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PoPeC: PAoI-Centric Task Offloading with Priority
over Unreliable Channels
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Abstract—Freshness-aware computation offloading has gar-
nered increasing attention recently in the realm of edge comput-
ing, driven by the need to promptly obtain up-to-date information
and mitigate the transmission of outdated data. However, most of
the existing works assume that channels are reliable, neglecting
the intrinsic fluctuations and uncertainty in wireless communi-
cation. More importantly, offloading tasks typically have diverse
freshness requirements. Accommodation of various task priorities
in the context of freshness-aware task scheduling and resource
allocation remains an open and unresolved problem. To overcome
these limitations, we cast the freshness-aware task offloading
problem as a multi-priority optimization problem, considering
the unreliability of wireless channels, prioritized users, and
the heterogeneity of edge servers. Building upon the nonlinear
fractional programming and the ADMM-Consensus method,
we introduce a joint resource allocation and task offloading
algorithm to solve the original problem iteratively. In addition,
we devise a distributed asynchronous variant for the proposed
algorithm to further enhance its communication efficiency. We
rigorously analyze the performance and convergence of our
approaches and conduct extensive simulations to corroborate
their efficacy and superiority over the existing baselines.

Index Terms—Distributed Task Offloading, Edge Computing,
Channel Allocation, System Freshness.

I. INTRODUCTION

Edge computing is an attractive computing paradigm in the
era of the Artificial Internet of Things (AIoT) [1], [2]. By
enabling end devices to offload computation-intensive tasks
to nearby edge nodes, it is envisioned to provide real-time
computing services, thereby facilitating the deployment of a
wide range of intelligent applications (e.g., smart homes, smart
cities, and autonomous vehicles) [3]. In these applications,
it is of paramount importance to promptly access up-to-date
information while mitigating the transmission of outdated and
worthless data [4]. To this end, a great number of offloading
solutions have been proposed to ensure timely status updates
and rapid delivery of tasks from information sources, with the
aim of enhancing the overall information freshness [5]–[9].

Recently, the Age of Information (AoI) and Peak Age of
Information (PAoI) have been recognized as important metrics
for evaluating the freshness of information, which characterize
the elapsed time since the reception of a user’s most recent data
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packet [10]. Based on these metrics, several recent efforts have
focused on AoI- or PAoI-centric computation offloading and
resource allocation for efficient and concurrent transmission
of freshness-sensitive information to the edge servers [4]–[9],
[11]–[17].

Unfortunately, there remain several challenges that need
to be surmounted to achieve effective freshness-aware com-
putation offloading in practice. First, many existing works
assume channel homogeneity [8], [18] or perfect knowledge
of channel states [9], [19], overlooking the dynamics and
stochasticity of the limited wireless channels. As a result,
such methods easily suffer from package loss or failure due to
unreliable communication [13]. Second, computing resources
on edge servers are typically constrained and heterogeneous,
necessitating appropriate assignment of heterogeneous com-
puting units to offloading tasks. More importantly, designing
a prioritized offloading strategy is crucial because users may
have diverse freshness requirements. For example, devices
with safety-sensitive functions, such as temperature sensors
in the Industrial Internet of Things and Automatic Emer-
gency Braking (AEB) systems in autopilots, require prompt
offloading and processing to meet their stringent freshness
demands. Whereas, most of the existing methods struggle with
measuring and handling the situations where offloading tasks
possess different priorities. In light of these considerations, this
work seeks to answer the key question: “How to design an
efficient task offloading algorithm that can optimize the overall
information freshness while effectively handling prioritized
users, unreliable channels, and heterogeneous edge servers?”

To this end, we cast the freshness-aware task offloading
problem as a multi-priority optimization problem, consider-
ing unreliability of wireless channels, heterogeneity of edge
servers, and interdependence of multiple users with differing
priorities. Given the high complexity of directly optimizing
this problem, we first examine two special cases from the
original problem and exploit nonlinear fractional programming
to transform the problems into tractable forms, subsequently
developing ADMM-Consensus-based solutions for both cases.
Built upon these solutions, an iterative algorithm is devised to
resolve the original problem effectively. We further discuss a
distributed asynchronous variant of the proposed algorithm,
capable of alleviating the overhead caused by unreliable
iterations during the offloading policy acquisition process.
Theoretical analysis is carried out to establish the conver-
gence property of the proposed algorithm and demonstrate
the improvement in performance brought by the multi-priority
mechanism.
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In a nutshell, our main contributions are summarized below.
• We consider an M/G/1 offloading system and derive

the precise Peak Age of Information (PAoI) expression
for each user to characterize their information freshness.
Then, we formulate the freshness-aware multi-priority
task offloading problem under heterogeneous edge servers
and unreliable channels.

• Based on nonlinear fractional programming and the
ADMM-Consensus method, we propose a joint resource
allocation, service migration, and task offloading algo-
rithm to solve the original problem effectively. We further
devise a distributed asynchronous variant for the proposed
algorithm to enhance its communication efficiency.

• We establish theoretical guarantees for the proposed
algorithms, in terms of performance and convergence. We
conduct extensive simulations, and the results show that
our algorithm can significantly improve the performance
over the existing methods.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section
II briefly reviews the related work. Section III introduces
the system model, including relevant definitions and models.
In Section IV, we describe some special cases and propose
algorithms to tackle the PoPeC problem. Section V proposes
an asynchronous parallel algorithm to improve communication
efficiency and discusses the benefits of the multi-class priority
mechanism. Section VI presents the simulation results, fol-
lowed by a conclusion drawn in Section VII.

II. RELATED WORK

In the realm of edge computing, a multitude of research
efforts have emerged to mitigate response delays by means of
task offloading strategies [20]–[30]. On the one hand, explor-
ing the characteristics of channels is integral to this field. The
reliability of channels has been investigated in scenarios such
as real-time monitoring systems [31], [32]. However, these
approaches might not adequately address the challenges posed
by unstable channel conditions stemming from factors like
antenna beamforming and fading [33], [34]. Moreover, while
earlier studies assumed either homogeneous channels or the
offloading of two separate channels with random arrivals [8],
[9], [18], such assumptions fall short when dealing with the
complexities of heterogeneous unreliable channels. On the
other hand, one notable departure in our work is the consid-
eration of the performance of synchronous parallel iterative
algorithms in the context of unreliable channels. While many
studies advocate for distributed methods to enhance efficiency,
they often neglect the substantial communication costs of
synchronous parallel algorithms on unreliable channels [4]–
[6]. In contrast, we explore the potential of an asynchronous
parallel algorithm to mitigate communication overheads and
achieve the same performance.

Nonetheless, the sole emphasis on delay reduction may not
ensure the necessary freshness of information for users, as
highlighted in the works of Kosta et al. [35] and Yates et
al. [10]. This has led to the development of freshness-aware
methodologies, leveraging metrics such as AoI and Peak Age
of Information (PAoI) [4]–[9], [11], [12], [36]. Therefore,

recent advancements have delved into the customization of
computation offloading strategies to accommodate distinct
user types and preferences [4]–[6], [9], [37]–[43]. Zou et
al. [4] introduce a novel partial-index approach that accu-
rately characterizes indexing issues in heterogeneous multi-
user multi-channel systems. Their SWIM framework optimizes
resource allocation using maximum weights. Sun et al. [6]
propose an age-aware scheduling strategy rooted in Lyapunov
optimization to cater to diverse users, providing bounds on age
that comply with throughput constraints. However, many of
these contributions overlook the importance of user priorities,
which is vital for practical prioritized systems [4]–[6], [9],
[37].

In contrast to prior works, which may focus on specific
aspects such as channel types, reliability, or algorithmic
choices, our research amalgamates these elements to address
the intricate interplay of AoI optimization, edge computing,
and heterogeneous channels. By investigating the challenges
unique to these intersections, we contribute to a more com-
prehensive understanding of real-time computation offloading
in dynamic environments.

III. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we introduce the system model, including
the Mobile Edge Computing (MEC) architecture, the freshness
model, and the problem formulation.
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Fig. 1. MEC Architecture with Unreliable Channles and Priority Users.

A. MEC Architecture

As shown in Fig.1, we consider a wireless network system
consisting of a set of 𝑀 mobile edge servers (denoted by
M). Each server 𝑚 ∈ M serves a set of 𝑁𝑚 users (N𝑚), and
each user 𝑛 ∈ N can offload their tasks to the corresponding
server 𝑚𝑛 via a limited number of wireless channels (denoted
by C � {1, . . . , 𝐶}). Considering the effects of frequency-
selective fading [4], we define 𝑝𝑛,𝑐 as the probability of a suc-
cessful transmission from user 𝑛 through channel 𝑐 to server
𝑚𝑛. In this context, users have (potentially) varying offloading
priorities, represented as Δ � {1, 2, . . . , 𝛿max}. Let N 𝛿

𝑚 denote
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the set of users that are prioritized as 𝛿 ∈ Δ and served by
server 𝑚, which satisfies

⋃
𝑚∈M

⋃
𝛿∈ΔN 𝛿

𝑚 =
⋃

𝑚∈M N𝑚 = N .
We represent N 𝛿 �

⋃
𝑚∈M N 𝛿

𝑚 as the set of users with
priority 𝛿 across all servers. To simplify notation, we denote
the priority of user 𝑛 as 𝛿(𝑛) and the set of users with the same
or higher priority as Δ(𝛿(𝑛)). Particularly, we distinguish user-
side and server-side variables using the superscripts ‘u’ and
‘s’, respectively. For clarity, we summarize the key notations
in Table I.

TABLE I
KEY NOTATIONS

Notation Definition
𝑛, 𝑐, 𝑚, 𝛿 indexes of users, channels, servers, and priority
𝑢, 𝑠 superscripts of user-side and server-side variables
𝜆𝑛, 𝜇𝑛 expected arrival and service rates of 𝑛’s offloaded tasks
𝑝𝑛,𝑐 probability of a successful update from user 𝑛 to channel 𝑐
𝑦𝑚 optimal migration decision of server 𝑚

𝜂𝑢
𝑛,𝑐 probability of tasks offloading from user 𝑛 to channel 𝑐

𝜂𝑠
𝑚,𝑚′ proportion of tasks delivered from server 𝑚 to server 𝑚′

𝑝syn, 𝑝asyn probability of a successful (a)synchronous update
Γsyn, Γasyn number of iterations of (a)synchronous algorithms

𝑇𝑛, 𝐼𝑛, 𝑊𝑛, 𝑌𝑛
user 𝑛’s transmission time, arrival interval, waiting time,
and processing time

𝐴𝑛 PAoI of user 𝑛’s message

𝜖 ck, 𝜖 ac stop criteria for iterations CheckPointing Algorithm (NFP)
and ADMM-Consensus Algorithm (NAC/ANAC)

1) Task Offloading: The computational tasks of each user
arrive according to a Poisson process with an expected arrival
rate of 𝜆𝑛. We denote the probability of user 𝑛 accessing
channel 𝑐 as 𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐, which satisfies

0 ≤ 𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐 ≤ 1, ∀𝑛 ∈ N , 𝑐 ∈ C. (1)

Clearly, the number of tasks offloaded by user 𝑛 through
channel 𝑐 also adheres to a Poisson progress with an expected
value of 𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛. Given the fact that the number of offloaded
tasks by user 𝑛 can not exceed that generated by the same
user, we have ∑︁

𝑐∈C
𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐 ≤ 1, ∀𝑛 ∈ N . (2)

The inequality in Eq. (2) holds from the fact that users may
discard outdated tasks due to congestion in the channel, or a
need to prioritize more urgent tasks [44].

Edge servers are connected to each other via a wired
network and can collaborate to execute offloaded tasks by
assigning a portion of tasks from one server to another. We
represent 𝜂𝑠

𝑚,𝑚′ as the proportion of tasks delivered from server
𝑚 to server 𝑚′, which satisfies

0 ≤ 𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′ ≤ 1, ∀𝑚, 𝑚′ ∈ M, (3)∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′ = 1, ∀𝑚 ∈ M . (4)

Accordingly, the number of computational tasks with priority 𝛿
delivered from server 𝑚 to 𝑚′ can be expressed as 𝜂𝑠

𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚

,
where

𝜆𝑠𝛿,𝑚 �
∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛,𝑐 . (5)

𝜆𝑠
𝛿,𝑚

denotes the total number of received tasks prioritized
as 𝛿 at server 𝑚. Since the total number of tasks arrived at

each server cannot exceed its maximum capacity (denoted by
𝜆
𝑠,max
𝑚 ), we have∑︁

𝛿∈Δ

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′ ≤ 𝜆

𝑠,max
𝑚 , ∀𝑚 ∈ M . (6)

2) Transmission Model: We assume that the transmission
process of the multiple access channel follows the M/M/1
queuing model, as in [45], [46].1 ,2 We denote the task arrival
rate of channel 𝑐 as 𝜆𝑐 �

∑
𝑛∈N 𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛, i.e., the sum of the

offloading arrival rates of all users accessing this channel.
Meanwhile, 𝑟𝑐 stands for the communication for transmission
rate through channel 𝑐, and 𝑆 denotes the package size. As the
currently achievable wireless communication rate approaches
the Shannon limit [47], the transmission rate can be expressed
as 𝑟𝑐 = 𝐵𝑐 log

(
𝑅𝑐 + 1

)
, where 𝐵𝑐 and 𝑅𝑐 are the bandwidth

and the signal-to-noise ratio of channel 𝑐, respectively. Thus,
if user 𝑛 accesses channel 𝑐, the expected transmission time
can be expressed by

𝑇 tr
𝑛,𝑐 =

{ 1
𝑟𝑐/𝑆−𝜆𝑐

+ 𝑡𝑛,𝑐, 𝑟𝑐
𝑆
− 𝜆𝑐 > 0,

∞, otherwise,
(7)

where 1
𝑟𝑐/𝑆−𝜆𝑐

is the channel contention time, and 𝑡𝑛,𝑐 is the
constant end-to-end propagation delay of the offloading tasks.3

The propagation delay, in a short time slice, is calculated by
dividing the distance between the user and the server (𝑑𝑛,𝑐) by
the speed at which the wireless signal propagates through the
air (𝑣𝑐), i.e., 𝑡𝑛,𝑐 =

𝑑𝑛,𝑐
𝑣𝑐

[48]. As in [49], since MEC servers
are linked via wired core networks, we assume that the end-to-
end propagation delay between servers 𝑚 and 𝑚′ is constant,
denoted by 𝑡tr

𝑚,𝑚′ .

B. Limited Capacity Model with Confidence Evaluation

To meet the requirements of real-time response, we consider
the limited channel capacity/computation models with confi-
dence, which enable real-time estimation and the control of
system stability [5], [50].

1) Channel Capacity: Denote the capacity of channel 𝑐 as
𝑀max

𝑐 . Based on the properties of the cumulative distribution
function of the Poisson distribution [51], we introduce the
following constraint to ensure that each channel is conflict-
free with confidence level 1 − 𝛼 [5], [50]:

𝑧21
2
+ 𝑧2 ·

(∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 +
𝑧22
4

) 1
2

+
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 ≤ 𝑀max
𝑐 . (8)

Here, 𝑧1 � (𝛼/2−𝜆chl
𝑐 )/

√︁
𝜆chl
𝑐 and 𝑧2 � (1−𝛼/2−𝜆chl

𝑐 )/
√︁
𝜆chl
𝑐

are two statistics standardized from a normal distribution,
where 𝜆chl

𝑐 �
∑

𝑛∈N 𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 represents the total number of tasks

transmitted through channel 𝑐.

1Task arrivals follow a Poisson process, and channel transmission times are
exponential. It’s like an M/M/1 queue, where tasks arrive randomly, wait in
a queue, and are served one at a time, with exponential service times.

2The M/M/1 wireless transmission queue model can be simplified to the
M/G/1 model when their second moments are equal, making them equivalent.

3Since 𝑑𝑛,𝑐 does not change significantly relative to the speed of light 𝑣𝑐 ,
𝑡𝑛,𝑐 =

𝑑𝑛,𝑐
𝑣𝑐

can be regarded as a very small quantity or a constant.
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E[𝑊 𝑝
𝑛 ] =

1
2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈𝑛′(

1 −∑
𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛) )

∑
𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′

) (
1 −∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛)−1)
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜆𝑛′ ,𝑐
𝜇𝑛′

) (9)

𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝜼𝑠) �
∑

𝛿∈Δ 𝜂
𝑠
𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

𝜆𝑠
𝛿,𝑚𝑛∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠
𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚𝑛

·
(
𝑡tr𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

+ 1
𝜇𝑛,𝑚

+ 1
1 −∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛) )
∑

𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′

1
𝜇𝑛,𝑚

·
1
2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′𝜈𝑛,𝑚

1 −∑
𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛)−1)

∑
𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠

𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′

1
𝜇𝑛,𝑚

)
(10)

2) Computation Capacity: Due to the fluctuation in servers’
available computing capacities, we assume that server 𝑚’s
processing time for user 𝑛’s tasks follows a general distribution
with mean 1/𝜇𝑛,𝑚 and second moment 𝜈𝑛,𝑚 [38]. 4 To simplify
notations, we use 1/𝜇𝑛 and 𝜈𝑛 to represent 1/𝜇𝑛,𝑚𝑛

and
𝜈𝑛,𝑚𝑛

, respectively.5 To ensure each task is executed with a
confidence level of 1− 𝛽, we impose the following constraint:

𝑧23
2
+ 𝑧4 ·

(∑︁
𝑛∈N

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑝𝑛,𝑐 ·
𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

𝜇𝑛
+
𝑧24
4

) 1
2

+
∑︁
𝑛∈N

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑝𝑛,𝑐 ·
𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

𝜇𝑛
< 1,

(11)

where 𝑧3 � (𝛽/2 − 𝜆comp
𝑐 )/

√︁
𝜆

comp
𝑐 and 𝑧4 � (1 − 𝛽/2 −

𝜆
comp
𝑐 )/

√︁
𝜆

comp
𝑐 are two statistics standardized from a normal

distribution, with 𝜆comp �
∑

𝑛∈N
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛/𝜇𝑛 the total

number of tasks arriving at server 𝑚(𝑛).

C. Freshness Model and Problem Formulation

We characterize the freshness of information using the PAoI
metric. Specifically, the PAoI of user 𝑛’s message, denoted
by 𝐴𝑛, is determined by four key factors: transmission time
𝑇𝑛, arrival interval 𝐼𝑛, waiting time 𝑊𝑛, and processing time
𝑌𝑛 [4], i.e.,

E[𝐴𝑛] = E[𝑇𝑛] + E[𝐼𝑛] + E[𝑊𝑛] + E[𝑌𝑛], (12)

with E[𝐼𝑛] = 1/∑𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 and E[𝑇𝑛] =

∑
𝑐∈C 𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝑇

tr
𝑛,𝑐.

The expressions of E[𝑊𝑛] and E[𝑌𝑛] are contingent upon the
way in which user 𝑛’s tasks are executed. To derive the precise
expressions, we use binary variable 𝑦𝑚 to denote the migration
decision of server 𝑚, i.e.,

𝑦𝑚 ∈ {0, 1}, ∀𝑚 ∈ M . (13)

If 𝑦𝑚 comes to 0, server 𝑚 executes its tasks locally;
otherwise, it resorts to the other servers for collaboration.
In a slightly abusive notation, we use the superscript ‘p’ to
represent the case when 𝑦𝑚 = 0 and the superscript ‘s’ to
represent the case when 𝑦𝑚 = 1. Thus, when 𝑦𝑚𝑛

= 0,
E[𝑌 𝑝

𝑛 ] = 1/𝜇𝑛, and E[𝑊 𝑝
𝑛 ] can be expressed in Eq. (9)

from the M/G/1 queuing model with FCFS (see Appendix

4With task arrivals following a Poisson distribution, we consider an M/G/1
queueing system for server computations that adhere to an FCFS manner.

51/𝜇𝑛,𝑚𝑛 and 𝜈𝑛,𝑚𝑛 represent the mean and second moment, respectively,
of the processing time for user 𝑛’s tasks on its local server 𝑚𝑛.

A of technical report [52] for more details). When 𝑦𝑚𝑛
= 1,

according to Little’s Law6, we can obtain

E[𝑊 𝑠
𝑛] + E[𝑌 𝑠

𝑛 ] =
∑︁
𝑚∈M

𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝜼𝑠), (14)

where 𝜼𝑠 � {𝜂𝑠
𝑚,𝑚′ }𝑚,𝑚′∈M , and 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝜼𝑠) is defined in

Eq. (10). Based on this, the expected PAoI of user 𝑛 can be
specified as follows:

E[𝐴𝑛] = (1 − 𝑦𝑚𝑛
) · E[𝐴𝑛 |𝑦𝑚𝑛

= 0] + 𝑦𝑚𝑛
· E[𝐴𝑛 |𝑦𝑚𝑛

= 1] .
(15)

Given the aforementioned constraints, our objective is to
find the optimal offloading decision for users and the col-
laboration decision for servers to minimize the average ex-
pected PAoI across all users. We cast the problem as the
PAoI-Centric Task Offloading with Priority over Unreliable
Channels (PoPeC):

(PoPeC) min
𝜼𝑢 ,𝜼𝑠 ,𝒚

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
E[𝐴𝑛],

s.t. (1)–(6), (8), (11), (13),
(16)

with 𝜼𝑢 � {𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐}𝑛∈N,𝑐∈C the offloading decision, and 𝜼𝑠 �
{𝜂𝑠

𝑚,𝑚′ }𝑚,𝑚′∈M along with 𝒚 � {𝑦𝑚}𝑚∈M the collaboration
decision.

IV. POPEC: PAOI-CENTRIC TASK OFFLOADING WITH
PRIORITY OVER UNRELIABLE CHANNELS

In light of the challenges in directly addressing the offload-
ing problem, this section begins by examining two special
cases – priority-free and multi-priority task scheduling with
no server collaboration. Building on the insights gained from
these solutions, we subsequently devise an effective and effi-
cient algorithm for optimizing the original problem.

A. Priority-Free Task Scheduling

1) Problem Transformation: We first focus on a special
case in which all tasks are of the same type and do not
possess any priority distinctions, i.e., the problem of offloading
to the local servers. To solve this problem, the first step is
to derive the expression of the expected PAoI for each user
in this context. Recall that each user’s task arrivals follow a
Poisson distribution, and task execution times follow a general

6Little’s law in queuing theory states that the average number of customers
in a stationary system equals the product of arrival rate and waiting time [53].
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distribution. We re-evaluate the waiting time based on Eq. (9)
as follows:

E[𝑊𝑛] =
∑

𝑛∈N
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛𝜈𝑛

2 ·
(
1 −∑

𝑛∈N
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐 ·
𝜂𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

𝜇𝑛

) . (17)

We introduce an auxiliary variable, 𝑡tr𝑛 > 0, to represent the
upper bound of user 𝑛’s transmission time through all the
available channels, i.e.

𝑡tr𝑛 ≥ 𝑇 tr
𝑛,𝑐, ∀𝑐 ∈ C. (18)

Akin to [54], [55], we transform the original problem into
the following tractable form, i.e., optimizing a tight upper
bound of user 𝑛’s expected PAoI:

(P1) min
𝑡 tr
𝑛 ,𝜼𝑢

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢),

s.t. (1), (2), (8), (11), (18).
(19)

𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) is defined as:

𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) � 𝑡tr +
1

Ψ𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)
+ 𝜐𝑛 (𝜼

𝑢)
𝜙𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

+ 1
𝜇
, (20)

where we represent 𝜐𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) � 1
2
∑

𝑛′∈N
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐 · 𝜂𝑢𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈,
𝜙𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) � 1 − ∑

𝑛′∈N
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐 · 𝜂𝑢𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′/𝜇, and Ψ𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) �∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛.

In line with the principles of min-max optimization, we
can enhance the overall communication efficiency across all
channels by focusing our efforts on minimizing 𝑡tr𝑛 rather than
E[𝑇𝑛]. This strategic shift not only aligns with our objective
of improving performance but also bolsters the resilience and
robustness of our proposed solution.

Eq. (8) and Eq. (11) suggest that P1 is a non-convex
problem. To identify well-structured solutions, we transform
these constraints into equivalent convex ones.

Lemma 1. In Problem P1, Constraints (8) and (11) are
equivalent to following Constraints (21) and (22) respectively:∑︁

𝑛∈N
𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 ≤ 𝑀max

𝑐 +
𝑧22
2
−
𝑧21
2
− 𝑧2 ·

(
𝑀max

𝑐 +
𝑧22
2
−
𝑧21
2

) 1
2

,

(21)∑︁
𝑛∈N

∑︁
𝑐∈C

𝑝𝑛,𝑐
𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

𝜇𝑛
≤ 1 +

𝑧24
2
−
𝑧23
2
− 𝑧4 ·

(
1 +

𝑧24
2
−
𝑧23
2

)
.

(22)

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix B of
technical report [52].

According to Lemma 1, Constraints (21) and (22) restrict
the decision variables to convex sets, and hence, Problem P1
can be rewritten as:

(P1-1) min
𝑡 tr
𝑛 ,𝜼𝑢

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢),

s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22).
(23)

Building on the above transformation, we can obtain the
following property.

Theorem 1. Problem P1-1 is a convex problem.

Proof. It is easy to see that the constraints of P1-1 are convex
because they are affine sets. The convexity of all sub-functions
is proven in Appendix C of technical report [52].

Based on the convexity of Problem P1-1, we can employ
the ADMM technique to solve this problem, detailed in the
following section.

2) Problem Decomposition and Solving: We define an
auxiliary function, 𝑔𝑛 (𝒙), as follows:

𝑔𝑛 (𝒙) �
{
𝑡tr + 1

Ψ𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 ) +
𝜐𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 )
𝜙𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 ) +

1
𝜇
, 𝒙 ∈ Ω,

∞, otherwise.
(24)

where 𝒙 � {𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢}, and Ω � {𝒙 |(1), (2), (18), (21), (22)} is
the feasible set of Problem P1-1.

P1-1 is equivalent to the following consensus problem:

(P1-2) min
{𝒙𝑛 }

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑛), (25)

s.t. 𝒙𝑛 = 𝒙𝑜 . (26)

According to Theorem 1, it is clear that the well-known
ADMM-Consensus algorithm can be used to obtain the opti-
mal solution of Problem P1-2 [56] (For more details, please
refer to Appendix D of technical report [52]).

B. Multi-Priority Task Scheduling

1) Problem Transformation with Nonlinear Fractional Pro-
gramming: Different from priority-free task scheduling in the
previous section, we delve deeper into the multi-priority task
scheduling problem in this section. In this case, according
to the priorities of received tasks, servers will execute the
tasks with higher priorities more promptly. Since the multi-
priority task scheduling, in this case, is NP-hard (please refer
to Appendix M of technical report [52] for the proof), similar
to Problem P1, we minimize a tight upper bound for the
average expected PAoI of multi-priority users:

(P2) min
𝒙

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙),

s.t. (1), (2), (8), (11), (18),
(27)

where 𝑓
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) = 𝑡tr + 1

𝜇𝑛
+ 1

Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) +
Υ(𝒙)

Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) is the upper
bound of E[𝐴𝑛], 𝒙 = {𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢} denotes the decision variables,
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) = 1 − ∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛) )
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′/𝜇𝑛′ ,

Υ(𝒙) = 1
2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈𝑛′ , and Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) =∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛. To obtain the effective offloading decision in

this case, we next transform the original problem and decouple
users’ offloading decisions.

First, we define 𝜃𝑛 � 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)/ 𝑓 𝑝,𝑙𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) = 𝑓

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) − 1/𝜇𝑛

and write

min
𝜽

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜃𝑛 = min
𝒙

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)
𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)

=
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙∗𝑛)
𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙∗𝑛)

, (28)

where 𝒙∗𝑛 is the optimal solution and 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 , 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 are denoted

by

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) = Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙𝑛)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙𝑛) + Υ(𝒙𝑛)Ψ𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)

+ 𝑡trΨ𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙𝑛)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙𝑛), (29)
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Algorithm 1: Nonlinear fractional programming based
on ADMM-Consensus (NFPA)
// CheckPointing Algorithm - NFP
Input: 𝜖ck, {𝜃0

𝑛}, 𝑘
1 for 𝑛 = 1 to 𝑁 do
2 Convergence = False
3 while Convergence = False do
4 Apply Algorithm 2 or 4 with �̃�𝑘𝑛 and 𝜃𝑘𝑛 to

obtain the solution �̃�𝑘+1𝑛

5 if 𝑓 𝑝,𝑢𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 ) − 𝜃𝑘𝑛 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 )) > 𝜖ck then

6 Select 𝜃𝑘+1𝑛 =
𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 ( �̃�𝑘+1𝑛 )
𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 ( �̃�𝑘+1𝑛 ) )

7 Convergence = True
8 else
9 Convergence = False

10 end
11 Update 𝑠 = 𝑠 + 1
12 end
13 Select 𝒙𝑝,∗

𝑛 = �̃�𝑘𝑛
14 Select 𝜃 𝑝,∗𝑛 = 𝜃𝑘𝑛
15 Calculate PAoI according to Eq. (27)

Output: 𝒙𝑝,∗
𝑛 and PAoI

16 end

𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) = Ψ𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙𝑛)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙𝑛). (30)

Proposition 1. Problem P2 can be recast into an equivalent
problem as follows:

(P2-1) min
{𝒙𝑛 }

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛),

s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22),
(31)

where 𝜃∗𝑛 is the minimum value of 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)/ 𝑓 𝑝,𝑙𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) with

regard to 𝒙𝑛.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix E of
technical report [52].

Proposition 1 demonstrates that problem transformation
can be employed to deal with the nonlinear fractional pro-
gramming problem P2-1. Hence, we can use the iterative
Dinkelbach techniques [57], outlined in Algorithm 1, to solve
the transformed problem. Algorithm 1 updates the value of 𝜃𝑛
in each iteration based on the current �̃�𝑘𝑛, i.e.,

𝜃𝑘+1𝑛 =
𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 )
𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 ))

. (32)

This process continues until:

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 ) − 𝜃𝑘𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (�̃�𝑘+1𝑛 )) > 𝜖ck, (33)

where 𝜖ck represents the stop criteria for iterations.
2) ADMM-Consensus Based Solution: The procedure men-

tioned above can be considered as a checkpointing algorithm.
We employ non-convex ADMM-Consensus methods to deter-

mine the new value of {𝒙𝑛}. Analogous to section IV-A, the
consensus problem for P2-1 can be expressed as:

(P2-2) min
{𝒙𝑛 }

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛),

s.t. 𝒙𝑛 = 𝒙𝑜,

(34)

where

𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) =

{
𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛), 𝒙 ∈ Ω,

∞, otherwise.
(35)

The augmented Lagrangian for Problem P2-2 can be expressed
as:

𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛}, 𝒙𝑜, {𝝈𝑛}) =
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐿
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛, 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑛)

=
∑︁
𝑛∈N

(
𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) + ⟨𝝈𝑛, 𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜⟩ +

𝜌𝑛

2
∥𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜∥22

)
, (36)

where 𝜌𝑛 is a positive penalty parameter with respect to
Problem P2-2. Based on the non-convex ADMM-Consensus
algorithm, we update the variables in each iteration 𝑡 as
follows:

𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 = arg min
𝒙𝑛

𝐿
𝑝
𝑛 ({𝒙𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡𝑜, {𝝈𝑡

𝑛}), (37)

𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 =

∑
𝑛∈N (𝜌𝑛𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 + 𝜎𝑡

𝑛)∑
𝑛∈N 𝜌𝑛

, (38)

𝜎𝑡+1
𝑛 = 𝜎𝑡

𝑛 + 𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ). (39)

The premise that the iterative update can converge is that the
function 𝑔𝑝𝑛 is Lipschitz continuous.

Proposition 2. The first-order derivative of 𝑔𝑝𝑛 is Lipschitz
continuous with constant ℓ𝑛, which is defined as

ℓ𝑛 =
𝜆2
𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜇2
min

( ∑︁
𝑛1∈N

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

+ (1 + 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
) |N1 | + 𝜃∗𝑛

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|N2 |

)
,

(40)

where 𝜇min = min𝑛{𝜇𝑛}, 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 = max𝑛 𝜆𝑛, N1 = {N 𝛿 |𝛿 <
𝛿(𝑛)}⋃{𝑛}, N2 = {N 𝛿 |𝛿 ≤ 𝛿(𝑛)}.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix F of
technical report [52].

According to Proposition 2, we adopt the non-convex
ADMM-Consensus method to solve Problem P2-2, with given(
{𝒙0

𝑛}, {𝜃∗𝑛}
)

(as outlined in Algorithm 1).

Algorithm 2: Non-Convex ADMM-Consensus (NAC)

Input: 𝜖ac, 𝑡 and
(
{𝒙0

𝑛}, {𝜃∗𝑛}
)

from Algorithm 1
// ADMM-Consensus Algorithm

1 do
2 Calculate 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 in MEC, according to Eq. (38)
3 Calculate 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 in user, simultaneously according to

Eq. (37)
4 Calculate 𝜎𝑡+1

𝑛 in user, simultaneously according
to Eq. (39)

5 Update 𝑡 = 𝑡 + 1
6 while 𝜂 (𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) ≥ 𝜖ac;

Output: 𝒙𝑡𝑛
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It is worth mentioning that the value of 𝜌𝑛 and the con-
vergence property of the Algorithm 2 differ from those in the
Convex ADMM-Consensus method. Due to the non-convexity
of the objective function, the commonly used gap function
cannot be adapted to the analysis of Algorithm 2. Next, we
design a special gap function capable of characterizing the
convergence of NAC as follows:

𝜂
(
𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡

)
=

∇̃𝐿 𝑝
({
𝒙𝑡𝑛

}
, 𝒙𝑡𝑜,𝝈

𝑡
)2 +

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜2
, (41)

where

∇̃𝐿 𝑝
(
{𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡

)
=


∇𝒙𝑜𝐿

𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 )
∇𝒙1𝐿

𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 )
...

∇𝒙𝑁 𝐿
𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 )


.

When 𝜂 (𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) < 𝜖ac, Algorithm 2 will find a stationary
solution. The gap function that ADMM used to deal with
convex functions is no longer suitable to judge the convergence
of non-convex functions ADMM. We further explain why the
gap function Eq. (41) can be used as a stopping criterion (A
comprehensive explanation of this concept can be found in
Appendix L of technical report [52].) In addition to the change
of the gap function, the convergence of Algorithm 2 requires
some parameters to satisfy special conditions.

Theorem 2. If 𝜌𝑛 > 2ℓ𝑛, Algorithm 2 converges to an
𝜖ac-stationary point within 𝑂 (1/(𝑝syn𝜖ac)), where 𝜖ac is a
positive iteration factor, and 𝑝syn = Π𝑛∈N ( 1

𝐶

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐) is the

probability of successfully completing a synchronous update.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix G of
technical report [52].

Theorem 2 implies that when specific parameters satisfy
certain criteria, Algorithm 2 can sublinearly converge. Ad-
ditionally, since the iteration will continue if the parameters
given by Algorithm 2 do not satisfy the stop condition of
Algorithm 1, we can use Algorithm 1 as a condition for the
termination of the entire solution method.

C. Multi-Priority Task Scheduling and Multi-Server Collabo-
ration

1) Problem Decomposition: Different from Section IV-A
and Section IV-B, which concentrate solely on a single server,
we further study multi-priority and multi-server collaboration-
based offloading in this subsection. In order to resolve the
original problem, we first derive the expression of the optimal
migration decision variable 𝒚∗.

Theorem 3. The optimal migration decision of (PoPeC) is

𝑦𝑚𝑛
=

{
1, 𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) + 𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠) > 0,
0, 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒,

(42)

where 𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) = ∑
𝑚′∈M/𝑚𝑛

𝜂𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝑛

∑
𝛿∈Δ 𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′ and 𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠)

=
∑

𝑚′∈M/𝑚𝑛
𝜂𝑠
𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

′
∑

𝛿∈Δ 𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚𝑛

.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix H-A of
technical report [52].

Combining Theorem 3 and Appendix H-B of technical
report [52], (PoPeC) is equivalent to the following problem:

(P3) min
𝒙,𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛)

s.t. (1), (2), (3), (4), (6), (18), (21), (22),
(43)

where 𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛) = 𝑡tr𝑛 + 1∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

+ ∑
𝑚∈M 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛), 𝒙 =

{𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢} and 𝒛 = 𝜼𝑠 . The main challenge in solving P3 lies in
the non-convexity of

∑
𝑛∈N 𝐹

1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛) and the dependency of 𝒙

and 𝒛. We further decompose the problem P3.

Lemma 2. Problem P3 can be equivalently transformed into
the Channel Allocation subproblem, P3-1, and the Server
Collaboration subproblem, P3-2, which are shown as follow:

(P3-1) min
𝒙

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙),

s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22),∑︁
𝑛∈N 𝛿

𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 ≤ 𝜆𝑠𝛿,𝑚. (44)

(P3-2) min
𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛, 𝝀𝑠),

s.t. (3), (4), (6),
(45)

where we define 𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙) � 𝑡tr𝑛 + 1∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

, 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛, 𝝀𝑠) �∑

𝑚∈M 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛), and 𝜆𝑠
𝛿,𝑚
�

∑
𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠

𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚

.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix I of
technical report [52].

Based on the lemma provided, we develop methods to
address the channel allocation P3-1 and server cooperation
P3-2 iteratively on the user and server sides, respectively.

2) Channel Allocation: The goal of P3-1 is to allocate
channels for each local server and the user it serves. Based
on Lemma 2, we can easily obtain the optimal solution of this
sub-problem as follows:

𝒙∗ = {𝒙∗𝑚}, (46)

where 𝒙∗𝑚 can be derived from

(P3-3) min
𝒙𝑚

∑︁
𝑛∈N𝑚

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙𝑚, 𝝀𝑠),

s.t.(1), (2), (18), (21), (22), (44). (47)

We further analyze P3-3 to identify an optimal solution.

Lemma 3. Problem P3-3 is a convex problem.

Proof. We can easily obtain the convexity of 𝐹1
𝑛 from Ap-

pendix C of technical report [52]. Since both the sub-function
and the constraints are convex, we yield the result.

Based on Lemma 3 and the solution of IV-A, P3-3 can
be resolved by the existing method AC in Algorithm 5. The
details can be found in Section D and Appendix D of technical
report [52]. Each local server can find an optimal solution 𝒙∗𝑚
for all users it covers, which is in fact the optimal channel
allocation for P3-1.
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3) Server Collaboration: Problem P3-2 seeks to address
the problem of multi-server collaboration between various
servers in order to lessen the load on overhead servers and
speed up task execution to decrease PAoI for multi-priority
users, which has been shown to be an NP-Hard problem in
section IV-B. However, we develop an effective migration
strategy, based on Lemma 3, the server collaboration strategy
is 𝒛∗ = arg min𝒛{ 1

𝑁

∑
𝑛∈N

∑
𝑚∈M 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) s.t. (3), (4), (6)}.

Proposition 3. Given 𝝀𝑠 , Problem P3-2 is equivalent to the
following problem:

(P3-4) min
{𝒛𝑛,𝑚 }

∑︁
𝑛∈N

∑︁
𝑚∈M
{𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚) − 𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚)},

s.t. (1), (2), (8), (11), (18). (48)

Given 𝒛𝑛,𝑚, 𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚 is the minimum of
𝜋𝑢
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚 )

𝜋𝑙
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚 )

, where



𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) = Φ𝜋
𝛿 (𝑛) ,𝑚 (𝒛)Φ

𝜋
𝛿 (𝑛)−1,𝑚 (𝒛)

∑
𝑚′∈M Ψ𝜋

𝑛,𝑚′ (𝒛),
𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) = Λ𝑛,𝑚Ψ

𝜋
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛)Φ𝜋

𝛿 (𝑛) ,𝑚 (𝒛)Φ
𝜋
𝛿 (𝑛)−1,𝑚 (𝒛)

+ Ψ𝜋
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛)Υ𝜋 (𝒛),

Φ𝜋
𝛿 (𝑛) ,𝑚 (𝒛) = 1 −∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛) )
∑

𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′

1
𝜇𝑛,𝑚

,

Υ𝜋
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) = 1

2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′𝜈𝑛,𝑚,

Ψ𝜋
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) =

∑
𝛿∈Δ 𝜂

𝑠
𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

𝜆𝑠
𝛿,𝑚𝑛

,

Λ𝑛,𝑚 = 𝑡tr𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚
+ 1

𝜇𝑛,𝑚
.

Proof. 𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) and 𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛) are polynomial functions repre-
senting the numerator and denominator of the fraction 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛),
respectively. Accordingly, we can reframe problem P3-2 using
nonlinear fractional programming, resulting in an equivalent
problem denoted as P3-4 with given 𝝀𝑠 . For more detailed
problem transformation, please refer to Appendix J-1 of tech-
nical report [52].

Combining Proposition 3 and Section IV-B1, we can apply
NFP in Algorithm 1 to convert P3-2 to P3-4. After transform-
ing the problem in Proposition 3, we obtain problem P3-4,
which has a cubic polynomial objective function. Nevertheless,
deriving the closed-form solution for P3-4 is still challenging,
we instead provide an iterative algorithm as follows. We first
analyze the properties of P3-4.

Lemma 4. In P3-4, the first-order derivative of 𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚) −
𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚𝜋

𝑙
𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚) is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix J-2 of
technical report [52].

Based on Lemma 4 and Section IV-B2, we use NAC and
NFP in Algorithm 2 to gain an efficient solution of P3-4. In
this case, the complexity of the method is 𝑂 (1/𝜖ac), which
can be proved by Appendix J-3 of technical report [52].

4) Iterative Solution: We design an iterative solution al-
gorithm that first obtains the initial 𝒙𝑜 inside each local
server with a given 𝒚. In the algorithm, 𝒙𝑡 and 𝒛𝑡 are solved
alternately to obtain the solution. In the following, we establish
the convergence guarantee for the proposed algorithm.

Theorem 4. If we solve P3 by Algorithm 3, 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒛𝑡 )
monotonically decreases and converges to a unique point.

Algorithm 3: Iterative Solution (IS)

Input: 𝑡 = 0, 𝜆𝑠,0
𝛿,𝑚

= 𝜆
𝑠,max
𝑚

1 while not done do
2 Compute 𝒙𝑡+1 according to Eq. (46) by Lemma 3
3 Compute 𝝀𝑠,𝑡+1 according to Eq. (5)
4 Compute 𝒛𝑡+1 according to Eq. (48) by Lemma 4
5 Update 𝑡 = 𝑡 + 1
6 end
7 Compute 𝒚∗ by Eq. (42)

Output: 𝒙∗ = 𝒙𝑡 ,𝒚∗,𝒛∗ = 𝒛𝑡

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix K of
technical report [52].

V. DISCUSSION

In this section, we expand upon and analyze the perfor-
mance of PoPeC. Firstly, we introduce a communication-
efficient asynchronous parallel algorithm and investigate both
its convergence and convergence rate. Following that, we delve
into the distinctions and benefits of our approach when com-
pared to non-priority and traditional multi-priority methods.

A. Asynchronous Parallel Algorithm

In the previous sections, we propose several synchronous
parallel algorithms. Nevertheless, the reliability and effective-
ness of these algorithms can be severely affected by communi-
cation failures and chaos resulting from faulty communication
networks. As Theorem 2 has revealed, Algorithm 2 has a slow
convergence speed, highlighting the need to replace it with a
more communication-efficient alternative.

Firstly, users opt to prioritize the selection of the channel
with the highest reliability rate to maximize the success rate
during iterations, represented as 𝑝max

𝑛 = max𝑐{𝑝𝑛,𝑐}. In doing
so, the risk of communication iteration loss is intuitively
reduced. To ensure successful iterations in an asynchronous
algorithm, there needs to be a limit on the number of
communications required for each communication unit. In
order to satisfy the delay bound of iterations needed for
successful communication Γ𝑛, we have (1 − 𝑝max

𝑛 )Γ𝑛 < 𝜖𝑎,
where 𝜖𝑎 is the maximum tolerance for asynchronous iterative
communication. Both sides are logarithmic at the same time,
it is Γ𝑛 ≥ 𝑙𝑛(𝜖 𝑎 )

𝑙𝑛(1−𝑝max
𝑛 ) . Thus, we have

Assumption 1. The upper bound on the number of commu-
nications to complete a successful iteration satisfies

Γ𝑛 =

⌈
𝑙𝑛(𝜖𝑎)

𝑙𝑛(1 − 𝑝max
𝑛 )

⌉
, (49)

where ⌈𝑥⌉ is the ceiling function of 𝑥.

This is a standard assumption in the asynchronous ADMM
literature [58], [59]. In the worst case, it is a necessary
condition to ensure that each user finishes one iteration within
Γ𝑛 iterations.

Furthermore, we present an asynchronous variant of Algo-
rithm 2 as Algorithm 4. In each iteration, each user computes
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Algorithm 4: Asynchronous Non-Convex ADMM-
Consensus (ANAC)

1 /* MEC Side */
Input: 𝜖ac, 𝜏𝑜 and

(
{𝒙0

𝑛}, {𝜃∗𝑛}
)

from Algorithm 1
2 Convergence = False
3 while Convergence == False do
4 Calculate 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1

𝑜 = arg min𝒙𝑜∈Ω 𝐿
𝑝
(
{𝒙0

𝑛}, 𝒙𝑜, {𝝈0
𝑛}

)
if 𝜂 (𝒙𝜏𝑜 ,𝝈𝜏𝑜 ) < 𝜖ac then

5 Convergence = True
6 Send 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1

𝑜 and Convergence to all users
7 else
8 Send 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1

𝑜 and Convergence to all users
9 Wait for some fixed period of time

10 Receive all the gradients {𝑥𝜏
𝑟
𝑛

𝑛 } and all the local
time {𝝉𝑟𝑛 } from users

11 Record the received users in ℧𝜏𝑜+1

12 if 𝑛 ∈ ℧𝜏𝑜+1 then
13 Select 𝜏𝑛 = min{𝝉𝑟𝑛 } and ∇𝐺 𝑝,𝜏𝑜+1

𝑛 = 𝑥
𝜏𝑟𝑛
𝑛

14 else
15 Select ∇𝐺 𝑝,𝜏𝑜+1

𝑛 = ∇𝐺 𝑝,𝜏𝑜
𝑛

16 end
17 Calculate 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1

𝑛 = 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1
𝑜 − 1

𝜌𝑛
(∇𝐺 𝑝,𝜏𝑜+1

𝑛 + 𝝈𝜏𝑜
𝑛 )

18 Calculate 𝝈𝜏𝑜+1
𝑛 = 𝝈𝜏𝑜

𝑛 + 𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝜏𝑜+1
𝑛 + 𝒙𝜏𝑜+1

𝑜 )
19 Update 𝜏𝑜 = 𝜏𝑜 + 1
20 end
21 end

Output: 𝒙𝜏𝑜
𝑜

22 /* USER Side */
23 for user 𝑛 ∈ N do
24 Initialize 𝜏𝑛 = 0
25 while Receive 𝒙𝑟 and Convergence from MEC do
26 if Convergence == False then
27 Select 𝒙𝜏𝑛+1

𝑛 = 𝒙𝑟

28 Calculate ∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝜏𝑛+1
𝑛 )

29 Send ∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝜏𝑛+1
𝑛 ) and (𝜏𝑛 + 1) to MEC via

the most reliable channel
30 Update 𝜏𝑛 = 𝜏𝑛 + 1
31 else
32 Select 𝒙𝑛 = 𝒙𝑟

Output: 𝒙𝑛
33 end
34 end
35 end

the gradient based on the most recently received information
from the server and sends it to the local server. The server
collects all available iterations, updates the value of 𝒙, and
passes the latest information back to the user. This asyn-
chronous approach can help reduce communication overhead
and improve convergence speed. In addition, we recognize that
users may have limited computational resources, and thus, we
suggest assigning a minimal number of computational tasks
or designing the tasks to be as simple as possible.

Convergence Analysis: If Assumption 1 is satisfied and we

set 𝜌𝑛 > max{7ℓ𝑛, ℓ𝑛 (Γ2
𝑛+ 3

7 (Γ𝑛+1)
2)}, the sequence {{𝒙𝑛}, 𝒙}

in Algorithm 4 converges to the set of stationary solutions
of the problem, based on [59, Theorem 3.1]. Moreover, for
𝜖ac > 0, we obtain

𝑝asynΓasyn𝜖ac < 𝑘Γ (𝐿 𝑝
({
𝒙1
𝑛

}
, 𝒙1

𝑜,𝝈
1
)
− 𝐺 𝑝), (50)

where 𝜖ac is a positive iteration factor, 𝑘Γ is a constant,
𝐺 𝑝 is the lower bound of

∑
𝑛∈N 𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛), Γasyn is number of

iterations, i.e., Γasyn = min {𝑡 | 𝜂 (𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) ≤ 𝜖, 𝑡 ≥ 0}, 𝑝asyn =

1 − Π𝑛∈N (1 − 𝑝max
𝑛 ) denote the probability that at least one

communication unit communicates successfully in an iteration
and 𝑝asynΓasyn represents the number of successful iterations.
According to detailed analysis and proof in Appendix L of
technical report [52], we have

Γasyn <
𝑘Γ (𝐿 𝑝

({
𝒙1
𝑛

}
, 𝒙1

𝑜,𝝈
1) − 𝐺 𝑝)

𝜖ac𝑝asyn , (51)

which means Algorithm 4 converges to an 𝜖ac-stationary
point within 𝑂 (1/(𝑝asyn𝜖ac)). Therefore, the asynchronous
parallel algorithm is approximately 𝑝asyn/𝑝syn times faster, in
comparison to the synchronous parallel approach according to
Theorem 2. The value of 𝑝asyn/𝑝syn is greater than 1, and it
increases as the channel quality declines.

Such convergence analysis shows that Algorithm 4 con-
verges faster than Algorithm 2, particularly when transmission
reliability is low. Furthermore, we demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of the asynchronous algorithm through numerous
simulation experiments. In each iteration, we are required to
compute 𝒙𝑜𝜏𝑜+1 = arg min𝒙𝑜∈Ω L 𝑝

(
𝒙0
𝑛, 𝒙𝑜,𝝈

0
𝑛

)
, where L 𝑝

is a convex problem. We can exploit widely-used gradient
descent or interior point methods to solve this problem with
low computational cost. In particular, we introduce an asyn-
chronous parallel communication algorithm tailored for the
issue of unreliable channels in priority-free cases as well (see
Appendix D-C of technical report [52] for more details).

B. Why Multi-Class Priority?

Existing multi-priority methods focus on scenarios where
each user has a unique priority level, which can lead to the
unjust treatment of users who should have the same priority, as
exemplified in previous studies such as [38], [41], [43]. This
may undermine the principles of fairness and equality that
these systems are intended to uphold. However, the multi-
priority model can extend to handle different scenarios to
promote fair allocation, including cases where users have
unequal priorities or where multiple users share the same
priority level. In our research, this model is called multi-class
priority, which aims to prevent unfair treatment of users with
similar priorities by allocating resources equitably. To the best
of our knowledge, our study represents the first attempt to
explore such a priority model with a broader range of practical
applications.

Next, we explore the benefits of our proposed multi-class
priority mechanism in contrast to the commonly used multi-
priority and no-priority mechanisms. Specifically, we delve
into the effects of our approach on the performance of three
distinct user groups:
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a) The highest priority users: The PAoI of user 𝑛∗, who
are set to the highest priority (E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛∗ ]), has more optimal
information freshness than the priority-free case (E[𝐴𝑛∗ ])
under the same offloading strategy, which is

E[𝐴𝑛∗ ] − E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛∗ ]

=Υ(𝜼𝑢)
𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢)

(1 − 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢))
≥0. (52)

where 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢) =
∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) )
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′
,

𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) =
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′
, and Υ(𝜼𝑢) =

1
2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈𝑛′ . This formula indicates

that prioritized offloading systems yield greater advantages
for users with high real-time requirements. (For more proof
details, please refer to Appendix N-A of technical report [52].)

b) The lowest priority users: Similarly, the PAoI of user
𝑛∗, who is set to have the lowest priority (E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛∗ ]), has a worse
PAoI than the priority-free case (E[𝐴𝑛∗ ]). Thus, we gain

E[𝐴𝑛∗ ] − E[𝐴
𝑝
𝑛∗ ]

=
Υ(𝜼𝑢)

1 − 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢)
(1 − 1

1 − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝜼𝑢)
)

≤0. (53)

This formula demonstrates that the potential drawback of
a priority offloading system is the insufficient guarantee of
information freshness for users with lower priority. (For more
proof details, please refer to Appendix N-B of technical
report [52].)

c) The higher priority users: Furthermore, multiple users
are assumed to have the same priority level but are instead
assigned priorities of 𝛿0 and 𝛿0 − 𝛿 in the multi-priority sce-
nario, the resulting difference in freshness can be substantial
and unfair:

E[𝐴𝑝
𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0] − E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0 − 𝛿]

≥
Υ(𝜼𝑢) (𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢) − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢))

(1 − 𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−1 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢))
≥0. (54)

This formula reveals that the most straightforward and impact
approach to getting fresher information is elevating the user’s
priority; otherwise, its priority would be lowered. (For more
proof details, please refer to Appendix N-C of technical
report [52].) Based on the conclusions drawn, we have:

E[𝐴𝑝
𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿ℎ] − E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿𝑙]
=E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿𝑙] − E[𝐴𝑝
𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿𝑙 − 𝛿)]

≤0, (55)

where 𝛿 = 𝛿𝑙 − 𝛿ℎ > 0 represents the differential priority level,
with 𝛿ℎ and 𝛿𝑙 denoting high and low priorities, respectively.
This formula reveals that high-priority users are guaranteed to
have lower PAoI values compared to low-priority users.

This subsection highlights that user 𝑛 can get superior
performance as compared to priority-free by allocating it a
high priority. Furthermore, allocating user 𝑛 to a higher level

also enhances its performance and allows it to obtain more up-
to-date information at the expense of users with lower priority.
We substantiate these claims with comprehensive simulations
in the next section.

VI. SIMULATION

In this section, we evaluate our proposed algorithm by
answering the following questions:

1) What is the overall utility of our method?
2) Can it schedule multi-priority tasks effectively?
3) Can it deal with heterogeneous and unreliable channels

effectively?

A. Experimental Setup

Parameters. In this section, we carry out simulations to
evaluate the effectiveness, performance, and computational
efficiency of our proposed method. In the priority-free case,
we consider 10 servers and 200 users within their respective
coverage areas. For the multi-priority case, we examine at
least three priorities, allocating users to different priority
levels. Moreover, we model the transmission success prob-
ability of the channel as a Gaussian distribution 𝑁 (0.5, 1),
following [60]. We set the number of available channels 𝐶
to be 30, with a bandwidth of 𝐵 = 5𝑀𝐻𝑧, and channel gains
were set to unity as in [61]. To account for the heterogeneity of
users and servers, the service time of tasks followed a general
distribution, where the mean and variance of the distribution
are determined by the types of users and servers. Specifically,
we set the value of the mean and variance of the general
distribution to follow the uniform distribution 𝑈 (1, 5) and
𝑈 (1, 25), respectively.

Performance metrics. In the following experiments, we
mainly use PAoI and throughput as performance metrics. A
lower PAoI signifies fresher information for the user and
a reduced number of outdated tasks. Conversely, a higher
throughput indicates better utilization of communication and
computation resources within the same experimental setup.

TABLE II
PARAMETERS IN SIMULATION

Parameter Value
# users (𝑁 ) an integer varying between [1, 200]
# channels (𝐶) an integer varying between [1, 30]
# servers (𝑀) an integer varying between [1, 10]

the channel condition
channel bandwidth (𝐵) as 5MHz
channel gains (𝑅𝑐) as 1

the service time
obey the general distribution
with the mean 𝜇 following 𝑈 (1, 5) ,
and the variance 𝜈 following 𝑈 (1, 25) , respectively

the transmission rates real numbers (Mbit/slot) varying between [0, 0.5]
task generation rates real numbers (Mbit/slot) following 𝑈 (0.5, 1.5)

Baselines. We compare our proposed algorithm with exist-
ing algorithms in the literature to perform a comprehensive
analysis. Specifically, we compare our method with the Age-
Aware Policy (AAP) algorithm which utilizes throughput
constraints through the Lyapunov optimization method [6]. We
also consider the Greedy Control Algorithm (GA), which se-
lects the most reliable channel among the unreliable channels.
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Additionally, to account for the lack of priority mechanism
in AAP and GA, we compare our algorithm with the Priority
Scheduling method of Peak Age of Information in Priority
Queueing Systems (PAUSE) [43] and the Rate and Age of
Information (RAI) method [62]. To ensure a fair comparison,
we assume that each user sends the maximum possible number
of tasks to the edge server, and the edge server completes the
tasks in a First-Come-First-Serve (FCFS) manner.

Implementation. The simulation platform is Matlab R2019a
and all the simulations are performed on a laptop with 2.5 GHz
Intel Core i7 and 16 GB RAM.

B. Overall Utility

In the assessment of the overall utility, we conducted an
analysis of various metrics, such as PAoI and throughput,
under different methods. We further compare our PAoI-based
approach with the latency-based method and the weight-based
method. Moreover, we examined their performance in various
settings, including priority allocation and server collaboration.

Firstly, we compare the performance of our proposed algo-
rithm (OUR) with the Greedy Control Algorithm (GA) and the
Age-Aware Policy (AAP) algorithm in multi-user and multi-
server cases. As depicted in Fig.2(a) and 2(b), the blue bars
represent throughput, while the black lines illustrate the Packet
Age of Information (PAoI). Our evaluation underscores that
the PAoI value and throughput are notably influenced by the
number of users (𝑁) and servers (𝑀). Overall, OUR’s main
strength lies in its consistently superior overall performance
in comparison to GA and AAP. Notably, OUR’s PAoI excels
across diverse parameter settings compared to GA and AAP.
However, in scenarios characterized by resource limitations,
as illustrated in Fig.2(b), the throughput performance of our
algorithm is slightly lower. This is attributed to OUR’s pre-
dominant emphasis on minimizing PAoI, whereas the AAP
method inherently prioritizes throughput with its foundational
constraint. Although throughput is not OUR’s primary focus,
it achieves an optimal or at least suboptimal level when
contrasted with the other two algorithms.
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Fig. 2. Impact of methods on various metrics.

In our second set of analyses, we compared our approach,
which utilizes strict priority control, with latency-based meth-
ods and weight-based (flexible priority control). We explore
the latency-based method, focusing on the performance metric
of arrival interval. As depicted in Fig.3(a), we found that the
latency-based method underperforms in resource-constrained
scenarios. The high arrival intervals, indicative of reduced
frequency of updates, emerged as a notable limitation in

latency-based methods. This shortfall makes them less adept
for applications like AR/VR, where there is a critical need for
swift information updates [5]. We further compared our ap-
proach, which employs hard priority control, with the weight-
based method that uses flexible priority control. The results,
illustrated in Fig.3(b), showed that our approach effectively
reduces the Peak Age of Information (PAoI) for high-priority
users. This indicates a more efficient delivery of timely infor-
mation compared to the weight-based method. The advantage
of our approach stems from its server-side priority queuing
system, which ensures high-priority tasks are processed more
promptly. This experiment underlines the effectiveness of our
PAoI-based method in scenarios where speed and accuracy of
information processing are paramount.
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Fig. 3. Performance comparison between different methods.

Our third segment of analysis focuses on the impact of
the priorities division and server collaboration on the overall
PAoI performance. We conducted a simulation for the multi-
priority case, as illustrated in Fig.4(a). Here, Δ denotes the
degree of priority division, with Δ = 1 indicating no priority
distinction and Δ = 6 indicating six priority classes. The
simulation results show that the average PAoI of the system
is mainly determined by the computing power of the server
(𝜇, task execution time), and the priority division level has
little influence on it. Furthermore, we investigate the cases of
whether servers are collaborating. Fig.4(b) presents the results
for both the server collaboration case and the without-server
collaboration case, showing that the PAoI performance of the
former outperforms the latter regardless of the number of
users. Notably, this feature is more prominent as the number
of users 𝑁 increases. Besides, the PAoI variance in the server
collaboration scenario is notably lower, suggesting its stronger
system stability.
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C. Performance of Priority Tasks

Simulation results show that the proposed algorithm can
be extended to multi-class priority scenarios. As shown in
Fig.5(a), we set three priority classes (𝛿 lower, higher priority)
and then randomly allocated these priority levels to an equal
number of users, each of whom had the same quantity of
tasks. As the iterations of our algorithm proceed, the average
PAoI values of users with various priority levels steadily
decrease and eventually tend to stabilize, and the offloading
rate gradually increases and eventually tends to be stable. We
find that users with higher priority (𝛿 = 1) always get higher
offloading rates, which results from more channel resource
allocations. In addition, high-priority users’ PAoI values are
lower since their tasks are scheduled and executed promptly.
The above observation implies that high-priority users receive
a larger share of channel and computing resources and they
are more likely to achieve superior performance.
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With three types of priorities (high priority, medium pri-
ority, low priority), we compare the proposed multi-class
priority method (OUR) with other algorithms (GA, PAUSE,
RAI). We pay special attention to the promotion effect of
our algorithm for high-priority users, as shown in Fig.5(b).
The GA algorithm is one that does not consider priorities,
the PAUSE algorithm focuses on the discussion of multiple
priorities rather than multiple classes of priorities, and the
RAI algorithm only considers two classes of priorities. The
generality of these methods falls short, and they are unable
to provide high-priority users with the lower PAoI that they
require. However, it is clear that the proposed strategy our
approach is always the best one with the lowest PAoI and can
be easily implemented across a range of scenarios.
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Fig. 6. PAoI & Channel Occupancy vs. Number of Channels.

D. Performance and convergence of Algorithms in Channels

In this subsection, we empirically show the correlation be-
tween the algorithm performance and the number of channels,
as well as the correlation between the algorithm convergence
rate and the channel unreliability.

In order to investigate the potential impact of the number of
channels on algorithm performance, we compared the impact
of the number of channels on PAoI and average channel
occupancy. To this end, we run experiments in two different
server processing rates scenarios, as seen in Fig.6(a) and 6(b),
respectively. On the one hand, we notice a drop in PAoI as
the number climbs, indicating that more tasks may be sent
to the server across a more dependable and fast channel as
overall channel capacity rises. Particularly, in the scenario of
high server processing rates (Fig.6(a)), the server processing
efficiency is high, resulting in a lower total PAoI value than in
another scenario (Fig.6(b)). On the other hand, as the overall
channel capacity increases with the number of channels, the
channel occupancy decreases. This ensures that tasks can be
transmitted to the server on a more reliable and faster path.
However, if the servers’ service efficiency becomes lower than
the channel transmission efficiency, there is an upper bound
to the channel occupancy. This feature is shown in Fig.6(b) as
the number of channels gets low and the reason why it does
not reach 100% is discussed in detail in Section III.

The convergence rate of distributed algorithms can be hin-
dered by a lack of reliable communication resources. However,
both NFPA-NAC and NFPA-ANAC (as shown in Fig.7(a) and
7(b) respectively) are advantageous for the implementation
of powerful edge servers. This is due to their ability to
efficiently allocate channel and task-scheduling resources. We
show the performance of algorithms NFPA-NAC and NFPA-
ANAC in different channel conditions (𝑝 = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9)
in Fig.7(a) and Fig.7(b) without repeated experiments. We
observe that the PAoI values gradually decline and eventually
stabilize as the iterations proceed. Moreover, the lower the
value of channel condition 𝑝, the slower the convergence
rate. Additionally, it can be observed that PAoI can be more
optimal with better channel conditions because users have
more options for offloading. We note that in our simulations
the algorithm NFPA-NAC cannot successfully iterate in each
iteration, while NFPA-ANAC can successfully iterate using
the limited information in each iteration.
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Fig. 7. The influence of the unreliable channel on the PAoI.

To illustrate the differences between the synchronous and
asynchronous parallel algorithms, specifically NFPA-NAC and
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NFPA-ANAC, we can refer to Fig.8. This figure depicts the
convergence of these two algorithms under various channel
conditions (𝑝 = 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 0.99). In contrast to Fig.7, we
choose a better initial value, more users, and a large number
of repeated experiments to help explain the convergence char-
acteristics. Both methods have similar rates of convergence in
acceptable channels (𝑝 = 0.9, 0.99). However, the convergence
rate advantage of algorithm NFPA-ANAC, however, is fairly
apparent in the (𝑝 = 0.7, 0.8) channel because of the poorer
channel quality. This observation verifies our discussion in
Section V-A, as it clearly demonstrates that the asynchronous
parallel algorithm (NFPA-ANAC) exhibits greater communi-
cation efficiency, particularly in unreliable channel conditions.
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VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a task scheduling method that
considered multi-priority users and multi-server collaboration
to address the limitations of unreliable channels in current
real-time systems and the individual needs of users. We
derived the utility function of priority scheduling based on
PAoI and designed a set of distributed optimization methods.
Specifically, we first considered two simplified problems for
the original problem and employed fractional programming as
well as ADMM to obtain their solutions. Building upon these
solutions and the conclusions drawn therein, we developed
an iterative algorithm to solve the original problem. Fur-
thermore, we proposed a distributed asynchronous approach
with a sublinear rate of communication defects and discussed
the theoretical performance improvement due to the multi-
priority mechanism. We implemented the method and con-
ducted extensive simulations to compare it with the existing
age-based scheduling strategies. Our results demonstrated the
effectiveness and superiority of our method in addressing
the requirements of freshness-sensitive users over unreliable
channels.
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APPENDIX A
The previous have investigated E[𝑇 𝑝

𝑛 ], E[𝐼 𝑝𝑛 ] and E[𝑌 𝑝
𝑛 ]

too much, with E[𝑌 𝑝
𝑛 ] = 1/𝜇𝑛 being the processing time,

E[𝑇 𝑝
𝑛 ] = 𝑇 tr

𝑛,𝑐 the maximum transmission time over all possible
channels, and E[𝐼 𝑝𝑛 ] = 1/∑𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 the arrival inter-

val [10]. Also, some studies discuss the waiting time E[𝑊] in
the condition multi-class M/G/1 [38] or M/G/1 with priority
[43]. However, we focus more on the value of E[𝑊] in multi-
class M/G/1 with priority, which means there are a number
of different types of users in a unified priority in the M/G/1
system. According to Little’s Law,

E[𝐿𝑖] = 𝜆𝑖E[𝑊𝑖] . (56)

For the highest priority users i.e.𝛿 = 1, it holds

E[𝑊𝛿=1] =
∑︁
𝑖∈N1

E[𝐿𝑖]
𝜇𝑖
+

∑︁
𝑖∈N

𝜌𝑖E[𝜈2
𝑖 ]

=
∑︁
𝑖∈N1

𝜌𝑖E[𝑊𝑖] +
∑︁
𝑖∈N

𝜌𝑖E[𝜈2
𝑖 ] (57)

where E[𝑊𝛿=1] = E[𝑊𝑖], ∀ 𝛿(𝑖) = 1. Accordingly, we obtain

E[𝑊𝛿=1] =
∑

𝑖∈N 𝜌𝑖E[𝜈2
𝑖
]

1 −∑
𝑖∈N1 𝜌𝑖

(58)

We separate E[𝑊] into different components in order to
break it down into smaller parts. The first component consists
of all high-priority or identically prioritized jobs that are in
the queue when the current task arrives. The waiting time for
this component is E[𝑆1]. The second component, consisting
of all high-priority users who arrived at the same time as the
first component was executed, has a waiting time of E[𝑆2].
We continue to split the remaining portions in the same way.

E[𝑊𝑖] = E[𝑆1
𝑖 + 𝑆2

𝑖 + 𝑆3
𝑖 + · · · ] =

∞∑︁
𝑘

E[𝑆𝑘𝑖 ] (59)

Based on the above discussion, we derive the waiting time
for the first part,

E[𝑆1
𝑖 ] =

𝛿 (𝑖)∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗E[𝑊 𝑗 ] +
∑︁
𝑗∈N

𝜌 𝑗E[𝜈2
𝑗 ] (60)

The waiting time for the other part is as follows,

𝐸 [𝑆𝑘+1𝑖 ] =
∫ ∞

𝑠=0
𝐸 [𝑆𝑘+1𝑖 | 𝑆𝑘𝑖 = 𝑠] 𝑓𝑘 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠

=

∫ ∞

𝑠=0

𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 𝑠 𝑓𝑘 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠

=
©«
𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗
ª®¬ 𝐸 [𝑆𝑘𝑖 ]

=
©«
𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗
ª®¬
𝑘

𝐸 [𝑆1
𝑖 ] (61)

Thus, we derive

E[𝑊𝑖] =
E[𝑆1

𝑖
]

1 −∑𝛿 (𝑖)−1
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗

=

∑𝛿 (𝑖)
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗E[𝑊 𝑗 ] +

∑
𝑗∈N 𝜌 𝑗E[𝜈2

𝑗
]

1 −∑𝛿 (𝑖)−1
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗

(62)

which can be transformed into

E[𝑊𝑖] (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 )

=

𝛿 (𝑖)∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗E[𝑊 𝑗 ] +
∑︁
𝑗∈N

𝜌 𝑗E[𝜈2
𝑗 ] (63)

and

E[𝑊𝛿=𝛿 (𝑖) ] (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 )

=

𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗E[𝑊 𝑗 ] +
∑︁
𝑗∈N

𝜌 𝑗E[𝜈2
𝑗 ]

= E[𝑊𝛿=𝛿 (𝑖)−1] (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)−2∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 ) (64)

In other words, it holds,

E[𝑊𝛿=𝛿 (𝑖) ] (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 ) (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 ) (65)

=E[𝑊𝛿=𝛿 (𝑖)−1] (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)−1∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 ) (1 −
𝛿 (𝑖)−2∑︁
𝑝=1

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑝

𝜌 𝑗 )

Combine with (58), we obtain

E[𝑊𝛿=𝛿 (𝑖) ] =
E[𝑊𝛿=1] (1 −

∑
𝑗∈N1 𝜌 𝑗 )

(1 −∑𝛿 (𝑖)
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗 ) (1 −

∑𝛿 (𝑖)−1
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗 )

=

∑
𝑖∈N 𝜌 𝑗E[𝜈2

𝑗
]

(1 −∑𝛿 (𝑖)
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗 ) (1 −

∑𝛿 (𝑖)−1
𝑝=1

∑
𝑗∈N𝑝 𝜌 𝑗 )

(66)

which merges the value of E[𝑇 𝑝
𝑛 ], E[𝐼 𝑝𝑛 ] and E[𝑌 𝑝

𝑛 ] to
complete the proof.

APPENDIX B
A PROOF OF LEMMA 1

First, we should prove that (8) and (11) are not convex sets.
Take (8) as an example, if it was a convex set, we should have
obtained

(1 − 𝑟)ℎ(𝜼𝑢𝑐1 ) + 𝑟ℎ(𝜼
𝑢
𝑐2 )
(𝑎)
≥ ℎ((1 − 𝑟)𝜼𝑢𝑐1 + 𝑟𝜼

𝑢
𝑐2 ), (67)

where ℎ(𝜼𝑢𝑐) = ⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ + 𝑧2
√︃
⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ + 𝑧22/4 + 𝑧

2
1/2 − 𝑀

max
𝑐 ,

𝝀 := {𝜆𝑛}𝑛∈N , 𝜼𝑢𝑐 := {𝜂𝑢𝑛,𝑐 |}𝑛∈N , ∀𝑟 ∈ [0, 1], {𝑐1, 𝑐2 ∈ C},
ℎ(𝜼𝑢𝑐1 ) ≤ 0 and ℎ(𝜼𝑢𝑐2 ) ≤ 0. Moreover, inequality (a) is
equivalent to

𝑟 (𝑟 − 1) (
√︃
⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐1⟩ +

√︃
⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐2⟩)

2 ≥ 2𝑟 (1 − 𝑟)𝑧22/4. (68)

However, if 𝑟 ≠ 0 𝑜𝑟 1, inequality (68) does not hold since
the right term is higher than zero and the left term of the
inequality is less than zero. Hence, (8) is a nonconvex set. A
comparable procedure in (11) can lead to the same conclusion.



17

Next, we will demonstrate that (8) and (11) are comparable
to (21) and (22) and are convex sets. Again, let’s take the
example of (8), which is equivalent to

⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ + 𝑧21/2 + 𝑧2
√︃
⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ + 𝑧22/4 ≤ 𝑀

max
𝑐 ,

(𝑧2/2 +
√︃
⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ + 𝑧22/4)

2 ≤ 𝑀max
𝑐 − 𝑧21/2 + 𝑧

2
2/4,

⟨𝝀, 𝜼𝑢𝑐⟩ ≤ 𝑀max
𝑐 +

𝑧22
2
−
𝑧21
2
− 𝑧2

√︄
𝑀max

𝑐 +
𝑧22
2
−
𝑧21
2
, (69)

which means that the constraint (8) is transformed mathemat-
ically into (21), which is an affine set and a kind of convex
set. (22) can be obtained in a similar way.

APPENDIX C
A PROOF OF THEOREM 1

The objective function that needs to be proven convexity is

𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢) = 𝐹𝑇
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢)+𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢)+𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢)+𝐹𝑌

𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢),

where 𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) = 𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) = 1∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

, 𝐹𝑇
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) =

𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝐹𝑌
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) = 1

𝜇
, and 𝐹𝑊

𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) = 𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) =

( 12
∑N

𝑛′=1
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈)/(1−

∑N
𝑛′=1

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇
).

1) Due to properties of linear functions, it is obvious that
∇2𝐹𝑇

𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) ⪰ 0.
2) Due to properties of constant functions, it holds that
∇2𝐹𝑌

𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) ⪰ 0.
3) Furthermore, we have {𝑛, 𝑚, 𝑚1, 𝑚2 ∈ N |𝑛 = 𝑚&𝑛 ≠

𝑚1&𝑛 ≠ 𝑚2} , {𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑑1, 𝑑2 · · · 𝑑max ∈ C}, 𝒑𝑛 =

{𝑝𝑛,1 · · · 𝑝𝑛,𝐶 }, and 𝒑 = { 𝒑𝑛 |𝑛 ∈ N}. We list some key
second-order derivatives.

𝜕2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

𝜕𝜆2
𝑚,𝑐

=
2𝑝2

𝑚,𝑐

(∑𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛)3

, (70)

𝜕2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑1𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑2

=
2𝑝𝑛,𝑑1 𝑝𝑛,𝑑2

(∑𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛)3

, (71)

𝜕2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑐𝜕𝜆𝑚1 ,𝑐
=

𝜕2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

𝜕𝜆𝑚1 ,𝑐𝜕𝜆𝑚2 ,𝑐
=
𝜕2𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)
𝜕𝜆2

𝑛1 ,𝑐

= 0. (72)

Combining Eq.(70), Eq.(71), and Eq.(72), the Hessian
matrix of 𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) is described as

H𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) =

[
𝑨 𝑩
𝑪 𝑫

]
(73)

where 𝑫 = 𝑶 (𝑁−1)𝐶 , 𝑩 = 𝑪𝑇 = 𝑶𝐶×(𝑁−1)𝐶

and 𝑨 =


𝜕2𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 )
𝜕𝜆2

𝑚,𝑑1
· · · 𝜕2𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 )
𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑1𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑max

...
. . .

...
𝜕2𝐹 𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 )
𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑max𝜕𝜆𝑚,𝑑1

· · · 𝜕2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢 )

𝜕𝜆2
𝑚,𝑑max



𝐶×𝐶

=

𝒑𝑇𝑛×𝒑𝑛
(∑𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 )3

denotes second-order derivative matrix
at 𝑚 = 𝑛, i.e.𝑨 ⪰ 0. The leading Principle Submatrix of
H𝐼

𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) are all greater than 0, i.e.∇2𝐹 𝐼
𝑛 (𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢) ⪰ 0.

4) As for 𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢), it holds

𝜕2𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢)

𝜕𝜆𝑚1 ,𝑑1𝜕𝜆𝑚2 ,𝑑2

= 𝒑𝑚1 ,𝑑1 𝒑𝑚2 ,𝑑2

𝜈/𝜇
(1 −∑N

𝑚=1
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑚,𝑐
𝜆𝑚,𝑐

𝜇
)3

(74)

The hessian matrix is described as

∇2𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝜼𝑢) = 𝒑𝑇 × 𝒑

𝜈/𝜇
(1 −∑N

𝑚=1
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑚,𝑐
𝜆𝑚,𝑐

𝜇
)3

(75)

Thus, we derive ∇2𝐹𝑊
𝑛 (𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢) ⪰ 0.

Above all, ∇2 𝑓𝑛 (𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢) ⪰ 0. The proof is completed.

APPENDIX D
DETAILS OF OPTIMAL SOLUTION TO P1

In this section, we delve into the intricacies of the optimal
solution for problem P1 in detail. We elucidate the Algorithm
AC, tailored for solving P1, and expound on its comprehensive
procedure in Appendix D-A. The convergence properties and
proofs pertaining to Algorithm AC are methodically analyzed
in Appendix D-B. Furthermore, we expand upon Algorithm
AC in Appendix D-C by architecting its asynchronous variant,
thereby enhancing its communication efficacy in the context
of unreliable channels. This enhancement paves the way for
deeming the algorithm as adept in managing communication
challenges within such environments.

A. Algorithm AC for the solution to P1

According to Problem P1-3, the augmented Lagrangian for
Problem P1-3 can be expressed as:

𝐿𝜌 ({𝒙𝑛}, 𝒙𝑜, {𝝈𝑛}) =
∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) + ⟨𝝈𝑛, 𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜⟩

+ (𝜌/2)∥𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜∥22, (76)

where 𝝈𝑛 := {𝜎𝑛
𝑚,𝑐 |𝑐 ∈ C, 𝑚 ∈ N} denotes the Lagrangian

multipliers P1-3 and 𝜌 is a positive penalty parameter. Based
on the analysis of Theorem 1 and Section IV-A2, the ADMM-
Consensus based offloading algorithm is summarized as Al-
gorithm 5. The procedure is detailed subsequently:

a) User side: In iteration 𝑡 of the loop, given 𝒙𝑛, the
primal and dual variables are updated according to Eq. (77)
and Eq. (78), respectively. Then, each user sends the 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 and
𝝈𝑡+1
𝑛 to the local server.

𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 = arg min
𝒙𝑛
(𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) + ⟨𝝈𝑡 , 𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜⟩

+ (𝜌/2)∥𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜∥22), (77)

𝝈𝑡+1
𝑛 = 𝝈𝑡

𝑛 + 𝜌(𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜). (78)

b) Server side: The server aggregates all the iterations it
receives, updates the value of 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 according to Eq. (79), and
circulates the updated information back to the users.

𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 =
1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 + (

1
𝜌
𝝈𝑡+1
𝑛 )). (79)

c) Termination criteria: The iterative process is termi-
nated when primal residual ∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 −𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ∥22 exceeds a predefined
threshold 𝜖pr, or when dual residual 𝜌∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜∥22 surpasses
the threshold 𝜖dl.
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Algorithm 5: ADMM-Consensus (AC)

1 for 𝑛 = 1 to 𝑁 do
Input: 𝜖pr, 𝜖dl, 𝜃, 𝒙𝑛, 𝑡

2 while ∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ∥22 > 𝜖
pr or

𝜌∥(𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ) − 𝒙𝑡𝑜)∥22 > 𝜖
dl do

3 Calculate 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 , simultaneously according to
(77)

4 Calculate 𝜎𝑡+1
𝑛 , according to (78)

5 Calculate 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 , according to (79)
6 Update 𝑡 = 𝑡 + 1
7 end
8 Set 𝒙∗𝑛 = 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛

Output: 𝒙∗𝑛
9 end

B. The performance analysis of Algorithm AC

In this subsection, we further analyze the convergence
and computational cost of the Algorithm AC. According
to Theorem 1, the objective function of Problem P1-3 is
defined as a closed, proper, and convex function. Its associated
domain is also a well-defined closed, non-empty convex set.
Moreover, the Lagrangian 𝐿𝑛

({
𝒙𝑡+1𝑛

}
, 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ; 𝑦𝑡+1

)
is endowed

with a saddle point. Consequently, based on [56], the iteration
is demonstrated to satisfy three types of convergence: dual,
consensus, and objective function. These convergences are
explicated as follows:
• Dual variable convergence. We have 𝜎𝑡

𝑛 → 𝜎∗𝑛 as 𝑡 →∞,
where 𝜎∗𝑛 is a dual optimal vector.

• Consensus convergence. The consensus constraint is sat-
isfied eventually lim𝑡→∞

𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜

 = 0,∀𝑛.
• Objective function convergence. The objective function

ultimately stabilizes at the optimal value:∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 ) →
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝑔𝑛 (𝒙∗𝑛), 𝑡 →∞ (80)

Within each iteration of the Algorithm 5, Eq. (77), Eq. (78),
and Eq. (79) are updated in a sequential manner to get 𝒙𝑡 .
Accordingly, each individual subproblem can be efficiently
tackled using prevalent optimization techniques such as gradi-
ent descent or interior point methods with low computational
costs.

C. Detail of Asynchronous Solution to P1-3
In the preceding subsections, we introduced a suite of

synchronous parallel algorithms. However, the robustness and
performance of these algorithms are significantly suscepti-
ble to disruptions caused by communication errors and the
inherent unreliability of wireless communication networks
[13]. This emphasizes the imperative to transition towards
an alternative that is more resilient and economizes on com-
munication costs. Consequently, we introduce the distributed
asynchronous ADMM algorithm tailored for consensus opti-
mization of the global variable.

To guarantee the progression of an asynchronous algorithm,
it is essential to establish a cap on the requisite number of

communications per communicative entity. To adhere to the
iteration delay bound necessary for effective communication,
denoted as Γ𝑛, the inequality (1 − 𝑝max

𝑛 )Γ𝑛 < 𝜖𝑎 holds, where
𝜖𝑎 represents the maximal allowable delay for asynchronous
iteration exchanges. By taking the logarithm of both sides,
we arrive at the inequality Γ𝑛 ≥ ln(𝜖 𝑎 )

ln(1−𝑝max
𝑛 ) . Consequently, we

assume the following:

Assumption 2. The communication rounds required to con-
clude a successful iteration are bounded above by

Γ𝑛 =

⌈
ln(𝜖𝑎)

ln(1 − 𝑝max
𝑛 )

⌉
, (81)

where ⌈𝑥⌉ denotes the smallest integer greater than or equal
to 𝑥.

This assumption is a conventional one in studies of asyn-
chronous ADMM, as referenced in works such as [58], [59].
In the worst case, this condition is pivotal to ensuring that each
participant completes at least one iteration within Γ𝑛 cycles.

a) Updating 𝒙𝑛 and 𝝈𝑛 in Users: We first update the
variables 𝒙𝑛 and 𝝈𝑛 as follows:

𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 = arg min
𝒙𝑛
(𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) + ⟨𝝈𝑡 , 𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑜⟩

+ (𝜌/2)∥𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜∥22), (82)

𝝈𝑡+1
𝑛 = 𝝈𝑡

𝑛 + 𝜌(𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ), (83)

where the most recent consensus value 𝒙𝑜 is received from
the server7. Furthermore, the termination criteria are the same
as in Algorithm 5. Accordingly, the user-side procedure is
delineated in Algorithm 6:

Algorithm 6: Asynchronous ADMM-Consensus in
Users (AACU)

Input: 𝝈0
𝑛 , 𝑡 for all users 𝑛

Output: Optimized parameter 𝑥∗𝑜
1 while ∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ∥22 > 𝜖

pr or 𝜌∥(𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ) − 𝒙𝑡𝑜)∥22 > 𝜖
dl

do
2 Update 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 using Eq. (82)
3 Update 𝝈𝑡+1

𝑛 using Eq. (83)
4 Send 𝝈𝑡

𝑛 and 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 to the Server
5 Wait for 𝒙𝑛𝑜 from the Server
6 Update 𝝈𝑡+1

𝑛 using (8)
7 𝑡 ← 𝑡 + 1
8 end

b) Updating 𝒙𝑜 in Server: As shown in Algorithm 7, the
server continuously accumulates updates from users until it has
gathered a minimum of 𝑁min updates or until the maximum de-
lay surpasses a threshold, designated as Γ = max{Γ1 · · · Γ𝑁 }.
In this context, the set of users who have submitted updates
in phase 𝑡 is denoted as Φ𝑡 . For each user 𝑛 within this group,
their corresponding 𝒙𝑛 and 𝝈𝑛 values are updated. Conversely,
for those not in Φ𝑡 , their values remain unchanged. Upon
completion of this process, the server proceeds to update the

7Due to the different update speeds of users, the values of 𝒙𝑜 of different
users are not the same.
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value of 𝒙𝑜 in accordance with Eq. (84) and subsequently
broadcasts this revised value.

𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 =
1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 + (

1
𝜌
𝝈𝑡
𝑛)), (84)

Algorithm 7: Asynchronous ADMM-Consensus by
Server (AACS)

Input: 𝑡, 𝒙𝑛,𝝈𝑛 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁
Output: Optimized parameter 𝒙∗𝑜

1 Initialize
2 while ∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ∥22 > 𝜖

pr or 𝜌∥(𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ) − 𝒙𝑡𝑜)∥22 > 𝜖
dl

do
3 𝜏𝑛 ← 0 for 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁
4 while less than 𝑁min updates received or

max(𝜏1, 𝜏2, . . . , 𝜏𝑁 ) > Γ do
5 Wait for updates
6 end
7 foreach user 𝑛 ∈ Φ𝑡 do
8 𝜏𝑛 ← 1
9 𝒙𝑛 ← newly received 𝒙𝑛 from user 𝑛

10 𝝈𝑛 ← newly received 𝜎𝑛 from user 𝑛
11 end
12 foreach user 𝑛 ∉ Φ𝑡 do
13 𝜏𝑛 ← 𝜏𝑛 + 1
14 end
15 Update 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 by Eq. (84)
16 Broadcast 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 to all the users in Φ𝑡

17 𝑘 ← 𝑡 + 1
18 end

Theorem 5. Let (𝑥∗, 𝒙∗𝑜) represent the optimal primal solution
of problem P1-3, and {𝝈∗𝑛}𝑁𝑛=1 the corresponding optimal dual
solution. Then,

E

[
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑔𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) − 𝑔𝑛 (𝒙∗) + ⟨𝝈∗𝑛, 𝒙𝑛 − 𝒙∗𝑜⟩
]

≤ 𝑁Γ

2𝑇𝑁min

{
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝜌∥𝒙0
𝑜 − 𝒙∗𝑜∥2 +

1
𝜌
∥𝝈0

𝑛 − 𝝈∗𝑛∥2
}
, (85)

where 𝒙0
𝑜 and 𝝈0

𝑛 denote the initial values of 𝒙𝑜 and 𝝈𝑛,
respectively, for user 𝑛.

Proof. The result of Theorem 5 can be obtained via the proof
of combining [63, Theorem 4.2] and [63, Corollary 4.3].

Consequently, the theorem 5 implies that the combination
of Algorithms 6 and 7 can sublinearly converge. Specifically,
the asynchronous algorithm convergence rate is 𝑂 ( 𝑁Γ

𝑇𝑁min
).

APPENDIX E
A PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

A brief idea of the proof is given as follows. According to
nonlinear fractional programming [57], 𝜃∗𝑛 is achieved if and
only if

min
𝒙𝑛

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛)

= 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙∗𝑛) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙∗𝑛) = 0. (86)

which outlines the necessary and sufficient criteria in order to
reach 𝜃∗𝑛. In light of this, {𝒙𝑛} can be acquired by resolving
the following transformation problem.

APPENDIX F
A PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Here is a concise proof followed by a comprehensive one.

A. A Concise Proof

1) Given the complexity of the proof, we will only provide
a brief overview of the main idea here. We begin by
computing the Hessian matrix of the entire function. Due
to differing priority attributes (𝛿(𝑛1) > 𝛿(𝑛2), 𝛿(𝑛1) =
𝛿(𝑛2), n1=n2,𝛿(𝑛1) < 𝛿(𝑛2)), we need to examine the
second derivative of the function in at least 16 cases.

2) Through analyzing the properties of the Hessian matrix,
we observe that the function is Lipschitz smooth or
gradient Lipschitz continuous as long as the values in
the Hessian matrix are finite.

3) We can also obtain the value of ℓ𝑛in ℓ𝑛𝐼 ⪰ ∇2𝐹 based
on the characteristics of the Hessian matrix.

B. A Comprehensive Proof

For computational convenience, we present some func-
tions, where Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) = 1 − ∑𝛿 (𝑛)

𝛿=1
∑N 𝛿

𝑛′=1
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐
𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′
,

Φ0 (𝒙) = 1, Υ(𝒙) = 1
2
∑Δ

𝛿=1
∑N 𝛿

𝑛′=1
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈𝑛′ ,

and Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) =
∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛. We also give some useful

parameters in advance, where {𝑛1, 𝑛2 ∈ N}, {𝑐1, 𝑐2 ∈ C},
𝜅1 =

𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1
𝜇𝑛1

> 0, 𝜅1
max = 1

𝜇min
> 0, and 𝑝𝑛,𝑐 ∈ [0, 1].

Additionally, since ∇{𝑡 tr∈𝒙}𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) = 0, we just ignore it. Due

to ∇2
𝜂𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝜂𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) = 𝜆𝑛1𝜆𝑛2∇2

𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙), we have

1) Hessian Matrix: We first analyze the function 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙),

𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙) = Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) + Υ(𝒙)Ψ𝑛 (𝒙). (87)

Case I) If 𝛿(𝑛1) < 𝛿(𝑛), we obtain first-order derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= −
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

(Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) +Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙))

+ 1
2
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜈𝑛1Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) (88)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=


2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
, 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)

𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

+ 1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛1 , 𝑛2 = 𝑛

𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

, 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛), 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

.

(89)
Case II) If 𝛿(𝑛1) = 𝛿(𝑛) & 𝑛1 = 𝑛, we obtain first-order
derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= −
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) + 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1Υ(𝒙)

+ 1
2
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜈𝑛1Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) (90)
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We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=



𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

+ 1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛2 ,

𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)
1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛1 + 1

2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛2 ,

𝑛2 = 𝑛
1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛2 , 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛),
𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛2 , 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

.

Case III) If 𝛿(𝑛1) = 𝛿(𝑛) & 𝑛1 ≠ 𝑛, we obtain first-order
derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= −
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) +
1
2
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜈𝑛1Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) (91)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=


𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
, 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)

1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛1 , 𝑛2 = 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛), 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

. (92)

Case IV) If 𝛿(𝑛1) > 𝛿(𝑛), we obtain first-order derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

=
1
2
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜈𝑛1Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) (93)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=


0, 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)
1
2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2𝜈𝑛1 , 𝑛2 = 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛), 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

. (94)

As for 𝑓 𝑝,𝑙𝑛 (𝒙), we have some different cases, as follows.

𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙) = Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙). (95)

Case I) If 𝛿(𝑛1) < 𝛿(𝑛), we obtain first-order derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= −
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

(Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) +Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙))Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) (96)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=



2 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

Ψ𝑛 (𝒙), 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
(Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) −

𝜈𝑛2
2𝜇𝑛2

Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) −
𝜈𝑛2

2𝜇𝑛2
Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)),

𝑛2 = 𝑛
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
Ψ𝑛 (𝒙), 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛), 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

.

(97)
Case II) If 𝛿(𝑛1) = 𝛿(𝑛) & 𝑛1 = 𝑛, we obtain first-order
derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)

−
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) (98)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=



𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

(Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) −
𝜈𝑛2

2𝜇𝑛2
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) −

𝜈𝑛2
2𝜇𝑛2

Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)),
𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)
− 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
( 𝜈𝑛1

2𝜇𝑛1
+ 𝜈𝑛2

2𝜇𝑛2
)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙), 𝑛2 = 𝑛

− 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

𝜈𝑛2
2𝜇𝑛2

Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙), 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛), 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

.

(99)
Case III) If 𝛿(𝑛1) = 𝛿(𝑛) & 𝑛1 ≠ 𝑛, we obtain first-order
derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= −
𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1

𝜇𝑛1

Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) (100)

We obtain some second-order derivatives.

𝜕2 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

=


𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2

𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2
Ψ𝑛 (𝒙), 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛)

− 𝑝𝑛1 ,𝑐1 𝑝𝑛2 ,𝑐2
𝜇𝑛1 𝜇𝑛2

𝜈𝑛2
2𝜇𝑛2

Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙), 𝑛2 = 𝑛

0, 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛

0, 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛)

.

(101)
Case IV) If 𝛿(𝑛1) > 𝛿(𝑛), we obtain first and second-order
derivative.

𝜕 𝑓
𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)
𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1

= 0
𝜕2 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)

𝜕𝜆𝑛1 ,𝑐1𝜕𝜆𝑛2 ,𝑐2

= 0. (102)

Above all, we have the first-order derivative and the second-
order derivative information of 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙) = 𝑓

𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙).

2) The Relationship between Hessian Matrix and Lipschitz
Smooth: Obviously, for any 𝑛, 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙) is a smooth function.

On the other hand, the twice differentiable function 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙)
has a Lipschitz continuous gradient with modulus ℓ𝑛 if and
only if its Hessian satisfies ℓ𝑛𝐼 ⪰ ∇2𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙). We have ℓ𝑛 is

equal to the maximum eigenvalue of ∇2𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙), [64].

In order to obtain the maximum eigenvalue, we ought to
get the maximum value of the sum of the absolute values of
the elements of the column of the matrix ∇2𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙), which is

because that if 𝜉 is the eigenvector of matrix A with respect
to eigenvalue 𝜔.

According to the basic property, we have
∑𝑛

𝑗=1 𝐴𝑖 𝑗𝜉 𝑗 = 𝜔𝜉𝑖 ,
i.e.

∑𝑛
𝑗=1

��𝐴𝑖 𝑗 �� ��𝜉 𝑗 �� ≥ |𝜔 | |𝜉𝑖 |.
Summing over both sides, it is

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

��𝐴𝑖 𝑗 �� ��𝜉 𝑗 �� ≥ 𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
|𝜔 | |𝜉𝑖 | (103)

Let 𝑀 = max1≤ 𝑗≤𝑛
∑𝑛

𝑖=1
��𝐴𝑖 𝑗 ��, we have

𝑀

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

��𝜉 𝑗 �� ≥ 𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

��𝜉 𝑗 �� 𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

��𝐴𝑖 𝑗 �� ≥ 𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
|𝜔 | |𝜉𝑖 | ≥ |𝜔 |

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1
|𝜉𝑖 |

(104)

Since 𝜉 is not a zero vector, we obtain

|𝜔 | ≤ max
1≤ 𝑗≤𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

��𝐴𝑖 𝑗 �� (105)

3) Solve for the value of ℓ𝑛: Upper bound on the sum of the
absolute values of the elements in the columns of the matrix
∇2
𝜼𝑢𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) is expressed as 𝜑(𝒙)𝜆2

𝑚𝑎𝑥 with 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 = max𝑛 𝜆𝑛:

𝜑(𝒙) ≤ max
{

inf |𝜑1 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑2 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑4 (𝒙) |
}
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(𝑎)
≤ max

{
inf |𝜑1 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑2 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) |

}
(𝑏)
≤ max

{
inf |𝜑1 (𝒙) |, inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) |

}
(𝑐)
≤ max

{
inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) |

}
(𝑑)
≤ 1
𝜇2

min

( ∑︁
𝑛1∈N

| 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

| +
∑︁

𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }⋃{𝑛} |1 + 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|

+
∑︁

𝑛1∈{≤ 𝛿 (𝑛) }
|𝜃∗𝑛

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|
)
, (106)

where 𝜑1 (𝒙), 𝜑2 (𝒙), 𝜑3 (𝒙), and 𝜑4 (𝒙) are
Case I) If 𝛿(𝑛2) < 𝛿(𝑛), we have

𝜑1 (𝒙) =

𝜑1𝑎 (𝒙)︷                                       ︸︸                                       ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }

| 2𝜅1𝜅2 (1 − 𝜃∗𝑛Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑1𝑏 (𝒙)︷                                                         ︸︸                                                         ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{𝑛}

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (1 +
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛2

+ 𝜃∗𝑛 (
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙) |

+ 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)) − Ψ𝑛 (𝒙))

+

𝜑1𝑐 (𝒙)︷                                        ︸︸                                        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{=𝛿 (𝑛) }/𝑛

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (1 − 𝜃∗𝑛Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑1𝑑 (𝒙)︷        ︸︸        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{>𝛿 (𝑛) }

0 . (107)

Case II) If 𝛿(𝑛2) = 𝛿(𝑛) & 𝑛2 ≠ 𝑛, we derive

𝜑2 (𝒙) =

𝜑2𝑎 (𝒙)︷                                      ︸︸                                      ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (1 − 𝜃∗𝑛Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑2𝑏 (𝒙)︷                                                    ︸︸                                                    ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{𝑛}

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛2

+ 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑2𝑐 (𝒙)︷                                        ︸︸                                        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{=𝛿 (𝑛) }/𝑛

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (1 − 𝜃∗𝑛Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑2𝑑 (𝒙)︷        ︸︸        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{>𝛿 (𝑛) }

0 . (108)

Case III) If 𝑛2 = 𝑛, we obtain

𝜑3 (𝒙) =

𝜑3𝑎︷                                                             ︸︸                                                             ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (1 +
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

+ 𝜃∗𝑛 (
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)

+ 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)) (𝒙) − Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑3𝑏 (𝒙)︷                                               ︸︸                                               ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{𝑛}

| 2𝜅1𝜅2 (1 + 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑3𝑐 (𝒙)︷                                                            ︸︸                                                            ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{=𝛿 (𝑛) }/𝑛

| 𝜅1𝜅2 (
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

+ 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)) |

+

𝜑3𝑑 (𝒙)︷                            ︸︸                            ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{>𝛿 (𝑛) }

| 𝜅1𝜅2
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

| . (109)

Case IV) If 𝛿(𝑛2) > 𝛿(𝑛), we gain

𝜑4 (𝒙) =

𝜑4𝑎 (𝒙)︷        ︸︸        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }

0+

𝜑4𝑏 (𝒙)︷                      ︸︸                      ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{𝑛}

| 𝜅1𝜅2
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛2

|

+

𝜑4𝑐 (𝒙)︷           ︸︸           ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{=𝛿 (𝑛) }/𝑛

0+

𝜑4𝑑 (𝒙)︷        ︸︸        ︷∑︁
𝑛1∈{>𝛿 (𝑛) }

0 . (110)

Eq.(106) holds because:
• (a) holds because 𝜑2 (𝒙) > 𝜑4 (𝒙).
• (b) holds because inf |𝜑2 (𝒙) | < inf |𝜑1 (𝒙) |
• (c) holds because inf |𝜑1 (𝒙) | < inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) |
• (d) holds because

inf |𝜑3 (𝒙) | ≤ |𝜅2
max |

( ∑︁
𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }

|1 + 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

+ 2𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|

+
∑︁

𝑛1∈{𝑛}
|2(1 + 𝜃∗𝑛

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
) | +

∑︁
𝑛1∈{=𝛿 (𝑛) }/𝑛

| 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

+ 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|

+
∑︁

𝑛1∈{>𝛿 (𝑛) }
| 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

|
)

=
1
𝜇2

min

( ∑︁
𝑛1∈N

| 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

| +
∑︁

𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }⋃{𝑛} |1 + 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|

+
∑︁

𝑛1∈{≤ 𝛿 (𝑛) }
|𝜃∗𝑛

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|
)

(111)

Let 𝜔𝐺 denote the the eigenvalue of ∇2𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 ,

|𝜔𝐺 |

≤
𝜆2

max

𝜇2
min

( ∑︁
𝑛1∈N

| 𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛𝜇𝑛1

| +
∑︁

𝑛1∈{<𝛿 (𝑛) }⋃{𝑛} |1 + 𝜃∗𝑛
𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|

+
∑︁

𝑛1∈{≤ 𝛿 (𝑛) }
|𝜃∗𝑛

𝜈𝑛

2𝜇𝑛
|
)

=𝐾𝑛, (112)

where 𝜇𝑚𝑖𝑛 = min𝑛 𝜇𝑛 and 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 = max𝑛 𝜆𝑛. Thus, if ℓ𝑛 = 𝐾𝑛

are limited, ℓ𝑛𝐼 ⪰ ∇2𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) and 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙) is Lipschiz smooth.

APPENDIX G
A PROOF OF THEOREM 2

A. Convergence Analysis

First, we prove the convergence of Algorithm 2. There are
some properties in 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝝀), as follows,

1) there exists a positive constant ℓ𝑛 > 0, it has∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝝀) − ∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (
𝒙
′ ) ≤ ℓ𝑛 𝝀 − 𝒙′ ∀𝝀, 𝒙′
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2) for any 𝑛, the 𝜌𝑛 chosen is large enough, 𝜌𝑛 >

max
{

2ℓ2
𝑛

𝜀𝑛
, ℓ𝑛

}
, where 𝜀𝑛 satisfies 𝜀𝑛𝐼 ⪯ ∇2𝐿

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙)

3) min𝒙∈Ω 𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) > −∞

Proof of Property 1), Proposition 2 has proven there ex-
ists a positive constant ℓ𝑛 > 0 satisfies ℓ𝑛𝐼 ⪰ ∇2𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙),

i.e.
∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝝀) − ∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (

𝒙
′ ) ≤ ℓ𝑛 𝝀 − 𝒙′ ∀𝝀, 𝒙′ .

Proof of Property 2), obviously, since 𝜀𝑛𝐼 ⪯ ∇2𝐿
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙), 𝜀𝑛 =

−ℓ𝑛+𝜌𝑛. Due to 𝜌𝑛 > 2ℓ𝑛 and 𝜌𝑛 > 0, (𝜌𝑛−2ℓ𝑛) (𝜌𝑛+ℓ𝑛) > 0.
Thus, 𝜌𝑛 > max

{
2ℓ2

𝑛

𝜀𝑛
, ℓ𝑛

}
.

Proof of Property 3), when 𝒙 ∈ Ω, we have,

𝑔
𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙) = 𝑓

𝑝,𝑢
𝑛 (𝒙) − 𝜃∗𝑛 𝑓

𝑝,𝑙
𝑛 (𝒙)

= Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) + Υ(𝒙)Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)
− 𝜃∗𝑛Ψ𝑛 (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙)Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙)
≥ −𝜃∗𝑛𝜆𝑛 > −∞ (113)

where 𝜃∗𝑛 and 𝜆𝑛 are constant, Φ𝛿 (𝑛) (𝒙),Φ𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝒙) ∈ [0, 1],
Ψ𝑛 (𝒙) ∈ [0, 𝜆𝑛] and Υ(𝒙) > 0
• Dual variable convergence 𝐿 𝑝

𝑛 (𝑥; 𝑦) will increase after
each dual. [56]

• Consensus convergence The consensus constraint is
satisfied eventually lim𝑡→∞

𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜

 = 0,∀𝑛.
• Objective Function convergence Above the property 1)

and 2), we have

𝐿
𝑝
𝑛

({
𝒙𝑡+1𝑛

}
, 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ; 𝑦𝑡+1

)
− 𝐿 𝑝

𝑛

({
𝒙𝑡𝑛

}
, 𝒙𝑡𝑜;𝝈𝑡

)
≤

∑︁
𝑛∈N

(
𝐿2
𝑛

𝜌𝑛
− 𝜀𝑛

2

) 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑛
2

−
∑

𝑛∈N 𝜌𝑛
2

𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 − 𝒙𝑡𝑜
2
< 0 (114)

according to [58]. Thus, 𝐿 𝑝
𝑛 (𝑥; 𝑦) will decrease after each

dual. Furthermore, according to property 3), we obtain
𝐿
𝑝
𝑛

({
𝒙𝑡+1𝑛

}
, 𝒙𝑡+1𝑜 ; 𝑦𝑡+1

)
is limited.

Thus, the Algorithm 2 will converge to the set of stationary
solutions.

B. Convergence Rate

We have proven some properties in 𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝝀) and the conver-
gence of Algorithm 2. Based on [58, Theorem 2.5], we have

𝜖ac <
𝑘Γ (𝐿 𝑝

({
𝒙1
𝑛

}
, 𝒙1

𝑜,𝝈
1) − 𝐺 𝑝)

𝑝synΓsyn , (115)

where 𝑝synΓsyn means the number of successful iterations.
Therefore, we have

Γsyn <
𝑘Γ (𝐿 𝑝

({
𝒙1
𝑛

}
, 𝒙1

𝑜,𝝈
1) − 𝐺 𝑝)

𝜖ac𝑝syn , (116)

where 𝜖ac is a positive iteration factor, 𝑘Γ is a constant,
𝑝syn = Π𝑛∈N ( 1

𝐶

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐) probability of successfully com-

pleting a synchronous update, 𝐺 𝑝 is the lower bound of∑
𝑛∈N 𝑔

𝑝
𝑛 (𝒙𝑛), and Γsyn is number of iterations, i.e.Γsyn =

min {𝑡 | 𝜂 (𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) ≤ 𝜖, 𝑡 ≥ 0}.
Above all, we derive that Algorithm 2 converge to an 𝜖ac-

stationary point within 𝑂 (1/(𝑝syn𝜖ac)).

APPENDIX H

A. A Proof of Theorem 3

If the amount of migration tasks from the
local server to other servers is 0, i.e.𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠) =∑

𝑚′∈{M/𝑚𝑛 } 𝜂
𝑠
𝑚𝑛 ,𝑚

′
∑

𝛿∈Δ 𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚𝑛

, and the amount of
migration tasks from other servers to the local server
is 0, i.e.𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) =

∑
𝑚′∈{M/𝑚𝑛 } 𝜂

𝑠
𝑚′ ,𝑚𝑛

∑
𝛿∈Δ 𝜆

𝑠
𝛿,𝑚′ , the

migration decision variableis 𝑦𝑚𝑛
= 0. Otherwise, vice versa.

Thus, we obtain

𝑦𝑚𝑛
=

{
1, 𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) + 𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠) > 0
0, 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒,

. (117)

B. An Alternative Problem for (PoPeC)
If 𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) + 𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠) = 0, we derive 𝑓

𝑝
𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢) =

𝑓 𝑠𝑛 (𝑡tr𝑛 , 𝜼𝑢, 𝜼𝑠). In other words, if 𝜙𝑖𝑛 (𝜼𝑠) + 𝜙𝑜𝑢𝑡 (𝜼𝑠) =

0, we can derive the obtained results can cover all the
results of Server Collaboration, no matter what 𝑦𝑚𝑛

is.
That is 1

𝑁

∑
𝑛∈N 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) ≥ 1

𝑁

∑
𝑛∈N 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 1, 𝒛), where

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) = E[𝐴𝑛].
Combining Theorem 3 and discussion of constraints,

there is a comparable solution 𝒚∗ = 1. which holds∑
𝑛∈N 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚∗, 𝒛) =

∑
𝑛∈N 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚∗, 𝒛). Hence, we have∑︁

𝑛∈N
𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚∗, 𝒛) ≤

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) ≤
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛). (118)

Similar to Problem P1 and P2, we aim to minimize a
highly accurate upper bound for the average expected PAoI
of multi-priority users through the following approach. Thus,
one alternative for (PoPeC) is

(P3) min
𝒙,𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛)

s.t. (1), (2), (3), (4), (6), (18), (21), (22),
(119)

where 𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛) = 𝑡tr𝑛 + 1∑

𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛

+ ∑
𝑚∈M 𝜋𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛), 𝒙 =

{𝑡tr, 𝜼𝑢} and 𝒛 = 𝜼𝑠 .

APPENDIX I
A PROOF OF LEMMA 2

P3 is

min
𝒙,𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒛)

=min
𝒙,𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐹2

𝑛 (𝒙) + 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛, 𝝀𝑠))

s.t. (1), (2), (3), (6), (18), (21), (22),∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚 =

∑︁
𝑛∈N 𝛿

𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛,

(120)

If you decompose the problem in terms of different variables,∑
𝑚′∈M 𝜂𝑠

𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚

and
∑

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑
𝑐∈𝐶 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 will always

remain consistent due to the presence of the constraint (4)
which is equivalent to

𝜆𝑠𝛿,𝑚

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′ =
∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛, , ∀𝑚 ∈ M .

(121)
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This makes it simpler to solve for the best 𝒙 and 𝒛 because
their values don’t change when they are solved iteratively.
Therefore, in addition to decomposing the objective functions
and constraints as

(sp1) min
𝒙

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙)

s.t. (1), (2), (4), (18), (21), (22), (122)

(sp2) min
𝒛

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛, 𝝀𝑠)

s.t. (3), (4), (6),
(123)

constraint (4) in sp1 is replaced by the auxiliary inequality
(124) as shown in P3-1,∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 ≤

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚 (124)

which leads to a better solution for 𝒙, the reason is as follows
Denote 𝒙1, 𝒙2, 𝒙3 as

𝒙1 = arg min
𝒙

{ ∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙) s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22),

{
∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 ≤

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚}

}
𝒙2 = arg min

𝒙

{ ∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙) s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22),

{
∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 =

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚}

}
𝒙3 = arg min

𝒙

{ ∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹2
𝑛 (𝒙) s.t. (1), (2), (18), (21), (22),

{
∑︁

𝑛∈N 𝛿
𝑚

∑︁
𝑐∈𝐶

𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜂
𝑢
𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛 <

∑︁
𝑚′∈M

𝜂𝑠𝑚,𝑚′𝜆
𝑠
𝛿,𝑚}

}
Obviously,∑︁

𝑛∈N
𝐹𝑛 (𝒙1) = min{

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙2),
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙3)}.

Meanwhile, the constraint (4) in sp2 is unchanged as shown in
P3-2, in order to ensure that constraint (4) of P3 is satisfied.

APPENDIX J

1) Problem Transform: First, 𝝀𝑠 can be obtained by 𝜆𝑠
𝛿,𝑚

=∑
𝑛∈N 𝛿

𝑚

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛,𝑐𝜆𝑛,𝑐 according to system model. With given

𝝀𝑠 , transforming the problem from P3-2 to 3-5, a similar proof
is already discussed in Proposition 1. 𝜃∗𝑛 is achieved if and only
if

min
{𝒛𝑛,𝑚 }

{𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚) − 𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚)}

= 𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛∗𝑛,𝑚) − 𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛∗𝑛,𝑚) = 0. (125)

This is a necessary and sufficient condition.
We can also use Algorithm 1 (NFPA) to transform this

problem with a slight modification.

2) Problem Solving: Problems P3–5 are challenging to
solve since they are still non-convex, but it is simple to identify
that they are cubic function problems with a finite range of
independent variables taking values. Alternatively put, this is
a Lipschitz smooth function with constant ℓ𝑛,𝑚 satisfying

ℓ𝑛,𝑚𝐼 ⪰ ∇2 (𝜋𝑢𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚) − 𝜗∗𝑛,𝑚𝜋𝑙𝑛,𝑚 (𝒛𝑛,𝑚)) , (126)

which is like 𝑔𝑝𝑛 in Proposition 2.
As a result, we can likewise efficiently handle {𝒛𝑛,𝑚} using

Algorithm 2 with a few slight adjustments.
3) Convergence Analysis: A similar instead of the same

result of Convergence Analysis can be obtained by Theorem
2. If 𝜌𝑛 > 2ℓ𝑛, Algorithm 2 converge to an 𝜖ac-stationary point
within 𝑂 (1/(𝑝syn𝜖ac)). However, in a network with wired
communication, the reliability rate of synchronous iterative
communication is 𝑝syn = 1 Thus, we derive the NAC algorithm
converges within 𝑂 (1/𝜖ac)𝑖𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑠𝑒.

APPENDIX K
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First, we see the equivalent optimal solution of the migration
𝒚∗ from Theorem 3. Hence, we have these two inequalities as

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒚∗, 𝒛𝑡 )

(𝑎)
=

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒛𝑡 )

(𝑏)
=

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐹2

𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 ) + 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡 ))

(𝑐)
≥ 1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐹2

𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1) + 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡 ))

(𝑑)
≥ 1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐹2

𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1) + 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡+1))

(𝑒)
≥ 1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐹2

𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1) + 𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡+1, 𝝀𝑠,𝑡+1))

( 𝑓 )
=

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹1
𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1, 𝒛𝑡+1)

(𝑔)
=

1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1, 𝒚∗, 𝒛𝑡+1).

(127)

where (a) and (g) hold according to (118), (b) and (f) hold
according to Lemma 2, (c) holds according to Lemma 3, (e)
holds according to Lemma 4 and the convergence of the NAC
algorithm, (d) holds and the reason is as follows. According
to (44), we obtain

𝜆
𝑠,𝑡

𝛿,𝑚
≥ 𝜆𝑠,𝑡+1

𝛿,𝑚
, ,∀𝛿 ∈ Δ,∀𝑚 ∈ M . (128)

In addition, it is easy to get that

𝜕𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡 )
𝜕𝜆

𝑠,𝑡

𝛿,𝑚

> 0, ,∀𝛿 ∈ Δ,∀𝑚 ∈ M, (129)

in the domain of the definition of 𝝀𝑠 . Thus, we have
𝐹3
𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡 ) ≥ 𝐹3

𝑛 (𝒛𝑡 , 𝝀𝑠,𝑡+1).
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Based on the inequalities, we obtain
1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒚∗, 𝒛𝑡 ) ≥
1
𝑁

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1, 𝒚∗, 𝒛𝑡+1) (130)

𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) is a function with positive values and a lower
bound. Therefore, 𝐹𝑛 (𝒙, 𝒚, 𝒛) monotonically decreases and
converges to a unique point.

APPENDIX L
CONVERGENCE AND CONVERGENCE RATE PROOF

The analysis provided above diverges from the conventional
examination of the ADMM (Alternating Direction Method of
Multipliers) algorithm, which typically centers on constraining
the distance between the current iteration and the optimal
solution set. The preceding analysis draws inspiration in part
from our prior study of the ADMM’s convergence within the
context of multi-block convex problems. In that context, the
algorithm’s advancement is gauged by the combined reduction
in specific primal and dual gaps, as detailed in [65, Theorem
3.1]. However, the nonconvex nature of the problem introduces
challenges in estimating either the primal or dual optimality
gaps. Hence, in this context, we’ve opted to employ the
reduction of the augmented Lagrangian as a metric to gauge
the algorithm’s progress. Moving forward, we delve into the
examination of the iteration complexity pertaining to the basic
ADMM. In articulating our outcome, we establish the concept
of the augmented Lagrangian function’s "proximal gradient."

∇̃𝐿 𝑝
(
{𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡

)
=


𝒙𝑜 − prox𝑔𝑝

[
𝑥𝑜 − ∇𝒙𝑜 (𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 ) − 𝑔𝑝 (𝒙𝑜))

]
∇𝒙1𝐿

𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 )
...

∇𝒙𝑁 𝐿
𝑝 ({𝒙𝑛} , 𝒙𝑜,𝝈𝑡 )


.

where proxℎ [𝑧] := arg min𝑥 ℎ(𝒙) + 1
2 ∥𝒙 − 𝒛∥

2 is the proximity
operator. We will use the following quantity to measure the
progress of the algorithm 𝜂(𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) := ∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈

𝑡 )∥2+∑
𝑛∈N ∥𝒙𝑡𝑛−𝒙𝑡0∥

2. It can be verified that if 𝜂(𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) → 0, then
a stationary solution to the problem is obtained. We have the
following iteration complexity result:

Theorem 6. Let 𝑇 (𝜖) denote an iteration index in
which the following inequality is achieved 𝑇 (𝜖) :=
min {𝑡 | 𝜂(𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ) ≤ 𝜖, 𝑡 ≥ 0} for some 𝜖 > 0. Then there exists
some constant 𝑘Γ > 0 such that

𝜖 ≤
𝑘Γ (𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙1

𝑛}, 𝒙1
0,𝝈

1) − 𝐺 𝑝)
𝑇 (𝜖) . (131)

Proof. We first show that there exists a constant 𝜅1 > 0 such
that

∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈
𝑡 )∥ ≤ 𝜅1

(
∥𝒙𝑡+10 − 𝒙𝑡0∥ +

∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑛∥

)
,

∀ 𝑟 ≥ 1. (132)

This proof follows similar steps of [65, Lemma 2.5].
From the optimality condition of the 𝒙0, we have 𝒙𝑡+10 =

prox𝑔𝑝

[
𝒙𝑡+10 −∑

𝑛∈N 𝜌𝑛
(
𝒙𝑡+10 − 𝒙𝑡𝑛 −

𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛

)]
. This implies that

∥𝒙𝑡0 − proxℎ

[
𝒙𝑡0 − ∇𝒙0 (𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈

𝑡 ) − 𝑔𝑝 (𝒙𝑡0))
]
∥

=

𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙𝑡+10 + 𝒙𝑡+10 − prox𝑔𝑝

[
𝒙𝑡0 −

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙
𝑡
𝑛 −

𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛
)
]

≤ ∥𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙
𝑡+1
0 ∥ +

prox𝑔𝑝

[
𝒙𝑡+10 −

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜌𝑛

(
𝒙𝑡+10 − 𝒙𝑡𝑛 −

𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛

)]
− prox𝑔𝑝

[
𝒙𝑡0 −

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙
𝑡
𝑛 −

𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛
)
] 

≤ 2∥𝒙𝑡+10 − 𝒙𝑡0∥ +
∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝜌𝑛∥𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙
𝑡+1
0 ∥, (133)

where in the last inequality we have used the nonexpansiveness
of the proximity operator. Similarly, the optimality condition
of the 𝒙𝑛 subproblem is given by

∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 ) + 𝜌𝑛
(
𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+10 + 𝝈𝑡

𝑛

𝜌𝑛

)
= 0.

Therefore, we derive

∥∇𝒙𝑛𝐿
𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈

𝑡 )∥

= ∥∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝑡𝑛) + 𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0 +
𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛
)∥

= ∥
(
∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝑡𝑛) + 𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0 +

𝝈𝑡
𝑛

𝜌𝑛
)
)

−
(
∇𝑔𝑝𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 ) + 𝜌𝑛 (𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+10 + 𝝈𝑡

𝑛

𝜌𝑛
)
)
∥

≤ (𝐿𝑛 + 𝜌𝑛)∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 ∥ + 𝜌𝑛∥𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙
𝑡+1
0 ∥. (134)

Therefore, combining (133) and (134), we have

∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈
𝑡 )∥ ≤

(
2 +

∑︁
𝑛∈N

2𝜌𝑛

)
∥𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙

𝑡+1
0 ∥

+
∑︁
𝑛∈N
(𝐿𝑛 + 𝜌𝑛)∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 ∥. (135)

By taking 𝜅1 = max
{
(2 +∑

𝑛∈N 2𝜌𝑛), 𝐿1 + 𝜌1, · · · , 𝐿𝑛 + 𝜌𝑛
}
,

(132) is proved. According to [58, Lemma 2.1], we obtain∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0∥ =

∑︁
𝑛∈N

1
𝜌𝑛
∥𝝈𝑡+1

𝑛 − 𝝈𝑡
𝑛∥ ≤

∑︁
𝑛∈N

𝐿𝑛

𝜌𝑛
∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑛∥.

(136)

The inequalities (135) – (136) implies that for some 𝜅3 > 0∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0∥

2 + ∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈
𝑡 )∥2

≤ 𝜅3

(
∥𝒙𝑡0 − 𝒙

𝑡+1
0 ∥

2 +
∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 ∥2

)
. (137)

According to Lemma [58, Lemma 2.2], there exists a constant
𝜅2 = min

{
{ 𝛾𝑛 (𝜌𝑛 )2 − 𝐿2

𝑛

𝜌𝑛
}𝑛∈N , 𝛾2

}
such that

𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝑥𝑡0;𝝈𝑡 ) − 𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 }, 𝑥𝑡+10 ;𝝈𝑡+1)

≥ 𝜅2

(∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡𝑘 ∥

2 + ∥𝒙𝑡+10 − 𝒙𝑡0∥
2

)
. (138)

Combining (137) and (138) we get∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0∥

2 + ∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈
𝑡 )∥2
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≤ 𝜅3
𝜅2

(
𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝑥𝑡0;𝝈𝑡 ) − 𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡+1𝑛 }, 𝑥𝑡+10 ;𝝈𝑡+1)

)
.

Summing both sides of the inequality above for 𝑡 = 1, · · · , 𝑟,
we obtain

𝑟∑︁
𝑡=1

∑︁
𝑛∈N
∥𝒙𝑡𝑛 − 𝒙𝑡0∥

2 + ∥∇̃𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑡𝑛}, 𝒙𝑡0,𝝈
𝑡 )∥2

≤ 𝜅3
𝜅2

(
𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙1

𝑛}, 𝑥1
0;𝝈1) − 𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙𝑟+1𝑛 }, 𝑥𝑟+10 ;𝝈𝑟+1)

)
≤ 𝜅3
𝜅2

(
𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙1

𝑛}, 𝑥1
0;𝝈1) − 𝐺 𝑝

)
.

Rewriting the final inequality, it becomes evident that we
leverage the property that 𝐿 𝑝 (𝒙𝑟+1𝑛 , 𝑥𝑟+10 ;𝝈𝑟+1) exhibits a de-
creasing trend while remaining above the lower bound 𝐺 𝑝 , as
previously established in [58, Lemmas 2.2–2.3]. By utilizing
the definitions of 𝑇 (𝜖) and 𝜂(𝒙𝑡 ,𝝈𝑡 ), the above inequality
becomes

𝑇 (𝜖)𝜖 ≤ 𝜅3
𝜅2

(
𝐿 𝑝 ({𝒙1

𝑛}, 𝑥1
0;𝝈1) − 𝐺 𝑝

)
(139)

By dividing both sides of the equation by 𝑇 (𝜖) and choosing
𝐶 = 𝜅3/𝜅2, the intended outcome is achieved.

APPENDIX M
A PROOF OF NP-HARDNESS

In this case of multi-priority, we need to determine an
appropriate offloading policy and service rules to accomplish
task scheduling, considering the multi-objective optimization
objectives of PAoI and priority task emphasis, which is a
classical multi-objective single-machine scheduling problem
with sequence-dependent setup times. Such a problem can
be transformed into a Multi-objective Traveling Salesman
Problem (MOTSP) [66]. MOTSP is an extended instance of
a traveling salesman problem (TSP). Thus, the case of multi-
priority can be reduced to TSP.

Theorem 7. The traveling salesman problem is NP-complete.

Proof. Verification of TSP Membership in NP: We first estab-
lish that the Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP) belongs to the
class of decision problems that can be verified in polynomial
time. The verification process uses a certificate, which is a
sequence of n vertices representing a tour. The algorithm
checks whether this sequence contains each vertex exactly
once, computes the sum of edge costs, and verifies that this
sum is at most k. This verification process can certainly be
performed in polynomial time.
Proving TSP is NP-hard: To demonstrate that TSP is NP-hard,
we establish a reduction from the Hamiltonian Cycle problem
(HAM-CYCLE). Let 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) be an instance of HAM-
CYCLE. We construct an instance of TSP as follows: We
create the complete graph 𝐺′ = (𝑉,E’), where 𝐸 ′ = {(𝑖, 𝑗) :
𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉&𝑖 ≠ 𝑗}, and we define the cost function c as follows:

𝑐(𝑖, 𝑗) =
{

0 if (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ 𝐸
1 if (𝑖, 𝑗) ∉ 𝐸

(140)

Note that because 𝐺 is undirected, it has no self-loops, so
𝑐(𝑣, 𝑣) = 1 for all vertices 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 . The instance of TSP is then
(𝐺′, 𝑐, 0), which can be easily created in polynomial time.

Now, we demonstrate that graph 𝐺 has a Hamiltonian cycle if
and only if graph 𝐺′ has a tour of cost at most 0. Suppose that
graph 𝐺 has a Hamiltonian cycle ℎ. Each edge in ℎ belongs
to 𝐸 and thus has cost 0 in 𝐺′. Thus, ℎ is a tour in 𝐺′ with
cost 0. Conversely, suppose that graph 𝐺’ has a tour ℎ′ of
cost at most 0. Since the costs of the edges in 𝐸 ′ are 0 and 1,
the cost of the tour ℎ′ is exactly 0, and each edge on the tour
must have cost 0. Therefore, ℎ′ contains only edges in 𝐸 . We
conclude that ℎ′ is a Hamiltonian cycle in graph 𝐺.

According to Theorem 7, TSP is an NP-complete and NP-
hard problem. Thus, the case of multi-priority is an NP-hard
problem. In summary, unless P = NP, solving such a problem
cannot be achieved within polynomial time [67].

APPENDIX N
WHY MULTI-CLASS

A. The Highest-class priority user vs. priority-free user

For the highest-class priority user 𝑛∗, we have

E[𝐴𝑛∗ ] − E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛∗ ]
=(E[𝑇𝑛∗ ] + E[𝐼𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑊𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑌𝑛∗ ])
− (E[𝑇 𝑝

𝑛∗ ] + E[𝐼
𝑝

𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑊
𝑝

𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑌
𝑝

𝑛∗ ])
(𝑎)
= E[𝑊𝑛∗ ] − E[𝑊 𝑝

𝑛∗ ]

=Υ(𝜼𝑢)
𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢)

(1 − 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢))
(𝑏)
≥ 0. (141)

where 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢) =
∑

𝛿∈Δ(𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) )
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′
,

𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) =
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐

𝜂𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′

𝜇𝑛′
, and Υ(𝜼𝑢) =

1
2
∑

𝛿∈Δ
∑

𝑛′∈N 𝛿

∑
𝑐∈C 𝑝𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜂

𝑢
𝑛′ ,𝑐𝜆𝑛′𝜈𝑛′ .

(a) holds because we are contrasting in the context of the
same strategy and at this point E[𝑇𝑛∗ ] = E[𝑇 𝑝

𝑛∗ ], E[𝑌𝑛∗ ] =

E[𝑌 𝑝

𝑛∗ ] and E[𝐼𝑛∗ ] = E[𝐼 𝑝
𝑛∗ ]. Inequality (b) holds because

𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢) ≤ 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) and equality sign achieves if and only if
Δ = Δ(𝛿(𝑛∗)).

B. The Lowest-class priority user vs. priority-free user

For the lowest-class priority user 𝑛∗, we derive

E[𝐴𝑛∗ ] − E[𝐴
𝑝
𝑛∗ ]

=(E[𝑇𝑛∗ ] + E[𝐼𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑊𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑌𝑛∗ ])
− (E[𝑇 𝑝

𝑛∗ ] + E[𝐼
𝑝
𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑊

𝑝
𝑛∗ ] + E[𝑌

𝑝
𝑛∗ ])

=E[𝑊𝑛∗ ] − E[𝑊
𝑝
𝑛∗ ]

=
Υ(𝜼𝑢)

1 − 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢)
(1 − 1

1 − 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛)−1 (𝜼𝑢)
)

(𝑐)
≤ 0. (142)

Inequality (c) holds because 𝜁𝛿 (𝑛∗ ) (𝜼𝑢), 𝜁Δ (𝜼𝑢) ∈ (0, 1) and
equality sign achieves if and only if Δ = Δ(𝛿(𝑛∗)).
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C. Comparison between users with different priority levels

For user 𝑛 who belong to the priority level from 𝛿0 to 𝛿0−𝛿,
we obtain

E[𝐴𝑝
𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0] − E[𝐴𝑝

𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0 − 𝛿]
=E[𝑊 𝑝

𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0] − E[𝑊 𝑝
𝑛 |𝛿(𝑛) = 𝛿0 − 𝛿]

=
Υ(𝜼𝑢)

(1 − 𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−1 (𝜼𝑢))

− Υ(𝜼𝑢)
(1 − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢))

≥
Υ(𝜼𝑢) (𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢) − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢))

(1 − 𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−1 (𝜼𝑢)) (1 − 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢))
(𝑑)
≥ 0. (143)

where holds because 𝜁𝛿0 (𝜼𝑢) ≥ 𝜁𝛿0−𝛿 (𝜼𝑢) and 𝜁𝛿0−1 (𝜼𝑢) ≥
𝜁𝛿0−𝛿−1 (𝜼𝑢).
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