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Abstract—Federated Learning (FL) is a privacy-preserving
distributed learning paradigm designed to build a highly accurate
global model. In Mobile Edge IoT (MEIoT), the training and
communication processes can significantly deplete the limited bat-
tery resources of devices. Existing research primarily focuses on
reducing overall energy consumption, but this may inadvertently
create energy consumption imbalances, leading to the premature
dropout of energy-sensitive devices.To address these challenges,
we propose BEFL, a joint optimization framework aimed at
balancing three objectives: enhancing global model accuracy,
minimizing total energy consumption, and reducing energy us-
age disparities among devices. First, taking into account the
communication constraints of MEIoT and the heterogeneity of
devices, we employed the Sequential Least Squares Programming
(SLSQP) algorithm for the rational allocation of communication
resources. Based on this, we introduce a heuristic client selection
algorithm that combines cluster partitioning with utility-driven
approaches to alleviate both the total energy consumption of
all devices and the discrepancies in energy usage.Furthermore,
we utilize the proposed heuristic client selection algorithm as
a template for offline imitation learning during pre-training,
while adopting a ranking-based reinforcement learning approach
online to further boost training efficiency. Our experiments
reveal that BEFL improves global model accuracy by 1.6%,
reduces energy consumption variance by 72.7%, and lowers total
energy consumption by 28.2% compared to existing methods. The
relevant code can be found at https://github.com/juzehao/BEFL.

I. INTRODUCTION

Federated Learning (FL) is a distributed and iterative ma-
chine learning approach that builds a global model while
preserving user privacy by not requiring access to raw data
[2], [3]. However, deploying FL in Mobile Edge IoT (MEIoT)
environments introduces significant energy consumption chal-
lenges. Many IoT devices are battery-powered [4], which
restricts their energy capacity. Consequently, energy optimiza-
tion in FL has become a focal point for researchers.

For example, Kang et al. [6] proposed the ”Neurosurgeon”
scheduler, which offloads parts of deep neural network (DNN)
computations from mobile devices to data centers, reducing
both latency and energy consumption in industrial IoT net-
works. Zhang et al. [7] applied techniques like filter pruning
and multitask learning to compress DNN models, lowering
energy usage. However, these approaches often fail to consider
the device heterogeneity present in MEIoT environments,
which significantly affects energy consumption optimization.

In FL, leveraging heterogeneous devices is essential to
improve data diversity and model accuracy. This heterogeneity
leads to varying energy and time demands for tasks like model

Fig. 1: The two issues in energy consumption optimization for FL: 1)
The impact of device heterogeneity on energy consumption ensitivity.
2) The imbalance in energy consumption among devices.

training and data communication. Ignoring these differences
can result in excessive reliance on energy-hungry devices,
increasing overall energy consumption and causing workload
imbalances. To mitigate these issues, Cui et al. [9] designed
a scheduling strategy that uses frequency control techniques
to reduce energy costs while maintaining model accuracy and
performance across heterogeneous devices. Moreover, Tian et
al. [17] introduced FedRank, a novel client selection approach
using a ranking-based mechanism trained with imitation learn-
ing and reinforcement learning (RL) which optimizes the se-
lection process by considering data and system heterogeneity.

Although these works primarily address the issue of height-
ened overall energy consumption due to device heterogeneity,
they fall short in tackling energy imbalance and the differing
energy sensitivities among devices. This oversight may result
in excessive energy use for certain devices or their premature
withdrawal, ultimately hindering the progress of FL.

In light of this, we present the following contributions:
• To address client energy consumption imbalance and

excessive use of energy-sensitive devices in the MEIoT
environment, we recommend leveraging relative energy
consumption and incorporating energy balance into the
system’s optimization objectives.

• Given device heterogeneity and communication resource
constraints, we apply the SLSQP algorithm for resource
allocation and introduce a heuristic client selection algo-
rithm combining clustering and utility-driven methods to
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enhance federated learning efficiency and reduce energy
imbalance.

• For optimal client selection during model training, we
employ the BEFL framework, which uses offline heuristic
learning and online RL. Experiments show that BEFL
synchronizes model performance, total client energy con-
sumption, and energy variance in dynamic training.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM
FORMULATION

A. System Model

We consider a MEIoT scenario with an edge server and
multiple client devices. In each FL round, the server sends
the global model to selected clients ϕh = {θ1, . . . , θn}. Each
client θi ∈ ϕh trains the model on its local dataset, incurring
energy Etrain

i and latency τ traini . After training, the client
uploads the model parameters, resulting in additional energy
Etrans

i and latency τ transi .
1) Local training model: The training time for device θi

is defined as τ traini = IiCi|Di|
fi

corei, where Ci, Ii, |Di|,
fi, and corei represent CPU cycles per sample, local itera-
tions, number of training samples, CPU frequency, and cores,
respectively. The training energy consumption is given by
Etrain

i = κIiCi|Di|f2
i corei with κ being the capacitance

coefficient of the device.
2) Local communication model: The communication

method using Orthogonal Frequency Division Multiple Ac-
cess (OFDMA), the communication rate for device is θi is
rtransi = βiB log2

(
1 +

g2
iPi

N0

)
, where βi is the resource

allocation ratio, B is bandwidth, gi is channel gain, Pi is com-
munication power, and N0 is noise power spectral density. The
communication energy consumption is Etrans

i = Pi
G

rtrans
i

=

Pi
G

βiB log2

(
1+

g2
i
Pi

N0

) .

3) Relative energy consumption model: Total energy con-
sumption includes both training and communication. We de-
fine relative energy consumption as Er

i =
Etrain

i +Etrans
i

Etotal
i δ

,
where Etotal

i is the device’s battery capacity and δ is the sen-
sitivity coefficient.The energy consumption mentioned in this
article specifically refers to the relative energy consumption
under this formula.

B. Problem Definition

We address a problem within a MEIoT environment
comprising an edge server and a set of client devices
Φ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θn}. The energy consumption of each client
during FL training is represented by Ξ = {E1, E2, . . . , En},
across a total of H training rounds. The set of devices
selected in the h-th round is denoted as ϕh. Our objectives
are to minimize the variance in energy consumption among
clients, reduce the overall energy usage, and maximize the
global model’s accuracy.

Objective: min{Var(Ξ),maxθi∈Φ Ei,
∑H

h=1 Eϕh
, L(wg, Dall)}.

Constraints:

Eϕh
≥

∑
θi∈ϕh

(Etrain
i + Etrans

i ), (1)

Tϕh
≥ max

θi∈ϕh

(τ traini + τ transi ), (2)∑
θi∈ϕh

βi ≤ 1, (3)

βi ∈ [0, 1], θi ∈ ϕh, (4)
H∑

h=1

Tϕh
≤ Tlimit. (5)

These constraints ensure adequate energy allocation for train-
ing, adherence to synchronization limitations, and proper
distribution of total resources within predefined limits. Due
to the complexity of the issue, we will investigate heuristic
scheduling methods to manage the NP-hard characteristics of
the problem.

III. FRAMEWORK DESIGN

In this section, we present the framework’s design, including
the communication resource allocation strategy, the heuristic
method based on offline imitation learning, and definitions
related to online RL.

A. Allocate Limited Communication Resources Using the
SLSQP Algorithm

In MEIoT environments, communication resources are of-
ten limited. To optimize resource allocation, we employ the
SLSQP algorithm [15], which minimizes communication en-
ergy consumption across selected devices during each round
of federated learning.

Objective min
∑

θi∈ϕh

Pi
G

βiB log2

(
1+

g2
i
Pi

N0

)
.

Constraints
∑

θi∈ϕh
βi = 1. Here, ϕh denotes the set of

selected clients in the hth round, while βi represents the
communication resources allocated to client θi ∈ ϕh during
that round.

B. Design of a Heuristic Energy-Balancing Client Selection
Algorithm

Based on the local communication energy consumption
model, devices with higher ideal energy consumption (As-
suming all communication resources are obtained, βi = 1)
see a faster energy increase as allocated resource blocks
decrease, compared to those with lower consumption. To
mitigate this, we divide devices into two clusters: high and
low ideal energy consumption. Resources are then reallo-
cated, shifting some from low to high consumption clusters,
effectively reducing total energy use and variance. To avoid
over-reliance on specific devices, we introduce an efficiency
function:F (φi, E

trans
i , Etrain

i ) = αφi 1
Etrans

i +Etrain
i

. Here,
α < 1 is the efficiency factor, and φi denotes the selection
times of device θi during the federated learning process.



Fig. 2: BEFL framework overview: 1. The server retrieves hardware information from devices. 2. It simulates energy consumption and latency using energy
consumption model. 3. Client selection is facilitated by a heuristic algorithm. 4. Generated state-action pairs are sent to the RL network for pre-training.
5-11. During online training, the RL agent gathers state information, selects clients, conducts local training, aggregates parameters, and updates both main
and target networks. After R rounds, the target network is updated with main network parameters based on Q values and rewards.

Clients will be selected based on a function. Clients selected
too frequently will see a significant reduction in their objec-
tive function value, thus lowering their probability of being
selected again.

C. Online RL Combined with Offline Imitation Learning.

Compared to traditional heuristic algorithms, RL algorithms
are more likely to approach the optimal solution for the
problem. Therefore, we adopted a framework where online
RL is employed, while offline imitation learning is conducted
based on the proposed heuristic algorithm.To apply RL, it must
be transformed into a Markov Decision Process (MDP) by
defining state space, action space, and reward function. State:
The state St at timestamp t includes:

• sTi = (T t,train
i , T t,trans

i ): latency of device θi, comprising
training latency T train

i and communication latency T trans
i .

• sEi = (Et,train
i , Et,trans

i , Et,total
i ): energy consumption, in-

cluding computational Etrain
i , communication Etrans

i , and
The total consumption from FL’s start to now. Etotal

i ,
reflecting device heterogeneity.

• sDi = (Lt
i, D

t
i): data heterogeneity, where Lt

i is training
loss and Dt

i is data size.

In the offline phase or for devices that have not participated
in training, we assess the status of the devices by using an en-
ergy consumption model to predict their energy consumption
and latency. For active devices, we use the information from
the previous round.

Actions: The action set At is an N -dimensional binary
vector indicating whether device θi participates in training
(At

i = 1) or not (At
i = 0).

Rewards: We define three rewards—Racc (test accuracy),
RT (processing latency), RE (total energy consumption), and
RVarE (variance of energy consumption)—to balance multiple
objectives during training rounds t:

[Rt = ∆Racc
t ·

(
T
Tt

)1(T<Tt)α

·
(

E
Et

)1(E<Et)β

·
(

V
Vt

)1(V <Vt)γ

]

here, T,E, V denote penalty thresholds. If the current round’s
delay Tt, energy Et, or variance Vt are below these thresh-
olds, penalties are not applied. Parameters α, β, γ represent

the system’s tolerance towards delay, energy, and balance,
respectively.

To prevent large updates from deviating the model from op-
timal solutions, we implement two networks: a main network
to predict device selections and a target network to stabilize
updates:L = ωst,a,r,st+1

[rt + γ
∑

i Q
θ′

i (st+1
i , a) − Qθ

i (s
t
i, a)].

after (R)rounds, the target network updates its parameters
from the main network. Once the main network infers all
devices, it calculates the reward and transitions to the next
state.

IV. EVALUATION
In this section, we compare the performance differences

between BEFL and the following algorithms on the CIFAR10
and MNIST datasets.

Random Selection: (1) FedAvg [2]: Basic FL framework
without changes. (2) FedProx [21]: Adjusts local iterations
based on training loss for stability. Heuristic-based Selection:
(3) AFL [22]: Selects devices based on model and client data.
Learning-based Selection: (4) Favor [24]: Uses accuracy
to guide local weight selection. (5) FlashRL [25]: Utilizes
Double Deep Q-Learning (DDQL) to manage system and
static heterogeneity in FL.

Device Type Processor Clock Speed (GHz) Cores Price Range (USD)

Smartphone MediaTek Dimensity 9200 1.8-3.05 8 3000-5000
Qualcomm Snapdragon 8 Gen 1 1.8-3.0 8

Laptop
Intel Core i5-1240P 1.2-4.4 12 8000-24000
AMD Ryzen 7 5800U 1.9-4.4 8
Intel Core i7-12700H 1.7-4.7 14

Wearable Qualcomm Snapdragon 820A 1.6-2.15 6 100-500
MediaTek MT2601 0-1.2 2

Tablet Apple A15 Bionic 0-3.23 6 4000-8000
Qualcomm Snapdragon 7c 0-2.5 8

TABLE I: Comparison of Processors in Different Devices

A. Experimental Setup

1) Data partitioning method and client model: For client-
side training, we employ the Simple-CNN model based on the



TABLE II: The metrics for each client selection algorithm are based on 100 training rounds. The round metric shows the rounds to
reach target accuracy (IID: 99%, Non-IID: 90%), and variance measures variation in client energy consumption. BEFL∗ uses a heuristic
algorithm with cluster partitioning and utility-driven methods, excluding RL.

Setting Algorithm CIFAR10 MNIST
Acc (%) ↑ Energy ↓ Variance ↓ Latency(s) ↓ round ↓ Energy ↓ Variance ↓ Latency(s) ↓

IID Fedavg 51.33 100% 100% 2619 67 100% 100% 2771
FedProx 51.69 102.4% 112.7% 2557 56 99.1% 75.6% 2751

AFL 51.68 93.7% 75.7% 2358 76 81.8% 49.8% 2604
FAVOR 51.85 85.5% 92.4% 2308 57 93.4% 64.2% 2814

FLASHRL 52.05 95.1% 95.3% 2120 54 88.1% 61.3% 2838
BEFL∗ 52.23 78.5% 31.5% 2393 54 82.4% 34.8% 2746

BEFL 52.46 76.84% 27.3% 2482 51 79.8% 24.6% 2647
Non-IID Fedavg 41.84 100% 100% 3150 54 100% 100% 2830

FedProx 42.38 84.0% 80.6% 3165 48 123.2% 108.3% 2935
AFL 41.86 71.8% 69.3% 3360 63 89.4% 72.8% 2717

FAVOR 41.25 93.3% 78.5% 2976 52 88.3% 64.2% 2932
FLASHRL 42.54 81.1% 54.1% 3146 49 95.4% 73.4% 2682
BEFL∗ 42.68 73.9% 31.4% 2393 51 82.4% 37.2% 2783

BEFL 43.44 71.8% 31.1% 3108 46 75.2% 30.4% 2767

CIFAR-10 and MNIST dataset.In an Independent and Identi-
cally Distributed (IID) setting, we ensure an even distribution
of data samples for each label across clients [16]. Conversely,
in a Non-IID setting, we allocate varying quantities of label
data to different clients using a Dirichlet distribution with a
concentration parameter of 0.5.

2) Heterogeneous hardware settings: We established a het-
erogeneous FL environment with 100 virtual clients across
five mobile device types in MEIoT scenarios (Table I).The
real-time CPU frequency is modeled as a normal distribution
within its variation range to simulate diverse workloads.The
energy sensitivity coefficient δ follows a normal distribution
within the interval [0, 1],system’s total bandwidth is 10 MHz.

B. Result analysis

(a) Fedavg (b) FlashRl

(c) AFL (d) BEFL

Fig. 3: The relative energy consumption distribution among clients after
training for 100 rounds in the Non-IID setting of the CIFAR-10 dataset.

1) Overall result: Tables II demonstrate that the BEFL
algorithm significantly improves accuracy and balances client
energy consumption without extending training time. This is

due to: 1) The optimization objective of the proposed heuristic
algorithm is similar to that of RL, thus serving as a warm-
up effect in offline imitation learning. 2) penalties for energy
consumption during online RL that maintain model accuracy
while reducing energy imbalance.

2) Energy consumption balance performance: Figure 3
illustrates relative energy consumption among clients after 100
rounds of FL training with various algorithms. The BEFL al-
gorithm, leveraging a pre-trained RL model, optimizes energy
use and balances consumption across clients. Compared to
FedAvg, FlashRL, and AFL, BEFL reduces peak client energy
consumption from 0.183 KJ/mAh, 0.112 KJ/mAh, and 0.068
KJ/mAh to 0.053 KJ/mAh, achieving reductions of 72.1%,
54.5%, and 22.1%, respectively, thereby mitigating excessive
load on individual clients.

C. Ablation Study

Fig. 4: The variation of loss values for various algorithms under the Non-
IID setting of CIFAR10

To demonstrate the role of the proposed heuristic algorithm
in the warm-up phase of imitative learning, we compare
three algorithms: RL, the RL algorithm without pre-training;
AFL+RL, the RL algorithm pre-trained using AFL; and
BEFL, the RL algorithm pre-trained with the proposed heuris-
tic algorithm. As shown in Figure 4, the BEFL demonstrates
superior performance and easier convergence in the early
stages, likely due to the optimization objective of the pro-
posed heuristic algorithm sharing similarities with the reward
function of the RL process.



V. CONCLUSION
We present BEFL, a novel joint optimization framework

that effectively addresses the energy consumption challenges
in Federated Learning for Mobile Edge IoT. By balancing
global model accuracy, total energy consumption, and energy
disparities among devices, our approach enhances performance
significantly—achieving a 1.6% increase in accuracy, a 72.7%
reduction in energy disparity, and a 28.2% decrease in overall
energy consumption. These results demonstrate BEFL’s poten-
tial to improve sustainability in energy-sensitive environments
while maintaining model performance.
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