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ABSTRACT Fog computing has been introduced to extend the cloud services by bringing the services near
to the user’s proximity. However, the distributed location of the fog servers requires a proper management to
ensure the network to provide a service resilience during disruption while preserving the energy consumption
of the networking and processing equipment. In this paper, a 141 server protection scheme where a primary
and a secondary processing server are used to serve Electrocardiogram (ECG) monitoring IoT applications
concurrently has been considered at the fog networking infrastructure. The infrastructure is designed to
be resilient against server failures related to the geographic location of primary and secondary servers and
against both server and network failures. A Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP) model is developed to
optimize the number and locations of the processing servers for energy-efficient resilient fog infrastructure.
The results reveal that considering server protection without geographical constraints resulted in network
and processing energy penalties as the traffic is doubled compared to the non-resilient scenario. Meanwhile,
considering geographical constraints for server protection at low demands resulted in high network energy
penalty as more nodes are used to host the processing servers. Interestingly, increasing the resilience level to
consider network protection with link and node disjoints selection at high demand resulted in low network
energy penalty due to the activation of a large part of the network in any case to serve the demands. The
results also reveal that the network energy penalty was reduced when more processing servers are allowed
at each fog node while the same processing energy is consumed regardless of the increased resilience level.
A heuristic was developed for each resilience scenario for verification and to enable real-time operation of
the network, servers and IoT devices, and the results of the heuristic approach those of the MILP.

INDEX TERMS ECG monitoring, energy consumption, fog computing, GPON, health monitoring, Internet
of Things, machine-to-machine (M2M) communication, network protection, resilience, server protection.

I. INTRODUCTION
The associate editor coordinating the review of this manuscript and Cloud computing technologies can provide computation and
approving it for publication was Burak Kantarci . storage services anytime and anywhere. However, offloading
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massive amounts of data generated by end Internet of Things
(IoT) devices to the cloud for computation requests increases
the network’s congestion. Also, it can increase both network-
ing and processing energy consumption. Many researchers
focused on improving the energy efficiency of the archi-
tectures for the core network and cloud data centres under
increasing applications’ traffic [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6],
[71, [81, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16]. Dif-
ferent methods and technologies are used to increase the
energy efficiency of the network. These include virtualiza-
tion [6], [11], [17], designing and optimizing the network
architecture [14], [18], [19], [20], optimizing content distri-
bution [12], [13], [21], progressive big data processing [3],
[51, [7], [22], network coding [4], [16] and using renewable
energy to reduce the carbon footprint of the network fur-
ther [15]. Also, fog networks that integrate distributed edge
servers in a decentralized architecture have been proposed
to reduce the burden on central data centers [15], [23], [24].
In our previous work in [25], we have shown that there is
68% total energy saving when fog computing is used to serve
electrocardiogram (ECG) monitoring IoT applications to save
heart patients while considering the time restriction enforced
by the American Heart Association (AHA) compared to the
traditional cloud computing approach. Meanwhile, in [20],
we further extend our work in [25] to consider a realistic case
study under both low and high data rate applications which
resulted in 36% and 52% energy efficiency improvements,
respectively, when the health data are processed and analyzed
at the fog compared to the cloud.

Trustworthiness is one the challenges elements when
dealing with the Internet of Things (IoT) system [26].
This consists of the system requirements concerning several
aspects including resilience to recover the communication
services between the network equipment due to network
failures [27]. For instance, ensuring the data trustworthiness
in the IoT system will also ensure the resilient of the data
flow. Many approaches have been introduced to improve
service resilience at the cloud networking infrastructure as
surveyed in [28], ranging from designing and operating the
cloud facilities, servers and networks with resilience in mind
to their integration and virtualization. In [29], the concept
of virtualization was used to allow the backup servers to be
shared in geo-distributed data centers, which improved the
utilization of backup servers by 40%. However, the proposed
shared protection scheme requires high reserved bandwidth
and can increase the latency between the backup and primary
servers. Meanwhile, the work in [30] studied the impact of the
relocation of the backup and primary servers on the cost of the
network and its capacity and the servers. The study revealed
that considering protection against single link failures with
relocation reduces the cost associated with the capacity of
the servers and network. Furthermore, the work also showed
that the benefits of repositioning the backup and primary
servers are more noticeable for sparser network topologies.
In [31], the authors proposed a recovery technique which is
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the self-triggered update scheme that dynamically perform
the rerouting process of the communications nodes at the
network level. This is to ensure that the network will still
be functioning even the network nodes do not operate due
to faults or attacks.

Fog computing can also improve service resilience by
performing data processing at the edge of the network. For
instance, in [32], the authors show that using fog computing
to process the data at the network edge can improve network
resilience besides reducing the latency compared to process-
ing the data at cloud computing, mainly for an interactive
demand. In [33], the authors proposed a set of mechanism
to serve the service requests for chained Virtual Functions to
process specific requirement of application while increasing
their resilience using Integer Linear Programming Model.
The results show that, the proposed method has the possibility
to increase the resilience of the chained Virtual Function
while balancing the services requests of the infrastructure
nodes. In [34], the author considered the used of Virtual
Network Function (VNFs) and Service Function Chain (SFC)
to deliver the service demands. A multi-path protection (MP)
scheme has been proposed to protect the SFC in which the
MP enable the SFC to be split on multiple disaster zone
(DZ) disjoint working path. The results reveal that compared
to the dedicated protection (DP) schemes, the proposed MP
scheme has improved the resource consumption by up to
20%. Meanwhile, in [35], the author proposed a fault toler-
ance framework for micro service execution considering the
fog-1oT orchestration to ensure the efficiency of the network
to recover after failure occurs in the system. The results show
that, the proposed framework able to perform the seamless
transfer of micro services in a fog-IoT ecosystem. In [36],
an adaptive traffic signal control algorithm is introduced to
dynamically adjust the timing’s signal based on the current
traffic density to reduce the average wait times of vehicles
while maximizing the bandwidth utilization at the fog and
cloud layer. To implement this system, the real-time videos
captured at the fog layers will be processed locally and send
the processed data i.e. count of vehicles to the cloud layer.
Meanwhile, at the cloud layer, a KKN-based Machine Learn-
ing model will train the processed data from the fog layer to
estimate the traffic density of that particular time. In case of
a fog node failure, the predicted values will be used to set
the signal time. The results show that compared to the static
method, the average wait times of vehicles and the bandwidth
utilization is reduced by 17.624% and 99.99%, respectively.
The work in [37] proposed a fog-to-cloud (F2C) scheme to
organize the management strategies to control resources from
the cloud to the edge for resilience purposes. Three strategies,
Zero Knowledge (ZK), Keep Updating (KU) and High-Layer
download (HLD) have been used to evaluate the proposed
scheme in which a particular mode failed in the F2C architec-
ture. The results show that, the keep updating (KU) methods
requires lower synchronization time as it stores a copy of
the leader database. However, the KU method increases the
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overhead in the network. They also studied the impact of

considering multiple backup options and the results reveal

that, the higher the number of backup required, the higher
the network utilization. Table 1 summarizes the finding from
the literature review.

However, to the best of our knowledge, no work has
focused on increasing the networking and processing equip-
ment’s energy efficiency while improving the service
resilience. As mentioned above, in [20], the results have
shown that 36% and 52% of energy efficiency of networking
equipment are achieved when considering fog computing in
the network infrastructure, compared to the cloud comput-
ing infrastructure for low and high data rate applications,
respectively. Therefore, in this work, we furthermore con-
sider server and network protection at the fog networking
infrastructure level. In [38], we have proposed a resilient
fog computing infrastructure for health monitoring applica-
tions with a 141 protection scheme. In this scheme, two
processing servers (PSs), primary and secondary, are utilized
to aid the ECG monitoring IoT applications simultaneously
in a West Leeds, United Kingdom setting. The patients send
the necessary data to the primary and secondary PSs to be
processed, analyzed and for decision making. A Mixed Inte-
ger Linear Programming (MILP) model was used to obtain
the optimal number and locations of the PSs to reduce the
energy consumed by the networking and processing equip-
ment. We use MILP modelling to mathematically represent
the proposed architecture. Using the MILP model, we obtain
the optimal the number and locations of processing servers
for an energy-efficient resilient fog infrastructure which sets
the upper bound on the performance of the proposed archi-
tecture [39]. In [38] preliminary results, were presented that
show that only network energy consumption is affected when
resilience is increased to consider geographical constraints
compared to a scenario with no geographical constraints for
server protection.

The current paper is based on chapter 6 in [40] which
makes several new contributions beyond those presented
in [38] as summarized below:

i. Compared to [38], it provides for the first time the devel-
oped MILP model for both scenarios without and with
geographical constraints for server protection.

ii. Evaluation on the network and processing energy
consumption under both scenarios: without and with
geographical constraints, considering a wide range of
parameters and scenarios in terms of the total PSs
allowed at each candidate fog node (i.e. from 1 up to
8 processing server (PS) per candidate fog node).

iii. Evaluation on the energy penalty for network and pro-
cessing in a resilient scenario with no geographical
constraints compared to the non-resilient scenario.

iv. Development on two new heuristics: our new energy
optimized resilient infrastructure fog computing without
geographical constraints (EORIWG) heuristic, and the
energy optimized resilient infrastructure fog computing
with geographical constraints (EORIG) heuristic. Also,

48912

the evaluation on the performance gaps between the
heuristic and the MILP model results in terms of the
total energy consumed by the networking and processing
equipment are presented. The heuristics are simpler than
the MILP, provide validation for the MILP and enable
real-time operation.

v. Development of further MILP model that extends our
infrastructure so that it is resilient against the server and
network failures, to determine the optimal number of
primary and secondary PSs and their optimal locations
while minimizing the energy consumed by networking
and processing equipment. We consider geographical
constraints for server protection while introducing dis-
joint links and node selection for network protection,
offering a design with higher levels of resilience. In this
design, the different nodes required to host both the
primary and secondary PSs and the links and nodes used
to transmit the data to and from primary and secondary
PSs are disjoint, as node and link failures in the network
are not improbable. We consider disjoint links and nodes
only at the access layer, as the PSs can only be placed in
the access layer. An Energy optimized resilient infras-
tructure fog computing with geographical constraints,
and link and node disjoint (EORIGN) heuristic is devel-
oped for real-time implementation, a third new heuristic
in this paper.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section II
introduces the proposed resilient fog computing IoT infras-
tructure architecture for healthcare monitoring applications.
Section III provides the MILP mathematical modelling of
the proposed approach considering a Gigabit Passive Opti-
cal Network (GPON) network at the access layer. Next,
Section IV introduces the parameters considered in this work,
while section V presents the health monitoring IoT applica-
tion’s performance. The development of each heuristic for
each considered protection scenario is given in Section VI,
while Section VII discusses their performance evaluation.
Finally, Section VIII concludes this paper.

Il. THE PROPOSED RESILIENT FOG COMPUTING
ARCHITECTURE FOR loT HEALTH MONITORING
APPLICATIONS

In this work, we consider the resilient fog computing IoT
architecture with a GPON access network for health monitor-
ing applications in [38] and [40]. However, for the reader’s
convenience, we re-introduce the architecture in Figure 1.
The architecture consists of four layers. The details of each
layer are as explained in [38] and [40].

IIl. MILP MODEL FOR ENERGY-EFFICIENT AND
RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG COMPUTING loT
HEALTH MONITORING APPLICATIONS

In [20], we focused on energy minimization while this
paper extends the previous work by introducing resilience.
Therefore, in this section, a MILP model is developed
to minimize the energy consumed by the networking and
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FIGURE 1. Resilient fog computing loT infrastructure for health monitoring applications [38].

processing equipment for the resilience scenarios that con-
sider a geographic location for server protection where
scenario 1 consider server protection with no geographical
constraint while scenario 2 consider server protection with
geographical constraint. We further extend the MILP model
to consider server and network protection with the geographic
location constraints and link and node disjoint design which
is scenario 3, with the same objective function. Note that
energy consumption of networking equipment comprises of
the energy consumed by all networking devices at the access,
metro and core network. In contrast, the energy consumption
of processing includes the energy consumed by both primary
and secondary PSs. It is worth noting that Long Term Evo-
lution Machine (LTE-M) base stations (BSs) are used in the
proposed architecture to aggregate traffic at the [oT network.

A. SCENARIO 1: PROTECTION FOR SERVER WITHOUT
GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS

To model the energy consumption minimization approach
considering server protection with no geographical
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constraints, i.e. Scenario 1, we utilized the same sets,
parameters, variables and objective function as in [20].
We furthermore introduce additional variables as in Table 2.
Note that we considered a setting where each candidate fog
node can host one or more PS. Therefore ¢, the number of
processing servers at node d, is set as a variable.

The considered power consumed by the networking
devices and PSs are decomposed into two parts: idle and
linear proportional part that increases with load. The Ethernet
switches and the PSs are dedicated only for healthcare appli-
cations (i.e. unshared) while various applications share the
other devices. Hence, we only consider a portion of the idle
power contributed by the healthcare application (x) for the
shared devices while for the unshared devices, the maximum
idle power is considered. Also, the energy consumption of
all devices is proportional to the time the devices are utilized
and the load placed on the devices to serve the workload. The
equations used to calculate the energy consumed at the access
network and the energy consumed at the core network are
as in [20]. However, as the proposed resilience architectures
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TABLE 2. Sets, parameters and variables used in MILP.

Variables

Wasq Total patients at clinic s assisted by primary PSs placed
at fognode d,s € CL,d € FN

wbgy Total patients at clinic s assisted by secondary PSs
placed at fognode d, s € CL,d € FN

Ya, Ya, = 1, if there is primary PS placed at fog node d,
otherwise Yay; = 0,d € FN

Yb, Yb, = 1, if there is a secondary PS located at fog node
d, otherwise Yb; = 0,d € FN

Z4 z,4 is a dummy variable with a value Yay @ Yb,, where
@ is an XOR operation, d € FN

Va Y4 1s a dummy variable with value Ya . Yb,, where . is
an AND operation, d € FN

day Total primary PSs hosted at fog node d, d € FN

¢by Total secondary PSs hosted at fog node d, d € FN

™ay Time to process and analyze raw data (in seconds) at
primary PS at fog node d, d € FN

by Time to process and analyze raw data (in seconds) at
secondary PS at fognode d, d € FN

considers two clusters with additional secondary servers,
we redefined the equations to calculate the energy consumed
at the metro network, the energy consumed at the cloud, and
the fog nodes’ energy consumption.

1) ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF METRO NETWORK

The energy consumption of the metro network (EMN)
includes the energy consumed by centre aggregation switches
(CASs) and aggregation routers. The aggregation router is
only used to transmit the analyzed health data storage traffic
as the candidate fog nodes allowed to host the PSs are at the
access network. Meanwhile, the CASs are used to send the
raw health data traffic, analyzed health data feedback traffic
and analyzed health data storage traffic between different
clusters. Therefore, the energy consumed at the metro net-
work is as follows:

EMN = (ECASP + ECASF + ECASS + EARS)n (1)

The details calculation to determine the energy consumption
of the CASs and aggregation routers to perform the tasks is
the same as in [20].

2) ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF CLOUD

The energy consumed in the cloud is calculated as in [20].
However, for cloud storage, the storage traffic, S; is divided
by ‘2’ as only one analyzed health data from both primary
and secondary PSs is stored as shown in (2).

S; (PCST — ICST
ECSTS =2 Z (ICSTxgc,- + —ltc;)
ieCST 2 CCsST

@

3) ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF FOG NODES

The energy consumed at fog node (EFN ) includes the energy
consumption of PSs (EPS) and the energy consumption of
Ethernet switches (ETES) as in [20]. However, as the sec-
ondary PS is considered for resilience purposes, the energy
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consumed by PSs (EPS) is as given in (3).

EPS = Z (IPS(¢ay + ¢pby) (va+ b + T¢)
deFN

+PPS(tpay + tpby) 3)

The following are the modified and additional constraints
used in addition to the constraints in [20], to model the
energy consumption minimized approach considering server
protection with no geographical restrictions:

Subject to:
wasg < PtgYay; Vs € CL,Vd € FN @)
wbsg < Pt;Yby; Vs e CL,Vd € FN 5)

Constraints (4) and (5) are used to allocate patients from
clinic s, to be served by the primary and secondary PSs
located at node d, respectively. Note that if a patient is
assigned to a candidate location, this location should have fog
servers.

> wag =Pt;; VseCL (6)
deFN
Z wbgg = Pty; Vs e CL @)
deFN

Constraints (6) and (7) ensure that all patients at clinic s, are
assigned to the primary and secondary PSs located at any
node d, respectively.

Py = (wasq + wbsg) da;s €CL,d € FN 8)
Fsq = (wags + wbgs) 8b; Vs € FN,d € CL )
S = Y (wais + wbis) 5¢8sa; Vs € FN,d € CST (10)

ieCL

Constraint (8) determines the total raw health data traffic,
while constraints (9) - (10) determine the total analyzed
health data traffic for feedback and storage, respectively. This
is done by considering the association of patients from the
clinic to the PS (i.e. wagy for primary PS and wbgy for sec-
ondary PS) and the data rate allocated per patient depending
on the tasks (i.e. a/8b/5¢) to perform the transmission. Note
that, as in [20], single cloud storage is considered, hence
in (10), §5¢ = 1.

Yag + Ybg = 2Yy —zq; Vd € FN (11)
day + ¢by<N; Vd € FN (12)

Equation (11) determines the nodes that are used to place
the PSs where Y; = 1 if any of Yay and Yb,; are equal
to 1 (Yag + Yb,), otherwise, it is zero. This is achieved by
using a binary variable zz which will be 1 if Ya; and Yby
are exclusively equal to 1 (Yaz®Yb,). Otherwise, z4 is equal
to zero. Constraint (12) makes sure that the total number of
PSs at the selected fog node d does not exceed the maximum
number of PSs permitted at each fog node N.

Z wasy < Qmax¢ay; Vd € FN (13)
seCL
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Z wbsg < Qmaxgby; Vd € FN (14)
seCL

Constraints (13) and (14) ensure the total patients aided by
each primary and secondary PS at node d, respectively, do not
exceed the maximum allowable users (Q2max). However, the
model also allows more than one PS (i.e. ¢a, for primary PS
and ¢b, for secondary PS), to be deployed at the same node
d if the number of users is higher than Qmax.

pay = z mwasg+Cpay; V¥d € FN (15)
seCL
Tpby = D mwbs +Epbg:Vd € FN  (16)
seCL

Equations (15) and (16) determine the time consumed to
process and analyze the health data at the primary PS and
secondary PS hosted at node d, respectively. This is done by
considering the total patients aided by the PS (i.e. wayy for
primary PS and wbg, for secondary PS) and the number of
PSs utilized (i.e. ¢a, for primary PS and ¢b, for secondary
PS), where mand ¢ represent the gradient and y-intercept,
respectively.

Z wagga < Amaxgay; Vd € FN 17
seCL
> wbyo < Amaxgby;  Vd € FN (18)
seCL

Constraints (17) and (18) ensure that the storage capacity of
a primary PS and secondary PS at node d, do not exceed
its maximum capacity (Amax), respectively. This is done by
considering the total patients aided by the PS (i.e. wasq for the
primary PS and wby, for the secondary PS) as well as the size
of analyzed health data per patient (). Note that the model
also allows more than one primary PSs (¢a,) and secondary
PSs (¢b,) to be deployed at the same fog node d, if the data’s
size is larger than Amax.

B. SCENARIO 2: PROTECTION FOR SERVER WITH
GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS

This section considers server protection with geographical
constraints, i.e. Scenario 2 in which a single fog node is
not allowed to host both the primary PS and secondary PS
at the same time. Typically, most service providers place
their primary and secondary services in distant locations to
increase resilience. For example, BackupVault, which is a
leading provider of online cloud backup for businesses in
the United Kingdom (UK), locate their primary data centre
in Slough, UK; while the secondary data centre for redun-
dancy is located in Reading, UK [41]. Therefore, this work
considers a setting where the nodes housing the primary PSs
are not permitted to house any secondary PSs. The same
parameters, variables, constraints and objective functions in
the previous scenario in Section III-A are utilized. However,
to ensure the locations of both primary PSs and secondary PSs
are different, constraint (11) is replaced with equation (19),
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as shown below:
Yag+ Ybs =Yg+ 2y4;¥d € FN (19)

where constraint (19) ensures that either primary or sec-
ondary PSs can be placed at one location d. This is achieved
by presenting a new binary variable y; which will be equal
to 1 if Yay and Yb, are equal to 1 (Yay.Yby). Otherwise, yg is
equal to zero.

C. SCENARIO 3: PROTECTION FOR SERVER CONSIDERING
GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS AND PROTECTION FOR
NETWORK CONSIDERING LINK AND NODE DISIOINT
DESIGN
This section considers server protection with geographi-
cal constraint and network protection with link and node
disjoints, i.e. Scenario 3, in which the primary PSs and
secondary PSs are not permitted to be hosted at the same
candidate fog node, and the links and nodes used to relay
the traffic to and from primary PSs and secondary PSs are
disjoint. Beyond the optical line terminal (OLT) and heading
to the cloud, the network is not protected. This is because
the server that did the processing has a copy of the data
to be stored and can retain it until the network beyond the
OLT recovers. Note that we considered the disjoint links
and nodes to be only at the access layer. The same sets,
parameters, variables, constraints and objective functions in
Section III-B are utilized, and additional sets and variables
are introduced in Table 3 to determine the optimal number of
the primary and secondary PSs with their optimal locations
while considering the geographical constraints and link and
node disjoint resilience so that the minimum total networking
and processing equipment energy is consumed.

In addition to the constraints presented in Section I1I-B, the
following new constraints are considered:

Pagy = wagqda; seCL,d € FN (20)
Pbyy = wbgyéa; seCL,d € FN 201

Constraints (20) and (21) calculate the traffic of the raw
health data from clinic s to the primary and secondary PSs
located at node d, respectively. This is done by considering
the association of patients from clinic to PSs (i.e. wasqy and
wbyyq) and the provisioned data rate per patient (§a) to perform
the transmission.

Fayq = wagyéb; seFN,d € CL (22)
Fbyy = wbsq8b; seFN,d € CL (23)

Constraints (22) and (23) calculate the feedback traffic (i.e.
analyzed health data) from primary and secondary PSs placed
at node s to the clinic d, respectively. This is done by consid-
ering the association of patients from clinic to PSs (i.e. wagg
and wbyy) and the provisioned data rate per patient (6b) to
perform the transmission.

Sagy = Z wa;8cdyy; SEFN,d € CST (24)
ieCL
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TABLE 3. Additional variables used for the MILP model.

Set
ND l Set of BSs, ONUs and OLTs (access layer)
Variables
Pag, Total traffic of raw health data from clinic s to primary
PSs at target node d (bps), s € CL,d € FN

Pbg, Total traffic of raw health data from clinic s to
secondary PSs at target node d (bps), s € CL,d € FN
Paf}i Total traffic of raw health data from clinic s to primary

PSs at target node d passing the link between nodes i

and j (bps), s € CL,d EFN, i,j EN

Pbisjd Total traffic of raw health data from clinic s to

secondary PSs at target node d passing the link between

nodes i and j (bps), s € CL,d € FN, i,j EN

Fagy Total traffic of analyzed health data feedback from

primary PSs at node s to clinic at node d (bps), s €

FN,d € CL

Fbgy Total traffic of analyzed health data feedback from

secondary PSs at node s to clinic at node d (bps), s €

FN,d € CL

Faf;i Total traffic of analyzed health data feedback from

primary PSs at node s to clinic at node d passing the link

between nodes i and j (bps), s € FN,d € CL,i,j EN

bejd Total traffic of analyzed health data feedback from

secondary PSs at node s to clinic at node d passing the

link between nodes i and j (bps), s € FN,d € CL,i,j €

N

Sasy Total traffic of analyzed health data storage from

primary PSs at node s to cloud storage at node d (bps),

s €FN,d € CST

Shgq Total traffic of analyzed health data storage from

secondary PSs at node s to cloud storage at node d (bps),

s EFN,d € CST

Safjd Total traffic of analyzed health data storage from
primary PSs at node s to cloud storage at node d passing

the link between nodes i and j (bps), s € FN,d €

CST,i,j EN

Sbl.sjd Total traffic of analyzed health data storage from

secondary PSs at node s to cloud storage at node d

passing the link between nodes i and j (bps), s €

FN,d € CST,i,j EN

La; La;j = 1, if the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of

primary PSs passes through the link between nodes i and

Jj otherwise La;; = 0

Lb;; Lb;; = 1, if the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of
secondary PSs passes through the link between nodes i
and j otherwise Lb;; = 0

pa; pa; = 1, if the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of
primary PSs passes through node i, otherwise pa; = 0

pb; pb; = 1, if the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of

secondary PSs passes through node i, otherwise pb; = 0

Shya = wbisdcdya; SEFN,d € CST (25)
ieCL

Constraints (24) and (25) calculate the storage traffic (i.e.
analyzed health data) from primary and secondary PSs placed
at node s to cloud storage, d, respectively. This is done by
considering the association of patients from clinic to PSs (i.e.
wa;s and wbjys) and the provisioned data rate per patient (§¢) to
perform the transmission. Note that, as explained above, 84
is set as a parameter that is equal to 1. Next, the traffic flow
constraints are considered as follows:

Paggifi=s
> pPagl— > Pal = —Pagifi=d
JENmIil:is] JENmIil:is]
0 otherwise
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seCL,d € FN,ieN (26)
I Pbyyifi=s
> opoi— > P =1 -Pbyifi=d
JENmil:is] JENm[il:is
0 otherwise
se CL,d € FN, ieN 27
Fagyifi=s
Z Fayf' - z Fay = { —Faifi=d
JENmil:is] JENmil:is]
0 otherwise
s€e FN,d € CL,ieN (28)
Fbyyifi=s
> e > = main=a
JENmil:i] JENm[il:is]
| 0 otherwise
s € FN,d € CL,ieN (29)
[ Sagqi fi=s
> say— > Saf =1 —Sagifi=d

JENm[il:ij JENm[i:ij
| 0 otherwise
se FN,d € CST, ieN (30)

[ Sbsdiﬁ =S

—Shyifi=d

> sp-

JENmLil:isj

sd __

D, Shi=
JENm[il:ij

0 otherwise

se€ FN,d € CST, ieN 3

Constraints (26) — (31) ensure that the incoming and outgoing
traffic are equal for all network nodes for processing, feed-
back, and storage tasks, respectively. However, this does not
apply to the source and destination nodes. The traffic flowing
through links is governed by the following constraints in our
resilient architecture:

DIDILED NI ED WD I AL

seCL deFN seFN deCL SEFN deCST

i€N,je Nmli] (32)
 IDWTTDISWED WP IETET
seCL deFN seFN deCL SEFN deCST

ieN,je Nmli] 33)
IDITEDID I D I I
seCL deFN seFN deCL seFN deCST

ieN,je Nmli] (34)
 IDWLTS WDIWLTD WP IETY
se€CL deFN seFN deCL seFN deCST

ieN,jeNml[i] (35)
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Constraints (32) and (33) ensure that La;; = 1 if the incoming
and/or outgoing traffic of primary PSs pass through the link
between nodes i and j; otherwise, the value is zero. Mean-
while, constraints (34) and (35) ensure that Lb; = 1, if
the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of secondary PSs pass
through the link between nodes i and j, otherwise the value is
Zero.

Lajj + Lb;< 1; ieND,j € ND (36)
Laj+ Lbi< 1; i€ ND,j € ND (37
Laj; + Lb;j< 1; ieND,j € ND (38)

Constraints (36) - (38) are used to ensure that the incoming
traffic and/or outgoing traffic of the primary and secondary
PSs traverse different links.

> Laj = pa; i€ ND (39)
JENmIi]:i#j

Z Laj < Mpa;; i € ND (40)
JjeNmli]:i#j

> Lbj=pb; ieND 41)
JENm[i]:i#]

Z Lb;j < Mpb;; i € ND (42)
JENmlil:i%j
pa; + pb;,<1; i e ND (43)

Constraints (39) and (40) and constraints (41) and (42)
determine the nodes that are used to relay the incoming
and/or outgoing traffic of the primary PSs and secondary
PSs, respectively. Meanwhile, constraint (43) ensures that the
nodes used to relay the incoming and/or outgoing traffic of
primary and secondary PSs are different.

IV. PARAMETER SELECTIONS

In this work, we considered patients with postoperative atrial
fibrillation in the ECG monitoring IoT application. Also,
we consider a setting where each patient transmits their ECG
signal with a duration of 30-second to the network, as sug-
gested in [42]. Note that this 30-second ECG signal needs
high processing capabilities for processing and analysis. The
following subsections describe the methodologies used to
determine the model input parameters utilized in this work.

A. NETWORK LAYOUT

The patients’ locations considered in this work are at the
clinic where they are registered. A total of 37 clinics were
available in West Leeds in 2014/2015 [43]. However, the
complexity of the MILP model rises exponentially with
increase in the number of nodes in the network. Therefore,
a scenario with 16 clinics and 13 LTE BSs in West Leeds is
considered for our case study. We choose the 13 LTE BSs
with the shortest distance between the considered BSs and
clinics. Note that the locations (i.e. latitude and longitude) of
the clinics and BSs are the actual locations in West Leeds,
as explained in [20].
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TABLE 4. Number of monitored patients in clinic for ECG loT monitoring
applications.

Clinic Number of Patients
Craven Road Medical Practice 20
Leeds Student Practice 68
Hyde Park Surgery 13
Burton Croft Surgery 15
Laurel Bank Surgery 16
Kirkstall Lane Medical Centre 11
Burley Park Medical Centre 23
Thornton Medical Centre 18
Beech Tree Medical Centre 16
Hawthorn Surgery 4
Priory View Medical Centre 20
Abbey Grange Medical Centre 9
Vesper Road Surgery 16
The Highfield Medical Centre 25
Dr G Lees & Partners 10
Whitehall Surgery 16

As shown in Figure 1, we considered two clusters as a case
study where each clinic can be associated with a maximum
of two nearest BSs in each cluster. For instance, clinic 10
(i.e. light yellow) is associated with one base station (BS) in
cluster 1 and two BSs in cluster 2. Note that the BSs in each
cluster are assigned as follows: We determine the BSs with
the largest distance and set them as the central point for each
cluster. Then we assigned the remaining BSs to the cluster
with the lowest distance. For each cluster, we choose only one
OLT provided by the BT Wholesale network [44] that has the
lowest total distance to the BSs in the selected cluster.

B. TOTAL MONITORED PATIENTS FOR ECG IloT
MONITORING APPLICATIONS

In this work, we consider patients that may experience post-
operative atrial fibrillation (AF) in West Leeds, UK as the
respondents, which relates to the total traffic considered in
the network. As explained in detail in [20], 0.176% of the
UK population is considered to have heart surgeries. There-
fore, we used this percentage to estimate the total number
of patients monitored in each clinic [43]. Table 4 shows the
total estimated number of monitored patients logged in every
16 clinics that may experience postoperative AF.

C. LINK CAPACITIES

It is essential to highlight that the link capacities at all layers
(access, metro and core layers) are considered to serve traffic
for all other applications. As in our previous works [20], [25],
[38], in this work, we consider only 0.3% of the maximum
capacities at all layers to be dedicated to healthcare applica-
tions. The detailed calculation of this percentage can be found
in [20], [25], and [38].

D. TIME FOR PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS

In this work, the same 30-second ECG recording signal (i.e.
[T = 252.8 kbits) in [20] is utilized. Each patient sends
their 30-second ECG signals to both primary and secondary
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PSs located at the access layer for processing and analysis.
The correlation between the time to process and analyse the
ECG signal (tp) at the PSs (i.e. primary and secondary PS)
using the Pan-Tompkins algorithm and the number of patients
(Pat) are as obtained from the experiments we conducted
in [20] using MATLAB with parallel processing which is
p = 0.002Pat + 4.685.

E. PATIENT DATA RATE

In this work, the number of patients allowed to be aided by a
single PS, Pat is limited to investigate the distribution of both
primary and secondary PSs in the network, with increasing
demands. Therefore, from the total patients in the 16 clinics
studied, we only consider 20% of them as the maximum Pat
that can be aided by each server, which is the lowest demand
evaluated in the network. Based on our experimental results
in [20], the size of the analyzed ECG data after processing and
analysis using the Pan-Tompkins algorithm is 256 bits («).
This analyzed data is sent to the cloud from the primary PSs
and secondary PSs for permanent storage purposes. However,
cloud storage will only store one copy, and the same concept
is applied to the data sent from the primary and secondary
PSs to the clinic.

The timing restrictions set by the AHA [25] are used to
calculate the network and processing energy consumption.
Hence, 4 minutes (i.e. tt = 4minutes) is considered as
the maximum duration to save heart patients. The 4 minutes
compris; (i) the duration time to record the ECG signal (i.e.
30 seconds) (rm), (ii) the transmission time to send the
30 seconds ECG signal to primary and secondary PS for
processing task (rmax), (iii) the time to process and analyze
the 30 seconds ECG signal (zp), and (iv) the transmission
time to send analyzed ECG signal for feedback task (tb). The
available time to transmit the recorded 30-second ECG signal
to the primary and secondary PSs(tmax), is determined based
on the processing and analysis time (7p), considering the
maximum patients allowed to be aided by a single PS (Par)
as well as the transmission time to send the analyzed health
data feedback traffic to the clinics (tb) while considering the
30 seconds of ECG recording (tm) from the patient for t¢
equal 4 minutes.

The feedback time is determined based on the maximum
patients the PSs can aid at each candidate fog node, MaxP and
the minimum shared link capacity between the LTE BS to the
candidate fog node at the access network (i.e. the link from
optical network unit (ONU) to OLT), Cbyi,. Thus, MaxP is
given as

MaxP = PatN (44)

where N refers to the maximum PSs allowed per candidate
fog node. The number of PSs at every candidate fog node is
limited by the space available at the fog nodes. Note that the
maximum patients that the PSs can aid at each fog node will
share the minimum link capacity. Therefore, the provisioned
data rate for each patient to transmit their feedback data (i.e.
analyzed health data) to clinics (Jf), is calculated by diving
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the minimum link capacity by MaxP as follows:
8f = Cbyin /MaxP (45)

It is worth noting that limiting the feedback data rate to the
data rate offered for healthcare applications in GPON links
reduces the number of active BSs, as explained in [20]. Also,
in this study, we consider LTE-M BS utilizing quadrature
phase-shift keying (QPSK) as the modulation technique as
in [20], which gives a single physical resource block (PRB)
equal to 336 bps. We used the same approach in [20] to deter-
mine i) the allocated number of PRBs per patient to transmit
the analyzed feedback data, (Rb) ii) the provisioned data rate
per patient to transmit their analyzed health data for feedback
task (6b) and its transmission time (tb), iii) the remaining
time for each patient to transmit their raw health data to the
PSs (rmax), iv) the allocated number of PRBs per patient to
send their raw health data (Ra), and v) the provisioned data
rate per patient to transmit their raw health data for processing
(8a) and its transmission time (ta). Meanwhile, the data rate
to transmit the analyzed health data storage for permanent
storage for each patient (i.e. from primary and secondary PS
to the cloud storage) was determined by dividing the mini-
mum shared uplink capacity or node capacity from the PS to
the cloud storage that is provisioned by the IoT healthcare
application (Ccyin) and the maximum patients allowed to
be aided by the PSs at every candidate fog node (MaxP) as
below:

8¢ = Ccpin/MaxP (46)

The time needed to send the analyzed health data storage
traffic from the PSs to the cloud storage is calculated as
in [20].

F. POWER CONSUMPTION OF NETWORKING AND
PROCESSING EQUIPMENT

As mentioned in Section ITI-A, for all networking devices and
PSs, the power consumption consists of two part; idle and
linear proportional. The details of the input parameters for all
networking devices and PSs, including their maximum power
consumption, maximum working capacity and the considered
portion of the idle power attributed to our IoT healthcare
application (x), are as explained in [20].

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

This section discussed the results and the MILP model
analysis for the three scenarios: i) Scenario 1 that consider
protection for the server with no geographical constraints,
ii) Scenario 2 that consider protection for the server with
geographical constraints, and iii) Scenario 3 that consider
protection for both the servers and network with geographical
constraints and link and node disjoint design, respectively.
It is worth to note that, the MILP model is solved using the
AMPL software equipped with CPLEX 12.8 solver that runs
on a high-performance computing cluster (HPC) with 12 core
CPU and 64G RAM. The evaluation is divided into three
steps. For each step, an analysis is carried out to determine
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(i) the optimum locations of the PSs in each scenario, (ii) the
energy consumed by the networking equipment following
MILP optimization, and (iii) the network energy penalty due
to the increased level of resilience. The first step compares the
non-resilient scenario with a resilient scenario 1. Secondly,
it compares the resilient scenario 1 with the resilience sce-
nario 2. Thirdly, it compares the resilient scenario 2 with the
resilient scenario 3. Also, note that the performance of each
scenario is investigated based on the demand level (i.e. the
percentage of the patients considered in the network) and the
number of PSs each candidate fog node can host.

A. SCENARIO 1: PROTECTION FOR SERVERS WITHOUT
GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, the performance of the non-resilient scenario
is used as a benchmark to evaluate the resilient scenario 1
in terms of both network and processing energy consumption
for ECG monitoring applications. Table 5 presents the consid-
ered input parameters for ECG monitoring applications for
different numbers of PSs per candidate fog node (N) when
each PS (i.e. primary and secondary) can serve 20% of the
total patients from all considered clinics. Note that the given
data rate and time to transmit the raw ECG signal to the PSs
for each number of PSs per candidate fog node in Table 5
are identical for all percentages of patients evaluated in the
network (i.e. 20%, 40%, 60%, 80% and 100% of the total
patients in the 16 clinics). This is because the data rate is
given based on the number of PRBs while ensuring the total
data rate provided by the total number of PRBs per patient
is higher than or equal to the minimum data rate required to
ensure the system can work within the 4 minutes. Therefore,
the same number of PRBs is given to each patient under a
different number of PSs per candidate fog node, although
their required minimum data rate is different.

The results in Figure 2 show that the number of PSs for the
resilient scenario 1 is double that of the non-resilient scenario.
This is because the non-resilient scenario only has primary
PSs, while the resilient scenario 1 consists of a secondary
PS for each primary PS for server protection purposes. The
results show that increasing the percentage of patients served
resulted in increasing the number of PSs. For the non-resilient
scenario, at demand levels of 20%, 40%, 60%, 80% and
100%, the number of PSs required to serve all patients are
one, two, three, four and five, respectively. Meanwhile, for
the resilient scenario 1, the number of PSs for each demand
level is double that of the number of PSs for the non-resilient
scenario.

Figure 2 also reveals that the OLT is always selected to
place the PSs since the OLT is the nearest shared location to
the patients (i.e. the OLT is associated with all BSs in each
cluster). Therefore, the total number of PSs needed to serve
the patients and the total number of hops to send the raw ECG
signal to the PSs is reduced. The results in Figure 2-(a) and
Figure 2-(b) show that at a demand level equal to 60% or less,
the PSs are placed at only one cluster. This is because the BSs
can aid all patients in a single cluster. Therefore, the ONU is
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TABLE 5. Data rate and related time for different PSs per candidate fog
node, N, for ECG loT monitoring applications.

Type of Number of PSs at each Candidate Fog Node
Data 3 4 5 6 7 8
Data rate to 1.344 1.344 1.344 1.344 1.344 | 1.344
transmit raw
ECG signal

to PS, da
(kbps)

Time to 188.1 | 188.1 | 188.1 | 188.1 | 188.1 | 188.1
transmit raw
ECG signal
to PS, ta (s)
Data rate to 1.008 | 0.672 | 0.672 | 0.336 | 0.336 | 0.336
transmit
analyzed
health data to
clinics, 6b
(kbps)

Time to 0.254 | 0.381 | 0.381 | 0.762 | 0.762 | 0.762
transmit
analyzed
health data to
clinics, tb (s)
Data rate to 1.28 0.96 0.768 | 0.64 0.548 | 0.48
transmit
analyzed
health data to
cloud
storage, 8¢
(kbps)

Time to 0.2 0267 | 0333 | 04 0.467 | 0.533
transmit
analyzed
health data to
cloud

storage, tc (s)

chosen to host the PSs that cannot be assigned at the OLT
at the same cluster for the resilient scenario 1 to reduce the
utilization of the networking equipment. In contrast, for the
non-resilient scenario, the PSs are only located at the OLT.
However, when the percentage of patients increased to 80%
and 100%, the BSs, ONUs and OLTs in both clusters are
utilized. For the non-resilient scenario, increasing the demand
level to 80% and 100% has resulted in placing the primary
PSs at the OLT and ONU of different clusters. This is because
the OLT does not have enough capacity to support all of the
traffic. Therefore, the OLT of cluster 2 is employed first,
followed by sending the remaining demands to the ONU of
cluster 1 to reduce the total traffic passing in the network as
patients are connected directly to the ONUs. For the resilient
scenario 1, when the considered demand level is 80%, and
a single candidate fog node can host three PSs, the ONUs
and OLT of cluster 1 are employed first, and the ONU of
cluster 2 is used to serve the remaining demand. This is due to
the same reason, as explained for the non-resilient scenario.
However, increasing the demand level to 100% has led to the
usage of the OLTs of all clusters and only the ONU of one
cluster. The model did not use multiple ONUSs to host the PS
to reduce the utilization of the Ethernet switches. When five
PSs per candidate fog node are allowed, the PSs are placed
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FIGURE 2. Optimal location of processing servers for (a) non-resilient scenario and (b) resilient scenario 1.
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FIGURE 2. (Continued.) Optimal location of processing servers for (a) non-resilient scenario and (b) resilient scenario 1.

at both OLTs and one ONU to minimize the number of BSs
utilized, as a BS consumes more energy than an Ethernet
switch.

The results in Figure 3 show that the increase in the rate of
network energy consumption due to the increase in demand
for the resilient scenario 1 is higher than the non-resilient sce-
nario. The results also show that for the resilient scenario 1,
the network energy consumption is always higher than the
non-resilient scenario for all levels of demand allowed to be
served at each candidate fog node and all number of PSs.
This is because, for the resilient scenario 1, the total traffic
traversing the networking equipment is doubled compared
to the non-resilient scenario, hence increasing the energy
consumed by the networking devices in the resilient scenario.
The increase in network energy consumption is one of the key
penalties as a result of having resilience.

Figure 3 also shows that at a demand level equal to or more
than 40%, the network energy consumption of the resilient
scenario 1 reduced significantly when the total PSs allowed at
each candidate fog node increased from three to eight. This is
because allowing more PSs to be hosted at each candidate fog
node has resulted in placing the PSs at their optimal locations
in addition to reducing the number of utilized nodes.

The results in Figure 4 show that the energy penalty
(defined as the difference in energy consumption between the
resilient and the non-resilient cases) increases when the level
of demand rises from 20% to 80%. This is because, at demand
levels of 20% to 80%, the total number of BSs utilized to aid
all patients to transmit their raw ECG signal to the PSs for the
non-resilient scenario is the same. In contrast, for the resilient
scenario 1, the total number of utilized BSs increases with
increase in demand, as shown in Figure 6. The increase in
the number of utilized BSs under the resilient scenario 1 is
because each patient sends two ECG signals to both primary
and secondary PSs, requiring many BSs to aid all patients and
this number increases as the demand increases.

For the non-resilient scenario, each patient only sends one
raw ECG signal to the primary PSs, and the same number
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of BSs are used, as they can accommodate the increasing
demand by up to 80%. Nevertheless, at a demand level of
100%, the energy penalty is lower than 80%. This is because
when the demand level is 100%, the number of BSs utilized
for the non-resilient scenario increases, hence increasing
the network energy consumed in the non-resilient scenario.
Figure 4 also shows that increasing the total number of PSs
per candidate fog node can significantly reduce the energy
penalty when the demand is equal to or higher than 40%. This
is due to the reduced number of fog nodes used to host the PSs
for the resilient scenario 1, as shown in Figure 5, where more
PSs are hosted at the same fog node when the number of PSs
allowed at each candidate fog node increases.

The results in Figure 7 reveal that the processing energy
consumption of the resilient scenario 1 is higher than the
non-resilient scenario. This is because the number of utilized
PSs for the resilient scenario 1 is double that of the non-
resilient scenario. The results also show that the processing
energy consumption increases as the demands increase for
both scenarios. This is because increasing the total patients
in the network increases the number of PSs proportionally.
However, the same number of PSs is used in both scenarios
under constraints on the number of PSs per candidate fog
node, as patients are optimally consolidated in the servers.
Also, there is a slight increase in energy consumption for
both scenarios when more PSs are allowed to be hosted at
every candidate fog node. The increase in energy is due to
the increase in utilization time of the PSs to transmit both the
feedback and storage traffic, with the growing number of PSs
per candidate fog node, as shown in Table 5.

B. SCENARIO 2: PROTECTION FOR SERVERS WITH
GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, the performance of the resilient scenario 1
is used as a benchmark to analyze the energy implications
of the increased level of resilience gained by considering
the geographical constraints, i.e. scenario 2. The energy
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FIGURE 4. Percentage energy penalty of networking equipment for resilient scenario 1 compared

to non-resilient scenario.

evaluation is based on both networking and processing energy
consumption.

The results in Figure 8 reveal that the OLT is always used
to host the PSs as in the previous scenarios. The results also
indicate that only one cluster is used to place the PSs when
the percentage of patients is equal to or less than 60%. This is
to reduce the utilization of networking equipment. However,
due to geographical constraints, at least two locations are
required to place the primary and secondary PSs. Therefore,
both OLT and ONU of the same clusters are selected to place
the PSs, separately.
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Figure 8 also shows that at a high demand level (i.e. 80%
and 100%), the BSs, ONUs and OLTs from both clusters
are utilized. The results show that at a demand level of 80%
for all PSs per candidate fog node, the ONUs and OLT of
cluster 1 are employed first, and due to the limited number
of resources of the BSs in cluster 1 to serve the patients, the
ONU of cluster 2 is used to serve the remaining demand. This
reduces the amount of traffic traversing the network as ONUs
are connected directly to the patients. The results also show
that, at the demand level of 80%, when the total PSs allowed
at every candidate fog node increases to four, the number of
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fog node.

fog nodes used to host the PSs is reduced as more PSs are
hosted at the OLT.

However, increasing the demand level to 100% resulted in
utilizing the OLT and the ONU of both clusters to accom-
modate the growing number of PSs in the network for all
considered PSs per candidate fog node. The results indicate
that allowing more PSs to be hosted at every candidate fog
node does not affect the location to place the PSs, as optimal
locations are selected.

The results in Figure 9 show that at demand levels of 40%,
60%, and 100%, and when the number of available PSs is
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three, the networking energy consumption for both scenarios
is the same. This is due to the fact that the same amount of
networking equipment is utilized, where the same number
and location of candidate fog nodes are utilized to host the
PSs, and the same number of BSs are utilized to aid the
patients to transmit their raw ECG signal to the PSs, for both
scenarios, as shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11, respectively.

Howeyver, at a demand level of 60% and when four and five
PSs are allowed at every candidate fog node, the network
energy consumption for the resilient scenario 2 is slightly
higher than the resilient scenario 1, although the same number
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scenario 1.

of BSs and fog nodes are utilized to host the servers for both
scenarios. This is due to the different placement of the PSs in
the network for both scenarios. For the resilient scenario 2,
the location of PSs has resulted in more data traversing the
networking equipment compared to the resilient scenario 1.

Meanwhile, for the other demand levels and for the dif-
ferent numbers of PSs per candidate fog node, the energy
consumed with the resilient scenario 2 is higher than the
resilient scenario 1, as shown in Figure 9. This is because,
considering the geographical constraint increases the total
fog nodes needed to host the PSs, as shown in Figure 10.
Hence, the utilization of the networking equipment under the
resilient scenario 2 increases. This increase in network energy
consumption is the penalty for increasing the resilience level.

Figure 12 shows no energy penalty incurred when the
resilience level is increased to consider geographical con-
straints at demand levels of 40%, 60% and 100%; when
each candidate fog node can serve three PSs. This is due to
the same number of utilized networking equipment in both
scenarios (i.e. fog nodes to host the PSs and BSs to send the
processing traffic). However, at demand levels of 20% and
80%, increasing the resilience level to consider geographical
constraints in resilient scenario 2 has resulted in an energy
penalty. This is because, at these specific demands, more fog
nodes are used to host the PSs for the resilient scenario 2 than
the resilient scenario 1, as shown in Figure 10.

Figure 12 also reveals that the network energy penalty
at a demand level equal to or more than 20% increases
when the total number of PSs allowed at every candidate
fog node increased. The increase in energy penalty is due to
the decreasing number of fog nodes utilized to host the PSs
with a resilient scenario 1, as shown in Figure 10. However,
at demand levels of 20% and 80%, increasing the total number
of PSs per candidate fog node does not significantly impact
the energy penalty. This is due to the same amount of fog
nodes used to host the PSs, and the same number of BSs used
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to send the raw ECG signal to the PSs in both scenarios at
this specific demand, as shown in Figure 10 and Figure 11,
respectively.

Figure 12 also reveals that when the total number PSs each
candidate fog node can host is equal to or higher than six,
the energy penalty decreases as the demand increases from
20% to 80%. This is because the same number of BSs are
used in both scenarios to transmit the raw ECG signal to the
PSs, as shown in Figure 11. However, the energy penalty at a
demand level of 100% is higher than 40%, as the utilization
of the fog nodes to host the PSs in the resilient scenario 2 is
doubled compared to the resilient scenario 1, as illustrated in
Figure 10.

The results in Figure 13 reveal that the processing energy
consumed increases with increase in the level of demand for
all number of PSs allowed at every candidate fog node for
both scenarios. This is because increasing the demand level
will proportionally increase the number of PSs. For all PSs
per candidate fog node, equal energy is consumed for both
resilience levels. This is because the same amount of PSs will
be used irrespective of their location since the patients are
optimally consolidated in the servers. Also, there is a slight
increase in the processing energy consumption when the
total allowable PSs per candidate fog node increases. This is
because the time utilized by the PSs to transmit the feedback
and storage traffic increases with the growing number of PSs
allowed at every candidate fog node, as explained previously.

C. SCENARIO 3: PROTECTION FOR SERVERS
CONSIDERING GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS AND
NETWORKS WITH LINK AND NODE DISJOINT DESIGNS

In this section, the performance of the resilient scenario 2
is used as a benchmark to evaluate the increased level of
resilience (in disjoint link and node resilience), i.e. scenario 3,
in terms of both networking and processing energy consump-
tion for ECG monitoring applications.
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FIGURE 8. Optimal location of processing servers for resilient scenario 2.

The results in Figure 14 show that the PSs are only placed
at the (optical line terminals) OLTs in both clusters when the
number of PSs allowed at every candidate fog node is higher
than or equal to the total number of primary or secondary PSs
required in the network. This is due to two reasons. The first
is to reduce the number of fog nodes (i.e. Ethernet switches)
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[§ 7 8

used to host the PSs, as the OLTs are the nearest shared
location to all patients. The second is because each cluster is
used to host the same set of PSs. For instance, cluster 1 is used
to host only primary PSs, while cluster 2 is used to host only
secondary PSs. Therefore, when the total PSs allowed at every
candidate fog node is less than the number of primary and
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secondary PSs required, the (optical network units) ONUs
in both clusters are used to host the remaining PSs under
increasing demands.

The results in Figure 15 reveals that the energy consumed
by the networking equipment for both scenarios increases as
the demand level increases regardless of the total numbers
of PSs allowed at every candidate fog node. This is because
of the increasing traffic in the network, which increases the
total utilization of the networking devices in the network.
The results also show that for all levels of demands and for
different numbers of PSs allowed at each candidate fog node,
the energy consumed by the network for the resilient sce-
nario 3 is always higher than the resilient scenario 2 that only
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considers geographical constraints. This is due to the high
number of BSs utilized in the resilient scenario 3, as shown
in Figure 16. Note that each base station is connected to only
one OLT in the network. Therefore, considering disjoint links
and nodes for network protection has increased the number
of BSs without maximizing the utilization of their resources
to send the processing traffic to both primary and secondary
PSs.

It is worth noting that the number of fog nodes utilized
to host the PSs at demand levels of 80% and 100% in the
resilient scenario 3 is lower than the resilient scenario 2 when
the number of PSs at every candidate fog node is equal to or
more than four and five, respectively, as shown in Figure 17.
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However, as the energy consumed by a single BS is approx-
imately 1.5x higher than the energy consumed by a single
node (i.e. Ethernet switch) to place the PSs, therefore there is
an energy penalty with resilience scenario 3.

The results in Figure 18 reveal that the energy penalty
with the resilience scenario 3 decreases as the demand level
increases from 20% to 60% and 80% to 100%. This is because
the total number of BSs utilized in the resilient scenario 2,
which only consider the geographical constraint, increases
with the increasing demand level considered in the network,
as illustrates in Figure 16. This increases the network energy
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consumption for the resilient scenario 2 as the demand levels
increase. However, at a demand level of 60%, the energy
penalty is lower than at a demand level of 80%. This is
because when the demand level is 80%, the number of BSs
utilized for the resilient scenario 3 starts to increase and there-
fore this increases the energy consumption of the networking
equipment of the resilient scenario 3.

Figure 18 also shows that, at demand levels of 80% and
100%, increasing the number of PSs at every candidate fog
node to 4 and 5, respectively, decreases the energy penalty.
This is because the number of fog nodes (i.e. Ethernet

48927



IEEE Access

1. S. M. Isa et al.: Resilient Energy Efficient loT Infrastructure With Server and Network Protection

(I scenario 1 [ Scenario 2

&
=
=3
J

Thousand

300 ~

200 —

100 -

Energy Cansumption of Processing (Joule)

FIGURE 13. Energy consumption of processing for resilient scenario 1 and resilient

scenario 2.

switches) utilized to place the PSs for the resilient scenario 3
reduces while the same number of nodes are used for the
resilient scenario 2 that only considers geographical con-
straints, as shown in Figure 17.

The results in Figure 19 reveal that the energy consumed
by the processing for both scenarios increases with increase
in the demand level. This is because of the increased num-
ber of utilized PSs in the network, as explained previously.
Figure 19 also shows that increasing the resilience level
does not increase the processing energy consumption. Also,
the energy consumption of processing has slightly increased
when a single candidate fog node can host more PSs. The
same energy usage for processing in both scenarios, and the
increase in energy for processing in both scenarios, with
the increased number of PSs at each candidate fog node,
is due to the same reasons as explained previously.

V1. HEURISTIC MODELS

The complexity of MILP models and therefore the run-
ning time grows exponentially with the size of the problem
(number of nodes in the network). This makes MILP mod-
els unsuitable for providing real time solutions. Therefore,
we develop heuristic algorithms that can provide solutions
in real time. This section presents the heuristic algorithms
developed using MATLAB for the three resilient scenarios.
Note that the heuristics are independent of the MILP and
hence act to validate the MILP models and their results. The
flow charts and detailed explanation of each heuristic are also
provided in this section.

A. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITHOUT GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS
(EORIWG) HEURISTIC

The EORIWG heuristic is designed to determine three main
items as follow; i) the BSs to aid patients in transmitting raw
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health data, ii) the BSs to aid patients in receiving feedback
analyzed health data, and iii) the fog nodes to host the primary
and secondary PSs at the access network; with the aim of
minimizing the total energy consumed by the networking
and processing equipment. The details pseudo code of the
developed EORIGW heuristic is shown in Figure 20.

The inputs of the EORIWG heuristic are the number of
patients, the number of PSs and the number of BSs while
the outputs are the BS to transmit raw health data, the BSs
to receive feedback data, the number of PS used, the location
of PS used and total energy consumption. The heuristic starts
by grouping the clinics while considering the number of BSs
in cluster 1 the clinics can connect to and sorts the groups
in ascending order. For each group, the clinics are sorted
according to the total number of BSs in both clusters the clinic
can connect to, in ascending order. The heuristic allocates
first the clinic with the least number of connections to the
BSsin cluster 1 and the least number of connections to all BSs
in both clusters, to help in reducing the utilization of OLTs.
Also, it ensures that all clinics are assigned to BSs.

The steps to assign the clinic patients to a BS are as follows:
First, the heuristic sorts the BSs attached to the clinic under
consideration, beginning with BSs with available resources
that are formerly utilized by the healthcare application. These
BSs are then arranged in ascending order according to the
number of clinics the BS can aid, followed by the unutilized
BSs in cluster 1 in descending order and followed by the
unutilized BSs in cluster 2 also in descending order. Sorting
the activated BSs in ascending order is used to minimize the
total utilization of the BSs. Meanwhile, sorting the unutilized
BSs in descending order in cluster 1 followed by the unuti-
lized BSs in cluster 2 ensures that choices are left open until
late in the allocation process while minimizing the number of
utilized OLTs. Next, the patients under the considered clinic
are merged into the minimum number of BSs to minimize the
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FIGURE 14. Optimal location of processing servers for the resilient scenario 3.

total number of BSs utilized for the healthcare application.
Note that, for each patient, the heuristic assigned double
resources to clinics to send their health data to both primary
and secondary PSs.

The heuristic then calculates the total number of primary
PSs and secondary PSs needed to aid all patients. Also,
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it determines the total number of fog nodes required to host
the PSs. Note that, in this heuristic, the OLTs and the ONUs
co-located at the BSs selected to aid the patients are used
as the candidate fog nodes that can host the PSs. Next, the
heuristic determines the combination of candidate fog nodes
to host the primary and secondary PSs with minimum energy
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and the analyzed ECG data for feedback, for the resilient scenario 2; and for the
resilient scenario 3 under different percentages of patients and number of processing

servers per candidate fog node.

consumption considering the minimum number of fog nodes
needed to aid all patients (i.e. based on the total PSs allowed
at every candidate fog node). Limiting the number of fog
nodes to host the primary PSs and secondary PSs reduces the
number of utilized Ethernet switches to host the PSs.

The energy consumption resulting from placing the pri-
mary and secondary PSs at the selected combination of
candidate fog nodes is determined by transmitting the traffic
of the raw health data from BSs (i.e. starting with the BS
serving the highest number of patients) to the nearest fog
node with available processing capacity; for the combination
of the considered candidate fog nodes with minimum hop
routing.
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Next, the heuristic chooses the BSs to transmit the feed-
back traffic (i.e. analyzed health data traffic) from the
considered combination of fog nodes to the clinic, using
the same methods employed to choose the BSs to transmit the
raw health data traffic. However, note that different BSs may
be used to transmit the raw and feedback health data traffic.
The difference is because the raw health data size is bigger
than the analyzed data for feedback.

The combination of fog nodes to be used to host the
primary and secondary PSs to aid all patients (based on
the minimum number of fog nodes) with minimum energy
consumption is chosen. Then, the heuristic increases the
number of candidate fog nodes to host both primary and
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FIGURE 18. Percentage energy penalty of networking equipment for the resilient
scenario 3 compared to the resilient scenario 2.

secondary PSs and performs the same process above. Sup-
pose low energy is consumed with this combination of fog
nodes compared to the energy consumed considering the
combination of fog nodes with minimum fog node to host
PSs. In that case, the heuristic attempts placing PSs in more
candidate fog nodes. Else, the combination of fog nodes with
the minimum number of fog nodes needed to host PSs is
chosen to place PSs.

B. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITH GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS
(EORIG) HEURISTIC

As in the EORIWG heuristic, the EORIG heuristic is
designed to determine the three main items listed above
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to minimize the networking and processing energy while

ensuring the primary and secondary PSs are node disjoint

(geographical constraints). Below is the list of the changes

made for the EORIG heuristic compared to the EORIGW

heuristic:

1. The number of fog nodes needed to host PSs is determined
considering the maximum number of fog nodes where
the primary and secondary PSs are placed in disjoint
nodes.

2. Assigning patients from BSs to the primary PSs is done
first, and the fog nodes used to place the primary PSs
are removed from the combination of fog nodes before
assigning the same patients from the BSs to the secondary
PS:s.
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C. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITH GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS AND
LINK AND NOD DISJOINT DESIGN (EORIGN) HEURISTIC
As in the previous heuristics, the EORIGN heuristic is
designed to determine the three main items mentioned above
to minimize both the networking and processing energy
while ensuring server protection with geographical con-
straints and network protection with link and nodes disjoints.
The details pseudo code of the EORIGN heuristic is presented
in Figure 21 where the inputs of the heuristic are the number
of patients, the number of PSs and the number of BSs while
the outputs are the BS to transmit raw health data, the BSs to
receive feedback data, the number of PS used, the location of
PS used and total energy consumption.

In the EORIGN heuristic, the selection of the locations to
host the primary and secondary PSs are made separately to
ensure that the traffic to the primary and secondary PS are
routed separately (link and node disjoint). In this process, the
heuristic begins by selecting a cluster to assign the patients in
the clinics to the primary PS. The heuristic groups the clinics
considering the number of BSs in the chosen cluster that the
clinic can connect to and sorts the groups in ascending order.
Then for each group, the clinics are arranged in ascending
order according to the number of patients the clinic serves.
The heuristic allocates first the clinic with the least number
of connections to the BSs in the selected cluster and the least
number of patients it serves, to the BSs to ensure each clinic
can be served by at least one BS and help in packing the
BSs. Note that packing is optimum for devices with high idle
power consumption.

The assignment of the clinic patients to a BS are is carried
out as follows: The heuristic sorts the BSs in the chosen
cluster that has a connection to the considered clinic, begin-
ning with the BSs with available resources and are formerly
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utilized by the healthcare application. These BSs are arranged
in ascending order based on the total number of clinics the BS
can aid, followed by the unutilized BSs in the chosen cluster
in descending order. The reason for sorting the activated BSs
and the unutilized BS in the selected cluster in ascending
and descending order, respectively, are as explained for the
EORIGW heuristic. Then, the considered clinic patients are
merged into the minimum number of BSs so that the total
number of utilized BSs for the healthcare application is
reduced.

Next, the heuristic determines the number of primary PSs
needed to aid all patients, as well as the number of fog nodes
to host them. As in the previous heuristics, the candidate fog
nodes to be used to host the PSs are the OLT of the chosen
cluster and the ONUs associated with the BSs chosen to aid
the patients. Then, the heuristic selects the combination of
candidate fog nodes to host the primary PSs with minimum
energy consumption considering the minimum number of
fog nodes needed to host the primary PSs to aid all patients
(i.e. based on the total PSs allowed per candidate fog node).
Limiting the number of fog nodes utilized to host the primary
PSs is due to the same reason as explained for EORIWG
heuristic. The energy consumption due to hosting PSs at a
combination of candidate fog nodes in the selected cluster is
calculated as explained for the EORIWG heuristic.

Next, the heuristic chooses the BSs to transmit the feed-
back traffic (i.e. analyzed health data traffic) from the
considered combination of fog nodes to the clinic using the
same methods to choose the BSs to transmit the raw health
data traffic. Note that different BSs may be utilized to transmit
raw and feedback health data traffic due to the same reason
as explained for the EORIWG heuristic. The combination
of fog nodes needed to host primary PSs to aid all patients
that result in minimum energy consumption is chosen. As in
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Input: Number of patients, number of PSs, number of BSs.

Output: Number of BSs to transmit raw health data, number of BSs
to receive feedback data, number of PSs used, location of PSs used,
total energy consumption.

Algorithm :

Group clinics based on the number of connections to BS in cluster 1
and sorted in ascending order.

Sort the clinic in each group based on the number of connections to all
BSs in ascending order.

If Al the clinics are served.

Select a clinic with the smallest number of connections to BSs
in cluster 1 and the smallest number of connections to all BSs.

If All patients in the selected clinic are served.

Sort used BSs that have a connection to the selected
clinic based on the total number of clinics each BS can
serve in ascending order followed by unused BSs in
cluster 1 in descending order and the unused BSs in
cluster 2 in descending order (List A).

Select the first BS in List A to assign patients.

Update the available resource of the BSs.

Endif
Endif

Determine the minimum number of candidate nodes to place both
primary and secondary processing servers (n).
Calculate the energy consumption.

If nnodes result in lower energy consumption

Increase the number of nodes required to host the primary
and secondary processing servers (n=n+1).
Calculate the energy consumption.

Endif
Select n-1 nodes to place the servers.

FIGURE 20. Pseudo code of EORIWG heuristic.

the EORIWG heuristic, the heuristic increases the number
of candidate fog nodes utilized to host PSs. The selection of
candidate fog node to host PSs is as explained in EORIWG
heuristic.

Next, the EORIGN heuristic removes the links and nodes
used to send the traffic to or from primary processing servers
and selects another cluster to assign patients in the clinics to
the secondary processing servers. Different clusters are used
to host the primary PSs and secondary PSs, which is due to
the link and node disjoint resilience mandated for network
protection. The same process is used to allocate patients to
the BSs to transmit raw health data and receive analyzed
feedback health data. It is also used to select locations to host
the secondary PSs and determine the optimal place to host the
secondary processing server.

VII. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF THE HEURISTIC
MODELS

This section evaluates the performance of the developed
heuristics for server protection, the EORIWG heuristic and
EORIG heuristics, and the heuristic for server and network
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Input: Number of patients, number of PSs, number of BSs

Output: Number of BSs to transmit raw health data, number of BSs
to receive feedback data, number of PSs used, location of PSs used,
total energy consumption.

Algorithm :

Select a cluster to place the primary processing servers (PS).

Group clinics based on the number of connections to BS in the selected
cluster and sorted in ascending order.

Sort the clinics in each group based on the number of patients it serves
in ascending order.

If  All the clinics are served.

Select the clinic with the smallest number of connections to
BSs in the selected cluster and the smallest number of
patients served.

If All patients in the selected clinic are served.

Sort used BS in the selected cluster that has a
connection to the selected clinic based on the total
number of clinics, it can serve in ascending order
followed by unused BSs in that cluster in descending
order (List A).

Select the first BS in List A to assign patients.
Update the available resource of the BS.

Endif
Endif

Determine the minimum number of candidate nodes to place primary
PS (n).
Calculate the energy consumption.

If  nnodes result in lower energy consumption.

Increase the number of nodes required to host the primary
processing servers (n=n+1).

Calculate the energy consumption resulting from this
placement.

Endif

Select n-1 nodes to place the servers.
Remove the used links and nodes and select another cluster to
place secondary PS with minimum energy consumption.

FIGURE 21. Pseudo code of EORIGN heuristic.

protection, the EORIGN heuristic. We compare the heuris-
tic results to the MILP results in terms of networking and
processing energy consumption. Note that the heuristics are
simple and run fast (few seconds) on a PC with a 3.2 GHz
CPU and 16 GB RAM. This is in contrast to the MILP which
took few hours in each case to run in the high-performance
computing cluster (HPC) with 12 core CPU and 64G RAM,
mentioned in section V.

A. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITHOUT GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS
(EORIWG) HEURISTIC

Figure 22 reveals that the total energy consumption in the
EORIWG heuristic is equal to that of the MILP model (i.e.
resilient scenario 1) when the demand levels are 20% and
40% for all PSs per candidate fog node. The same energy
is due to the ability to use the minimum number of primary
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FIGURE 22. Total energy consumption of networking and processing equipment for the
MILP model and the EORIWG heuristic with different percentages of total number of
patients for different number of processing servers per candidate fog node.
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FIGURE 23. Number of base stations used to serve the processing and feedback tasks
for the MILP model and the EORIWG heuristic with different percentages of total
number of patients for different number of processing servers per candidate fog node.

and secondary PSs and the minimum number of fog nodes to
host the PSs that are built into the EORIWG heuristic while
assigning the patients from clinics to the PSs.

Figure 22 also reveals that the total energy consumed in
the EORIWG heuristic is higher than the MILP model with
an average of 0.17%, 0.42% and 0.44%, at demand levels
of 60%, 80% and 100%, respectively. The higher energy
consumed by the EORIWG heuristic is because at demand
levels of 60% and 100%, increasing the total patients has
resulted in utilizing more BSs to transmit the raw ECG data to
the PSs, as shown in Figure 23. In the EORIGW heuristic, all
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BSs in cluster 1 are utilized. Due to the different connections
of each clinic to the BSs, the utilization of the resources in
the selected BSs is not maximized. Therefore, the BSs in
cluster 2 are also used to serve the patients from the remaining
clinics.

Also, at demand levels of 80% and 100%, the number
of BSs utilized in the EORIGW heuristic to send the feed-
back traffic is higher than in the MILP model, as illustrated
in Figure 23. Hence more networking equipment energy is
consumed in the EORIWG heuristic compared to the MILP
model. It is worth noting that increasing the number of
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FIGURE 24. Total energy consumption of both networking equipment and processing for the
MILP model and the EORIG heuristic with different percentage of patients for different number of

processing servers per candidate fog node.
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FIGURE 25. Number of base stations used to serve the processing and feedback tasks for
the MILP model and the EORIG heuristic with different percentage of patients, for different
number of processing servers per candidate fog node.

utilized BSs to transmit the processing traffic results in higher
impact on the network energy consumption than the growing
number of BSs utilized to transmit the feedback traffic. Also,
in the EORIWG heuristic, the total number of fog nodes used
to host the PSs is equal to the minimum number of nodes
required to host the primary and secondary PSs. Therefore,
due to the restricted number of fog nodes to host the PSs, the
CAS is activated in the EORIWG heuristic to transmit the
ECG signal to the PSs located at different clusters when
the demand levels increase to 60% or are more than 60%.

VOLUME 12, 2024

The utilization of the CAS has increased the network energy
consumption in the EORIWG heuristic.

B. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITH GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS
(EORIG) HEURISTIC

The results in Figure 24 reveal that the total energy con-
sumption of the EORIG heuristic is equal to that produced
optimally by the MILP model (i.e. resilient scenario 2) at
demand levels of 20% and 40% for all PSs allowed at each
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FIGURE 26. Total energy consumption of networking equipment and processing for the MILP
model and the EORIGN heuristic with different percentages of the total number of patients
for different number of processing servers per candidate fog node.
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FIGURE 27. Number of base stations used to serve the processing and feedback tasks
for the MILP model and the EORIGN heuristic with different percentages of the total
number of patients for different number of processing servers per candidate fog node.

candidate fog node. This is mainly due to the ability to utilize
the minimum number of primary and secondary PSs and the
minimum number of fog nodes to host the PSs that are built
in the EORIG heuristic while assigning the patients to the
PSs. Also, as the size of demand is small, the total utilized
networking equipment in both the EORIG heuristic and MILP
model is the same.

Figure 24 also reveals that the total energy consumed
in the EORIG heuristic is higher than the MILP optimiza-
tion model with an average increase of 0.17%, 0.39% and
0.39% when the demand levels are 60%, 80% and 100%,
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respectively. The higher energy consumption of the EORIG
heuristic at demand levels of 60% and 100% is due to the
higher number of BSs utilized to send the processing and
feedback traffic, as shown in Figure 25. Note that the BSs
in cluster 1 and cluster 2 are used to serve the process-
ing traffic due to the limitation of the connection between
the clinics and the BSs. Also, at 80% and 100% of the
maximum demand level, the higher energy consumption of
the EORIG heuristic is because of the utilization of the
CAS to relay the processing traffic between the clusters to
the PSs.
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TABLE 6. Summary of the finding for three sceanrios.

Compared to the non-resilient scenario, the energy penalty is due to the increasing energy consumption of
both the networking and processing equipment as more networking and processing devices are utilized to

Increasing number of processing servers that can be served at each candidate node for all demand level can

Compared to Sl1, the energy penalty is due to the increasing energy consumption of the networking

Increasing number of processing servers served at each fog node at high demand level (i.e. 40% to 100%)

Compared to S2, the energy penalty is due to increasing energy consumption of the networking equipment

Increasing the number of processing servers served at each fog node at high demand can reduce the energy

Type of Lo
Scenario Findings
S1
serve the increasing traffic.
The energy penalty is low at low demand level (i.e. <10%).
either decrease or maintain the energy penalty.
S2
equipment due to the high utilization of fog nodes to host the processing server.
The energy penalty is high at low demand level (i.e. <10%).
can either decrease or increase the energy penalty.
S3
as more nodes are activated to serve the traffic.
The energy penalty is low at high demands level.
penalty.

C. ENERGY OPTIMIZED RESILIENT INFRASTRUCTURE FOG
COMPUTING WITH GEOGRAPHICAL CONSTRAINTS AND
LINK AND NODE DISJOINTS (EORIGN) HEURISTIC

The results in Figure 26 reveal that the total energy consumed
in the EORGN heuristic is equal to the energy consumption
reported by the MILP optimization model (i.e. resilient sce-
nario 3) at demand levels of 20%, 40%, 60%, and 80% for
all PSs per candidate fog node. The same energy is due to
the same number of utilized networking devices and PSs in
both models. Figure 26 also shows that, at a demand level of
100%, the total energy consumed by the EORIGN heuristic
is slightly higher than the MILP model with an average
difference of about 0.1%. This is due to the limited number of
connections between the BSs and the clinics in each cluster.
Therefore, more BSs are utilized in the EORIGN heuristic,
as illustrated in Figure 27, to serve the processing traffic
without maximizing the utilization of its resources.

VIil. CONCLUSION
This work has optimized the placement of processing servers
so as to minimize the impact of increasing the resilience level
on the energy consumption of networking and processing
equipment when serving fog-based IoT health monitoring
applications. Three resilience scenarios were considered in
this work. The first two scenarios, scenario 1 and scenario 2,
focus on server protection while considering the geographic
locations of servers. In contrast, the third scenario, scenario 3,
considers server and network protection with geographical
constraints and link and node disjoint design, respectively.
The results show that considering a resilience scenario
with no geographical constraints, scenario 1 has increased the
energy consumed by the networking and processing equip-
ment compared to the non-resilient scenario. This is primarily
due to the high number of utilized networking equipment
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and PSs as adding resilience resulted in doubling the level
of traffic resulting from sending the data to the primary and
secondary PSs. Meanwhile, increasing the resilience level
while considering geographical constraints, scenario 2 has led
to a high energy penalty at low demand. This is due to the high
utilization of the fog nodes to host the PSs under geographic
constraints. However, increasing the resilience level does not
contribute to an energy penalty when the demand level rises
from 40% to 100%, and this depends on the number of
PSs that can be hosted at every candidate fog node. Also,
increasing the total number of PSs per candidate fog node
at a demand level of more than 20%, can either decrease
or increase the energy penalty. The increase in the energy
penalty is because of the reduced number of fog nodes needed
to host the PSs in the resilient scenario, with no geographical
constraints. On the other hand, the decrease in the energy
penalty is because of the reduction in the number of fog
nodes needed to host the PSs in the resilient scenario 2, with
geographical constraints. However, the energy penalty due
to considering geographical constraints at a demand level of
more than 20% is less than 7%. The results also reveal that
the processing energy consumption in both resilient scenarios
is equal for all PSs per candidate fog node. This is because
the total number of PSs used in both scenarios are the same,
as the patients were optimally consolidated in the processing
servers. Increasing the level of resilience by considering geo-
graphical constraints for server protection; and link and node
disjoint resilience for network protection, scenario 3, gives
the same energy consumption of processing while increasing
the network energy consumption. The results indicate that
considering additional disjoint link and node resilience at
high demands has resulted in a low network energy penalty.
This is because, in any case, a large part of the network
is activated due to the high demands. Also, increasing the
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number of PSs allowed at each candidate fog node, can reduce
the network’s energy penalty at high demand levels. Table 6
shows summarizes the finding of the three scenarios.

We also developed a heuristic for each scenario; EORIWG,
EORIG and EORIGN for the scenarios with no geographical
constraints, with geographical constraint and with geographi-
cal and link and node disjoint, respectively. The results reveal
that the performance of the heuristic algorithms approaches
the optimum performance obtained through the use of the
MILP models. In our upcoming research endeavors, we aim
to expand our current work to consider the embedding for
multiple healthcare applications. Additionally, we intend to
enhance energy efficiency of both networking equipment
and processing by allowing one network slice to share the
processing and networking infrastructure with other network
slice for protection. We aim to develop a MILP model for
resilient energy efficient health applications embedding.
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