar speed, NF’s speed might be affected
by the packet type or flow distribution, e.g., due to thread
scheduling, hence there is need for more diverse probes.
Two-sided estimation techniques do not generalize to

one-sided. Traditional bandwidth-estimation techniques
typically assume two-sided control of the link. This is natu-
ral as those techniques were designed as a benign tool for
operators controling their network. In this paper, we aim
to investigate the effectiveness of an attacker performing
NFCR that might only have one-sided control. Link band-
width estimation techniques that work under the one-sided
assumption typically rely on a particular protocol behavior
involving specific packet types (e.g., a TCP SYN on a closed
port triggers a TCP RST [52]) and thus do not generalize to
any 𝑝𝑡 that the target NF is processing.
Measurement infrastructure introduces noise. Intuiti-
vely, the used infrastructure is crucial for any measurement
campaign. In the context of NFCR, accuracy in sending pack-
ets at a concrete rate and monitoring packets’ arrival times-
tamps is crucial and surprisingly hard to achieve in practice.
Intuitively, optimization at the receiver, e.g., batching in soft-
ware (NAPI [50]) or hardware (IC [21]), result in very coarse-
grained packet timestamps, which might undermine the mea-
surements. Similarly, software-based packet generation is
easier to implement but is unlikely to offer reliable rates for
probing. While these are concerns shared with bandwidth-
estimation, we report our unique insights in §5.

4 DESIGN

We begin by explaining the main insights that drive NFTY ’s
design(§4.1). Then, we elaborate on howwe adapt dispersion-
based capacity estimation techniques to be effective in NFCR
(§4.2). Finally, we discuss how we can adapt NFTY to cases
where the attacker controls only one measurement endpoint
(§4.3). Section 4.4 presents an end-to-end view of how one
can configure and use the NFTY tool in practice.

4.1 High-level Overview & Insights

Consider an attacker who aims to estimate the maximum
packet processing rate of an NF (deployed at the edge of a vic-
tim network as in Figure 1) for a particular packet type (e.g.,
UDP). Dispersion-based techniques are the starting point

Figure 3: In the two-sided threat model, the time difference

between consecutive packets increases as they exit from the

NF , revealing NF ’s processing time (𝛿 = 𝑡𝑝 ), thus its capacity.

for NFTY , as they offer a stealthier approach by sending
fewer packets. Following that strategy, the attacker sends
a set of UDP packets to an attacker-controlled receiver via
the target NF. The receiver measures the dispersion i.e., the
NF-induced time gap between consecutive packets, to infer
the NF processing capacity. After being processed by the
NF, the packets will be spaced in time depending on the NF
processing time (Figure 3).
Our first insight is that to achieve high accuracy, the at-

tacker needs to trigger the NF’s highest capacity during
her measurements. To do so, while remaining stealthy, the
attacker needs to send bursts of packets, which will instan-
taneously stress the NF with the minimum number of pack-
ets. Furthermore, the attacker collects measurements at the
receiver and needs to process them to identify step-wise
patterns that reveal capacity adaptations triggered by the
NF’s host (§4.2). Our second insight extends NFTY to an
attacker not controlling the receiver, i.e., one-sided threat
model. Concretely, we find that routers on-path can inadver-
tently act as malicious receivers (reporting dispersion values)
if they are triggered to send ICMP error messages back to
the attacker-controlled sender. Importantly, any IP packet
can trigger an ICMP error message using an appropriate TTL
value on any router on-path past the NF. While doing so is
not trivial, as routers often rate-limit such requests or delay
them, we explain how the attacker can use this insight to
accurately estimate NF’s capacity with one-sided control in
§4.3. Finally, in both cases, the measurement infrastructure
can make (or break) the attack by offering (in)accurate times-
tamping and (in)accurate probing rates. We elaborate on our
measurement methodology in §5.

4.2 Adapting dispersion-based bandwidth

estimations to NFCR
We start with the essential background of dispersion-based
estimation and discuss our observations as we attempt to
adapt it to NFCR. Finally, we describe our approach.
Dispersion-based link-capacity estimation techniques

seek to estimate the bandwidth of a bottleneck link by send-
ing a probe of two (i.e., a pair) or more (i.e., a train) packets
back to back and measuring their spacing at the receiver.
Intuitively, for a packet pair, assuming that the link capacity
of the bottleneck link is lower than the packets’ inter-arrival
rate, the second packet of a packet pair will be queued, wait-
ing for the transmission of the first one. The time difference
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Figure 4: Effect of DVFS and packet batching on dispersion
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Packet batching can cause spikes in the dispersion signature.

of the arrival between the two packets (measured at the des-
tination) is called dispersion 𝛿 and provides the transmission
time 𝑡𝑡𝑟 on the bottleneck link. We can then calculate the
bottleneck link capacity 𝐶𝑙 for a packet of size 𝑆 as follows:
𝐶𝑙 = 𝑆/𝑡𝑡𝑟 = 𝑆/𝛿 . Bandwidth estimation techniques rely
on the assumption that processing delays on the path are
negligible compared to link transmission delays.
Dispersion-based NFCR seeks to estimate the capacity of
any NF in processing any particular packet type by sending
packet pairs or trains. If the pair/train traverses an NF , the
dispersion gives the NF ’s processing time 𝑡𝑝 , which is typi-
cally higher than transmission time since NF ’s do more than
just forwarding. In the context of NFCR the dispersion is:

𝛿 = max(𝑡𝑡𝑟 , 𝑡𝑝 ) = max(𝑆/𝐶𝑙 , 1/C𝑝 ) (1)

Thus, if the NF ’s processing time 𝑡𝑝 is higher than the trans-
mission time 𝑡𝑡𝑟 , then the measured dispersion corresponds
to the former.
Observation 1: Not all dispersion values correspond

to the true capacity. Fig. 4a shows the dispersion values
that we actually observed at the NF . One cause of these
transitions is that the NF runs on a CPU configured with
DVFS: the CPU operates at a lower frequency under a lighter
load and transitions to a higher frequency under a heavier
load driven by the OS or kernel. As a CPU might undergo
multiple transitions to different frequencies, the observed
rate at which packets are processed will change. As a result,
the measured dispersion values may not all correspond to
the true capacity, and traditional link bandwidth estimation
techniques are doomed to fail, as we show in 6.
Observation 2:Multi-threading and batching of packets

introduce noise in the dispersion values. We have ob-
served that multi-threading at an NF and/or batching at the
receiver can cause spikes in the dispersion values as shown
in Figure 4b. While, in principle, batching could be detected
and corrected after the fact, through the periodicity of the
dispersion spikes, multi-threading further confuses the sig-
nal by causing irregular spikes depending on the distribution
of load across threads.

A straightforward approach for the estimation function
𝐹 given a set of dispersion values 𝐷 = {𝛿1..𝛿𝐿−1} would
be to choose the minimum dispersion value. In this case,
𝐹 (𝐷) = 𝑚𝑖𝑛(𝛿1, 𝛿2, ..., 𝛿𝐿) and the capacity C𝑝 is given by
C𝑝 = 1/min(𝛿1, 𝛿2, ..., 𝛿𝐿). Unfortunately, this estimate could
lead to inaccurate results. The minimum dispersion could be
affected by batching, multi-threading, or even self-induced
congestion if two packets wait in the same queue, effectively
modifying their dispersion. An alternative approach is to cal-
culate the mean or median dispersion value across the last
𝑁 packets in the train since these packets are more likely to
have observed the maximum frequency if the train itself has
triggered it. In this case, 𝐹 (𝐷) =𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛(𝛿𝐿−𝑁 , 𝛿𝐿−𝑁+1, ..., 𝛿𝐿)
and C𝑝 will be C𝑝 = 1/𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛(𝛿𝐿−𝑁 , 𝛿𝐿−𝑁+1, ..., 𝛿𝐿). The num-
ber of packets, 𝑁 , can be selected by finding the last step
in the dispersion values using a step detection algorithm.
This approach implicitly assumes that CPU frequency tran-
sitions from low to high and then remains there until the
load subsides. However, we observed that in certain cases,
frequency may transition back to a low frequency, as shown
in Figure 4a.
Our approach: dispersion-based NFTY To handle the
challenges mentioned in the aforementioned section, NFTY
first sends longer packet trains to trigger DVFS. Then it
performs step detection [59] on the sequence of dispersion
values 𝐷 = 𝛿1, 𝛿2, ..., 𝛿𝐿 to detect the frequency transitions
in the dispersion values. Second, it divides D into a set of
segments 𝑆 at the detected steps. Third, for each segment
𝛿𝑖→𝑗 ∈ 𝑆 from 𝛿𝑖 to 𝛿 𝑗 , it computes the mean dispersion value
of the segment. We choose mean dispersion because it gener-
alizes to the case of batching and multi-threading. After that,
NFTY picks the minimum mean dispersion values as 𝛿∗. The
minimum mean dispersion will correspond to the segment
of dispersion values when the frequency is maximum. Given
segments 𝛿𝑖→𝑗 ∈ 𝑆 , we calculate 𝛿∗ as:

𝛿∗ = min
𝛿𝑖→𝑗 ∈𝑆

∑𝑗

𝑛=𝑖
(𝛿𝑛)

𝑗 − 𝑖 + 1 (2)

For step detection, we consider algorithms that do not require
the number of steps as input since the NF may transition to
multiple frequencies, which will vary across deployments.
Hence, we consider a different class of step detection algo-
rithms [59], which uses penalty functions to separate noise
from steps. Among these algorithms, we choose Binary Seg-
mentation [5] as it is widely used [8, 18].We use the Gaussian
Kernel [19] as our cost function to measure variations in the
data as it empirically works well. We use linear penalty [59]
for step detection based on our empirical observations.
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4.3 Extending NFTY to one-sided Control

NFTY , as we have described it so far, analyzes the dispersion
of packets at the attacker-controlled to infer the NF capacity.
In this subsection, we explain how NFTY can be extended to
a one-sided threat model as well.
Using routers on-path as receivers NFTY exploits the
ICMP time exceeded error response message sent by routers
to an IP packet’s sender if the packet has no time to reach
its destination in order to learn packet dispersion without
controlling the receiver. Concretely, each IP packet carries
a Time-To-Live (TTL) value in its header. As routers in the
Internet path forward each IP packet, they decrement this
value by one. If the TTL reaches zero (expires) before the
packet reaches its destination, an ICMP time exceeded mes-
sage is sent by the last router that decremented it to the
sender. The attacker: (i) sends packets through the target
NF towards a destination IP that is within the IP address
space allocated to the targeted network;3 (ii) sets the TTL
of the probing packets such that the TTL expires after the
packet is processed by the NF but before the packet reaches
its destination; and (iii) analyzes the dispersion of the error
messages triggered the sent packets (rather than the sent
packets directly). The attacker can discover the appropri-
ate TTL by using traceroute [36].4 Traceroute is a standard
measurement tool that relies on the TTL expiration mecha-
nism and allows the sender to observe the path (the series
of routers) that a packet takes to a destination. Importantly,
TTL is part of a standard IP header and hence, it generalizes
to various packet types. While one could, in principle, dis-
able ICMP time-exceeded messages to protect from NFTY ,
that would deprive operators of a very useful debugging tool
and would not necessarily protect the router’s network as
NFTY can use any router on the path between the NF and
a host. Importantly, this technique works for any IP packet,
unlike previous attempts e.g., from Saroiu et al. [52] send
TCP SYN requests aiming at triggering a TCP RST from a
remote host. An alternative approach from Carter et al. [7]
sends an ICMP ECHO REQUEST aiming at triggering an
ICMP REPLY from a remote host in the target network. In
both cases, the solution relies on the use of particular packet
types that trigger protocol-specific behavior that might not
trigger any processing from the NF .
Challenges on relying on routers for packet dispersion

While promising, relying on ICMP time exceeded to calculate
NF dispersion is challenging. In fact, the use of ICMP replies
has well-studied limitations in the context of traceroute [11,
20]. We focus on three factors that are particularly impactful
in our context, as they obfuscate the dispersion signals. These

3IP address space allocation is public information.
4e.g., the attacker can target the last router in the path that replies to
traceroute.
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Figure 5: One-sided threat model: While a router can be used

to echo the packets back to the receiver (triggering ICMPTTL

time exceeded), its processing rate may change the spacing

across packets (dispersion), effectively ruining the signature.

are related to the router processing time, contention at the
router, or potential rate-limiting of ICMP traffic:
1. The router processing time might overwrite the NF dis-

persion. In this case, the observed dispersion would
correspond to the router’s processing time i.e., not the
NF ’s processing time.We illustrate this issue in Figure 5.
This is not a problem in the case of two-sided, in which
routers only forward the probing packets (instead of
dropping them and generating a new packet).

2. The router in which the TTL expires might be congested
with regular traffic, adding random delays to ICMP replies.
In such cases, routers prioritize regular packet forward-
ing from control tasks, which are often best effort. The
random delays added to the ICMP packets will make
their dispersion useless for an attacker attemptingNFCR.

3. ICMP rate limiting may cause the routers to not respond
at all. Finally, an operator might rate-limit the ICMP
traffic [56] for performance or security reasons. For
example, in our experiments, we tried three routers
in the university network and found that two of them
rate-limited packets at five packets per second, as also
observed by Ravaioli et al. [46] who found that 60%
of the routers in the Internet implemented ICMP TTL
exceeded rate limiting.

Our approach: one-sided NFTY To effectively address
the aforementioned limitations, we use two insights. First,
while NFTY needs to send large trains to trigger frequency
scaling,NFTY only needs the dispersion from a small number
of packets to estimate C𝑝 . Second, to measure dispersion,
NFTY does not need the arrival times of consecutive packets,
instead NFTY can calculate the mean dispersion 𝛿 between
two packets 𝑝𝑖 and 𝑝 𝑗 , which arrive at the receiver at 𝑡𝑖 and
𝑡 𝑗 by 𝛿 = (𝑡 𝑗 − 𝑡𝑖 )/( 𝑗 − 𝑖)

Next, we explain how we use these insights to mitigate the
effects of rate-limiting, router processing times, and router
load. Consider that the attacker sends a packet train of length
𝐿 at time 𝜏𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑑 . The attacker sets the TTL of packet 𝑝𝑖 and
some other non-consecutive packet 𝑝 𝑗 to expire at some
router 𝑟 . The packets arrive at the NF , which takes time 𝑡𝑝
to process each packet. The first packet 𝑝1 sees no queuing
delay at the NF . The second packet is queued for time 𝑡𝑝 and
packet 𝑝𝑖 is queued for time (𝑖−1)𝑡𝑝 because 𝑖−1 packets will
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be processed before the packet 𝑝𝑖 . Then, the packet 𝑝𝑖 arrives
at the router, which will see that 𝑝𝑖 has expired TTL, and it
will generate an ICMP TTL time exceeded with processing
delay 𝑡𝑟 . Then, let 𝜏𝑟𝑖 be the time the reply for packet 𝑝𝑖
arrives at the sender, and 𝜏𝑟𝑗 be the time the reply for packet
𝑝 𝑗 arrives at the sender.

If 𝑑𝑖 is the total delay when packet 𝑝𝑖 left the sender and
its ICMP Reply arrived at the sender, then 𝜏𝑟𝑖 is:

𝜏𝑟𝑖 =𝜏𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑑 + 𝑑𝑖 (3)
where 𝑑𝑖 =𝑡𝑝 + 𝑡𝑟 + (𝑖 − 1)𝑡𝑝 + 𝑐

𝑐 is for the constant transmission and propagation delay;
𝑡𝑝 is the processing delay experienced by the packet 𝑝𝑖 at
the NF ; 𝑡𝑟 is the router processing delay in generating an
ICMP reply; (𝑖−1)𝑡𝑝 is the queuing delay experienced by the
packet. We choose packet 𝑝 𝑗 such that when it arrives at the
router, packet 𝑝𝑖 has already been processed. This ensures
that packet 𝑝 𝑗 does not see any queuing at the router. Then
for packet 𝑝 𝑗 , 𝜏𝑟𝑗 is given by:

𝜏𝑟𝑗 =𝜏
𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑑 + 𝑑 𝑗 (4)

where 𝑑 𝑗 =𝑡𝑝 + 𝑡𝑟 + ( 𝑗 − 1)𝑡𝑝 + 𝑐
At the sender, we can calculate the dispersion as follows:

𝛿 = 𝜏𝑟𝑗 − 𝜏𝑟𝑖 (5)
Substituting Equation 3 and 4 in Equation 5, we get:

𝛿 =𝜏𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑑 + 𝑡𝑝 + 𝑡𝑟 + ( 𝑗 − 1)𝑡𝑝 + 𝑐
− 𝜏𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑑 − 𝑡𝑝 − 𝑡𝑟 − (𝑖 − 1)𝑡𝑝 − 𝑐

𝛿 =( 𝑗 − 𝑖)𝑡𝑝 (6)
From Eq. 6, the processing capacity C𝑝 can be estimated as:

C𝑝 = 1/𝑡𝑝 = ( 𝑗 − 𝑖)/𝛿 (7)
Having explained why we do not need to trigger an ICMP
error in every packet of our probe, the next natural question
is how to choose these packets. To decide that, we need
to look at our constraints. We want to space the packets
such that when packet 𝑝 𝑗 arrives at the router, packet 𝑝𝑖
has already been processed. This requires an estimation of
an upper-bound of router processing time. We can estimate
processing time by sending packet pairs with the correct TTL.
The spacing of the replies will give the router processing
time. For example, in our experiments, we found that the
router took 55us to process and generate ICMP replies.

Once we have an estimation of the router processing time,
we can choose the packets such that when they arrive at the
router, they are at least 𝑡𝑟 apart. For example, for a router
processing time of 100us, we can set the TTL after every 100
packets, assuming our send rate is 1Mpps. For a router pro-
cessing time of 𝑡𝑟 , and the maximum capacity 𝐶𝑚𝑎𝑥 that the
attacker can send, we set the TTL after a gap of 𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 packets

where 𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 is chosen such that 𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 > 𝑡𝑟 ×𝐶𝑚𝑎𝑥 , 𝑡𝑟 ×𝐶𝑚𝑎𝑥

gives the number of packets arriving at the router in time 𝑡𝑟 .
Note that the NF processes packets before they arrive at the
router. Thus, the actual duration between the packets will be
much greater than 𝑡𝑟 . For example, consider an NF , which
processes each packet in 5us, and a router takes 100us to
generate an ICMP reply. If the sender sets the TTL of every
100th packet, then if the first packet arrives at the router at
time t, the 101st packet will arrive at ((5𝑢𝑠) + (100) (5𝑢𝑠)) × 𝑡 ,
which is much greater than 100us. Importantly, the estima-
tion of the processing in the router need not be extremely
accurate. In fact, we only need to make sure that the packets
are spaced out more than the processing time.

4.4 End-to-end View

In this subsection, we discuss how we can configure NFTY
depending on various deployment settings and constraints.
The key configuration parameter here is the ideal probe
length 𝐿 for the attacker, i.e., theminimumnumber of packets
for a good estimation. This, in turn, depends on all the factors
we have mentioned so far, including NF ’s deployment and
whether the attacker controls the receiver and hardware
configuration. Figure 6a summarizes our insights into the
various factors that play a role in this decision.

Starting from the bottom branch in Figure 6a, if the at-
tacker is one-sided, meaning they only control the senders
and rely on a router for receiving some form of a reply, she
would need to send 𝑐1 ×𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 where 𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 is the gap between
packets for which the attacker sets the TTL, and 𝑐1 a constant
which determines the number of TTL Exceeded packets the
attacker will receive. Remember that in the one-sided case, to
deal with routers with longer ICMP router processing times
and with ICMP rate-limiting, NFTY spaces out the packets
with the correct TTL. This gap determines the length of the
probe. In our experiments, 30×𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 , with𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 of 100 packets
(total of 3000 packets) yields accurate capacity estimations.
In the presence of DVFS, the attacker will again need to send
packets in the order of thousands to first trigger DVFS to see
the maximum capacity, as shown in Figure 6b.

If the attacker is two-sided and the NF does not use DVFS
(topmost branch), the probe length will depend on the num-
ber of threads in the NF or/and the batch interval in case of
packet batching. First, to capture the effect ofmulti-threading,
the attacker will need to send packets 𝑐 × 𝑘 packets at the
NF with 𝑘 threads, where 𝑐 is some constant. Intuitively, the
value of 𝑐 is proportional to the number of threads. Second, to
handle the noise introduced by batching, attacker will need
to send packets such that the total arrival time of packets
at the receiver is larger than the batch interval. Batching is
usually done in microseconds with values typically around
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Figure 6: (a) NFCR is challenging because of factors such as whether the attacker controls

nodes on both sides of the NF , whether DVFS is enabled in the NF deployment, packet

batching etc. Here, 𝐿 is the probe length, 𝑘 is the number of threads, 𝐵 is the batch interval,

𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 is the packet gap needed for the one-sided case, and 𝑐, 𝑐1, 𝑐2 are constants. (b) Poorly-

selected train size may not trigger a transition to the maximum frequency; e.g., a train of

1000 packets has only 59% chances of observing themaximum frequency.
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Figure 7: Our testbed com-

prises three servers acting as

the sender, the receiver and

the NF . The Delay_NF delays

each packet by a predefined

amount. For example, the De-

lay_NF here delays each packet

by 5 𝜇s.

100us [35]. Hence, in this branch of the decision tree, a few
hundred packets will give a good estimate, assuming that
the number of threads is also in the hundreds or less.
If the attacker is two-sided and the NF uses DVFS, the

packets needed to trigger DVFS will be in thousands. Simi-
larly, in the one-sided case, the number of packets typically
needed would be in the thousands. In these cases, the number
of threads and batching will not play a role in determining
the probe length.
Given this context, we distinguish two representative

NFTY configurations based on the decision tree in Figure 6a.
The two configurations differ in effectiveness and stealthi-
ness.
NFTY-5K uses 5K packets to probe an NF , it will accurately
estimate the capacity of NF with or without optimized de-
ployments. Importantly, NFTY-5K is also effective with the
one-sided threat model. As we show in Section 6, NFTY-5K
can accurately estimate the capacity of diverse NF deploy-
ments within 10% error in the Internet in a two-sided and
one-sided threat model. Moreover, NFTY-5K outperforms
link-bandwidth estimation baselines by 30x. We do not claim
that NFTY-5K will be enough to detect accurately in all cases.
NFTY-100 uses 100 packets to probe an NF . It will work
for simple NF deployments, where DVFS is disabled. Due to
its tiny network footprint NFTY-100 is very stealthy. While
NFTY-100 is less accurate than NFTY-5K , it is still powerful
enough to estimate the capacity of a commercial NF deployed
in AWS. NFTY-100 falls in the topmost branch of the decision
tree. Since NFTY-5K is strictly more accurate, we expect an
attacker to use NFTY-5K , unless they have a strict budget
or side-channel information about the NF deployment. We
thoroughly evaluate both attacks in Section 6.

5 MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK

For our probing and estimation technique to work, we need
a robust measurement infrastructure to get accurate, fine-
grained, and noise-free dispersion measurements. To achieve
this, we require:

Fast sending rate: The sending rate should be faster than
the NF capacity C𝑝 to ensure that packets are queued when
they arrive at the NF .
Accurate timestamping: Packets should be timestamped
at microsecond precision when they arrive at the receiver to
capture the dispersion accurately.
We build a test setup (Figure 7) to systematically ver-

ify our sender and receiver setup. We create a dummy NF ,
namely Delay_NF, with a configurable processing time, im-
plemented as a sleep operation for a configurable time win-
dow upon receiving a UDP packet We implemented De-
lay_NF using Click [31] and it serves as the ground truth
for dispersion. For each experiment, we send packet trains
of 10 packets and report the error in the mean dispersion.
For packet generation, we evaluate tools such as Hping3,
TCPReplay, and MoonGen. For timestamping at the receiver,
we test TCPDump and DPDKcap. We also explore certain
sender (e.g., DVFS [61]) and receiver side configurations (e.g.,
RSS [22], interrupt throttling) that may affect the dispersion.
Next, we present our findings, which guide NFTY design.
NFTY turns off DVFS at the sender to send packets at a

faster rate Frequency scaling at the sender node can affect
the send rate, besides the NF, as we explained in 4.2.Figure 8a
shows the error in measured dispersion for different delay
values of the Delay_NF. At low CPU frequency, the sender
is not able to send packets as fast. Hence, in the presence
of frequency scaling at the sender, the error in measured
dispersion can reach up to 46.1% for smaller delay values.
Note that we observed a similar trend for kernel-based tools
and MoonGen. Hence, we turn frequency scaling off at the
sender node. All bandwidth estimation tools do not consider
this factor and hence may get affected, as we show later in
the evaluation section 6.
NFTY uses DPDKcap to avoid the negative effects of

interrupt throttling on the timestamping of received

packets. On the receiver side, using DPDKcap reduces the
noise in the measured dispersion and has up to 2X lower
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Figure 8: (a) Frequency scaling (DVFS) at the sender re-

sults in high error for lower processing times. Disabling

frequency scaling at the sender significantly reduces this

error. (b)TCPDump results in high error in the measured

dispersion because of interrupt throttling.

error compared to TCPDump, as shown in Figure 8b. Es-
sentially, TCPDump entails high errors because of interrupt
throttling and delays in the kernel networking stack. While
prior work [44, 62] tries to handle the effects of batching by
estimating the batching interval and correcting for it, this is
hard in the presence of adaptive interrupt coalescence [21].
DPDKcap, on the other hand, bypasses the kernel and the
need for interrupts via userspace polling.

6 EVALUATION

We evaluate the accuracy and the stealthiness ofNFTY in two
representative configurations, namely NFTY-5K and NFTY-
100.
We find that (i) NFTY-100 and NFTY-5K are up to 20x

and 30x more accurate in controlled experiments compared
to the equivalent baselines sending the same number of
packets, and are more stealthy than the baselines (NFTY
is rarely detected by the ruleset of known commercial fire-
walls); (ii)NFTY-100 is stealthy yet accurate only on a subset
of the NF deployments compared to NFTY-5K but still able
to accurately estimate the capacity of a commercial NF in
AWS within 7% of error; (iii) NFTY ’s step-detection improves
its accuracy by 25x compared to other estimation baselines
while its measurememt improves NFTY ’s performance by up
to 33x; and (iv) NFTY also estimates accurately with up to
10% error.

We explain our evaluation in detail below, starting with
our methodology.

6.1 Methodology

Probing baseline: We evaluate our approach against a pop-
ular and widely-used rate-based link bandwidth-estimation
technique, namely SLoPS in which the attacker uses binary
search for NFCR [26, 28] between 0-500Kpps. SLoPS sends
packets to the NF at an initial probing rate (250Kpps) and
uses one-way delay of received packets to see if the probe
rate (pps) caused congestion, indicating that the rate was

Figure 9: Our Internet setup forwards packets through the

Internet after they have been processed by the NF . This is
the worst-case scenario for the attacker (and NFTY ) as the
Internet noise can affect the dispersion signature of NF . In
the one-sided experiments, we send probes to the Clemson

node but they expire on path, causing ICMP replies to the

sender (shown in dotted).

NF (𝜇𝑠) Controlled One-sided Internet2 Internet
SNORT-RL 67500 21800 21000 132388
SUR-BL 142600 143420 134640 144940
SUR-RL 200880 225140 193750 227726
SUR-BL-mt 227720 216000 224680 246679
SUR-RL-mt 336060 309140 360460 348795

Table 1: The measured ground-truth processing capacity

(packets per second) of our NFs in different settings.

greater than the NF capacity. If so, it adjusts the probe rate
accordingly using a binary search approach. SLoPS keeps
probing until the difference between the minimum and max-
imum rate is 1000pps. To find an increasing trend in the
relative one-way delay values for SLoPS, we use the tech-
nique implemented by Pathload [26]. Moreover, we use the
same probe length for the baseline and for NFTY .
Estimation baselines: To evaluate the estimation technique
used by NFTY , we compare with two baseline approaches
adopted from the link bandwidth estimation literature (i)
mean-train which takes the mean dispersion of the entire
train [12]; and (ii) median-train which takes the median
dispersion [34].
Network functions: We use five NFs. Both SNORT-RL and
SUR-RL are realistic TCP SYN rate-limiting NFs which we
implemented in Suricata [55] and Snort [54] respectively.
Both NFs track the number of SYN packets per flow and
drop the SYNs of flow that have exceeded a threshold. For
SNORT-RL and SUR-RL, we send SYN packets. SUR-BL is a
deny list containing rules provided by the emerging threats
database [57]. We only send UDP traffic to SUR-BL to trigger
the rules concerning UDP traffic.We implemented SUR-BL in
Suricata [55]. SUR-BL-mt and SUR-RL-mt are multi-threaded
versions of SUR-BL and SUR-RL respectively.
Ground-truth measurements: We measure the ground-
truth capacity for each setup and NF separately, as it can be
affected by hardware and software factors (e.g., processor,
NIC). To measure the ground-truth, we send packets to a
receiver node via each NF using Scapy sendpfast [48]. We
do a binary search on the sending rate until we find the
maximum rate that makes the input rate of theNF node equal
to its output rate (i.e., the maximum sending rate without

9



Aqsa Kashaf, Aidan Walsh, Maria Apostolaki, Vyas Sekar, and Yuvraj Agarwal

packet drops at the NF ). We repeat this exercise five times
and choose the median as the ground truth. We summarize
our results in Table 1. We repeat each experiment 100 times
and report the Median Absolute Percentage Error (MdAPE)
in the estimated processing capacity compared to the ground
truth (Table 1).

6.2 Controlled experiments

We evaluateNFTY-5K on optimizedNF deployments i.e.,with
DVFS enabled, before we evaluate NFTY-100, for simplified
ones. We use three nodes (Intel Haswell EP nodes with two
2.60 GHz 10-core CPUs) in CloudLab [15], a sender, a receiver,
and an NF connected such that the sender communicates to
the receiver via the NF node.
NFTY-5K outperformsprobing baselines by 2x-30xwhile

sending less packets in total. Figure 10a shows theMdAPE
in the estimated capacity by NFTY-5K results in 2%-9% er-
ror and outperforms the baseline. The improvement is more
prominent in the faster NFs, compared to SNORT-RL, which
is slower (see Table 1). The baseline (SLoPS) also ends up
sending 9x more packets (median in NFs) than NFTY-5K ,
due to its iterative probing. The baseline’s poor accuracy is
due to its obliviousness to the fluctuation of one-way delays
caused by the NF’s optimized deployment (i.e., frequency
transitions). Moreover, for multi-threaded NFs (last two bars),
the baseline triggers only a single thread because both the
multi-threaded NFs assign packets to threads per flow. Im-
portantly, both techniques use the optimized measurement
infrastructure we describe in §5. The baseline’s accuracy
further degrades with an unoptimized measurement infras-
tructure (as shown in Figure 11a).
Step-detection improves NFTY-5K accuracy by up to

25x To investigate the benefit of step detection, we com-
pare NFTY-5K with the estimation baselines, mean-train and
median-train in Figure 10b. The reduction in MdAPE is sig-
nificant. For SNORT-RL the improvement over the baseline is
less compared to the other NFs because SNORT-RL changes
to maximum frequency sooner than the other NFs. In effect,
mean-train is closer to the one corresponding to the maxi-
mum frequency. median-train precision degrades further for
multi-threaded NFs, because of the fluctuations in queueing
delays for subsequent packets it causes.
Longer probe lengths are critical for NFs with DVFS.

Figure 10c shows the effect of different probe lengths on
NFTY ’s error in the presence of DVFS. Longer trains forNFTY
result in lower error (MdAPE) because they always trigger
the transition to the maximum frequency. In contrast, small
trains never trigger the transition to maximum frequency.
Thus, if the attacker were to perform NFCR with NFTY-100
in the presence of DVFS, she would have a high error.

PANW JNPR FTNT Snort PANW JNPR FTNT Snort
TCP SYN UDP

NFTY-5K
✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗

SLoPS-5K
✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗

NFTY-100
✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

SLoPS-100
✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗

Table 2: NFTY is stealthier than SLoPS while being more

accurate as shown by the ✓where the attack is detected by

different rulesets .

NFTY-100 accurately estimates capacity within 9% of

error. As NFTY-100 cannot estimate the capacity of NFs
whose deployments are optimized with DVFS (Figure10c),
we evaluate NFTY-100 for simpler NF deployments. NFTY-
100 estimates the capacity of these with 2% to 9% error as
shown in Figure 11a. We compare NFTY-100 with SLoPS-100.
For NFTY-100, we turn DVFS off at sender, as with small
number of packets, its effect becomes significant. For the
baseline, DVFS is not off at the sender. The error for SLoPS-
100 increases up to 61%. Specifically, for SLoPS-100, the error
is huge for NFs (SUR-RL to SUR-RL-mt) where the attacker
cannot reliably send at rates higher than the NF processing
speed. If an attacker were to use SLoPS-100 without our
sender-side optimization, she would incur a huge error.
NFTY ’s measurement optimizations improve the accu-

racy of NFTY-100 by up to 33x In the previous experiment,
we hinted that the most impactful factor in NFTY-100 accu-
racy is the measurement infrastructure (see Sec. §5). To verify
that, we compare the accuracy of NFTY-100 in an optimized
and unoptimized measurement infrastructure in Figure 11b.
For the unoptimized measurement infrastructure, DVFS is
enabled at the sender, and we show two receiver configura-
tions, one with a batch interval of 100us and the other with
300us. For the optimized measurement infrastructure, DVFS
is disabled at the sender, and there is no packet batching.
As shown in Figure 11b, our measurement infrastructure
optimizations in NFTY-100, reduce its MdAPE by upto 33x.
NFTY is stealthier than SLoPS while being more ac-

curate To evaluate the stealthiness of NFTY , we use the
ruleset of known commercial firewalls Palo Alto Networks
(PANW) [40], Juniper (JNPR) [1], Fortinet (FTNT) [17], and
Snort community rules [9]. We implement these rulesets in
Suricata, and record if these rulesets detect NFTY and SLoPS.
Table 2 summarizes our results for TCP SYN traffic processed
by SUR-RL, SUR-RL-mt, and SNORT-RL and UDP traffic pro-
cessed by SUR-BL, and SUR-BL-mt. A tick indicates that the
firewall was able to detect the attack. A cross indicates that
the attack is not detected. Overall, NFTY is less detectable
than the baseline.
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Figure 10: (a)NFTY-5K is up to 30xmore accurate than the baseline in optimized NF deployments (b) Step detection in dispersion

values reduces the MdAPE of NFTY-5K by up to 25x. (c) As we increase the probe length, the accuracy of NFTY improves.
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Figure 11: (a) NFTY-100 results in up to 9% error with the optimized measurement infrastructure. SLoPS-100 results in high

error (up to 61%) for faster NFs as the sender cannot send packets faster than the NF because of DVFS at sender. (b) When we

use NFTY-100 in an optimized measurement infrastructure, the MdAPE is reduced by up to 33x. (c) NFTY results in 4%-10%

MdAPE with one-sided control. The spread in error is a bit high for fast NFs compared to SNORT-RL, i.e., the slowest NF .

6.3 One-sided experiments

To evaluate NFTY under the one-sided model, we use NFTY-
5K .We illustrate the setup of this experiment in Figure 9. The
sender and the NF are in the Wisconsin cluster, and they
send packets to a public server in the Clemson cluster. The
TTL is set such that it expires in 4 hops after being processed
by the NF. We choose 𝑔𝑇𝑇𝐿 (i.e., the gap in packets for which
we set the correct TTL) to be 100 packets.
NFTY-5K is usable under the one-sided threat model.

We summarize our results in Figure 11c. We see that NFTY-
5K ’s MdAPE remains around 10%, even under the one-sided
threat model. Faster NFs such as SUR-RL-mt show a higher
spread as in the case of two-sided Internet experiments.

6.4 Internet experiments

For these experiments, we evaluate the case where pack-
ets traverse Internet2 and the public Internet after being
processed by the NF , which is the worst-case scenario for
the attacker. Indeed, any congestion that packets experience
before reaching the NF , would not affect the NF-induced
dispersion.
Setup: For Internet2 results, our sender and the NF node
run in CloudLab Wisconsin, and our receiver node runs in
Clemson as shown in Figure 9. The packets from theNF to the
receiver go through the Internet. The sender and the receiver
use the same nodes as in the controlled environment. The

receiver uses Intel Haswell E5-2683 v3 nodes with 2.00 GHz
14-core CPUs. We also evaluate NFTY in the public Internet,
outside of the Internet2 setting, by hosting our receiver in
Vultr Cloud node in Los Angeles. Similar to Figure 9, as the
packets traverse from the NF to the Vultr machine, they
traverse the public Internet. We run these experiments at
different times of the day to capture the effect of varying
Internet congestion.
Both NFTY-100 and NFTY-5K remain within 10% error

in Internet2.We evaluate NFTY-100 (without DVFS at the
NF ) in the Internet to show that NFTY can accurately es-
timate the capacity even in the public Internet using only
a small number of packets. We summarize our results in
Figure 12b. NFTY-100 can accurately estimate NF ’s capacity
within 10% error. The spread in error values for faster NFs
is higher than in controlled experiments. We also evaluate
NFTY-5K (with DVFS at theNF ) to show that evenwith added
noise from the Internet, shown in Figure 12a the NFTY-5K ’s
estimation using step detection works well. NFTY-5K has a
higher spread in MdAPE in the Internet compared to the con-
trolled environment. However, the MdAPE in the Internet
for NFTY-5K also remains within 9% error.
NFTY-5K remains within 8% error in the public Inter-

net, while NFTY-100 is more affected by noise in the

public Internet. Figure 12c shows that theMdAPE for NFTY-
5k in this setting never exceeded 5% for all NFs. For all 100
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Figure 12: (a) NFTY-5K results in 4% to 9% MdAPE in the Internet with optimized NF deployment (with DVFS).(c) Comparing

SLoPS-5K and NFTY-5K in internet experiments with an optimized sender and unoptimized NF . (d) Same setting as (a), but now

comparing NFTY-100 and SLoPS-100.

(a) (b)

Figure 13: (a) In the AWS experiments, the sender probes

the NF from the Internet. (b) NFTY-100 results in 7% MdAPE

while probing a commercial NF Fortinet next generation

firewall [16]. The spread is high because here, the receiver

and the NF are VMs and may induce extra noise.

experiments for each NF, the calculated error never exceeded
8%. Thus, NFTY-5K achieves very low error rates even in the
Internet. Figure 12d indicates that NFTY-100 achieves low
MdAPE (6%) for the single-threaded NFs. Compared to the
spread of the Internet2 experiments, NFTY-100 has a greater
spread (not shown in figure 12d) due to the added noise
of the Internet. For the multi-threaded NFs, there are two
queues that packets are processed in, and so each queue pro-
cesses only 50 packets each. With so few dispersion values
for each queue and the noise of the Internet prevalent at the
beginning of a probe, NFTY produces an inaccurate estimate.
Both NFTY-100 and NFTY-5K consistently outperform

SLoPS. When comparing performance of NFTY to SLoPS, it
has a smaller MdAPE for all NFs for both techniques. As seen
in the results for the controlled environment and Internet2,
SLoPS performs poorly for the multi-threaded NFs. Although
NFTY-100 has reduced accuracy for the multi-threaded NFs,
it still outperforms SLoPS. When comparing performance
for the single-threaded NFs, NFTY-100 cuts the MdAPE by
approximately 50%. For NFTY-5K, it’s performance is similar
to SLoPS’ for the single-threaded NFs but reduces MdAPE
by at least 90% for the multi-threaded NFs.

6.5 Case Study: NFTY against Commercial

NF in the Cloud

Having tested NFTY in the lab and in the Internet we aim
to investigate whether our results generalize beyond open-
access NFs and in-house deployments. To this end, we use

NFTY to calculate the capacity of the Fortinet next-generation
firewall[16] which is a closed-source and commercial NF.
Cloud setup: We deploy the Fortinet firewall in the AWS
US East cluster on an AWS c4.large instance type in front of
a private subnet which was the recommended instance type
by the vendor. Thus, all traffic entering the subnet passes
through the firewall as we show in Figure13a. We have con-
figured the firewall to use its default attack detection profiles
for all UDP traffic. We find the ground truth processing ca-
pacity to be 62738 pps. We measure the ground truth using
a local node within AWS by flooding the NF and measuring
the received rate at the receiver. We found that when we
flood the NF, the receiver constantly receives packets at a
rate of 62738 pps, and the remaining packets are dropped at
the NF. We use our Clemson Cloudlab node to probe the fire-
wall using UDP traffic to implement NFTY-100. Observe that
traffic from Clemson to the AWS nodes is forwarded through
the public Internet and, thus is subject to cross-traffic.
We find that NFTY-100 can accurately estimate the pro-

cessing capacity of the Fortinet firewall within 7% error. The
spread in the error is high, which might be due to the the
noise from use of a VM of either NF or the receiver node 13b.
This shows that given an unknownNFwith unknown deploy-
ment, NFTY can accurately estimate its processing capacity.

7 COUNTERMEASURES

We present several countermeasures against an NFCR attack,
which essentially try to either conceal the dispersion values
or the resources available at the NF . We evaluate them for
their effectiveness and the added overhead they impose.
Adding a random delay: A network operator could add a
random delay to packets, to affect the measured dispersion
and thus obfuscate the real NF processing delay. While intu-
itive and simple, its not clear whether this countermeasure
will work in practice despite adding overhead to legitimate
traffic since adding random delays might still preserve the
average dispersion, making an NFCR attack feasible.
Additional packet batching:: Rather than releasing pack-
ets as they arrive, an NF could buffer and release them in
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Figure 14: (a) Under-clocking is the most effective counter-

measure. (b)The countermeasures impose overhead on legiti-

mate traffic e.g., under-clocking would decrease the through-

put of a TCP flow by 0.72%.

batches to change the dispersion signature, and affect capac-
ity estimation. The buffer size introduces a tradeoff between
effectiveness and added latency to legitimate flows.
Reorder using the multiple-queues: One could leverage
multiple queues on NICs to trigger packet reordering. By
forcing packets of the same flow to be sprayed across differ-
ent queues, the attacker’s packets would arrive reordered,
effectively disrupting the dispersion signature. While this
countermeasure would not delay traffic, it will affect the TCP
performance which is known to suffer from reordering.
Rate-limiting: Another alternative is to make the NF ap-
pear to have lower capacity, by rate-limiting packets from
the same flow or IP source for example. While an attacker
mitigates this countermeasure by using multiple IPs, this
would again require her to deal with packet re-orderings and
also require keeping per-flow state which can be impractical.
This countermeasure will have low overhead, as a single flow
should not use even instantly the full capacity of the NF .
Under-clocking the NF : An NF can set the parameters of
DVFS governors to stay at a lower frequency for longer and
switch to higher frequencies after more sustained loads. As
NFTY sends a few thousand packets to trigger DVFS, with
this countermeasure, an attacker would need to send many
more packets making them detectable. However, delaying
frequency scaling would process legitimate traffic slower.
Countermeasures evaluation:We investigate the trade-
off between effectiveness and overhead of these counter-
measures. To do so, we measure the accuracy of NFTY in
estimating the capacity of three realistic NFs, with various
countermeasures deployed. To characterize overhead, we
measure the loss in TCP throughput for a single Iperf [58]
flow. We perform 10 runs with each countermeasure and
report the MdAPE and throughput reduction.
We simulate three countermeasures, excessive batching

with a batch interval of 300𝜇𝑠 , rate-limiting by 20%, and
under-clocking. Batching aims at blurring the measured de-
lay between packets (dispersion); rate-limiting permanently
obfuscates theNF ’s true capacity, while under-clocking hides
it for some time. We configure a batching interval of 500us,

rate-limiting per flow to 20% of the maximum bandwidth,
and under-clocking by 100ms.
Figures 14a, and 14b summarize our results. We observe

that under-clocking is the most effective countermeasure
as it increases NFTY MdAPE error by 3 to 5 times, while
also incurring the least overhead since the low-frequency
setting is only applicable for a short period.Note that, this
result is subject to our chosen overhead metric. Intuitively,
the overhead of under-clocking would have been higher if
we used another metric e.g., tail flow completion time.

Accurately evaluating the overhead of each trade-off is
beyond the scope of our paper. Instead, this section provides
various practical countermeasures that an operator could
deploy based on their goals and the importance of their NF .

8 RELATEDWORK

In this section, we discuss related works beyond the link-
bandwidth estimation, which we already compared with.
Reconnaissance and prevention: Prior work in network
reconnaissance tries to infer the topology of the network
to construct attacks [29]. Similarly, Samak et al. [51] infer
rules of a remote firewall by sending carefully crafted probes.
Ramamurthy et al. [45] uses mini flash crowds to estimate
various bottlenecks such as access bandwidth, CPU utiliza-
tion, and memory usage of a server. Salehin et al. [49] aims
at estimating the delay in the networking stack of a server
by sending packet probes. These works do not perform re-
connaissance for NF capacity and are thus orthogonal to
our work. In addition to reconnaissance techniques, many
prior works aim at protecting against reconnaissance at-
tacks [2, 25, 39].
NF capacity modeling: Multiple works aim at modeling
NFs for various reasons, e.g., predicting memory impact on
contention [37], generating adversarial workloads [43], or
predicting performance [23]. Such works are complementary
to NFCR and can be used to further optimize inference.

9 DISCUSSION

NFTY measures the bottleneck NF . Note that in the case
where there are multiple NFs chained in a given network,
NFTY will only measure the packet processing capacity of
the bottleneck NF . To target a particular NF , NFTY would
need one hop access to the NF in the case that the NF of
interest is not the bottleneck NF .
NFTY does not require the location of NF .We propose
NFTY to estimate the packet processing capacity of an NF
deployed in a target network. Note that we do not know
the location of the NF . When NFTY is run against a target
network, it will automatically measure the packet processing
capacity of the bottleneck NF in the target network for a

13



Aqsa Kashaf, Aidan Walsh, Maria Apostolaki, Vyas Sekar, and Yuvraj Agarwal

given packet type. Hence, NFTY does not require explicit
information about the location of the NF .
NFTY does not need the exact packet types of NF . Since,
the target of NFTY is to measure the processing capacity
of bottlecneck NFs for a given packet type, deployed in a
target network, NFTY can use popular coarse grained packet
types e.g., TCP SYN, UDP, DNS etc., to probe for packet
processing capacity. Finding packet types that would lead to
slow execution paths is an interesting future work direction.
NFTY assumes links are not bottleneck. Between the
attacker and the NF , NFTY assumes that links are not the
bottleneck, which would typically be true as NFs do more
computation than regular routers doing the forwarding. Note
that for link bandwidth estimation techniques, they assume
the alternate thing that NFs are not the bottleneck.
NFTY does not work for NFs that elastically scale. The
current implementation of NFTY does not work for NFs that
scale elastically with traffic load. Extending NFTY to handle
this scenario is possible, however, it will make NFTY more
noticeable, as it may need to trigger the elastic scaling. This
in theory is very similar to DVFS, however, the number of
packets or the scale is very different. Hence, extending NFTY
to such NFs while remaining stealthy is another interesting
future work direction.
NFTY does not work forNFswhose processing capacity

change with packet history We scope NFTY as a first step
towards measuring the processing capacity of bottleneck NFs
remotely. In the future, NFTY should be extended to include
such stateful NFs. To measure such an NF , NFTY would need
to send multiple probes to figure out some part of the black
box state machine of such an NF .
NFTY experiences trade-off between accuracy and de-

tectabilityWeevaluateNFTY with two configurations.NFTY-
100 is less detectable but does not measure accurately in all
cases. NFTY-5K is more visible but measures accurately in
the cases we evaluated. We do not claim thatNFTY-5K will be
enough to detect accurately in all cases. In the end, it depends
on the attacker’s budget. Based on the attacker’s budget, an
attacker may measure accurately but get detected.

10 CONCLUSION

This paper presents the first formulation and feasibility anal-
ysis of Network Function Capacity Reconnaissance (NFCR).
While anecdotal data suggests that attackers have used some
form of NFCR to scout the resources of their victims prior to
actual DDoS attacks, such attempts are not documented, leav-
ing network operators unable to detect or mitigate them. To
bridge this gap, we put ourselves in the shoes of an attacker
and investigate various probing strategies, measurement in-
frastructures, and threat models. In doing so, we constructed
a practical tool catered to the NFCR problem, namely NFTY .

We identify and evaluate two representative NFTY configu-
rations, namely NFTY-100 and NFTY-5K . NFTY-100 can accu-
rately estimate the capacity of simple NF deployments while
being extremely stealthy. NFTY-5K is accurate under more
diverse NF deployments but has a larger network footprint.
While less accurate than NFTY-5K , NFTY-100 is still pow-
erful enough to estimate the capacity of a commercial NF
deployed in AWS within 7% error. Finally, we present and
evaluate countermeasures against NFTY .

A ETHICS

As with any “attack” paper, there is a risk that attackers can
benefit from our work. This is largely outweighed by the
benefit for benign operators that can better understand and
prepare against such attacks. We have run our experiments
on servers under our control, and the generated traffic is
very small.
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