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Disaggregation from Unbalanced Low-Resolution
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Abstract—The importance of Non-Intrusive Load Monitoring
(NILM) has been increasingly recognized, given that NILM can
enhance energy awareness and provide valuable insights for en-
ergy program design. Many existing NILM methods often rely on
specialized devices to retrieve high-sampling complex signal data
and focus on the high consumption appliances, hindering their
applicability in real-world applications, especially when smart
meters only provide low-resolution active power readings for
households. In this paper, we propose a new approach using easily
accessible weather data to achieve load disaggregation for a total
of 12 appliances, encompassing both high and low consumption,
in scenarios with very low sampling rates (hourly). Moreover,
We develop a federated learning (FL) model that builds upon a
sequence-to-sequence model to fulfil load disaggregation without
data sharing. Our experiments demonstrate that the FL frame-
work - L2GD can effectively handle statistical heterogeneity and
avoid overfitting problems. By incorporating weather data, our
approach significantly improves the performance of NILM.

Index Terms—Non-Intrusive Load Monitoring (NILM), load
disaggregation, sequence-to-sequence, federated learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

RECENT years have seen a rise in the adoption of
smart meters in households globally, primarily driven

by energy-saving targets. These devices have the potential to
increase energy awareness, thereby reducing power use [1].
However, most smart meters only record the total household
consumption, making it necessary to disaggregate energy con-
sumption into appliance levels. The non-intrusive load monitor
(NILM) method proposed by Hart [2] offers a cost-effective
and convenient way to disaggregate total energy consumption
into individual appliance consumption, thereby improving en-
ergy awareness and efficiency. The development of accurate
NILM methods holds theoretical and practical significance
for energy consumers, utilities, and policymakers. Apart from
identifying inefficient appliances, a detailed breakdown of
electrical consumption at the appliance level would allow
residences to replace energy-inefficient appliances with more
efficient ones, resulting in significant energy savings.

NILM initially aims to leverage signal characteristics, such
as harmonics, current, and voltage, to identify appliances’ sta-
tus and disaggregate total energy consumption into individual
appliances’ levels. In the studies of the last two decades, event-
based methods NILM approaches are widely used, such as [3],
[4], [5], [6]. This approach often requires dedicated devices
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with a high sampling rate (typically <1 second) to detect
distinctive features or changes in the electrical signal that
indicate the activation or deactivation of specific appliances.
These events could be transient changes, patterns, or signatures
in the power signal that are characteristic of certain appliances.
In other studies, some deep learning methods have been
utilized to identify the switch events in the high sampling
scenerios. Such as convolutional neural network (CNN)-based
methods[7], [8], [9], [10] and denoising autoencoder (DAE)
[11], [10]. Different from the event-based methods that iden-
tify the events through manually selected thresholds or rules,
these methods enable the extraction of relevant features related
to event switch changing from complex, high-sampling data
by adjusting parameters through training.

Real-world scenarios, however, pose challenges as smart
meters in general households are unable to capture complex
signals, such as harmonics, transients, or current-voltage sig-
nals, but only active power readings. Furthermore, residential
smart meters were originally installed to record household
electricity consumption for billing purposes. Thus, the sam-
pling rate of smart meters is typically rated from 15 minutes
to 1 hour. According to [12] and [13], considering the lim-
itation of the sampling rate of household electricity meters,
event-based methods require a high sampling rate for event
switching detection are not appropriate. The main obstacle
lies in detecting low-energy-consuming devices because their
changes in active power are not significant compared to
high-power appliances. The data from household electricity
meters, being averages of loads over 15-minute to 1-hour time
intervals, exhibit more pronounced changes in the load of
high-consumption appliances, while the load changes of low-
consumption appliances are smoothed out due to averaging,
making challenges to detect their switching events. For the
CNN and DAE methods, compared to dedicated devices,
household electricity meters have lower sampling frequencies
and therefore collect less data. This increases the training
difficulty for methods like CNN and DAE, which require
large amounts of data. Additionally, because these methods
lack temporal dependency and treat each time step equally,
they face similar challenges to event-based methods in detect-
ing low-energy-consuming appliances in the averaged meter
records. Some other works [14], [12] are only focused on
the high-consuming appliances, such as water heaters and
air conditions ignoring the low energy-consuming devices.
However, in the context of real load disaggregation tasks, the
consumption of low-power appliances is equally crucial. This
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is because the usage patterns of these appliances are often
associated with the residents’ electricity habits.

Considering the limitations of sampling rate in household
electric meters, some studies suggest that the accuracy of
NILM algorithms can be improved by enhancing the diversity
of data or augmenting data from household electricity meters.
In the work [15], [16], the data argument method was utilized
to generate high sampling rate data from low rate samples by
using step-wise interpolation. Generating the high sampling
rate data, the methods used in the high sampling data can
be adopted. However, interpolation typically fills in missing
data points based solely on the observed values before and
after the gap, without considering the broader context of the
data and may lead to a loss of information and potentially
distort the original energy consumption pattern. Different from
the data argument, some studies have explored the use of
weather information to better understand energy consump-
tion behaviours. In [17], [18], both methods analyzed hourly
energy readings collected from households to gain insights
into energy consumption patterns and disaggregate them into
specific end-uses. In the work of [19], they introduced a multi-
objective genetic algorithm alongside pre-learned deductions
about household appliances. These deductions are based on
previous observations of both active and reactive energy usage,
weather conditions, and details regarding appliance ownership.
Compared with the complex signals, the weather data is readily
accessible and has been validated in previous works as a useful
feature.

Another challenge is caused by data privacy, due to the
potential risk of data leakage. Users’ electricity usage patterns
and personal information can be inferred if their meter data are
leaked. Therefore, under strict data protection regulations, the
accessibility of meter data faces challenges, thereby increasing
the difficulty of model training. Limited data also raises the
risk of overfitting during model training. To ensure reliability
in training models while also fulfilling privacy concerns, the
Federated learning (FL) framework has been leveraged in the
NILM tasks. In the work of [20], [21], FedAvg has been
used to enable the training of the model without data sharing.
However, FedAvg will encounter the issue of slow convergence
when data is heterogeneous between clients. In real-world sce-
narios, the diverse usage habits of residents regarding electrical
appliances, along with variations in weather conditions, pose
challenges in dealing with data heterogeneous. To mitigate
the influence of data heterogeneous, FedProx [22] is generally
used in the data heterogeneous scenarios. In the NILM tasks,
however, both the FedAvg and FedProx require a significant
amount of communication between the server and clients,
which poses a significant challenge in terms of communication
and computational overhead for NILM devices. Considering
the limitations in computational efficiency and computational
costs of NILM devices, additional methods are needed to strike
a trade-off between communication frequency and model
accuracy.

Inspired by the approaches listed above, to tackle the
challenges that are caused by the limited sampling rate of
smart meters and data privacy, this paper proposes a sequence-
to-sequence (seq2seq) federated learning model that utilizes an

encoder to extract global information from input weather and
smart meter load data, providing it as prior input to the decoder
that performs hourly load disaggregation without data sharing.
Specifically, we propose a new sequence-to-sequence model
that takes in 24-hour temperature and humidity information
in addition to total energy consumption to disaggregate the
energy usage of 12 appliances. To ensure no data sharing
during the training and avoid model overfitting in the lim-
ited data, we implement the model on federated learning
frameworks.Furthermore, in order to mitigate communication
overhead during Federated Learning (FL) training and address
the challenge of heterogeneous data, we deploy the L2GD
federated learning framework in Non-Intrusive Load Moni-
toring (NILM) tasks. The contributions of this paper can be
summarized as follows.

• We have proposed a Seq2Seq-based method that utilizes
time-series data of total load and weather to disaggregate
the total load into 12 appliances with varying power con-
sumption, including low-power devices. Simultaneously,
considering in the real scenarios that residential electric
usage patterns are likely influenced by the season vari-
ations, we sample the data in two strategies to simulate
the real scenarios and evaluate the proposed model within
three federated learning frameworks.

• Considering the difficulty in identifying the low-power
appliances in hourly scenarios from total load data, we
incorporate temporal weather data intending to identify
the load of low-power appliances from the total load by
leveraging weather-related information. Moreover, unlike
previous approaches, we propose a seq2seq model. The
encoder captures global information from the entire time
series instead of focusing solely on load changes in
specific time slots. This global information is then passed
to the decoder as prior knowledge. The decoder integrates
both global and individual time step information, enabling
the disaggregation of different power appliances in hourly
scenarios.

• Considering the diverse data distribution among house-
holds in real-world scenarios and the significant commu-
nication overhead associated with federated learning, we
have introduced the L2GD framework for the first time in
the NILM domain. This framework aims to reduce com-
munication costs while mitigating the negative impact
of data heterogeneity on training. Experimental results
indicate that, in both data homogenous and heterogenous
scenarios, L2GD achieves comparable performance with
approximately half the communication rounds compared
to FedAvg and FedProx. Furthermore, in situations with
an equal number of communication rounds and under
data heterogenous conditions, it demonstrates superior
effectiveness.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we will review the related works that use
time series deep-learning techniques in the NILM tasks and
federated learning frameworks in privacy concern scenarios.

In deep learning methods, the NILM tasks are usually
formulated as time series classification or regression problems.
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Thus recurrent neural network (RNN) based methods have
been widely used in recent years. Diego et al. [23] takes two
layers stacked LSTM to do the load disaggregation task, which
concatenates the hidden states from the last layer with input
data and feeds them into the dense layers. Another approach
can be found in [24], [25], the bidirectional LSTM (BiL-
STM) is taken to retrieve the hidden states from forward and
backward directions low-sampling sampling data. Although
the BiLSTM can handle long sequences and capture more
effective hidden states than stacked LSTM, there is useless
information contained in the input sequence. To better extract
features from input data, in the work of [11], the denoising
autoencoder (DAE) is taken to reconstruct the original data that
only retains the principle component in the input sequence.
Then, the reconstructed sequence is fed input to the LSTM. A
similar approach can be found in Kelly et al. works [10], which
add several 1D convolutional layers in the DAE and trained
by manually corrupting the signal before feeding it into the
input layer. According to the experience results, the addition
of a convolution layer can slightly increase the performance
against the work of [11]. In the work of [26], the researcher
substituted the LSTM as Nest LSTM (NLSTM). Different
from conventional LSTM, NLSTM contains an internal and
external unit, which collaborates to choose and retain the
most important long-term information based on the current
situation. It helps create a strong and selective memory of the
long-term characteristics of the target device. Although the
LSTM can store the context information of time-series data,
it has no ability to decide what parts of the input sequence
are most important for the output. To mitigate this problem,
the attention mechanism is implemented in [26], [27], [28],
[29] to evaluate the similarity between the hidden states of
different time steps. The CNN-based methods can be found
in [7], [8]. The main idea is to project the input sequence to
feature maps on a temporal scale. The CNN block is utilized
to integrate the more advanced features with the previously
calculated high-resolution features.

To achieve user privacy protection and computational ef-
ficiency, federated learning (FL) has been used in the field
of NILM in recent years. In the study conducted by Hudson
et al. [30], the FedAvg is implemented with the recurrent
neural network architecture, where smart houses participated
in the training process by utilizing their recorded meter data.
The model parameters learned through federated learning were
shared using the advanced metering infrastructure (AMI),
ensuring the privacy of the data. A similar approach can be
found in [31], the Seq2piont model is combined with the
FedAvg framework in the NILM task. However, although the
previous studies achieved good performance by utilizing the
FL, they have shortages to deal with the domain adaption
problem. To mitigate the domain adaption problem, Li et
al. [32] utilized transfer learning to incorporate FedAvg to
identify and learn individual equipment states retrieved from
different domains. Different from [32], the meta-learning is
leveraged in the work of [33], which trains the meta-model
on the FL framework and fine-tunes each client. In the work
of [34], the L2GD was proposed as to mixture of the global
and clients’ models. Different from the FedProx [22], L2GD

Fig. 1: Proposed Sequence to Sequence model.

can not only trade-off between the global and client model
but also can utilize hyperparameters to adjust communication
rounds, which can effectively reduce communication costs.

III. METHODOLOGY

Household electricity meters have the characteristic of low
sampling frequency, causing difficulties in extracting patterns
of low-power appliances’ usage. In this regard, we propose a
sequence-to-sequence model that utilizes LSTM with memory
and forgetting capabilities to capture contextual information.
We incorporate time-series weather data as additional fea-
tures and leverage the potential relationship between weather
changes and appliance usage to simultaneously disaggregate
the loads of 12 appliances, including both high and low
power, in hourly scenarios. To ensure privacy protection,
we integrate the sequence-to-sequence model into the L2GD
framework, ensuring that only model parameters are shared
during training while users’ private data remain secure. The
overview framework is illustrated in Fig.3. Subsequently, we
will discuss the sequence-to-sequence model and federated
learning framework in the following sections.

A. Sequence-to-Sequence Model

The Sequence-to-Sequence model is composed of three
components, including an encoder, decoder, and attention part.
Fig. 1 shows the detail regarding the model structure. The
encoder is composed of stacked bidirectional LSTM, which
is responsible for encoding the input data and outputting the
last time steps’ hidden states Hlte, cell states Clte and final
layers hidden states Hfle. The input data, including total
consumption and historical weather information, is fed into
the encoder part first.

Hfle, Hlte, Clte = Encoder(X)

X = Concatenate[weather;total load]
(1)

Due to gating mechanisms in LSTM, the Hlte and Clte can
store the contextual information regarding the whole times-
series load and weather-changing and Hfle stores the hidden
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states of each time step. In the decoder part, we use the
same structure as the encoder but initial the decoder hidden
states and cell states by using the last time step hidden
Hlte and cell states Clte from the encoder, which stores the
contextual information of whole time-series information. Then,
the decoder takes the same input data for decoding and outputs
the decoded final layers’ hidden states Hfld. Using the hidden
states from the last time step of the encoder to initialize the
decoder allows the decoder to be more sensitive to changes in
the input load at each time step while having knowledge of
the global contextual information.

Hfld = Decoder(X, Hlte, Clt) (2)

By initializing the decoder with the last time step hidden
Hlte and cell states Clte from the encoder, the decoder updated
details in the time step t0 should be:

i0 = σ(Wiix0 + bii +WhiHlte + bhi)

f0 = σ(Wifx0 + bif +WhfHlte + bhf )

g0 = tanh(Wigx0 + big +WhgHlte + bhg)

o0 = σ(Wiox0 + bio +WhoHlte + bho)

c0 = f0 ⊙ Clte + i0 ⊙ g0

h0 = o0 ⊙ tanh(c0)

(3)

According to Equation 3, with each time step update, the
Hlte and Clte, which contain global information used to
initialize the decoder, will gradually be forgotten. To partially
retain the global information retrieved by the encoder, the
attention unit is implemented before the dense layer. The
structure of the attention unit is shown in Fig 2.

Attentions score

Sparsemax

Attentions weights

Hadamard product

Context vector||

Concatenate

Encoded hidden states from
weather and meter data Decoded hidden states  

Fig. 2: Attention units implemented in Sequence-to-Sequence
model.

We gain insight from the work of [35] to implement
the attention on the output from the encoder and decoder.
Denoting h̄s and ht as the encoder final layer’s hidden states
and the decoder final layer’s hidden state. All these hidden
state outputs contain processed time-series information of the
model inputs. The attention unit first evaluates the similarity of
hidden states from different time steps using the dot product.

score(ht, h̄s) = h⊤
t h̄s, (4)

Then the attention unit normalizes the score using the normal-
ization function. In the common attention model, the Softmax
is used as the normalization function to normalize the attention
score between 0 to 1. However, in our task, we want to use
attention to calculate the similarity between different time
steps of the encoder and decoder. The hidden states at a certain
time step t contain information from previous all-time steps.
Using Softmax in this task would make the weights assigned
to each time step become more evenly distributed. Thus we
take the Sparsemax function [36] to obtain the attention weight
αts according Sparsemax(score(ht, h̄s)), which is used to
generate the context vector ct in Eq. (6).

Sparsemax(z)i = max(0, zi − τ(z)),

τ(z) =
1

k

(
n∑

i=1

zi − 1

)
(5)

where i = 1, 2, . . . , n, and k is the number of non-zero
elements in sparsemax(z).

After getting the attention weights, the Hadamard product
is used to weight the hidden states from the encoder and
the output of the attention unit at, called attention vector, is
obtained in Eq. (7):

ct =
∑
s

αtsh̄s, (6)

at = [ct;ht], (7)

where [ct;ht] concatenate ct and ht into one matrix.
The concatenate vectors will be fed into several dense layers

to output the disaggregated loads for each appliance.

B. Federated Learning

In our NILM task, one of the potential challenges is
the statistic heterogeneous problem, which arises due to the
diverse electricity usage patterns among different residences.
Various factors, such as residents’ working hours, socioeco-
nomic status, and household size, can affect appliance usage
distribution, resulting in a high variance of customized model
parameters and potential overfitting problems. To address this
problem, we use two federated learning frameworks (e.g.,
FedAvg and FedProx) in Algorithm 1 to assess how the statis-
tical heterogeneity impacts model performance and whether
the FedProx can effectively handle this challenge. Another
challenge is caused by the communication costs, especially
for the heterogeneous scenarios. According to the [22], the
data heterogeneous has an influence on the model convergence.
The more significant the difference in data distribution among
clients, the more communication requests each client needs
to make to the server. In our works, we combine L2GD
[34] with our proposed Seq2Seq model Algorithm 2, which
allows a trade-off between the global model and the local
models, to reduce the computation complexity by adjusting the
aggregation frequencies. The L2GD framework can be found
in Fig.3. When initiating L2GD, the server sends the initial
model to each client. Simultaneously, with a probability p, it
generates ξ. If ξ is 0, each client trains a local model using
its private data. If ξ is 1, each client sends its local model to
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Fig. 3: The overview of L2GD framework.

the server. The server then computes the average model and
sends it back to the client. The client updates its model based
on the dissimilarity between the average model and the local
model, as well as the hyperparameter λ. When λ is equal to 0,
L2GD is equivalent to local update. As λ increases, the client
model gradually approaches the average model.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Data Description

In our work, we use the hourly data from the Pecan
Street Inc [37]. After preprocessing the data and removing
incomplete meter readings, we obtained a dataset comprising
hourly load data from 44 households over two years. To
retrieve the information regarding the weather, we also incor-
porate weather data, including the temperature and humidity
concatenated smart meters’ active power as the input data.
In order to investigate the impact of weather factors on the
performance of disaggregating different appliance loads, we
selected a total of 12 appliances, including the low-power
appliances. Some of them are intuitively affected by weather
(such as air conditioners, pool pumps, and furnaces) and others
are likely unrelated to weather (such as light plugs, living room
plugs, and bedroom plugs).

To investigate the different performance of three FL frame-
works in data heterogeneous and data homogeneous sce-
narios, We group the data into five clients and generate a
heterogeneous dataset and a homogeneous dataset. For the
homogeneous dataset, we implement random sampling without
putting back strategy. While for the heterogeneous dataset, we
manually select data in such a way that the 5th client includes
the majority of data when most appliances are turned off, while
other clients adopt random sampling methods. Each client only
contains one part of the full dataset and they are not allowed
to share their private data with other clients and servers during

Algorithm 1 FedAvg & FedProx FL frameworks for our
NILM task. (Note that µ

2 ∥w
Global − w∥2 is only used in

FedProx.)

Require: Number of household: K, number of communi-
cation rounds: T , number of epoch in each communication
rounds: E, learning rate: η, global model initial parameters:
wGlobal

0

Initial: wGlobal ← wGlobal
0

for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do
Server random selects a subset Sk of K household

clients(each clients is chosen with probability p)
Dispatch wGlobal to each client i ∈ Sk

for each client i ∈ Sk, client private data Di do
wi

t+1 ← LOCALUPDATE(wGlobal, Di)

Calculate data proportion: γi ← Di

D
end for
wGlobal ←

∑
Sk

γiwi
t+1

end for
Return wGlobal

function LOCALUPDATE(wGlobal, Di):
for epoch e in range(E) do

Loss = L(w;Di) + µ
2 ∥w

Global − w∥2

wi
t+1 ← wi

t − η∇Loss
end for
Return wi

t+1

end function

the training. Each client holds 20% of the full dataset and 70%,
30% of clients’ data is used for training and testing separately.
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Algorithm 2 L2GD for NILM tasks

Require: Number of household: K, number of communi-
cation rounds: T , number of epoch in each communication
rounds: E, learning rate: η, global model initial parame-
ters: wGlobal

0 , probability to perform aggregation step: p,
hyperparameter to trade off between local model and global
model: λ.
Initial: wGlobal ← wGlobal

0

Dispatch wGlobal to each client i ∈ Sk

for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 do
Generate ξ = 1 with a probability p
if ξ = 0 then

for each client i ∈ Sk, client private data Di do
wi

t+1 ← LOCALUPDATE(wi
t, D

i)
end for

else
w̄t ← 1

K

∑
Sk

wi
t

for each client i ∈ Sk do
wi

t+1 ← (1− ηλ
Kp )w

i
t +

ηλ
Kp w̄t

end for
end if

end for

function LOCALUPDATE(wi, Di)
for epoch e in range(E) do

Loss = L(wi;Di)
wi

t+1 = wi
t − η K

(1−p)∇Loss
end for
Return wi

t+1

end function

B. Model Configurations

In terms of the sequence-to-sequence model, we choose the
bidirectional stacked LSTM both in the encoder and decoder.
The layer number is set to five. The hidden units of the
encoder and decoder for each layer are set to 128. To do
the comparative study, we compare our proposed model with
other RNN-based models that are commonly used in the NILM
tasks, including the BiLSTM with attention and the Gated
Recurrent Unit with attention. The hyperparameters setting for
those RNN-based models are the same as the Sequence-to-
Sequence model. To inspect the influence of weather factors
on the model performance in our load disaggregation task, we
do a comparative study that adds weather factors and removes
weather factors during the training processing.

For the federated learning, we compare the FedAvg, Fed-
Prox and L2GD frameworks on our proposed Seq2Seq model
with the addition of the weather factor. According to [22],
FedProx has the ability to handle the problem caused by data
heterogeneity, but more communication roads are required to
meet the converge conditions. We compare those three FL
frameworks in the data heterogeneous and data homogeneous
scenarios according to performance and communication effi-
ciency. For the FedProx, we do several experiments to select
the hyperparameters µ and finally choose µ = 1e−4 as the
weight of the proximal term in FedProx. For the L2GD, we

set hyperparameters P = 0.33 and λ = 825 to perform more
local update steps and fewer aggregation steps.

C. Numerical Results and Discussion

In this section, We will compare the performance improve-
ment of weather features under center training conditions.
Additionally, we will compare the performance and commu-
nication efficiency of the L2GD framework under FL training
conditions with two other FL frameworks. Furthermore, we
will contrast the results of FL and center training to understand
the performance trade-offs of using FL training while ensuring
data non-sharing.

The comparison configuration are listed below:
• Performance of centralized-trained model (including BiL-

STM, GRU, and proposed Seq2Seq model) with and
without adding weather features,

• Performance and efficiency of Seq2Seq model adding
weather features trained in FedAvg, FedProx and L2GD
in the homogeneous dataset,

• Performance and efficiency of Seq2Seq model adding
weather features trained in FedAvg, FedProx and L2GD
in the heterogeneous dataset.

D. Performance Metrics

To evaluate the performance of load disaggregation results,
we introduce four metrics commonly used in the NILM task,
including

• Mean-Absolute Error (MAE),
• Root-Mean-Square Error (RMSE),
• Estimation Accuracy (Eacc) [38],
• Normalized Disaggregation Error (NDE) [39].

E. Comparison of Federated learning frameworks in homoge-
neous and heterogeneous datasets

In this section, we compare the performance and efficiency
of the FedAvg, FedProx, and L2GD frameworks in both
homogeneous and heterogeneous data scenarios, incorporating
weather features and utilizing Seq2Seq models. Table. I and
Table. II shows the results of five clients in the heteroge-
neous and homogeneous datasets respectively. To ensure that
the model receives sufficient training without overfitting, we
conducted experiments by setting up candidate communica-
tion rounds and identified the optimal communication rounds
(20 rounds). As shown in Table.II, under the conditions of
homogeneous data and 20 communication rounds, L2GD,
FedProx, and FedAvg exhibit very similar performance across
five clients, with Eacc achieving excellent results exceeding
90%. However, under the conditions of heterogeneous data,
as indicated in Table I, L2GD outperforms both FedAvg and
FedProx on all five clients. This improvement is particu-
larly evident in client 5, where we manually selected low-
power consumption data, making the model training more
challenging for this client. Significantly, at the same number
of communication rounds, L2GD, compared to FedAvg and
FedProx, achieves better results on client 5, which has hetero-
geneous data, without sacrificing the performance of clients
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TABLE I: Comparison between FL frameworks in the heterogeneous dataset (20 communication rounds)

Clients
Frameworks EACC RMSE MAE NDE

FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD
Client 1 0.9282 0.9309 0.9298 0.0921 0.0928 0.0906 0.0224 0.0216 0.0219 0.0265 0.027 0.0258
Client 2 0.8592 0.8602 0.8638 0.1133 0.1151 0.115 0.0215 0.0212 0.0207 0.0687 0.0711 0.0712
Client 3 0.9162 0.9167 0.9229 0.0968 0.0997 0.0869 0.0211 0.021 0.0194 0.0415 0.0441 0.0335
Client 4 0.8311 0.8299 0.8346 0.099 0.1049 0.1028 0.0229 0.0231 0.0224 0.0692 0.0778 0.0742
Client 5 0.7438 0.7443 0.7626 0.0249 0.0249 0.0226 0.0066 0.0065 0.0061 0.1136 0.1142 0.0935
Average 0.8557 0.8564 0.8627 0.0852 0.0875 0.0836 0.0189 0.0187 0.0181 0.0639 0.0668 0.0596

The best results for each clients with different metrics are shown in bold. The client 5 contains more data on appliance in off-state compared to other clients.

TABLE II: Comparison between FL frameworks in the homogeneous dataset (20 communication rounds)

Clients
Frameworks EACC RMSE MAE NDE

FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD
Client 1 0.8895 0.8912 0.8839 0.0718 0.0705 0.0763 0.0128 0.0125 0.0134 0.0475 0.0459 0.0537
Client 2 0.9363 0.9369 0.9332 0.0822 0.0821 0.0905 0.017 0.0168 0.0178 0.0249 0.025 0.0303
Client 3 0.9029 0.8992 0.8949 0.0655 0.0717 0.0716 0.0116 0.012 0.0125 0.0341 0.0412 0.0409
Client 4 0.9176 0.9188 0.9121 0.0813 0.0805 0.0873 0.014 0.0138 0.0149 0.038 0.0373 0.0439
Client 5 0.9202 0.9218 0.9188 0.0772 0.075 0.0775 0.0156 0.0153 0.0159 0.0322 0.0302 0.0322
Average 0.9133 0.9136 0.9086 0.0756 0.076 0.0806 0.0142 0.0141 0.0149 0.0353 0.0359 0.0402

with homogeneous data. (Eacc improves by 2.5% compared
to FedAvg and by 2.4% compared to FedProx. NDE decreases
by 21.5% compared to FedAvg and by 22.1% compared to
FedProx). Since L2GD does not pursue a uniform global
model but rather strikes a trade-off between the global model
and local models, it allows each client’s model to extract
features more suited to its data distribution while ensuring
a certain level of generalization. This, in turn, leads to better
results in heterogeneous scenarios.

To compare the communication efficiency of FedAvg, Fed-
Prox, and L2GD, in Table.IV and Table.III, we contrasted the
results of the three frameworks with only five communication
rounds on both homogeneous and heterogeneous datasets. It
is evident that even with only five communication rounds,
L2GD outperforms both FedAvg and FedProx, whether on
homogeneous or heterogeneous datasets. Most notably, in
the case of heterogeneous data, the performance of FedAvg
and FedProx on client 5 was significantly deducted, showing
underfitted results (Eacc decreases from 0.743 and 0.744 to
0.669 and 0.685, respectively). While L2GD also experiences
a decline in performance with reduced communication rounds,
the magnitude is smaller. In the case of homogeneous data,
when reducing communication rounds, FedAvg and FedProx
exhibit a noticeable drop in performance across all clients.
However, L2GD, with only five communication rounds, does
not show the underfitted issue observed in FedAvg and Fed-
Prox. Its performance with five communication rounds is very
close to that with twenty communication rounds.

Fig.4 shows the average training loss of three FL frame-
works as the number of communication rounds increased. The
solid line indicates the model trained on the homogeneous
dataset while the dash line indicates the model trained on
the heterogeneous dataset. When it comes to the FedAvg
and FedProx framework, it can be seen that the training
loss reduction rates of FedAvg and FedProx are very close.
After 5 communication rounds, the MAE of both frameworks
decreased from 0.05 to around 0.015, gradually converging
to 0.01 thereafter. In the heterogeneous scenario, due to the
inclusion of a proximal term as a penalty, FedProx exhibits

a slightly higher training loss compared to FedAvg. However,
with an increase in communication rounds, the losses of both
frameworks gradually converge to the same level. Additionally,
in heterogeneous scenarios, where clients overly fit specific
data, the training loss reduction is faster for both approaches
compared to the homogeneous scenario. For L2GD, we set the
aggregation probability P to 0.3. This implies that clients have
a higher probability of doing multiple local training iterations
before aggregation. As a result, in both heterogeneous and
homogeneous scenarios, L2GD requires fewer communication
rounds compared to FedAvg and FedProx, enabling faster
convergence.

Fig. 4: Average training loss with communication rounds
increasing.

Furthermore, in previous studies, FedProx was considered
to mitigate the problems caused by data heterogeneity com-
pared to FedAvg. However, in our task, when the number
of communication rounds is 20, there is not a significant
difference between FedProx and FedAvg on heterogeneous
datasets. However, with a reduced number of communication
rounds, FedProx shows a slight improvement over FedAvg
on heterogeneous datasets, approaching its performance on
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TABLE III: Comparison between FL frameworks in the heterogeneous dataset (5 communication rounds)

Clients
Frameworks EACC RMSE MAE NDE

FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD
Client 1 0.8949 0.894 0.9096 0.1161 0.1215 0.1123 0.0328 0.0331 0.0282 0.0421 0.0463 0.0393
Client 2 0.8052 0.8138 0.8335 0.1522 0.1487 0.1391 0.0296 0.0283 0.0253 0.1247 0.1192 0.1033
Client 3 0.8821 0.8788 0.9014 0.1198 0.1222 0.1083 0.0297 0.0305 0.0248 0.0635 0.0657 0.0519
Client 4 0.7894 0.8001 0.816 0.1208 0.1093 0.106 0.0286 0.0271 0.025 0.1027 0.0839 0.0789
Client 5 0.6698 0.6852 0.7201 0.0302 0.0277 0.0253 0.0084 0.008 0.0072 0.1683 0.1415 0.1176
Average 0.8083 0.8144 0.8361 0.1078 0.1059 0.0982 0.0258 0.0254 0.0221 0.1003 0.0913 0.0782

The best results for each clients with different metrics are shown in bold. The client 5 contains more data on appliance in off-state compared to other clients.

TABLE IV: Comparison between FL frameworks in homogeneous datase (5 communication rounds)

Clients
Frameworks EACC RMSE MAE NDE

FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD FedAvg FedProx L2GD
Client 1 0.8399 0.8449 0.8841 0.0878 0.0871 0.0732 0.0184 0.0179 0.0134 0.0715 0.0701 0.0497
Client 2 0.915 0.9173 0.9335 0.0942 0.096 0.0873 0.0226 0.0221 0.0177 0.033 0.0337 0.0283
Client 3 0.8562 0.8583 0.8943 0.0795 0.0819 0.0704 0.0171 0.0169 0.0126 0.05 0.0534 0.0394
Client 4 0.8862 0.8891 0.9099 0.0906 0.092 0.0857 0.0193 0.0188 0.0153 0.0476 0.0489 0.0422
Client 5 0.8918 0.8961 0.9168 0.0865 0.0857 0.0755 0.0212 0.0204 0.0163 0.0402 0.0393 0.0305
Average 0.8778 0.8812 0.9077 0.0877 0.0885 0.0784 0.0197 0.0192 0.0151 0.0485 0.0491 0.038

The best results for each clients with different metrics are shown in bold.

TABLE V: Disaggregation results of time-series models that with/without weather features

Appliances
Models BiLSTM with attention [40] GRU with attention[41] Seq2Seq (Proposed)

Without weather With weather Without weather With weather Without weather With weather
EACC NDE EACC NDE EACC NDE EACC NDE EACC NDE EACC NDE

Ac 0.9385 0.0317 0.9463 0.0255 0.9326 0.0355 0.9411 0.0266 0.9401 0.0322 0.9489 0.0246
Car 0.944 0.027 0.9486 0.0237 0.9384 0.0297 0.9429 0.0258 0.945 0.027 0.9522 0.0216

Furnace 0.8916 0.1398 0.9037 0.1054 0.8835 0.149 0.8986 0.1133 0.8945 0.1414 0.9106 0.1106
Refrigerator 0.8546 0.145 0.8645 0.1183 0.8488 0.1497 0.8626 0.1196 0.8578 0.1396 0.8737 0.1099
Poolpump 0.9148 0.0885 0.9273 0.0594 0.905 0.0947 0.918 0.0755 0.9098 0.0982 0.9309 0.0604
Bathroom 0.8466 0.1239 0.8775 0.0515 0.8426 0.1346 0.8514 0.1052 0.8376 0.1138 0.8654 0.1059
Kitchen 0.7877 0.1406 0.8144 0.0974 0.7879 0.1161 0.7966 0.1029 0.7879 0.1486 0.8311 0.0978

Livingroom 0.7221 0.4004 0.7451 0.328 0.7048 0.4241 0.732 0.3399 0.7269 0.3779 0.7626 0.3141
Bedroom 0.7249 0.3706 0.7494 0.3504 0.7091 0.416 0.7347 0.3155 0.7196 0.3603 0.7656 0.335
Garage 0.7196 0.3239 0.719 0.3168 0.7193 0.3245 0.7177 0.2958 0.7207 0.3369 0.7615 0.2871
Office 0.7747 0.2773 0.7955 0.2294 0.7568 0.3242 0.7719 0.2609 0.7709 0.2956 0.8011 0.2414

Lights plugs 0.7765 0.2595 0.7955 0.2138 0.766 0.2695 0.7873 0.2285 0.7868 0.2376 0.81 0.2038
Overall 0.9085 2.3282 0.9178 1.9197 0.9017 2.4676 0.9116 2.0095 0.91 2.309 0.9228 1.9122

The results with the gray backgrounds shows the model trained with weather data, while the white shows the results that without weather features.

homogeneous datasets. We speculate that in heterogeneous
scenarios, FedProx can mitigate the impact of heterogeneous
data on the convergence speed of the global model, thus
achieving better results with limited communication. As for
L2GD, since we can adjust the probability of local updates
and global aggregation through the hyperparameter P, L2GD
can efficiently meet the requirements of both heterogeneous
and homogeneous scenarios with limited communication re-
sources.

F. Effectiveness of Weather Feature to Time-Series Model

Tabel. V shows disaggregation results performed by three
time-series models. The results with the white backgrounds
shows the model trained without weather data, while the
gray shows the results that adding weather features. It can
be seen that whether the weather feature is included or not,
the Seq2Seq model outperforms both the BiLSTM with atten-
tion and GRU with attention models. However, without the
inclusion of the weather feature, although Seq2Seq is slightly
better than the other two models overall, the improvement is
not very pronounced for specific appliances. Upon adding the
weather feature, a significant enhancement in the performance
of all three time-series models can be observed. Because the
encoder extracts the global information regarding the total load

and weather, the Seq2Seq model shows a better performance in
low-consumption appliances, the improvement is most notable
after incorporating the weather feature.

Additionally, it’s interesting to note that in the results of
Seq2Seq, appliances more likely to be affected by weather,
such as Pool pumps, and Refrigerators, demonstrated improved
performance when weather features were incorporated, leading
to the reduction of the NDE (reducing 27% and 62% respec-
tively). Additionally, even appliances we initially considered
less influenced by weather, Living room plugs, Bathroom
plugs, and Kitchen plugs, showed significant performance
enhancements with the inclusion of weather features (the Eacc
improved 4.9%, 3.3%, 5.5% respectively). The performance
of Bathroom plugs and Kitchen plugs improved significantly,
possibly due to residents’ electricity usage habits being more
sensitive to weather conditions (e.g., increased usage of elec-
tric hairdryers during winter).

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we introduce a federated sequence-to-sequence
load disaggregation method by using the hourly sampled active
power data and easily accessible weather data to perform
load disaggregation tasks both for low-consumption and high-
consumption appliances. Additionally, We have, for the first
time in the NILM domain, deployed the L2GD framework in
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conjunction with our proposed Seq2Seq model. This imple-
mentation achieves efficient communication for load disaggre-
gation while preserving data privacy. The experimental results
indicate that L2GD not only enables efficient communication
but also outperforms FedAvg and FedProx, particularly in
NILM tasks‘ of heterogeneous scenarios.

In future work, we will focus on identifying other easily
accessible features, similar to weather data, to facilitate load
disaggregation tasks in scenarios with very low sampling rates.
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