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Abstract—In the context of railway systems, the application
performance can be very critical and the radio conditions not
advantageous. Hence, the communication problem parameters
include both a survival time stemming from the application
layer and a channel error probability stemming from the PHY
layer. This paper proposes to consider the framework of Markov
Decision Process (MDP) to design a strategy for scheduling radio
resources based on both application and PHY layer parameters.
The MDP approach enables to obtain the optimal strategy via the
value iteration algorithm. The performance of this algorithm can
thus serve as a benchmark to assess lower complexity schedulers.
We show numerical evaluations where we compare the value
iteration algorithm with other schedulers, including one based
on deep Q learning.

Index Terms—Scheduling, application-oriented systems, cross-
layer, neural networks, Markov decision process.

I. INTRODUCTION

On the one hand, the automated train control is a crucial

railway service use case and induces a change of commu-

nication paradigm compared to the current railway system:

It might require at the same time a large throughput, a very

high reliability, and a sufficient availability. On the other hand,

the success of the 3GPP 5G NR standard for communication

systems makes the underlying technology relevant for specific

scenarios such as that of the railway systems. As a result,

the Future Railway Mobile Communication Systems (FRMCS)

propose mechanisms to take advantage of 5G-related aspects

to offer specific railway services such as the automated train

control [1].

Within this context, the scheduling of radio resources plays

an important role to efficiently share the said resources be-

tween several users. The Round-Robin [2] and the Priority-

Queue [3] are well-known schedulers whose computational

complexity is very low but whose performance is not optimal

with respect to application-level metrics. As a matter of fact,

they do not take into account all the parameters impacting the

application performance. For the current purpose, the objective

is to consider both application-level parameters and lower

layer parameters, such as the radio conditions, to adapt the

scheduling strategy.

This approach is in line with the Release 19 of 3GPP [4]

which specifies the service requirements for the 5G system. In

this latter reference, it is explained that “the communication

service is considered unavailable if it does not meet the

pertinent Quality of Service (QoS) requirements. For example,

the communication service is unavailable if a message is not

correctly received within a specified time, which is the sum

of maximum allowed end-to-end latency and survival time”.

Recently, we introduced a new paradigm [5] for the design

of a radio resource scheduler in a multi-agent setting. It takes

into account in the meantime an application layer parameter,

the survival time, and a PHY layer parameter, the channel error

probability. To enhance the scheduler of [5], a low-complexity

heuristic to approximately solve the scheduling optimization

problem, we formalize in this paper the scheduling problem

as a Markov Decision Process (MDP) [6], [7]. One advantage

is that MDP provide an optimal solution for the optimization

problem. Another advantage is that MDP have been widely

experienced and give also access to many sub-optimal existing

algorithms. More specifically, we shall consider the value iter-

ation algorithm as well as the deep Q learning algorithm. The

first algorithm optimally solves the scheduling problem but

with a prohibitive complexity as the problem size grows. The

second algorithms is sub-optimal but scales with the problem

size, similarly to the heuristic proposed in [5]. Consequently,

we compare these algorithms and discuss the performance

complexity trade-off.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II presents

the scheduling problem in the scope of FRMCS, Section III

describes the system, Section IV introduces MDP within

the scheduling framework, and Section V exhibits numerical

results to challenge MDP with other schedulers.

II. FRMCS CONTEXT

Within the various scenarios under the umbrella of the train

control [1], we focus on the remote driving for train shutting

yards. This implies a remote driver driving the train in order to

bring it back to the train station. The data provided to the said

driver is mainly made of images and videos to allow the driver

to be aware, in real-time, of the train surrounding environment.

In other words, the data to be transmitted involves a large

quantity of payloads. Moreover, as this environment is shared

with other trains, moving or not, remote driving raises a safety

problem.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.11862v1


Combining a high throughput with a high reliability and

a high availability is one of the 5G proposals, e.g., for the

V2X scenarios [8] or the factory automation scenarios [9]. The

application requirements provided by the 3GPP specifications

embody the performance target for the access layer design

through the QoS. The access layer is understood in this paper

to comprise the PHY and MAC layers. For example, the QoS

comprises a guaranteed bit-rate, a latency, etc. However, the

metrics that are used as inputs and outputs for the mechanisms

of the access layer are low-level metrics, e.g., the channel error

probability, the frame error rate, the channel busy/occupancy

ratio. Even though these metrics are helpful to underline the

behaviour of a single layer, namely the access layer, they do

not well reflect the expected synergy with the application layer.

From another perspective, some companies provide in [10]

results of radio performance for NR railway systems con-

sidering a system-level framework. Within this framework,

the scheduler plays an important role to efficiently share the

radio resources between the various users. The said companies

only consider the Round-Robin scheduler [2], a scheduler that

assigns equal amount of resources to each user, regardless

of the channel quality or performance requirements for the

applications. Among other consequences, a user with a high

channel quality achieves a much higher throughput than what

it needs while, at the same time, a user with a low channel

quality cannot achieve the required throughput. Furthermore, a

proportional-fair strategy would bring only limited benefits as

it does not consider the application parameters. Consequently,

following the scope in [5], we orient the current paper on the

scheduling problem taking into account application aspects as

well as access layer aspects.

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE SYSTEM

This section presents the scheduling problem by defining

the application traffic model, the radio resources used by the

scheduler and the application behaviour, similarly to [5, Sec.

II.A]. The difference with [5] is the inclusion of the payload

size, and the division of the payload in several packets.

A. Traffic model

We consider a discrete-time system divided in time slots

whose length is dt, e.g., dt = 1 msec. Let N be the number

of agents in the system. Two main traffic models for the

application layer are commonly proposed in the literature [11]:

• Full buffer traffic model: The buffers of an agent have

always an unlimited amount of data to transmit.

• Finite buffer traffic model: An agent is assigned a finite

payload to transmit when it arrives. The agent leaves the

system when the payload reception is completed.

In this study, we consider a full-finite buffer traffic model. An

agent Ak is assigned a finite payload of size Pk to transmit. As

soon as the payload has been fully received, the application

buffer of Ak is immediately refilled with a payload of the

same size. In this model, all the agents are always active as

they have always a payload in their buffer.

B. Scheduling resource & Payload aspect

We consider a single radio resource per time slot t. All

agents simultaneously compete for the resource at t and only

one agent finally obtains it. The channel error probability pk
is the probability for the agent Ak that a transmission at any

time t fails because of the channel. It is assumed to be constant

over time.

We assume that only a packet of size Γk can be transmitted

in one time slot for Ak. The payload is thus necessarily split

into Ck packets at the scheduler level, i.e., Pk = CkΓk. The

payload is transmitted once the associated packets have all

been successfully transmitted.

C. Application behaviour and performance metric

The application is monitored according to three events for

any agent. We assume that the agents use the same application,

i.e., they have the same survival time τ :

• The event survival time failure for an agent (E1): “No

payload is successfully transmitted during the last τ

time slots” where τ is a strictly positive integer. For

an agent Ak at time t, we accordingly introduce τk(t)
as the remaining time before (E1). This means that

0 ≤ τk(t) ≤ τ and τk(t) is a decreasing function of

t.

• The micro-event successful transmission of a packet at

time t (e0).

• The macro-event successful transmission of a payload at

time t (E0): This event is the result of Ck events (e0)

required to to transfer a whole message.

With both the events (E0) and (E1) for any agent Ak at time

t, τk(t) is immediately set to its maximum value τ .

For a single agent Ak, at any time t, the quantity Vk(t)
is the number of failures (E1) met by Ak until time t. The

performance metric is chosen as the failure rate F (t):

F (t) =

∑

N

k=1 Vk(t)

t
. (1)

Given that several agents might fail at a single time slot, the

value of the failure rate can be greater than one. This is to

expect for very small values of the survival time τ .

IV. FRAMEWORK OF THE MARKOV DECISION PROCESS

We consider the infinite-horizon MDP with discounted sum-

reward criterion, as presented in [6, Chap. 6], to model the

scheduling problem.

A. Model

As for a standard MDP, we use four variables to model the

scheduling problem:

• State St ∈ N
N×2: The element St(k, 1) is the number

τk(t) of remaining time slots at time t before meeting a

failure for agent Ak. The element St(k, 2) is the number

ck(t) of remaining packets at time t before the application

message is fully transmitted. As 0 ≤ τk(t) ≤ τ and 1 ≤
ck(t) ≤ Ck, the state St belongs to a state space S whose

size is |S| = (τ + 1)N
∏

N

k=1 Ck.



• Action at ∈ {0, 1, ..., N}: The index of the agent who

gets the resource at time t. The action at belongs to an

action space A whose size is the number of agent N .

• Short-term reward rt ∈ {−N, ...,−1, 0}: Minus the

number of events (E1) at time t.

• Transition probability: If at = k, the packet for Ak is well

received with probability 1− pk. Hence, at leads to only

two states St+1 with the non-zero transition probability

p(St+1|St, at).

The MDP introduces the long-term reward or gain Gt at

time t defined as:

Gt =

∞
∑

t′=t

λt
′
−trt′ , (2)

where λ < 1 is the discount factor. If λ is close to 1, this

quantity is almost the same as the (unnormalized) failure

rate (1). The goal for the scheduling problem is thus to find a

policy π, being the time sequence of allocation decisions, that

maximizes the expected gain E[Gt].
The MDP then defines vπ(S) the value of the state S under

the policy π as the expected gain given that St = S:

vπ(S) = E[Gt|St = S]. (3)

Then, a policy π∗ is optimal if:

vπ
∗

(S) ≥ vπ(S), ∀S ∈ S and ∀π 6= π∗. (4)

Under the optimal policy, the value of the state S can be

expressed via the Bellman’s equation as:

vπ
∗

(S) = max
a∈A

Q(S, a), (5)

where Q(S, a) is the state-action value computed as:

Q(S, a) =
∑

S′∈S

p(S′|S, a)
(

r(S′, S) + λvπ
∗

(S′)
)

, (6)

where r(S′, S) is the reward obtained when going from S to S′.

Given an optimal policy π∗, the optimal action to take when

in a state S is obtained as:

a∗ = argmax
a∈A

Q(S, a). (7)

B. Value iteration

One standard approach to obtain (3) under π∗ is to operate

the Value Iteration algorithm (VI) that consists in computing

the state values in an iterative manner. Let us define v(i)(S)
as the approximate of vπ

∗

(S) at iteration i. We accordingly

define the approximate of Q(S, a) at iteration i as:

Q(i)(S, a) =
∑

S′∈S

p(S′|S, a)
(

r(S′, S) + λv(i)(S′)
)

, (8)

which leads to:

v(i+1)(S) = max
a∈A

Q(i)(S, a), (9)

where v(i)(S) converges to vπ
∗

(S) for all S [6]. The optimal

action is then chosen as a(I)(S) = argmaxa∈A Q(I)(S, a),
where I denotes the index of the last iteration.

As already mentioned, the VI finds the optimal policy with

respect to E[Gt]. Hence, modelling the scheduling problem in

the MDP framework enables to get the optimal performance in

the cases where the VI is tractable. As a direct consequence,

the VI can be used as a benchmark to assess the performance

of less complex heuristics.

C. Deep Q learning

Even though the VI provides the optimal estimate of the

states value, it suffers from significant computational complex-

ity and memory consumption as it needs to cover all the states

in S of size |S| = (τ + 1)N
∏

N

k=1 Ck . A practical alternative

to the VI is the temporal-difference learning [7, Chap. 6] on

which Q-learning and deep Q learning rely.

Instead of looping over all the states to estimate vπ
∗

(S),
these algorithms walk across a few states within S. In the

standard approach, the system is in state St at t and an action

at is done. One then gets a reward r(S, S′) and the new state

S′ of the system at time t + 1. It is therefore a Monte Carlo

approach. The model to estimate Qπ
∗

(S, a) is updated via an

error signal ∆t, obtained from two estimates of Qπ
∗

(S, a):

∆t = Q̂(S, a)− Q̂′(S, a) (10)

where:

• Q̂′(S, a) = r(S, S′)+λmaxa′ Q̂(S′, a′) is a first estimate

of Qπ
∗

(S, a) based on the observed reward and the

subsequent state S′ obtained when taking the action a in

state S, and where Q̂(S′, a′) is obtained via the current

model.

• Q̂(S, a) is a second estimate of Qπ
∗

(S, a) obtained via

the current model.

With deep Q learning the model is a neural network which is

trained via the gradient of the error signal with respect to the

parameters of the neural network [12].

V. NUMERICAL EVALUATIONS

This section presents some performance results of the VI

and deep Q learning algorithms, and compare them with other

schedulers.

A. Challengers

We compare the MDP-based algorithms with three other

schedulers:

• Round-Robin (RR). It consists in allocating the resource

to the N agents following a buffer of the agents index.

The said buffer is a random permutation of [0, . . . , N−1].
After N allocations, the RR replaces its buffer with a new

random permutation of [0, . . . , N−1]. This randomization

prevents an agent from being always out at each period

of the RR. The RR is a low complexity algorithm.

• Priority-queue (PQ). It consists in allocating the resource

to the agent whose number of remaining time slots before

meeting a failure is the lowest, i.e.,: at = arg min
k
τk(t).

This scheduler is very easy to implement with no con-

cern neither on the computational complexity nor on

the memory consumption. Nevertheless, it does not use



the channel error probabilities pk and the number of

remaining packets ck(t). The PQ is a low complexity

algorithm.

• On-line (OL) [5]. It uses a heuristic fr(t, k) to estimate

a probability of survival time failure for every agent

Ak. The agent to allocate is then selected to minimize

a subsequent global probability of failure. In [5], there

is no notion of division of the payload in Ck pack-

ets. Therefore, we need to slightly modify the heuristic

fr(t, k) = p
τk(t)
k

with:

fr(t, k) = p

τ
k
(t)

c
k
(t)

k
. (11)

The OL is a moderately low complexity algorithm.

B. Scenario and assumptions

We consider a small-sized scenario with N = 3 agents

and with τ spanning from N to 12. We assume the channel

error probabilities to be p1 = 10−3, p2 = 10−2, p3 = 10−1,

i.e., such that A1 has a very good channel, A3 suffers from

a difficult channel, and A2 is in between. Several situations

are studied regarding the number of packets C1, C2, C3 per

payload for the agents denoted by the set {C1, C2, C3}:

{1, 1, 2}, {1, 1, 3}, {2, 2, 2} and {2, 2, 3}. Consequently, the

size of the state space varies from 128 to 26364 elements. In

these configurations, the system has the greatest channel error

probability on the agent with the greatest number of packets

per payload. This is a way to stress the scheduler by setting

difficult situations. The purpose of the evaluations is to observe

the performance dependence on the values of {Ck}k given

{pk}k. We let all the schedulers run for a time duration of

106 time slots to be able to observe failure rates up to around

10−5. We recall that several failures might occur at a given

time slot according to (1). Hence, the performance metric is

F = F (106) (see (1)).

The challengers are then compared taking the value of F

for each of them, namely FRR for the Round-Robin, FPQ for

the Priority-Queue, FOL for the On-Line, FVI for the VI, FDQ

for the deep Q learning. To simplify the wording here after,

we denote by FX({a, b, c}) the value of the failure rate for

the scheduler X ∈ {RR, PQ,OL,VI} with the configuration

C1 = a, C2 = b, C3 = c.

C. Details for Deep Q learning

We consider deep Q learning for the case {C1, C2, C3} =
{2, 2, 3}. We consider two neural networks whose input is

the state St. The first network NN(1) is trained with the true

situation p1 = 10−3, p2 = 10−2, p3 = 10−1 considering

τ = 10. With such parameters, A1 and A2 encounter errors

at a very low frequency, which may be an issue as deep Q

learning is a Monte Carlo algorithm (analysis validated by

the experiments, see the next section). To mitigate this issue,

we train a second network NN(2) in a situation with p1 =
10−2, p2 = 10−1, p3 = 0.5 such that A1 and A2 have more

channel errors, while keeping the hierarchy p1 < p2 < p3. In

other words, we introduce a model mismatch for the training.

Deep Q learning with NN(1) is called DQ(1) and DQ(2) with

NN(2).

The neural network used in the simulation is a residual

neural network of 22 layers comprising a total of 26200

parameters. Note however that a smaller neural network with

only 3000 parameters yields similar results. Such a large

network is considered such that its size is not the performance

bottleneck.

D. Simulation results

The results are displayed in Fig. 1. First of all, we observe

that all schedulers have similar performance with large values

of F for low values of τ . Unsurprisingly, a larger τ is required

to reduce the failure rate. Moreover, the challenging zone for

discriminating between the schedulers is then for middle or

large values of τ , e.g., for τ ≥ 4 with {1,1,2}, for τ ≥ 5 with

{1,1,3}, for τ ≥ 7 with {2,2,2}, and for τ ≥ 8 with {2,2,3}.

Then, we observe that for such challenging zones, FRR is

far beyond FPQ, FOL and FVI. This is expected as RR is the

only scheduler which does not consider any agent parameter.

Another common observation in every figure is that:

FVI ≤ FOL ≤ FPQ ≤ FRR, (12)

This confirms that the VI is the reference scheduler. This also

shows that the low complexity schedulers PQ and OL perform

better than the naive RR. Consequently, the analysis will focus

on the performance of OL and PQ in comparison with that of

VI.

The configurations {1,1,2},{2,2,2} result in FOL ≈ FPQ

whereas the other configurations {1,1,3},{2,2,3} result in

FOL < FPQ in a more obvious manner. As an exam-

ple, at τ = 10, FPQ({1, 1, 3}) = 3FOL({1, 1, 3}) and

at τ = 12, FPQ({2, 2, 3}) = 4FOL({2, 2, 3}). Also, the

y-distance between FOL and FPQ increases when increas-

ing τ in a faster way with C3 = 3 than with C3 =
2. For example, FPQ({2, 2, 2}) ≈ 1.5FOL({2, 2, 2}) at

τ = 10 and FPQ({2, 2, 2}) ≈ FOL({2, 2, 2}) at τ =
6 while FPQ({2, 2, 3}) ≈ 2.6FOL({2, 2, 3}) at τ = 10
and FPQ({2, 2, 3}) ≈ FOL({2, 2, 3}) at τ = 6. This

expansion effect is also observed between OL and VI,

e.g., FOL({2, 2, 3}) ≈ 4.2FVI({2, 2, 3}) at τ = 10 and

FOL({2, 2, 3}) ≈ FVI({2, 2, 3}) at τ = 6. As FOL ≤ FPQ,

though, OL can be said to be more robust than PQ when

increasing the payload of the worse channel agent. In other

words, enlarging the payload of the worse channel agent leads

to select OL rather than PQ.

Alternatively, we can compare the schedulers with respect

to the survival time they require to reach a target failure rate

Ftrgt. As τ is an integer, we round τ to the nearest greater

integer for comparison purpose. For example, when fixing

Ftrgt = 10−4, we see that for {1,1,2},{1,1,3},{2,2,2},{2,2,3},

respectively, VI fulfills the target with τ = 7, 8, 9, 10, OL

fulfills the target with τ = 7, 9, 9, 11, and PQ fulfills the

target with τ = 8, 9, 10, 12. PQ is then always one time slot

ahead from VI whereas OL may reach the same survival time.
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Fig. 1. Simulation results in several scenarios with p1 = 10
−3

, p2 =

10−2
, p3 = 10−1.

Consequently, OL provides nearly optimal performance with

less constrains on the application compared with PQ.

Finally, we focus on the curves showing the performance of

deep Q learning with {2,2,3}. We observe that FDQ(1) , FDQ(2)

are both greater than FVI, i.e., they do not reach the optimal

policy. However, when τ ≥ 11, we see that FDQ(2) ≤ FPQ and

FDQ(2) ≤ FOL. Extrapolating the curves to τ ≥ 12, we expect

DQ(1) and DQ(2) to perform even better than PQ and OL.

In other words, when going further than the τ value used for

training, DQ seems to well behave whereas running DQ for τ

values lower than that of training, DQ is clearly suboptimal.

We also observe that DQ(2), trained with the model mismatch,

performs better than the standard training DQ(1). This high-

lights that the rare channel errors is indeed a problem for deep

Q learning, and having a model mismatch for the training

improves the performance. Nevertheless, this raises a new

problem: How to chose the most adequate model parameters

for the training? These preliminary performance results also

indicate, though, that it might be possible to approach the VI

performance provided good training parameters. Therefore, as

DQ is less complex than VI and less memory consuming than

VI, this opens the room for scaling the scheduling problem to

a larger state space, e.g., with more agents, with greater values

of τ , and with greater values of Ck.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we formalized the scheduling problem in the

framework of MDP and we showed how to find the optimal

scheduling strategy. This enables to assess the performance

of candidate lower complexity schedulers. Indeed, the optimal

scheduler suffers from complexity and storage issues. Among

the lower complexity scheduler, the deep Q learning approach

based on neural networks is investigated. We observed that

training the neural network is not straightforward because of

the scarcity of error events of some agents. Nevertheless, the

performance can be improved by introducing a model mis-

match for the training step. These preliminary results indicate

that it may be possible to approach the optimal performance

with this lower complexity scheduler. This may offer the

possibility to scale the scheduler and therefore address larger

systems.
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