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Abstract—Serverless computing adopts a pay-as-you-go billing
model where applications are executed in stateless and short-
lived containers triggered by events, resulting in a reduction
of monetary costs and resource utilization. However, existing
platforms do not provide an upper bound for the billing model
which makes the overall cost unpredictable, precluding many
organizations from managing their budgets. Due to the diverse
ranges of serverless functions and the heterogeneous capacity of
edge devices, it is challenging to receive near-optimal solutions for
deployment cost in a polynomial time. In this paper, we investi-
gated the function scheduling problem with a budget constraint
for serverless computing in wireless networks. Users and IoT
devices are sending requests to edge nodes, improving the latency
perceived by users. We propose two online scheduling algorithms
based on reinforcement learning, incorporating several important
characteristics of serverless functions. Via extensive simulations,
we justify the superiority of the proposed algorithm by comparing
with an ILP solver (Midaco). Our results indicate that the
proposed algorithms efficiently approximate the results of Midaco
within a factor of 1.03 while our decision-making time is 5 orders
of magnitude less than that of Midaco.

Index Terms—Serverless Computing, Edge Computing, Re-
source Management

I. INTRODUCTION

The fast advance of artificial intelligence (AI) applications
and Internet of Things (IoT) has received significant attention
in recent years. However, developers need to spend a large
amount of time for the management of virtual machines and
servers. Serverless computing, also known as Function-as-a-
Service (FaaS) [1], has gained great popularity due to its
elasticity and simplicity of management. Applications can be
divided into multiple functions and deployed as a serverless
workflow. The FaaS model, coupled with cloud and edge
computing, is beneficial for wireless networks by deploying
lightweight functions in the base stations for localized and
efficient response to events, and communicating with users
and IoT devices [2]. In this context, edge devices can not
only collect raw data but also process data [3], improving the
response time and Quality of Service by reducing latency.

Serverless computing also raises concerns about several
performance overheads. Prior work focused some of the major

ones, such as cold-start issues [1, 4, 5], inter-function commu-
nication [6] and state management [7, 8].

However, one aspect has been barely investigated, namely
the budget of the pay-as-you-use model adopted by serverless
computing. For many users, a significant disadvantage of a
pure pay-as-you-use billing model is that the overall cost
is unpredictable, which precludes many organizations from
managing their budgets efficiently. When approving their
budget, organizations need to understand how much cost will
be incurred by serverless services over a period of time. This
raises a legitimate concern, where cloud providers need to cap
the overall price similar to the way phone companies offer
monthly plans with a capped amount of usage. Our insight
is that as serverless computing is increasingly adopted by
organizations, it is critical to consider users’ budgets while
minimizing the overall deployment cost.

To address this shortcoming, this work starts with a thor-
ough formulation of the deployment cost with budget con-
straints. In particular, we formulate a function scheduling
problem, aiming to optimize the deployment cost while of-
fering a budget option to configure in serverless computing.
Furthermore, we considered the heterogeneity and connectivity
of edge networks, making the problem even more complex.
After that, we prove the proposed problem is NP-hard. Due
to the computational complexity, we carefully devised two
reinforcement learning approaches based on Deep Q Networks
(DQN) [9] and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [10],
incorporating several important characteristics of serverless
computing which contributes to the state of the art.

Our main contributions can be listed as follows.
• We formulate a request scheduling problem in edge net-

works as an Integer Linear Programming (ILP) problem,
jointly considering network topology, deployment cost
and budget. We proved its NP-hardness.

• We carefully design two reinforcement learning-based
scheduling policies, incorporating several important fea-
tures of serverless computing to minimize the deployment
cost while meeting fine-grained budget constraints.

• We conducted extensive simulations using real-word
topology and traces. Experimental results justified that
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our algorithms approximate the results of an ILP solver
Midaco [11] within a factor of 1.03 while the decision-
making time is 5 orders of magnitude less than that of
Midaco.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section II
provides a detailed review of related work, while Section
III introduces the system model. In Section IV, we propose
two Deep Reinforcement Learning solutions, followed by a
performance evaluation in Section V. Finally, Section VI offers
concluding remarks.

II. RELATED WORK

Existing work investigates the function scheduling to opti-
mize a number of different objects, including latency, deploy-
ment cost and cold starts.

Xiao et al. [12] investigate how to reduce the system
cost incurred by caching functions and selecting routes in
serverless computing. An online Lazy Caching algorithm is
proposed with a worst-case competitive ratio. Li et al. [5]
suggests re-purposing a warm but idle container from another
function, aiming to mitigate the cold-start issue. A container
management scheme is proposed to schedule intra-function
sharing without introducing new security issues. COSE [13]
proposes a statistical learning approach to predict the cost and
execution time of serverless functions without configuration
information. Thus, COSE optimizes the configuration for
running a serverless function. These articles mainly focus
on the optimization of deployment cost but overlook the
budget constraint and heterogeneity of edge nodes. Chen
et al. [14] uses a probabilistic function caching algorithm
inspired by Greedy-Dual-Caching, optimizing the deployment
cost in serverless edge computing.

Some past work has also focused on data-intensive appli-
cations in serverless computing [15, 16]. Our work differs
from this past work in that we introduce a novel budget-
aware problem while fully considering the heterogeneity of
edge networks and the nature of serverless computing.

Some other work [17, 18] minimizes the startup process
of serverless containers, resulting in a decrease of end-to-end
latency. However, this approach reduces the startup latency but
leaves the cold-start mitigation halfway. RainbowCake [1] uses
layer-wise container caching and sharing to not only reduce the
startup time but also the occurrence of cold-start issues. Unlike
above works only focusing on latency, our work introduces the
budget model for organizations to manage their budgets.

There are also some work [19, 20] focusing on the schedul-
ing of serverless functions while considering the heterogeneity
of edge nodes. Nevertheless, these works do not consider the
budget model and hence cannot directly apply to our problem.

To summarize, this work introduces a fine-grained budget
model for serverless computing and considers the heterogene-
ity and connectivity of edge networks which set our work apart
from existing works.

III. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this paper, the deployment cost for serverless invocations
consists of three components: the function switching cost,

function running cost and traffic routing cost. All symbols and
variables are listed in Table I.

TABLE I: Symbols and Variables

Symbols and Variables Description

G = (V, E) Physical network graph
V Set of edge nodes
E Set of links
N Set of function types
T Set of time intervals
un The required amount of

resources for type n function
Uv(t) The resource capacity of node v
qnv The cost of creating a type n

function at node v
ϵnv The cost of running a type n

function at node v for one
unit of time

dv,v′ Cost for one unit of traffic
between node v and v′

function n generated at node v
and is assigned to node v′

cnn The cost for a request
with function n

bn The budget for a request
with function n

xn
v (t) Binary variable to indicate

if function n is assigned
to node v

xn
v−>v′(t) Binary variable to indicate if

function n offloaded to node v′

from node v

A. System model

In this work, we consider a FaaS provider offering services
in an IoT network that consists of a set of geographically
distributed edge nodes, where users and IoT devices are
connected to the edge nodes using wireless networks. The
set of edge nodes is denoted by V = {1, 2, ...v} where IoT
services are executed in serverless functions. Each edge node
has a resource capacity, denoting a certain amount of hardware
resources as Uv(t). Also, we use n ∈ N to represent a request
that requires a type n function. Service requests are generated
by end-users in the system. We also use t ∈ T to denote the
time in the system.

B. Function switching cost

First, we present the function switching cost because
Launching a new function requires pulling images from a
remote registry and initializing the container before serving
the request. Thus, we use qnv to represent the switching cost
of a newly created function n in the edge node v.

Cs = qnv · xn
v (t), (1)



where xn
v (t) denote a binary variable, indicating if function n

is assigned to node v.

C. Function running cost
Cost is also incurred by running a specific serverless func-

tion. Let ϵnv denote the cost of running a function n in node
v, mainly incurred by the usage of hardware resources (e.g.,
CPU and memory). Then, the total function running cost is
denoted by:

Ce = ϵnv (t) · xn
v (t), (2)

D. Traffic routing cost
Also, the deployment cost is incurred by routing network

traffic. When routing traffic between two edge nodes, the cost
is incurred by using the bandwidth, we use a parameter dv,v′

to denote routing one unit of traffic from node v to node v′.

Ct = dv,v′ · xn
v−>v′(t). (3)

where xn
v−>v′(t) is a binary variable, denoting whether func-

tion n is generated at node v but offloaded to node v′.

E. Problem formulation
The deployment cost optimization problem with budget and

capacity constraints can be formulated as follows.

min
∑
t∈T

∑
v∈V

∑
n∈N

(Cs + Ce + Ct), (4)

s.t. Each incoming function invocation n must only be as-
signed to one edge node.∑

v∈V
xn
v (t) = 1,∀n ∈ N ,∀t ∈ T , (5)

The variable xn
v and xn

v−>v′(t) must be binary.

xn
v (t), x

n
v−>v′(t) ∈ [0, 1],∀v, v′ ∈ V,∀n ∈ N ,∀t ∈ T , (6)

The total amount of required hardware resources must not
exceed the capacity of each edge node.∑

n∈N
un · xn

v (t) ≤ Uv(t),∀v ∈ V, (7)

We consider a constrained budget, denoted by bn ∈ B, and
require that the cost of each service n does not exceed bn. We
use cn to denote the total cost of request n and hence each
request should satisfy the following budget constraint:

cn ≤ bn,∀n ∈ N ,∀t ∈ T . (8)

F. NP-hardness
We should that the Generalized Assignment Problem

(GAP), which is NP-hard, can be reduced to our problem.
The GAP problem refers to allocating a number of k ∈ K
tasks to a number of J ∈ J agents to minimize the overall
cost. Let dk represent the size of the task k so we can map
dk to the size of the function un. Similarly, we can map an
agent j to an edge node v so the capacity of an agent Pj can
be mapped to the capacity of an edge node Uv . Now, if we
map the cost of GAP problem to the deployment cost of the
proposed problem, our problem becomes finding a scheduling
solution to optimize the cost. Thus, the GAP problem is a
special case of our problem, and our problem is NP-hard.

IV. PROPOSED DEEP REINFORCEMENT LEARNING
SOLUTION

In this section, we present two efficient algorithms based
on deep reinforcement learning (DRL).

A. Markov Decision Process Formulation

Model-free reinforcement learning (RL) is a method within
dynamic programming where the probabilities of state tran-
sitions are unknown, allowing us to address Markov decision
process (MDP) challenges through direct interaction and learn-
ing from the environment. However, discovering an effective
control policy to solve the MDP is still a complex task. In this
paper, we tackle the proposed problem using DRL. Here, the
edge network is deemed as the environment, while the central
controller is the learning agent. The problem is structured as
an MDP, where the agent aims to learn an optimal policy,
denoted as π, which maps states to actions. This setup enables
the agent to make a sequence of decisions, a(t), based on
the observed state at the current time slot, s(t), influencing
the state in the subsequent time slot, s(t+1), and the reward
r(t). This interaction process can be mathematically rep-
resented as {s(t), a(t), r(t), s(t+1), a(t+1), r(t+1)s(t+2), . . .}.
Consequently, we define the state s, the action a, and the
reward r according to the conditions of the proposed envi-
ronment as follows:

1) State Space
The state space represents the environment, defined as a set

of states, denoted by S. Specifically, it includes the remaining
hardware capacity of each edge node, the functions hosted on
each node and the generated requests at time t. We define
the set of remaining hardware capacities across all nodes as
Φ(t), where Φ(t) = {φ(t)

v | v ∈ V}, with φ
(t)
v representing

the hardware capacities left on node v. Additionally, the total
number of type n functions existing on node v is represented
by f

(n,t)
v , and the set of all functions across all nodes is

denoted as F , where F (t) = {f (n,t)
v | v ∈ V, n ∈ N}. The

generated request is represented as R(t) = {v(t)g , n(t)}, where
v
(t)
g indicates the index of the node that generated the request,

and n(t) specifies the type of the request generated. Therefore,
the set of states S at time slot t can be expressed as

S(t) = {Φ(t),F (t),R(t)}.

2) Action Space
The action defines the behavior of the agent. When the

agent takes an action at time t following a policy π, the state
transitions from the current state to a new one. We denote the
action space as A, representing the set of all possible actions.
In this environment, the agent selects strategies to handle the
generated request, specifically: The node assigned to handle
the request at time t, denoted as v(t)r . Whether a new container
should be generated on that node to handle the request. Thus,
we have:

A(t) = {v(t)r , g(t)}, (9)

where g(t) ∈ {0, 1} is a binary variable indicating whether a
new container has been generated.



3) Reward
In DRL, the reward serves as a score that evaluates the

performance of the action a(t) taken in the current state s(t),
as guided by the policy π. The agent’s objective is to maximize
the expected discounted reward function. This function is
defined as:

Rt = E

 ∞∑
j=0

γjr(t+ j)

 , (10)

where γ ∈ (0, 1] is the discount factor. A value of γ close to
1 indicates a preference for long-term returns, while a value
close to 0 emphasizes the importance of immediate returns.
Since the goal of the learning process is to minimize the
budget, as specified in (4), we define the reward function as
follows:

r(t) = − (Cs(t) + Ce(t) + Ct(t)) . (11)

B. Algorithm Description

Given that the designed action space is multi-dimensional
and discrete, we employ Deep Q-Learning (DQN) and the
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm. We name
the DQN based approach as DFaaS and the PPO based
approach as PFaaS, respectively. PPO is widely recognized as
an efficient and adaptable algorithm, particularly suitable for
handling high-dimensional tasks and extended time sequences,
making it well-suited for our application compared to other
DRL algorithms.

In this framework, the agent’s goal is to explore the action
space to identify optimal strategies for handling requests.
The DQN algorithm allows the agent to estimate Q-values,
which represent the expected reward for each action-state
pair. Through experience replay, the agent progressively learns
and improves its decision-making ability, especially in high-
dimensional and discrete environments.

PPO, on the other hand, employs a policy gradient approach
that allows for stable updates by ensuring the policy does not
diverge too far from previous steps. This is accomplished using
a clipping function that limits the updates within a defined
range, balancing exploration and stability. PPO’s versatility
and computational efficiency make it a strong choice for
managing the sequential and complex decisions required in
this environment.

1) Algorithm Workflow
The algorithm workflow consists of several steps:
State Observation: At each time step, the agent observes

the current state s(t), including the remaining buffer sizes and
container statuses across nodes.

Action Selection: Based on the observed state and following
the policy π, the agent selects an action a(t) from the action
space A. This action determines the node assignment vr and
whether a new container should be generated.

Reward Evaluation: After executing the chosen action, the
agent receives a reward r(t), assessing the efficiency of the
action in terms of resource utilization and task completion.

Policy Update: Depending on the algorithm in use:

For DQN, the Q-value table is updated using the Bellman
equation, with experience replay to improve learning stability.
For PPO, policy gradients are computed, and the policy is
updated by adjusting gradients, constrained within a clipping
range to prevent excessive divergence.

Repeat: This cycle repeats over numerous episodes, with the
agent refining its policy to maximize cumulative rewards.

2) Algorithm Objective and Convergence
The ultimate goal is to minimize the cost while maximizing

the agent’s performance in handling requests. The algorithm
aims to converge to an optimal policy π∗ that can consistently
yield high rewards across varying environmental states and
action sequences, effectively balancing immediate and future
returns. After obtaining the optimal policy π∗ through offline
training, this policy will be deployed in the edge network to
manage newly generated requests in real time.

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We evaluate the performance over extensive simulation with
real-world traces and topology. We conducted the simulations
on a server with 105 GB RAM and an Intel(R) Xeon(R) E5645
processor with 24 cores.

A. Experiment setup

Fig. 1: Edge servers in Melbourne CBD area

Topology: We use the EUA dataset [21] that includes
125 edge nodes from the Melbourne CBD area as shown in
Figure 1.

Requests: We use the Huawei serverless dataset [22] to
generate serverless requests. This dataset includes invocations
of Huawei clouds for 141 days and 200 functions.

Functions: We selected 4 types of containers obtained from
the Huawei dataset. The memory resources allocated to each
function are in [20, 250] MB.

Edge nodes: To consider the heterogeneity of edge nodes,
we assume the system has 5 types of edge nodes, with CPU
frequencies ranging from 2.4 to 3.6 GHz. Also, the memory
capacity is in [16, 24] GB.

Cost parameters: According to [20], we assume function
switching cost qnv is inversely proportional to the CPU fre-
quency of node v. The function running cost ϵnv is set to be
proportional to the CPU frequency of the node. Also, dnv and
ϵnv are proportional to the function size un.

Performance benchmarks:
1) The proposed DFaaS uses Deep Q-Networks to approx-

imate the expected reward for each action in each state.



2) The proposed PFaaS use Proximal Policy Optimization
which optimize the agent’s behavior by finding the
action distribution that optimize the expected cumulative
rewards.

3) We implemented the problem in an ILP solver Mi-
daco [11] which stochastically approximates the opti-
mum to a mathematical problem. MIDACO has been
widely used by European Space Agency and Airbus
Group and it has been proven to approach the optimum
in a fast manner [23]. Other ILP solvers exist such as
CPLEX and Gurobi but they cannot find an optimum
in a polynomial time given the scale of our problem. In
Midaco, we set the maximum rounds of iteration at 200k
and 300k because the results are not improved when we
further increase the rounds .

a) Box plots of deployment cost
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Fig. 2: Box plots of deployment cost
In Figure 2, we present the box plots of Midaco with 200k

rounds and 300k rounds, DFaaS and PFaaS for deployment
costs in US dollars (USD). The middle lines represent median
values, the bottom and top of each “box” are 25th and 75th
percentiles. Also, the bottom and top whiskers denote the 5th
and 95th percentile of the deployment costs.

We notice that Midaco with 300k rounds receives the best
performance at $204.26 for the 95th percentile cost where
that of Midaco with 200k rounds is $212.09. This is not
surprising because more iteration rounds in Midaco can lead
to better results. The proposed DFaaS and PFaas approaches
yield $214.39 and $217.09 at 95th percentile of deployment
cost. The results shows that DFaaS and PFaaS achieves a
performance within a factor of 1.05 and 1.06 to Midaco,
respectively. The results justify that DFaaS and PFaaS can
efficiently approximate the results achieved by Midaco.

b) Average cost and acceptance rate
Figure 3 illustrates the average deployment costs and the

acceptance rate of the benchmarks. The acceptance rate is the
ratio between the number of deployed requests and the number
of total requests.

We observe that the average deployment costs of DFaaS
and PFaaS are $122.35 and $124.00, respectively. In contrast,
the average deployment cost of Midaco at 200k and 300k
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Fig. 3: Average cost and acceptance rate

rounds are $118.73 and $118.35. The results first justify that
Midaco shows negligible improvement when we increase the
maximum rounds from 200k times to 300k times. Second,
DFaaS and PFaaS can efficiently approximate the optimum
received by Midaco within a factor of 1.03.

Figure 3 also presents the acceptance rate of different
approaches. It is not surprising that DFaaS and PFaaS achieves
better performance than Midaco. The rational is that learning-
based approach can more efficiently explore the solution space
and hence manages to accommodate more requests.

c) Decision-making time

M i d a c o  2 0 0 k
M i d a c o  3 0 0 k D F a a S P F a a S

1 0 � �

1 0 � �

1 0 0
1 0 1
1 0 2
1 0 3
1 0 4
1 0 5
1 0 6

De
cis

ion
-m

aki
ng 

tim
e (

s)

Fig. 4: Decision-making time

Figure 4 shows the decision-making time of different ap-
proaches. The decision-making time is the cumulative time of
making decisions for all requests. For example, in DFaaS and
PFaaS, the decision-making time is the time to inference the
solutions.

As expected, DFaaS and PFaaS only uses 1.3 and 1.5
seconds while Midaco uses over 24 hours. In other words, the
decision-making time of the proposed approaches is 5 orders
of magnitude less than Midaco. The results justify that the
proposed approaches are suitable for online decision-making
although Midaco receives better performance in deployment
cost with a trade-off in decision-making time.



VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied the function scheduling prob-
lem for wireless networks with a budget constraint, facilitating
organizations to estimate their costs under a budget. We con-
sidered the function switching cost, running cost and routing
cost and prove the problem is NP-hard. Due to the com-
plexity of computation, we proposed two approaches based
on DQN and PPO to make online decisions. We compared
the proposed approaches with Midaco which is an ILP-solver
to efficiently approximate the optimal solutions. Extensive
simulation results justify that the proposed approach receives
superior performance within a factor of 1.03 compared to
Midaco. The decision-making time of the proposed approach is
5 orders of magnitude less than that of Midaco, indicating the
proposed approaches are suitable for online decision-making.

Future works include implementing DFaaS and PFaaS in
a commercial serverless platform to justify the efficacy. It is
also promising to apply the proposed approaches to examine
other performance metrics such as latency. This can be done
by modifying the reward function in the proposed approaches.
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