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Graph Neural Networks and Reinforcement
Learning for Proactive Application Image Placement

Antonios Makris, Theodoros Theodoropoulos, Evangelos Psomakelis, Emanuele Carlini, Matteo Mordacchini,
Patrizio Dazzi, and Konstantinos Tserpes

Abstract—The shift from Cloud Computing to a Cloud-Edge
continuum presents new opportunities and challenges for data-
intensive and interactive applications. Edge computing has gar-
nered a lot of attention from both industry and academia in
recent years, emerging as a key enabler for meeting the increas-
ingly strict demands of Next Generation applications. In Edge
computing the computations are placed closer to the end-users,
to facilitate low-latency and high-bandwidth applications and
services. However, the distributed, dynamic, and heterogeneous
nature of Edge computing, presents a significant challenge for
service placement. A critical aspect of Edge computing involves
managing the placement of applications within the network
system to minimize each application’s runtime, considering the
resources available on system devices and the capabilities of the
system’s network. The placement of application images must
be proactively planned to minimize image transfer time, and
meet the strict demands of the applications. In this regard, this
paper proposes an approach for proactive image placement that
combines Graph Neural Networks and actor-critic Reinforcement
Learning, which is evaluated empirically and compared against
various solutions. The findings indicate that although the pro-
posed approach may result in longer execution times in certain
scenarios, it consistently achieves superior outcomes in terms of
application placement.

Index Terms—Edge Computing, Cloud Computing, Compo-
nent Placement Algorithm, Proactive Image Placement, Graphs,
Neural Networks, Actor-critic

I. INTRODUCTION

THE rapid growth of data-intensive applications and
latency-sensitive services (also referred as NextGen ap-

plications) is driving the adoption of edge computing archi-
tectures [1]–[4]. Next generation applications involving data
analytics, artificial intelligence, augmented/virtual reality, and
Internet of Things (IoT) platforms require real-time processing
and low latency to provide responsive and immersive user
experiences. However, centralized cloud computing models
often fail to meet these demands due to constraints around
bandwidth, network latency, location-awareness, mobility sup-
port, security, and privacy. Edge computing aims to address
these challenges by enabling computation and data storage
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at the network edge, close to end users and data sources.
Rather than sending all data to distant cloud servers, edge
computing facilitates localized analysis and decision making
using (resource-constrained) edge devices [5]. This allows
latency-critical tasks to be performed within milliseconds and
alleviates issues of high bandwidth consumption, intermittent
connectivity, and single points of failure associated with cloud-
only architectures.

A prevalent design pattern for NextGen edge applica-
tions involves microservice-based architectures that lever-
age lightweight and modular, independently deployable ser-
vices [6], [7]. By decomposing applications into granular,
loosely-coupled microservices, developers gain flexibility to
rapidly update individual components without disrupting oth-
ers. This also enables services to be dynamically instantiated
on demand based on real-time user presence, workload shifts
and resource availability. However, edge infrastructures in-
troduce unique challenges for deploying and managing mi-
croservices at scale. Edge nodes have constrained storage,
processing, and network resources compared to data centers.
Additionally, the dynamic nature of edge workloads demands
fast and adaptive service provisioning. Naively downloading
container/VM images for each service instance activation from
centralized repositories fails to meet these requirements.

In this work, our aim is to address this issue through a
distributed edge image management approach. We propose
partitioning edge nodes into cooperative groups and replicating
microservice images across group members to minimize fetch-
ing latency. We formulate this optimization problem as a min-
imum vertex cover and present GNOSIS, a learning approach
based on the combination of Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
and Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL). This solution com-
bines the representation power of a Graph Neural Network ap-
proach with the ability of actor-critic Reinforcement Learning
to provide strong solutions. Through extensive experiments,
we demonstrate GNOSIS outperforms various state-of-the-art
algorithms for various network topologies while balancing
storage usage and image access latency. Our approach aims
to facilitate highly responsive edge application deployments
critical for NextGen services.

A preliminary version of this paper appears as a part of our
previous research published in the proceedings of the 2023
IEEE International Conference on Cloud Computing [8]. In
that conference paper, we initially proposed modeling the edge
image placement problem as a minimum vertex cover and
introduced the GNOSIS approach. We presented preliminary
results that evaluated GNOSIS against a Greedy algorithm on
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various network topologies. In this journal article, we provide
a more comprehensive treatment of the problem through an ex-
tended discussion of the motivation and challenges of deploy-
ing microservices at the edge. Additionally, we significantly
contribute expanded experimental results, evaluating GNOSIS
against various state-of-the-art solutions, specifically Approx-
imation, Greedy and Genetic. We empirically analyze and
evaluate GNOSIS across different network topology variations,
incorporating detailed performance metrics. This extended
evaluation aims to further validate the effectiveness of our
learning-based solution for real-world edge infrastructures.

The remaining of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. II
contextualise our proposal with respect to the state-of-the-art
scientific literature. Sec. III formally defines the problem we
are targeting, organizing the presentation around three main
subtopics: Minimum Vertex Cover and Proactive Image Place-
ment, Set Cover and Linear Optimization. Sec. IV describes
the different algorithmic approaches for targeting the mini-
mum vertex problem problem. Sec. V discusses our proposed
approach. In Sec. VI are presented the experimental results we
achieved. Finally, in Sec. VII we draw our concluding remarks.

II. RELATED WORK

The optimal placement of application images within the
dynamic and heterogeneous Cloud-Edge Continuum stands as
a pertinent issue [9], [10]. Addressing this challenge involves
leveraging various solution methodologies that are based on
optimization techniques, such as Integer Programming [11],
[12], Markov Decision Processes [13], and stochastic opti-
mization [14]. Several variations of the Integer Programming
paradigm have been outlined in [11], [12], [15]. In [16],
authors explore the use of Integer Nonlinear Programming in
the domain of Fog Computing, while Mixed Integer Linear
Programming is suggested in [17]. Another avenue for formu-
lating the image placement problem involves implementing
Constrained Optimization, as detailed in [18]. Constrained
Optimization comprises methods that identify optimal values
for specific variables while adhering to specified constraints.
Moreover according to [19], Markov Decision Processes [13],
stochastic optimization [20], and general convex optimization
are also some potential solutions to effectively formalize the
image placement problem.

Additionally, the optimization problem’s framing within the
utilized metrics constitutes another important aspect observed
in various research studies within the scientific literature. For
instance, in [21]–[23], the focus was on minimizing service
latency in the image placement process. Low latency is consid-
ered integral in the context of delay-sensitive applications, thus
steering the majority of the scientific efforts toward employ-
ing latency as the primary metric. Moreover, Reinforcement
Learning techniques are explored in [24] for developing an
extension of Kubernetes able to deploy and replicate delay-
sensitive containerized services in a geographically distributed
system. Furthermore, a solution called ICON is proposed in
[25], where autonomous containers collaborate to find the best
(in terms of latency) allocation of their services. Considering
the nature of Edge and Cloud infrastructures, minimizing

operational expenses emerges as a pivotal concern. Hence, it
becomes evident that the cost associated with image placement
is another measure that should be considered, as indicated
in [26]. Furthermore, resource utilization stands as another
crucial metric, explored within optimization strategies, as evi-
denced in [27] and [28]. Lastly, the congestion rate stands as an
additional metric deserving exploration. Yu et al. [29] explored
the congestion ratio, investigating its potential as the minimum
ratio between flow and link capacity to accommodate service
placement.

Beyond technical methods, another consideration involves
determining the approach for operational control implemen-
tation. Image placement processes can occur through cen-
tralized, distributed, or federated means. Within a centralized
control logic, decisions consider all infrastructure resources
and deployment processes. The majority of scientific efforts
devoted to tackling the image placement problem, utilize some
form of centralized control logic, as examined in [30]. In
contrast, distributed control logic utilizes multiple nodes to
establish an orchestration and management layer, facilitating
image placement functionalities. This distributed layer for-
mulates strategies and decisions based on locally harvested
information, creating a robust control plane adaptable to the
dynamic nature of Edge infrastructures. However, only a lim-
ited number of scientific endeavors have explored distributed
control planes. For instance, Wang et al. [31] introduced a
Fog Computing architecture reliant on coordinating various
Fog nodes.

Previous efforts emphasize on reactive image placement
strategies triggered after service requests in Edge computing
environments. However, given the complex functionalities
and demanding Quality of Service (QoS) requirements as-
sociated with contemporary services, this reactive paradigm
seems insufficient. Our focus lies in implementing a proactive
approach, a relatively unexplored area within the scientific
community. Only a few exceptions, such as the work in [32],
[33] and [34], have delved into proactive image placement. For
instance, in [32], a Reinforcement Learning-based mechanism
proactively deploys microservices on edge servers, considering
the structure of the microservice graph application. Similarly,
in [34], efforts aimed to establish a service placement and
migration model leveraging mobility prediction in Mobile
Edge Computing (MEC). More specifically, it proposes a
virtual machine (VM) placement and migration decision model
based on mobility prediction. An Integer Linear Programming
(ILP) model is introduced to optimize the VM placement
within candidate cloudlets. However, these studies primarily
focus on specific solutions rather than thoroughly analyzing
the potential effects of various algorithmic approaches or
network topologies on proactive image placement.

In the last years, the success of graph neural networks
has boosted the research on many combinatorial optimization
problems [35], [36], including the minimum vertex cover. A
novel hybrid method for solving the minimum weighted vertex
cover is presented in [37]. This hybrid approach combines
several strategies to create an effective heuristic including
reduction rules, a GNN to classify nodes according to their
likelability to be in the final solution and an exact solver to
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compute an initial vertex cover. Finally, the method uses an
improved local search strategy to enhance the solution further.
In [38], a deep learning approach to solve the minimum vertex
cover is presented. The paper introduces an obstruction-aware
training strategy for the deep learning model. This strategy
involves training the model to predict the likelihood of a vertex
being in the MVC solution, given the presence of obstructions
in its neighborhood. Then, the trained model is used to guide
the search process, by prioritizing the exploration of vertices
that have a high probability of being in the MVC solution.

All the aforementioned solutions represent specific ap-
proaches tailored to particular scenarios, overlooking the po-
tential impact of network topology on final results. In this
work, we formulate the proactive placement of application
images as a minimum vertex cover problem and delve into
a range of algorithmic approaches, spanning from traditional
Approximation and Greedy methods to more advanced ones
like the Genetic algorithm. Our exploration extends beyond
theoretical propositions, suggesting a Metaheuristic approach
which combines Graph Neural Networks and actor-critic Re-
inforcement Learning. The evaluation encompasses diverse
network topologies such as Erdö-Rényi, Watts-Strogatz and
Barabási-Albert. What distinguishes our research is our com-
prehensive evaluation, integrating numerous metrics to assess
algorithmic efficiency. Finally, our assessment goes beyond
traditional considerations such as latency and operational
costs. It spans a multi-dimensional spectrum, considering fac-
tors such as object volume, available link bandwidth, transfer
time constraints, placement cost function, and node storage
capacity.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we delve into various modeling approaches
aimed at addressing the problem of proactive image placement
(PIP) in the Cloud-Edge continuum. This problem involves
strategically allocating application images across the network
system to minimize application runtime and enhance the over-
all performance of data-intensive and interactive applications.
We explore three approaches that have been used to perform
this modelling: Minimum Vertex Cover and Proactive Image
Placement, Set Cover, and Linear Optimization.

A. Minimum Vertex Cover and Proactive Image Placement

The proactive image placement problem can be effectively
modeled as a minimum vertex cover problem (MVC) in
graph theory [39]–[41], these problems are NP-complete. In
this approach, the network system is represented as a graph,
where devices are denoted as nodes and communication links
between them as edges. The main objective is to identify a
minimum vertex cover, which refers to selecting the minimum
number of nodes needed to cover all edges in the graph.
The network is modelled as a graph G = (V,E). Each
v ∈ V is a network node that can directly hold or obtain
at 1-hop distance the image of the target application. Each
e ∈ E is an edge that represents a link between two nodes
(s, d) | s ∈ V, d ∈ V , where s is the source node and d
is the destination node. Each edge e has a given available

bandwidth, which can be used to determine its weight. A
valid solution S should contain all nodes v that request the
image. The optimal solution, denoted S ⊆ V , comprises a
list of nodes where the image needs to be placed, with the
aim of minimizing the total transfer delay and the number of
replicas. By leveraging the minimum vertex cover formulation,
it is possible to strategically place application images on
the selected nodes, ensuring that all communication links
are covered. This approach is particularly suitable for Edge
computing environments, where computations are performed
closer to the end-users, resulting in reduced latency and
improved bandwidth utilization. Furthermore, proactive image
placement based on the minimum vertex cover can adapt to
the dynamic nature of Edge networks, allowing for efficient
scaling and resource allocation.

B. Set Cover

In addition to the minimum vertex cover formulation, an
alternative modeling approach for the proactive image place-
ment problem is the set cover problem. The set cover problem
involves selecting subsets from a given collection to cover a
set of elements. In the context of proactive image placement,
devices in the network represent the elements that need to be
covered by selecting a subset of nodes to host the application
images. The main constraint here is that all nodes v ∈ V that
request the image must have a link to at least one node that
holds the image and is able to transfer it to v within a given
amount of time T , or be the one that hosts it. A mathematical
representation of the main constraint could be the following:

Limage

W(s, d)
< T : ∃s ∈ DPi, ∀d ∈ V (1)

Where the value Limage represents the byte length of the target
image, and the value W(s, d) represents the bandwidth of the
link from source s to destination d node. The value of T
represents the time threshold under which the image must
be completely transferred from s to d. Every solution DPi

is defined as a subset of nodes (DPi ⊆ V ) which will be
used as source nodes s. A secondary constraint would be the
minimization of the cost function associated with all nodes
and edges involved in the solution. For the solution i which
is defined as:

DPi = [Node0, Node1, . . . , Nodes] and (2)

TCi =
∑

s∈DPi

Fcost(Limage, Rs) (3)

Where the cost function is described by the function
Fcost(Limage, Rs) having Rs as the cost of disk space in
node s. By formulating the problem as a set cover, we can
explore different strategies to determine the optimal subset
of nodes that covers all devices in the network. This alter-
native perspective allows to leverage existing algorithms and
heuristics developed for the set cover problem. The set cover
approach offers flexibility in terms of optimization techniques,
scalability, and adaptability to different network topologies and
constraints.
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C. Linear Optimization

Linear optimization techniques, such as integer linear pro-
gramming, provide yet another modeling approach for ad-
dressing the problem of proactive image placement. Linear
optimization allows us to formulate the problem as a mathe-
matical program with defined objectives and constraints, which
can be solved using optimization algorithms. By leveraging
linear programming, we can obtain optimal or near-optimal
solutions for the proactive image placement problem. The
formulation involves defining decision variables, objective
functions, and constraints that capture the requirements and
constraints of the proactive image placement problem. The
objective function can be designed to minimize the over-
all application runtime, considering factors such as network
latency, bandwidth utilization, and resource constraints. The
constraints can include limitations on the number of images
that can be placed on each device, communication delays,
and energy consumption. While linear optimization techniques
offer the potential for obtaining optimal solutions, it is impor-
tant to consider the computational complexity and scalability
challenges associated with solving large-scale instances of the
problem. Advanced optimization algorithms and techniques,
such as decomposition methods or approximation algorithms,
may be required to address these challenges effectively. In
the context of our problem, a set of binary variables, donated
as Av where Av ∈ {0, 1} and v ∈ V , needs to be defined.
Variables are assigned the value of 1 when the referenced node
v can provide the image, indicating its role as a source node,
and 0 otherwise. Such variables are used to formulate basic
constraint, as follows:∑

v

(Av ·
Limage

W(v, d)
) > 0 | ∀v ∈ V, ∀d ∈ D (4)

with Limage is still the byte length of the image, W(v, d)

the bandwidth available for the link between source node v
and node d belonging to the set of destination nodes D. This
function describes the constraint that forces the optimizer to
cover the needs of each destination node by having at least
one valid link for each destination node. To formulate the
objective function, we need to explicitly define two costs;
the total transfer time and the total occupied disk space. The
definition of a constraint that forces transfer delay limitations
is impossible in classical optimization problem formulation so
this constraint need to be relaxed into a “best effort” one. This
means that transfer time will be integrated into the objective
function, aiming at the minimization of the total transfer time.
This will, in theory, limit the time threshold violations as much
as possible throughout the network. Taking all these factors
and assumptions into consideration the cost function takes the
following form:

min(
∑
v

(Av · Limage) +
∑
v

(Av ·
Limage

W(v, d)
))

Av ∈ {0, 1},∀v ∈ V,∀d ∈ D (5)

An apparent issue with this formulation arises from the im-
balance between the two main factors of the cost function
since they are on different scales. As a result, even a slight

adjustment to the first factor would exert a considerably more
substantial influence on the function compared to an identical
change in the second factor. On the other hand, the second
factor, which is the the transfer time, is expressed in millisec-
onds or seconds. In order to tackle this issue and mitigate
its effects, the Limage value from the first scale is removed,
changing it from the total disk space to the total number of
replicas in the network. This change balances the two factors
better, enabling us to incorporate the number of replicas as
a weight on the transfer time. Consequently, the transfer time
becomes the predominant factor in the function. The following
represents the final form of the objective function contributing
to the resolution of the MVC problem:

min(
∑
v

Av +
∑
v

(Av ·
Limage

W(v, d)
))

Av ∈ {0, 1},∀v ∈ V,∀d ∈ D (6)

IV. ALGORITHMIC APPROACHES TO MINIMUM VERTEX
COVER PROBLEM

The Minimum Vertex Cover problem is an extensively
researched combinatorial optimization problem with various
applications across domains such as network security, schedul-
ing, feature selection, and more. It is also closely related to
other graph problems like the independent set, dominating
set, and clique problems. As a result, numerous approximated
algorithms have been proposed over the years to construct the
vertex cover S in different ways. In what follows, different
approaches to solve the problem are presented. The network is
treated as a graph where each node can (i) host an application
image, (ii) require an application image or (iii) do both or
none of the above.

A. Approximation

An approximation algorithm is an algorithm that offers
a solution to an optimization problem, ensuring that it is
reasonably close to the optimal solution. In the context of
the MVC problem, there exist approximation algorithms that
take as input an undirected graph G and returns a vertex cover
whose size is guaranteed to be no more than twice the size of
an optimal vertex cover [42]. The algorithm takes advantage of
the fact that vertices with higher out degrees are more likely
to be included in the minimum vertex cover. The algorithm
starts with an empty vertex cover and repeatedly adds vertices
to it until all edges in the graph are covered. Specifically, the
algorithm repeatedly selects an arbitrary edge in the graph,
adds both endpoints (nodes) of the edge to the vertex cover,
and then the edge and its neighboring edges are removed
from the graph. By doing so, the algorithm guarantees that
all edges connected to these vertices are covered. Since the
nodes added to the solution already cover all edges in the
removed set, there is no need to further consider them. This
process is repeated until every edge in the graph has been
removed, guaranteeing that the solution will cover all edges in
the graph. The algorithm is relatively simple and fast compared
to other algorithm options due to its structure. This makes the
algorithm a popular choice for the MVC problem. However,
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the algorithm does not always provide an exact solution, except
for particular cases, which can be disadvantageous depending
on the application.

B. Greedy

The greedy approach to algorithm design is a very efficient
method that can be used to solve various optimization prob-
lems efficiently. Its approach is to always choose the option
that seems to be the best at the current moment, aiming to
maximize the gain based on local conditions, assuming that
this will lead to a globally optimal solution [42]. When applied
to the minimum vertex cover problem, the Greedy algorithm
starts by initializing an empty set of vertices S. It then selects
an arbitrary edge e ∈ E connecting nodes vi, vj ∈ V in the
graph G = (V,E), it adds vi, vj to S, and finally removes all
the edges from the graph that are covered by the vertices in
S.

e = (vi, vj) ∈ E, vi, vj ∈ V (7)
S′ = S ∪ {vi, vj} (8)
E′ = E \ {(u,w) ∈ E | u, v ∈ S} (9)

If the graph is empty, the algorithm returns S′ as the
minimum vertex cover. If not, the process starts again by
selecting another arbitrary edge e. At each step, the algorithm
chooses the edge that has the smallest number of uncovered
vertices and includes both endpoints in the vertex cover set.
Therefore, this approach ensures that the set of vertices will
cover as many edges as possible. The Greedy algorithm does
not always produce an optimal solution, as in some cases, the
algorithm may get stuck in a local optimum and fail to find the
global optimum. However, in the case of the minimum vertex
cover problem, it is guaranteed to produce a solution that is
at most twice the size of the optimal solution. This bound is
known as the 2-approximation guarantee.

C. Genetic

Genetic Algorithms (GAs) harness evolutionary principles
such as natural selection, genetic variation, and the survival of
the fittest observed in biological organisms to create heuristic
search algorithms [43]. Inspired by Darwinian evolution, GAs
employ concepts like crossover, mutation, and natural selection
to intelligently explore a defined search space and tackle
complex problems [44]. In scenarios characterized by vast
exploration spaces and the availability of fitness evaluations for
solutions, GAs prove highly effective. Take, for instance, the
Minimum Vertex Cover (MVC) problem, where the solution
space is expansive, and fitness evaluations can gauge the mini-
mality of the cover. Hence, GAs present a viable approach for
addressing the MVC problem. The evolutionary process begins
by initializing a population of chromosomes, each representing
a potential solution to the MVC problem. These chromosomes
are generated either randomly or using heuristic methods.
Parent chromosomes are then chosen based on their fitness
values [45], which reflect how effectively their corresponding
sets of vertices cover edges in the graph. Through stochastic

selection and modification employing crossover and mutation
operators, new populations emerge, inheriting advantageous
traits from the fittest individuals of the preceding generation.
This iterative cycle persists until an optimal solution is attained
or a predefined termination condition is met. The optimization
mechanism of a genetic algorithm relies on pivotal elements
such as the fitness function, encoding scheme, crossover, and
mutation. Together, these components drive the generation of
increasingly fit solutions. The output of a genetic algorithm is
the chromosome with the highest fitness value, representing
a minimum vertex cover that efficiently addresses the MVC
problem.

The genetic algorithm was configured with the following
parameters: a) Population Size: 100 individuals per generation
(balance between exploration and computational efficiency),
b) Generations: 150 (sufficient iterations for the algorithm to
converge to a near-optimal solution), c) Selection Method:
Roulette wheel selection was utilized to choose individuals
from the current population as parents for generating offspring
(a common method that ensures individuals with higher fitness
have a higher chance of being selected), d) Crossover Method:
Order Crossover (OX) was applied to combine genetic material
from selected parents (ensures the preservation of the relative
order of genes from parent chromosomes) and e) Mutation
Rate: A mutation rate of 0.1 was set, indicating a 10% chance
of mutation for each gene in an individual solution during each
generation of the genetic algorithm (strikes a balance between
exploration and exploitation).

V. THE GNOSIS APPROACH

The GNOSIS approach for addressing the MVC problem
relies on the use of Graph Neural Networks & Deep Reinforce-
ment Learning in order to perform combinatorial optimization.

A. Graph Neural Networks

Graph Neural Networks are a type of neural network that
operate on graph-structured data, allowing for the learning
of node and graph-level representations. They can be used
for a variety of tasks, including node classification, graph
classification, link prediction and accurate resource usage
prediction [46]. Here we will focus on explaining GNNs for
graph-level representations.

Let us consider an undirected graph G = (V,E), where V
is the set of nodes and E is the set of edges. The graph can
be represented by an adjacency matrix A ∈ Rn×n, where n is
the number of nodes. The elements of A denote the presence
or absence of edges between nodes, such that Aij = 1 if there
is an edge between nodes i and j, and Aij = 0 otherwise. In
addition, we assume that each node i has an associated feature
vector xi ∈ Rd, where d is the number of features.

The goal of GNNs is to learn a function that maps the
graph G and its associated node features xii∈V to a vector
representation of the entire graph. Tipically, GNNs achieve
this by organizing a sequence of neural network layers, where
some layers aggregate information from neighboring nodes
and update node representations, consequently. Following this
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approach, at each layer k, the node representations are updated
according to the following formula:

h
(k)
i = σ

 ∑
j∈N (i)

1

cij
W (k)h

(k−1)
j + b(k)

 (10)

where h
(k)
i is the updated representation of node i at layer

k, N (i) is the set of neighboring nodes of node i, cij is
a normalization constant, W (k) and b(k) are the trainable
weight matrix and bias term at layer k, and σ is an activation
function such as the rectified linear unit (ReLU). After K
layers, the final representation of the graph can be obtained
by applying a readout function to the node representations,
such as summation or max-pooling:

hG = ρ

(∑
i∈V

h
(K)
i

)
(11)

where hG is the final representation of the graph and ρ is the
readout function.

The GNN is trained by minimizing a loss function that
depends on the final graph representation and the true label
or target associated with the graph, using backpropagation
and stochastic gradient descent. GNNs allow for the learn-
ing of graph-level representations by recursively aggregating
information from neighboring nodes through multiple layers
of neural network operations. This approach can be used
for a variety of tasks, including combinatorial optimization
problems.

B. The Actor-Critic Algorithm

Actor-critic is a class of reinforcement learning algorithm
that combines the advantages of both policy-based and value-
based methods. It consists of two neural networks: an actor
network, which learns the policy, and a critic network, which
estimates the value of the policy.

When leveraging temporal difference (TD) learning ap-
proaches, the critic network learns to estimate the expected
cumulative reward by iteratively updating its value function
based on the observed rewards. Specifically, at each time step
t, the critic updates its value estimate Vϕ(st) using the TD
error:

δt = Rt + γVϕ(st+1)− Vϕ(st) (12)

where Rt is the observed reward at time step t, γ is the
discount factor, and st and st+1 are the current and next states,
respectively. The TD error represents the difference between
the predicted reward and the actual reward, and is used to
update the critic’s value estimate:

Vϕ(st)← Vϕ(st) + ϵδt (13)

where ϵ is the corresponding learning rate.
In the actor-critic algorithm with TD learning, the actor net-

work learns the policy by maximizing the expected cumulative
reward, which is estimated using the critic’s value function.
The policy update is based on the advantage function At,

which represents the advantage of taking action at in state
st compared to following the current policy. The advantage
function is defined as:

At = δt + γVϕ(st+1)− Vϕ(st) (14)

Finally, the policy update is then given by:

θ ← θ + β∇θ log πθ(at|st)At (15)

where θ are the parameters of the actor network, β is the
learning rate, log πθ(at|st) is the log-probability of taking
action at in state st according to the policy, and ∇θ is the
gradient operator.

C. Graph Neural Networks & Deep Reinforcement Learning
for Combinatorial Optimization

Actor-critic algorithms have shown promising results in
solving combinatorial optimization problems. By combining
actor-critic with GNNs, we can leverage the power of GNNs
to represent graph structures and use actor-critic RL to provide
solutions. GNNs provide an efficient way to represent graph
structures, capturing complex dependencies and relationships
among vertices and edges, which is particularly advantageous
in edge computing environments where efficient representation
is essential for optimization tasks. When combined with a
DRL approach, GNNs can offer adaptability and flexibility
in solving optimization problems (e.g. MVC), enabling the
system to dynamically adjust strategies in response to evolving
network conditions, computational requirements and latency
constrains [47].

One may represent a combinatorial optimization problem as
a graph G = (V,E), where V is the set of vertices and E is
the set of edges. Each vertex represents a decision variable,
and each edge represents a constraint between two decision
variables. Let x ∈ 0, 1n be a binary decision vector, where
n = |V |, such that xi = 1 if vertex i is selected and xi =
0 otherwise. The goal is to find an optimal decision vector
x∗ that maximizes an objective function f(x), subject to the
constraints encoded in the graph.

To apply actor-critic algorithms with GNNs, one has to
define a policy function πθ(a|s) that takes as input a state
representation s and outputs a probability distribution over the
action space a. We parameterize the policy function with θ.
The state representation s is obtained by feeding the graph
structure and the current decision vector x through a GNN.
The actor and critic are updated using the policy gradient and
the TD learning algorithms, respectively. The policy gradient
updates the policy parameters θ using the gradient of the
expected reward with respect to θ. The TD learning updates
the critic parameters ϕ by minimizing the mean squared error
between the estimated and actual values.

The actor-critic with GNNs algorithm for combinatorial
optimization is described in Algorithm 1. More specifically, in
the case of solving the MVC problem, GNNs and the actor-
critic algorithm are leveraged in the following manner. As
stated before, GNNs are employed for state representation,
where the state s passed through the GNN encompasses both
the current vertex cover and indicators for uncovered edges.
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Algorithm 1 Actor-critic with GNNs algorithm for combina-
torial optimization

Begin
1.Initialize the policy and critic parameters θ and ϕ.
2.For each episode do:
3. Initialize the decision vector x randomly.
4. Feed the graph structure and x through the GNN to
obtain the state representation s.
5. Sample an action a from the policy distribution πθ(a|s).
6. Obtain the next state s′ and reward r by applying the
action a to x.
7. Update the critic parameters ϕ using TD learning.
8. Compute the policy gradient and update the policy
parameters θ.
9. Repeat steps 4-8 until a stopping criterion is met.
10. Obtain the next state s′ and reward r by applying the
action a to x.
11.End For.
12.Return the decision vector x∗ that maximizes f(x).
End

This implementation design enables the GNN to prioritize
vertices crucial for covering the most uncovered edges, thereby
aiding in minimizing the vertex cover set size. Subsequently,
action selection, governed by the policy πθ(a|s), strategically
chooses vertices likely to enhance cover efficiency, with a
particular emphasis on those linking to multiple uncovered
edges. Moreover, the reward r is carefully crafted to balance
between the size of the vertex cover and the necessity to cover
all edges. Immediate rewards are given for actions that lead
to a significant reduction in uncovered edges, incentivizing
the selection of highly connected vertices not yet in the cover.
Finally, the actor-critic algorithm dynamically updates the state
representation s with each action, allowing the GNN to adjust
its focus on the remaining uncovered edges. This iterative
refinement is key to adapting the vertex cover in response
to the evolving graph coverage.

The code for the proposed approach is open source and
available for access 1.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

This section details the experimental evaluation of the GNO-
SIS approach in relation to various performance indicators.
The examined algorithms and GNOSIS are subjected to a
rigorous investigation through extensive experiments in the
minimum set cover problem, revealing valuable insights into
their properties and impacts on proactive image placement.
In the following, we describe the simulation methodology
(subsection VI-A) and analyze the experimental results (VI-B).

A. Simulation methodology

To simulate various network topologies, as well as image
placement and image transfers between nodes, Python scripts
(version 3.6.9) were developed and utilized. More specifically,

1https://github.com/f-coda/GNOSIS

the NetworkX Python package [48] was leveraged to generate
diverse network topologies with varying parameters. Further-
more, NetworkX constructs objects that facilitate the storage
and manipulation of node and edge labels and attributes,
including total capacity, image replication, and network con-
nectivity utilization.

Each network connection, represented as an Edge, is char-
acterized by two attributes: available bandwidth and usage.
These attributes enable the derivation of various secondary
values, such as transfer time and the percentage of bandwidth
usage. On the other hand, each node is assigned a unique
serial number/ID and has an attribute with a Boolean value
that denotes whether it holds a replica of the image (1) or
not (0). Additionally, several parameters, such as image size
and the maximum available bandwidth for Ethernet and WiFi
connections, were established for all experiments, irrespective
of the networks involved.

When evaluating content distribution systems by means of
simulation, it is of utmost importance to correctly mimic the
bandwidth dynamics behaviour of the underlying network. In
the simulations carried out in this study, bandwidth allocation
was accomplished using the Max-min fairness algorithm. Max-
min fairness [49] aims to optimize the allocation of bandwidth
to flows with a minimum share, ensuring that no flow can
increase its rate at the expense of another flow with a lower
rate. This is achieved by initially setting all flow rates to zero
and then increasing each rate equally until the link’s capacity
is reached. The simulated network is modeled as an undirected
graph, and Max-min fairness can provide a reliable estimate of
the network’s actual behavior. Compared to the equal sharing
policy, Max-min fairness achieves higher average throughput
and more efficient resource utilization. On the other hand,
while maximum throughput resource management produces
higher average throughput than Max-min fairness, it may
lead to the starvation of costly flows. As a total bandwidth
capacity, the maximum bandwidth of the node’s virtual net-
work adapter is considered, which is randomly set to either
Ethernet (100MBps) or WiFi (25MBps). In practical Edge
networks, the majority of communication occurs over WiFi
due to the widespread use of smart devices and IoT equipment.
Therefore, the WiFi network adapters were arbitrary set to a
75% ratio while Ethernet adapters were assigned to the rest
25% of nodes.

The performance of the examined algorithms is assessed
on three different network graph topologies, each of which
is simulated at varying sizes ranging from 64 to 512 vertices,
including V = [64, 128, 256, 512]. The variation in the number
of edges in each graph is largely influenced by the unique
features, input parameters, and connectivity properties inherent
to each topology, which in turn depend on the varying number
of vertices present.

The network topologies utilized in this work are as follows:
Erdö–Rényi random network. Paul Erdös and Alfréd

Rényi first introduced the concept of random graphs, discov-
ering that probabilistic techniques were effective in solving
graph theory problems [50], [51]. During the introduction
of these network types in the 1950s, computing power was
limited, leading to a primary emphasis on modeling relatively

https://github.com/f-coda/GNOSIS
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small “ordered” or “regular” networks, which are infrequent
in real-world scenarios [52]. An equivalent and alternative
definition of a random graph is the binomial model, in which
the G(N, p) model starts with N nodes and connects each
distinct node pair with probability p. This work considers three
different variants of the Erdö–Rényi model, which are based
on the probability p indicating an edge between any two nodes:
p = 0.2, p = 0.5 and p = 0.7. As expected, the structure of
the graph generated by each probability, varies considerably;
as p increases, the number of edges also increases.

The uncorrelated Erdö–Rényi random graph model assumes
that every pair of vertices in a graph has equal and indepen-
dent probabilities, thus treating the network as a collection
of equivalent units. However, real networks are inherently
correlated systems, and their topology often deviates from
that of the uncorrelated random graph model. Consequently,
more sophisticated graph models have been developed, with a
particular focus on “real-world” networks such as the Internet
and the World-Wide Web. To understand the general properties
of such networks, two classes of models have emerged: “small-
world” and “scale-free”. Small-world networks aim to capture
the clustering observed in real graphs and exhibit heterogeneity
in that the pattern of connections between nodes is relatively
localized. On the other hand, scale-free networks exhibit
heterogeneity in the “degree” of nodes (i.e., the number of
connections a node has to other nodes) and reproduce the
power law degree distribution present in many real networks.

Watts–Strogatz small-world network. The archetypical
small-world network was proposed by Watts and Strogatz
[53]. The algorithm behind the model begins by constructing
an undirected ring lattice network, consisting of a ring of
nodes with edges evenly distributed between its kL nearest left
and right neighbors, where kL represents the degree of each
node in the initial lattice. Then, a random rewiring process
is applied, where each edge has a probability p of being
rewired. The algorithm only rewires one end of each edge
and traverses edges in a way that ensures that each node loses
at most half of its edges. It’s worth noting that edges are only
replaced, not added or removed, so the total number of edges
and the mean degree remains constant. By varying p, it can
be shown that only a few rewires are needed to produce a
low average path length while maintaining a high clustering
coefficient. In fact, for p = 0, the small-world model preserves
a regular graph, while p = 1 generates a random graph, which
differs only slightly from the uncorrelated random graph. For
intermediate values of p, Watts-Strogatz produces a small-
world network, which captures the high clustering properties
of regular graphs and the small characteristic path length of
random graph models. Hence, in his work we focused on
a single rewiring probability of p = 0.5 for three distinct
degree values: kL = 2, kL = 4 and kL = 7. As the degree
of a node represents the number of edges connecting it to
other nodes within the graph, the resulting graph structure
differs significantly for each degree value; as kL increases,
the number of edges also increases.

Barabási-Albert scale-free network. Barabási and Albert
[54] introduced the scale-free network that is capable of
reproducing networks with “hubs”, where a small number of

nodes have significantly more connections than the average
(scale-free property), resulting in a highly inhomogeneous
degree distribution. This model is widely used due to the
fact that many real-world networks exhibit degree distributions
similar to the Barabási-Albert model. To create a Barabási-
Albert scale-free network of size N , the algorithm starts with
a small number of nodes mo, and sequentially introduces
the remaining N − mo nodes into the network, where each
node connects to/from m ≤ mo existing nodes. It is standard
practice to choose mo = m. The maximum mean degree
of the network is determined by the initial network size
mo, as selecting m > mo would result in the first newly
introduced node not being able to be assigned m edges. Three
different variants of the Barabási and Albert model have been
considered in this work: m = 1, m = 3 and m = 8. As
expected the structure of the graph generated by each value
m, varies significantly; as m increases, the number of edges
also increases.

The probability P that a new node will be connected to
existing node i (referential attachment) depends on the degree
ki of node i, as P (ki) =

ki∑
j ki

. The combination of network
growth with this preferential attachment is what leads to a
power-law degree distribution. In contrast to the small-world
model, the degree distribution in scale-free graphs follows
a power-law when N → ∞, which has been shown to be
a combined effect of growth and the preferential attachment
[55]. Therefore, in the infinite time or size limit, the scale-free
model has no characteristic scale in the degree size.

B. Simulation Results

This section showcases the simulation results for the differ-
ent network topologies obtained by the examined algorithms.
To evaluate the efficacy of each algorithm in addressing
the image placement problem, three performance metrics are
utilized. These metrics include:

• execution time (ExT ): total amount of time each algo-
rithm requires to generate a solution

• cost function (CF ): calculates the cost based on the
number of image replicas placed on the network as well
as the transfer delays, in order to share the image between
all network nodes. The cost function is the same as the
objective function (Function 6), as described in III-C.

• size of the vertex cover (V CS): size of vertices in it
As discussed in subsection VI-A, several variants are con-

sidered for each network topology, based on the input parame-
ters of the respective model. However, due to the considerable
number of experiments and limited space, it is impractical
to visually represent the results for all variations of each
network topology. Therefore, only one representative variation
is considered for each model: p = 0.2 for Erdö–Rényi,
kL = 2 for Watts–Strogatz, and m = 1 for Barabási-Albert.
Nonetheless, the detailed results for the remaining variants of
each model are provided in Table II. The abbreviations BA,
ER, and WS used in the table, correspond to Barabási-Albert,
Erdö–Rényi and Watts–Strogatz, respectively.

Execution time analysis. Figure 1 evaluates the execution
time of each algorithm for the different network topologies. As
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the results indicate, GNOSIS has a notably longer execution
time in Erdö–Rényi graphs, particularly as the number of
vertices grows. Although the aforementioned graph topol-
ogy results in longer execution times for both Greedy and
Approximation algorithms, the difference is relatively small
compared to other network topologies. As an illustration, when
considering 512 vertices, the GNOSIS algorithm demonstrates
an execution time of 82 seconds for Erdö–Rényi graphs and
5.9 seconds (almost 14 times slower) for Barabási-Albert
graphs, whereas for the Greedy algorithm, the execution times
are 2.4 seconds and 0.5 seconds (almost 5 times slower),
respectively. Conversely, for the Barabási-Albert and Watts-
Strogatz topologies, the Genetic algorithm displays the longest
execution time. In fact, for the Barabási-Albert, the execution
time is noticeably higher than that of the other algorithms. The
Approximation and Greedy algorithms display comparatively
shorter execution times across all network topologies, with a
significant difference when compared to the other algorithms.
All algorithms display a similar trend across the various net-
work topologies, wherein the execution time increases linearly
with an increase in the number of vertices. In general, as the
number of vertices increases and more nodes are added to
the vertex cover set, the execution time also increases as the
generated graph becomes larger.

Cost function analysis. Figure 2 evaluates the cost function
of each algorithm for the different network topologies. The
results indicate that for Erdö–Rényi graphs, the Genetic algo-
rithm produces the highest cost function values, followed by
the Greedy algorithm. Conversely for Barabási-Albert graphs,
the GNOSIS algorithm produces the highest cost function val-
ues. To provide an example, when considering 512 vertices, the
Genetic algorithm yields cost function values of 1942119.08,
39449.04 and 35845.13 for Erdö–Rényi, Barabási-Albert and
Watts-Strogatz graphs, respectively. Notably, the cost function
value for Erdö–Rényi graphs is much higher than those for
Barabási-Albert and Watts-Strogatz graphs, with ratios of
approximately 49.22 and 54.19, respectively. Furthermore, in
comparison to the other algorithms, the Genetic algorithm
results in a significantly higher cost function values for
Erdö–Rényi graphs. Specifically, when considering 512 ver-
tices, the cost function values obtained by GNOSIS, Greedy,
and Approximation algorithms are 37865.43, 110230.25, and
8951.86, respectively. For all algorithms, as the number of
vertices increases, Watts-Strogatz graphs demonstrate com-
paratively lower cost function values when compared to the
other network topologies. In addition, as the number of ver-
tices increases, there is no significant difference in the cost
function values between the examined algorithms for Watts-
Strogatz graphs, except in the case of Approximation algo-
rithm. In fact, the Approximation algorithm yields the lowest
cost function values across all network topologies, with the
discrepancy being particularly pronounced for Watts-Strogatz
graphs. It is worth noting that in both Erdö–Rényi and Watts-
Strogatz graphs, the GNOSIS algorithm demonstrates lower
cost function values in comparison to the Greedy and Genetic
algorithms. The reduction in the cost function achieved by the
GNOSIS algorithm is especially noteworthy for of Erdö–Rényi
graphs, as the decrease is nearly half with an increase in the

number of vertices when compared to the Genetic algorithm.
Vertex Cover Set size analysis. Figure 3 evaluates the vertex

cover set produced by each algorithm for the different network
topologies. As expected, the vertex cover set’s size increases in
a linear fashion with an increase in the number of vertices. As
the results suggest, the Approximation algorithm generates the
largest vertex cover sets, followed by the Genetic algorithm for
all network topologies. In fact, the difference is particularly no-
table in the case of Watts-Strogatz and Barabási-Albert graphs.
As an example, when considering Watts-Strogatz graphs with
512 vertices, the Approximation algorithm generates a ver-
tex cover set size of 512, while for Greedy, Genetic and
GNOSIS, the sizes are 290, 330 and 282, respectively. In
addition, for Erdö–Rényi and Watts-Strogatz graphs, GNOSIS
produces smaller vertex cover sets compared to the other
algorithms. Only for Barabási-Albert, GNOSIS generates a
vertex cover set that is slightly larger than that produced by
the Greedy algorithm. Overall, as the results demonstrate, the
Greedy algorithm competes well with the GNOSIS algorithm
by producing small vertex cover sets. On the other hand,
for Barabási-Albert graphs, GNOSIS generates the smallest
vertex cover set among all the considered topologies. As an
illustration, when considering Barabási-Albert graphs with 512
vertices, the GNOSIS algorithm generates a vertex cover set
size of 176 while for Erdö–Rényi and Watts-Strogatz graphs,
the sizes are 477 and 288, respectively. Overall, for Barabási-
Albert graphs, all algorithms yield the smallest vertex cover
sets compared to the other network topologies, followed by
Watts-Strogatz.

Discussion. In what follows, a brief overview of the ex-
perimental simulation results and key insights is provided to
summarize the performance evaluation of each algorithm.

As the results suggested, the GNOSIS algorithm exhibits
higher execution times compared to the other algorithms when
utilized on Erdö–Rényi graphs. However, for the remaining
topologies, it comes second in terms of execution time after
the Genetic algorithm. Overall, the Genetic and GNOSIS
algorithm manifests prolonged execution times. The reason is
that GNOSIS involves training a neural network on the graph
data and making predictions for each vertex in the graph. As
the graph structure becomes more complex, GNOSIS captures
more intricate relationships between the vertices which can
lead to more accurate solutions but it also requires more com-
putation. On the other hand, the Genetic algorithm involves
the process of generating a population of potential solutions,
applying genetic operators (such as crossover and mutation),
and selecting the best solutions based on fitness criteria. As
the size of the problem and the population increases, the time
required to generate and evaluate each generation of candidate
solutions also increases, resulting in longer execution time
[56]. In all network topologies, both Approximation and
Greedy algorithms exhibit the shortest execution times, with
noticeable differences when compared to other algorithms.
Furthermore, as the number of vertices increases, there are no
significant fluctuations between the execution time of these
two algorithms.

The high execution times presented by the GNOSIS al-
gorithm result in higher cost function values for Barabási-
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Fig. 1. Execution time of each algorithm for the different network topologies
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Albert graphs in comparison to the other algorithms. However,
GNOSIS algorithm yields lower cost function values for the
remaining network topologies except for the Approximation
algorithm. Moreover, the Genetic algorithm exhibits high cost
function values, which are particularly noticeable in the case
of Erdö–Rényi graphs. On the other hand, in most cases, the
Greedy algorithm yields lower cost function values compared
to the Genetic algorithm, yet higher than the GNOSIS algo-
rithm (except for Barabási-Albert graphs).

Although the Approximation algorithm presents the lowest

cost function values and execution times in all models, it
exhibits the largest vertex cover sets in all network topologies.
This practically means that this algorithm is able to produce
a solution faster than the other algorithms; however, this
solution will contain a significantly larger amount of nodes.
Hence, there exists a tradeoff between the total time taken
by each algorithm to generate a solution and the number
of nodes considered in the graph. The GNOSIS algorithm
produces larger vertex cover sets than the Greedy algorithm,
yet smaller than the Genetic algorithm for Barabási-Albert
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Network Model Algorithm ExT CF VCS

Erdos-Renyi GNOSIS Highest Mid Lowest
Approximation Lowest Lowest Highest
Greedy Mid Moderate Mid
Genetic Moderate Highest Moderate

Watts-Strogatz GNOSIS Moderate Mid Lowest
Approximation Lowest Lowest Highest
Greedy Mid Moderate Mid
Genetic Highest Highest Moderate

Barabasi-Albert GNOSIS Moderate Highest Mid
Approximation Lowest Lowest Highest
Greedy Moderate Mid Lowest
Genetic Highest Moderate Moderate

graphs. However, similar to the cost function (except for the
Approximation algorithm), the GNOSIS algorithm generates
smaller vertex cover set sizes for the other network topolo-
gies. Genetic algorithm shows higher results compared to the
Greedy algorithm for all network topologies.

To summarize, among the algorithms studied, the GNOSIS
algorithm is one of the most efficient algorithms, producing
the best results in terms of cost function and vertex cover set
size for Erdö–Rényi and Watts-Strogatz graphs. However, it
is accompanied by prolonged execution times. Additionally,
the Greedy algorithm demonstrates relatively short execution
times, but it ranks second after GNOSIS in terms of cost func-
tion and vertex cover set size, with the exception of Barabási-
Albert graphs. The Genetic algorithm is characterized by high
execution times across all network topologies and results in
high cost function values and vertex cover set sizes, making
it one of the least efficient solutions. Finally, although the
Approximation algorithm demonstrates the lowest execution
times and cost function values, it is associated with the largest
vertex cover set sizes, which make it unsuitable for the MVC
problem.

Table I provides a detailed summary of the results based on
the different evaluation metrics, utilizing four tiers-Highest,
Moderate, Mid, and Lowest-to illustrate the scale of values
within the data.

VII. CONCLUSION

The placement of container and VM images holds sig-
nificant importance within the realm of Edge Computing.
Given the dynamic nature of Edge applications, it is crucial
to minimize cold startup times, and the swift download of
application images becomes a fundamental requirement. In this
research paper, we approached the problem by modeling it as
a Minimum Vertex Cover and introduced GNOSIS, a novel
solution that combines actor-critic Reinforcement Learning
with graph neural networks. We conducted evaluations of
GNOSIS using various graph topologies and sizes, comparing
its performance against various state-of-the-art approaches,
namely Approximation, Greedy and Genetic.

The analysis of the results reveals that GNOSIS exhibits
higher execution times but generally achieves superior MCV
scores. The reason is that the utilization of Graph Neural

Networks and actor-critic RL methods leverage the inherent
structure of the graph, allowing for generalization to unseen
graphs and the acquisition of effective strategies for making
globally informed decisions. This empowers them to achieve
enhanced performance and potentially discover optimal or
near-optimal solutions, making them more effective in solving
the minimum vertex cover problem.

While the results appear promising, our future plans involve
conducting further evaluations of GNOSIS using different
network types and comparing it against alternative approaches.
Specifically, we aim to expand the range of considered topolo-
gies, such as balanced tree and mesh networks, and explore
other methodologies for solving MVC, such as genetic meta-
heuristics and Integer Linear Programming solutions.
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TABLE II
DETAILED RESULTS FOR ALL VARIATIONS OF EACH MODEL

Approximation Greedy Genetic GNOSIS

V E ExT CF VCS ExT CF VCS ExT CF VCS ExT CF VCS

64
63

183
448

0.021
0.020
0.023

3752.51
1498.54
977.61

28
48
56

0.024
0.026
0.025

4732.42
2519.53
2087.64

18
34
45

1.366
0.494
0.423

4734.80
2702.77
3829.13

19
42
52

0.24
0.88
1.08

6186.54
2422

2365.54

18
35
35

128
127
375
960

0.041
0.040
0.043

6217.07
3446.53
3200.37

60
92
108

0.050
0.043
0.063

8244.56
5974.57
6119.13

37
66
89

7.533
7.554
1.215

8393.66
7554.51

12317.88

47
83
103

0.73
4.9
6.67

9987.54
5421.32
4835.95

47
75
76

256
255
759
1984

0.122
0.118
0.105
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placement problem in fog and edge computing,” ACM Computing
Surveys (CSUR), vol. 53, pp. 1 – 35, 2020.

[20] M. Neely, 2010.
[21] K. Velasquez, D. P. Abreu, M. Curado, and E. Monteiro, “Service

placement for latency reduction in the internet of things,” Annals of
Telecommunications, vol. 72, pp. 105–115, 2017.

[22] M. Taneja and A. Davy, “Resource aware placement of iot application
modules in fog-cloud computing paradigm,” in 2017 IFIP/IEEE Sympo-
sium on Integrated Network and Service Management (IM), 2017, pp.
1222–1228.

[23] G. Lee, W. Saad, and M. Bennis, “An online secretary framework for fog
network formation with minimal latency,” in 2017 IEEE International
Conference on Communications (ICC), 2017, pp. 1–6.

[24] F. Rossi, V. Cardellini, F. Lo Presti, and M. Nardelli, “Geo-distributed
efficient deployment of containers with kubernetes,” Computer Commu-
nications, vol. 159, pp. 161–174, 2020.

[25] A. Zavodovski, N. Mohan, S. Bayhan, W. Wong, and J. Kangasharju,
“Icon: Intelligent container overlays,” in Proceedings of the 17th ACM
Workshop on Hot Topics in Networks, 2018, pp. 15–21.

[26] H. R. Arkian, A. Diyanat, and A. Pourkhalili, “Mist: Fog-based data
analytics scheme with cost-efficient resource provisioning for iot crowd-
sensing applications,” J. Netw. Comput. Appl., vol. 82, pp. 152–165,
2017.

[27] O. Skarlat, M. Nardelli, S. Schulte, and S. Dustdar, “Towards qos-aware
fog service placement,” in 2017 IEEE 1st International Conference on
Fog and Edge Computing (ICFEC), 2017, pp. 89–96.

[28] C. Perera, Y. Qin, J. C. Estrella, S. Reiff-Marganiec, and A. V.
Vasilakos, “Fog computing for sustainable smart cities: A survey,”

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11761-017-0219-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.00800


13

ACM Comput. Surv., vol. 50, no. 3, jun 2017. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1145/3057266

[29] R. Yu, G. Xue, and X. Zhang, “Application provisioning in fog
computing-enabled internet-of-things: A network perspective,” in IEEE
INFOCOM 2018 - IEEE Conference on Computer Communications,
2018, pp. 783–791.

[30] H.-J. Hong, P.-H. Tsai, A.-C. Cheng, M. Y. S. Uddin, N. Venkatasubra-
manian, and C.-H. Hsu, “Supporting internet-of-things analytics in a fog
computing platform,” in 2017 IEEE International Conference on Cloud
Computing Technology and Science (CloudCom), 2017, pp. 138–145.

[31] P. Wang, S. Liu, F. Ye, and X. Chen, “A fog-based architecture and
programming model for iot applications in the smart grid,” ArXiv, vol.
abs/1804.01239, 2018.

[32] K. Ray, A. Banerjee, and N. C. Narendra, “Proactive microservice place-
ment and migration for mobile edge computing,” in 2020 IEEE/ACM
Symposium on Edge Computing (SEC), 2020, pp. 28–41.

[33] A. Makris, E. Psomakelis, E. Carlini, M. Mordacchini, T. Theodoropou-
los, P. Dazzi, and K. Tserpes, “Pro-active component image placement in
edge computing environments,” Future Generation Computer Systems,
2024.
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