
1

QoE Maximization for Multiple-UAV-Assisted Multi-Access
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Abstract—In disaster scenarios, conventional terrestrial multi-access edge computing (MEC) paradigms, which rely on fixed
infrastructure, may become unavailable due to infrastructure damage. With high-probability line-of-sight (LoS) communication, flexible
mobility, and low cost, unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV)-assisted MEC is emerging as a new promising paradigm to provide edge
computing services for ground user devices (UDs) in disaster-stricken areas. However, the limited battery capacity, computing
resources, and spectrum resources also pose serious challenges for UAV-assisted MEC, which can potentially shorten the service time
of UAVs and degrade the quality of experience (QoE) of UDs without an effective control approach. To this end, in this work, we first
present a hierarchical architecture of multiple-UAV-assisted MEC networks that enables the coordinated provision of edge computing
services by multiple UAVs. Then, we formulate a joint task offloading, resource allocation, and UAV trajectory planning optimization
problem (JTRTOP) to maximize the QoE of UDs while considering the energy consumption constraints of UAVs. Since the problem is
proven to be a future-dependent and NP-hard problem, we propose a novel online joint task offloading, resource allocation, and UAV
trajectory planning approach (OJTRTA) to solve the problem. Specifically, the JTRTOP is first transformed into a per-slot real-time
optimization problem (PROP) using the Lyapunov optimization framework. Then, a two-stage optimization method based on game
theory and convex optimization is proposed to solve the PROP. Simulation results provide empirical evidence supporting the superior
system performance of the proposed OJTRTA in comparison to alternative approaches.

Index Terms—UAV-assisted MEC network, task offloading, resource allocation, trajectory planning, game theory.
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1 INTRODUCTION

W ITH the advancements in artificial intelligence and
wireless communication technologies, many intelli-

gent applications with strict requirements on computing re-
sources and latency have emerged rapidly, such as real-time
video analysis [2], virtual and augmented realities [3], and
interactive online games [4]. However, the limited battery
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capacity and computing capability of user devices (UDs)
make it difficult to maintain high-level quality of experience
(QoE) for these intelligent applications [5]. To overcome this
challenge, multi-access edge computing (MEC) has emerged
as a promising paradigm to provide reliable edge comput-
ing services by deploying MEC servers at the edge of the
network [6]. Specifically, UDs can offload latency-sensitive
and computation-hungry tasks to nearby MEC servers to
improve the QoE. However, conventional terrestrial MEC
heavily relies on the deployment of ground infrastructure,
which can become unavailable in the event of a disaster
where ground-based infrastructure may be damaged.

The limitations of conventional terrestrial MEC have
prompted a paradigm shift toward unmanned aerial vehi-
cle (UAV)-assisted MEC due to the high probability line-
of-sight (LoS) communication, flexible mobility, and low
cost [7], [8]. Specifically, the high probability of LoS links
for UAVs enhances the communication coverage, network
capacity, and reliable connectivity [9], [10]. Moreover, the
flexible mobility of UAVs enables rapid and on-demand de-
ployment, which is crucial in disaster scenarios. Besides, the
low cost makes the UAV-assisted MEC system feasible and
scalable. Therefore, UAV-assisted MEC holds tremendous
potential for providing edge computing services to UDs in
disaster-stricken areas.

However, there exist several fundamental challenges
that need to be addressed to fully exploit the benefits of
UAV-enabled MEC. i) Resource Allocation. Various tasks
of UDs are generally heterogeneous and time-varying, and
they have stringent requirements for the computing service.
However, the limited computing and spectrum resources
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of UAV-enabled MEC and the stringent demands of UDs
could lead to the competition for resources inside the MEC
server, especially during peak times. Consequently, devising
an efficient resource allocation strategy to fulfill the diverse
task demands under resource constraints poses a significant
challenge for the MEC server. ii) Task Offloading. Due to
resource competition, the offloading decisions of each UD
depends not only on its own offloading requirements but
also on the offloading decisions of the other UDs, result-
ing in coupled and complex offloading decision-making
among UDs. iii) Trajectory Planning. While the mobility of
UAVs augments the flexibility and elasticity of MEC, it also
presents notable challenges in terms of UAV trajectory plan-
ning. iv) Energy Constraint. The limited onboard battery
capacity of UAVs leads to finite service time, which makes it
challenging to balance the service time of UAVs and QoE of
UDs. In addition, within the resource and energy limitations
of UAVs, the interdependencies among resource allocation
decisions, task offloading decisions, and trajectory planning
introduce intricate coupling relationships that contribute to
the complexity of the decision-making process.

To address the challenges described above, we present
a novel online approach that integrates task offloading,
resource allocation, and UAV trajectory planning for the
purpose of maximizing the QoE of UDs while adhering
to the energy consumption constraint of UAVs. The key
contributions of this work are outlined as follows:

• System Architecture. We propose a hierarchical archi-
tecture for the multiple-UAV-assisted MEC network to
efficiently coordinate multiple UAVs in providing aerial
edge computing services for UDs. Furthermore, we take
into account the dynamic mobility and time-varying
computational demands of UDs to accurately capture
the features of real-world edge computing scenarios
within the proposed system.

• Problem Formulation. We formulate a novel joint task
offloading, resource allocation, and UAV trajectory
planning optimization problem (JTRTOP), with the aim
of maximizing the QoE of UDs under the UAV en-
ergy consumption constraint. Specifically, the QoE of
UDs is theoretically quantified by synthesizing the task
completion delay and UD energy consumption. More-
over, the optimization problem is proved to be future-
dependent and NP-hard.

• Algorithm Design. To solve the formulated problem, we
propose an online joint task offloading, resource alloca-
tion, and UAV trajectory planning approach (OJTRTA).
Specifically, we first transform the JTRTOP into a per-
slot real-time optimization problem (PROP) by using
the Lyapunov optimization framework. Then, we pro-
pose a two-stage method to optimize the task offload-
ing, resource allocation and UAV position of PROP by
using convex optimization and game theory.

• Validation. The effectiveness and performance of the
proposed OJTRTA are validated through both theoret-
ical analysis and simulation experiments. In particular,
the theoretical analysis establishes that the proposed
OJTRTA satisfies both the energy consumption con-
straint of UAVs and achieves convergence to a sub-
optimal solution within polynomial time. Additionally,

the simulation results affirm the superiority of OJTRTA
over alternative approaches.

The subsequent sections of this work are structured as
follows. In Section 2, an overview of the related work is
provided. Section 3 details the relevant system models and
problem formulation. Section 4 describes the Lyapunov-
based problem transformation. Section 5 presents the two-
stage optimization method and theoretical analysis. In Sec-
tion 6, simulation results are displayed and analyzed. Fi-
nally, this work is concluded in Section 7.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we provide a comprehensive review of the
relevant studies pertaining to UAV-enabled MEC architec-
ture, formulation of joint optimization problems, and online
optimization approach. Moreover, we outline the distinc-
tions between this work and the related works in Table 1.

2.1 UAV-enabled MEC Architecture

UAV-enabled MEC is a promising paradigm to dynamically
expand the computational capabilities of MEC networks
and facilitating emergency scenarios. From the perspective
of network architecture, the existing works can primarily be
categorized into single UAV-enabled MEC architecture and
multiple-UAV-enabled MEC architecture.

For single UAV-assisted MEC networks, Lin et al. [11] ex-
plored the maximization of UAV energy efficiency while si-
multaneously considering fairness in task offloading within
a single UAV-assisted MEC network. Yu et al. [12] presented
a novel single UAV-assisted MEC network, where a UAV
is deployed to provide MEC services to Internet of Things
(IoT) devices in areas that are inaccessible to the edge cloud
due to ground signal blockage or shadowing. However, a
single UAV possesses insufficient coverage range and re-
sources, making it challenging to provide effective services
in large-scale areas or areas with a high density of users.

Multiple-UAV-enabled MEC networks, which harnesses
the computational and communication capabilities of mul-
tiple UAVs, has been increasingly gaining attention. For
example, Li et al. [13] investigated a multiple-UAV-assisted
MEC system and devised a robust approach for optimizing
computation offloading and trajectory planning. Shidrokh
et al. [14] conducted a study on task offloading and re-
source allocation in a multiple-UAV-enabled MEC network,
and proposed a two-layer collaborative evolution model
to reduce energy consumption and task computation time.
Bai et al. [15] proposed a multiple-UAV-enabled edge-cloud
computing system that leverages the collaboration between
UAVs and remote clouds to deliver exceptional computa-
tional capabilities.

Although multiple-UAV architectures show more sig-
nificant advantages compared to single-UAV architectures,
effective control is required for the collaboration among
multiple UAVs, which has not been extensively studied
yet. In this paper, we propose a hierarchical multiple-UAV-
assisted MEC architecture to address the shortcomings of
existing research.
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2.2 Formulation of Joint Optimization Problems

The formulation of a joint optimization problem is crucial
for enhancing the performance of UAV-assisted MEC net-
works due to the constraints imposed by multi-dimensional
resources. Next, we will provide an overview of existing
research from two perspectives, i.e., optimization objectives
and optimization variables, while highlighting the novelty
of this work.

2.2.1 Optimization Objectives
Several studies are dedicated to minimizing task completion
latency. For instance, Luan et al. [16] formulated a joint
optimization problem for topology reconstruction and sub-
task scheduling to minimize the average completion time of
subtasks in a UAV-assisted MEC emergency system. Deng et
al. [17] investigated the minimization of task service latency
in air-ground integrated wireless networks, considering
constraints on learning accuracy and energy consumption.

Several studies focus on minimizing the energy con-
sumption. For example, in the context of an multiple-UAV-
assisted two-stage MEC system, Ei et al. [18] aimed to
minimize the energy consumption of both mobile devices
and UAVs under constraints of task tolerance latency and
available resources. Liu et al. [19] conducted a study on a
multi-input single-output UAV-assisted MEC network and
presented a system energy minimization problem.

There are also the studies that consider the combination
of task completion latency and energy consumption as
the optimization objective. For example, Tong et al. [20]
introduced a UAV-enabled multi-hop cooperative paradigm
and formulated an optimization problem to maximize the
system utility. The system utility was constructed by jointly
considering task completion latency and UAV energy con-
sumption. Hao et al. [21] explored the problem of maximiz-
ing the long-term average system gain in a UAV-assisted
MEC system, where the system gain was theoretically con-
structed by combining task completion latency and system
energy consumption.

This work differs from the aforementioned studies in
the following aspects. Firstly, this work considers a more
comprehensive set of performance metrics, including task
completion latency, UD energy consumption, and UAV en-
ergy consumption, which aligns better with the practical
characteristics of UAV-assisted MEC networks. Secondly, we
combine task completion latency and UD energy consump-
tion into a UD cost function as the optimization objective,
while treating UAV energy consumption as a constraint. By
formulating the optimization problem in this manner, we
can simultaneously enhance the QoE of UDs and ensure
reliable service time for UAVs.

2.2.2 Optimization Variables
Researchers have extensively explored various aspects of
UAV-assisted MEC systems, with particular emphasis on
task offloading, resource allocation, and UAV trajectory
planning. For example, Chen et al. [22] conducted research
on task offloading for IoT nodes and trajectory planning for
multiple UAVs to reduce UAV energy consumption. Song
et al. [23] focused on investigating task offloading and UAV
trajectory control problems to improve the performance of

UAV-assisted MEC systems. To minimize energy consump-
tion and latency, Pervez et al. [24] jointly optimized task
offloading, CPU frequency allocation, transmission power,
and UAV trajectory. Seid et al. [25] explored the joint opti-
mization of task offloading, age of information, computation
resource allocation, and communication resource allocation
to enhance the performance of UAV-enabled Internet of
Medical Things networks.

These previous studies have several limitations. First,
task offloading, resource allocation, and UAV trajectory
planning are key factors in enhancing the performance of
UAV-assisted MEC networks. However, the aforementioned
studies did not comprehensively optimize these factors,
which hinders the full exploitation of the advantages of
UAV-assisted MEC. Furthermore, these studies consider
resource allocation from either the communication or the
computation aspects, which may lead to severe performance
degradation in practical UAV-enabled MEC systems where
both communication and computing resources are insuffi-
cient. Motivated by these issues, in this work, we jointly
optimize task offloading, communication and computation
resource allocation, as well as UAV trajectory planning.

2.3 Online Optimization Approach
To tackle the intricate joint optimization problems of task
offloading, resource allocation, and trajectory planning for
UAV-assisted MEC systems, numerous works have em-
ployed offline approaches for system design. These offline
approaches formulate solutions under the assumption that
the user’s location remains unchanged and the user’s de-
mands are either fixed or known in advance [26], [27], [28].
However, in many edge computing scenarios, such as online
games and real-time video analysis, computation demands
arrive in a stochastic manner, and user locations exhibit
dynamic changes. Therefore, it is necessary to develop on-
line approaches for UAV-enabled MEC to make real-time
decisions without knowing future information.

Several studies have also explored online approaches.
For example, Zhou et al. [29] developed a two time-scale
online approach for caching and task offloading by leverag-
ing the Lyapunov optimization framework. Considering the
time-varying computing requirements of user equipment,
Wang et al. [30] jointly optimized the user association,
resource allocation and trajectory of UAVs with the aim
of minimizing energy consumption of all user equipment.
To minimize the average power consumption of the sys-
tem with randomly arriving user tasks, Hoang et al. [31]
developed a Lyapunov-guided deep reinforcement learning
(DRL) framework. Miao et al. [32] proposed a deep deter-
ministic policy gradient (DDPG)-based algorithm to opti-
mize the computational resources allocation and UAV flight
trajectory for UAV-assisted MEC. Xu et al. [33] formulated
a long-term optimization problem for the joint optimization
of UAV trajectory and computation resource allocation and
proposed a trajectory planning algorithm based on proximal
policy optimization (PPO).

The Lyapunov-based optimization framework and DRL
represent two viable methodologies for developing online
approaches. While DRL is a powerful technique for training
agents to make real-time decisions, it necessitates a sub-
stantial amount of sample data to learn optimal strategies
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TABLE 1
Comparison between Related Works with This Work

UAV-enabled MEC
architecture Optimization objectives Optimization variables Online approach design

Reference Hierarchical multi-
UAV architecture Latency Energy

consumption
Task

offloading
Resource
allocation

Trajectory
planning

Lyapunov
optimization

Game
theory

Convex
optimization

[11] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[12] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓
[13] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

[14] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

[15] ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓
[16] ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕

[17] ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[18] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓
[19] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[20] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓
[21] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

[22] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

[23] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

[24] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓
[25] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

[26] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[27] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[28] ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[29] ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓
[30] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
[31] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕

[32] ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

[33] ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓
This work ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

and suffers from a lack of interpretability. In contrast, the
Lyapunov-based optimization framework does not depend
on sample data and provides stable performance guaran-
tees. Therefore, we employ the Lyapunov-based optimiza-
tion framework to devise our online approach. In a depar-
ture from existing research, we propose a novel two-stage
optimization algorithm based on game theory and con-
vex optimization within the Lyapunov-based optimization
framework. This algorithm demonstrates both low compu-
tational complexity and superior performance.

3 SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

As illustrated in Fig. 1, we consider a hierarchical multiple-
UAV-assisted MEC system, where multiple UAVs collabo-
rate to provide aerial edge computing services to ground
UDs in a disaster-stricken area. Specifically, in the spatial di-
mension, the hierarchical system comprises an aerial control
layer, an aerial edge layer, and a ground UD layer.

At the aerial control layer, a large rotary-wing UAV
(LUAV) u is deployed above the service area center to serve
as a regional software-defined networking (SDN) controller.
It performs the following essential functions: 1) offering
wireless communication coverage for UAVs at the aerial
edge layer and UDs at the ground UD layer; 2) provisioning
reliable edge computing services for UDs; and 3) acting as a
regional controller, on which our algorithm runs, to make
real-time decisions based on the collected channel state
information (CSI), as well as the state information of UDs

and UAVs. At the aerial edge layer, a set of small rotary-wing
UAVs (SUAVs) N = {1, . . . , N} is equipped with MEC
computing capabilities to provide flexible edge computing
services to UDs at the ground user layer. At the ground
UD layer, a set of UDs M = {1, . . . ,M} moving within
the considered area periodically generates computing tasks
with varying requirements.

In the temporal dimension, the system operates in a
discrete time slot manner with T equal time slots, i.e.,
t ∈ T = {1, . . . , T}, wherein each time slot has a duration of
∆t. Here, ∆t is chosen to be sufficiently small such that each
time slot can be considered as quasi-static. Furthermore,
within each time slot, the state information of both UDs
and SUAVs, as well as the CSI, are captured and updated.
The task offloading, resource allocation and UAV trajectory
planning are determined by running our algorithm.

3.1 Basic Models
The basic models define the state information of various
entities in the proposed system.

UD Model. We consider that each UD generates one
computing task per time slot [30], [34]. For UD m ∈ M,
the attributes of the UD at time slot t can be character-
ized as Stm(t) =

(
fUD
m ,Φm(t),qm(t)

)
, where fUD

m denotes
the local computing capability of UD m. The computing
task generated by UD m is characterized as Φm(t) =
{Dm(t), ηm(t), Tmax

m (t)} at time slot t, wherein Dm(t) repre-
sents the input data size (in bits), ηm(t) denotes the compu-
tation intensity (in cycles/bit), and Tmax

m (t) is the maximum
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Fig. 1. The hierarchical multiple-UAV-assisted MEC system consists of an aerial control layer, an aerial edge layer and a ground UD layer.

tolerable delay (in s). qm(t) = [xm(t), ym(t)] represents the
location coordinates of UD m at time slot t.

UD Mobility Model. Similar to [35], the mobility of
UDs is modeled as a Gauss-Markov mobility model, which
is widely employed in cellular communication networks.
Specifically, the velocity of UD m at time slot t + 1 can be
updated as follows:

vm(t+ 1) = αvm(t) + (1− α)vm +
√

1− α2wm(t), (1)

where vm(t) = (vxm(t), vym(t)) denotes the velocity vector at
time slot t. α represents the memory level, which reflects the
temporal-dependent degree. vm is the asymptotic means of
velocity. wm(t) is the uncorrelated random Gaussian pro-
cess N(0, σ2

m), where σm denotes the asymptotic standard
deviation of velocity. Therefore, the mobility of UD m can
be updated as follows:

qm(t+ 1) = qm(t) + vm(t)τ. (2)

SUAV Model. Each SUAV n ∈ N is characterized by
Stn(t) = (qn(t), H, Fmax

n ), wherein qn(t) = [xn(t), yn(t)]
and H represent the horizontal coordinates and flight height
of SUAV n at time slot t, respectively. Moreover, Fmax

n

denotes the total computing resources of SUAV n.
SUAV Mobility Model. Similar to [13], we consider that

each SUAV flies at a fixed altitude H to avoid additional
energy consumption caused by frequent ascent and descent.
For each SUAV n ∈ N , its trajectory can be expressed as a
sequence of optimal positions for each time slot, i.e., Qn =
{qn(t)}t∈T . In addition, the trajectory of each SUAV needs
to satisfy the following several practical constraints:

qn(1) = qini
n , ∀n ∈ N , (3a)

∥qn(t+ 1)− qn(t)∥ ≤ vmax
n ∆t, ∀n ∈ N , t ∈ T , (3b)

∥qi(t)− qj(t)∥ ≥ dmin, ∀i, j ∈ N , t ∈ T , (3c)

where qini
n is the initial position of SUAV n, vmax

n denotes

the maximum flight speed of SUAV n, and dmin denotes the
minimum safe distance to avoid collision. Constraint (3a)
defines the initial position of each SUAV. Constraint (3b)
indicates that the flight distance of each time slot does not
exceed the maximum allowable distance, and constraint (3c)
ensures the safe flight of SUAVs to avoid collisions.

LUAV Model. LUAV u is characterized by Stu =
(qu, Hu, F

max
u ), wherein qu = [xu, yu] and Hu represent

the horizontal coordinates and flight height, respectively.
Moreover, Fmax

u denotes the total computing resources.

3.2 Communication Model

The UDs can offload tasks to aerial servers1 via ground-
to-air (G2A) links. To mitigate unreliable communication
caused by interference, we assume that each aerial server
utilizes different frequency band resources to provide edge
computing services [33]. Furthermore, the widely used or-
thogonal frequency-division multiple access (OFDMA) tech-
nology can be employed to serve multiple UDs simultane-
ously [36]. Therefore, there is no communication interfer-
ence in the system. Assuming UD m offloads tasks to server
s ∈ S = {u}∪N at time slot t, the communication rate of the
UD can be calculated using Shannon’s formula as follows:

Rs,m(t) = ws,mBs log2

(
1 +

pmgs,m(t)

ϖ0

)
, (4)

where ws,m ∈ (0, 1] represents the resource allocation co-
efficient of UD m, Bs denotes the bandwidth resources
available to server s, pm is the transmission power of UD
m, gs,m(t) represents the channel gain between UD m and
server s at time slot t, and ϖ0 is the noise power.

1. Note that an aerial server and a UAV will be used interchangeably.
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The probabilistic line-of-sight (LoS) channel model is
employed to model the communication between the aerial
servers and UDs [37]. First, the LoS probability ρLoS

s,m(t)
between server s and UD m at time slot t can be defined
as [38]

ρLoS
s,m(t) =

1

1 + c1 exp(−c2(θs,m(t)− c1))
, (5)

where c1 and c2 are the constants depending on the prop-
agation environment, θs,m(t) = 180

π arcsin H
ds,m(t) denotes

the elevation angle, and ds,m(t) represents the straight-line
distance between server s and UD m. Similar to [39], the
path loss between server s and UD m can be given by

Ls,m(t) =20 log10

(
4πfsds,m(t)

c

)
+ ρLoS

s,m(t)ηLoS

+
(
1− ρLoS

s,m(t)
)
ηnLoS,

(6)

where fs represents the carrier frequency of server s, and
c is the speed of light. Moreover, ηLoS and ηnLoS denote
the additional losses for LoS and nLoS links, respectively.
Without loss of generality, the channel gain gs,m(t) can be
calculated as

gs,m(t) = 10−
Ls,m

10 . (7)

3.3 Computation Model
For task Φm(t) generated by UD m, the task can be pro-
cessed either locally on the UD or remotely on the aerial
servers, which is determined by the offloading decision of
the UD. To be more specific, we define a variable am(t) ∈
{0} ∪ {u} ∪ N to represent the task offloading decision of
UD m at time slot t, where am(t) = 0 indicates that the
task is executed locally, am(t) = u represents that the task is
offloaded to the LUAV for execution, and am(t) = n means
the task is offloaded to SUAV n for execution.

3.3.1 Local Computing Model
If UD m processes task Φm(t) locally (i.e., am(t) = 0), the
task completion delay and UD energy consumption for local
computing are given as follows.

Task Completion Delay. The local completion latency of
the task can be calculated as

T loc
m (t) =

ηm(t)Dm(t)

fUD
m

, (8)

where fUD
m represents the computing resources of UD m.

UD Energy Consumption. Accordingly, the energy con-
sumption of UD m to execute task Φm(t) locally at time slot
t can be calculated as [27]

Eloc
m (t) = k(fUD

m )3T loc
m (t), (9)

where k represents the effective switched capacitance coef-
ficient that depends on the hardware architecture [40].

3.3.2 Edge Computing Model
When task Φm(t) is offloaded to aerial server s ∈ S for
processing (i.e., am(t) = s), the server allocates computing
resources to perform the task and returns the processing
results to the UD. Note that the latency of result feedback
has been disregarded when considering the task completion
latency, as for most mobile applications, the size of the
processing results is typically significantly smaller than the
size of the input data.

Task Completion Delay. For edge computing, the task
completion delay mainly includes task transmission delay
and edge execution delay, which can be calculated as

T ec
s,m(t) =

Dm(t)

Rs,mt)
+

ηm(t)Dm(t)

Fs,m(t)
, (10)

where Fs,m(t) denotes the computing resources allocated by
server s to UD m at time slot t.

UD Energy Consumption. The task offloading of the
UD incurs transmission energy consumption at time slot t,
which can be calculated as

Eec
s,m(t) = pm

Dm(t)

Rs,m(t)
, (11)

where pm represents the transmission power of UD m.
SUAV Energy Consumption. If task Φm(t) is offloaded

to SUAV n, the SUAV incurs computation energy consump-
tion to execute the task, which can be given as [34]

Ec
n,m(t) = ϖηm(t)Dm(t), (12)

where ϖ represents the energy consumption per unit CPU
cycle of SUAV n. Therefore, the total computational energy
consumption of SUAV n at time slot t can be given as

Ec
n(t) =

∑
m∈M

I{am(t)=n}E
c
n,m(t), (13)

where I{X} is an indicator function defined such that
I{X} = 1 when event X is true, and I{X} = 0 otherwise.
Furthermore, the trajectory planning of SUAV n incurs
corresponding propulsion energy consumption at time slot
t. Similar to [41], [42], the propulsion power consumption of
SUAV n at time slot t can be expressed as

Pn(vn(t)) =C1

(
1 +

3vn(t)
2

U2
p

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

blade profile

+C4vn(t)
3︸ ︷︷ ︸

parasite

+ C2

√√√√√
C3 +

vn(t)4

4
− vn(t)2

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
induced

,

(14)

where vn(t) represents the velocity of SUAV n at time slot
t, Up refers to the rotor’s tip speed, and C1, C2, C3, and
C4 are the constants described in [43]. Therefore, the energy
consumption of SUAV n at time slot t can be given as

En(t) = Ec
n(t) + E

p
n(t), (15)

where E
p
n(t) = Pn(vn(t))τ denotes the propulsion energy

consumption at time slot t. To guarantee service time, we
define the SUAV energy consumption constraint as follows:

lim
T→+∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

En(t) ≤ Ēn, ∀n ∈ N , (16)

where Ēn is the energy budget of the SUAV n per time slot.
Note that if task Φm(t) is offloaded to server u, we

ignore the energy consumption of server u. This is because
server u is a large UAV with a more sufficient energy supply,
which can provide a longer service time compared to server
n ∈ N .

3.4 QoE Evaluation Model

In this paper, we consider that the cost of each UD at time
slot t consists of the task completion delay and the UD



7

energy consumption, which reflects the QoE of the UD. The
completion delay of task Φm(t) can be presented as

Tm(t) = I{am(t)=0}T
loc
m (t) +

∑
s∈S

I{am(t)=s}T
ec
m,s(t). (17)

Then, the energy consumption of UD m can be given as

Em(t) = I{am(t)=0}E
loc
m (t) +

∑
s∈S

I{am(t)=s}E
ec
m,s(t). (18)

Similar to [44], [45], the cost of UD m at time slot t can be
formulated as

Cm(t) = γT
mTm(t) + γE

mEm(t), (19)

where γT
m and γE

m respectively represent the weight coeffi-
cients of task completion delay and energy consumption for
UD m, which can be flexibly set based on the preference of
the UD for delay and energy consumption. Clearly, mini-
mizing the cost of UDs is equivalent to maximizing the QoE
of UDs.

3.5 Problem Formulation

The objective of this work is to minimize the average
cost of all UDs over time (i.e., the time-averaged UD
cost), by jointly optimizing the task offloading A =
{At|At = {am(t)}m∈M}t∈T , computing resource allocation
F = {F t|F t = {Fs,m(t)}s∈S,m∈M}t∈T , communication re-
source allocation W = {Wt|Wt = {ws,m(t)}s∈S,m∈M}t∈T ,
and trajectory planning Q = {Qt|Qt = {qn(t)}n∈N }t∈T .
Therefore, the problem can be formulated as follows:

P : min
A,F,W,Q

1

T

T∑
t=1

M∑
m=1

Cm(t) (20)

s.t. lim
T→+∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

En(t) ≤ Ēn,∀n ∈ N , (20a)

am(t) ∈ {0} ∪ S,∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T , (20b)
I{am(t)=s}T

ec
s,m(t) ≤ Tmax

m ,∀m ∈ M, s ∈ S, t ∈ T ,
(20c)

0 ≤ Fs,m(t) ≤ Fmax
s ,∀m ∈ M, s ∈ S, t ∈ T , (20d)

M∑
m=1

I{am(t)=s}Fs,m(t) ≤ Fmax
s ,∀s ∈ S, t ∈ T , (20e)

0 ≤ ws,m(t) ≤ 1,∀m ∈ M, s ∈ S, t ∈ T , (20f)
M∑

m=1

I{am(t)=s}ws,m(t) ≤ 1,∀s ∈ S, t ∈ T , (20g)

(3a)− (3c). (20h)

Constraint (20a) is the long-term energy consumption con-
straint of the SUAVs. Constraint (20b) indicates that each
UD can only select one strategy as its offloading decision.
Constraint (20c) means that the completion delay of edge
computing should not exceed the maximum tolerance de-
lay. Constraints (20d) and (20e) imply that the allocated
computing resources should be a positive value and not
exceed the total amount of computing resources owned by
server s. Constraints (20f) and (20g) limit the allocation of
communication resources.

Challenges. There are two main challenges to obtain the
optimal solution of problem P. i) Future-dependent. Opti-
mally solving problem P requires complete future informa-
tion, e.g., task computing demands and locations of all UDs

across all time slots. However, obtaining the future infor-
mation is very challenging in the considered time-varying
scenario. ii) Non-convex and NP-hard. Problem P contains
both continuous variables (i.e., resource allocation {F,W}
and trajectory planning Q) and binary variables (i.e., task
offloading decision A) is a mixed-integer non-linear pro-
gramming (MINLP) problem, which is non-convex and NP-
hard [46], [47].

4 LYAPUNOV-BASED PROBLEM TRANSFORMA-
TION

In this section, we first explain the motivation behind utiliz-
ing the Lyapunov design for online approach. Subsequently,
we elaborate on the framework of the proposed Lyapunov-
based online approach.

4.1 Motivation
Since problem P is future-dependent, an online approach
is necessary to make real-time decisions without foreseeing
the future. The Lyapunov-based optimization framework
and DRL are two practical tools for designing online ap-
proaches. However, DRL typically requires a substantial
number of samples to acquire optimal policies and faces
challenges in achieving convergence. Furthermore, DRL re-
quires significant computational resources, making it costly
in the resource-constrained MEC system. Compared to DRL,
the Lyapunov-based optimization framework offers the fol-
lowing advantages:

• Simplicity and Interpretability: The Lyapunov-based
optimization framework usually has a simpler struc-
ture and are easier to interpret compared to DRL.
Furthermore, the Lyapunov-based optimization frame-
work does not introduce additional complexity to the
algorithm design.

• Stability: The Lyapunov-based optimization frame-
work provides stability guarantees, which ensures con-
vergence and boundedness of system dynamics.

• Model-free Nature: The Lyapunov-based optimization
framework does not require explicit knowledge of the
system dynamics, making it suitable for the considered
scenario where obtaining future information about sys-
tem dynamics is challenging and impractical.

Therefore, we adopt the Lyapunov-based optimization
framework for online approach design. Furthermore, in
the simulation experiments, we compare the proposed
Lyapunov-based online approach with DRL-based ap-
proaches to verify its suitability for the considered scenarios.

4.2 Problem Transformation
Firstly, to satisfy the SUAV energy consumption constraint
(20a), we define two virtual energy queues Qc

n(t) and
Q

p
n(t) to represent the computing energy queue and the

propulsion energy queue at time slot t based on Lyapunov
optimization technique, respectively. We assume that the
queues are set as zero at the initial time slot, i.e., Qc

n(1) = 0
and Q

p
n(1) = 0. Therefore, the virtual energy queues can be

updated as{
Qc

n(t+ 1) = max
{
Qc

n(t) + Ec
n(t)− Ēc

n, 0
}
, ∀n ∈ N , t ∈ T ,

Q
p
n(t+ 1) = max

{
Q

p
n(t) + E

p
n(t)− Ē

p
n, 0
}
,∀n ∈ N , t ∈ T ,

(21)
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where Ēc
n and Ē

p
n denote the computation and propulsion

energy budgets per slot, respectively, and Ēc
n + Ē

p
n = Ēn.

Secondly, we define the Lyapunov function L(Θ(t)), which
represents a scalar measure of the queue backlogs, i.e.,

L(Θ(t)) =
1

2

N∑
n=1

(Qc
n(t))

2 +
1

2

N∑
n=1

(Q
p
n(t))

2, (22)

where Θ(t) = [Qc(t),Qp(t)] is the vector of current queue
backlogs. Thirdly, we define the conditional Lyapunov drift for
time slot t as

∆L(Θ(t)) ≜ E{L(Θ(t+ 1))− L(Θ(t)) | Θ(t)}. (23)

Finally, similar to [34], [43], [48], the drift-plus-penalty can be
given as

D(Θ(t)) = ∆L(Θ(t)) + V E {Cs(t) | Θ(t)} , (24)

where Cs(t) =
∑M

m=1 Cm(t) is the total cost of all UDs at
time slot t, and V is a parameter to trade off the total cost
and the queue stability. Next, we provide an upper bound
on the drift-plus-penalty, as stated in Theorem 1.
Theorem 1. For all t and all possible queue backlogs Θ(t), the
drift-plus-penalty is upper bounded as

D(Θ(t)) ≤W +

N∑
n=1

Qc
n(t)(E

c
n(t)− Ēc

n)

+

N∑
n=1

Qp
n(t)(E

p
n(t)− Ēp

n) + V × Cs(t),

(25)

where W = 1
2

∑N
n=1 max

{(
Ēc

n

)2
,
(
Ec

max − Ēc
n

)2}
+

1
2

∑N
n=1 max

{(
Ēp

n

)2
,
(
Ep

max − Ēp
n

)2}
is a finite constant.

Proof. From the inequality (max{a+ b− c, 0})2 ≤ (a+ b−
c)2 for ∀a, b, c ≥ 0, we can know

Qc
n(t+ 1)2 ≤ (Qc

n(t) + Ec
n(t)− Ēc

n)
2, (26)

Then, the following inequality holds, i.e.,
Qc

n(t+ 1)2 −Qc
n(t)

2

2
≤ (Ec

n(t)− Ēc
n)

2

2
+Qc

n(t)(E
c
n(t)−Ēc

n),

(27)
which also applies to queue Q

p
n(t). Therefore, we can obtain

∆L (Θ(t)) ≤ E

{
N∑

n=1

(
Ec

n(t)− Ēc
n

)2
+ (E

p
n(t)− Ē

p
n)

2

2
| Θ(t)

}

+ E

{
N∑

n=1

[
Qc

n(t)(E
c
n(t)− Ēc

n) +Qp
n(t)(E

p
n(t)− Ē

p
n)
]
| Θ(t)

}

≤ W +

N∑
n=1

Qc
n(t)

(
Ec

n(t)− Ēc
n

)
+

N∑
n=1

Qp
n(t)

(
Ep

n(t)− Ē
p
n

)
,

(28)
where W = 1

2

∑N
n=1 max

{(
Ēc

n

)2
,
(
Ec

max − Ēc
n

)2}
+

1
2

∑N
n=1 max

{(
Ē

p
n

)2
,
(
E

p
max − Ē

p
n

)2}
is a constant, and

Ec
max and E

p
max are the upper bounds of computing energy

consumption and propulsion energy consumption, respec-
tively. Therefore, we have

D(Θ(t)) ≤ W +

N∑
n=1

Qc
n(t)(E

c
n(t)− Ēc

n)

+

N∑
n=1

Qp
n(t)(E

p
n(t)− Ē

p
n) + V × Cs(t).

(29)

■
According to the Lyapunov optimization framework, we

minimize the right-hand side of inequality (25). Therefore,
problem P relying on future information is transformed into
the real-time optimization problem P

′
solvable with only

current information, which is given as follows:

P′ : min
At,Ft,Wt,Qt+1

N∑
n=1

(
Qc

n(t)E
c
n(t) +Qp

n(t)E
p
n(t)

)
+ V

M∑
m=1

Cm(t)

(30)
s.t. (20b)− (20h).

However, problem P′ is still a MINLP problem, with interde-
pendencies among the decision variables. Consequently, the
computational burden associated with finding the optimal
solution for P′ may not be suitable for real-time decision
making. Therefore, we propose a two-stage optimization
method that achieves a sub-optimal solution within a poly-
nomial time complexity. Additionally, for the sake of con-
venience in subsequent discussions, we adopt a notation
where the time index is omitted [49].

5 TWO-STAGE OPTIMIZATION METHOD

In this section, a two-stage optimization method is proposed
to solve the transformed problem P′. In the first stage,
assuming a feasible Q, we optimize the task offloading A
and resource allocation {F ,W}. In the second stage, based
on the obtained task offloading A∗ and resource allocation
{F∗,W∗}, we optimize the positions Q∗ of SUAVs.

5.1 Stage 1: Task Offloading and Resource Allocation
Assuming a feasible Q and removing irrelevant constant
terms, P

′
can be transformed into the subproblem P1 to

decide task offloading and resource allocation, which is
given as follows:

P1 : V · min
A,F,W

(
N∑

n=1

Qc
n

V
Ec

n +

M∑
m=1

Cm

)
(31)

s.t. (20b)− (20g).

Problem P1 is still a MINLP problem, and the decisions
of task offloading and resource allocation are coupled with
each other. Considering that the UAVs are service providers
in the considered UAV-assisted MEC system, we prioritize
resource allocation strategies for the UAVs. Then, based on
the resource allocation strategies, we optimize the offloading
decisions of UDs.

5.1.1 Resource Allocation
Given an arbitrary task offloading decision profile A of
the UDs, the servers decides resource allocation strategies
to minimize problem P1. Define zs,m =

Fs,m

Fmax
s

and remove
irrelevant constant terms, the resource allocation problem
can be formulated as

P1.1 : min
Z,W

∑
s∈S

∑
m∈Ms(A)

(
γT
mηmDm

zs,mFmax
s

+
γT
mDm + γE

mpmDm

ws,mrs,m

)
(32)

s.t. zs,m ≥ 0,∀s ∈ S, m ∈ Ms(A), (32a)∑
m∈Ms(A)

zs,m ≤ 1,∀s ∈ S, (32b)

ws,m ≥ 0,∀s ∈ S, m ∈ Ms(A), (32c)
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m∈Ms(A)

ws,m ≤ 1,∀s ∈ S, (32d)

where rs,m = Bs log2

(
1 +

pmgs,m(t)
ϖ0

)
, Z =

{zs,m}s∈S,m∈Ms(A), and Ms(A) represents the set of
UDs that offload tasks to server s, which is determined by
the offloading decisions A.

To solve problem P1.1, we first prove that the problem
is a convex optimization problem through Lemma 1. Then,
based on Lemma 1, we can obtain the optimal resource
allocation by Theorem 2.
Lemma 1. Problem P1.1 is a convex optimization problem.
Proof. First, we define F (Z,W) to denote the objective
function (32). Taking the second-order partial derivative of
F (S,W), we have

∂2F
∂(zs,m)2

=
2γT

mηmDm

(zs,m)3Fmax
s

,

∂2F
∂(ws,m)2

=
2(γT

mDm+γE
mPmDm)

(ws,m)3rs,m
.

(33)

Because ∂2F
∂(zs,m)2 ≥ 0 and ∂2F

∂(ws,m)2 ≥ 0, the Hessian matrix
of F (S,W) is positive semidefinite. Furthermore, the con-
straints (32a)-(32d) are linear. Therefore, problem P1.1 is a
convex optimization problem. ■
Theorem 2. The optimal resource allocation coefficient, i.e., the
solution of problem P1.1, can be given as follows:

z∗s,m =

√
γT
mηmDm
Fmax
s∑

i∈Ms(A)

√
γT
i ηiDi
Fmax
s

,

w∗
s,m =

√
γT
mDm+γE

mpmDm
rs,m∑

i∈Ms(A)

√
γT
i Di+γE

i piDi
rs,i

.

(34)

Proof. First, the Lagrange function of Problem P1.1 can be
defined as:

L(Z,W, α, β, λ, σ) = F (Z,W)−
∑
s∈S

∑
m∈Ms(A)

αs,mzs,m

−
∑
s∈S

∑
m∈Ms(A)

βs,mws,m +
∑
s∈S

λs(
∑

m∈Ms(A)

zs,m − 1)

+
∑
s∈S

σs(
∑

m∈Ms(A)

ws,m − 1), (35)

where α = {αs,m}s∈S,m∈Ms(A), β = {βs,m}s∈S,m∈Ms(A),
λ = {λs}s∈S and σ = {σs}s∈S represent the La-
grange multipliers of constraints (32a)-(32d) and are non-
negative, respectively. Then, we can obtain the following
Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions.

Stationarity: ∂L(Z∗,W∗,α∗,β∗,λ∗,σ∗)
∂zs,m

= 0,
∂L(Z∗,W∗,α∗,β∗,λ∗,σ∗)

∂ws,m
= 0,

∀s ∈ S,m ∈ Ms(A)
Primal feasibility: z∗s,m ≥ 0,∀s ∈ S, m ∈ Ms(A)∑

m∈Ms(A) z
∗
s,m ≤ 1, ∀s ∈ S

w∗
s,m ≥ 0, ∀s ∈ S, m ∈ Ms(A)∑
m∈Ms(A) w

∗
s,m ≤ 1, ∀s ∈ S

Dual feasibility: α∗
s,m, β∗

s,m, λ∗
s , σ

∗
s ≥ 0, ∀s ∈ S,m ∈ Ms(A)

Complementary −α∗
s,mz∗s,m = 0, ∀s ∈ S,m ∈ Ms(A)

slackness: −β∗
s,mw∗

s,m = 0,∀s ∈ S,m ∈ Ms(A)
λ∗
s(
∑

m∈Ms(A) z
∗
s,m − 1) = 0, ∀s ∈ S

σ∗
s (
∑

m∈Ms(A) w
∗
s,m − 1) = 0,∀s ∈ S

Based on Lemma 1, i.e., problem P1.1 is a convex
optimization problem, the solution that satisfies the KKT
condition mentioned above is also the optimal solution of
problem P1.1. Solving the above KKT conditions, we can

obtain the optimal resource allocation coefficient that is
defined in (34). ■

5.1.2 Task Offloading

For UD m, let us define U loc
m as the utility of local computing,

U SUAV
m as the utility of SUAV-assisted computing, and ULUAV

m
as the utility of LUAV-assisted computing, which can be
given as follows:

U loc
m = γT

mT loc
m + γE

mEloc
m , (36)

USUAV
m (A) =

Qc
n

V
Ec

n,m + γT
mT SUAV

m + γE
mESUAV

m . (37)

ULUAV
m (A) = γT

mT LUAV
m + γE

mELUAV
m . (38)

Therefore, we can design the utility function of UD m as
follows:

Um(A) =


U loc
m , am = 0,

U SUAV
m (A), am = n, ∀n ∈ N ,

ULUAV
m (A), am = u.

(39)

According to the optimal resource allocation policy
{F∗,W∗} and removing irrelevant constant terms, problem
P1 can be reformulated into a task offloading subproblem
P1.2 as follows:

P1.2 : min
A

∑
m∈M

Um(A) (40)

s.t. (20b) and (20c).

However, the task offloading decision for UD m is in-
fluenced by not only its individual demand but also the
offloading decisions made by other UDs. Given the compet-
itive dynamics inherent in task offloading among UDs, we
utilize game theory to address this subproblem.

(1) Game Formulation. We first model the task offload-
ing subproblem as a multi-UDs task offloading game (MUD-
TOG). Specifically, the MUD-TOG can be defined as a triplet
Γ = {M,A, (Um(A))m∈M}, which is detailed as follows:

• M = {1, 2, . . . ,M} denotes the set of players, i.e., all
UDs.

• A = A1×· · ·×AM denotes the strategy space, wherein
Am = {0}∪{u}∪N is the set of offloading strategies for
player m (m ∈ M), am ∈ Am denotes the offloading
decision of player m, and A = (a1, . . . , aM ) ∈ A is the
strategy profile.

• (Um(A))m∈M represents the utility of player m, which
maps each strategy profile A to a real number.

Every player strives to minimize its utility by selecting an
appropriate offloading strategy. Therefore, the MUD-TOG
can be described by the following distributed optimization
problem mathematically:

min
am

Um(am, a−m), ∀m ∈ M, (41)

where a−m = (a1, . . . , am−1, am+1, . . . , aM ) denotes the
offloading decisions of the other players except player m.

(2) The solution to MUD-TOG. For MUD-TOG, the
concept of Nash equilibrium holds great significance as a
solution paradigm for predicting the outcome of this game.
A Nash equilibrium signifies a strategic profile wherein no
individual player possesses the motivation to unilaterally
deviate from their current strategy. It can be formally de-
fined as Definition 1.
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Definition 1. If and only if a strategy profile A=(a,1 . . . , a
∗
M )

satisfies the following condition, it can be considered as a Nash
equilibrium of game Γ

Um(a∗
m, a∗

−m) ≤ Um(a′
m, a∗

−m) ∀a′
m ∈ Am,m ∈ M. (42)

Next, we introduce an important framework called the
exact potential game [50] through Definitions 2 and 3, to
help us analyze the existence of Nash equilibrium and
determine a Nash equilibrium solution for MUD-TOG.
Definition 2. A game is regarded as an exact potential game if
and only if a potential function F (A) : A 7→ R exists such that
Um(am, a−m)− Um(a′

m, a−m)

= F (am, a−m)− F (a′
m, a−m), ∀(am, a−m), (a′

m, a−m) ∈ A.
(43)

Definition 3. The exact potential game with finite strategy sets
always has a Nash equilibrium and the finite improvement prop-
erty (FIP) [50], [51].

The FIP implies that a Nash equilibrium can be obtained
in a finite number of iterations by any best-response cor-
respondence. Specifically, the best-response correspondence
can be formally defined as follows:
Definition 4. For each player m ∈ M, their best response
correspondence corresponds to a set-valued mapping Bm(a−m):
A−m 7−→ Am such that

Bm(a−m) =

{
a∗
m | a∗

m ∈ argmax
am∈Am

Um (am, a−m)

}
. (44)

Therefore, by demonstrating that the MUD-TOG is an
exact potential game, we can obtain a Nash equilibrium
solution for it. The proof for this is provided in Theorem 3.
Theorem 3. The MUD-TOG is an exact potential game where
the potential function F (A) can be given as

F (A) =
∑
i∈M

∑
n∈N

I{ai=n}

Qc
n

V
Ec

n,i + βn,i

∑
j≤i

I{aj=n}βn,j+

ϕn,i

∑
j≤i

I{aj=n}ϕn,j

+
∑
i∈M

I{ai=u}

βu,i

∑
j≤i

I{aj=u}βu,j

+ϕu,i

∑
j≤i

I{aj=u}ϕu,j

+
∑
i∈M

I{ai=0}U
loc
i , ∀j ∈ M,

(45)

where βs,i =
√

γiηiDi

Fmax
s

, ϕs,i =
√

γiDi+(1−γi)piDi

rs,i
and s ∈ S .

Proof. We can obtain the edge computing utility of UD m
by substituting (34) into (37) and (38), i.e.,

USUAV
m (A) =

Qc
n

V
Ec

n,m +

√
γmηmDm

Fmax
n

∑
i∈Mn(A)

√
γiηiDi

Fmax
n

+

√
γmDm + (1− γm)pmDm

Bnrn,m

∑
i∈Mn(A)

√
γiDi + (1− γi)piDi

Bnrn,i

(46)
and

ULUAV
m (A) =

√
γmηmDm

Fmax
u

∑
i∈Mu(A)

√
γiηiDi

Fmax
u

+

√
γmDm + (1− γm)pmDm

Buru,m

∑
i∈Mu(A)

√
γiDi + (1− γi)piDi

Buru,i
.

(47)
Let βs,m =

√
γmηmDm

Fmax
s

and ϕs,m =
√

γmDm+(1−γm)pmDm

Brs,m
,

where m ∈ M and s ∈ S . Furthermore, for an arbitrary
ordering of UDs, let us introduce the following notation:
β≤m
s (A) =

∑
{j∈Ms(A)|j≤m}

βj,s, β>m
s (A) =

∑
{j∈Ms(A)|j>m}

wj,s,

ϕ≤m
s (A) =

∑
{j∈Ms(A)|j≤m}

ϕj,s, ϕ>m
s (A) =

∑
{j∈Ms(A)|j>m}

ϕj,s,

where Ms(A) represents the set of UDs who offload tasks
to server s.

Suppose UD m updates its current decision am to the
decision a′m that leads to a change in its utility function,
i.e., Um(am, a−m) − Um(a′m, a−m). Based on the definition
of the potential function, i.e., Definition 2, we demonstrate
through the following four cases which also leads to an
equal change in the potential function.

Case 1: Suppose that am = 0 and a′m = u. According
to (45), we can obtain the following conclusion

F (am, a−m)− F (a′
m, a−m)

= U loc
m − βu,mβ≤m

u (a′
m, a−m)− ϕu,mϕ≤m

u (a′
m, a−m)

− βu,mβ>m
u (a′

m, a−m)− ϕu,mϕ>m
u (a′

m, a−m)

= U loc
m − ULUAV

m (a′
m, a−m)

= Um(am, a−m)− Um(a′
m, a−m).

(48)

Case 2: Suppose that am = 0 and a′m = n, ∀n ∈ N .
According to (45), we can obtain the following conclusion
F (am, a−m)− F (a′

m, a−m)

= U loc
m − βu,mβ≤m

u (a′
m, a−m)− ϕu,mϕ≤m

u (a′
m, a−m)

− βu,mβ>m
u (a′

m, a−m)− ϕu,mϕ>m
u (a′

m, a−m)− Qc
n

V
Ec

n,m

= U loc
m − USUAV

m (a′
m, a−m)

= Um(am, a−m)− Um(a′
m, a−m).

(49)
Case 3: Suppose that am = u and a′m = n, ∀n ∈ N .

According to (45), we can obtain the following conclusion
F (am, a−m)− F (a′

m, a−m)

= βu,mβ≤m
u (am, a−m) + ϕu,mϕ≤m

u (am, a−m)

+ βu,mβ>m
u (am, a−m) + ϕu,mϕ>m

u (am, a−m)

− βn,mβ≤m
n (a′

m, a−m)− ϕn,mϕ≤m
n (a′

m, a−m)

− βn,mβ>m
n (a′

m, a−m)− ϕn,mϕ>m
n (a′

m, a−m)− Qc
n

V
Ec

n,m

= ULUAV
m (am, a−m)− USUAV

m (a′
m, a−m)

= Um(am, a−m)− Um(a′
m, a−m).

(50)
Case 4: Suppose that am = n and a′m = n′, ∀n, n′ ∈ N

and n ̸= n′. According to (45), we can obtain the following
conclusion
F (am, a−m)− F (a′

m, a−m)

=
Qc

n

V
Ec

n,m + βn,mβ≤m
n (am, a−m) + ϕn,mϕ≤m

n (am, a−m)

+ βn,mβ>m
n (am, a−m) + ϕn,mϕ>m

n (am, a−m)

− βn′,mβ≤m
n′ (a′

m, a−m)− ϕn′,mϕ≤m
n′ (a′

m, a−m)

− βn′,mβ>m
n′ (a′

m, a−m)− ϕn′,mϕ>m
n′ (a′

m, a−m)− Qc
n′

V
Ec

n′,m

= USUAV
m (am, a−m)− USUAV

m (a′
m, a−m)

= Um(am, a−m)− Um(a′
m, a−m).

(51)
Therefore, we can conclude that the MUD-TOG is an

exact potential game. ■
Finally, let us consider the effect of constraint (20c)

on the game. We can infer that imposing the constraint
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may render some strategy profiles infeasible. Suppose A′

is the feasible strategy space, this leads to a new game
Γ′ = {M,A′, (Um)m∈M}. Theorem 4 demonstrates that the
game Γ′ is also an exact potential game.
Theorem 4. Γ′ is also an exact potential game and has the same
potential function as Γ.
Proof. Since Γ is an exact potential game, the equality (43)
holds. Therefore, it remains valid if we restrict (am, a−m)
and (bm, a−m) to the new strategy space A′, which is a
subset of A. This provides evidence for the validity of this
theorem. ■

The key idea of the MUD-TOG is to utilize the FIP to
update the offloading strategies of the players iteratively
until a Nash equilibrium is attained, which is outlined in
Algorithm 1. The main steps are described as follows. i) All
UDs choose local computing for the initial setting (Line 1).
ii) Each iteration is partitioned into N decision slots (Lines
4-15). Within each decision slot, one UD is chosen to update
its offloading decision using the best response correspon-
dence, while the offloading decisions of the remaining UDs
remain unchanged. iii) If a lower utility is achieved and
constraint (20c) is satisfied, the offloading decision of the
UD is updated. Otherwise, the original offloading decision
is retained. iv) When no UD changes its offloading decision,
the MUD-TOG reaches the Nash equilibrium.

Algorithm 1: The First Stage Algorithm

Input: The UD information {StUD
m (t)}m∈M and the

current location {qn(t)}n∈N of SUAVs.
Output: The task offloading and resource allocation

decisions {A∗,F∗,W∗}.
1 Initialization: The iteration number l = 1, A0 = ∅

and A1 = {0, . . . , 0};
2 repeat
3 Al−1 = Al;
4 for UD m ∈ M do
5 A′

m = ∅;
6 for am ∈ Am do
7 Obtain F ∗

m and w∗
m based on (34);

8 Calculate Tm based on (17);
9 Calculate Um based on (39);

10 if Tm ≤ Tmax
m then

11 A′
m = A′

m ∪ {am};
12 Calculate Bm(a−m) from A′

m based on
Eq. (44);

13 Randomly select a a∗m from Bm(a−m);
14 Al(m) = a∗m;
15 Update l = l + 1;
16 until Al−1 = Al;
17 A∗ = Al;
18 Obtain {F∗,W∗} based on Eq. (34);
19 return {A∗,F∗,W∗}.

5.2 Stage 2: SUAV Trajectory Planning

Given the optimal task offloading decisions A∗ and resource
allocation {F∗,W∗}, while removing irrelevant constant
terms, problem P′ can be converted into subproblem P2

to decide trajectory planning for SUAVs, which is expressed
as follows:

P2 : min
Q

∑
n∈N

∑
m∈Mn(A)

V
γT
mDm + γE

mpmDm

w∗
n,mBn log2(1 +

ϕn,m

(∥qn′−qm∥2+H2)
)
+

∑
n∈N

Qp
n

C1

(
1 +

3v2n
U2

p

)
+ C2

√√
C3 +

v4n
4

− v2n
2

+ C4v
3
n

 τ

(52)
s.t. (20h).

where qn′ = qn(t + 1), qn = qn(t), vn = ∥qn′−qn∥
τ , and

ϕn,m = pm10−
20 log10( 4πfn

c )+ρLoS
n,mηLoS+(1−ρLoS

n,m)ηnLoS

10

ϖ0
. Clearly,

the objective function in (52) is non-convex with respect to
qn′ due to the following non-convex terms

TMRn =

√√
C3 +

v4
n
4

− v2
n
2
, ∀n ∈ N ,

TMLn,m = 1

log2

(
1+

ϕn,m

(∥q
n′−qm∥2+H2)

) , ∀n ∈ N ,m ∈ Mn(A).

(53)
Therefore, it is difficult to directly solve problem P2. Next,
we transform the objective function into a convex function
by introducing slack variables.

For the non-convex term TMRn, we introduce the slack
variable ξn such that ξn = TMRn and add the following
constraint:

ξn ≥

√√
C3 +

v4n
4

− v2n
2

=⇒ C3

ξ2n
≤ ξ2n + v2n, ∀n ∈ N . (54)

For the non-convex term TMLn,m, we introduce the
slack variable ζn,m such that ζn,m = TMLn,m and add the
following constraint:

ζn,m ≤ log2

(
1 +

ϕn,m(
H2 + ∥qn′ − qm∥2

)) , ∀n ∈ N ,m ∈ Mn(A).

(55)
According to the above-mentioned relaxation transfor-

mation, problem P2 can be equivalently transformed as
follows:

P2′ : min
Q,ζ,ξ

V
∑
n∈N

∑
m∈Mn(A)

γT
mDm + γE

mpmDm

w∗
n,mBnζn,m

+
∑
n∈N

QP
n

(
C1

(
1 +

3v2n
U2

p

)
+ C2ξn + C4v

3
n

)
τ (56)

s.t. (20h), (54) and (55),

where Q = {qn′}n∈N , ζ = {ζn,m}n∈N ,m∈Mn(A) and ξ =
{ξn}n∈N .

Note that problem P2′ is equivalent to problem P2,
which can be demonstrated by Theorem 3.
Theorem 5. Problem P2′ is equivalent to problem P2.
Proof. Suppose {Q∗, ζ∗, ξ∗} is the optimal solution of prob-
lem P2′. The following equation holds:

ζ∗n,m = log2

1 +
ϕn,m(

H2 +
∥∥q∗

u′ − qm

∥∥2)
 ,∀n ∈ N ,m ∈ Mn,

ξ∗n =

√√
C3 +

(v∗n)4

4
− (v∗n)2

2
, ∀n ∈ N ,

(57)
where v∗n =

∥q∗
n′−qn∥

τ . Otherwise, we can further decrease
the value of the objective function by choosing a smaller ξn
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or a larger ζn,m without violating constraints (54) and (55).
Therefore, Q∗ is also the optimal solution to problem P2. ■

For problem P2′, the optimization objective (56) is con-
vex but constraints (54), (55) and (3c) are still non-convex.
Similar to [27], [43], the successive convex approximation
(SCA) method is adopted to solve the non-convexity of
above constraints, as demonstrated in the following The-
orems 6, 7, and 8.
Theorem 6. For constraint (54), let fn(qn′ , ξn) = ξ2n + v2n and
given a local point q(l)

n′ at the l-th iteration, we can obtain a global
concave lower bound for fn(qn′ , ξn) as

f (l)
n (qn′ , ξn) ≜

(
ξ(l)n

)2
+ 2ξ(l)n

(
ξn − ξ(l)n

)
+

∥q(l)

n′ − qn∥2

τ2

+
2

τ2
(q

(l)

n′ − qn)
T (qn′ − qn) , (58)

where ξ(l)m is defined as

ξ(l)n =

√√√√√
C3 +

∥q(l)

n′ − qn∥4
4τ4

−
∥q(l)

n′ − qn∥2
2τ2

. (59)

Proof. Since fn(qn′ , ξn) is a convex quadratic form, the first-
order Taylor expansion of fn(qn′ , ξn) at local point q(l)

n′ is a
global concave lower bound. ■
Theorem 7. For constraint (55), let gn,m(qn′) =

log2

(
1 +

ϕn,m

(H2+∥qn′−qm∥2)

)
and given a local point q

(l)
n′

at the l-th iteration, we can obtain a global concave lower bound
for gn,m(qn′) as

g(l)n,m(qn′) ≜ log2

1 +
ϕn,m(

H2 + ∥q(l)

n′ − qm∥2
)


−
ϕn,m(log2 e)(∥qn′ − qm∥2 − ∥q(l)

n′ − qm∥2)
[ϕn,m + (H2 + ∥q(l)

n′ − qm∥2)](H2 + ∥q(l)

n′ − qm∥2)
. (60)

Proof. We first consider the function f(x) = log2(1 +
ϕ

(H2+x) ), where ϕ > 0, and x ≥ 0. The first-derivative of
f(x) can be calculated as:

∂f(x)

∂x
= − ϕ(log2 e)

[ϕ+ (H2 + x)](H2 + x)
. (61)

Accordingly, the second-order derivative of f(x) can be
calculated as:

∂2f(x)

∂x2
=

ϕ(log2 e)[2(H
2 + x) + ϕ]

[ϕ(H2 + x) + (H2 + x)2]2
. (62)

Clearly, since ∂2f(x)
∂x2 > 0, f(x) is a convex function. There-

fore, the first-order Taylor expansion of f(x) at a local point
x0 is a global concave under-estimator of f(x), i.e., the
following inequality holds for any x

f(x) ≥ log2(1+
ϕ

(H2 + x0)
)− ϕ(log2 e)(x− x0)

[ϕ+ (H2 + x0)](H2 + x0)
. (63)

Substituting ϕ = ϕn,m, x = ∥qn′ − qm∥2 and x0 = ∥q(l)
n′ −

qm∥2 into the inequality (63), we can prove the theorem. ■
Theorem 8. For constraint (3c), let hi,j(qi′ ,qj′) = ∥qi′ −
qj′∥2 and given a local point (q

(l)
i′ ,q

(l)
j′ ) at the l-th iteration,

we can obtain a global concave lower bound for hi,j(qi′ ,qj′) as

h
(l)
i,j(qi′ ,qj′) ≜2(q

(l)
i′ − q

(l)
j′ )

T
[
(qi′ − q

(l)
i′ )− (qj′ − q

(l)
j′ )
]

+ ∥q(l)
i′ − q

(l)
j′ ∥

2. (64)

Proof. Since the Hessian matrix of hi,j(qi′ ,qj′) is positive
semidefinite, hi,j(qi′ ,qj′) is a convex function. Therefore,

the first-order Taylor expansion of hi,j(qi′ ,qj′) at local point
(q

(l)
i′ ,q

(l)
j′ ) is a global concave lower bound. ■

According to Theorems 6, 7, and 8, at the l-th iteration,
constraints (54), (55), and (3c) can be approximated as:

C3

ξ2n
≤ f (l)

n (qn′ , ξn), (65)

ζn,m ≤ g(l)n,m(qn′), (66)

(dmin)2 ≤ h
(l)
i,j(qi′ ,qj′), (67)

which are convex. Therefore, problem P2′ is converted into
a convex optimization problem, which can be efficiently re-
solved by off-the-shelf optimization tools such as CVX [52].
We summarize the second stage algorithm in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: The Second Stage Algorithm
Input: The optimal task offloading and resource

allocation decisions {A∗,F∗,W∗}.
Output: The next location {qn′}n∈N .

1 Initialization: The accuracy threshold ε = 0.01, the
iterative number l = 1, the local point q(0)

n′ = qn

and the objective function value G(0) = 0;
2 repeat
3 Calculate {ξ(l)n }n∈N based on Eq. (59);
4 Obtain the optimal position {q∗

n′}n∈N and the
objective value G(l) by solving problem P2′;

5 Update the local point q(l)
n′ = q∗

n′ ;
6 Update l = l + 1;
7 until |G(l) −G(l−1)| < ε;
8 return {q∗

n′}n∈N .

5.3 Main Steps of OJTRTA and Performance Analysis

In this section, the main steps of OJTRTA are described in
Algorithm 3, and the corresponding analyses are provided
in Theorems 9, 10, and 11.
Theorem 9. Assume that the proposed algorithm results in an
optimality gap C ≥ 0 in solving P′ and Copt

s denotes the
optimal time-averaged UD cost that problem P can achieve over
all policies given full knowledge of the future computing demands
and locations for all UDs, the time-averaged UD cost achieved by
the proposed algorithm is bounded by

1

T

T∑
t=1

M∑
m=1

Cm(t) ≤ Copt
s +

WT + C

V
, (68)

where W is defined in Theorem 1.
Proof. According to Lemma 4.11 in [48], the T-slot drift-plus-
penalty achieved by the proposed algorithm ensures that:

L(Θ(T ))−L(Θ(1))+V

T∑
t=1

Cs(t) ≤ WT 2+CT+V TCopt
s . (69)

Using the fact that L(Θ(T )) ≥ 0 and L(Θ(1)) = 0, and
dividing by V T for the above inequality, we complete the
proof of the theorem. ■
Theorem 10. The proposed algorithm can satisfy the SUAV
energy consumption constraint defined in (16).
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Algorithm 3: OJTRTA

Input: The energy queue Qc
n(1) = 0, Qp

n(1) = 0 and
the control parameter V .

Output: Time-averaged UD cost TAC.
1 Initialization: Initialize TAC = 0 and the initial

position of SUAVs qn(1) = qini
n ;

2 for t = 1 to t = T do
3 Acquire the UD information {StUD

m (t)}m∈M;
4 With fixed {qn(t)}n∈N , call Algorithm 1 to

obtain {A∗,F∗,W∗};
5 With fixed {A∗,F∗,W∗}, call Algorithm 2 to

obtain {q∗
n′}n∈N ;

6 All UDs perform their tasks based on A∗ and
obtain corresponding cost C∗

m(t);
7 The SUAVs provides MEC service to the UDs

and flies towards position {q∗
n′}n∈N ;

8 System cost Cs(t) =
∑M

m=1 C
∗
m(t);

9 TAC = TAC + Cs(t);
10 Update the energy queue Qc

n(t+ 1) and
Qp

n(t+ 1) according to Eq. (21);
11 Update t = t+ 1;
12 TAC = TAC/T ;
13 return TAC.

Proof. According to Theorem 4.13 of [48], we can conclude
that all virtual queues are rate stable. Therefore, we have

lim
T→+∞

Qc
n(T ) +Q

p
n(T )

T
= 0 with probability 1, ∀n ∈ N .

(70)
Using the sample path property (Lemma 2.1 of [48]), we

have
Qc

n(T ) +Q
p
n(T )

T
− Qc

n(1) +Q
p
n(1)

T
≥ 1

T

T∑
t=1

En(t)−
1

T

T∑
t=1

Ēn.

(71)
By taking the infinite limit on both sides of (71) and given

that Qc
n(1) = 0, Qp

n(1) = 0, we can prove that formula (16)
holds. ■
Theorem 11. The proposed OJTRTA has a polynomial worst-
case complexity in each time slot, i.e., O(IcMN + (N +
M)2.5(N2 + M) log2(

1
ε )), where Ic represents the number of

iterations required for Algorithm 1 to converge to the Nash
equilibrium, M denotes the number of UDs and ε is the accuracy
of SCA for solving problem P2′.
Proof. OJTRTA contains two phases in each time slot, i.e.,
Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. In Algorithm 1, assuming
that the outer iteration (i.e., Lines 2− 16) converges after Ic
iterations, the computational complexity can be calculated
as O(IcMN). In Algorithm 2, problem P2′ can contain at
most 2N +M variables and 2N +M + N(N−1)

2 constraints.
According to the analysis in [30], the number of iterations
required is

√
2N +M log2(

1
ε ), where ε is the accuracy of

SCA. Therefore, the computational complexity of Algorithm
2 can be calculated as O((2N+M)2

√
2N +M log2(

1
ε )(2N+

M + N(N−1)
2 )), which is equivalent to O((N +M)2.5(N2 +

M) log2(
1
ε )). As a result, the computational complexity of

OJTRTA is O(IcMN +(N +M)2.5(N2+M) log2(
1
ε )) in the

worst case. ■

Accordingly, it is proven that the proposed approach can
effectively guarantee the performance of the system and

TABLE 2
Simulation Parameters

Symbol Meaning Value (Unit)
Dm Task size [0.2, 1] Mb
ηm Computation intensity of tasks [500, 1500]

cycles/bit
Tmax
m Maximum tolerable delay of

tasks
1 s

α Memory level of velocity 0.9

vm the velocity of UD m 1 m/s [43]
σm The asymptotic standard devi-

ation of velocity
2 [43]

Fmax
n Computation resources of

SUAVs
20 GHz

vmax
n Maximum flight speed of

SUAVs
25 m/s [43]

dmin Minimum safety distance 10 m
Fmax
u Computation resources of

LUAV
30 GHz

Bs Bandwidth of MEC server s 10 MHz (s = u),
5 MHz (s ∈ N )

pm Transmission power of UD m 20 dBm
ϖ0 Noise power −98 dBm

c1, c2 Parameters for LoS probability 10, 0.6 [41], [53]
ηLoS, ηnLoS Additional losses for LoS and

nLoS links
1.0 dB, 20 dB [53]

κ CPU parameters 10−28

ϖ Energy consumption per unit
CPU cycle of SUAVs

8.2× 10−27 J [34]

C1, C2,
C3, C4

UAV propulsion power con-
sumption parameters

80, 22, 263.4,
0.0092 [43]

Ēn Energy budget per time slot
for SUAV n

220 J

Up Tip speed of the rotor 120 m/s
γT
m, γE

m The weight coefficients of task
completion delay and energy
consumption for UD m

0.7, 0.3

meet the SUAV energy consumption constraint with the
feasible computational complexity.

6 SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we conduct simulation experiments to vali-
date the effectiveness of the proposed OJTRTA.

6.1 Simulation Setup
We first describe the settings related to the simulation ex-
periments, including the scenario, parameters, comparative
approaches, and performance evaluation metrics.

6.1.1 Scenario
We consider a multiple-UAV-assisted MEC system, where
one LUAV and four SUAVs are deployed to collaboratively
provide edge computing services for 60 ground UDs in a
1, 000×1, 000 m2 rectangular service area. The system time-
line is divided into 100 equal time slots, and the duration of
each time slot is set to ∆t = 1 s.

6.1.2 Parameters
For the LUAV, the fixed horizontal position and altitude are
set as qu = [500, 500] and Hu = 300 m, respectively. For
the SUAVs, the fixed altitude is set as H = 100 m, and the
initial positions are set as qini

1 = [100, 100], qini
2 = [100, 900],

qini
3 = [900, 900], and qini

4 = [900, 100], respectively. For the
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UDs, the computing capacity of each UD is randomly taken
from {1, 1.5, 2} GHz. The default values for the remaining
parameters can be found in Table 2.

6.1.3 Comparative Approaches
To validate the effectiveness of the proposed OJTRTA, this
work compares OJTRTA with the following approaches.

• Entire offloading (EO) [54]: All UDs offload their tasks
to aerial servers for execution. This approach does not
consider local computing.

• Equal resource allocation (ERA) [55]: The communica-
tion and computing resources of each edge server are
equally allocated to the requested UDs.

• Fixed location deployment (FLP) [30]: The SUAV are de-
ployed at fixed positions within the service area to
provide edge computing services.

• Only consider QoE (OCQ) [34]: Ignoring the SUAV en-
ergy consumption constraint, all decisions are made
only to minimize the time-averaged UD cost.

• DDPG-based joint optimization (DDPG-JO) [32]: The de-
cisions of task offloading, resource allocation, and tra-
jectory planning are decided by the DDPG algorithm.

• PPO-based joint optimization (PPO-JO) [33]: The deci-
sions of task offloading, resource allocation, and tra-
jectory planning are determined by the PPO algorithm.

6.1.4 Performance Metrics
We evaluate the overall performance of the proposed ap-
proach based on the following performance metrics. 1) Time-
averaged UD cost 1

T

∑T
t=1

∑M
m=1 Cm(t), which represents

the average cumulative cost of all UDs per unit time.
2) Average task completion latency 1

T

∑T
t=1

1
M

∑M
m=1 Tm(t),

which indicates the average latency for completing a task.
3) Cumulative UD energy consumption

∑T
t=1

∑M
m=1 Em(t),

which signifies the cumulative energy consumption of UDs
over the system timeline. 4) Time-averaged SUAV energy con-
sumption 1

T

∑T
t=1

1
N

∑N
n=1 En(t), which means the average

energy consumption of each SUAV per unit time.

6.2 Evaluation Results

In this section, we first evaluate the system performance of
the proposed OJTRTA over time with default parameters.
Subsequently, we compare the impacts of different param-
eters on the performance of the proposed OJTRTA and the
benchmark approaches.

6.2.1 Online Offloading Performance Evaluation
Figs. 2(a), 2(b), 2(c) and 2(d) show the dynamics of time-
averaged UD cost, average task completion latency, cumu-
lative UD energy consumption, and time-averaged SUAV
energy consumption, respectively among the seven ap-
proaches. It can be observed that the time-averaged UD
cost exhibits some fluctuations over time. This is primarily
attributed to the time-varying computational demands of
UDs. Additionally, OCQ slightly outperforms the proposed
OJTRTA in terms of time-averaged UD cost, average task
completion latency, and overall UD energy consumption.
This is because OCQ does not consider the energy con-
straints of SUAVs and thus consumes more SUAV energy.

Furthermore, the proposed OJTRTA outperforms EO, ERA,
and FLP in terms of time-averaged UD cost and average
task completion latency. This is due to the combined lo-
cal and edge offloading strategy, optimal resource alloca-
tion strategy, and trajectory planning strategy of OJTRTA.
Moreover, compared to DRL-based approaches, i.e., DDPG-
JO and PPO-JO, the proposed OJTRTA exhibits significant
advantages in terms of time-averaged UD cost, average task
completion delay, and cumulative UD energy consumption.
This further exemplifies the effectiveness of the proposed
approach. Finally, as shown in Fig. 2(d), the proposed
OJTRTA ensures long-term energy constraints satisfaction
for SUAVs under the real-time guidance of the Lyapunov-
based energy queue, which is consistent with the analysis
in Theorem 10. In conclusion, the set of simulation results
demonstrates the effectiveness of the proposed approach in
achieving better overall performance while satisfying the
long-term energy consumption constraint of SUAVs.

6.2.2 Impact of Parameters
Impact of UD Numbers. Figs. 3(a), 3(b), 3(c), and 3(d)
illustrate the impact of varying numbers of UDs on the time-
averaged UD cost, average task completion delay, cumu-
lative UD energy consumption, and time-averaged SUAV
energy consumption, respectively. It can be observed that
the time-averaged UD cost, cumulative UD energy con-
sumption and time-averaged SUAV energy consumption of
all approaches show an upward trend as the number of
UDs increases, since more computation tasks need to be
processed. Furthermore, as the number of UDs increases,
EO exhibits the poorest performance in terms of average
task completion latency, while demonstrating optimal per-
formance in cumulative UD energy consumption. This is
primarily due to EO offloading all tasks to edge servers, re-
sulting in lower UD energy consumption but higher server
loads. Additionally, compared to the proposed approach,
FLP shows inferior performance in terms of average task
completion latency and cumulative UD energy consump-
tion. This highlights the importance of optimizing the tra-
jectory of UAVs. Besides, when the number of UDs reaches
100, OCQ and PPO-JO slightly outperform the proposed
approach in terms of time-averaged UD cost. This can be
attributed to the fact that OCQ and PPO-JO do not consider
SUAV energy consumption constraints. As shown in Fig.
3(d), OCQ and PPO-JO exhibit higher time-averaged SUAV
energy consumption.

Lastly, the proposed OJTRTA approach demonstrates
superior performance in terms of time-averaged UD cost
and average task completion latency compared to other
approaches, while also exhibiting favorable performance in
terms of cumulative UD energy consumption and time-
averaged SUAV energy consumption. Specifically, com-
pared with EO, ERA, FLP, and DDPG-JO, the proposed
approach can respectively reduce the time-averaged UD
cost by 54.7%, 2.3%, 1.7%, 8.8% and can respectively reduce
the average task completion latency 58.1%, 0.4%, 2.6%, 4.2%
in the relative dense scenario (M = 100). In conclusion, the
set of simulation results indicates that the proposed OJTRTA
has better scalability with an increasing number of UDs.

Impact of Task Data Size. Figs. 4(a), 4(b), 4(c), and 4(d)
show the impact of task data sizes on the time-averaged
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Fig. 2. System performance with respect to time slots. (a) Time-averaged UD cost. (b) Average task completion latency. (c) Cumulative UD energy
consumption. (d) Time-averaged SUAV energy consumption.
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Fig. 3. System performance with respect to different numbers of UDs. (a) Time-averaged UD cost. (b) Average task completion latency. (c)
Cumulative UD energy consumption. (d) Time-averaged SUAV energy consumption.
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Fig. 4. System performance with respect to different task data sizes. (a) Time-averaged UD cost. (b) Average task completion latency. (c) Cumulative
UD energy consumption. (d) Time-averaged SUAV energy consumption.
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Fig. 5. System performance with respect to different SUAV computing resources. (a) Time-averaged UD cost. (b) Average task completion latency.
(c) Cumulative UD energy consumption. (d) Time-averaged SUAV energy consumption.

UD cost, average task completion latency, cumulative UD
energy consumption, and time-averaged SUAV energy con-
sumption. It can be seen that with the increase in task
data sizes, there is an upward trend in terms of the time-
averaged UD cost, average task completion latency, cumu-
lative UD energy consumption, and time-averaged SUAV
energy consumption. This is expected as the larger task
data size leads to higher overheads on computing, com-
munication, and energy consumption for UDs and UAVs.
In addition, EO exhibits a significant growth trend in terms
of the time-averaged UD cost and average task completion
latency compared to other approaches. This is due to the

increased competition for the limited computational and
communication resources of aerial servers caused by the
entire offloading of EO as the task data size increases.

Finally, compared with EO, ERA, FLP, DDPG-JO and
PPO-JO, the proposed OJTRTA achieves performance im-
provements of approximately 27.6%, 9.1%, 3.4%, 9.3%, and
6.8% in terms of time-averaged UD cost, as well as 30%,
9.2%, 2.8%, 7.5%, and 3.3% in terms of average task com-
pletion latency when the task data size reaches 1 Mb. The
set of simulation results indicates that the proposed OJTRTA
is able to adapt to the heavy-loaded scenarios with overall
superior performances.
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Impact of Computing Resources of SUAVs. Figs. 5(a),
5(b), 5(c), and 5(d) depict the impact of different SUAV
computing resources on the time-averaged UD cost, average
task completion delay, cumulative UD energy consumption,
and time-averaged SUAV energy consumption. It can be ob-
served that with the increase of SUAV computing resources,
all approaches show a decreasing trend in terms of the
time-averaged UD cost and average task completion latency,
and EO and OJTRTA demonstrate gradually decreasing
performance improvements. The reasons can be explained
as follows. The increase of SUAV computational resources
provides more computing resource allocation for task execu-
tion, reducing the task execution latency. However, as SUAV
computing resources further increase, communication re-
sources and the energy constraints of SUAV become bot-
tlenecks that limit the improvement of system performance.
Furthermore, EO maintains nearly constant performance in
terms of the cumulative UD energy consumption regardless
of the variations in the computing resources of SUAVs. This
is mainly because the entire offloading of EO primarily
incurs transmission energy consumption for UDs, which is
independent of the computing resources of SUAVs.

Finally, OJTRTA outperforms EO, ERA, FLP, DDPG-JO
and PPO-JO in terms of the time-averaged UD cost and av-
erage task completion delay, which illustrates the proposed
approach enables sustainable utilization of computing re-
sources and prevents resource over-utilization.

6.2.3 UAV Trajectory Planning
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Fig. 6. Trajectories of the UDs and SUAVs.
Fig. 6 shows the mobility of UDs and the flight trajecto-

ries of SUAVs controlled by the proposed OJTRTA approach.
It can be observed that the flight trajectories of SUAVs are
in accordance with intuition. Specifically, SUAVs tend to fly
towards areas with dense UDs to serve a greater number
of UDs and provide improved communication conditions,
thereby enhancing the QoE of the serviced UDs. After
reaching the dense UD area, SUAVs adjust their positions
to accommodate the dynamic computing demands of the
UDs. Besides, it is worth noting that the proposed approach
incorporates collision avoidance, effectively ensuring the
safe flight of SUAVs in dense UD areas. In conclusion, the
simulation results demonstrate that the trajectory control of

the proposed OJTRTA approach can effectively regulate the
trajectories of SUAVs according to the dynamic computing
requirements to improve the QoE of UDs.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we studied the task offloading, resource alloca-
tion, and UAV trajectory planning in an energy-constrained
UAV-enabled MEC system. A JTRTOP was formulated to
maximize the QoE of all UDs while satisfying the UAV
energy consumption constraint. Since the JTRTOP is future-
dependent and NP-hard, we proposed the OJTRTA to solve
the problem. Specifically, the future-dependent JTRTOP was
first transformed into the PROP by using Lyapunov opti-
mization methods. Furthermore, a two-stage optimization
algorithm was proposed to solve the PROP. Simulation
results show that OJTRTA outperforms the comparative
approaches in terms of time-averaged UD cost while meet-
ing the SUAV energy consumption constraint. Furthermore,
JTRTOP exhibits superior adaptability in heavy-loaded sce-
narios and demonstrates good scalability with an increasing
number of MDs. In the future, we will integrate satellite
networks into our work to explore the integration of space-
air-ground MEC networks.
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