arXiv:2401.05308v1 [cs.NI] 10 Jan 2024

Strategic Client Selection to Address Non-IIDness in HAPS-enabled FL Networks

Amin Farajzadeh, Student Member, IEEE, Animesh Yadav, Senior Member, IEEE, and Halim Yanikomeroglu, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—The deployment of federated learning (FL) within vertical heterogeneous networks, such as those enabled by high-altitude platform station (HAPS), offers the opportunity to engage a wide array of clients, each endowed with distinct communication and computational capabilities. This diversity not only enhances the training accuracy of FL models but also hastens their convergence. Yet, applying FL in these expansive networks presents notable challenges, particularly the significant non-IIDness in client data distributions. Such data heterogeneity often results in slower convergence rates and reduced effectiveness in model training performance. Our study introduces a client selection strategy tailored to address this issue, leveraging user network traffic behaviour. This strategy involves the prediction and classification of clients based on their network usage patterns while prioritizing user privacy. By strategically selecting clients whose data exhibit similar patterns for participation in FL training, our approach fosters a more uniform and representative data distribution across the network. Our simulations demonstrate that this targeted client selection methodology significantly reduces the training loss of FL models in HAPS networks, thereby effectively tackling a crucial challenge in implementing large-scale FL systems.

Index Terms—FL, HAPS, non-IIDness, client selection strategy, user traffic pattern.

I. INTRODUCTION In the evolving landscape of machine learning, federated learning (FL) has emerged as a paradigm-shifting approach, particularly suited for large-scale systems [1]. Characterized by its collaborative yet decentralized nature, FL harnesses insights not from centralized data, but from a multitude of distributed sources. This approach not only preserves privacy but also capitalizes on the collective intelligence embedded across diverse data repositories [2]. The integration of aerial devices, such as high-altitude platform station (HAPS), into FL systems, is increasingly recognized as essential. With its extensive footprint and dominant line-of-sight (LOS) links, HAPS provides extended geographical coverage with lower latency than satellites [3]. This offers the unique advantage of connecting a vast array of ground or IoT devices, each potentially serving as an FL client, thereby fostering a robust large-scale FL network [4].

The expansion of the FL system to encompass a multitude of participants offers substantial benefits, including enhanced overall FL performance, accelerated convergence rates, and improved model accuracy, as noted in recent studies [5].

A. Farajzadeh and H. Yanikomeroglu are with Non-Terrestrial Networks (NTN) Lab, Department of Systems and Computer Engineering, Carleton University, Ottawa, ON K1S 5B6, Canada. A. Yadav is with the School of EECS, Ohio University, Athens, OH, 45701 USA.

However, this expansion also presents the challenge of non-independently and identically distributed (non-IID) data, a common occurrence in heterogeneous networks with a diverse range of user types [7]. This diversity is further exemplified by each user’s distinct network traffic usage patterns, leading to local datasets that can vary significantly from one user to another.

To tackle the challenge of non-IID data in FL systems, our approach utilizes the server’s insights into historical user traffic patterns. As the central node, the server has comprehensive data on user interactions and network traffic [8], such as daily usage peaks and preferred applications. Leveraging this data, we categorize users by their network behaviour, identifying patterns like heavy streaming or work-related usage. This categorization is key to our client selection strategy, especially in large-scale networks like those managed by HAPS. By grouping users with similar patterns and choosing these clusters for FL training, we achieve a more consistent data distribution among participants. This not only streamlines the learning process but also ensures the FL system optimally utilizes representative data, enhancing its overall effectiveness. The advantages of this approach include

• Convergence Efficiency: Clients with similar data distributions lead to more aligned updates in the FL process, enhancing the convergence speed or rate of the global model.

• Communication Overhead Reduction: Selecting a subset of similar clients for each training round minimizes the need for extensive data exchange between the server and clients.

• Enhanced Privacy Preservation: By clustering similar clients, FL inherently safeguards privacy, as individual client data is aggregated within the cluster, adding an extra layer of data protection.

• Reducing FL Training Loss: By selecting clients with similar data distributions, we address non-IID data imbalances, enhancing the consistency of local model updates. This leads to a more representative global model, effectively minimizing training loss. Such a reduction is vital for optimizing the global model’s performance, ensuring a more efficient learning process in FL systems.

The aforementioned factors are particularly crucial in wide networks with massive users under coverage like HAPS-enabled networks, where the diversity of data can be significantly large. Our approach, by effectively reducing this diversity into manageable clusters, ensures that the FL global model’s learning is not just rapid but also precisely tailored

Fig. 1: Network model.

to the nuanced patterns present in the aggregated data.

Recent works ([9]-[11]) have proposed various user selection strategies in FL systems, focusing on dynamic selection, reputation-based frameworks, game-theoretic approaches, and energy-efficient algorithms. These strategies primarily optimize FL systems for operational constraints like efficiency and reliability. In contrast, our approach focuses on grouping users with similar traffic behaviour together, tackling the challenge of data heterogeneity in FL systems with a high number of clients. This new strategy aims to improve the effectiveness of these systems by more efficiently managing data diversity.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Network Topology Model

As illustrated in Fig. 1, we consider a wireless communication network consisting of K ground users^1, each serving as potential clients to participate in the FL process. Above them, hovering in the stratosphere is a HAPS which acts as an FL server, coordinating the FL operations across the network. The geographical distribution of K ground users follows uniform distribution and each user is equipped with local data and computational resources, enabling them to undertake local training as part of the FL framework. The communication between the HAPS and each ground user is established via wireless links, with the HAPS.

It is worth noting that the reason to deploy a HAPS rather than a terrestrial base station is the two main unique advantages of HAPS including significantly wide geographical coverage and dominant LOS links so that a massive number of clients are accessible for participation leading to significantly improved FL performance [6].

1Users and clients are used interchangeably.

Algorithm 1 FL Algorithm

1: Initialization → Global model q^{(0)} and n=0.

LOOP Process 2: Client selection → K clients are selected using Algorithm 2.

3: Broadcasting → HAPS transmits q^{(n)} to the selected clients.

4: Parallel local computing → Each selected client calculates its local model z^{(n)}_k and uploads it to HAPS server.

5: Aggregation → HAPS server aggregates all the local models z^{(n)}_k , ∀k, and calculates new global model as q^{(n+1)} =q^{(n)} +^1_K ∑_K k=1z^{(n)}_k .

6: Until The target global accuracy achieved.

B. FL Model

To ensure efficient learning while dealing with the potential challenges posed by diverse data distributions across clients (often referred to as non-IIDness), we adopt federated averaging (FedAvg) algorithm for our FL operations [12].

Under the FedAvg algorithm, the global model training process is divided into several communication rounds. In each round:

1) The HAPS, as an FL server, broadcasts the current global model denoted by q to a selected set of ground users, which are acting as FL clients.

2) Each selected ground user then uses its local data to train and generate a local update z_k, ∀k. This local training leads to the creation of local models for each of the clients.

3) Once local training is complete, the ground users send their local models, i.e., z_k , ∀k, back to the HAPS.

4) The HAPS aggregates these local models, typically by taking a weighted average, to update the global model.

The summary of the FL algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1. The entire process is iterative and continues for a predefined number of communication rounds or until the global model’s performance converges to a target accuracy.

The inherent simplicity and efficiency of the FedAvg algorithm are particularly well-suited to our system model, especially in scenarios where the data distribution across selected clients is uniform and tends to be IID. The unique advantage of employing HAPS in our system lies in its capacity to facilitate the selection of a significantly large number of similar ground users. This capability allows for the construction of a robust global model by leveraging the computational resources of an expanded pool of clients, without necessitating the transfer of massive datasets. Consequently, this not only ensures enhanced privacy but also substantially reduces communication overheads, showcasing the distinctive strengths of HAPS in large-scale FL environments.

III. CLIENT SELECTION STRATEGY We model the packet arrival process using a Cox or a doubly stochastic Poisson process [13]. This modelling choice is particularly suitable given the random nature of the rate of packet arrivals in our context. Let N_k(T ) denote the number of packets that arrive from user k in an interval with duration T . Given our Cox process model, this random variable follows a Poisson distribution with a random rate λ_k as N_k(T )∼P oisson(λ_k),∀k ∈[0,K],T ≥0. (1) The event rate function, λ_k , represents the number of packet arrivals from user k under the instantaneous channel realization h_k and for packets of size S_k.

Given the packet size S_k in bits, we can define the maximum rate of packet arrivals λ_{max,k} in packets per second as follows: λ_{max,k} = R_k S_k , (2)

where R_k is the instantaneous achievable rate of user k in bits per second. Following the Shannon capacity, R_k is calculated as R_k =b_klog_2(1+ P_k|h_k|^2 N_0 ),∀k, (3) where b_k and p_k are the allocated bandwidth and power, respectively. N_0 is the noise power spectral density.

Due to the likelihood of packet losses, the effective packet arrival rate is generally less than the maximum packet arrival rate. Let P_{loss,k} denote the probability of packet loss for user k. Consequently, the effective packet arrival rate becomes λ_k =λ_{max,k}(1−P_{loss,k}), (4) where the probability of packet loss P_{loss,k} is typically approximated in terms of the probability of bit error, especially in the context of digital communications. When considering a packet of S_k bits, the packet will be lost if any of the bits are received in error. Assuming independence of bit errors and using first-order Taylor approximation, the probability of packet loss can be approximated as P_{loss,k} ≈1−(1−P_{b,k})^{Sk} , (5) ≈−S_kln(1−P_{b,k}),∀k, (6) where P_{b,k} is the bit error rate of user k. For a quadrature amplitude modulation (QAM), the BER can be approximated as P_{b,k} = 3 2 √ MQ( √_{3m} M −1 √_{2Eb} N_0 )

, (7)

where Q(x) is the Q-function, E_b is the energy per bit, M is the constellation size (for 4-QAM, M =4), and m=log_2(M) is the number of bits per symbol.

A. Incorporating the Rician Fading Channel Model Due to the random channel power gain and packet size, we need to calculate the expected packet arrival rate of user k as

E[λ_k]= ∫ ∫ λ_kf(|h_k|^2)f(s_k)d|h|^2ds, (8) where f(|h_k|^2) and f(s_k) are the probability density function (PDF) of the channel power gain and packet size of user k, respectively. Under the Rician fading model, the channel power gains |h_k|^2 follows a noncentral chi-square distribution with 2 degrees of freedom. However, because |h_k|^2 affects the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and therefore the Shannon capacity, computing E[λ_k] involves integrating over the PDF of |h_k|^2. Given the complexity of this problem and the

Algorithm 2 Proposed FL Client Selection Strategy

1: Initialize K users, T , Rician C-factor, μ_k, and σ^2_k. For k ∈{1,...,K} 2: Apply Rician fading to determine channel gain h_k. 3: Generate packet arrivals λ_k using Poisson distribution.

4: Calculate E[N_k(T )] and B_k.

End For 5: Define features: x_k =[B_k,E[N_k(T )], ∀k ∈{1,...,K}. 6: Calculate P (y_k =j|x_k ;W), ∀k. 7: Classify users into j clusters.

8: Select users within the same cluster and nominate them for FL model training.

need for a closed-form solution, additional assumptions and approximations are required to make it tractable.

We are assuming a Rician fading model where the received signal consists of both a deterministic LOS component and a stochastic non-LOS (NLOS) component [14]. The deterministic LOS component is due to the direct path from the HAPS to the user, while the stochastic NLOS component accounts for reflections, diffractions, and scattering off the ground and objects on the ground. In a high SNR regime, the deterministic LOS component dominates, and the channel power gains |h_k|^2, ∀k, can be approximated as its mean value. The mean value of a Rician fading channel power gain is given by Ω_k =|d_k|^2 +2Ψ^2_k,∀k, (9)

where |d_k |^2 represents the power of the LOS component of user k, and Ψ^2_k represents the power of its NLOS component. We approximate the channel power gain |h_k|^2 as its mean value Ω_k in a high SNR regime, so we can substitute this approximation into the above equation to get

E[λ_k ]= ∫ R_k S_k (1−P_{loss,k})f(s)ds. (10) Given that S_k follows a log-normal distribution with parameters μ_k and σ^2_k, the expected value of S_k is

E[S_k]=e^{μk + σ} 2 k 2 [15]. Therefore, we have

E[λ_k ]=R_k(e^{−μk + σ} 2 k 2 +ln(1−P_{b,k})),∀k. (11) Similarly, the approximated variance of packet arrival rate can be determined as follows:

Var[λ_k]=R^2_k(e^{σ2k} −1)e^{2(−μk + σ} 2 k 2 ),∀k. (12)

B. Expected Packet Arrivals

One key metric for capturing user traffic behaviour in our study is the expected number of packet arrivals, E[N_k(T )], for user k over the time interval T . We define this metric as follows:

Definition 1: We assume that the expected packet arrival rate E[λ_k] remains constant throughout a brief time interval T . Accordingly, the expected number of packets arriving within T is defined as

E[N_k(T )]= ∫_T 0 E[λ_k ]=T E[λ_k ],∀k. (13)

This assumption is based on the principle of stationarity — a standard and practical approach in network modelling for short periods. Stationarity implies that the process’s statistical properties, like the mean and variance, remain constant over time. In real-world network scenarios, while packet arrival rates may vary due to various factors, these fluctuations are generally minimal over short intervals [16]. Thus, a constant rate is a reasonable and simplifying approximation. Adopting this assumption enhances the analytical tractability of our model, enabling us to focus more on the broader strategic implications of client selection in FL systems, without being encumbered by the complexities of time-varying network traffic.

C. Burstiness Level

Another critical metric in our study is the user’s traffic burstiness, which provides an insightful measure of user traffic behaviour. Burstiness refers to the variability or irregularity in traffic patterns. Traffic that maintains a consistent rate is considered non-bursty. In contrast, traffic exhibiting significant fluctuations — characterized by pronounced peaks and deep valleys, even with an unchanged average rate — is identified as bursty. To quantify this aspect of user traffic, we introduce the following metric:

Definition 2: We define the burstiness metric B_k as a measure of the extent of fluctuation in the traffic stream, relative to its average rate squared. This is mathematically represented as

B_k =

Var[λ_k] E[λ_k(t)]^2

. (14)

This metric effectively captures the degree of variation in packet arrival rates, providing a more nuanced understanding of user traffic characteristics.

IV. MULTI-CLASS CLASSIFICATION MODEL In our framework, each user is distinctly characterized by their unique traffic behaviour, which is quantitatively described by two principal features: their traffic volume, as represented by the expected number of packet arrivals E[N_k(T )], and their traffic pattern’s burstiness, denoted by B_k. This characterization allows us to effectively employ a multinomial logistic regression (MLR) model, which is adept at classifying users into J distinct classes. These classes are defined based on a combination of traffic volume and burstiness levels, providing a nuanced categorization that captures the intricacies of each user’s network behaviour in the context of FL system optimization.

A. Features and Classes

The features of this classification model include burstiness B_k and expected number of packet arrivals E[N_k(T )]. The most relevant classes within this model are delineated as follows:

• High E[N_k(T )], Low B_k (High Traffic Volume, non- Bursty): This could correspond to users that are engaged in continuous high-volume data transfer activities, like streaming high-definition videos or playing online games that require constant high-bandwidth communication with the server. For such users, we expect a large number of packets at a steady rate, hence a high traffic volume and low burstiness level.

• High E[N_k(T )], High B_k (High Traffic Volume, Bursty):

This could correspond to users who sporadically engage in high-volume data transfer activities. For example, users who occasionally download large files or users who stream high-definition videos but with frequent pauses and starts. This results in bursts of high-volume data transfer interspersed with periods of relative inactivity, leading to a high traffic volume and high level of burstiness.

• Low E[N_k(T )], High B_k (Low Traffic Volume, Bursty):

This could correspond to users that occasionally engage in low-volume data transfer activities. For instance, users who intermittently browse the internet, send emails or engage in other activities that require small amounts of data to be sent sporadically. This would result in a low traffic volume and high burstiness.

• Low E[N_k(T )], Low B_k (Low Traffic Volume, non- Bursty): This could correspond to users that are continuously engaged in low-volume data transfer activities, such as sending text messages or making voice calls. Such users would have a low traffic volume and low burstiness level.

• Moderate E[N_k(T )], Low B_k (Moderate Traffic Volume, non-Bursty): This could correspond to users that consistently engage in moderate data transfer activities. This could include users who stream standard-definition videos or audio, or users who are continuously online on social media platforms. These activities result in a consistent flow of moderate-volume data, leading to a moderate traffic volume and low burstiness.

• Moderate E[N_k(T )], High B_k (Moderate Traffic Volume, Bursty): This could correspond to users who occasionally engage in moderate-volume data transfer activities, like sporadic video streaming or online gaming. Such activities would result in bursts of moderate-volume data transfer interspersed with periods of lower activity, leading to a moderate traffic volume and high level of burstiness.

B. Model Formulation

Let user k characterized by feature x_k = [ B_k, E[N_k(T )] ] , the probability of user k labeled as class j, where j ∈{1,...,J}, is expressed as

P (y_k =j|x_k;W)= e^{wjT xk +bj} ∑_J l=1e^{wlT xk +bl} , (15)

where y_k denotes the class lable corresponding to user k, W is the weight matrix such that each row w_j signifies the weight vector corresponding to class j, and b_j is the associated bias for class j.

C. Training

The training regimen is defined as 1) Data Collection: Gather data encompassing a diverse set of users. This data should present burstiness, the expected number of packet arrivals, and the explicit classification into the defined J classes.

2) Loss Function: We employ the cross-entropy loss as the loss function, which is defined as

G(W)=− N∑ k=1 J∑ j=1 1{y_k =j}logP (y_k =j|x_k;W), (16)

where N is the total number of training samples/users. 3) Optimization: Gradient descent, among other optimization algorithms, is used to tweak weights W to minimize the computed loss.

D. Classification and Decision Boundaries

For a newly introduced user k^′ with associated feature x_k′ , we have P (y_k′ =j|x_k′ ;W), (17)

which is computed for every class. The class j that maximizes this probability will be allocated to user k^′. The decision boundaries in our 2D feature space will demarcate the space into distinct regions, with each pertaining to one of the J classes.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate our proposed client selection strategy within an FL framework in a HAPS network. The setup involves K ≥1000 ground users with non-IID data distributions, reflecting realistic usage patterns. In particular, we use a non-IID CIFAR-10 dataset. For simplicity, we consider equal power and bandwidth allocations among the selected clients. The key simulation parameters include FL-specific configurations (like learning rate and the number of rounds), and performance metrics (accuracy, convergence rate) [6].

In Fig. 2, we visualize the boundaries, classes, and features of our proposed multi-class classification model, i.e., MLR, considering J =6 most dominant classes. This result provides better insights into the categorization of users, driven by their burstiness and traffic volume traits.

Fig. 3 compares the accuracy of the proposed MLR model with various existing classification models [17], including random forest (RF), support vector machine (SVM), decision tree (DT), gradient boosted trees (GBT), and k-nearest neighbours (k-NN). Among the models, the MLR model exhibits high accuracy, suggesting its effectiveness in capturing the nuanced patterns in large-scale FL environments. MLR also offers greater model transparency which is an essential aspect for certain real-world applications.

The core of our simulation investigates the influence of the client selection strategy on FL outcomes. Accordingly, Fig.4 plots the behaviour of the training loss versus the number of FL communication rounds for the proposed and a baseline availability-aware client selection strategy as discussed in [18]. By clustering clients according to their predicted traffic patterns and selectively participating them in the FL process, a significant improvement in the FL model’s training loss performance can be observed. By promoting a more uniform distribution of data and diminishing the variance in client updates, the proposed approach effectively illustrates the improved fit of the learning model to the training data. Notably, a performance enhancement of up to 20% can be observed.

Fig. 2: Multi-class classification of users using MLR model.

Fig. 3: Comparison with different classification algorithms.

Fig. 4: FL training loss performance of the proposed strategy.

VI. CONCLUSION

FL within large-scale networks like HAPS encounters a challenge of non-IIDness of data. This study addresses this issue by clustering clients based on their network traffic patterns, a distinct and effective solution for intelligent client selection and data management in complex, networked ecosystems. The clustering approach not only bolsters learning efficiency but also fortifies data privacy and security in extensive network environments. Our findings pave the way for enhanced optimization of FL systems, especially in diverse network setups. Numerical results have shown significant improvements in both the convergence rate and accuracy of FL processes. Looking forward, we envision extending these strategies to varied network models and incorporating real-time adaptive mechanisms to further broaden the applicability and impact of our research. REFERENCES

[1] W. Y. B. Lim et al., “Federated learning in mobile edge networks: A comprehensive survey,” IEEE Commun. Surv. Tut., vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 2031-2063, Thirdquarter 2020.

[2] E. T. M. Beltrán et al., “Decentralized federated learning: Fundamentals, state of the art, frameworks, trends, and challenges,” IEEE Commun. Surv. Tut., vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 2983-3013, Fourthquarter 2023.

[3] G. K. Kurt, M. G. Khoshkholgh, S. Alfattani, A. Ibrahim, T. S. J.

Darwish, M. S. Alam, H. Yanikomeroglu, and A. Yongacoglu, “A vision and framework for the high altitude platform station (HAPS) networks of the future,” IEEE Commun. Surv. Tut., vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 729-779, Secondquarter 2021.

[4] S. S. Shinde and D. Tarchi, “Joint air-ground distributed federated learning for intelligent transportation systems,” IEEE Trans. Intell. Transp. Syst., vol. 24, no. 9, pp. 9996-10011, Sept. 2023.

[5] L. Yu, R. Albelaihi, X. Sun, N. Ansari, and M. Devetsikiotis, “Jointly optimizing client selection and resource management in wireless federated learning for internet of things,” IEEE IoT J., vol. 9, no. 6, pp. 4385-4395, Mar. 2022.

[6] A. Farajzadeh, A. Yadav, O. Abbasi, W. Jaafar, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “FLSTRA: Federated learning in stratosphere,” IEEE Trans. Wirel. Commun. (Early Access), 2023.

[7] J. Xu and H. Wang, “Client selection and bandwidth allocation in wireless federated learning networks: A long-term perspective,” IEEE Trans. Wirel. Commun., vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 1188-1200, Feb. 2021.

[8] D. Lopez-Perez et al., “A survey on 5G radio access network energy efficiency: massive MIMO, lean carrier design, sleep modes, and machine learning,” IEEE Commun. Surv. Tut., vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 653-697, Firstquarter 2022.

[9] H. Huang et al., “Active client selection for clustered federated learning,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learn. Syst. (Early Access), 2023.

[10] A. Albaseer, M. Abdallah, A. Al-Fuqaha, and A. Erbad, “Client selection approach in support of clustered federated learning over wireless edge networks,” in Proc. IEEE Glob. Commun. Conf. (GLOBECOM), Madrid, Spain, 2021, pp. 1-6.

[11] Y. Ji, Z. Kou, X. Zhong, H. Li, F. Yang, and S. Zhang, “Client selection and bandwidth allocation for federated learning: An online optimization perspective,” in Proc. IEEE Glob. Commun. Conf. (GLOBECOM), Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 2022, pp. 5075-5080.

[12] H. B. Mcmahan, E. Moore, D. Ramage, S. Hampson, and B. A.

Y. Arcas, “Communication-efficient learning of deep networks from decentralized data”, in Proc. 20th Int. Conf. Artif. Intell. Statist., FL, USA, 2017, pp. 1273-1282.

[13] S. B. Slimane and T. Le-Ngoc, “A doubly stochastic poisson model for self-similar traffic,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Commun. (ICC), Seattle, WA, USA, 1995, pp. 456-460.

[14] X. Cao, P. Yang, M. Alzenad, X. Xi, D. Wu, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “Airborne communication networks: A survey,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 36, no. 9, pp. 1907-1926, Sept. 2018.

[15] M. Alasmar, R. Clegg, N. Zakhleniuk, and G. Parisis, “Internet traffic volumes are not gaussian – They are log-normal: An 18-year longitudinal study with implications for modelling and prediction,” IEEE/ACM Trans. Netw., vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 1266–1279, Jun. 2021.

[16] X. Zheng and Z. Cai, “Real-time big data delivery in wireless networks:

A case study on video delivery,” IEEE Trans. Ind. Inform., vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 2048-2057, Aug. 2017.

[17] R. Xu and D. Wunsch, ”Survey of clustering algorithms,” IEEE trans.

neural netw., vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 645-678, May 2005.

[18] A. E. Abyane, S. Drew, and H. Hemmati, “MDA: Availability-aware federated learning client selection,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.14391, 2022.