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Abstract—In this paper, we propose an opportunistic scheme for
the transmission of model updates from Federated Learning (FL)
clients to the server, where clients are wireless mobile users. This
proposal aims to opportunistically take advantage of the proximity
of users to the base station or the general condition of the wireless
transmission channel, rather than traditional synchronous trans-
mission. In this scheme, during the training, intermediate model
parameters are uploaded to the server, opportunistically and
based on the wireless channel condition. Then, the proactively-
transmitted model updates are used for the global aggregation
if the final local model updates are delayed. We apply this novel
model transmission scheme to one of our previous work, which is a
hybrid split and federated learning (HSFL) framework for UAVs.
Simulation results confirm the superiority of using proactive
transmission over the conventional asynchronous aggregation
scheme for the staled model by obtaining higher accuracy and
more stable training performance. Test accuracy increases by up
to 13.47% with just one round of extra transmission.

I. INTRODUCTION

The asynchronous model update in Federated Learning (FL)
has received significant attention in recent research. In the
traditional FL model, when the server fails to receive timely
updates from clients, the aggregation has to be either with-
out consideration of the delayed clients or postponed until
responses from all clients are received, both of which degrade
the training performance, e.g., reduce the speed of convergence
and/or accuracy. Such asynchronicity can occur frequently in
scenarios where FL clients are mobile, due to variations in
the user connectivity condition. Hence, there is a wealth of
literature on techniques to handle delayed or asynchronous
model updates. Taking advantage of such literature, in this
paper we introduce an asynchronous opportunistic transmission
of models from FL clients to the server, which could bring ad-
ditional benefit in terms of the utilisation of wireless resources.

We focus on a scenario with mobile unmanned aerial vehi-
cles (UAVs) as FL clients. The UAVs, known for their mobility,
easy deployment and remote controllability, have been widely
used in serving intelligent applications, such as military surveil-
lance [1], metaverse environment creation [2]. The UAVs, as
aerial users, fly around the target area, collecting data and
supporting intelligent applications through wireless networks.
Due to the high mobility in 3-dimensional space, UAVs suffer
from dynamic wireless transmission, which is easily affected

by environmental factors. For example, unexpected moving
obstacles can scatter the transmission component, or torrential
rain can intercept the transmission. When UAVs act as mobile
users, the FL server mandates each UAV user to upload the
local model updates within the specified timeframe to conduct
the global aggregation, while unstable connectivity often results
in failure to do so.

Most existing solutions address the delayed model updates
by performing weighted asynchronous aggregation [3] [4] [5].
Specifically, after receiving the delayed updates, the FL server
weights them based on the model staleness and conducts the
global aggregation using these weighted updates together with
the timely ones. However, as the delayed model updates may
greatly vary from the current ones, this weighted-aggregation
scheme can still hurt the learning performance, such as ac-
curacy and convergence speed. Hence, rather than passively
receiving the staled model updates, proactively transmitting the
intermediate local model updates would be a better solution1

and to the best of our knowledge, such approaches are still
blank.

To this end, we propose a novel opportunistic and proactive
transmission scheme to tackle the asynchronous model updates
issue in FL. During local training, this scheme allows each
UAV to upload the intermediate model updates to the server,
opportunistically and based on the wireless channel condition.
If the final local model updates for a UAV user are delayed
or lost, the global aggregation can still be conducted with its
corresponding intermediate model updates. We further apply
the proposed transmission scheme in one of our previous
work, which is a hybrid split and federated learning (HSFL)
framework designed for UAVs [6]. The HSFL is overall an FL
approach while enabling computation splitting and offloading
for computing limited UAV users. The two major findings in
the evaluation results are as follows,

• Results show that the proposed transmission scheme out-
performs the asynchronous aggregation scheme with a
3.98% higher accuracy and a more stable training perfor-
mance. We attribute this improvement to the elimination of

1We refer to the local model updates sent opportunistically within the local
training as the intermediate model updates, to differentiate from the final local
model, which is obtained at the end of local training.
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Fig. 1. The HSFL framework: Multiple UAVs and a base station in a cell
perform model training.

the staled model. We also contend that aggregating with
intermediate local model updates may be advantageous
in the non-i.i.d context since it penalises the local model
from overfitting the biased local dataset.

• The proposed transmission scheme achieves energy effi-
ciency. Specifically, with only one round of intermediate
model transmission during the local training stage, the test
accuracy on non-iid MNIST data significantly improves up
to 13.47%. The transmission of the intermediate model
updates is conducted only when the wireless condition is
favourable, thus it does not introduce additional commu-
nication burdens.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section II
details the scenario and system model. Section III elaborates on
the novel model transmission scheme. Section IV presents the
simulation results, and finally, section V concludes the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this paper, we consider a wireless network, where UAVs
fly over a target area to collect data and conduct the assigned
learning task. Considering the heterogeneity of the learning
environment and energy efficiency of the network, the HSFL
framework is applied to train the target DNN, with the col-
laboration of the UAVs and a base station (BS) server in B
communication rounds. Specifically, we have a set of mobile
UAVs, N = {µi, i ∈ N} and the flying route of each UAV 2

is assumed unknown to the BS server. Each user owns a local
dataset Di, of which the size is denoted as |Di|.

A. Wireless Channel Model

We consider the wireless channel model as described in [7],
i.e.,, the Rician fading channel with additional path loss, which

2In the following text, we use the term user and UAV interchangeably.

combines the expectation of the line-of-sight (LOS) and non-
LOS (NLOS) groups. Assuming that the BS locates at the
centre of a cell, of which the coordinates are (0, 0, z0), as
shown in Fig. 1. z0 denotes the height of BS. The location
of UAV µi at time index t is denoted as (xt

i, y
t
i , z

t
i). Then the

distance between UAV µi and BS at time t can be written as,

dt0i =
√

(xt
i)

2 + (yti)
2 + (zti − z0)2. (1)

The elevation angle (in degrees) of µi w.r.t. the BS is,

θti = arcsin
|zti − z0|

dt0i
, 0◦ ≤ θti < 90◦. (2)

Thus, the probability of the LOS link is calculated as in (3),

P t
LOS i =

1

1 + a0e−b0(θt
i−a0)

, (3)

where a0 and b0 are urban environment parameters. Then, the
path loss (dBm) can be written as,

PLt
i = −

ηl − ηn
P t
LOS i

− 10 log10

[4π(dt0i)2f
c

]2
− ηn, (4)

where ηl and ηn (dBm) are additional path loss for LOS and
NLOS link, c is the speed of light and f is the carrier frequency.
Then the channel gain between UAV µi and BS at time t is
given by,

gti = 10
PLt

i
10 × (vti + sti), (5)

vti =

√
Kt

i

Kt
i + 1

, sti =

√
1

2(Kt
i + 1)

, (6)

where vti , s
t
i represent the signal amplitude of the LOS compo-

nent and the scattered path components (i.e., the NLOS links)
between the user µi and the BS respectively, with Kt

i (mW)
denoting the Rician fading factor. Therefore, the transmission
rate of µi at time t can be derived as,

rti = niBuav log2(1 +
gtiPuav

σ2
),∀i ∈ N, (7)

where ni ≤ 1 indicates the allocated bandwidth ratio for user
µi, Buav denotes the total available bandwidth, Puav is the
signal power of UAV and σ2 is the noise power.

B. Distributed Learning Model

Here, we consider the learning task of image classification
with a DNN model. Specifically, the UAVs and BS server
collaboratively train the model to minimise the overall loss
function,

min
ω

∑
i∈N

|Di|
D

Fi(ω), Fi(ω) =
1

|Di|
∑

(xj ,yj)∈Di

fj(ω), (8)

where D is the total dataset owned by the users µi,∀i ∈ N . Ad-
ditionally, fj(w) represents the local loss function ℓ(xj , yj ;ω),
which denotes the loss on sample (xj , yj) ∈ Di given the
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Algorithm 1 Wireless HSFL Framework
1: Initialise: Global model ω, UE-model ωl, BS-model ωe

2: for t = 1 to B do
3: Each user µi uploads characteristic info. to BS server
4: BS server selects a subset of users K from N
5: BS server schedules each selected user with FL or SL
6: for i ∈ K in parallel do
7: if µi ∈ KF {Scheduled with FL} then
8: BS server distributes ωt−1 → µi

9: µi computes local model updates with FL
10: else if µi ∈ KS {Scheduled with SL} then
11: BS server distributes ωt−1

l → µi

12: BS server initialises ωt−1
ei

13: µi computes local model updates using SL method

14: jointly with BS server
15: BS performs model aggregation with FedAvg [9] → ωt

model parameter ω. In this work, we use the cross-entropy [8]
as the local loss function ℓ(·).

Herein, we propose an opportunistic-proactive transmission
scheme and apply it to our prior work, the HSFL frame-
work [6], an energy-efficient learning framework for UAVs.
Details of HSFL are summarised in Algorithm 1. It is worth
noticing that HSFL is overall an FL approach yet it enables
computation offloading to the edge server to mitigate the
computation burden for computing-limited devices, which is
referred to as split learning (SL) in HSFL. To balance energy
efficiency and training accuracy, the BS server selects users
for training based on their characteristics, including the one-
round latency, the diversity of the user resources and energy
consumption.

III. OPPORTUNISTIC-PROACTIVE TRANSMISSION SCHEME

In this section, we propose a novel transmission scheme for
the HSFL framework, namely the OPT-HSFL, to mitigate the
impact of dynamic wireless conditions on model transmission.
As shown in Fig. 2, the intermediate model updates are sent
from the user to the BS server during local training. When
the final model updates are delayed, as for user µ2, µ3, µ4, the
intermediate model updates received most recently are used for
global aggregation. To achieve that, the proposed transmission
scheme is divided into two steps: 1) uplink transmission latency
relaxation, to warrant each UAV user more transmission bud-
gets; 2) intermediate model transmission during local training.
Specifically, we measure the real-time transmission rate, based
on the location and the wireless conditions experienced by the
UAV. Then we calculate the real-time latency for transmitting
the intermediate model parameters. If the induced latency is
acceptable regarding the relaxed uplink transmission latency,
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Fig. 2. Demonstration of the opportunistic-proactive transmission scheme:
ωet indicates the model parameters transmitted at local epoch et while the
box colour indicates the corresponding user.

then the model updates are uploaded to the server. Algorithm
2 summarises the details of the OPT-HSFL.

A. Uplink Transmission Latency Relaxation

The original one-round latency in the HSFL algorithm [6] is
written as:

τiF = τ triF + τuliF ≤ τmax, µi ∈ KF , (9)

τiS = τ triS + τuliS + τdliS ≤ τmax, µi ∈ KS . (10)

Notice that, τmax is the maximum one-round latency allowed
by the system. Equation (9) denotes the one-round latency for
users scheduled with FL, i.e. µi ∈ KF , consisting of the local
training time τ triF and the uplink transmission delay,

τuliF =
mg

i

r0i
. (11)

mg
i denotes the size of the local model and r0i indicates the

transmission rate for user µi at the start of each communication
round, which is submitted to the BS server for user selection.
Equation (10) represents the one-round latency for a user
scheduled with SL µi ∈ KS , i.e., part of the computation
offloaded to the BS server. The latency consists of the local
training time τ triS , the downlink transmission delay τdliS and the
uplink-transmission delay (12),

τuliS =
ml

i +ma
i

r0i
. (12)

ml
i is the size of the UE-side model and ma

i is the size of the
activations of the cut-layer, which depends on |Di|. Details for
calculating τ triF , τ

tr
iS , τ

dl
iS can be found in [6]. Equation (9) and

(10) show that all scheduled users must have one round latency
no larger than τmax.

We introduce a new parameter b to relax the uplink trans-
mission delay, which concerns only the unilateral transmission
from the users to the BS server. b represents the total number of

3



Algorithm 2 Opportunistic-proactive transmission for HSFL
1: Initialise: τmax, ω, e, B, b, ℓr
2: for t = 1 to B in parallel, BS Server do
3: K = {µi, i ∈ K} ← User selection
4: for i ∈ K in parallel do
5: if µi ∈ KF then
6: ωi ← ωt−1

7: else if µi ∈ KS then
8: ωi ← ωt−1

l {ωl : UE-side model}
9: Compute τi extra {Eq. (14)}

10: for et in e do
11: ωi ← ωi − ℓr∇ωℓ(ωi) {Local model updates}
12: if et% e

b == 0 then
13: Opportunistic Transmission(τi extra, ωi)
14: Upload ωi to the BS {Previous ωi will be overwritten}
15: Global model aggregation: ωt ← 1

|K|
∑

i∈K ωi

16:
17: Opportunistic Transmission(τi extra, ωi):
18: Compute τeti {Eq. (15) }
19: if τeti ≤ τi extra then
20: Upload ωi to the BS {Previous ωi will be overwritten}
21: Update τi extra = τi extra − τeti

transmissions sent from the user to the BS server. For example,
b = 1 means only one model transmission is conducted at
the end of the local training while b = 2 means that one
additional intermediate model transmission is conducted during
local training. The updated uplink-transmission latency for FL
and SL are now written as,

τuliF =
b ∗mg

i

r0i
, τuliS =

b ∗ml
i +ma

i

r0i
. (13)

B. Transmission during Local Training

At the beginning of each communication round, with the
updated latency in (13), the greedy user scheduling algorithm in
HSFL [6] selects a set of users for training and schedules each
user with either FL or SL. For each selected UAV, i.e. µi ∈ K,
during the local training, we first calculate the time allowance
τi extra for opportunistic model transmission,

τi extra =
(b− 1) ∗mi

r0i
, (14)

where mi is the model size, mg
i for FL and ml

i for SL.
The next step is to decide when to conduct the opportunis-
tic transmission. Herein, we propose to transmit the model
updates when et%( eb ) == 0, where et is the local iteration
index and e represents the total local epochs. Alternatively, it
can be manually set by the system. During these scheduled
iterations, the real-time transmission rate reti is calculated with

TABLE I
SIMULATION PARAMETERS

Parameter Value
BS Power Pbs, UAV Power Puav 40dBm, 24dBm

Noise Power σ2 -174 dBm
Rician fading factor K 1.8∼5 dBm

System carrier frequency fc 2GHz
BS bandwidth Bbs, UAV bandwidth Buav 5MHz, 10MHz

Environment parameters a0, b0 5.0188, 0.3511
Additional path loss for LOS and NLOS link, η1, η2 21, 1 dBm

Total communication round B, Local training epoch e 100, 6
Local data batch size, learning rate ℓr 10, 0.01

equation (7). Then the real-time delay for transmitting the
intermediate model updates is determined as,

τeti =
mi

reti
. (15)

If τeti falls within the limit of τi extra, then the current model
parameters are sent to the server, after which, τi extra is
updated as follows,

τi extra = τi extra − τeti . (16)

These procedures are repeated in the next scheduled et until
the local training ends. Nevertheless, if τi extra can not afford
the transmission in some scheduled et, due to the low trans-
mission rate caused by the dynamic wireless condition, then
the scheduled transmission is cancelled.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we apply the opportunistic-proactive trans-
mission scheme on HSFL to train a DNN for MNIST image
classification [10] and investigate its training performance in
the dynamic wireless environment. We consider a 5-layer
convolutional neural model (CNN) consisting of three fully
connected layers and two convolutional layers. The training
task is conducted with 30 UAVs and a BS server in B = 100
rounds. In each communication round, the BS server selects
10 UAVs for training based on their characteristic information.
The selected UAVs serve as mobile users, collecting data and
conducting local model training. The BS locates at the cell
centre, of which the radius is 500 meters, and each UAV
randomly flies within the cell during the task training session.
The height of the BS is 20 meters, and the vertical flying range
of each UAV is 20 to 80 meters. The wireless environment is
modelled with Rician fading [11] with additional path-loss, as
described in section II. To impose the wireless dynamics, we
update the Rician fading factor K in each local training round
by randomly selecting a value from 1.8 ∼ 5 dBm. Additionally,
the path-loss, as in equation (4), also varies in each local epoch.
Furthermore, we set the probability of each UAV experiencing
a complete communication interruption, caused by sudden
weather changes or unexpected moving obstacles, to 30%.

4
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Fig. 3. Simulation results: (a) Convergence performance of the test loss for the non-iid, iid and imbalanced data distribution. The solid line represents the OPT-
HSFL while the dashed line represents the HSFL scheme without opportunistic transmission, where the delayed model updates are discarded; (b) Convergence
performance of the test accuracy for OPT-HSFL and Async-HSFL under the non-iid data distribution; (c) Test accuracy & Average communication overhead
with different b for the non-iid data; (d) Test accuracy & Average communication overhead with varied one round latency limit τmax for b = 2 under the
non-iid data distribution. Labelled data in (c) and (d): b = 2, τmax = 9s, accuracy= 94.46%, Average communication overhead=235.02MB.

Table I summarises important simulation parameters. Other
parameters follow the same setting in [6]. Regarding the
average communication overhead, we measure the mean of the
amount of data transmitted to the server in each communication
round, of which the unit is the megabyte (MB). We conduct
the experiments over three different data distributions to imitate
various practical scenarios. The iid and non-iid data distribution
follow the settings in [9]. Each user only accesses the samples
from two classes under the non-iid environment. To set the
imbalanced data distribution, we follow the work in [12] and set
αd = 0.01, αimd = 2. Smaller αd indicates higher skewness of
sample classes while smaller αimd indicates a more imbalanced
size of the dataset.

Fig. 3 (a) demonstrates the test loss convergence perfor-
mances of HSFL with the proposed transmission scheme (solid
lines) and without the transmission scheme (dashed lines),
where the delayed model updates are discarded. The exper-
iments are conducted over the iid, non-iid and imbalanced
distributed data when b = 2, i.e., only one extra transmission of
the intermediate model updates. As expected, the imbalanced
data is most fluctuating, since the heterogeneity exists in both
the sample class and the sample size, while the non-iid data
is biased only in the sample classes. We can observe that
the additional transmission of the intermediate model updates
notably reduces the oscillations and converges to a lower loss
value for both non-iid and imbalanced data. On the other
hand, the iid data is robust to the delayed model updates
even without additional transmission. A proper explanation is
that since the samples evenly distribute across classes, a few
UAVs can provide sufficient knowledge. Therefore, discarding
some delayed model updates has little impact on the training
performance. Nevertheless, we can still observe from earlier
epochs, applying the opportunistic-proactive transmission leads
to faster convergence.

Fig. 3 (b) shows the test accuracy of OPT-HSFL under dif-

ferent transmission budgets b. Specifically, we use HSFL with
asynchronous aggregation scheme (Async-HSFL) as a bench-
mark, where the delayed model updates are aggregated with a
staleness-based weighting scheme. We set the maximum delay
to be 1, which means that the delayed model is received and
aggregated by the BS server in the proceeding training round.
We follow the polynomial weighting function, α(t− τ +1)−a,
in [3]. t− τ denotes the model delay, which is 1 in this case,
and we set α = 0.4, a = 0.5. Compared with b = 1, where
the delayed model updates are discarded, the Async-HSFL
manages to smooth the oscillations after 50 training rounds yet
it suffers from slow convergence. In contrast, even with just one
round of intermediate transmission i.e.,b = 2, the OPT-HSFL
converges much faster and smoother while achieving a 3.98%
higher accuracy on average than the Async-HSFL, which can
be credited to the exclusion of the staled model. From another
point of view, when b = 2, the global aggregation is conducted
with some user updates computed in fewer rounds. In a non-
i.i.d. context, each local model tends to fit the biased-local
dataset and thus generalises poorly on the balanced test set.
By computing fewer rounds of updates, the local model learns
less detailed features of the biased dataset and we argue that
this leads to better generalisation performance of the global
model.

Fig. 3 (c) shows the average communication overhead &
test accuracy of OPT-HSFL on non-iid data under different
transmission budgets b. It shows that as the transmission fre-
quency increases, both the test accuracy and the communication
overhead increase. From b = 1 to b = 2, the accuracy is
boosted from 86.71% to 94.46% while the communication
overhead becomes 2.59 times larger. Although the test accuracy
continues to increase as b further increases, the accuracy
improvement is not as significant while the communication
overhead becomes much higher. Hence, to balance commu-
nication efficiency and accuracy, the labelled point b = 2

5



is an optimal trade-off. Note that as the b increases, the
communication overhead should increase linearly while the
orange curve in Fig. 3 (c) is not strictly linear. This is due
to the randomness in the wireless condition. For example,
the Rician fading factor K is randomly selected for each
local training round. Thus, in some rounds, if the wireless
condition can not warrant the opportunistic transmission within
the latency restriction, the transmission would be discarded,
resulting in lower communication overhead. The test accuracy
slightly decreases from b = 5 to b = 6 by 0.21%, which can
be accounted for by the training randomness as well.

When increasing the one-round latency limit τmax, more
UAVs would comply with the latency standard. Thus, the
HSFL scheme would allocate more devices to participate in the
training. Consequently, both the training accuracy and average
communication overhead rise. Fig. 3 (d) shows the test accuracy
and average communication overhead over the varying τmax

when b = 2. Specifically, when τmax increases from 8 to 9,
the test accuracy increases by 13.47%, but when τmax further
increases, the accuracy improvement is less pronounced. This
is because that τmax = 8 is a critical point where only a limited
number of UAVs can meet the latency requirement given that
the transmission budget b = 2. Nevertheless, as τmax increases
to 9, more UAVs participate in the training, providing sufficient
training samples. Therefore, when τmax further increases to 10
and 11, the improvement becomes comparatively small yet the
communication overhead greatly increases. Thus, to achieve
energy efficiency, the best trade-off point is indicated by the
labelled point when τmax = 9.

V. CONCLUSION

The existing literature on FL asynchronous model updates
relies on aggregating the delayed model updates with sophis-
ticated weighting schemes, which could potentially introduce
staleness into the global model. In this work, we present a
new scheme for handling the such problem in FL. We propose
to transmit the intermediate model updates, proactively during
local training, and opportunistically depending on the condition
of the wireless channel. Simulation results demonstrate the
superiority of the proactive transmission, presented in this
paper, over the weighted asynchronous aggregation. With just
one round of extra transmission, the test accuracy significantly
improves by 13.47%, 3.48%, compared with the naive FL and
the weighted asynchronous aggregation respectively. Moreover,
our proposal obtains a much faster and smoother convergence
performance. The advantages of the proposed transmission
scheme are more evident in FL applications with longer local
training, i.e., large local epochs, since the benefits of inter-
mediate model update can be more significant. An additional
observation is that aggregating with intermediate model updates
may be advantageous in the non-i.i.d. context since it penalises
the local model from overfitting the biased local dataset.
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