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Abstract—Edge computing (EC) promises to deliver low-latency
and ubiquitous computation to numerous devices at the network
edge. This paper aims to jointly optimize edge node (EN) place-
ment and resource allocation for an EC platform, considering
demand uncertainty. Diverging from existing approaches treating
uncertainties as exogenous, we propose a novel two-stage decision-
dependent distributionally robust optimization (DRO) framework
to effectively capture the interdependence between EN placement
decisions and uncertain demands. The first stage involves making
EN placement decisions, while the second stage optimizes resource
allocation after uncertainty revelation. We present an exact mixed-
integer linear program reformulation for solving the underlying
“min-max-min” two-stage model. We further introduce a valid
inequality method to enhance computational efficiency, especially
for large-scale networks. Extensive numerical experiments demon-
strate the benefits of considering endogenous uncertainties and the
advantages of the proposed model and approach.

Index Terms—Edge computing, edge node placement, distribu-
tionally robust optimization, decision-dependent uncertainty.

I. INTRODUCTION

The widespread adoption of mobile devices and applications

has caused an unprecedented surge in mobile data traffic. More-

over, with the advent of new services such as augmented/virtual

reality, manufacturing automation, and autonomous driving, the

demand for innovative solutions that can meet their challenging

requirements has become imperative. In response, edge com-

puting (EC) has emerged as a vital computing paradigm, com-

plementing traditional cloud computing to provide enhanced

user experiences and support a wide array of low-latency and

highly reliable Internet of Things (IoT) applications [1], [2].

However, as the utilization of edge resources continues to grow,

it poses significant challenges to existing network operations.

The intermittent nature and stringent service requirements of

EC, combined with system uncertainties, create substantial

obstacles to network management and optimization.

The performance and reliability of EC systems are suscepti-

ble to various uncertainties arising from multiple sources, such

as extreme weather conditions, fluctuating resource demands,

traffic spikes, user mobility, and changes in application perfor-

mance and user behavior. Moreover, the increasing complexity

and diversity of man-made attacks and cyber threats, including

insider attacks, cyberattacks, and malware attacks, introduce

additional uncertainties and risks to EC systems [3]. Indeed,

various aspects of edge network operations under uncertainties

have been studied, including computational resource allocation

under demand uncertainty [4]–[7], resilience network designs

against EN failures [8]–[10], network softwarization against

risks [11]–[14], economic analysis under price uncertainty

[15]–[18], and market interaction under time-varying commu-

nication network [19]–[21].

Incorporating demand uncertainty is of utmost importance in

the long-term investment and operation plan of an EC platform

when selecting potential locations for edge resource installation.

The platform must make edge node (EN) placement decisions

based on incomplete information about future demand. Ignoring

uncertain demand may lead to frequent over-provisioning or

under-provisioning of resources. Over-provisioning can result

in the wastage of resources and unnecessary high provisioning

costs while under-provisioning may lead to degraded service

quality and unmet demand.

To address this challenge, we propose a distributionally ro-

bust model designed to address the EN placement and resource

allocation problem for a budget-constrained EC platform. The

strategic placement of ENs plays a crucial role in determining

their proximity to users and their ability to serve specific areas.

Thus, user demand patterns, data traffic, and service requests

are significantly influenced by the chosen EN deployment

locations. As a result, the EN placement decision directly

impacts the actual demand realization. Our proposed model

aims to optimize the EN placement decision under decision-

dependent demand uncertainty, with the goal of minimizing

costs while enhancing the quality of service (QoS) in terms of

latency and unmet demand. Effectively managing uncertainties

is a key enabler in achieving consistent performance, reliability,

and a superior user experience in EC.

Many efforts within the realm of optimization under uncer-

tainty have been developed for EC, with stochastic optimization

(SO) and robust optimization (RO) being the two main ap-

proaches. SO typically assumes complete knowledge of the un-

derlying uncertainty distribution and requires access to a large

number of samples drawn from this true distribution. However,

this assumption may be demanding in practice, and limited

information can lead to misspecification of the distribution [22].

On the other hand, RO adopts uncertainty sets, deterministic

representations of uncertain parameters, simplifying the model

and improving computational tractability [23], [24]. Neverthe-

less, RO can be overly conservative at times, potentially leading

to suboptimal system performance. The distributionally robust

optimization (DRO) approach strikes a balance between SO

and RO [25], [26]. It optimizes decisions with respect to worst-

case distribution within a predefined ambiguity set, achieving

a favorable trade-off between optimality and robustness.

While DRO has been effectively applied in planning and

operation problems in cloud/EC [11], [27]–[29], one aspect

often neglected in the literature is the interdependence between
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decisions and uncertainties. Specifically, the placement of ENs

in an area’s neighborhood has a positive impact on demand. It

boosts user confidence, especially when they request services

with stringent delay requirements. Thus, the platform may

expect an increased mean of demand. Moreover, with the

increasing number of ENs in an area’s neighborhood, higher

user confidence also leads to decreased demand variance. As

users become more confident in the reliability and availability

of edge resources, their demand patterns tend to become more

consistent and predictable. This reduced variability indicates

that users exhibit a more stable and reliable demand, enabling

better resource planning and management. Thus, it is crucial for

the platform to consider the influence of its decisions on future

demands. Consequently, the platform can proactively optimize

its decisions to control the uncertainty set. Surprisingly, this

critical problem has been largely overlooked in the existing

literature. It presents a fundamental and unresolved challenge in

optimizing EN placement decisions. Unfortunately, the existing

research in computer networking lacks the necessary tools and

techniques to tackle this problem effectively.

Contribution: This paper seeks to bridge the gap by proposing

a novel two-stage DRO framework with a decision-dependent

moment-based ambiguity set for optimal EN placement. Unlike

conventional DRO approaches that use exogenous ambiguity

sets, our proposed model incorporates an endogenous ambiguity

set, which captures the interdependence between the first and

second moments of demand and the placement decisions. To

the best of our knowledge, we are the first to consider this two-

stage distributionally robust EN placement model that explicitly

accounts for this decision-dependent demand uncertainty. How-

ever, incorporating the interdependence between uncertainties

and decisions increases complexity, resulting in a large-scale

non-linear optimization problem with numerous bilinear and

trilinear terms. To tackle the challenging problem, we first

develop an efficient and exact reformulation, termed Exact

OPT-Placement. This reformulation is achieved through 3-step

transformations that convert the problem into a Mixed Integer

Linear Programming (MILP) form, which can be solved effi-

ciently using widely available solvers (e.g., Gurobi and Mosek).

We further introduce an improved algorithm that generates

feasibility cuts to strengthen the proposed algorithm and speed

up the computation. To substantiate the effectiveness of our

approach, extensive simulations have been conducted, demon-

strating the efficiency of the proposed scheme in comparison

to several baseline models. Additionally, we have performed

sensitivity analyses to evaluate the impact of crucial system

parameters on the overall system performance.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we present the DRO model for the EN place-

ment and resource allocation problem for a budget-constrained

EC platform. The main objective of the platform is to optimize

the EN placement decision under endogenous demand uncer-

tainty, aiming to minimize costs while enhancing QoS.

A. System Model

We consider an EC platform that manages a set J of J

potential candidate locations for EN installation and provides

edge resources to users in a set I of I areas, each represented

by an access point (AP). The AP and EN indices are denoted

by i and j, respectively. The size of ENs can vary significantly,

and each EN may comprise one or multiple edge servers.

For simplicity, we consider only computing resources, and the

resource capacity at EN to be placed at location j is denoted

by Cj . It is straightforward to extend our model to consider

the sizing decision for each EN. Given the diverse range of IoT

services with varying requirements, edge servers are responsible

for hosting different types of IoT applications to serve these

workloads effectively. The platform optimizes the long-term

EN placement in the initial stage, maintaining this configuration

unchanged for an extended period.

The placement decision for an EN at location j ∈ J is

denoted by a binary variable yj ∈ {0, 1}. Specifically, yj
takes the value 1 if an EN is installed at location j and 0
otherwise. Additionally, this placement decision incurs an EN

placement cost of fj . The objective of the platform is to identify

the optimal set of locations for efficient EN placement while

adhering to the budgetary constraints imposed by the investment

budget B. The network delay between AP i and EN j is di,j . To

minimize network delay, the demand in each area should ideally

be served by its closest EN. However, each EN has a limited

capacity. Therefore, given the first-stage decision, the platform

needs to optimally allocate the actual demand to different

ENs, considering the edge resource capacity constraints and

the diverse geographical locations of the ENs to ensure high

QoS while reducing costs. Since the exact demand is unknown

to the platform in the first stage, a portion of the workload may

be dropped. Let xi,j denote workload from area i allocated to

EN j and ui be the unmet demand from area i. User requests

from each area i must be either served by some ENs or dropped

(i.e., counted as unmet demand ui), and the penalty for each

unit of unmet demand is denoted by si.

The resource demand in area i is denoted by λi. The demand

λi in each area i ∈ I exhibits inherent uncertainties and

can vary based on the EN placement decisions. Indeed, the

decisions regarding EN placement in adjacent to user-populated

areas can significantly influence users’ demand. The presence

of more ENs, along with increased resource availability and

reduced network delay, contributes to higher user confidence.

Consequently, a larger pool of potential customers is attracted

to utilize the available edge resources, resulting in higher

demand. The platform’s objective is to minimize the variation of

demand (forecast error) that deviates from the initially projected

demand, as it plays a crucial role in delivering an exceptional

user experience. Therefore, accurately capturing and modeling

this uncertain demand, which not only varies over time but

also changes based on the first-stage EN placement decision,

is of paramount importance. Developing efficient models for

optimal placement of ENs that can effectively mitigate the

uncertainty associated with demand and enhance the robustness

of the system is a critical focus of this work.

In the following, we present a deterministic model for

the EN placement and workload allocation problem, followed

by two uncertainty models addressing demand uncertainties:

one for exogenous uncertainties and another considering the

endogeneity between placement decisions and uncertainties.
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B. Deterministic problem formulation

The EC platform aims to minimize the total EN placement

cost while enhancing user experience by reducing the overall

network delay and unmet demand. Without uncertainty con-

sideration, the deterministic problem for EN placement and

workload allocation can be formulated as follows:

DET: min
y,x,u

∑

j∈J

fjyj + ρ
∑

i∈I

∑

j∈J

di,jxi,j +
∑

i∈I

siui, (1a)

s.t. (2)− (7). (1b)

The first term in the objective function (1a) represents the total

EN placement cost, while the second and third term captures

the delay penalty and unmet demand penalty from the workload

allocation decision. ρ is the delay penalty parameter controlled

by the platform. A higher value of ρ signifies that the platform

prioritizes reducing delays over minimizing unmet demand.

Constraints are summarized as follows:

Budget constraint: The total expense for EN placement deci-

sions should not exceed the restricted investment budget B:
∑

j∈J

fjyj ≤ B. (2)

Reliability constraint: To enhance service reliability, the plat-

form may opt to place the EN on a minimum of Kmin

locations, proactively considering the potential for unexpected

EN failures. Hence, we have:
∑

j∈J

yj ≥ Kmin. (3)

Workload allocation constraints: The demand from each area

must be either served by some ENs (xi,j) or dropped (ui):

ui +
∑

j∈J

xi,j = λi, ∀i. (4)

Capacity constraints: We assume that the capacity of each EN

is pre-divided for each area. By allocating specific capacities

to each area, the system can achieve an equitable distribution

of resources among customers, preventing any particular area

from being disproportionately overloaded or underserved. Let

Ci,j denote the resource capacity of each EN j dedicated to

area i. The computing resources required to serve the workload

from area i, assigned to EN j, must not exceed the pre-allocated

capacity Ci,j designated for area i:

0 ≤ xi,j ≤ Ci,jyj , ∀i, j. (5)

Delay constraints: To maintain a satisfactory user experience,

the platform may impose an average network delay threshold

∆i for area i based on the proportion of workload from area i

allocated to EN j, represented by
xi,j

λi
.

∑

j∈J

di,jxi,j

λi

≤ ∆i, ∀i. (6)

Decision variables: Decision variables include the EN place-

ment decision y, workload allocation x and unmet demand u.

y ∈ {0, 1}J , u ∈ R
I
+, x ∈ R

I×J
+ . (7)

C. Uncertainty Modeling

In the deterministic model DET, the demand λi for each

geographical area is assumed to be precisely known at the

decision-making stage. This implies that the platform can

predict the actual demand, which subsequently serves as an

input to the DET model. Nevertheless, accurately predicting the

exact demand for each area is often challenging at the time of

decision-making. Consequently, addressing how to effectively

incorporate uncertainties into the decision-making process be-

comes a critical and complex task. In this study, we explore

an alternative approach to enhance the robustness of our model

against the model uncertainty and limited information, known

as the DRO approach. The core idea of DRO revolves around

considering an ambiguity set that encompasses a range of

possible distributions consistent with the available information.

Specifically, we focus on scenarios where only the mean and

variance of the demand distribution are provided.

We assume that the true distribution of demand originates

from a set of possible distributions, where the random de-

mand at each area i ∈ I can take values from a finite

support set Ξ = {ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξN} with unknown probabilities

(pi,1, pi,2, . . . , pi,N ). Drawing upon the work in [26], we utilize

a moment-based ambiguity set that considers information about

the distribution’s support and confidence region. The intuition

behind this ambiguity set is to maintain the forecast error for the

first and second moments of demand within specified thresholds

Γµ
i and Γµ

i , Γ̄σ
i (0 ≤ Γµ

i ≤ 1 ≤ Γ̄σ
i ), respectively, ensuring

robustness against uncertainties in the prediction values. These

predefined parameters play a crucial role in determining the

robustness of the ambiguity set for each specific area i.

1) Exogenous Stochastic Demand: Let µ̄i and σ̄2
i represent

the empirical mean and variance of demand λi at area i,

respectively. When the demand is independent of the system

decision, the ambiguity set for the exogenous stochastic demand

can be presented as follows:

U1(y) =

{

{pi}i∈I : pi ∈ R
N
+ ,

N
∑

n=1

pi,n = 1, ∀i, (8a)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξn − µ̄i

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Γµ
i , ∀i, (8b)

(

σ̄2
i + µ̄2

i

)

Γσ
i ≤

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξ
2
n ≤

(

σ̄2
i + µ̄2

i

)

Γ̄σ
i , ∀i

}

. (8c)

Here, constraint (8a) ensures that the probabilities across all

areas within the support set sum up to 1. In (8b), the true mean

of demand is constrained to lie within an L1-distance Γµ
i from

the empirical mean µ̄i. Constraint (8c) implies that the actual

value of the second moment of demand must fall within the

interval [(σ̄2
i + µ̄2

i

)

Γσ
i , (σ̄

2
i + µ̄2

i )Γ̄
σ
i ].

2) Endogenous Stochastic Demand: The presence of ENs

in the neighborhood of each area i has a substantial impact on

increasing the demand for that area. This effect can be attributed

to the close proximity of ENs, ensuring higher availability of

resources and the overall QoS, especially for time-sensitive

applications. As a result, user confidence is heightened, leading

to a rise in the mean of demand and a decrease in demand vari-

ance since customers’ demand patterns become more consistent
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and predictable, offering significant advantages for resource

planning and management.

To capture the interdependence between placement decisions

y and the demand uncertainty, we assume that the demand at

each area i is represented by a random variable λi(y), with its

distribution dependent on the EN placement decisions y, having

mean µi(y) and variance σ2
i (y). The endogenous decision-

dependent ambiguity set U(y), defining bounds for the first

two moments of the demand distribution as functions of y,

[30], [31], is expressed as follows:

U2(y) =

{

{pi}i∈I : pi ∈ R
N
+ ,

N
∑

n=1

pi,n = 1, ∀i, (9a)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξn − µi(y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Γµ
i , ∀i, (9b)

[

σ2
i (y)+(µi(y))

2
]

Γσ
i ≤

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξ
2
n≤
[

σ2
i (y)+(µi(y))

2
]

Γ̄σ
i ,∀i

}

.

(9c)

Similar to (8), (9) also imposes linear restrictions on the first

and second moments of the demand distribution, ensuring they

remain within predefined thresholds. However, it is crucial to

emphasize that in contrast to (8), the placement decision y has

a substantial impact on both the mean (µi(y)) and variance

(σ2
i (y)) of the demand. We model the mean and variance of

demand as affine functions of the decisions y, which can be

expressed as:

µi(y) = µ̄i

(

1 +
∑

j∈J

Ψµ
i,jyj

)

, (10a)

σ2
i (y) = max

{

σ̄2
i

(

1−
∑

j∈J

Ψσ
i,jyj

)

, (σLB
i )2

}

. (10b)

As previously mentioned, an increase in resource availability is

generally correlated with an increase in the mean and a decrease

in the variance of demand [30], [32]. To capture the influence of

placing EN j near area i on the mean and variance of demand,

we employ two parameters: Ψµ
i,j and Ψσ

i,j . These parameters

take values from the interval [0, 1] and are specifically designed

to reflect the varying influence of different locations. Closer

locations have higher impacts on demand’s first and second

moments, while areas farther away exert less effect. Notably,

when Ψµ
i,j and Ψσ

i,j are set to 0 in (10), the ambiguity set

reduces to an exogenous form, as seen in (8). This corresponds

to the traditional DRO problem, where demand uncertainty is

treated independently of the placement decisions of ENs.

Furthermore, when an EN is placed near area i, the demand

increases from the forecast demand estimate µ̄i. The highest

demand variance in area i occurs when there are no available

ENs in its neighborhood. However, due to the inherent nature

of the demand uncertainty, the variance cannot be less than a

lower bound value, denoted by (σLB
i )2. In situations where the

platform possesses perfect knowledge of the first and second

moments of demand, the parameters Γµ
i = 0 and Γσ

i = Γ̄σ
i = 1

can be set. In this case, the problem is reduced to DET, where

uncertainty is eliminated, and the solution relies on known

values of the forecast mean and demand variance.

D. Two-stage DRO with endogenous stochastic demand

For any demand distribution p = {pi}i∈I ∈ U(y), where

U(y) is the ambiguity set defined in (9) with (8) as a special

case, the two-stage decision-dependent DRO problem of the

EC platform for EN placement and resource allocation can be

formulated as follows:

(P1) min
y

∑

j

fjyj+ max
p∈U(y)

min
x,u

Ep

[

ρ
∑

i,j

di,jxi,j+
∑

i

siui

]

(11a)

s.t. (2), (3), (7)

Ω2(y, λ) =

{

0 ≤ xi,j ≤ Ci,jyj, ∀i, j (11b)

ui +
∑

j

xi,j = λi(y), ∀i (11c)

∑

j

di,jxi,j ≤ ∆iλi(y), ∀i

}

. (11d)

The proposed two-stage DRO model addresses a trilevel min-

max-min optimization problem. The first stage minimizes EN

placement costs before revealing demand uncertainties. In the

second stage, the model considers worst-case demand realiza-

tion within an ambiguity set, aiming to minimize the expected

operational penalty after demand uncertainties are realized.

Importantly, the two stages are interconnected as EN placement

decisions directly impact actual demand. This differs from the

two-stage DRO framework with exogenous stochastic demand,

where actual demand is treated as an independent instance

within the ambiguity set U1 representing possible demand sce-

narios. The proposed model, however, considers actual demand

after EN placement decisions have been made in the first stage.

In our problem, we assume that the unmet demand penalty

(si) is larger than the network delay cost (ρdi,j), i.e., si > ρdi,j .

This means that the EC platform prioritizes meeting demand

requirements over reducing latency in the network.

III. SOLUTION APPROACH

In this section, we propose two methods to solve the two-

stage DRO model for EN placement and resource allocation

with endogenous stochastic demand. The problem has a two-

stage structure, leading to a tri-level optimization problem with

a strong interdependence between uncertainty and decisions.

Even a seemingly straightforward formulation employing linear

programming (LP) in both stages can be proven to be NP-hard

[23]. Additionally, the uncertainty parameter λ(y) is defined

as an affine function of the decision variable y within the

ambiguity set, leading to substantial complexities in solving

problem (P1). The modification introduces significant changes

to the size and structure of the set, making the reformulation

of the DRO problem particularly challenging, and the presence

of bilinear terms further obstructs direct solvability.

To address these challenges, we provide an exact reformu-

lation for problem (P1), enabling us to solve the resulting

MILP problem using off-the-shelf solvers. Furthermore, we

propose an improved reformulation that enhances scalability by

leveraging extreme rays of the feasible region to generate effi-

cient cuts. The improved approach can accelerate computation,

particularly as the network size increases.
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A. Exact Monolithic Reformulation

To reformulate the min-max-min DRO model (P1) into a

more tractable form, we employ a three-step process to derive

a single-level, monolithic representation. In Step 1, given

EN placement decisions y, we derive the dual problem of

the innermost minimization problem and obtain a closed-form

expression for its optimal objective value. Subsequently, the

inner max-min framework simplifies to a max-max formulation,

effectively simplifying it to a maximization problem. In Step

2, we apply the duality theorem to recast the obtained min-max

model as an equivalent single-level mixed-integer nonlinear

program (MINLP). Step 3 leverages the McCormick lineariza-

tion techniques [33] to attain a single-level MILP reformulation

of the original tri-level problem, which can be directly solved

using off-the-shelf solvers. Below are the specific details:

Step 1: The structure of the dual problem allows us to decom-

pose the inner problem based on each area i. Denoting the inner

level problem as g(y, λ), we express g(y, λ) =
∑

i∈I gi(y, λ),
where gi(y, λ) for all i ∈ I is given as follows

gi(y, λ) = min
x,u

ρ
∑

j

di,jxi,j + siui (12a)

s.t. xi,j ≤ Ci,jyj, ∀j (vi,j) (12b)

ui +
∑

j

xi,j = λi(y), (αi) (12c)

∑

j

di,jxi,j ≤ ∆iλi(y), (βi) (12d)

where vi,j , αi and βi are the dual variables associated with

constraints (12b)-(12d), respectively. Consequently, the dual

problem of gi(y, λ), for all i ∈ I, is as follows:

max
vi,j ,αi,βi

∑

j

Ci,jyjvi,j +
[

αi + βi∆i

]

λi(y) (13a)

s.t. vi,j + αi + βidi,j ≤ ρdi,j , ∀j (13b)

αi ≤ si, βi ≤ 0; vi,j ≤ 0, ∀j. (13c)

Subsequently, our goal is to derive a closed-form expression for

the optimal objective value of the dual problem associated with

each inner problem, considering the extreme points and rays of

the feasible region. We examine the following two cases:

Case 1 (αi = si): From (13b), we have vi,j ≤ ρdi,j−si−βidi,j .

As vi,j ≤ 0, the extreme point of vi,j can occur at either vi,j =
0 or vi,j = ρdi,j − si − βidi,j if ρdi,j − si − βidi,j < 0. We

consider the following two cases for the value of βi ≤ 0:

(i) If ρ − si
di,j

< βi ≤ 0 then vi,j ≤ ρdi,j − si < 0 due to

the assumption si > ρdi,j . The constraint vi,j ≤ 0 becomes

redundant and vi,j = ρdi,j − si is the extreme point. The

optimal value for the objective function is

siλi(y) +
∑

j

Ci,jyj(ρdi,j − si), ∀i. (14)

(ii) If βi ≤ ρ− si
di,j

< 0, the inequality ρdi,j−si−βidi,j > 0
holds true. As a result, the constraint vi,j ≤ ρdi,j − si − βidi,j
becomes redundant and vi,j = 0 represents the extreme point.

By letting dmin

i = minj′∈J di,j′ for all i, we find that βi =
ρ− si

dmin

i

is an extreme point. The objective value is

[

si +

(

ρ−
si

dmin
i

)

∆i

]

λi(y), ∀i. (15)

Case 2 (αi < si): For all ENs j ∈ J , vi,j reaches its extreme

point at either vi,j = 0 or vi,j = ρdi,j−αi−βidi,j . We proceed

to analyze the following two scenarios:

(i) If vi,j = 0 for some j ∈ J , it must hold that ρdi,j −
αi − βidi,j ≥ 0, i.e., αi ≤ di,j(ρ− βi). Thus, we aim to find

extreme points for βi such that

si >

{

max
βi

(ρ− βi)di,j , ∀j, s.t βi ≤ 0

}

. (16)

Notably, (ρ − βi)di,j > si when βi → −∞, ∀i. Thus, αi =
ρdi,j and βi = 0 represent the extreme points.

(ii) If the extreme point is vi,j = ρdi,j−αi−βidi,j , it implies

that the constraint vi,j ≤ ρdi,j − αi − βidi,j is binding, i.e.,

ρdi,j − αi − βidi,j ≤ 0. (17)

Since βi ≤ 0, βi = 0 represents the extreme point that ensures

(17) holds. Consequently, αi must satisfy ρdi,j ≤ αi < si
for all j ∈ J . It should be noted that the problem in (13) is

a maximization problem, and αi reaches its extreme point at

a higher value. Therefore, for each area i, we have a set of

extreme points if there exists an EN j∗ ∈ J such that di,j <

di,j∗ for all j ∈ J \ {j∗}, and αi = ρdi,j∗ .

Overall, the optimal objective value for Case 2 is given as:

ρdi,j∗λi(y) +
∑

j:di,j<di,j∗

Ci,jρ(di,j − di,j∗)yj , ∀i. (18)

Since si > ρdi,j∗ and ρ− si
dmin

i

< ρ−
ρdi.j∗

dmin

i

, by considering

these two cases together, we can derive a closed-form expres-

sion for the optimal objective value of the model in (13). For

a given j∗, this is achieved by taking the maximum between

the following:










ρdi,j∗λi(y) +
∑

j:di,j<di,j∗
Ci,jyjρ(di,j − di,j∗)

ρdi,j∗λi(y) +

[(

ρ−
ρdi,j∗

dmin

i

)

∆i

]

λi(y).

As the dual problem (13) is both feasible and bounded, strong

duality holds, and the expression given above represents the

optimal objective value for the primal problem gi(y, λ).
Furthermore, for each area i ∈ I, the optimal value of the

inner problem gi(y, λ) corresponding to the actual realization

ξn ∈ Ξ with the probability pi,n can be given as follows:

θi,n(y) = max
j∗∈J

ρdi,j∗ξn +max

{

[

ρ−
ρdi,j∗

dmin

i

)∆i

]

ξn,

∑

j:di,j<di,j∗

Ci,jρ(di,j − di,j∗ )yj

}

, ∀i, n. (19)

Both terms within the inner maximization of (19) are negative.

Intuitively, the inner objective determines which one of these

negative terms imposes a more stringent requirement, either in

terms of the capacity constraint or the delay constraint.

Step 2: Step 1 reformulates the inner bilevel max-min

problem to a single-level maximization. Given the EN place-

ment decision y, we can reformulate the inner problem as

maxπ∈U2(y) E
[

g(y, λ(y))
]

, as shown below:

max
pi,n

∑

i∈I

N
∑

n=1

pi,nθi,n(y) (20a)
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s.t.

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξn = 1, ∀i (ωi) (20b)

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξn ≤ Γµ
i + µi(y), ∀i (δ1i ) (20c)

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξn ≥ Γµ
i − µi(y), ∀i (δ2i ) (20d)

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξ
2
n ≤

(

σ2
i + (µi(y))

2

)

Γ̄σ
i , ∀i (γ1

i ) (20e)

N
∑

n=1

pi,nξ
2
n ≥

(

σ2
i + (µi(y))

2

)

Γσ
i , ∀i, (γ2

i ) (20f)

where (ωi,δ
1
i ,δ2i ,γ1

i ,γ2
i ), for all i, are the dual variables asso-

ciated with all constraints. According to duality theory for LP

[23], we can formulate the corresponding dual problem as:

min
ω,δ,γ

∑

i

ωi + δ1i (µi(y) + Γµ
i )− δ2i (µi(y)− Γµ

i )+

(

σ2
i (y) + ((µi(y))

2
)

Γ̄σ
i γ

1
i −

(

σ2
i (y) + (µi(y))

2
)

Γσ
i γ

2
i (21a)

s.t. ωi + (δ1i − δ2i )ξn + (γ1
i − γ2

i )ξ
2
n ≥ θi,n(y) (21b)

δ1i , δ
2
i , γ

1
i , γ

2
i ≥ 0, ∀i. (21c)

Recall that our decision-dependent ambiguity set is constructed

based on the mean µi(y) and variance σ2
i (y), which are defined

as affine functions of the decision y, as shown in (10). Hence,

(µi(y))
2 can be extended to the following form:

µ̄2
i

(

1 +
∑

j∈J

(2Ψµ
i,j + (Ψµ

i,j)
2)yj + 2

J
∑

l=1

l−1
∑

m=1

Ψµ
i,lΨ

µ
i,mymyl

)

.

By incorporating the definitions of (µi(y)), (σi(y)), and

(µ2
i (y)), we obtain the following MINLP:

min
y∈{0,1}

∑

j

fjyj +
∑

i

(

ωi + δ1i (µ̄i + Γµ
i )− δ2i (µ̄i + Γµ

i )

+ µ̄i

∑

j

Ψµ
i,j(δ

1
i yj − δ2i yj) + (σ̄2

i + µ̄2
i )(Γ̄

σ
i γ

1
i − Γσ

i γ
2
i )

+ 2µ̄2
i

J
∑

l=1

l−1
∑

m=1

Ψσ
i,lΨ

σ
i,m

(

Γ̄σ
i ylymγ1

i − Γσ
i ylymγ2

i

)

+
∑

j

Λi,j

(

Γ̄σ
i γ

1
i yj − Γσ

i γ
2
i yj
)

(22a)

s.t. (2), (3) (22b)

Λi,j = µ̄2
i

(

(Ψµ
i,j)

2 + 2Ψσ
i,j

)

− σ̄2
iΨ

µ
i,j, ∀i, j (22c)

ωi + (δ1i − δ2i )ξn + (γ1
i − γ2

i )ξ
2
n ≥ θi,n(y), ∀i, n (22d)

δ1i , δ
2
i , γ

1
i , γ

2
i ≥ 0, ∀i. (22e)

Step 3: After Step 2, the proposed problem is reformulated

into a single-level MINLP, which contains multiple trilinear

and bilinear terms. It is important to note that all bilinear and

trilinear terms in our formulation exhibit similar characteristics:

they involve the product of binary variables and a non-negative

continuous variable. To address these nonlinear relationships,

we employ McCormick envelopes for linearization. Due to the

space limitation, we present the linearization of one bilinear

term and one trilinear term. The linearization process for the

remaining terms follows a similar approach.

For notation brevity, we use r ∈ {1, 2} as the superscript

on the dual variable. Let Mκ,y,γ denote the set involving the

McCormick inequalities for linearizing any bilinear term (κr =
γry), where y ∈ {0, 1}, and γr is non-negative. We have

Mκ,y,γ =

{

(κ, γ, y) : γry ≤ κr ≤ γ̄ry, γr ≤ γr ≤ γ̄r

γr − (1− y)γ̄r ≤ κr ≤ γr − (1− y)γr

}

, (23)

where γ̄r and γr are the upper bound and lower bound,

respectively, on the dual variable γr. In our problem, we set

these bounds as sufficiently large positive numbers, denoted by

M . Similarly, we denote Mη,yl,ym,γ as the set of McCormick

inequalities used to linearize trilinear terms. A trilinear term

in our formulation contains one non-negative variable and two

binary variables. For example, ηri,l,m = γr
i Yl,m = γr

i ylym has

γr
i ≥ 0 and yl, ym ∈ {0, 1}. Mη,yl,ym,γ is given as follows:

Mη,yl,ym,γ =

{

(η, γ, yl, ym) : ηr ≤ γ̄ryl, η
r ≤ γ̄rym,

ηr ≤ γr − (1− yl)γ
r, ηr ≤ γr − (1− ym)γr,

ηr ≥ γr(yl + ym − 1), ηr ≥ γr + γ̄r(yl + ym − 2),

yl ≤ 1, ym ≤ 1, γr ≤ γr ≤ γ̄r

}

. (24)

According to the McCormick linearization for bilinear and

trilinear terms, we can derive the following MILP formula-

tion (P
′

1), which provides an exact solution for the proposed

problem under the decision-dependent ambiguity set (9):

(P
′

1) : min
∑

j

fjyj +
∑

i

(

ωi + δ1i (µ̄i + Γµ
i )− δ2i (µ̄i − Γµ

i )

+ µ̄i

∑

j

Ψµ
i,j(τ

1
i,j − τ2i,j)+(σ̄2

i + µ̄2
i )(Γ̄

σ
i γ

1
i − Γσ

i γ
2
i )

+ 2µ̄2
i

J
∑

l=1

l−1
∑

m=1

Ψσ
i,lΨ

σ
i,m

(

Γ̄σ
i η

1
i,l,m − Γσ

i η
2
i,l,m

)

+
∑

j

Λi,j

(

Γ̄σ
i κ

1
i,j − Γσ

i κ
2
i,j

)

)

(25a)

s.t. (2), (3) (25b)

Λi,j = −σ̄2
iΨ

µ
i,j + µ̄2

i

(

(Ψµ
i,j)

2 + 2Ψσ
i,j

)

, ∀i, j (25c)

ωi + (δ1i − δ2i )ξn + (γ1
i − γ2

i )ξ
2
n ≥ θi,n(y), ∀i, n (25d)

κr
i,j ∈ Myj ,γ

r
i
, τri,j ∈ Myj ,γ

r
i
, ∀i, j, r (25e)

ηri,l.m ∈ Myl,ym,γr
i
, ∀i, l,m, r, l > m (25f)

yj ∈ {0, 1}, ∀j; δ1i , δ
2, γ1

i , γ
2
i ≥ 0, ∀i. (25g)

Hence, by following Step 1 to Step 3, we can achieve an exact

MILP reformulation that can be solved directly using off-the-

shelf solvers. These steps are summarized in Algorithm 1.

B. Improved Variant

While Algorithm 1 provides an optimal solution to the

proposed problem (P1), the computational time can become

sensitive to the network size. To address this limitation, the

improved algorithm takes a different approach. It generates
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Algorithm 1 Exact OPT-Placement

1: Initialization: fj , si, di,j , U2(y), B, Kmin, ρ

2: Step 1: Solve the inner problem (12): Find analytical

expression (19) for the dual problem of inner objective (13).

3: Step 2: Dualize the obtained inner “max-max” problem

which is subject to all constraints within U2(y).
4: Step 3: Linearize the bilinear and trilinear terms based on

McCormick linearization techniques.

5: Output: Optimal placement (y∗).

extreme rays for the feasible region of (P1), which are then

incorporated into the MILP problem obtained in (P
′

1). By

identifying the potential locations of extreme points for these

dual variables, we achieve a stronger reformulation compared to

(P
′

1). This enhancement helps reduce computational complexity

and allows for more efficient solving of larger networks.

After completing Step 2, formulation (22) shows that the

problem is feasible within a region satisfying the inequalities

(22d) - (22e). To this end, let us define δi = δ1i − δ2i and

γi = γ1
i −γ2

i . It should be noted that δi and γi are unbounded,

which means searching for the extreme point to achieve the

optimum objective might be time-consuming. Therefore, the

objective is to determine a set of extreme rays (ωi, δ1i , δ2i ,

γ1
i , γ2

i ) that effectively represent the feasible region defined by

constraints (22d) and (22e). As a result, the improved variant

can strengthen the problem by reducing the feasible region of

the inner problem, leading to faster computation times.

To identify extreme rays, we solve the following inequality

system for k, l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, where k and l represent the

indices of extreme points:

ωi + δiξk + γjξ
2
k = 0, ∀i, k (26a)

ωi + δiξl + γjξ
2
l = 0, ∀i, l (26b)

ωi + δiξn + γjξ
2
n ≥ 0, ∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} \ {l, k}. (26c)

Without loss of generality, we assume that ξk < ξl. Our

objective is to determine the relationship between ξk, ξl, and

the other instances ξn, n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} \ {k, l}. To achieve

this, we define {ξ(1), ξ(2), . . . , ξ(N)} as a ordered support for

the random demand.

According to (26a) and (26b), we can derive δi = −(ξk +
ξl)γi and ωi = ξkξlγi. To ensure clarity, we will fix the

direction of the unit vector along γi and determine the direction

of other variables to satisfy the inequality (26c). By normalizing

γi, we have |γi| = 1, which will be analyzed in the following:

Case 1 (γi = 1): Due to the assumption ξk < ξl and ξn ≥ 0, we

must ensure (ξn−ξl)(ξn−ξk) ≥ 0, ∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}\{k, l}.

Thus, we can have either ξn ≥ ξl > ξk or ξn ≤ ξk < ξl. Based

on these two relationships, we can derive the expressions for

ωi and δi. Thus, there exists two extreme rays (ωi,δi,γi) that

satisfy the conditions:

ωi = ξ(1)ξ(2), δi = −(ξ(1) + ξ(2)), γi = 1, ∀i (27a)

ωi = ξ(N−1)ξ(N), δi = −(ξ(N−1) + ξ(N)), γi = 1, ∀i. (27b)

Case 2 (γi = −1): Due to the assumption ξk < ξl and ξn ≥ 0,

we must ensure (ξn − ξl)(ξn − ξk) ≤ 0, ∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} \

{k, l}. Thus, we have ξk ≤ ξn ≤ ξl. Therefore, the extreme ray

can be expressed as:

ωi = ξ(1)ξ(N), δi = −(ξ(1) + ξ(N)), γi = −1, ∀i. (28)

Given the values of γi and δi, we can express δ1i = max{0, δi},

δ2i = max{0,−δi}, γ1
i = max{0, γi} , and γ2

i = max{0,−γi}.

Thus, we can substitute (ωi,δ
1
i ,δ2i ,γ1

i ,γ2
i ) into the problem (22).

The following inequalities ensure that the dual problem (21)

is bounded, thereby guaranteeing the feasibility of (P1). Thus,

for every area i ∈ I, we have:

ξ(1)ξ(2) − (ξ(1) + ξ(2))(µi(y)− Γµ
i ) + Si(y)Γ̄

σ
i ≥ 0 (29a)

ξ(N−1)ξ(N)−(ξ(N−1)+ξ(N))(µi(y)−Γµ
i )+Si(y)Γ̄

σ
i ≥0 (29b)

− ξ(1)ξ(N) + (ξ(1) + ξ(N))(µi(y)− Γµ
i )−Si(y)Γ

σ
i ≥ 0, (29c)

where Si(y) = σ2
i (y) + µ2

i (y). Similar to the previous section,

we employ McCormick linearization techniques to linearize the

bilinear terms in (29). As a result, (29) becomes:

ξ(1)ξ(2) − (ξ(1) + ξ(2))(ζi − Γµ
i ) + ziΓ̄

σ
i ≥ 0, ∀i (30a)

ξ(N−1)ξ(N)−(ξ(N−1)+ξ(N))(ζi − Γµ
i )+ziΓ̄

σ
i ≥ 0, ∀i (30b)

− ξ(1)ξ(N) + (ξ(1) + ξ(N))(ζi + Γµ
i )− ziΓ

σ
i ≥ 0, ∀i (30c)

zi= σ̄2
i +µ̄2

i+
∑

j

Λi,jyj+2µ̄2
i

J
∑

l=1

l−1
∑

m=1

Ψµ
i,lΨ

µ
i,mYl,m, ∀i (30d)

ζi = µ̄i(1 +
∑

j

Ψµ
i,jyj), ∀i (30e)

Yl,m ≥ yl + ym − 1, Yl,m ≤ yl, Yl,m ≤ ym, ∀l,m. (30f)

After incorporating the constraints in (30) into the MILP refor-

mulation (P∗
1 ), we strengthen our formulation for the proposed

problem by reducing the feasible region. This enhancement

allows for efficient computation and a tighter representation

of feasible solutions.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Simulation Setting

We consider an EC system with I = 15 areas and J = 10
ENs in the default setting while larger networks will also be

considered in sensitivity analyses. The edge network topology

is generated based on the cities and locations of randomly

selected Equinix edge data centers (DCs) [34]. The network

delay (di,j) between any two selected DCs is obtained directly

from the global ping dataset [35]. The EN placement cost fj
is sampled from the uniform distribution U(20, 30), while the

unmet penalty si is randomly generated from U(30, 40). To

generate Ci,j , the maximum resource capacity (Cmax

j ) at each

EN j is randomly selected from the set {84, 96, 128} vCPUs.

The resources available to each area i, Ci,j , are pre-allocated

according to the relative historical demand.

We randomly generate the empirical mean of resource de-

mand (µ̄i) in each area i, following a uniform distribution with

values ranging from 20 to 50 vCPUs. We define θi as the

ratio of variation at each area, represented by θi = σ̄i

µ̄i
, ∀i.

The support size of demand (N ) at each area is taken as

100, with ξ1, . . . , ξN in the range {1, . . . , 100}. To establish

decision dependency between the demand distribution and EN

placement decisions, Ψµ
i,j and Ψσ

i,j are considered as decreasing



8

functions of the corresponding network delay (e.g., distance),

i.e., exp
(

−
di,j

b

)

, ∀i, j, where b is a parameter controlling the

decaying rate. This means the placement of EN j has a higher

impact when it is closer to nearby areas. Since
∑

j Ψ
σ
i,j ≤ 1,

we normalize both impact parameters. To control the level of

robustness with respect to the true mean and true variance

of demand, we define ǫi = (ǫµi , ǫ
σ
i ) ∈ [0, 1]I to adjust the

robustness for each area, i.e., Γµ
i = ǫµµi(y), Γσ

i = 1 − ǫσi ,

Γ̄σ
i = 1+ǫσi . In our default setting, the other system parameters

are: ρ = 0.001, ∆i = ∆ = 35, B = 100, b = 25,

ǫ
µ
i = ǫµ = 0.8, Γσ

i = Γσ = 0.8, Γ̄σ
i = Γ̄σ = 1.2,

Kmin = 1, θi = θ = 0.5, ∀i. We will also vary these important

parameters during sensitivity analyses. All the experiments are

implemented in MATLAB using CVX [36] and Gurobi [37] on

a desktop with an Intel Core i7-11700KF and 32 GB of RAM.

B. Sensitivity analysis

This section conducts sensitivity analyses to assess the im-

pact of key system parameters on the optimal solution. The

parameters under investigation include the budget (B), delay

penalty (ρ), and impact factors Ψi,j = (Ψµ
i,j ,Ψ

σ
i,j). To evaluate

the impact of the EN placement cost f , we introduce a scaling

factor h, where h = 1 represents the default setting. The base

value of f generated in Section IV-A is multiplied by h to

either scale up or down the placement cost. A higher value of

h indicates a higher EN placement cost.
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Fig. 1: Impacts of important system parameters

1) Impacts of placement cost and budget: Fig.1(a) shows

that the total cost increases with higher EN placement costs.

Due to the limited budget, only a few ENs can be installed,

leading the platform to prioritize critical locations for installing

ENs, particularly with a higher h. However, this may result in

increased penalties for unmet demand when h is high. The

curve’s growth rate increases as B decreases, while increasing

B allows the platform to select EN locations more flexibly. Note

that the minimum number of placed ENs must be greater than

1 (Kmin = 1) to avoid situations where the payment equals 0.

Notably, the payment does not monotonically increase with h,

as highlighted in the dashed circle in Fig.1(b). This is because

the budget B = 40 allows only one EN to be placed with

h = 1.6, whereas it permits more than 2 ENs with smaller h.

2) Impacts of delay penalty ρ and threshold ∆: Fig. 1(c)

demonstrates that the total cost decreases with smaller ∆ and

ρ thanks to the improved proximity and reduced delay penalty.

The cost reduction helps to mitigate delay and unmet demand

penalties, enhancing service quality. The curves converge to a

small value after a certain delay threshold, indicating that the

delay requirement can be easily satisfied. Thus, the platform

begins to prioritize capacity constraints over delay constraints.

3) Impacts of parameters in ambiguity set: Fig. 1(d) shows

how the level of robustness in the ambiguity set affects the

optimal solution. ǫ controls the distance to the true mean and

variance of demand. As (ǫµ, ǫσ) increases, the ambiguity set

grows, allowing actual demand to vary over a larger range and

incurring a more conservative solution.

4) Running time comparison: We compared the average

running time over 20 randomly generated problem instances for

each problem size, as shown in Table I. Algorithm 1 (denoted

as Standard) and Algorithm 1 with feasibility cuts (denoted as

Improved) both produce optimal solutions within a reasonable

time for small- and medium-sized networks. However, as the

system size grows larger, the advantage of Improved over

Standard becomes more evident. The feasibility cuts reduce

the feasible region and mitigate the effects of unbounded dual

variables, thus strengthening Exact OPT-Placement. Impor-

tantly, it is worth noting that the underlying problem is a robust

planning problem that does not require real-time computation.

Network size Standard Improved

I = 10; J = 10 31.31s 21.68s

I = 20; J = 10 66.88s 62.95s

I = 20; J = 20 404.11s 331.79s

I = 30; J = 20 1314.8s 901.8s

I = 40; J = 20 3357.2s 2178.28s

TABLE I: Runtime comparison

C. Performance Comparison

In this section, we compare the performance of the proposed

DRO-DDU with the following benchmarks:

• HEU: Choose a subset of ENs according to demand,

giving priority to areas with higher demand until the

available budget is fully utilized.

• BSPA: Deploy as many ENs as possible within the budget.

• DET: Deterministic EN placement problem in (1).

• SO: Two-stage SO with uniform in-sample distribution.

• DRO-DIU: Ψµ
i,j =Ψσ

i,j =0. The original problem reduces

to a two-stage DRO with exogenous stochastic demand.

The platform aims to optimize the EN placement decision (y)

before knowing the actual demand. To evaluate the placement

decisions provided by different schemes, we conduct an out-

of-sample test using model (31). For each scheme, we obtain

a placement solution ŷ during the planning stage. Given ŷ and

the actual uncertainties λ(ŷ), the platform can re-optimize the

workload allocation decision to minimize the total actual cost.

In our experiment, we generate 1000 scenarios for each scheme

to model the actual mean and variance of demand (λ̂i(ŷ))
satisfying the conditions in (10). For each scenario, the platform

solves the following actual workload allocation problem (LP):

(A) min
x∈R

I×J
+

,u∈R
I
+

ρ
∑

i,j

di,jxi,j +
∑

i

siui (31a)

s.t. (4)− (7) (31b)



9

The actual total cost is the sum of the EN placement cost and

actual workload allocation cost, expressed as:

Ca =
∑

j

fj ŷj + ρ
∑

i,j

di,jx
a

i,j +
∑

i

siu
a

i , (32)

where (xa, ua) is the optimal solution to problem (31). The six

schemes are evaluated and compared based on their average

and worst actual costs over the generated scenarios.

1) Varying variability: Recall that θi denotes the variation

ratio in each area. In Figs. 2(a)-2(b), the DRO-based models

demonstrate increased stability compared to other schemes,

especially with higher variability θi. As θ increases, the gap

between these schemes widens due to the significant deviation

of actual demand from its mean. BSPA, HEU, and DET do not

consider demand uncertainty. BSPA performs well with smaller

θ but incurs high costs with a higher θ due to overly optimistic

EN placement. However, the selection of ENs may not be on

critical locations, especially within the limited budget. SO is

prone to out-of-sample disappointment as it relies heavily on in-

sample distribution accuracy. In contrast, DRO models consider

the worst-case distribution, ensuring robustness in handling

various demand patterns during out-of-sample scenarios, as

seen in Fig.2(b). DRO-DDU model performs significantly better

in all settings, highlighting the importance of incorporating

decision dependency in uncertainty quantification.
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Fig. 2: Model comparison

2) Varying EN placement cost: Figs. 2(c)–2(d) demonstrate

the superiority of the proposed DRO-DDU scheme over other

schemes, particularly as the EN placement cost increases. This

advantage arises from the proposed model’s consideration of

decision dependency between planning decisions and uncertain

demand, offering better performance compared to alternative

schemes. As the cost parameter increases, the performance of

solutions obtained from other models monotonically deterio-

rates. This indicates the critical importance of thoughtfully

selecting ENs for planning decisions, particularly when the

price of EN placement becomes higher. It can be observed

that BSPA exhibits decent performance for smaller h. This

is attributed to the lower h, which allows the platform to be

relatively optimistic, resulting in the utilization of all budgets

for EN placement without careful consideration of critical

infrastructures. However, this blind selection worsens its perfor-

mance as h increases. Additionally, DRO-DIU outperforms SO

since SO relies on the accurate knowledge of the distribution

of the historical demand, while the DRO-based model proves

more robust in handling various demand patterns.

3) Choice of decision-dependency: Recall that both impact

factors (Ψi,j) are generated from a decreasing function of the

network delay between area i and EN j, i.e., e−
di,j

b , ∀i, j.

We denote the proposed form of ambiguity set by Decrease.

Additionally, we consider other forms commonly used in prac-

tice: (i) (Uni) uniform impact overall areas (Ψi,j = 1
J

); (ii)

(No) No impact: reducing the problem to the traditional DRO

problem with a decision-independent ambiguity set; (iii) (Max):

Maximum impact on the closest area only (mini di,j ). Fig.3(a)

illustrates the impact of decision-dependency in an ambiguity

set, influencing the optimal solution with varying B. Notably,

NO neglects the impact of EN placement decisions, resulting in

the highest out-of-sample cost among all choices. On the other

hand, Max performs well with the limited budget (i.e., fewer

available placed ENs), observing the most significant impact

in its nearest area with the highest traffic flow. However, as

B becomes larger, the cost exceeds that of Uni and Decrease

due to disregarding the impacts of EN placement on demand

changes in other areas. Uni assumes uniform impact across

all areas but fails to reflect network delays or geographical

locations between ENs and nearby areas, resulting in poorer

performance in most cases. The proposed impact factor is

defined as a decreasing function of the network delay, where b is

the decaying rate of the impact for EN j on all areas. A higher

value of b corresponds to a slower decaying rate, indicating

uniform impact across all areas. Conversely, a smaller value of b

leads to a faster-decaying rate, implying that EN j only impacts

its closest area. Thus, the proposed form acts as an intermediate

state between Max and Uni, and the platform can adjust b to

control impact factors according to its budget. Fig.3(b) shows

that the cost increases with higher b since the impact factor

tends to become Uni, failing to reflect the network delays.

However, note that the total cost does not always increase

monotonically with an increasing b. An extremely lower b leads

to impact factors similar to Max, performing well only under

specific conditions, as discussed previously.
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Fig. 3: Performance comparison with varying DDU sets

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a novel two-stage DRO for optimal EN

placement, aiming to mitigate the impact of demand uncertainty

on user experience. The main novelty of lies in the integration

of a DDU set into the DRO framework to capture the inter-

dependence between demand uncertainty and EN placement

decisions. To compute the exact optimal solution, two effi-

cient algorithms were developed. Numerical results illustrate

the importance and advantages of incorporating endogenous

uncertainties, highlighting the improved performance of the

proposed model over benchmark schemes.
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APPENDIX

A. Budget-spending priority algorithm (BSPA)

This section introduces a budget-spending priority bench-

mark where the platform maximizes the use of these limited

funds for EN placement. This scheme is equivalent to solving

the following optimization problem: (33):

max
y

∑

j

fjyj (33a)

s.t
∑

j

fjyj ≤ B. (33b)

The obtained EN placement strategy (y) under this scheme will

serve as an input to the actual workload allocation model in

(31). The actual total operation cost is counted as the sum of

the actual workload allocation cost and EN placement cost.

B. Heuristic algorithm (HEU)

This section presents the heuristic scheme (HEU). The

platform choose a subset of ENs according to demand, giving

priority to areas with higher demand until the available budget

is fully utilized. Algorithm 2 summarizes the HEU scheme as

below.

Algorithm 2 Heuristic EN placement algorithm (HEU)

1: Initialization: budget B, demand λi, network delay di,j
2: repeat

3: Sort λi in decreasing order.

4: For each area i, select the nearest places j̃ and calculate

the EN placement cost CHEU =
∑

j̃ fj̃ ỹj̃ .

5: until B - CHEU ≤ 0
6: Output: EN placement decision (ỹj).

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0951832022005464
https://www.equinix.com/data-centers/americas-colocation
https://wondernetwork.com/pings
http://cvxr.com/cvx/
https://www.gurobi.com/
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C. Two-stage SO with uniform in-sample distribution (SO)

This section presents a two-stage stochastic optimization

with uniform in-sample distribution, neglecting decisions-

dependency in the demand function. In this stochastic model, it

is assumed that demand λi follows a uniform distribution (i.e.,

pn = 1
N

) , with each scenario being assigned equal weight.

For each scenario n, let xn
i,j and ui be the amount of allocated

workload from AP i to EN j, the amount of unmet demand at

AP i respectively. The objective of this SO model is to optimize

the expected cost over all scenarios:

min
y,x,u

∑

j

fjyj+

N
∑

n=1

pn

[

ρ
∑

i,j

di,jx
n
i,j+
∑

i

siu
n
i

]

. (34a)

s.t
∑

j

fjyj ≤ B;
∑

j

yj ≥ Kmin (34b)

un
i +

∑

j

xn
i,j = λn

i , ∀i, n (34c)

0 ≤ xn
i,j ≤ Ci,jyj , ∀i, j, n (34d)

∑

j

di,jx
n
i,j

λn
i

≤ ∆i, ∀i, n (34e)

y ∈ {0, 1}J , u ∈ R
I×N
+ , x ∈ R

I×J×N
+ (34f)

This resulting problem is a large scale mixed integer linear

programming problem (MILP), which can be solved by well-

known Sample average approximation (SAA) algorithm.

D. Two-stage DRO with exogenous demand (DRO-DIU)

This section presents a two-stage distributionally robust

optimization with exogenous stochastic demand, neglecting

decisions-dependency in the demand function. The resulting

problem can be expressed as:

(P1) min
y

∑

j

fjyj+max
p∈U

min
x,u

Ep

[

ρ
∑

i,j

di,jxi,j+
∑

i

siui

]

(35a)

s.t. (2), (3), (7)

Ω2(y, λ) =

{

0 ≤ xi,j ≤ Ci,jyj, ∀i, j (35b)

ui +
∑

j

xi,j = λi, ∀i (35c)

∑

j

di,jxi,j ≤ ∆iλi, ∀i

}

. (35d)

The DRO-DIU problem remains a trilevel min-max-min opti-

mization problem, similar to the DRO-DDU model, but with

a key difference: in DRO-DIU, the placement decision does

not influence demand, leading to the setting of impact factors

at zero. This issue can also be addressed using an existing

algorithm by merely assigning Ψµ
i,j=Ψσ

i,j=0, ∀i, j.
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