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Abstract—In the 6G era, integrating Mobile Edge Computing
(MEC) and Digital Twin (DT) technologies presents a trans-
formative approach to enhance network performance through
predictive, adaptive control for energy-efficient, low-latency com-
munication. This paper presents the EcoEdgeTwin model, an
innovative framework that harnesses the synergy between MEC
and DT technologies to ensure efficient network operation. We
optimize the utility function within the EcoEdgeTwin model
to balance enhancing users’ Quality of Experience (QoE) and
minimizing latency and energy consumption at edge servers.
This approach ensures efficient and adaptable network opera-
tions, utilizing DT to synchronize and integrate real-time data
seamlessly. Our framework achieves this by implementing robust
mechanisms for task offloading, service caching, and cost-effective
service migration. Additionally, it manages energy consumption
related to task processing, communication, and the influence of
DT predictions, all essential for optimizing latency and minimizing
energy usage. Through the utility model, we also prioritize QoE,
fostering a user-centric approach to network management that
balances network efficiency with user satisfaction. A cornerstone
of our approach is integrating the advantage actor-critic algo-
rithm, marking a pioneering use of deep reinforcement learn-
ing for dynamic network management. This strategy addresses
challenges in service mobility and network variability, ensuring
optimal network performance matrices. Our extensive simulations
demonstrate that compared to benchmark models lacking DT
integration, EcoEdgeTwin framework significantly reduces energy
usage and latency while enhancing QoE.

I. INTRODUCTION

As we edge closer to the dawn of the 6G networks, we
witness a paradigm shift in the swiftly evolving telecommuni-
cations landscape. This imminent phase in network evolution
transcends the capabilities of 5G, catering to the escalating
demand for higher data throughput, reduced latency, and more
sophisticated connectivity solutions. In the crucible of this
transformation, Mobile Edge Computing (MEC) stands as a
pivotal element, poised to fulfill the rigorous performance
requisites and host intelligent services for an extensively con-
nected world, all underpinned by Artificial Intelligence (AI)
techniques. Amidst the progress, the deployment of these
networks encounters notable hurdles, such as dynamic network
conditions, energy efficiency, latency sensitivity, user mobility,
and service migration cost, etc., which pose a formidable chal-
lenge in forecasting network dynamics and crafting effective
offloading strategies [1].

In response to these complexities, Digital Twin (DT) tech-
nology emerges as a beacon of innovation, enabling a virtual
mirroring of physical assets, i.e., MEC, within a digital realm
[2]. The synergy between MEC and DT paves the way for a
transformative era in the 6G digital infrastructure, optimizing
decision-making processes through AI and enhancing the sym-
biosis between physical and virtual realms. Current research in
MEC predominantly focuses on balancing computation latency
and energy consumption without adequately addressing the
complexities introduced by user mobility and evolving network
dynamics expected in 6G environments [3], [4]. This gap in
MEC demands DT technology integration for real-time and
predictive network management. Despite DT’s potential to
mirror and digitally predict the state of physical assets, its
application in MEC for enhancing operational efficiency still
needs to be explored. Adopting Deep Reinforcement Learning
(DRL) may provide a pivotal opportunity to address this
shortfall [3]. DRL stands out for its ability to learn optimal
policies through trial and error, making it ideal for complex,
variable environments like MEC. Incorporating DRL, specif-
ically the Advantage Actor-Critic (A2C) algorithm, can sig-
nificantly improve decision-making processes, leveraging DT
insights for a proactive and adaptive network response [5]. A2C
optimizes network operations by framing decisions as actions
in a reinforcement learning setup, improving performance and
user satisfaction. This approach promises to bridge the current
research gap by offering a robust solution for dynamic task
offloading and resource management.

Related Work: Recent advancements in MEC have led
to significant research on optimizing network resources and
energy consumption. A pivotal area of focus has been the
integration of DT technology with MEC to enhance operational
efficiency and Quality of Experience (QoE). For instance,
the authors in [2] explored the potential of DTs in MEC
environments, emphasizing their role in achieving real-time
network synchronization and predictive analytics for better
resource allocation. The heuristic algorithm also underscored
the interplay between communication, computation, and service
migration to maximize cost-effectiveness in [6]. Similarly,
the authors in [7] discussed how DT could mirror physical
network components, offering insights into optimizing task
offloading decisions based on user behavior. The authors in [8]
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proposed an efficient online dynamic mobile offloading scheme
rooted in DRL and introduced the DT-enabled edge network
architecture to predict the future state of the MEC environment.
DTs were heralded as a critical enabler in the forthcoming
6G era, promising to support through predictive analytics
and intelligent operations in [4]. While these contributions
underscore the evolving landscape of MEC and DT research,
realizing these technologies’ full potential within a cohesive
framework remains a burgeoning field of study, necessitating
further exploration and innovation.
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Fig. 1: EcoEdgeTwin model

Contribution: The contributions of this paper are: 1) We
develop the EcoEdgeTwin model that synergizes MEC with
DT for real-time synchronization of network components to
significantly improve energy efficiency and reduce latency by
ensuring QoE. 2) We implement robust mechanisms such as
task offloading, service caching, and cost-effective service mi-
gration. These strategies are crucial for minimizing latency and
energy consumption. 3) We elaborate on an energy model by
capturing task processing, communications, and the influence
of DT predictions within MEC environments to support sustain-
able network functionality. 4) Our utility model aligns network
operations with user satisfaction metrics, focusing on a user-
centric network management approach that balances QoE with
latency and energy usage. 5) By integrating the A2C algorithm,
we introduce DRL for dynamic management of task offloading
and energy conservation, adeptly addressing challenges posed
by user mobility and network condition variability. 6) Exten-
sive simulations validate our model’s effectiveness, showing
it outperforms traditional benchmark frameworks by reducing
energy consumption and latency while enhancing QoE.

Notation: Rest of the paper, subscripts j, i, and {ij} denote
entities related to user Mj , edge server Edsi , and Mj-Edsi

association, respectively, and symbol D[.] is DT-related entities.

II. PORPOSED ECOEDGETWIN MODEL

This section discusses the EcoEdgeTwin model, as follows:
Physical Infrastructure Layer: The physical layer of the

EcoEdgeTwin network comprises edge servers, denoted by
E , designed to manage offloaded computational tasks. We
denote the set of edge servers as E = {Eds1 , Eds2 , . . . , Edsn},
where Edsi represents the i-th edge server in the system for
i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , n, and n is the total count of edge servers
deployed across the network. We assume that edge servers are
ideally placed across the network to serve various users. Let be

the set of all mobile users asM = {M1,M2, . . . ,Mu}, where
Mj , for j ∈ 1, 2, . . . , u, is a user within the network. Mj has
computation capabilities to execute tasks locally. However, due
to the limited computation capabilities to execute computation-
intense applications, Mj can wirelessly offload its tasks to Edsi

with an additional cost of latency and energy consumption.
DT Integration Layer: DT integration layer, D, complements

the physical infrastructure by adding a digital dimension to the
edge servers and the users, thus enhancing decision-making and
operational efficiency. The digital layer of the EcoEdgeTwin
network comprises edge servers, denoted by DE , designed
to manage offloaded computational tasks with low latency.
We define DE = {DEds1

,DEds2
, . . . ,DEdsn

}, where DEdsi
,

for i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , n. Let us denote the set of all mobile
users as DM = {DM1

,DM2
, . . . ,DMu

}, where DMj
, for

j ∈ 1, 2, . . . , u, is a single user within DT network.
1) Task Offloading: The task offloading mechanism is cru-

cial in determining the optimal execution server for computa-
tional tasks generated by users [9]. This decision-making pro-
cess evaluates each task’s computational demand (CPU cycles
and data size) against the processing capabilities of the avail-
able edge server, Edsi . Within the network, each task Oij from
user Mj is characterized by a tuple {Dj , Cetj , Lj ,Mmigj},
where Dj is the data size of the task from Mj , Cetj is the
required computational resource i.e., CPU cycles, Lj is the
latency, and Mmigj is the migration cost of user Mj’s offloaded
task Tij moving from one server to another. We define data size,
Dj , as follows:

Dj = αjDj︸ ︷︷ ︸
Local

+

[
Tij =

∑
Edsi

∈E
πijβijDj

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Offloaded

(1)

where α = {αj}∀j is the amount of the task processed locally.
We define the offloaded task as Tij in (1), where β = {βij}∀i,j
is the offloading factor of the Mj to Edsi , satisfying 0 ≤ αj ≤
1, 0 ≤ βij ≤ 1. and αj +

∑
Edsi

∈E πijβij = 1. πij is the
binary offloading decision variable indicating whether user Mj

is associated with edge server Edsi . The required computational
resource, Cetj is expressed a follows:

Cetj = αjCetj +
∑

Edsi
∈E

πijβijCetj (2)

When the offloaded task Tij moves, service migration is
subsequently required, and the user transfers from one edge
server to another while maintaining a steady QoE. Let Cf be
the fixed cost required for service migration and hj binary
indicator. Migration cost on whether Mj migrates is defined as
follows:

Mmigj =
∑

Mj∈M
hjTijCf (3)

where

hj =

{
1, if Mj migrates to a new edge server ,
0, otherwise.

(4)



The DT services replicate the physical infras-
tructure, we, therefore, define that task in DT,
Oij(DDj ,DCetj

,DLj ,DMmigj )
, originated from DMj

using DT layer as follows: data size, DDj
=

αjDj +
∑

DEdsi
∈DE

πijβijDDj
, the computational resource,

DCetj
= αjDCetj

+
∑

DEdsi
∈E πijβijDCetj

, and the migration

cost, DMmigj
=

∑
DMj

∈DM
hjDCf

Tij , where DCf
= Cf +C̃f .

C̃f is the discrepancy from physical to DT infrastructure.
2) Service Caching Strategy: Optimal service caching re-

duces latency and ensures minimal computational overload by
dynamically and periodically caching data and computational
outcomes on the edge servers. We define a caching scheme to
combine user response behavior for optimal caching design for
physical and DT as follows:

Dj ,DDj
≤Mmigj ,∀Edsi ,∀Mj ,∀DEdsi

,∀DMj
(5)

3) Communication Model: We denote the channel coeffi-
cients between mobile user Mj and edge server Edsi by ρij ,
which encapsulates both large-scale and small-scale fading
effects, represented as ρij =

√
γijsij , where γij is the path-

loss coefficient and sij is the small-scale fading coefficient for
the channel between Mj and Edsi . The achievable transmission
rate for the task offloaded from Mj to Edsi is modeled as:

Rij = B log2

(
1 +

πijpj |ρij |2

dijσ2
i

)
, (6)

where pj is the transmit power of Mj , σ2
i is the noise variance

at Edsi and dij is the distance between Mj and Edsi . B is
channel bandwidth.

4) Latency: The task Oij associated with user Mj incurs a
latency Lj , which is composed of local computing latency Ll

j

and edge computing latency from Mj to Edsi , denoted as Lij .
The local processing latency is given by: Ll

j =
αjCetj

fj
, where

αj is the portion of the task processed locally with the process-
ing rate, fj . Cetj denotes the required computation resource.
The edge processing latency is estimated as: Lij =

πijβijCetj

Rijfi
,

where πij is the user association indicator, βij is the offloading
factor of the Mj to Edsi . Assuming that the deviation of
the CPU processing frequency between the physical and their
DT counterparts can be acquired in advance, the computing
latency gap between the actual value and the DT estimation

for local processing is ∆Ll
j =

αjCetj
f̃j

fj(fj−f̃j)
, where f̃j represents

the estimated processing capability of Mj in DT. Similarly, the

latency gap for edge processing is: ∆Lij =
πijβijCetj

f̃i

Rijfi(fi−f̃i)
, where

f̃i represents the estimated processing capability of Edsi in DT.
Thus, the total latency due to the physical layer and DT for
task Oij by Mj to Edsi can be expressed as:

Lj = Ll
j +∆Ll

j + Lij +∆Lij (7)

5) Energy Model: We define the energy consumed by edge
servers due to processing tasks, communication between nodes,
and the indirect influence of DT predictions on these energy
expenditures as follows:

Eij =
∑

Edsi
∈E

(∑λTij
· eunit

fi+f̃i
+ Ecomm(Edsi ,Mj)

)
αjCetj

fj+f̃j
+

∑
Mj∈M

(
Eup

j + Edown
j

)
+

∑
DMj

∈DM

DEDT ,

(8)

where λTij is the computational workload associated with task
Tij . fi is the computational capacity (frequency) of the edge
server at Edsi , eunit is the energy consumption per unit of com-
putation and f̃j is the discrepancy in computational capability
predicted by the DT for edge server Edsi . DEDT represents
the energy consumed due to operations and predictions made
by the DT. Eup

j and Edown
j represent the energy consumed for

uploading and downloading data for user Mj , adjusted based
on insights from the user-specific DT. Ecomm(Edsi ,Mj) is the
the energy consumed for communication by edge server Edsi

with all users in the set M.
6) DT Discrepancies: To effectively manage the variances

between the computational capabilities of physical edge servers
and their DT representations, we introduce a discrepancy factor,
G(Edsi ,Mj ,DEdsi

,DMj
), for each task Tij offloaded by user

Mj to edge server Edsi . This factor is defined as:

Gij = −
λTij

(f̂i − fi)

fi(fi + f̂i)
, (9)

where λTij denotes the computational requirements of of-
floaded task Tij , fi represents the actual CPU frequency of
edge server Edsi , and f̂i indicates the estimated CPU frequency
as perceived by the DT for user Mj . This discrepancy factor
G quantifies the impact of the DT’s estimation error on the
computation latency for task Tij .

7) QoE as Utility Function: QoE within the EcoEdgeTwin
model captures the satisfaction concerning latency, computation
efficiency, and cost savings of Mj as follows:

QoEj = λw
j ·Wj(Lj)+λs

j

[
Sj(Bj , Cstj ) =

Bj − Cstj

Bj

]
, (10)

where λw
j and λs

j are the weighting parameters for user
satisfaction and cost savings, respectively, with λw

j + λs
j = 1.

Sj(Bj , Cetj ) is the cost savings score based on the user’s
budget, where Cstj and Bj are the cost incurred due to
consumption and budget of Mj’s computing resources. This
score reflects resource utilization efficiency relative to the user’s
budget. Wj(Lj) is the user satisfaction score based on latency
Lj in both physical and DT, mapped onto a mean opinion score
scale with thresholds Lmin and Lmax and expressed as:

Wj(Lj) =


1, if Lj ≤ Lmin,
Lmax−Lj

Lmax−Lmin
, if Lmin < Lj ≤ Lmax,

Wbj , otherwise,
(11)



where Wbj denotes the baseline satisfaction score for unsatis-
factory service latency.

8) Optimization Problem: The optimization problem stated
as follows balances latency, energy consumption, and utility
function:

min (w1 · Lj + w2 · Eij)− w3

∑
Mj∈M

U(QoEj) (12a)

s.t. Dj ,DDj
≤Mmigj ,∀Edsi ,∀Mj ,∀DEdsi

,∀DMj
, (12b)

Om≤Oij(Dj ,DDj
,Cetj ,DCetj

,Lj ,DLj
,Mmigj ,DMmigj

),(12c)

Gij = −
λTij

(f̂i − fi)

fi(fi + f̂i)
(12d)

where objective function in (12a) minimizes total energy con-
sumption, including computational and communicative aspects,
and total latency while maximizing utility function. w1−3 is
the weighting factor for energy and latency minimization and
utility function maximization, respectively. Lj is the latency,
Eij is aggregate energy consumption. The caching strategies
within the physical infrastructure and the influence of DT are
encapsulated in (12b). The constraint of the task is captured in
(12c), where Om is the minimum task for Mj . The discrepancy
between physical and DT is captured in (12d).

III. DRL-SOLUTION APPROACH

1) System State Representation and Decision-making: MEC
environments’ dynamic and unpredictable nature, particularly
regarding user mobility and variable network conditions, ne-
cessitates a sophisticated model for optimizing task offloading
decisions. Our approach incorporates an A2C framework en-
riched by insights from DT to address the issue.

State Space, St: The state encapsulates the network’s
physical attributes and the digital twins’ predictive
insights, accurately reflecting the operational context in
real-time. It optimizes task offloading and service caching
strategies to minimize latency and energy consumption while
maximizing QoE for users. We define this state as: St =
{Dj ,DDj ,Cetj ,DCetj

,Lj ,DLj ,Mmigj ,DMmigj
, fi, dij , f̃i, fj , f̃j ,

Tij , | Edsi ∈ E ,Mj ∈ DM,DE ,DMj
∈ DM}, where dij

denotes the distance between user Mj and edge server Edsi ,
fi signifies the computational capability of Edsi , f̃i indicates
discrepancies in DT’s performance estimation for Edsi , Mmigj
represents the service migration cost for user Mj to Edsi , and
DEdsi

,DMj embody DT insights for edge servers and users,
respectively.

Action Space, At: In the EcoEdgeTwin model, actions
encompass decisions on task offloading and service caching
that are pivotal for enhancing the network’s operational
efficiency. These decisions are intricately linked to
optimizing physical infrastructure and digital insights
provided by Digital Twins. The action set is broadened
to include the dynamic interaction between physical edge
servers and their digital counterparts, defined as: At =

{offload to Edsi , cache at Edsi , DT adjustments |Edsi ∈
E ,DEdsi

}, where actions involve not only selecting an edge
server Edsi for task offloading and determining the optimal
caching strategy within the set of physical edge servers E but
also making adjustments based on DT, DEdsi

insights.
Reward Function, Rt: The reward function quantitatively

evaluates the impact of decisions on network operations. It bal-
ances minimizing latency and energy usage against maximizing
QoE. The reward function is formalized as:

Rt = −(w1 · Lj + w2 · Eij)− w3

∑
Mj∈M

U(QoEj), (13)

where w1, w2, and w3 prioritize energy efficiency, latency
reduction, and utility function, i.e., QoE.

Algorithm 1 Actor-Critic Training for EcoEdgeTwin
Input: Learning rates: αactor for the actor, αcritic for the critic,
training episodes: Nepisodes, maximum steps per episode: Tmax.
Initialization: θactor, θcritic for actor and critic networks.

1: for episodes = 1, . . . , Nepisodes do
2: Initialize environment to obtain initial state S1.
3: for t = 1, . . . , Tmax do
4: Selects At based on policy πθactor(At|St).
5: Execute At, observe reward Rt+1, new state St+1.
6: Critic calculates value Vθcritic(St) and Vθcritic(St+1).
7: Compute advantage estimate Ât = Rt+1 +

w3Vθcritic(St+1)− Vθcritic(St).
8: Update θactor using gradient ascent: θactor ← θactor +

αactor∇θactor log πθactor(At|St)Ât.
9: Update θcritic using gradient descent on squared

loss: θcritic ← θcritic − αcritic∇θcritic(Ât)
2.

10: Update the system state St ← St+1.
11: end for
12: end for
Return Optimized parameters θactor, θcritic.

2) A2C Algorithm in EcoEdgeTwin: This framework
integrates DTs for edge servers and the system with the MEC
environment to create a real-time digital representation of
the operational context. The EcoEdgeTwin model utilizes
the A2C algorithm to optimize task offloading and energy
management, responding adaptively to user mobility and
changing network conditions. The A2C framework, with
its dual components of actor and critic networks, facilitates
informed decision-making by leveraging state representations
that combine physical network attributes with digital twin
insights. St amalgamates real-time data from the physical
layer and predictive insights from digital twins as: St =
{Dj ,DDj

,Cetj ,DCetj
,Lj ,DLj

,Mmigj ,DMmigj
, fi, dij , f̃i, fj , f̃j ,

Tij , | Edsi ∈ E ,Mj ∈ DM,DE ,DMj ∈ DM}, where
dij signifies the proximity between user Mj and edge
server Edsi , affecting decision-making related to data
transmission and task offloading. fi and f̂i represent the



actual and estimated computational capabilities of Edsi ,
respectively, influencing computations related to task
processing capabilities and offloading strategies. Mmigj
denotes the cost of dynamically migrating tasks across servers
to optimize network responsiveness and resource utilization.
The Actor-network, π(At|St; θ

π), parameterized by θπ ,
suggests actionable strategies based on St, minimizing latency
and energy usage while maximizing user satisfaction. Actions
At are chosen to optimize Oij and service caching decisions:
At = {offload Tij to Edsi , cacheDjat Edsi | Edsi ∈ E}. Critic
network, with parameters θV , assesses the potential value of
state St towards achieving the model’s objectives, aiding in
refining the Actor’s policy through feedback on the expected
rewards as follows:

min
θπ,θV

Eπ

−
w1 · Lj + w2 · Eij−w3

∑
Mj∈M

U(QoEj)

, (14)

where Eij and Lj denote the system-wide energy consumption
and latency, respectively. U(QoEj) quantifies user satisfaction
based on service delay and digital twin insights. w1−3 serve
as balancing coefficients. The trained model parameters are
used as input, and then decisions regarding offloading are made
in iterations over a given number of episodes and time steps.
For these concluding decisions, the policy of the actor-network
guides proactive actions that consider the system’s current state
based on physical and digital twin status knowledge. Such
actions are designed for a decision space that optimizes a given
objective function, considering latency, energy consumption,
and service migration cost. Algorithm 2 uses A2C to opti-
mize task offloading proactively. It traverses through episodes,
further segmented into steps over which decisions for task
offloading or service caching are defined. The actor network
plays designed actions concerning the current observation in the
environment, whereas the critic network assesses each action’s
value by approximating the temporal difference (TD) error.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

We configured parameters to mirror the operational condi-
tions of MEC and DT environments. The simulated network
operates on a transmission channel bandwidth of 20 MHz with
edge servers. User devices have a transmit power that varies
from 0.2 to 0.6 watts, functioning within a noise power land-
scape of 2×10−12 watts. The tasks assigned to users require a
data volume between 600 to 800 kilobytes, with a processing
demand of 200 to 400 CPU cycles per kilobyte of data. The
environment also incorporates a router queuing latency of 2
milliseconds and a task request latency ranging from 150 to
250 milliseconds. An integral part of our simulation is the
mean estimation error of the DT’s performance, set at 0.5.
The configuration for creating edge servers is defined by an
area side length of 3 kilometers, encapsulating a total area
of 9 square kilometers. Each edge server covers a radius of
0.15 kilometers. Within this area, the edge server density is

Algorithm 2 A2C Algorithm for Task Offloading
Input: αactor, αcritic, θactor, θcritic
Initialization: Initialize parameters θactor, θcritic randomly.

1: for each episode do
2: Initialize the digital twin state representation S0.
3: for each step t within the episode do
4: Compute action probabilities π(At|St, θactor).
5: Sample action At based on π(At|St).
6: Execute At, transitioning to St+1 and Rt+1.
7: Compute TD error δt = Rt+1+w3V (St+1, θcritic)−

V (St, θcritic).
8: Update critic by minimizing loss: L(θcritic) = δ2t .
9: Update actor: ∇θactor log π(At|St, θactor) · δt.

10: end for
11: if convergence criteria met then
12: Break
13: end if
14: end for
return Optimized parameters θ∗actor, θ

∗
critic.

established at 5 per square kilometer, resulting in 45 edge
servers spread evenly across the simulation landscape. This
setup encapsulates a dense urban environment where effective
edge computing is paramount, facilitating the investigation of
offloading strategies within the 6G network framework. As the
user trajectory Microsoft T drive dataset was used [10], and
for the A2C, two neural networks represent the Actor and
Critic, each with three hidden layers using the ReLU acti-
vation function. T-Drive dataset encapsulates GPS trajectories
from 10,357 taxis. i.e., mobile users over a week in Beijing,
China, mobile users amassing about 15 million data points
covering 9 million kilometers. Each taxi’s trajectory data is
recorded every 177 seconds, translating to an average distance
interval of 623 meters. This dataset can significantly enhance
mobile edge computing simulations, especially for testing task
offloading strategies. The approach aids in balancing network
loads, reducing latency, and improving service delivery across
urban environments, leveraging the trajectories to model the
movement of mobile devices and their interaction with dis-
tributed network resources. The actor loss function focused on
maximizing the expected reward, encouraging actions that lead
to more favorable states and outcomes. The reward function is
central to the learning process, which quantifies the desirability
of the agent’s actions.

Fig. 2a illustrates the scaled total reward per episode ob-
tained during the training of the A2C algorithm within the
EcoEdgeTwin framework. Each episode is associated with
one agent-environment interaction, and the scaled total reward
reveals how well the Actor-Critic agent made a trade-off
between energy consumption, latency, and user velocity in the
offloading process. The reward is scaled to ease interpretation
for visualization and explanation and support a stable training



(a) Scaled reward/episode (b) latency vs. user speed

Fig. 2: Performance metrics of EcoEdgeTwin model

progression by maintaining the same scale of the reward axis
across every episode. Fig. 2a also depicts a large variability
in the total rewards during the initial stages of the training,
highlighting high levels of exploration of the action space
and a subsequent learning process. The variability in total
rewards from one episode to another indicates a complex
problem and active learning, with the actor-critic yet to find a
stable and optimal policy. This pattern represents the adaptive
nature of the EcoEdgeTwin model as it seeks to learn the
best strategies for dealing with the MEC environment in real
time. The illustration in Fig. 2b depicts the correlation between
global offloading latency and the user speed in kilometers
per hour. Each data point on the scatter plot represents a
pair of measurements, providing insights into how the user’s
speed impacts the global latency when offloading tasks to edge
servers. It is intuitive to assume that higher speed results in
increased latency due to more frequent server changes.

Fig. 3a shows a breakdown of energy consumption over
several episodes for the EcoEdgeTwin and Benchmark models,
both spanning 100 episodes. The benchmark model is a conven-
tional network optimization strategy that lacks the integrated
DT framework, relying on standard offloading and resource
allocation methods. EcoEdgeTwin model boasts lower and
more consistent energy consumption percentages, indicating
its impressive energy conservation capabilities compared to
the Benchmark model compared to the benchmark model.
Fig. 3b showcases the QoE metric for both models throughout
100 episodes. EcoEdgeTwin model displays consistently higher
QoE values that improve over time, indicating exceptional
user satisfaction. Fig. 3 suggests that the EcoEdgeTwin model
surpasses the Benchmark model in both energy efficiency
and QoE, highlighting the model’s effectiveness in optimizing
network performance while ensuring user satisfaction.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presented the EcoEdgeTwin model, an innovative
framework that harnessed the synergy between MEC and
DT technologies to ensure efficient network operation. We
optimized the utility function within the EcoEdgeTwin model
to balance enhancing users’ QoE and minimizing latency and
energy consumption at edge servers to ensure efficient and
adaptable network operations, utilizing DT to synchronize and
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Fig. 3: Comparison: EcoEdgeTwin vs. benchmark

integrate real-time data seamlessly. Our framework achieved
this by implementing robust mechanisms for task offloading,
service caching, and cost-effective service migration. Addition-
ally, it managed energy consumption related to task process-
ing, communication, and the influence of DT predictions, all
essential for optimizing latency and minimizing energy usage.
Through the utility model, we prioritized QoE, fostering a user-
centric approach to network management that balanced network
efficiency with user satisfaction. We integrated the advantage
actor-critic algorithm, marking a pioneering use of DRL for
dynamic network management. This strategy addressed chal-
lenges in service mobility and network variability, ensuring op-
timal network performance matrices. Our simulations showed
that, compared to benchmark models, EcoEdgeTwin framework
significantly reduced energy usage and latency while enhancing
QoE compared to the benchmark model.
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