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Bandwidth Reservation for Time-Critical Vehicular
Applications: A Multi-Operator Environment

Abdullah Al-Khatib, Abdullah Ahmed, Klaus Moessner, Holger Timinger

Abstract—Onsite bandwidth reservation requests often face
challenges such as price fluctuations and fairness issues due
to unpredictable bandwidth availability and stringent latency
requirements. Requesting bandwidth in advance can mitigate
the impact of these fluctuations and ensure timely access to
critical resources. In a multi-Mobile Network Operator (MNO)
environment, vehicles need to select cost-effective and reliable
resources for their safety-critical applications. This research aims
to minimize resource costs by finding the best price among
multiple MNOs. It formulates multi-operator scenarios as a
Markov Decision Process (MDP), utilizing a Deep Reinforce-
ment Learning (DRL) algorithm, specifically Dueling Deep Q-
Learning. For efficient and stable learning, we propose a novel
area-wise approach and an adaptive MDP synthetic close to
the real environment. The Temporal Fusion Transformer (TFT)
is used to handle time-dependent data and model training.
Furthermore, the research leverages Amazon spot price data and
adopts a multi-phase training approach, involving initial training
on synthetic data, followed by real-world data. These phases
enable the DRL agent to make informed decisions using insights
from historical data and real-time observations. The results show
that our model leads to significant cost reductions, up to 40%,
compared to scenarios without a policy model in such a complex
environment.

Index Terms—Networked Vehicular Application, Network
Reservation, Reservation Request Strategy, Deep Reinforcement
Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

W ith the advent of the Internet of Things (IoT) era,
the number of connected vehicles has significantly

increased, inspiring a wide range of innovative applications
such as autonomous driving [1]–[3]. These applications are
safety-critical and time-sensitive, typically driven by com-
plex real-time computations, posing significant challenges
for resource- and capability-constrained environments [4].
In addition, limited resources can further hinder real-time
processing on board vehicles [5]. To address this, application
data can be offloaded to centralized cloud servers or edge cloud
servers via 5G Vehicle-to-Infrastructure (V2I) connections
[6], [7]. The primary challenge lies in meeting stringent re-
quirements, particularly in communication/network resources
(bandwidth), which require ultra-low-latency and ultra-reliable
network connectivity with deterministic, guaranteed access to
computing resources at the nearby edge (via access points
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such as roadside units and base stations) [8]. This aspect is
often overlooked in most of the literature when discussing
the context of edge resources [9]–[11]. As bandwidth is a
scarce resource, it is often prioritized as the first resource
to be utilized when the offloading process begins, and it
has complex requirements, as mentioned earlier [12], [13].
Therefore, the development of cost-effective and responsive
resource provisioning techniques becomes critical to ensure
the necessary bandwidth resources for the aforementioned
computation-intensive vehicular applications.

Reservation approaches, which provide guaranteed access
to scarce resources, have received considerable attention in
research [12]–[16]. However, the majority of existing studies
on reservation mechanisms focus on the protocol perspec-
tive of network-side reservations [10], [14]–[16]. In con-
trast, individual reservation schemes [12], [17]–[21], [48]–
[50] take the side of the resource consumer and focus on
the economic aspect of minimizing user expenditure. These
schemes allow resource consumers (i.e., vehicles) to place
individual reservation requests, after which an MNO allocates
the resources based on these requests. A vehicle might reserve
specific bandwidth and computational capabilities to meet
its real-time processing needs for a time-sensitive vehicular
application. However, there are very few individual reservation
schemes available that provide the efficient and cost-effective
reservations required for these applications.

From a commercial perspective, MNOs charge for resource
allocation using several traditional pricing models. These
models include Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG) [22] or long-term
upfront subscription fees for reserving future resources [?].
This discussion includes various pricing schemes employed
by different MNOs, such as AT&T, Verizon, MTN, Ericsson,
Vodafone, and cloud/edge computing providers such as Ama-
zon Web Service (AWS), Microsoft Azure, and AppNexus.
Recently, dynamic pricing has emerged as a promising solution
that is receiving attention from both academia and industry in
the context of resource management in edge computing. It
effectively manages peak-time periods, aiming to ensure suf-
ficient Quality of Service (QoS) for time-critical applications
[24]–[26]. However, existing solutions for individual reserva-
tion schemes typically evaluate their options only with PAYG
and subscription or reserve models, while often neglecting the
dynamic pricing set by MNOs [12], [24]. As a result, vehicles
face various challenges, such as the timing of place reservation
requests, leading to higher costs or missed opportunities for
cost savings in this dynamic environment. The adoption of
this pricing approach has prompted MNOs to reconsider their
purchasing programs to yield more revenue [27]. Take some
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real-world companies, such as AWS, which offers spot pricing
for virtual instances, and MTN, China Telecom, and Uninor,
which have offered time-dependent pricing for bandwidth
resources. Where the price dynamically changes after one hour
or even one minute to achieve a balance between supply and
demand [28]. Dynamic pricing is a growing field in revenue
management, with applications in industries like smart grid
[29] and spectrum trading [30]. Recent studies [12], [13]
show how vehicles can minimize bandwidth costs and risks
associated with dynamic pricing and resource unavailability
from single MNOs by carefully timing their requests.

In a multi-operator environment, when a single MNO is
unable to cover one road segment, another MNO may provide
coverage for the remaining part of the road segment to ensure
a connection for the vehicle. For example, a vehicle needs
to maintain connectivity with MNOs along the entire road
segment from the time of entering the segment, denoted as
τstart, to the time of exiting it, denoted as τend, as shown
in Fig. 1. Notably, in the sub-regions between (τk(1), τw(1))
and (τk(5), τw(5)), where each τk(i∈I) is the time of entering
the sub-segment and τw(i∈I) is the time of exiting the sub-
segment, the vehicle lacks the option of connecting to a
single MNO. Similarly, in the regions between (τk(2), τw(2)),
(τk(3), τw(3)), and (τk(4), τw(4)), where overlapping coverages
occur, the vehicle is under the coverage of multiple MNOs.
The vehicle faces the task of selecting the most cost-effective
option, which is the focus of this paper. Furthermore, the
objective is not only to select the MNO with the lowest cost
but also to optimize the time over all road segments.

In the literature, numerous existing works have been ded-
icated to studying onsite reservation request problems in a
single MNO scenario [12], [17]–[20], [31]–[33], [48]–[50].
However, few of these studies have considered economic
issues with different pricing strategies. In complex multi-
operator scenarios, the optimal price often depends on multiple
factors and interactions. These include dynamic and varied
pricing strategies by MNOs, as well as the number of available
MNOs and the overlapping areas between the MNOs in a
certain road segment. Therefore, advanced machine learn-
ing algorithms, especially DRL, have attracted the attention
of academia and industry, gaining significant popularity for
navigating complexity and making informed decisions by
considering various parameters. Given that the prices offered
by a MNO are not necessarily derived from a stationary
distribution, it is posited that deep learning models consistently
exhibit superior performance compared to traditional models,
such as ARIMA, SARIMA and Exponential Smoothing (ETS)
[34]. The inherent non-stationarity of price dynamics justi-
fies the adaptability and flexibility offered by deep learning
methods. Moreover, in the context of the reservation problem
amid multiple MNOs, the scenario can be aptly modeled as an
instantiating of the well-known secretary problem, as it can be
formulated in terms of the Bellman equation. In this regard,
the employment of a Q-learning model is deemed particularly
fitting [35].

Despite the benefits of implementing DRL as a control
method for reservations, there is one major drawback to train-
ing the DRL agent. Specifically, when a DRL agent is trained

in a real-world environment, huge costs will arise. Therefore,
creating an environment that simulates the MNOs reservation
scenario for training the DRL becomes necessary. Since the
DRL model trained for one environment can be employed in
another without guarantee of delivering the same performance,
fine-tuning the model for the new environment will be crucial.
This fine-tuning serves as a means of employing transfer
learning to enhance its performance. The contributions of this
paper can be summarized as follows:

• The paper introduces a well-defined problem formulation
addressing bandwidth reservation challenges in a multi-
operator setting with a focus on cost minimization. The
problem is structured as a Markov Decision Process
(MDP), considering the time variability of MNO prices.
To handle the complexities of a multi-operator environ-
ment, a structured framework is proposed to capture
prices over different time-defined cost coverage areas.

• A novel area-wise approach is explored, which provides
a robust approximation for pricing in a multi-MNO envi-
ronment. The strategy optimizes the Q-learning process
by presenting individual areas to the agent during training
episodes, resulting in improved computational efficiency
and adaptability.

• The integration of Dueling DQN with TFT is proposed
to enhance decision-making in a time-series context.
Dueling DQN efficiently manages discrete action spaces
relevant to resource allocation, while TFT enables effec-
tive feature extraction from complex, multi-dimensional
time-series data, addressing challenges such as temporal
trends, seasonality, and data sparsity.

• A scalable and practical multi-MNO framework is devel-
oped, explicitly validated across multiple configurations,
datasets, and regions. This ensures adaptability and gen-
eralization to real-world vehicular network setups while
maintaining computational efficiency.

• A multi-phase training algorithm is introduced to improve
the performance of Dueling DQN for bandwidth reser-
vation. This algorithm leverages synthetic, fine-tuned,
and real-world data during training to optimize decision-
making under dynamic conditions.

• The proposed system prioritizes interpretability and prac-
ticality by optimizing discrete action spaces, simplifying
model complexity, and ensuring transparency in decision-
making through Q-value outputs. These features address
real-world concerns in multi-MNO coordination and en-
hance the deployability of the model.

• Extensive validation is performed using synthetic and
real-world Amazon spot price data from diverse regions,
demonstrating that the model achieves significant cost
reductions while maintaining scalability and robustness
under various real-world constraints.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section II
discusses related papers. Section III introduces the scenario
description and problem formulation. Section IV addresses the
bandwidth reservation problem in a multi-MNO environment
and describes the deep Q-learning model implemented in
this work. In Section VI, we present the performance of
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our proposed model compared with state-of-the-art methods.
Finally, a conclusion is drawn in Section VII.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Vehicular Resource Reservation
In recent, vehicle-aided edge computing architecture has

gained significant attention from MNOs, such as China Mobile
and Vodafone [36]. Numerous studies have been devoted to
investigating resource provisioning issues within this architec-
ture, as well as in mixed-edge and cloud computing archi-
tectures [1], [2], [10], [12], [18]–[21], [31]–[33], [48]–[50].
However, despite significant efforts in resource provisioning,
few of the above works have considered bandwidth provision-
ing, particularly concerning economic considerations such as
diverse MNO pricing strategies. Furthermore, the prevailing
research has predominantly focused on onsite resource provi-
sioning, with limited attention given to the inherent overheads
associated with such provisioning methods.

Existing studies on resource provisioning and requests can
be divided into two categories: i) spot requests, where vehicles
request bandwidth resources for immediate use based on
current conditions, and ii) forward requests, where vehicles
reserve resources for future use. Generally, most studies related
to resource reservation and allocation in mobile edge networks
tend to emphasize the former spot request mode. For example,
in onsite competitions [32], [33], users compete for resources
through various game-theoretic methods, such as auctions
and Stackelberg games. However, only a limited number of
winners acquire the resources, leading to a risk of failure
for some users, which may not be suitable for time-critical
applications. Onsite requests often exhibit fluctuating pricing
and inherent inequities due to the uncertain nature of resource
availability and demand.

In contrast, immediate requests have been discussed in many
challenges, such as bandwidth [17], and computing resources
in edge networks [18]–[20]. In [17], the focus is on sharing
the available spectrum between multiple secondary users and
a primary user. Here, primary users offer pricing information
to secondary users, allowing them to reserve spectrum and op-
timize their utility. Chen et al. [19] developed a meta-learning
approach to assist in reserving resources for computing with
the goal of minimizing the cost of using edge services. Zang et
al. proposed a smart online reservation framework to minimize
the cost of reserving resources for an individual user [18] or
multiple users [20]. These approaches typically operate on
an immediate request basis, requiring advance reservations
due to limited resources. Efficient reservation planning be-
comes a challenge as users lack knowledge about cost trends
and available resources, making it difficult to ensure cost-
effectiveness. Additionally, an energy-aware resource request
approach under edge computing-assisted UAV networks was
investigated [37], where forward or in advance request design
and power optimization problems were carefully analyzed.

Similar studies related to forward requests involve com-
puting resource reservations in advance [38], [39], which
are fulfilled accordingly during each future utilization. This
guarantees resources without incurring extra delay in decision-
making and can thus achieve commendable time efficiency. Li

et al. [38] considered a futures request to manage the financial
risk associated with spectrum requests and discover future
prices. In another study [39] Sheng et al. introduced a futures-
based spectrum request scheme to achieve mutually beneficial
use of resources while alleviating unexpected request fail-
ures caused by price fluctuations. Futures-based or advanced
request cost-effective resource provisioning in edge network
environments has rarely been focused on in existing works. We
are among the few to discuss this problem with consideration
of economic-related issues with different pricing strategies.
In our prior research, a smart place reservation request for
time-critical applications was proposed, enabling the advanced
reservation of mobility locations at specific time intervals,
achieving commendable cost-effectiveness and time efficiency
[12]. A study by [13] has investigated the issues associated
with advanced reservation updates, focusing on minimizing
the initial reservation and provisioning costs under uncertainty
in demand and price. However, their considered system model
investigates the single MNO environment.

B. DRL in Edge Computing for Resource Provisioning

DRL has emerged as a powerful tool for addressing resource
provisioning challenges in edge computing, particularly for
vehicle applications. In a study [40], the authors leverage
DRL to optimize the scheduling of IoT applications within a
fog computing environment. Effective task scheduling in this
context is crucial for minimizing latency, reducing costs, and
enhancing overall system performance. In [41], DRL is utilized
to optimize the offloading of computation tasks from vehicles
to nearby edge computing resources. This approach optimizes
resource usage by making dynamic offload decisions based on
changing conditions and requirements in the vehicle environ-
ment. Furthermore, in [42], the authors manage the execution
of complex tasks in multi-fog networks. They employ DRL to
optimize task offloading and resource allocation, considering
the limited computing capacity of fog nodes. The objective is
to maximize the successful processing of tasks while ensuring
compliance with corresponding delay constraints for each
task. Additionally, within the context of reservation systems
presented in [21], DeepReserve is introduced as the first dy-
namic resource reservation system in edge networks utilizing
DRL. It dynamically allocates edge servers for connected
vehicles, with the primary goal of optimizing the allocation
of edge computing resources to enhance the performance of
connected vehicle applications. However, their optimization
problem does not include monetary cost considerations.

While these studies contribute significantly to addressing
resource provisioning challenges, this study explores a new
aspect of cost-effective resource provisioning through advance
requests within a complex environment involving multiple
MNOs. To the best of our knowledge, this study is among the
first to investigate the cost-effective and efficient bandwidth
reservation request problem in an edge network involving
various MNOs. This approach aims to mitigate the risks
associated with dynamic pricing models of MNOs, provid-
ing a comprehensive understanding of cost-effective resource
allocation in advance requests.
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TABLE I
NOTATIONS AND THEIR DEFINITIONS.

Notations Definition Notations Definition

vh vehicle request bandwidth resource DPh planned driving path of vehicle vh

RSi ith road segment [τstart, τend] time interval of between entering and exiting a particular RS

BSi base stations of the ith RS for the MNOm [τk, τw] a specific reference time interval for each cost area A

τD decision time S0, SN pricing sessions

∆Th time required for the vh to pass through the DP PT0
, PTf

the list of the pricing sessionsS0, SN

M number of MNOs St time steps in desired departure interval [T0, Tf ]

N number of sessions |St| number of St

R number of desired departure time in interval [T0, Tf ] ∆Tsv session validity time

pn,m,r price for the n session, m MNO, and r departure time P (s′ | s, a) transition probability of state s′ from state s and action a

S,A,R,Pr state, action, reward and state transition space R(st, at) reward function

st, at, Rt state, action and reward at time step t VA(s, a; θa) reward associated with taking action a

in state s with parameters θa

PA
global min global minimum price in area A V (s; θv) expected cumulative reward in state s with parameters θv

RA
global min reward for finding global minimum in area A RA

timeout penalty for timeout without action in area A

III. SCENARIO DESCRIPTION AND PROBLEM
FORMULATION

In this paper, we model the urban vehicle network as a
combination of vehicles and Base Stations (BSs), as illustrated
in Fig. 1. BSs can take the form of either roadside units (RSUs)
or Macro Base Stations (MBSs). According to their network
coverage, the driving path (DP)1 is divided into road segments
(RS)2, each with a certain number of operating MNOs. These
MNOs provide wireless connections between edge routers
and connected vehicles within the core network. Within each
segment, all MNOs have a dedicated BS at multiple locations
along the DP. We refer to the set of all available BSs at road
segment i, denoted as MNOmBSi where m = 1, 2, . . . and
i = 1, 2, . . ..

To meet the stringent latency requirements of vehicular
applications, a fog/edge server node is embedded in the
infrastructure of each BS. At time τD, a vehicle vh decides
to initiate a reservation request to MNOs in advance for each
road segment RSi along the DPh. This time is called decision
time. The request specifies the bandwidth time period ∆Th

needed to complete the intended DPh. The time period ∆Th

is divided into reservation time intervals [τstart, τend] for each
RSi or each coverage areas3 of MNOmBSi, where τstart is
the entry time into a RSi, and τend is the exit time from
that segment. These intervals depend on the length of DPh

and the speed of the vehicle, which are calculated based on
information from the navigation system. In addition, vehicle vh
divides its desired departure interval [T0, Tf ] into |St| small
intervals (i.e., time steps). The vehicle vh requests the cost

1The assumption is that the path refers to the sequence of road segments
leading to the destination.

2Road segments are defined as stretches between handoff points and
intersections or between two intersections, designated by location pairs (a, b).
A handoff point is the location where a road intersects the boundary of a BS
coverage area.

3The diameter of a BS coverage area is approximately 900m, similar to
[43], and it is typically visible in downtown areas of metropolises.
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Fig. 1. An illustration of scenario description

for its route DPh for each possible St interval. The list of
received costs (PT0 , PT1 , . . . , PTf

) is referred to as session
S0. It repeats this procedure every ∆Tsv , N times maximum,
and accordingly receives the pricing sessions S0, S1, . . . , SN

(as shown in Fig. 1). ∆Tsv refers to the pricing sessions that
are still valid or the session validity time, which is a parameter
determined by MNO.

The multi-MNO bandwidth reservation problem is formu-
lated as a mathematical optimization problem. The goal is
to minimize the overall cost of reserving bandwidth over a
time interval [τstart, τend] for the DP . The DP is divided into
cost areas where the MNOmBSi is located, using a function
φ. Each cost area A corresponds to a specific reference time
interval [τk − τw] ⊂ [τstart, τend], k,w ∈ N.

φ : R2
+ → RN×M×R

+ : (τk, τw) 7→ A (1)

where A is a tensor holding the information about the prices:
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A =




p111 · · · p1M1

...
. . .

...

pN11 · · · pNM1

 ,


p112 · · · p1M2

...
. . .

...

pN12 · · · pNM2

 , ...,


p11R · · · p1MR

...
. . .

...

pN1R · · · pNMR




(2)

This tensor consists of R slices (representing desired de-
parture time intervals), each containing a matrix with N rows
(representing sessions [prices at time of request]) and M
columns (representing MNOs), where pn,m,r denotes the price
corresponding to the n-th session, the m-th MNO, and the
r-th desired departure time. This representation of the state
preserves, the Markov property, so that the agent can take
actions based only on the provided state without any need for
the previous states history.

In this context, the set Adisjoint encompasses tensors
(Ai)i∈I that correspond to segments with the presence of only
a single MNO:

Adisjoint := { (Ai)i∈I | #MNO = 1 } (3)

while Aoverlap refers to the set of tensors (Aj)j∈I asso-
ciated with segments that involve the presence of multiple
MNOs:

Aoverlap := { (Aj)j∈I | #MNO > 1 } (4)

Hence, by considering both (Aj)j∈I and (Aj)j∈I , the
resulting collection is denoted as C and is structured as follows:

∴ C = Adisjoint ∪ Aoverlap (5)

The θ function is employed to associate a specific Area A
with its overall reservation cost:

θ : RN×M×R
+ → R+ (6)

while the ω function, defined as ω = θ ◦ φ, maps:

∴ ω : R2
+ → R+ (7)

Finally, the objective function J is defined as follows:

J(τstart, τend) =
∑

τk,τw∈[τstart,τend]

ω(τk, τw) (8)

The sum operates over all pairs (τk, τw) of start and end
times in the reference interval [τstart, τend].

The function ω maps these time intervals to a total reser-
vation cost as per the previously defined composite function
(which uses both φ and θ ). To make the problem more
practical and realistic, the following constraints are imposed:

a) Time Interval Constraints: The reservation period
must respect the operational limits of the multi-MNO system:

τstart ≥ Tmin, τend ≤ Tmax, τend > τstart (9)

where Tmin and Tmax define the earliest and latest allowable
reservation times.

b) Bandwidth Availability Constraints: The reserved
bandwidth must not exceed the available capacity of each
MNOmBSi during the specified time interval:

N∑
n=1

M∑
m=1

bn,m(τk, τw) ≤ Cm,i, ∀τk, τw (10)

where bn,m represents the reserved bandwidth for session n
with MNO m, and Cm,i is the total bandwidth capacity of the
m-th MNO’s i-th base station.

c) Cost Area Constraints: Each reservation must corre-
spond to a valid cost area A, ensuring that the tensor mappings
through φ are properly defined:

A ∈ C, C = Adisjoint ∪ Aoverlap (11)

This ensures compatibility with scenarios involving overlap-
ping or disjoint MNO coverage.

d) Reservation Cost Constraint: To prevent excessive
cost, an upper bound on the total reservation cost can be
imposed:

J(τstart, τend) ≤ Jmax (12)

where Jmax is a predefined budget limit.

IV. BANDWIDTH RESERVATION IN MULTI-MNO
ENVIRONMENT

In this section, we introduce proposed Area-wise approach.
Following that, the DRL problem is formally formulated.
Subsequently, variants of Q-learning algorithms, such as Deep
Q-Network (DQN), Double Deep Q-Network (Double DQN),
and Dueling Deep Q-Network (Dueling DQN), are employed
in this paper. Additionally, to mitigate the costs associated with
direct agent-environment interactions, we also utilize the Tem-
poral Fusion Transformer (TFT) [44] to provide the RL-model
with synthetic prices during training. This approach creates a
sophisticated training environment that closely resembles real-
world pricing dynamics, as illustrated in Fig. 2.

A. Area-wise Approach for Efficient Q-Learning Training

In this subsection, the strategy of optimizes the Q-learning
process by presenting individual areas to the agent during
episodes, leading to improved computational efficiency and
adaptability. Since each cost area A is a collection of price
samples of different MNOs corresponding to different proba-
bility distributions, our goal is to bring the agent to learn these
various distribution differences. Consequently, each area A is
presented to the RL-agent during each episode. This practice
offers a reliable approximation for price determination in what
we define as the Area-wise approach. The approach key
components and the benefits it offers are outlined as follows:

Single Area Episodes. In each episode, a single area A
is presented to the Q-learning agent from the collection C.
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This action effectively reduces the state space for the episode,
concentrating solely on the price dynamics of that particular
area.
Temporal Learning. Since the agent is dealing with one area
at a time, it can learn the temporal dynamics more effectively,
understanding the price variations over time, and making
decisions based on shorter-term patterns.
Transfer Learning. If certain areas have similar characteris-
tics (like the same MNOs or similar pricing structures), the
knowledge gained from one area can be transferred to another,
speeding up the learning process.
Aggregation of Policies. Once the agent has been trained on
individual areas, the learned policies are aggregated to form
a global strategy. The global strategy will consist of optimal
actions (bookings) for each area, which can be sequentially
executed as the agent traverses through the areas.
Replay Buffer. a replay buffer is employed in the Q-learning
approach. Store experiences from various areas in this buffer.
Even if the agent is currently learning about a particular area in
an episode, it can sample past experiences from other areas to
stabilize and generalize its learning. The Area-wise approach
offers several advantages:
Computational Efficiency. By focusing on one area at a time,
the state space for each episode is drastically reduced, making
computations faster.
Modularity. This approach allows for modular learning. If a
new area gets added or an existing area undergoes significant
changes (like a new MNO entering the market), the agent can
be retrained just for that area without disrupting the entire
model.
Adaptive Learning. As pricing dynamics or MNO strategies
evolve, the agent can quickly adapt its strategy for affected
areas without a complete retraining.

B. Formulation of DRL Problem

Applying the Area-wise approach will simplify the problem
during training to be the following cast of a MDP, defined by
M = (S,A,P,R):

• S is the state space, encapsulating the varied prices
offered by different MNOs at each time instance.

• A is the action space, providing the choice to accept an
offer or wait for subsequent propositions.

• P stands for the transition probability kernel, a pivotal
component capturing how states evolve over time based
on certain actions.

• R is the reward function, offering a mathematical quan-
tification of the immediate benefit or disadvantage of
every action.

The design of the state space, action space, and reward in
the DRL model is as follows:

1) State Space: For each area A of time segment [τk, τw],
the state space is defined as the probability distribution of
prices offered by different MNOs. These distributions can be
represented using a probability density function (PDF):

sAt = [p1,m,r, p2,m,r, p3,m,r, · · · , pN,m,r] (13)

Where pn,m,r is the price at the n-th session offered by the
m-th MNO for the r-th desired departure time during time t
of making decision.

Since we need an initial state SA
0 for training the RL-

agent, we can take any existing environment with states
SA
1 , S

A
2 , S

A
3 ...S

A
n plus defined actions and rewards. Add a

special fixed start state S0 with one action αA
wait (wait for next

offer) and reward 0. It is clearly a valid MDP, and is identical
to the original MDP in terms of value and policy functions
for states SA

1 , S
A
2 , S

A
3 ...S

A
n . For all intents and purposes to

the agent (which gets no meaningful policy choice in SA
0 ), it

starts in the original MDP in some random state.
2) Action Space: The action space for each area A and time

segment [τk, τw] is:

AA
t = {αn,m,r} ∪ {αA

wait} (14)

Where αn,m,r corresponds to selecting the offer from
MNOm at the n-th session for the r-th desired departure time
during time t of taking decision in area A and αA

wait symbolizes
waiting for future offers.

3) Objective Function: Given the stochastic nature of prices
from MNOs, the objective function for each area A within
the time segment [τk, τw] aims to minimize the expected
reservation cost:

JA = E
[
ωA(τk, τw)

]
(15)

Here, E[·] reflects the stochastic nature of prices from
MNOs as encapsulated by the state space. The optimization
task is to find a policy π∗

t minimizing the expected cumulative
cost over all areas:

π∗ = argmin
π

E

[∑
A

C(AA,SA)|π

]
(16)

4) Reward Signal:: The reward signal RA(AA
t ,S

A
t ) quan-

tifies immediate outcomes:

RA(AA
t ,S

A
t ) =



RA
global min for finding global

minimum,

−e−h·t for waiting,
−RA

timeout penalty for timeout
without action

pAglobal min − pi(t) otherwise
(17)

• Selecting the globally minimal price yields a reward
RA

global min, signifying a positive benefit.
• Choosing pi(t) that isn’t the lowest results in a reward

of pAglobal min − pi(t), representing the opportunity gain.
• Waiting until time t incurs a penalty of −e−h·t, where h is

a hyperparameter, adjusted during training, discouraging
delays.

• If the decision time elapses without any action, the agent
receives a reward −RA

timeout penalty.
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C. Design of Framework

In this section, the framework consists of two components,
as depicted in Fig. 2, mirroring the conventional RL paradigm
found in the traditional loop diagram. The traditional loop
diagram in DRL involves a cyclical process where an agent
interacts with an environment. The agent observes the current
state of the environment, takes action based on its policy, and
receives a reward from the environment. This feedback loop
is essential for the agent to learn and update its policy, aiming
to maximize cumulative rewards over time. The loop repeats
iteratively, allowing the agent to refine its decision-making
through continuous interaction with the environment. Fig. 2E
corresponds to the environment in the traditional loop diagram,
while Fig. 2D corresponds to the agent.

In the initial step, historical data (Fig. 2A) is utilized to
construct TFT model (Fig. 2A), addressing previously men-
tioned issues. The choice of the TFT method is rooted in its
capacity to achieve higher accuracy in time-series predictions.
The preprocessing of raw data and the training of TFT models
(2A) are one-time procedures that yield inputs for establishing
the DRL training environment in the subsequent step (Fig. 2B).

The DRL training environment (Fig. 2E) receives an action
(αA

wait), any other action will result in ending the training
episode, because it results in accepting the prices offered. In
(Fig. 2B) depending on the training phase the state is either
send from the TFT if it’s phase 1 otherwise it is phase 2 and the
state s′ is extracted from the real data table used previously for
training the TFT model, the reward r is respectively calculated.
The interaction between the DRL agent and the DRL training
environment is iterated until the DRL agent converges to an
optimal policy, forming the second part of the framework.

In Fig. 2D, The Dueling DQN architecture is composed
of two main components: the dueling actor network and
the dueling critic network. In Fig. 2C, the actor network is
illustrated, taking the current state s as input and selecting an
action a. Simultaneously, the dueling critic network takes the
current state s, action a, and reward r as inputs, generating
the quality of the action Q(s, a). This quality represents the
anticipated cumulative reward the agent expects to receive.

In contrast to a traditional DQN, the dueling architecture
separates the estimation of the state value and the advantage of
each action. The dueling critic network computes two values:
the state value, denoted as V (s), which captures the value of
being in the current state irrespective of the chosen action,
and the advantage value, denoted as A(s, a), which represents
the additional value associated with taking a specific action
in the given state. The dueling actor network is responsible
for combining these two values, utilizing a mechanism that
facilitates the simultaneous estimation of both the state value
and the advantages of each action. This separation enhances
the learning process by allowing the agent to focus on states
where either the state value or the advantage value are par-
ticularly informative. During training, the Dueling DQN agent
aims to minimize the cost of reservation by iteratively selecting
actions that lead to the lowest price and the optimal time of
departure. The learning process involves observing the quality
of its actions over a training period. This iterative training

TFT

Dueling DQL training environment

Reward

Environment

Dueling
Agent

Next state ( s‘)
ො𝒔𝒕+𝟏
𝑨 = 𝑭(𝒔𝒕

𝑨, 𝒔𝒕−𝟏
𝑨 , . . 𝒔𝟏

𝑨, 𝝓) (𝒓)

BE

D

Fine-tune

Phase1Phase3

Preprocess of data

Train TFT
Training

A

Dueling-critic
V-network

Actor network
A-network

𝑽(𝒔, 𝜽𝒗)𝑽𝑨 (𝒔, 𝒂, 𝜽𝒂)

Current state 𝒔 = 𝒔𝒕
𝑨 (𝒔, 𝒂, 𝒓)

(𝒂)

𝝅(𝒔, 𝒂) (𝒔, 𝒂)

𝑸(𝒔, 𝒂)Q-value

C

Action

Phase2

Periodic
Fine-tune

Fig. 2. An illustration of the proposed framework for bandwidth reservation
with multi-phase training.

continues until the agent’s reward converges to a stable value,
resulting in the development of an optimal policy. Detailed
explanations of each component of the dueling DQN frame-
work are provided in subsequent sections, elucidating how
the dueling architecture enhances the learning and decision-
making capabilities of the agent.

D. Suitability of Q-Learning

In the context of the area-wise approach, it becomes ev-
ident that the decision-making process of accepting a price
or waiting for a potentially better one resembles the well-
known secretary problem [45]. This problem involves making
decisions promptly upon observing each candidate (or price,
in our case). The primary challenge lies in identifying the
optimal moment to make a commitment. Since the secretary
problem can be represented through the Bellman equation. Our
problem can then be an applied form of Q-learning. For our
problem, the Bellman equation is:

Q(s, a) = R(a, s) + γ
∑
s′∈S

P(s′|s, a)max
a′∈A

Q(s′, a′) (18)

The action taken in this particular scenario depends on the
current state and has future consequences, a characteristic
central to the Bellman equation. The primary goal in both
problems is to optimize a decision based on current and
potential future rewards.

Q-learning iteratively updates Q-values using the temporal
difference (TD) method:

∆Q(s, a) = α

(
R(a, s) + γmax

a′∈A
Q(s′, a′)−Q(s, a)

)
(19)

By utilizing deep Q-networks (DQN), the Q-function can
be approximated using neural networks, allowing for efficient
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learning in high-dimensional spaces like this bandwidth reser-
vation problem. In Deep Q-Learning, a deep neural network
is employed to approximate the various Q-values for each
potential action within a state (value-function estimation). The
distinction lies in the training phase, where, rather than directly
updating the Q-value of a state-action pair as traditionally
done in Q-Learning, a loss function is formulated. This loss
function assesses the disparity between our Q-value prediction
and the Q-target and gradient descent is applied to adjust the
weights of the Deep Q-Network for more accurate Q-value
approximation. Then, the loss function L(θ) for the network
with parameters θ is defined as follows:

L(θ) = E

[(
R(a, s) + γmax

a′∈A
Q(s′, a′; θ−)−Q(s, a; θ)

)2
]

(20)
where θ− are the parameters of a target network.

For Double Deep Q-Network (DDQN), the loss function
changes to:

L(θ) = E
[(

R(a, s) + γQ(s′, argmax
a′∈A

Q(s′, a′; θ); θ−)

)
−Q(s, a; θ)

)2]
(21)

For Dueling DQN:
Given:

Q(s, a; θ) = V (s; θv) + VA(s, a; θa) (22)

Where θv and θa are parameters for the value and advantage
functions, respectively. The loss function can be similarly
defined with the above expressions.

E. Incorporation of Temporal Fusion Transformer (TFT):

Given the state sAt , TFT helps us estimate future states
ŝAt+1, ŝ

A
t+2, · · · . Mathematically, if F is our TFT, then:

ŝAt+i = F (sAt , s
A
t−1, ..., s

A
1 ;ϕ) (23)

Where ϕ are the parameters of TFT.
By integrating TFT with Q-learning, we obtain a richer

estimate of the Q-values:

Q(sA, aA; θ, ϕ) ≈ R(aA, sA)

+ γ

N∑
i=1

P(ŝAt+i|sA, aA) max
a′A∈A

Q(ŝAt+i, a
′A; θ) (24)

This enhanced algorithm provides a more detailed walk-
through of the Dueling DQN, emphasizing the distinct value
and advantage streams and how they are incorporated into the
Q-learning process.

F. Multi-Phase Training Algorithm
The presented algorithm, named ”Enhanced Dueling DQN

for Bandwidth Reservation with Multi-Phase Training,” is a
novel approach designed for addressing bandwidth reservation
challenges in dynamic environments. The algorithm integrates
two key components: Dueling DQN and TFT. The objective is
to optimize the decision-making process in a dynamic setting,
where both synthetic and real-world data contribute to the
training process.

The algorithm begins by initializing the state (S0), the
Dueling Q-network (Q) with separate streams for state value
(V ) and advantage value (VA), experience replay memory (D)
with capacity (C), discount factor (γ), and exploration factor
(ϵ). The replay memory D and the Q-network Q are initialized
with random weights (θ), and a target network (Q′) is created
as a copy of Q (line 1-3 in the algorithm).
Phase 1: Synthetic Training on TFT-generated Data

In the first phase, the algorithm undergoes synthetic training
on data generated by the TFT. It iterates through episodes
(Esynthetic), where the agent interacts with the environment by
requesting a session from available MNOs in the area A and
then selects actions based on an ϵ-greedy policy derived from
the Q-network. The interactions are performed in a loop until
the state becomes terminal. During each step, the algorithm
stores the experienced transition in the replay memory D and
updates the Q-network using mini-batches sampled from D.

The key innovation in this phase lies in the decomposition
of the Q-value into state value (V ) and advantage value
(VA). The target value (y) is computed, considering both the
immediate reward and the temporal difference with respect to
the forecasted prices from TFT. The Q-network weights (θ) are
updated through gradient descent on the temporal difference
error (line 4-18 in the algorithm).

Phase 2: Dataset Training on Data that Trained TFT
(fine-tuning)

In the second phase, the algorithm transitions to training
on a real dataset that initially trained the TFT. The training
procedures in this phase resemble those in Phase 1, but
the data is drawn from the real-world training set used for
TFT. This phase aims to fine-tune the agent based on actual
historical data, bridging the gap between synthetic and real-
world scenarios (line 19-21 in the algorithm).

Phase 3: Periodic Online Fine-Tuning on Accumulated
Environmental Data using Dueling DQN

In the third and final phase, the algorithm engages in
periodic online fine-tuning on accumulated environmental
data. While the environment is active, the agent continuously
acquires new data (S,A, r, S′) from interactions with the
environment and stores these transitions in the replay memory
D. To ensure that the agent adapts to changing environmental
conditions, fine-tuning is performed at regular intervals deter-
mined by the fine-tuning timer (Tfine-tune).

When the timer exceeds the predefined fine-tuning interval,
the algorithm samples a mini-batch B of transitions from the
replay memory D. Similar to the previous phases, the Q-value
is decomposed into state value V and advantage value VA, and
the target value y is computed using the temporal difference
with respect to the updated forecasted prices from TFT.
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Algorithm 1 Enhanced Dueling DQN for Bandwidth Reser-
vation with Multi-Phase Training
Require: Initial state S0, Dueling Q-network Q with separate

streams for V and VA, Experience replay D with capacity
C, Discount factor γ, Exploration factor ϵ, Fine-tuning
interval Tfine-tune

1: Initialize replay memory D of capacity C
2: Initialize Q-network Q with random weights θ
3: Initialize target network Q′ with weights θ′ = θ
4: Set a timer for fine-tuning interval Tfine-tune

{Phase 1: Synthetic Training on TFT-generated data}
5: for episode e = 1 to Esynthetic do
6: Initialize the state S
7: while S is not terminal do
8: Choose action A using an ϵ-greedy policy derived

from Q
9: Execute action A, observe reward r using R(At, St),

and next state S′

10: Store transition (S,A, r, S′) in D
11: Sample random mini-batch B of transitions from D
12: for each transition in B do
13: Decompose Q(S,A; θ) into value V (S; θ, α) and

advantage VA(S,A; θ, β)
14: Compute y as r if terminal, else

y = r + γV (S′; θ′, α′) + (VA(S
′, A; θ′, β′) −

avga′VA(S
′, a′; θ′, β′))

15: Update θ via gradient descent on
(y −Q(S,A; θ))

2

16: end for
17: Update θ′ with θ every C steps
18: end while
19: end for

{Phase 2: Dataset Training on data that trained the TFT}

20: for episode e = 1 to Edataset do
21: Procedures similar to Phase 1 but use real dataset that

trained the TFT
22: end for

{Phase 3: Periodic Online Fine-Tuning on Accumulated
Environmental Data}

23: while environment is active do
24: Acquire new data from the environment: (S,A, r, S′)
25: Store the new transition (S,A, r, S′) in D
26: if timer exceeds Tfine-tune then
27: Sample a mini-batch B of transitions from D
28: for each transition in B do
29: Decompose Q(S,A; θ) into value V (S; θ, α) and

advantage VA(S,A; θ, β)
30: Compute y as r if terminal, else

y = r + γV (S′; θ′, α′) + (VA(S
′, A; θ′, β′) −

avga′VA(S
′, a′; θ′, β′))

31: Update θ via gradient descent on
(y −Q(S,A; θ))

2

32: end for
33: Update θ′ with θ every C steps
34: Reset the fine-tuning timer
35: end if
36: end while

The Q-network weights θ are then updated through gradient
descent on the temporal difference error. Additionally, the
target network (Q′) is updated by synchronizing its weights
with the current Q-network (Q) every C steps. This helps
stabilize the training process by providing more consistent
target values during the updates. The fine-tuning timer is
reset after each round of fine-tuning to initiate the countdown
for the next fine-tuning interval. This phase ensures that the
agent remains adaptive to evolving environmental dynamics
throughout its deployment (line 22-33 in the algorithm).

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we present the results of detailed experimen-
tal studies. To demonstrate the efficiency of proposed method,
we compare our algorithm with various existing bandwidth
reservation schemes in vehicular settings.

A. Experimental Settings

Dataset Description. To assess the effectiveness of our
methodology, we utilized a historical dataset of Amazon spot
prices, which are subject to fluctuations influenced by factors
such as capacity, demand, geographic location, and specific
instance types [46]. Given the time-sensitive nature of various
applications, vehicles require both computing instances and
communication links, i.e., bandwidth. Our assumptions, the
pricing for setting up computing and communication resources
aligns with Amazon’s spot pricing model, as previously refer-
enced in [18], [20]. For this study, we collected pricing data
from all available instances and two specific regions, namely
us-west-1b and us-west-1c. This data was collected from April
17 / 2021 to May 2 / 2021 for training purposes, and from
May 3 / 2021 to May 8 / 2021 for the testing phase of the
model. In addition, we utilized more recent data, referred to
as real-data, from August 17 to October 21 of year (2023) to
test the performance of the models in phases 1 and 2 of the
algorithm. The evaluation was conducted using the average
cost savings metric (see Fig. 9, Fig. 10, and Fig. 11).

System Setup. In the system, the total number of desired
departure interval [T0 − Tf ] is randomly drawn from [8-32].
As a result, each training episode will consist of a randomly
selected session group, with a group size ranging from a
minimum of 8 sessions to a maximum of 32 sessions. A
random session group represents a price area A ⊂ C, where
C is the collection of price areas discussed in the problem
formulation. The time between each two sessions Tsv is set to
1 minute in the experiment. A reward function, influenced by
the hyperparameter set to 0.01, serves as a cost computed in
each episode. The total number of episodes is set at 1000. The
positivity of this hyperparameter is positive because when the
waiting time increases, the penalty becomes bigger in absolute
value. To explain, if the waiting is 10 minutes the reward is
-1.105171, while the waiting is 20 minutes, the reward is -
1.221403. Meanwhile, the discount factor γ for the Q-learning
agents was set to γ = 0.85, prioritizing future offers and
encourages exploration, while the exploration factor ϵ was
set to ϵ = 0.05, meaning that with a probability of 5% the
agent will choose a random action. The 5% probability ensures
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periodic exploration of new actions, mitigating the risk of the
agent getting stuck in suboptimal strategies and enhancing its
adaptability in diverse environments. The initial session SA

0 is
simply a session with zero prices, and this is for every price
area, so S0 = SA

0 . This meticulous configuration of phases and
parameters ensures the development of a robust and adaptive
system capable of effectively navigating complex real-world
environments. In our experimental setup, we have tested the
model in over 20 road segments, each containing three MNOs,
to evaluate its performance under varying traffic and network
conditions.

Training Configuration: The model is constructed using
the PyTorch library (version 2.0.0). All experiments have
been conducted on a Windows workstation with the following
specifications: CPU - Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-8750H CPU @
2.20GHz, RAM - 16.0 GB DDR4, GPU - NVIDIA GeForce
GTX 1050 Ti with Max-Q Design. The computational require-
ments of the model are 101.38 KMAC and 202.75 KByte
VRAM. When compared to the NVIDIA AGX Xavier, which
is recognized as the most powerful System-on-Chip (SoC)
[47], the algorithm utilization is only 4 ∗ 10−5% of the on-
board computation power of an autonomous vehicle, which
can be considered negligible.

Metrics. Four metrics are utilized to evaluate our model: 1)
average cumulative reward, i.e., average reward during training
episodes for an agent trained; 2) cumulative cost, which is the
profit gained from applying our model; 3) penalty costs, which
represents the repercussions faced by the agent due to waiting
time; 4) an examination of the relationship between decision
time and reservation time in our model.

Benchmark Approaches. The following benchmark ap-
proaches are selected for comparison with our approach. The
baseline is the ”No Policy” (Random Policy) scenario, where
actions are chosen randomly without any guidance or learning.
In this scenario, the vehicle vh requests S0 and selects the
minimum price in S0, a methodology observed in similar
studies such as [18]–[20]. The time interval [T0, Tf ], in our
proposed approach is random and can take different values.
In contrast, in most studies, such as the one in [12], where
this interval is fixed. The complexity of our problem led us
to adopt a multi-phase approach (training and testing). This
allows the model to adapt and refine its performance over
successive training phases. In contrast, studies such as those in
[12], [19] have examined single phase approaches, providing
a basis for comparison with the more nuanced multi-phasing
method.

B. Experimental Results

In reinforcement learning, the focus is on the learning curve
of the agent performance over time in the environment, which
is usually measured through various metrics such as average
reward or episode return.

As depicted in Fig. 3, the learning curve shows the con-
vergence of the average cumulative reward during training
episodes for an agent trained to handle various prices, BS
numbers, and reservation times. The agent, which uses LSTM,
Transformers, and TFT estimation models, converges to the

optimal policy after approximately 800 episodes for LSTM
and Transformers, and about 600 episodes for TFT. This
demonstrates the efficiency of TFT as a learning approach for
solving the bandwidth reservation problem.

In particular, Dueling DQN outperforms both DQN and
Double DQN in terms of average reward convergence across
all three estimation models. This superior performance of
Dueling DQN can be attributed to its unique architecture that
separates the value and advantage streams, leading to improved
generalization, especially in complex and high-dimensional
state spaces.

Among the three models (LSTM, Transformers, and TFT),
TFT achieves the highest average reward. This can be at-
tributed to TFT’s design for tasks with sequential data and
its strong ability to model temporal dependencies. The hybrid
architecture of TFT combines LSTM-like recurrent compo-
nents with the self-attention mechanism found in Transform-
ers, enabling it to retain essential information over time and
efficiently model sequential data.

To evaluate the model performance, the dataset is divided
into training and test datasets. As shown in Fig. 4, we analyze
the convergence by examining the reward-episode graph. In
this graph, the dotted lines represent the trend of the reward,
which should ideally flatten out, while the solid line shows the
actual reward values. The key observation here is to ensure
that the reward converges to a stable value. Non-convergence
indicates that the agent failed to achieve optimal control, and
deploying such an agent can lead to suboptimal actions. In
this case, all three models converge after approximately 500
episodes. The absolute value of the reward lacks practical
units. It serves as a numerical representation of waiting time
and reservation cost, as determined by the reward design
outlined in Formula 14. As seen in the learning curve graph,
Dueling DQN consistently outperforms DQN and Double
DQN because it is associated with the highest rewards. For
example, if the LSTM is considered, the convergence values
are about -0.97 for DQN, approximately -0.66 for Double
DQN, and -0.56 for Dueling DQN. The convergence values
for Transformers are, instead, equal to around -1.70 for DQN,
approximately -1.57 for Double DQN, and roughly -0.62 for
Dueling DQN. For TFT, instead, they are around -0.60 in
DQN, approximately -0.20 in Double DQN, and roughly -
0.10 in Dueling DQN. By these values it’s worth noting that
the TFT is associated with the highest reward for all three
methods: DQN, Double DQN, and Dueling DQN, hence, it
is associated with the best combination of waiting time and
reservation cost. These results can be explained similarly to
the results observed in the learning curve on the validation set.

Fig. 5 illustrates that the Dueling DQN policy outperforms
other approaches (No policy, DQN policy, and Double policy)
when considering cumulative reservation costs across all esti-
mation methods (LSTM, Transformers, TFT). The cumulative
costs of Dueling DQN policy at time 300 are minimized when
compared to the other three methods (No policy, DQN policy,
and Double policy). As a result, using this method allows
the agent to achieve cost savings. These policies represent
different strategies for reinforcement learning agents. ”No pol-
icy” implies random actions with no learning, while ”DQN,”
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Fig. 3. Learning curves showing the convergence of the different DQN methods, demonstrating that the suggested Dueling DQN algorithm yields the highest
average episode rewards.
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(c) TFT
Fig. 4. Agent rewards reveal convergence trends, with dotted lines indicating the reward trend flattening and the solid line depicting actual reward values.
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(c) TFT
Fig. 5. Cumulative episode rewards are significantly lower when using the Dueling Deep Q-Network (DQN) compared to other methods.

”Double DQN,” and ”Dueling DQN” policies involve deep
reinforcement learning techniques to make more informed
action choices. Each has its own advantages and is suited
for different problem domains and challenges. In no policy
(Random policy), actions are chosen randomly without any
guidance or learning, and it’s often used as a baseline or
for comparison purposes to evaluate the performance of other
policies such as [18]–[20]. In traditional DQN the policy is
based on Q-values, where the agent learns to estimate the
expected cumulative future rewards for different actions and
chooses the action with the highest estimated Q-value. Double
DQN involves using two separate networks to estimate the
Q-values, which can lead to more stable and accurate action
selection. Instead, Dueling DQN allows the agent to evaluate
the state and actions independently, potentially improving

learning efficiency and convergence. When Dueling DQN is
evaluated across the different estimation methods (LSTM,
TFT, and Transformers), it becomes clear that at time 300,
TFT stands out as the cost-saving option, linked to the lowest
cumulative cost.

In Fig. 6, the trend of cumulative costs is displayed, fa-
cilitating a more precise evaluation of the pattern over time.
The dotted line corresponds to cumulative costs, while the
solid line represents the linear trend. It is important to note
that the linear trend for Dueling DQN consistently remains
below the trend lines of the other three models (No policy,
DQN policy, Double DQN policy). This implies that the
Dueling DQN policy provides cost savings by consistently
matching the lowest available prices. To compare the different
models (LSTM, Transformers, TFT), the analysis focuses on
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(b) Transformers

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Time [min]

0

20

40

60

80

100

Cu
m

ul
at

iv
e 

Co
st

 [$
]

Cumulative Cost
No Policy
DQN Policy
Double DQN Policy
Dueling DQN Policy
Trend of NP
Trend of DQN
Trend of Double DQN
Trend of Dueling DQN

(c) TFT
Fig. 6. Cumulative reservation costs show that the Dueling DQN policy outperforms alternative approaches. The solid lines show the trend in cumulative
reservation costs, while the dashed line shows the actual cumulative costs.
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Fig. 7. The penalty cost shows that the most effective penalty value is associated with Dueling DQN, especially in the context of TFT with Dueling DQN.
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Fig. 8. The relation between decision time and reservation time in Dueling
DQN with TFT indicates that as decision time increases, reservation time
tends to decrease.
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Fig. 9. Average cost savings of synthetic and fine-tuned models using various
estimation models and DRL methods on test data.

the angle coefficient of the Dueling DQN policy trend relative
to each. The angle coefficient for LSTM is approximately 0.24,
Transformers approximately 0.25, and for TFT approximately
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Fig. 10. Average cost savings of the fine-tuned model tested on recent data
and the training test-data for estimation models using DRL methods.
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0.21. As a result, TFT emerges as the most favorable model,
consistently positioning it below the other linear trends over
time given its smallest angle coefficient. This implies that
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TFT with the Dueling DQN policy allows for cost savings
by consistently targeting the lowest available prices.

Penalty costs represent the impact on the agent of waiting
time, as shown in Formula 14. When evaluating different
methods (DQN, Double DQN, and Dueling DQN) and dif-
ferent estimation models (LSTM, Transformers, and TFT), it
is important to consider that the superior method or model
is associated with the lowest absolute value of the penalty.
Since penalties are consistently negative, the smallest absolute
value corresponds to the highest value. Examining Fig. 7,
a comparison of DQN, Double DQN, and Dueling DQN in
episode 600 shows that the optimal penalty value is attributed
to Dueling DQN, specifically to TFT with Dueling DQN.

The Fig. 8 illustrates that an increase in decision time (τD)
results in a decrease in reservation request time. The vehicle
determines the τD as the point at which it makes a reservation
request to the MNOs. The model assists the vehicle in selecting
the reservation time based on τD. If the vehicle has sufficient
τD, it can minimize the reservation time. Furthermore, the τD
precedes the actual reservation time. For example, if the τD
is 10 minutes and the model selects a reservation time after
100 minutes, it means that the departure time starts after 100
minutes.

Fig. 9 presents the average cost savings achieved by various
estimation models (LSTM, Transformers, TFT) and different
DRL methods (DQN, Double DQN, Dueling DQN). The
calculation involves a comparison between the average cost
incurred using the model from phase 1 of the algorithm
(synthetic model) and the model from phase 2 (fine-tuned
model), tested on the test dataset of the fine-tuned model.

We observe that the highest average cost savings are
achieved by the TFT Dueling DQN architecture in both
models. The fine-tuned model achieves higher cost savings
due to the model’s ability to adapt its policy based on the
fine-tuning process. This process refines the model parameters
to better match the nuances of the specific test dataset. The
observed increase in cost savings highlights the effectiveness
of employing transfer learning techniques, specifically fine-
tuning. This observation is further supported by comparing
Fig.10 and Fig.11. When the models are tested with the
most recent data from this year, we observe a significant
improvement in the fine-tuned model with TFT and Dueling
DQN. Specifically, there is about a 10% increase in cost sav-
ings, calculated as (39.91-29.89)%, compared to the synthetic
model. This underscores the critical importance of the fine-
tuning phase in the performance of the model.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this research effectively addresses resource
provisioning challenges, especially in the context of safety-
critical vehicular applications and bandwidth reservation re-
quests. The approach to determine the optimal prices in the
context of a multi-MNO scenario, has been observed as an
instance of the secretary problem, which has proven highly
effective in addressing these challenges using the Dueling
Deep Q-Learning algorithm and utilizing the TFT for training
the DRL agent before letting it take the decision of making

reservations through the utilization of real price data and multi-
phase training, resulting in significant cost reductions by 40 %
in edge environments, as we have provided in the experimental
results. In future work, we plan to explore methods that
require less hyperparameter tuning, a common requirement
for conventional DQN models. Additionally, we intend to
enhance the pre-trained transformers, which show promise in
scenarios with limited data. In addition, we aim to extend
our framework to incorporate multi-agent scenarios where
collaboration among vehicles or between vehicles and infras-
tructure could lead to further optimization opportunities. This
involve adapting MARL algorithms to function effectively
under the computational constraints of in-vehicle hardware and
ensuring efficient communication between agents. Finally, we
will enhance the reward function by incorporating network
latency and reliability metrics for a balanced optimization
of cost, latency, and reliability. We also plan to investigate
QoS-aware strategies, multi-objective optimization techniques,
and real-world testing to validate performance in dynamic
vehicular network scenarios.
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