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Abstract—In this paper, we investigate the potential of spatial
and temporal cloud workload shifting to reduce carbon, water,
and land-use footprints. Specifically, we perform a simulation
study using real-world data from multiple cloud providers (AWS
and Azure) and workload traces for different applications (big
data analytics and FaaS). Our simulation results indicate that
spatial shifting can substantially lower carbon, water, and land
use footprints, with observed reductions ranging from 20%
to 85%, depending on the scenario and optimization criteria.
Temporal shifting also decreases the footprint, though to a
lesser extent. When applied together, the two strategies yield
the greatest overall reduction, driven mainly by spatial shifting
with temporal adjustments providing an additional, incremental
benefit. Sensitivity analysis demonstrates that such shifting is
robust to prediction errors in grid mix data and to variations
across different seasons.

Index Terms—Cloud computing, sustainable computing,
carbon-aware computing, big data, serverless computing

I. INTRODUCTION

The Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
sector is estimated to be responsible for 1.8%-2.8% of global
GHG emissions [1]] and this share is expected to rise in the
future [2]. In particular, data centers have become one of
the most energy-intensive infrastructures, with their electricity
consumption projected to reach around 945 TWh globally by
203@ This growth is driven by data-intensive applications and
services, including artificial intelligence and big data analytics.

The sustainability of cloud computing has been studied, with
a primary focus on reducing carbon emissions. A wide body
of work investigates carbon-aware scheduling and orchestra-
tion, exploiting spatial [3[|-[7], temporal [8]—[10]], and spatio-
temporal [11]-[15] shifting of workloads to align demand with
low-carbon electricity availability.

Recent studies have highlighted the significant environmen-
tal impacts of cloud computing beyond carbon emissions.
In particular, the impacts of water consumption have seen
attention [16], [17]. Additionally, large-scale land use, as
associated with data center construction, can lead to habitat
disruption and biodiversity loss [18]]. These factors underscore
the need for a multi-dimensional approach to evaluating and
optimizing the environmental footprint of cloud computing.
To the best of our knowledge, land use has not been sys-
tematically integrated into sustainability-aware scheduling of
cloud workloads before. We, therefore, address this gap by
introducing Land Usage Effectiveness (LUE) as a metric and
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incorporating it into the multi-dimensional optimization of
workload placement.

In this paper, we investigate the spatial and temporal shifting
of cloud workloads as strategies to reduce carbon, water,
and land use footprints. We conduct an extensive simulation
study using real-world data from major public cloud providers
(Azure and AWS) and representative cloud workloads (FaaS
and big data analytics), demonstrating the potential of multi-
dimensional sustainability-aware scheduling.

In summary, our main contributions are:

o We propose a holistic formulation for workload schedul-
ing that optimizes carbon, water, and land use impacts,
leveraging temporal and spatial cloud workload shifting

e We provide a systematic evaluation based on real-world
workload traces and grid mix data, quantifying trade-
offs under spatial, temporal, and spatio-temporal shift-
ing scenarios. Moreover, we conduct sensitivity studies
on workload flexibility, grid mix prediction errors, and
seasonal variations.

o We release all code and data from this study to support
transparency, reproducibility, and further researc

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section
provides background on data center environmental impacts.
Section |[1I] presents our system model and problem formula-
tion. It also describes our methodology, including the proposed
optimization algorithms. Section [V] presents our simulation
setup, including a detailed description of the scenario charac-
teristics such as workload types, data center specifications, and
grid datasets. Section [VI| presents the results of our empirical
evaluation and discusses our findings as well as threats to
validity. Section [VIII| reviews related work. Finally, Section
concludes the paper and outlines directions for future research.

II. BACKGROUND - DATA CENTER IMPACTS

Data centers are among the most energy-demanding facil-
ities globally. They require large amounts of electricity to
power servers, cooling systems, and backup power supplies.
This energy usage results in significant greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, especially in regions where electricity is generated
from fossil fuels. In fact, the environmental impact of data
centers is directly tied to the energy mix of their respective
power grids. The energy mix influences the Carbon Intensity
(CI), which measures the greenhouse gas emissions per unit of
electricity consumed (typically expressed in gCO,e/kWh); the
Energy Water Intensity Factor (EWIF), which captures the
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amount of water withdrawn or consumed during electricity
generation (measured in liters/lkWh), which varies with the
cooling technologies; and the Energy Land Intensity Factor
(ELIF), which quantifies the land use required for producing
electricity (expressed in m,/kWh). Example estimates of these
intensities are reported in [[19]-[21]. These are also the main
sources used in our experiments (see Table , and in the
discussion section, we will analyze how these coefficients
relate to each other.

The efficiency of data center operations also depends on
the infrastructure and technologies used. The Power Usage
Effectiveness (PUEﬂ is defined as the ratio of the total energy
consumed by a datacenter facility to the energy consumed
by its IT equipment. A PUE of 1.0 indicates ideal efficiency,
where all energy is used exclusively for computation.

Moreover, the efficiency of cooling systems, which are
essential to prevent overheating of servers, can significantly
affect water usage. The choice of cooling technology (e.g.,
air cooling vs. liquid cooling) can lead to different water con-
sumption. The Water Usage Effectiveness (WUE)'| measures
the water consumption of a data center relative to its IT energy
usage, typically expressed in liters of water per kilowatt-hour
(/kWh).

Finally, since these infrastructures occupy a significant
amount of land, the Land Usage Effectiveness (LUEf] should
also be considered. To the best of our knowledge, this metric
has not been standardized, and it has not been used previously.
Similar to PUE and WUE, the LUE metric aims to quantify the
physical land footprint of data centers in relation to IT energy
consumption, capturing the spatial resource requirements of
large-scale compute infrastructure. Thus, for the scope of our
work, we define it as the ratio of the total land occupied by
the data center property and the IT energy consumption, and
it is, therefore, expressed in square meters per kilowatt-hour
(m2/kWh).

The carbon associated with the extraction, processing, and
transportation of construction materials, as well as with the
production of IT equipment (known as embodied carbon)
accounts for a share of the total carbon footprint of a data
center. However, in this work, we consider only the share of
operational carbon emissions of the workloads.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Before presenting the methodology of our study, we first
formalize the problem in this section.

A. System Model

First of all, let us consider the temporal horizon H, and let
us discretize the time. Thus, let us define 7 = [tg, tg+ 0y, to+
264, ..., H|, as the set of time steps. Let us also define D as the
set of regions/data centers, and consider a data center d and a

3https://www.thegreengrid.org/en/resources/library-and- tools/20- PUE%
3A-A-Comprehensive- Examination-of-the-Metric
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TABLE I
NOTATIONS

Symbol Description
to, H, ¢, T period start, end, step duration and set of steps
d, D region/data center and set of regions/data centers
PUE, region PUE
WUE, region WUE
LUE, region LUE
Ag region land occupation area
ITy region IT energy usage
Cal(t) region carbon footprint
Wal(t) region water footprint
La(t) region land footprint
CI, &, () region Energy Carbon Intensity prediction
EWIF, éd (t) region Energy Water Intensity Factor prediction
ELIF, éd (1) region Energy Land Intensity Factor prediction
pa(t) data center footprint profile at time t
o™ (t) normalized data center footprint profile at time t
Pyiobal () global footprint profile
v, V VM instance and set of VM instances
CPU,, MEM, VM number of CPUs and RAM size
Py VM v power draw for job j
PE JP u VM’s CPU power draw based on job CPU utilization
Wattsmin minimum CPU power draw (fixed for one scenario)
Wattsmax maximum CPU power draw (fixed for one scenario)
PMEM VM’s RAM power draw
B, VM’s network bandwidth
7. J job and set of jobs
0j, aj, t; job’s arrival location and arrival and deadline time
sj , Dlj] job’s data size and region availability
v, Ny job’s configuration (VM instance and nr. of nodes)
uj, Tj job’s expected mean utilization and expected runtime
C(j,d,t) scheduling footprints
M(j,d,t) migration/data transfer footprints
NFEI Network Energy Intensity
L(j,d) migration/data transfer latency
E(j,d,t) execution footprint

time ¢. To evaluate its impact accounting for multiple factors
(i.e., carbon, water, and land use), we define its sustainability
profile as follows:

VteT,deD pat)= [ Walt) (1)

where:

o C4(t) is the predicted carbon intensity of data center d
from time ¢ to time ¢ + J; and it is defined as

CI,(t) x PUE, 2)

It is measured in 9,5:{9,? and represents the carbon emitted
per kWh consumed. We consider the carbon intensity
prediction of the regional grid of data center d at time
t, namely C’Igd(t), where e is the predictive model and
G is the grid. This intensity is multiplied by the Power
Usage Effectiveness of the data center, PU F,, to account
for the overall energy usage of a data center for each kWh
of computation.

o Wy(t) is the predicted water intensity and it is defined
as

WUE,+ EWIFE, () x PUE, 3)

We compute the water intensity considering both the
on-site and grid contributions. It is measured in m
and represents the water consumed per kWh, considering
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the average Energy Water Intensity Factor prediction of
the regional grid, EWIF¢ (t), and the Water Usage
Effectiveness of the data center, WU E,.

o L4(t) is the predicted land use intensity and it is defined
as

LUE4 + ELIFg,(t) x PUE, (4)

Similarly to the water intensity, we consider l)oth on-site
and grid contributions. It is measured in k"}, 5> and it is
the amount of land used per kWh considering the Energy
Land Intensity Factor prediction of the regional grid at
time ¢, ELIFE (t), and the Land Usage Effectiveness,
defined as LUE; = %. In this formula, A, is the total
area of land occupiedd by the data center property and
PIT is the energy used to power the IT equipment.

The aforementioned energy intensity factors of the electric grid
intensity depends on the energy mix, which is both time and
space-dependent. Thus, let us define .S as the list of sources in
the energy mix, namely {Solar, Wind, Hydro, Geothermal,
Biomass, Nuclear, Coal, Gas, Oil, Unknown}, and let
MIXg, (t) be the share of source s € S in the mix
prediction of G4. Thus, we can define the energy intensity
factors as:

o CIG,(t) =D ,cs MIXE, ((t) x CI;

o EWIFE (t) =3 e MIXG, (t) x EWIF}

o ELIFE (1) =) ,cs MIXE, [(t) x ELIF

where C'I,, EWIF, and ELIF; are specified in table @

Moreover, let us define V as the set of virtual machine
instances, for each v € V it is known the power draw in
relation to a certain job j € J, P, defined as:

P,; = CPU, x P{JY + RAM, x PMPM — (5)

where: C'PU, is the number of CPUs, RAM,: is the size
of RAM expressed in GB, B, is the network bandwidth
expressed in Gbps, PMFM is the memory power drawn and
ngU = Wattsmin + u; X (Wattspmaes — Wattsmn) is the
CPU power draw, both defined according to the Cloud Carbon
Footprint methodology’]

Finally, let us also define the set of job requests J. For each
request ;7 € J it is known: the arrival/origin region/location
oj € D, the regions in which data is available D[j] C D, data
size s; € N, number of nodes n; € N, the expected utilization
u; € N, the VM instance v; € V, the expected runtime 7; € Z,
the arrival time a; € 7, and the deadline ¢; € T.

We aim to optimize footprints associated with the job
requests scheduling, considering both data migration and ex-
ecution, by leveraging spatio-temporal shifting approaches.

IV. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we present our methodology. We define an
evaluation method for the footprints associated with a job
request. Then we present the scheduling methods considered
in our evaluation. Finally, we present our experiment design.

Ohttps://www.cloudcarbonfootprint.org/docs/methodology

A. Evaluating Environmental Footprints

Firstly, we need a methodology to evaluate the footprints of
executing a request in a certain region at a certain time. Let
us consider that we want to predict the associated footprint
of computing a job request j in region/data center d at time
t. If the data related to the request is not available in d, data
migration is required, and it is necessary to account for its
environmental impact.

To account for migration footprint overhead, data transmis-
sion energy is estimated as follows:

s; x NEI if d ¢ D[j]

0 otherwise

M(j’d’t): { (6)
where NEI kWh/GB is the Network Energy Intensity, as
proposed in [22].

To calculate the execution footprint, we need to know when
executions start. We assume that if data is not migrated,
the execution start would be at the arrival time, since the
scheduling execution time is negligible. If the data needs to
be migrated, we need to compute the data migration latency
as follows:

L(j.d) = { iy (M)

0 otherwise

To account for the execution footprint, we define

t+L(j,d)+r;
E(j,d,t) = / P, -pg?™(r) dr 8)
t+L(j,d)

norm

where p7°™(t) € R3 is the normalized profile vector of
region d for carbon, water, and land use. We define the
normalization operator applied component-wise.

N(pa(t)) =

X — ming, pa(t)
maxd,t pd(t) — min(“ pd(t)

Thus, the regional normalized profile is p /" (t) = N (pa(t))
We shall consider global intensities to account for migration
footprint, and we define them as the normalized (over time)
average intensities, namely: pjoih(t) = N(avgypa(t)).
Finally, we can compute the overall environmental cost of

scheduling the job.
C(j,d;t) = (E(j,d, t) + M (5, d, t) X pyiopar(t)) x 6 (9)

where 6 is the weight vector to linearly combine the three
impact factors, namely: 6 = (wc Wy wg).

B. Scheduling Methods
We consider the following shifting methods:

o Spatial Shifting: jobs should be executed where their
overall impact is minimized (considering data migration

when required).
d*, t* = argming.pC(j,d,a;), a; (10)

o Temporal Shifting: jobs should be executed when their
overall impact is minimized.

(1)

d*a t* = 05, argminte[aj,tj—rj]c(jv 0y, t)
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o Spatio-Temporal Shifting: optimize both when and
where the jobs’ overall impact is minimized.

d*,t" = argmingep, tefa; t;—(r;+L0,d)CJ, ds t)

(12)
For methods including spatial shifting, we assume that once
data is transferred to another region, the origin location
persistently stores the data. We do this to assume that for
periodic jobs, data will be available in multiple regions without
transferring it multiple times. As a baseline, we consider
a method in which jobs are executed where the request
originates, namely the Local baseline:

d*,t*ZOj, Q. (13)

C. Experiment Design

In this work, we focus on two types of workloads. We
have selected two workloads: a user-facing, latency-sensitive
workload (FaaS) and a delay-tolerant batch processing work-
load (big data). For each workload type, we considered real
traces and derived two real-world scenarios to simulate their
scheduling and execution.

a) Aim: The aim of our experiments is to investigate
environmentally conscious cloud workload shifting through
realistic simulations, not to compare real-world providers. Our
results may not accurately reflect the impact of real-world
workloads on AWS or Azure data centers, because, although
our scenarios are inspired by published data where possible,
assumptions and approximations are made where exact data
was not available.

b) Simulation Overview: We implemented the discrete
event simulation detailed in Algorithm [I] At each time step,
we update the sustainability profiles of data centers and
new job requests ready to be scheduled. Then each job can
be scheduled according to the shifting approach previously
defined. Finally, since we assume that once data is transmitted
to a region, it is persistently stored there, the data availability
set of the job is updated for future scheduling.

Algorithm 1 Simulation Procedure
1: Input: D data centers, scheduling_method() €

{eq.(10), eq.(T1), eq.(12), eq.(13)}

2: for t € T do

3:  Get sustainability profiles py(t) for each d € D

4:  Get jobs ready to be scheduled at time ¢, J(t).

s: for j in J(t) parallel do

6: d*,t* = scheduling_method ()

7 if scheduling_method () € {eq.(10),eq.(12)}
then

s Dlj=Dljuid}

9: end if

10:  end for

11: end for

12: Output: Final schedule over horizon H

c) Scenario 1 - Azure and FaaS: The first scenario is
based on Azure regions and a FaaS workload. The regions
selected for this scenario are “swedencentral”, “southcen-
tralus”, “centralus”, and “eastus”. Table [II| reports regions’
characteristics. PUE and WUE values were taken from Azure
issued sustainability reportsﬂ

The land occupation data stems from online reports (swe-
dencentraﬂ southcentraluﬂ centraluﬂ eastus2 E] ).

As for the workload, we chose the 2019 Azure Functions
datase The source data is composed of two sets of daily
CSV files: one detailing per-minute invocation counts for
each function, and another providing daily summary statis-
tics of function execution times, including averages and key
percentiles (Oth, 1st, 25th, 50th, 75th, 99th, and 100th). We
utilised the first seven days of this dataset to synthesise
100,000 requests of function execution a day. The selection
of a function for each request was probabilistic and weighted
by the function’s total daily invocation count, such that more
frequently invoked functions appeared more often in the trace,
mirroring real-world usage patterns.

Upon selecting a function, we sampled a synthetic run-
time by performing linear interpolation on its known daily
execution time percentiles. The arrival time for the request,
resolved to the minute-of-day, was similarly sampled from
the function’s empirical per-minute invocation distribution.
Finally, each request was assigned a data center location from
a predefined set. A single virtual machine configuration (2
vCPU and 4 GB of RAM) is considered for this scenario, as
specified in the paper [23].

For this scenario, we compare only the Local baseline (L)
and the Spatial Shifting (SP) approach. That is, we assume
that the functions are tolerant to the latency required to change
regions but not to be delayed in time. For this reason, we
exclude Temporal Shifting (T) and Spatio-temporal Shifting
(STP) scheduling methods. Thus, there are no deadlines for
this scenario.

TABLE II
AZURE DATA BY REGION FOR SCENARIO 1.
Region Location | PUE WUE | Land Occup. (sqm)
swedencentral | Sweden 1.172 | 0.16 1300000
southcentralus | Texas 1.307 1.82 43664
centralus Towa 1.16 0.19 37904
eastus2 Virginia 1.144 | 0.17 102193

d) Scenario 2 - AWS and Big Data: The second scenario
is based on AWS and Big Data workloads. The regions

Thttps://datacenters.microsoft.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Sweden%
20%28Sweden%20Central%29.pdf] https://datacenters.microsoft.com/
wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Texas %20%28South%20Central %20US %
29.pdf, https://datacenters.microsoft.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/Iowa%
20%28Central %20US %29.pdf, https://datacenters.microsott.com/globe/
pdfs/sustainability/factsheets/Virginia%20%28East%20US %20& %20East %
20US%202%29.pdf]

Shttps://www.mynewsdesk.com/investstockholm/pressreleases/
two-municipalities- in- the-stockholm-region- sell-land- to-microsoft- 2813124

“https://www.datacenters.com/microsoft-azure-south-central-us-texas

I0https://www.datacenters.com/microsoft-azure-des-moines

https://www.datacenters.com/microsoft-azure-east-us- virginia

1Zhttps://github.com/Azure/AzurePublicDataset/blob/master/
AzureFunctionsDataset2019.md
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TABLE III
AWS VM INSTANCE TYPES AND SPECIFICATIONS

Type vCPU Mem (GB) | Bandwidth (Mbps)
c. Lixl,xxl | 2,4,8 4,8, 16 500, 750, 1000
md. 1, x1, xx1 | 2,4,8 8, 18, 34 450, 750, 1000
rd. 1, xI, xx1 | 2,4, 8 16, 32, 65 450, 850, 1700

selected for this scenario are: “us-east-17, “us-west-17, “eu-
central-1”, “eu-west-2”, and “eu-north-1". Table reports
regions’ characteristics. PUEs and WUEs values were taken
from AWS website

The land occupation data is estimated based on the 10-k
form released by AWS in 2024 [ﬂ in which it is stated that
more than 450,000 sgqmt where owned/rented by AWS for data
centers. The estimation is also based on declared availability
zones for each region. Namely, the estimated land occupation
for a given region is calculated by taking the number of
availability zones (AZs) in that region, dividing it by the total
number of AZs (117), and then multiplying by the total land
occupation of all data centers.

As for the workload, we synthetically generate requests
from available experimental Spark trace We randomly
generated 50k requests over a week. For the arrival pattern, we
generated 50% of requests as periodic (in line with literature
analysis: about 43% [24], about 60% [235]) and the rest as ad-
hoc jobs. We generate synthetic requests for each day of the
selected week. The arrival of ad-hoc jobs follows a Poisson
distribution with A\ = target,,/ndays * minutesperday ~
2.5. The periodic jobs’ first instance arrival time is randomly
picked within the first 12 hours, and their periodicity is set
uniformly at random among {2,4,8,12} hours. For each
request, the origin location is picked uniformly at random
from the regions considered for this scenario. The number of
nodes, the VM instance, and the expected runtime are the ones
reported in the traces. Table [lII| summarizes the VM instances
considered in our experiments, and their specifications are set
accordingly (memory, cpu |°} and bandwidth .

For this scenario, we consider all of the scheduling meth-
ods defined above. We also introduce a variation of Spatial
Shifting, in which we do not persistently store data transferred
when migrating (S). For Temporal Shifting (T) and Spatio-
Temporal Shifting (TSP), the deadline is either its periodicity
or, for ad hoc jobs, a tunable delay tolerance parameter.

TABLE IV
AWS DATA BY REGION FOR SCENARIO 2.

Region Location PUE | WUE | Land Occup. (sqm)
us-east-1 Virginia 1.15 0.12 233101
us-west-1 California 1.17 0.51 116550
eu-central-1 | Frankfurt 1.35 0.01 116550
eu-west-2 London 1.11 0.04 116550
eu-north-1 Stockholm 1.10 0.02 116550

Bhttps://sustainability.aboutamazon.com/products-services/aws-cloud

https://s2.q4cdn.com/299287126/files/doc_financials/2025/ar/
Amazon-2024- Annual-Report.pdf]

https://github.com/oxhead/scout

19https://aws.amazon.com/ec2/instance-types

7https://docs.aws.amazon.com/ec2/latest/instancetypes/pg.html

V. EVALUATION

In this section, we provide the experimental setup, data
sources, and simulation parameters.

A. Experimental Setup

a) Hardware and Software Environment: The experi-
ments were conducted on the following system:
o CPU: Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-10920X CPU @ 3.50GHz
« RAM: 260 GB
o Operating System: Ubuntu 24.04.3 LTS

b) Grid Data and Intensities: We collected data from
various sources. Since we considered multiple regions, we
collected publicly available data from different grid operators
(s u d erco mis pj cais. The his-
torical mix data is used to compute the actual environmental
impact of the workload execution. Meanwhile, noised mix data
is used to simulate the prediction of the grids’ mix that the
schedulers optimize their decisions on. The data sources are
not standardized, thus we had to harmonize the data to have a
common format. We considered a granularity of 1 hour, and
finer-grained time series were reshaped considering the mean
value for each hour. Table [V| depicts the relationship between
grids and cloud providers’ regions.

TABLE V
DATA SOURCES FOR GRID MIXES
SW uk de
EU eu-north-1
eu-west-2  eu-central-1
swedencentral
ercot miso pjm caiso

USA us-east-1

southcentralus centralus us-west-1

eastus2

To incorporate uncertainties into the grid mix data, we
introduce synthetic noise. Specifically, for each time step
and region, the renewable share is perturbed by an error
term ¢, sampled from a normal distribution A/(0, o), where
o, = mae - —~— and mae is the target mean absolute

error. The error ¢, is then distributed among the renewable
sources (solar, wind, geothermal, hydro, biomass) according
to a probability distribution designed to reflect their prediction
difficulty: solar gets 45% of error, since it is the hardest
source to estimate [26]; wind gets 30% [27]]; both hydro
[28]] and geothermal [29]] get 10%; and biomass get 5% of
the error, being the most controllable among the renewable
sources. Each renewable source ¢ receives a noise €; = €, - w;,
where w; is the weight for source ¢. This approach is an
attempt to simulate realistic prediction errors and reflects the
varying uncertainty associated with each energy source. For
non-renewable sources, a uniform noise is applied to each
share to maintain the total mix balance.

I8https://transparency.entsoe.cu/
9https://carbon-intensity.github.io/api-definitions/
20https://www.smard.de/en/downloadcenter/download- market-data/
2lhttps://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesalemarkets/data. php?rto=ercot
22https://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesalemarkets/data. php ?rto=miso
Zhttps://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesalemarkets/data. php ?rto=pjm
24https://www.eia.gov/electricity/wholesalemarkets/data. php ?rto=caiso
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Finally, in our simulations, to compute the average in-
tensities of the mixes, we consider the intensity coefficients
reported in Table Carbon intensity values correspond to
the median of the lifecycle emissions reported in IPCC Annex
III, Table IPCC A.IIL2 table (page 1335) [19]]. For the oil
carbon intensity, which is missing in this source, we consider
another coefﬁcien@ Water intensity values were obtained
from the Water Consumption Factors presented in Tables 1
and 2 (pages 12-13) of the NREL technical report on energy-
related water consumption [20]. Land use intensity values were
extracted from a comprehensive survey [21]]. The survey does
not provide a value for oil, but the authors assume it to be
comparable to gas, so we did as well. For all the factors, when
multiple options were presented for the same energy source,
we considered the average of median intensity values. Note
that we could not find any source for the oil EWIF; thus, we
assume the mean of the other sources’ intensity values. As
well as for the unknown share.

TABLE VI
IMPACT COEFFICIENTS FOR VARIOUS ELECTRICITY GENERATION
TECHNOLOGIES. SOURCES: CARBON: IPCC [[19]], OUR WORLD IN
DaATA [30] (01L). WATER: NREL [20]]. LAND USE [21]].

Energy Source CI EWIF ELIF
gCO2e/kWh l/kWh ha/TWh
Nuclear 12 1.957 7.1
Geothermal 38 5.827 45
Biomass 485 1.145 29065
Coal 820 1.8 1000
Wind 11.5 0 6065
Solar 38.67 1.385 1650
Hydro 24 17 650
Gas 490 1.099 1155
Oil 720 n/a (3.776) 1155
Unknown n/a (293.24) n/a (3.776) n/a (4532)

c) Other Parameters: For both scenarios we considered
the mid-season one-week horizon, from the midnight of the
15th to the midnight of the 22nd, considering the UTC
time zone, and varied the week in different seasons, namely:
winter (January), spring (April), summer (July), autumn (Oc-
tober).And the step J; is set to one minute.

To account for the uncertainty in the prediction of the
workload, we considered different values of MAE, namely:
0.05, 0.1, 0.15, and 0.2. For statistical significance, each
simulation is repeated 6 times with different random seeds,
namely: O, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5.

The factors’ weights are set to: [1.0, 0.0, 0.0], only carbon
footprint is optimized, [0.0, 1.0, 0.0], only water footprint is
optimized, [0.0, 0.0, 1.0], only land footprint is optimized,
[0.333, 0.333, 0.334], all footprints are optimized equally.

Moreover, to account for the energy consumption of
the network, we considered a network energy inten-
sity of 0.06 kWh/GB [31]. The memory power draw
PMEM " and the minimum and maximum CPU power draw
(Wattsmin, Wattsma:) are respectively set to 0.357 Watt/GB
and (0.74, 3.5) for AWS and (0.78, 3.76) for Azure ElFinally,
we set PIT to the estimate provided by EIA. Assuming the

Zhttps://ourworldindata.org/safest-sources-of-energy
26https://www.cloudcarbonfootprint.org/docs/methodology
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Fig. 1. Spatial shifting for Scenario 1; showing a 45 — 85% improvement
over local baseline during a winter week, with an MAE of 10%.

IT power draw to be 100 MW, we assumed an IT power
consumption of 8760 * 100 * 103> kWh over one year.

VI. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of our experiments.

A. Scenario 1: Azure and FaaS

For this first scenario, we present the results of the spatial
shifting approach optimizing for all factor weight combina-
tions.

a) Spatial Shifting: Figure [I] shows the footprint im-
provement with respect to the local baseline of spatial shifting.
This experiment considered the winter week and an error of
10% on the renewable share prediction. We compare all factor
weights’ combinations defined above.

The results demonstrate that regional shifting of FaaS work-
loads across Azure regions leads to noticeable improvements
in carbon efficiency. The plots show that when optimizing
for a particular metric (carbon, water, or land use footprint),
we can achieve a 45 — 85% improvement in that metric.
When considering the metric for which the optimization was
performed, we see that the carbon footprint benefits the most,
with up to an 85% reduction in emissions compared to the
local baseline. This significant reduction reflects the negligible
migration cost of FaaS workloads. A reduction of about 85%
in carbon footprint leads to an increase of about 40% in water
footprint. The land use footprint also increases, but to a lesser
extent, having observed about a 25% increase.

Similarly, optimizing for water footprint (about 50% re-
duction) leads to a significant increase in carbon footprint
(about 125% increase), but the land use footprint decreases
proportionally to the water footprint reduction (about 50%
reduction). On the other hand optimizing for land use footprint
(about 45% reduction) leads to a moderate increase in carbon
footprint (about 15% increase) and a small reduction in water
footprint (less than 10% reduction).

Figure [2] shows the request distribution across the regions.
To help us understand this distribution, let us consider Figure
Bl which simultaneously reports intensity values over the
winter week and the efficiency metrics for each factor for each
region.

When optimizing for carbon, all the requests are scheduled
to “centralus” which is not the most energy-efficient region
(PUE 1.172), and it has the grid with the lowest carbon
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Fig. 2. Request distribution across different regions for different criteria for
Scenario 1 during a Winter week, with an MAE of 10%.
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Fig. 3. Grid intensities for each factor, and each region for Scenario 1 over
a winter week, with an MAE of 10%.

intensity. When optimizing for water, a small percentage of
requests go to “eastus2” and most of the requests are scheduled
to “centralus”, which is not the most water-efficient region
(WUE 0.19) nor is it the one with the smallest grid water
intensity. However, it is the region with the lowest impact on
water when considering both data center efficiency and grid
intensity. Finally, when optimizing for land use, nearly all the
requests are scheduled to “eastus2”, which, even if it is not
the region with the least land occupation, its grid has a lower
land use intensity.

b) Sensitivity Analysis: To understand how seasonality
affects the effectiveness of the scheduling methods, we per-
form a sensitivity analysis considering weeks in the four
seasons: winter, spring, summer, and autumn. For this analysis,
we use a fixed error for the grid’s renewable share prediction
(mae = 0.1). On the other hand, to understand how the predic-
tion error affects the effectiveness of the scheduling methods,
we perform a sensitivity analysis considering different values
of prediction error (mae = {0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2}). We use a
fixed week in winter for this analysis.

From Table [VII] it is possible to notice that the prediction
error leads to very small differences, almost flat. Indeed, the
results indicate that the improvement in reduction in all three
metrics remains robust even for higher error levels.

On the other hand, it seems that the effectiveness of spatial
shifting varies with seasonal changes in grid intensities, but
the overall trend of improvement remains consistent. Land
use factors, in particular, demonstrate varying impacts across
different seasons (37%-57%).

B. Scenario 2: AWS and Big Data

For this second scenario, not only do we investigate the
spatial shifting method, but also temporal shifting and spatio-
temporal shifting. We consider the same week in winter as in
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Fig. 4. Temporal, spatial, and spatio-temporal shifting for Scenario 2
improvement over local baseline results, with an MAE of 10%. Temporal
shifting shows 6 — 12% improvement; spatial shifting comes in at 20 — 45%;
while combining both gives the best result of 40 — 55% improvement over
the baseline.
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Fig. 5. Request distribution across different regions for different criteria for
Scenario 2 during a Winter week, with an MAE of 10%.

Scenario 1. We consider a prediction error (mae) of 0.1. We
consider the same factor weights’ combinations as in Scenario
1. For temporal shifting, we consider different values of delay
tolerance (dt) = {4, 12, 24, 48} hours.

a) Baseline Footprints: The baseline algorithm (Local)
has about 17.500 kilograms of carbon footprint, 200.000 liters
of water footprint, and just above 2000 square meters of land
use footprint. In these graphs, we show the improvement in
percentage of the other algorithms with respect to the baseline.
Figure [4] shows the results of our experiments.

b) Temporal Shifting: Firstly, we can see that the tempo-
ral shifting approach achieves relatively modest improvements
compared to spatial shifting, with reductions ranging from 6%
to 12% even at the highest delay tolerance of 48 hours.

c) Spatial Shifting: The spatial shifting approach (SP)
achieves a significant improvement in each metric when op-
timizing for it. In this case, the improvements range from
20 — 45% footprint reductions over the baseline. Figure El



TABLE VII
SCENARIO 1 - SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS (LEFT: SEASON, RIGHT: MIX RENEWABLE SHARE PREDICTION ERROR)

carbon water land use carbon water land use
algorithm period improvement improvement improvement mae improvement improvement improvement
mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std
S - carbon-only autumn 91.28 0.03 -11826 0.75 -8.10  0.46 0.05 90.55 0.03 -12941 1.12 -1546 0.26
spring 86.56 0.04 -139.90 1.17 1829  0.32 0.1 90.55 0.03 -129.41 1.12 -1546 0.26
summer 91.87 0.02 -12328 1.15 -1385 0.29 0.15 90.55 0.03 -129.41 1.12 -1546 0.26
winter 90.55 0.03 -12941 1.12 -1546 0.26 0.2 90.55 0.03 -12941 1.12 -1546 0.26
S - water-only autumn | -48.74  0.55 5533 0.22 6.57 0.35 0.05 | -43.64 0.52 56.60 0.23 495 0.32
spring -29.97  0.39 59.40 0.19 -11.63 041 0.1 -42.75  0.52 56.42  0.23 599 032
summer | -24.66  0.39 50.82  0.21 3246 0.13 0.15 | -42.81 0.51 56.25 0.23 6.79 0.32
winter -42.75  0.52 5642 0.23 599 032 0.2 -41.36  0.51 55.84 0.23 859 0.30
S - land-only autumn | -25.17  0.50 40.90 030 57.00 0.17 0.05 | -23.40 043 47.12  0.28 4571  0.18
spring -15.63 035 3432 037 4224 0.22 0.1 -23.12 042 46.16  0.27 4540 0.19
summer | -13.88  0.41 39.31  0.36 3754  0.12 0.15 | -22.33 042 44.14 029 4485 0.18
winter -23.12 042 46.16  0.27 4540 0.19 0.2 -22.03 042 4284 030 4415 0.19
S - mix autumn | -25.86  0.49 4235 0.27 57.16  0.17 0.05 | -23.34 043 47.10  0.28 45774 0.18
spring -2335 035 4922 024 4273 022 0.1 -23.34 043 47.10 0.28 4574 0.18
summer | -17.64  0.40 49.55 0.23 3833 0.12 0.15 | -23.34 043 47.10 0.28 45.74  0.18
winter -2334 043 47.10 0.28 4574 0.18 0.2 -23.32 043 47.08 0.28 4557 0.18
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400 EE 10 0.06 [|I—] SPATIAL SHIFTING (PERSISTENT STORAGE VS NON-PERSISTENT
H -8 Z oos STORAGE) AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF MIGRATION FOOTPRINTS FOR
5 q] = I %] SCENARIO 2 DURING WINTER WEEK, WITH AN MAE OF 10%.
E g4 @ § ° & Carbon (%) Water (%) Land Use (%)
£ 00 4 ey &] "o = S spP| S sp| s SP
= oot = carbon-only 1267 696 | 345 1.80 [ 7.68  4.13
g’ & & &8 g: & & & E Qcﬁg,ﬁﬂbizbgﬁzﬁ @;@:«9 water-only 3.50 1.85 | 547 294 | 3.07 1.58
ST EPE ST SIS ST S LTS land-use-only | 3.51 1.80 | 455 2.60 | 6.62  3.65
mix 1.69 085 | 1.67 0.89 | 1.89 1.01

Fig. 6. Grid intensities for each factor, and each region for Scenario 2 over
a winter week, with an MAE of 10%.

shows the request distribution across the regions. To help us
understand this distribution, let us consider Figure @ which
simultaneously reports intensity values over the winter week
and the efficiency metrics for each factor for each region.

When optimizing for carbon, about 50% of requests are
scheduled to “eu-north-1”, which is the most energy-efficient
region (PUE 1.1) and also the region with the grid with the
lowest carbon intensity. When optimizing for water, about 40%
of requests are scheduled to “us-west-2”, which is not the most
water efficient region (WUE 0.04), but it has the grid with the
lowest impact on water. Finally, when optimizing for land use,
about 45% of requests are scheduled to “us-east-1”, which,
even if it is the region with the most land occupation, it is the
one where the grid has the lowest impact on land use.

d) Migration Overheads of Spatial Shifting: For this
scenario, we also consider an alternative approach to spatial
shifting (S). In this approach, the data associated with each
request must be transferred each time a migration occurs, even
if the data was transferred to that region previously. Results
show that this approach still achieves significant improvements
over the baseline, but SP achieves about 5 — 6% better results
in the optimized metric.

Table provides a summary of the migration overhead
for the three factors; it shows the percentage of footprints
caused by migration. The migration overhead varies based on
the scheduling algorithm and the weights used, ranging from
0.85% to 12.67% for carbon, 0.89% to 5.47% for water, and

1.01% to 7.68% for land use. The overhead of SP is about
half compared to S.

e) Spatio-Temporal Shifting: Finally, the best outcome is
achieved by the spatio-temporal shifting approach (STP) with a
delay tolerance of 4 hours, which results in 55% improvement
in carbon footprint when optimizing for carbon, about 40%
improvement in water footprint when optimizing for water, and
about 48% improvement in land use footprint when optimizing
for land use. However, these improvements with respect to
only spatial shifting are small.

f) Sensitivity Analysis: Following the same approach
used for Scenario 1, we conduct sensitivity analysis for this
scenario as well. Table shows the footprint improvements
over the local baseline for different seasons and for different
prediction errors for the grid renewable share (mae). The
results fluctuate slightly with the prediction error (2-3%),
but the improvements remain significant even with a high
prediction error of 0.2. Also, the season does not affect the
results significantly, with variations of 4% at most, considering
the optimized factor.

VII. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss the results obtained.

A. Scenario 1: Azure and FaaS

The results demonstrate that regional shifting of FaaS work-
loads across Azure regions leads to noticeable improvements
in carbon efficiency.



TABLE IX
SCENARIO 2 - SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS (LEFT: SEASON, RIGHT: MIX RENEWABLE SHARE PREDICTION ERROR)
carbon water land use carbon water land use
algorithm period improvement improvement improvement mae improvement improvement improvement
mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std mean std
autumn 5200 133 -65.81 2.96 21.26  0.86 0.05 51.72 132  -88.67 3.86 20.31  0.97
SP spring 4596 1.11  -68.89 295 30.19  0.89 0.1 51.60 1.32 -88.18 3.86 20.05  1.00
carbon-only summer 51.05 134 -7026 3.13 29.75  0.90 0.15 5127 134 -8649 3091 19.29  0.99
winter 51.60 132 -88.18 3.86 20.05 1.00 0.2 4997 125 -81.37 3.67 16.97  0.95
autumn -3.02  0.88 3283 1.16 -18.67 1.57 0.05 -3.61  0.95 3471 146 2022 1.65
SP spring -0.53  0.81 3277 132 -20.88 1.64 0.1 -3.81  0.96 3442 146 -1940 1.72
water-only summer | -27.04 2.13 29.59  1.20 9.16 138 0.15 -427  1.00 3416 144 -1920 171
winter -3.81  0.96 3442 146 -1940 1.72 0.2 -4.04  1.04 3417 144 -18.63 1.71
autumn | -25.84  2.05 11.83  1.63 41.04 1.02 0.05 | -28.87 1.87 1251 1.87 37.73 101
SP spring -21.40 181 -326  1.57 38.43 098 0.1 -27.72 1.81 1142 176 3749  1.00
land-only summer | -23.65 1.46 272 145 39.74  1.00 0.15 | -27.32  1.71 10.60  1.63 3732 1.01
winter -27.72 181 1142 1.76 3749  1.00 0.2 -25.64  1.57 849 1.71 36.78  0.95
autumn 1.99  0.90 743 113 2413 0.78 0.05 0.17  0.56 1.58  1.03 17.69  1.20
SP spring 278 124 1598 1.67 16.26  1.20 0.1 -0.59  0.64 333 113 17.39  0.99
mix summer 6.49 092 -0.22 1.33 2048  1.08 0.15 048 0.81 275 1.09 1643 140
winter -0.59  0.64 333 1.13 17.39  0.99 0.2 -6.59  1.11 837 143 1993  1.29
autumn 5.09 026 351 0.10 0.59  0.09 0.05 2,67 0.15 1.55  0.07 -0.89  0.04
T (dt4) spring 428 0.28 263 0.16 1.37  0.11 0.1 202 0.14 1.90 0.08 -0.79  0.03
carbon-only summer 4.60 0.23 2.00 0.12 146 0.17 0.15 1.92 0.13 1.39  0.09 -0.62  0.03
winter 202 0.14 1.90 0.08 -0.79  0.03 0.2 172 0.11 1.04  0.06 -047  0.04
autumn 493 0.24 6.81  0.09 032 0.11 0.05 2.15  0.12 485 0.11 -1.60  0.06
T (dt4) spring 462 0.27 6.24 0.16 0.51 0.10 0.1 191 0.11 449 0.11 -1.33  0.05
water-only summer 435 0.24 726  0.16 099 0.13 0.15 1.76  0.11 434 0.11 -1.29  0.06
winter 191 0.11 449 0.11 -1.33  0.05 0.2 1.84 0.11 4.11 0.11 -1.19  0.05
autumn 1.97 023 -0.15  0.13 371 0.12 0.05 -0.48  0.04 -1.05  0.06 2.10  0.05
T (dt4) spring 267 024 048 0.17 375 0.14 0.1 -0.65  0.04 -141  0.05 1.62  0.05
land-only summer 211 020 -0.21  0.09 480 0.20 0.15 -0.53  0.05 -0.68  0.05 1.40  0.05
winter -0.65 0.04 -141  0.05 1.62  0.05 0.2 -0.08  0.07 -0.51  0.05 122 0.05
autumn 554 025 549  0.09 171 0.13 0.05 250 0.13 349  0.11 -0.07  0.05
T (dt4) spring 5.67 0.29 4.87 0.18 274 0.12 0.1 222 013 3.19  0.11 -0.10  0.03
mix summer 524 026 577 0.15 312 0.17 0.15 2.18  0.13 247 0.11 -0.14  0.04
winter 222 013 319  0.11 -0.10  0.03 0.2 195 0.12 243 0.10 0.00 0.04
autumn 5446 130 -63.54 3.00 2124  0.87 0.05 52.86 131 -86.21 3.86 19.38  1.02
STP (dt4) spring 48.67 1.13 -72.15  3.29 31.87 091 0.1 5259 131 -86.23 3.87 19.37  1.02
carbon-only summer 5337 134 -71.52 322 3097 093 0.15 5252 132 -86.48 3.87 19.46  1.03
winter 5259 131 -86.23 3.87 19.37  1.02 0.2 5224 132 -86.26 3.87 19.30  1.02
autumn 1.66  0.83 37.05 1.13  -1998 142 0.05 -1.09  0.87 3827 141 2327 174
STP (dt4) spring 393 073 3643 131 2377 1.63 0.1 -1.79 093 37.66 138 -21.60 1.72
water-only summer | -22.21  1.75 3330 1.18 6.84 1.07 0.15 -2.58  0.89 3730 142 -21.25 1.69
winter -1.79  0.93 37.66 138 -21.60 1.72 0.2 -2.06 0.93 37.11 145 -20.60 1.79
autumn | -23.46  2.02 1023 1.51 42.53  0.99 0.05 | -28.82 1.84 1247 1.87 38.60 0.97
STP (dt4) spring -2295  2.00 0.64 134 4020 0.96 0.1 -28.16  1.93 11.35 201 38.11 1.01
land-only summer | -22.05 1.57 283 1.15 41.86  1.00 0.15 | -28.63 1.93 1243 1.94 38.17  1.01
winter -28.16  1.93 11.35 2.0l 38.11 1.01 0.2 -27.82  1.85 11.59 1.84 38.08 1.02
autumn 921 1.09 1030 1.35 24.10  0.82 0.05 288 046 436 0.76 1820 1.13
STP (dt4) spring 1229  0.55 18.50  1.66 17.32 1.09 0.1 327 049 5.09 0.88 1691 1.17
mix summer 12.86  0.78 376 142 20.38  0.87 0.15 533 0.59 357 0.85 1525  1.09
winter 327 049 5.09 0.88 1691 1.17 0.2 0.60 0.56 795 131 16.76  1.20

Overall, these results highlight the potential of spatial
shifting to significantly enhance the sustainability of FaaS
workloads by leveraging regional variations in grid intensi-
ties and regional efficiency differences. This suggests that
lightweight workloads such as FaaS functions could serve as
a first mover for sustainability-aware orchestration, as they
can be shifted freely without incurring significant migration
penalties. Our results show that accounting for provider-
declared PUE/WUE improves allocation decisions, especially
when grid mixes are similar. This highlights that relying solely
on grid intensity overlooks potential sustainability gains and
the importance of region-specific data center disclosures for
enabling sustainability-aware workload management.

B. Scenario 2: AWS and Big Data

The results highlight the potential of spatial shifting to
significantly enhance the sustainability of cloud workloads by
leveraging, for the most part, regional variations in grid inten-
sities. However, the migration overhead is relevant, especially
when data is not persistently stored after migration. Never-
theless, the benefits of spatial shifting in reducing the overall
footprint outweigh the footprints associated with migration,
obtaining a substantial footprint improvement. Combined spa-
tial and temporal shifting can lead to even more significant
improvements, although the additional benefits are relatively
modest compared to spatial shifting alone. This suggests that
while temporal shifting can contribute to sustainability goals,
its impact is limited by the inherent variability of renewable



energy availability within a single region. Though it is worth
noting that even if temporal shifting has less savings, it does
not require to move data between regions, which sometimes
will not be possible due to security/privacy concerns.

These findings reveal a trade-off: although spatial shifting
yields the greatest reductions, it may be limited in practice by
sovereignty, privacy, and cost constraints. Therefore, temporal
shifting is an important alternative, despite its standalone
benefits being smaller; it can be applied even when work-
loads cannot be transferred to another region. This suggests
prioritising spatial shifting for portable workloads and using
temporal shifting as a fallback for constrained ones.

C. Comparison of the Two Scenarios

From the results, we can see that with diverse providers
and workloads, the results are different, but the improvements
are relevant in both. In particular, we can see that for the
Azure-based scenario we obtain the greatest improvements,
since there is no footprint overhead when migrating, while for
the AWS-based scenario, there can be relevant overhead, e.g.,
12% carbon footprint related to data transfer. However, this
overhead is such that the improvements are still significant.
Moreover, it allows us to obtain a more balanced distribution
of requests among the regions.

D. Trade-Off Analysis

As expected, in both scenarios, optimizing for one metric
can lead to trade-offs in the other metrics. For instance,
optimizing for carbon footprint leads to a significant increase
in water footprint, as already observed in previous studies [[17].

This is particularly evident when optimizing for carbon,
which results in a significant increase in water footprint.
Optimizing for water results in an increase in both carbon
and land use footprints, but to a lesser extent compared to the
increase in water footprint when optimizing only for carbon.
Optimizing for the mix of the three factors results in a balanced
reduction of all three footprints, but the improvements are
lower compared to optimizing for only one factor.

To help us understand these trade-offs, we consider the
energy intensity factors for each energy source. Figure [/|shows
the energy intensity factors normalized between 0 and 1 (by
dividing by the sum of each factor across all sources). It seems
that carbon and water are negatively correlated (e.g., hydro,
coal), but not all low-carbon-intensity sources have high water
intensity (e.g., wind and nuclear). On the other hand, land use
seems to not be correlated with the other factors, although
there are sources with high land use and low water intensity
(e.g. biomass), and sources with low land use and high carbon
and water intensity (e.g. oil).

E. Threats to Validity

This study presents some threats to validity that should be
considered when interpreting the results.

a) Resource availability: We assume that there are al-
ways resources available, which might not be true in reality.
However, considering the promise of elastic scalability of
public cloud providers and general availability of surplus
“spot” resources, this appears to be a sensible assumption.

Normalized Intensity Factors by Energy Source (ordered by carbon)
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Fig. 7. Normalized energy intensity factors for each energy source, showing a
negative correlation between carbon and water, and seemingly no correlation
between land and the other factors.

b) Generality: The scenarios considered may not fully
represent the diversity of real-world cloud environments, as we
focused on specific providers (Azure and AWS) and workload
types (FaaS and big data). Moreover, the workload traces
used for the AWS-based scenario may not be representative of
production cloud workloads since arrival patterns are synthet-
ically randomized. However, we selected two diverse cases:
lightweight, latency-sensitive workloads (FaaS) and scalable
data-intensive batch processing (big data). The fact that we
observe similar trade-offs across such different cases increases
the confidence that the results generalize, even though more
workload classes should be studied in future work.

c) Input Data Quality: The accuracy of our results is
contingent upon the quality of the input data, including grid
mix predictions. In our case, these predictions were mimicked
using historical data and applying an arbitrary noise distri-
bution. Moreover, to estimate the LUE parameter, we use
estimations for the region’s IT power consumption and the
land occupation, since precise data is not available. These ap-
proximations could affect the validity of our findings, yet this
data is unfortunately not freely and openly available. Finally,
it is assumed that the application runtimes are available to the
schedulers. While it is not necessarily realistic to know these
runtimes exactly prior to executions, low-error estimates could
be available from previous runs or profiling [32]]-[35].

d) Spatial Shifting Constraints: Our models assume that
workloads can be shifted across regions and time without
considering potential constraints such as latency requirements,
data sovereignty issues, or privacy concerns. While these
issues are significant, they primarily affect spatial shifting.
Temporal shifting, in contrast, only delays the execution, and
all data can remain in the same location.

e) Economic Costs: Our simulations do not account for
potential economic costs associated with shifting workloads
geographically. In practice, migrating data between data center
locations can introduce significant costs, which would need
to be considered. Meanwhile, we assume that the cost of
storing data for longer for delaying executions has a negligible
monetary cost.

VIII. RELATED WORK

Enhancing resource management and operational efficiency,
studying cloud orchestration has led to a wide body of
research [36]]. Both optimizing energy consumption and car-
bon awareness [3]-[5], [8]-[12], [[14]], [15] have received a



significant interest. Recently, the impact on water resources
of computation has also raised concerns, but few studies have
focused on this issue [[16], [[17]. Different from previous works,
we also included land use in an approach that simultaneously
assesses and optimizes the overall impact in terms of carbon,
water, and land use footprint.

A. Carbon-Aware Computing

In cloud computing, carbon-aware optimization focuses on
aligning workload execution with variations in the carbon
intensity of the electricity supply over time and/or across
different geographical areas.

a) Temporal Shifting: In [9], we analyse the temporal
shifting benefits considering different regions, demonstrating
the carbon savings potential of delay-tolerant workloads in
Germany, Great Britain, France, and California.

Hanafy et al. [8]] propose CarbonScaler, where cloud batch
jobs dynamically adjust server allocations based on grid
carbon intensity, and demonstrate the performance of this
approach in a Kubernetes prototype.

Piontek et al. [[10] propose a Kubernetes scheduler that shifts
non-critical jobs in time to reduce carbon emissions based on
their prediction algorithm.

b) Spatial Shifting: Gao et al. [3|] provide a scheduler
that controls the traffic directed to each data center, optimizing
a three-way trade-off between access latency, electricity cost,
and carbon footprint.

Maji et al. [4] propose load balancing in VMware’s Avi
Global Server Load Balancer, which uses a linear scoring
function to select the optimal data center in terms of marginal
carbon intensity and the distance between the client and the
data center.

Chadha et al. [5] present GreenCourier, a Kubernetes
scheduler designed to reduce carbon emissions associated
with serverless functions scheduled across geographically dis-
tributed regions.

Lindberg et al. [6] propose a metric, named locational
marginal carbon emission, to guide spatial shifting.

Zheng et al. [[7] evaluate the idea of migrating workloads
between data centers to reduce curtailment. It has been shown
that migrating workloads from fossil-fuel-powered grids to
renewable-energy-powered grids during curtailment hours si-
multaneously reduces emissions and absorbs excess renewable
generation.

c) Spatio-Temporal Shifting: Zhou et al. [11] use Lya-
punov optimization to perform load balancing across geo-
distributed data centers, capacity right-sizing (turning off idle
servers), and server speed scaling (adjusting the CPU fre-
quency). The objective here is to optimize a three-way trade-
off between electricity cost, SLA (Service-Level Agreement)
requirements, and emission reduction budget.

Souza et al. [12] propose a provisioner that minimizes
both the number of active servers and the associated carbon
emission.

Sukprasert et al. [13] analyse the benefits and limitations of
carbon-aware spatiotemporal shifting for cloud workloads.

Cordingly et al. [14] propose a prototype for computing
resource aggregation that minimizes the carbon footprint of a
serverless application through carbon-aware load distribution.

Lin et al. [[15] propose a coordinated scheduling framework
that aligns data center capacity planning with grid dynamics
in both spatial and temporal dimensions to avoid increasing
carbon emissions, energy costs, and reducing grid reliability.

B. Beyond Carbon-Aware Computing

Recent research has started to address the environmental
impact of cloud and Al workloads beyond carbon emissions.
Li et al. [[16]] highlight the hidden water footprint of AI models,
uncovering the significant amounts of freshwater consumed for
both cooling and electricity generation. Their study estimates
that training large Al models results in hundreds of thousands
of liters of direct water consumption.

Jiang et al. [[17] introduce WaterWise, a job scheduling
framework that co-optimizes carbon and water sustainability
for geographically distributed data centers by employing a
Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP)-based scheduler,
which dynamically shifts workloads to regions with optimal
carbon and water conditions while considering delay tolerance
constraints. This work aligns with ours, which also emphasizes
the need for multi-dimensional sustainability metrics when op-
timizing cloud workload allocation, highlighting the need for
comprehensive sustainability-aware orchestration strategies.
Within prior literature, [|17] is the closest to our work. While
WaterWise represents an important step toward integrating
water sustainability, its methodology suffers from two major
limitations: it simplifies regional operational characteristics
by assuming constant data center efficiency (PUE set to 1.2
for all regions), and it relies on a linear regression based
on the wet-bulb temperature for estimating WUE values. As
shown in our previous work [37], this method can lead to
estimations that differ substantially from the values declared
by the providers, probably because it derives from a study
conducted on a specific cooling technology [38]. Instead, we
focus more on regional differences beyond grid intensities
using both region-specific PUE and WUE values declared by
providers. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, land
use has not previously been considered alongside carbon and
water footprints in cloud workload allocation.

C. Comparison With Own Previous Work

We presented the idea of holistic sustainable cloud workload
allocation at the 1st International Workshop on Low Carbon
Computing [37]. In contrast to our workshop paper, we focus
specifically on carbon, water, and land use in this extended
journal article, as a subset of highly relevant yet practically
assessable impact factors. Furthermore, we no longer assume
workloads can be migrated live and without costs, but instead
focus on spatial shifting in our simulations. We also include
temporal shifting, which was not considered in our previous
work. Moreover, to ensure the validity of our simulations, we
use real-world workload traces instead of synthetic data to
simulate jobs.



IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have demonstrated that spatial and tempo-
ral shifting can significantly reduce the environmental footprint
of cloud workloads in terms of carbon emissions, water
consumption, and land use. Spatial shifting, in particular, has
yielded substantial improvements across all three environmen-
tal factors considered, with reductions ranging from 20% to
85% depending on the scenario and optimization criteria. Tem-
poral shifting also contributes to footprint reduction, albeit to a
lesser extent, with improvements of up to 12%. However, since
temporal shifting does not require workloads to be migrated
between regions, it may be more relevant in practice, when
migration is restricted for data privacy or cost reasons. The
combination of both methods yields the highest reductions,
although the incremental benefit over spatial shifting alone is
relatively small.

Our sensitivity analyses indicate that both shifting methods
are robust to prediction errors in grid mix data and maintain
their effectiveness across different seasons. Finally, we have
demonstrated that it is possible to reduce the environmental
footprint and mitigate trade-off implications by optimizing
multiple impact factors simultaneously using a mixed strategy.
Overall, our findings highlight the potential of a more sustain-
able workload scheduling as a practical approach considering
diverse cloud providers and workloads.

In the future, we would like to study the impact of cross-
region availability, load balancing, and low-latency require-
ments. In addition, beyond shifting, we are keen to further
explore the role of resource configurations and dynamic scal-
ing when carbon, water, and land use are jointly optimized for
cloud workloads. Finally, it would be interesting to incorporate
the concept of “water stress” to reflect the varying impact
that water consumption can have on areas with different
hydrogeological characteristics to provide a more equitable
representation of the environmental trade-off across regions.
Similarly, a concept of “land-use stress” could be introduced
to better reflect the environmental impact of data center
developments in different geographical areas.
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