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Abstract

Federated Learning (FL) has emerged as a powerful paradigm for decen-
tralized machine learning, enabling collaborative model training across di-
verse clients without sharing raw data. However, traditional FL approaches
often face limitations in scalability and efficiency due to their reliance on syn-
chronous client updates, which can result in significant delays and increased
communication overhead, particularly in heterogeneous and dynamic envi-
ronments. To address these challenges in this paper, we propose an Asyn-
chronous Federated Learning (AFL) algorithm, which allows clients to update
the global model independently and asynchronously.

Our key contributions include a comprehensive convergence analysis of
AFL in the presence of client delays and model staleness. By leveraging mar-
tingale difference sequence theory and variance bounds, we ensure robust
convergence despite asynchronous updates. Assuming p-strongly convex lo-
cal objective functions, we establish bounds on gradient variance under ran-
dom client sampling and derive a recursion formula quantifying the impact
of client delays on convergence. Furthermore, we demonstrate the practical
applicability of AFL by training a decentralized Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM)-based deep learning model on the CMIP6 climate dataset, effec-
tively handling non-IID and geographically distributed data.
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The proposed AFL algorithm addresses key limitations of traditional FL meth-

ods, such as inefficiency due to global synchronization and susceptibility to
client drift. It enhances scalability, robustness, and efficiency in real-world
settings with heterogeneous client populations and dynamic network condi-
tions. Our results underscore the potential of AFL to drive advancements in
distributed learning systems, particularly for large-scale, privacy-preserving
applications in resource-constrained environments.
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1. Introduction

Federated Learning (FL) is a distributed machine learning approach that
enables multiple devices or nodes (often called “clients”) to collaboratively
train a shared model while keeping their data locally, without centralizing it
Liet al. [1]. In contrast to traditional machine learning methods that require
data to be stored in a central server, FL enhances data privacy and security
by ensuring that raw data never leaves the client devices Zhang et al. [2].
This paradigm is particularly valuable in applications where data privacy is
a concern, such as healthcare Antunes et al. [3], finance Wen et al. [4], and
[oT (Internet of Things) systems Nguyen et al. [5].

FL encompasses two primary strategies for training models across multiple
clients: parallel FL (PFL) and sequential FL (SFL). In PFL, clients perform local
training on their respective data in a synchronized manner, where models are
periodically aggregated across clients, as exemplified by Federated Averaging
(FedAvg) McMahan et al. [6]. This approach allows multiple clients to simul-
taneously contribute updates to the central model, promoting efficient use of
parallel processing capabilities. Alternatively, SFL adopts a different training
mechanism. Here, model updates are passed sequentially between clients, as
seen in Cyclic Weight Transfer (CWT) Chang et al. [7]. This method enables
model knowledge transfer by having each client build on the model updates
from the previous client, which can be advantageous in certain applications
but also introduces latency due to the sequential nature of training. Despite
their distinct workflows, both PFL and SFL encounter a challenge commonly
referred to as “client drift” Karimireddy et al. [8]. This phenomenon arises
when client updates, particularly in heterogeneous data environments, di-
verge significantly from each other. Such divergence can impact convergence



and reduce model accuracy, especially when client data distributions vary
widely.

The convergence of PFL and its optimization via methods like Random
Reshuffling Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD-RR) has been a focus of exten-
sive research, especially in the context of addressing challenges in federated
settings. Studies on data heterogeneity—where clients have diverse, non-iid
data distributions—have proposed techniques to stabilize convergence and
reduce client drift, such as through adaptive algorithms and regularization
methods Li et al. [9], Khaled et al. [10], Karimireddy et al. [8], Koloskova et al.
[11], Woodworth et al. [12]. System heterogeneity, which refers to variations
in client capabilities and resource constraints, has also been a critical area of
research, with strategies developed to handle differences in client availability
and computation speeds Wang et al. [13]. Moreover, approaches to handle
partial client participation, where only a subset of clients are selected for
training in each round, have aimed to balance efficiency with convergence
accuracy Li et al. [9], Yang et al. [14], Wang and Ji [15]. Additionally, other
variants of PFL incorporate adaptive mechanisms that can respond to fluctu-
ating client conditions and data distributions, further refining the robustness
and scalability of federated systems Karimireddy et al. [8], Reddi et al. [16].

While Random Reshuffling Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD-RR) has
been shown to improve convergence stability over standard SGD by sam-
pling data without replacement, it is not without limitations. The upper
bounds established for SGD-RR Giirbiizbalaban et al. [17], Haochen and
Sra [18], Nagaraj et al. [19], Ahn et al. [20], Mishchenko et al. [21] suggest
that the algorithm can achieve improved convergence rates, especially under
smoothness and convexity assumptions. However, these bounds often rely on
idealized assumptions that may not hold in real-world applications, such as
uniformity across reshuffling cycles or independence between batches. This
limits the practical applicability of these theoretical guarantees, particularly
in scenarios with non-iid or highly heterogeneous data distributions.

Furthermore, while lower bounds Safran and Shamir [22, 23], Rajput
et al. [24], Cha et al. [25] have been shown to match the upper bounds in
some cases, especially in the recent work by Cha et al. [25] that aligns with
Mishchenko et al. [21], these analyses still assume a certain regularity in data
and task structure that might not be representative of complex data land-
scapes. For example, in high-variance settings or non-convex optimization
problems, SGD-RR can suffer from convergence issues similar to those faced
by standard SGD, as it does not inherently address gradient noise or data



imbalance. Additionally, SGD-RR may increase computational overhead due
to the need for data reshuffling, which can be computationally costly in large
datasets or distributed environments. Consequently, while SGD-RR repre-
sents a step forward in optimization, more adaptive and robust methods is
needed to handle the diversity of practical applications beyond what current
theoretical bounds suggest.

Recently, shuffling-based methods have been extended to FL, with stud-
ies exploring their convergence properties in this context Mishchenko et al.
[26], Yun et al. [27], Cho et al. [28]. These methods, inspired by the success
of shuffling in traditional machine learning, aim to improve the efficiency
and robustness of FL by addressing challenges related to data heterogeneity
and client participation. In particular, Cho et al. [28] analyzed the con-
vergence behavior of FL with cyclic client participation, providing insights
into how different client participation schemes—whether parallel or sequen-
tial—affect the overall model convergence. The work highlights that both
PFL and SFL can be viewed as specific instances of this cyclic participation
framework, where clients update the global model in a structured, repeated
manner. This approach not only clarifies the relationship between these
methods but also introduces a more generalized framework that can poten-
tially improve convergence rates by optimizing the order and frequency of
client participation. However, despite these advancements, challenges re-
main in handling extremely heterogeneous data across clients, and further
research is needed to refine these methods for large-scale and highly variable
federated settings.

AFL also

1.1. Motiwwation

Asynchronous FL (AFL) is particularly crucial for overcoming the limita-
tions of traditional federated learning methods, especially in scenarios involv-
ing heterogeneous and large-scale client populations Chen et al. [29]. In con-
ventional FL, synchronous methods—such as Federated Averaging (FedAvg)—
require all participating clients to update their models and synchronize their
weights with the central server at the same time. This synchronization can
be inefficient, especially when dealing with clients that have varying com-
putational resources, data distributions, and network conditions. In such
settings, waiting for all clients to finish their updates can lead to signifi-
cant delays and increased communication costs, particularly when clients are
highly heterogeneous or when network conditions are unstable.
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In contrast, AFL allows each client to send updates to the server asyn-
chronously, as soon as they finish their local training. This flexibility allevi-
ates the bottleneck created by the need for global synchronization, enabling
the server to aggregate and update the model more frequently, which can lead
to faster convergence. Moreover, this approach is more scalable because it
reduces the dependency on a synchronized round of communication between
all clients, making it well-suited for large-scale federated learning systems.

Additionally, AFL helps mitigate the issue of “client drift”, where updates
from heterogeneous clients with varying data distributions may diverge from
the optimal direction in synchronized settings. By enabling more frequent
updates from each client, AFL can smooth out these fluctuations and pro-
mote more stable convergence. Furthermore, clients with different computa-
tional capabilities can participate without causing delays for others, as slower
clients are not required to synchronize with faster ones. This characteristic
is especially important in federated environments where devices with varying
hardware, such as mobile phones or IoT devices, are involved.

In essence, AFL offers significant advantages in terms of efficiency, scal-
ability, and robustness, making it a powerful method for federated systems
that need to accommodate large, diverse, and dynamically changing popu-
lations of clients. It is especially beneficial in real-world applications where
client heterogeneity, network instability, and varying resource availability
are common challenges. In this regard we further extend the early results on
AFL reported in Chen et al. [29], Leconte et al. [30] by providing comprehen-
sive convergence analysis and new results on client drifts, dynamic learning
rates and random selection of clients in training rounds.

1.2. Contributions

In this work, we propose an AFL algorithm, aiming to address convergence
challenges inherent in distributed, asynchronous setups. Key contributions
of our approach are summarized below:

(i) We conduct a comprehensive convergence analysis for AFL, where up-
dates from local clients are asynchronously applied to the global model. This
setup inherently introduces delays and model staleness, which we address by
building on theoretical results related to martingale difference sequences and
sampling variance bounds. In particular, the extended bound on the vari-
ance of a martingale difference sequence ensures that the cumulative variance
grows linearly with the number of terms, each controlled by a bounded vari-
ance 02, This result allows us to manage the additional variance introduced



by asynchronous updates and provides a key foundation for the stability of
AFL.

(ii) Our convergence results are established under the assumption that
each client’s local objective function is strongly convex. This assumption
enables us to leverage properties of convex functions, particularly when com-
bining them with the quadratic term in the local objectives.

(iii) We derive specific bounds on the variance when we sampling clients
without replacement, which are critical in federated settings where data may
be non-1ID and limited per client. We establish that the variance of the
sample mean diminishes as the sample size increases, supporting the accuracy
of gradient estimations in each client’s local updates. Furthermore, we extend
this analysis to address sequential partial participation of the clients and
derive a bound on the cumulative variance for multi-step updates, allowing
us to control for delayed information in asynchronous participation.

(iv) Finally, we establish a recursion formula for the AFL algorithm in the
strongly convex setting. Through this recursion, we demonstrate how the
delay 7. of each client’s update affects the overall convergence. We show that
despite potential staleness in gradient updates, our algorithm remains robust
due to the strongly convex nature of the local objectives and the bounded
variance of updates, ultimately achieving reliable convergence.

(v) In the simulation phase, we employed the asynchronous federated
learning (AFL) algorithm to train a decentralized Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM)-based deep learning model on the climate dataset. This approach
enabled multiple clients, each representing a distinct geographic region, to in-
dependently train local models on regional climate data while asynchronously
sharing updates with a central server. By leveraging AFL, we effectively uti-
lized distributed data without centralization, ensuring privacy and computa-
tional efficiency, while accounting for client-specific conditions such as delays
and heterogeneous data distributions.

This paper is organized as follows: In section 2 preliminaries are given.
Problem formulation will be discussed in section 3. To prove the convergence
of the AFL algorithm we need some theoretical results that will be provided
in section 4. In section 5 we prove the convergence of our AFL algorithm.
Simulation and the case study will be discussed in section 6. Finally section
7 concludes the paper.



2. Preliminaries and main assumptions

In the following, we provide some preliminaries on AFL, highlighting its
distinct approach in comparison to traditional PFL.

Notation. As done in Cha et al. [25], we use 2 to mean “greater than” up
to some absolute constants and slowly growing factors, like polylogarithmic
terms. Similarly, < denotes “less than” up to these constants and slower-
growing factors, and < represents “approximately equal” up to the same
constants and polylogarithmic factors.

We denote by ||-|| the standard Euclidean norm, applicable to both vectors
and matrices. The constant p indicates the level of strong convexity, while o
provides an upper bound on the variance of the stochastic gradients for each
client involved in the AFL. The number of clients is represented by C, with
¢ indexing a specific client, and J indicates the number of clients actively
participating in training. The number of training rounds is denoted by 7,
with j representing the index of a particular round. The number of local
update steps is given by I, and 7 indexes a specific local step. We define A
as the learning rate or step size. The effective learning rate, 5\, is defined as
A = ACI in AFL. The symbol 1 represents a permutation of client indices,
written as {11, 1s,...,1c} over the set {1,2,...,C}. The global objective
function is denoted by F', while F. refers to the local objective function for
client c. The global model parameters at the j-th training round are given
by xU), and chi) denotes the local model parameters of client c after ¢ local
updates within the j-th round.

Stochastic gradients for client v.’s objective Fy, , with respect to x\7)

of > are
represented by qgc)’i, where qq(jc)l = V[ (x((fz), ¢). The variance of a random

variable x can be expressed using the following identity:
E [lx — Ex][I*] = E [lIx]I*] - [Ex]| (1)

This relationship can also be applied to a finite collection of vectors.
Specifically, for vectors 1, ..., x,, € R% the variance is given by:

1 & _ 1 &
- > ek — 2| = EZ [Tl
k=1 k=1

where the mean vector is defined as € = % > re; @i This equation illustrates
how the variance can be decomposed into the average of squared norms and
the squared norm of the mean.

2

7 (2)

P

k=1




Let h be any convex function, and consider vectors @xq,...,x,,. The
Jensen’s Inequality states that:

h (% Zxk) < %Z h(). (3)

A notable application arises when h(x) = ||z||*>. Substituting this specific
convex function, we obtain:

1 & ? 1 &

— < — 2

> m| <=l (4)
k=1 k=1

This result demonstrates how Jensen’s inequality relates to the squared norm,
bounding the norm of the mean by the mean of the norms.

A sequence of random variables {X,,}>_, is called a martingale with
respect to a filtration (a growing collection of information) {F,,}oo_, if it
satisfies the following properties: (i) Adapted-ness: Each random variable
X, is F,,-measurable, meaning it is based on the information available up
to time m. (ii)Integrability: The expected value of each random variable is
finite:

E[|X|] < oo for all m.

(iii) Martingale Property: The expected value of the next observation,
given all prior observations, is equal to the current observation:

E[Xi1 | Fn) = X, for all m.
Bregman Divergence for a function f and points « and y is defined by

Di(z,y) = f(z) — fy) —(Vf(y),z—y).

This divergence measure is always non-negative when f is convex. Moreover,
if f is both convex and L-smooth (for the definition of convexity, see Boyd
and Vandenberghe [31]), the Bregman divergence satisfies the inequality

Dy y) > o |V (@)~ Vi)’ (5)

This lower bound captures the relationship between the Bregman diver-
gence and the gradient differences under these conditions.



2.1. Assumptions

We provide the main assumptions that are required in this article for the
AFL convergence analysis.

Assumption 1. Each function F., representing the local objective for ¢ &
{1,2,...,C}, is assumed to be L-smooth. This property implies the existence
of a constant L > 0 such that, for any pair of points x andy in RY,

IVFe(x) = VFE(y)l < Lx =yl

Here, L serves as the smoothness constant, providing an upper bound on the
rate of change of the gradient of F,.

The algorithms outlined in Algorithm 1 employ Stochastic Gradient De-
scent (SGD) with data samples drawn without replacement at each client.

Assumption 2. We assume that the variance of the stochastic gradient
in AFL for any given client is uniformly bounded. Specifically, for all ¢ €
{1,2,...,C}, the following inequality holds:

Eewp, [[IVfe(x;€) = VF(x)|? | x| <62,
where D, represents the data distribution for client c.

Assumption 3a. We posit that the gradients of the local objective functions
do not significantly deviate from the gradient of the global objective function
across the optimization space. Specifically, there exist constants ¢*> and 3>
such that the following inequality holds:

c
%Z [VFe(x) = VFXI* < * IV F* + 52
c=1

Here, VF.(x) denotes the gradient of the local objective function for each
client ¢, while VF(x) refers to the gradient of the global objective function.
The constants ¢ and B quantify the degree of heterogeneity among clients;
when ¢ = 0 and B = 0, all local objectives coincide exactly with the global
objective.



Assumption 3b. At the global minimizer X*, we assume that the gradients of
the local objective functions do not vary widely from each other. In particular,
there exists a constant 3% such that:

C

1 k

S IVEGIP = 82
c=1

where B, quantifies the degree of gradient similarity at x*, the minimizer of
the global objective F(x).

Assumption 3c. A function h : R — R is called p-strongly convex if and
only if it can be expressed as the sum of a convex function ¢ : R — R and a
quadratic term, specifically:

h@) = (@) + S|,

where 1 > 0 represents the strong convexity parameter.

3. Problem Formulation

The goal of the FL algorithm is to minimize a global objective function
defined as follows:

C
)rcré]‘goll {F(x) = éz (Fe(x) = Eep, [fe(x; 5)])} )

where F,, f., and D, are the local objective function, the loss function, and
the dataset associated with client ¢, respectively (c € [C]).

If D, consists of a finite set of data samples {&/ : j € [|D.|]}, then the
local objective function can be equivalently written as:

Each client ¢ performs updates independently and asynchronously, with
an associated update delay 7., representing the time gap between when a
client computes its gradient and when the global model is updated with that
gradient.

In each training round, the client indices 1, s, ..., ¢ are randomly
selected without replacement from {1,2,...,C}. The steps for each selected
client 1. are as follows:
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1. Initialize its model using the most recent global parameters, x(=7e)
where 7, is the delay in receiving the global model.

2. Perform I iterations of local updates using its local dataset, with the
parameters after the ¢-th update denoted as xS} .

3. Upon completing local training, send the final parameters x((f} to the
central server.

The global model x) is updated asynchronously as client updates are
received.

The update rule for AFL using Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) for
local updates is:

Local update: Xgl)ﬂ = X )\qm,

with the initialization: '
TR

Y

where qCZ =V fwc( Xeis ). ¢ ) denotes the stochastic gradient of the local objec-

tive function F,, with respect to the local parameters X(J )
The global model is updated after receiving the updated parameters from
all clients as follows:

Global update: xU+) = Aggregate({xgl_TC) cce[C]}).

This iterative procedure continues, with the global model being updated
asynchronously as clients send their local updates. The complete procedure
is detailed i 1n Algorlthm 1

where qCZ = ch( X 5) is the stochastic gradient of F,. with respect to

parameters X((”) and A\ denotes the learning rate. The aggregation function
may take various forms, such as averaging or weighted averaging, based on
the client contributions.

Assumption 3d. The staleness 7, is bounded by Tyax:

Te < Tmax-
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Algorithm 1: AFL update rule with participation of all clients in
the training loop

Input: Global model parameters xU~7) local data for each client
Output: Updated global model xU+1

1 for each client ¢ € [C], do

2 fori=0,1,...,1 —1do

3 L Local update: xﬁjz)ﬂ = )\qm,
4 Initialization: xgg = X(J*TC);
5 Send updated parameters: X£J37

6 Global model update: Upon receiving updated parameters,
update the global model as follows:

xUH) — Aggregate({xcl ™) e [C])).

4. Theoretical requisite for convergence analysis

In this section, we provide theoretical results that are needed for driving
the convergence of AFL. In the next Lemma, we give an extended version
of results reported in Karimireddy et al. [8] to establish a bound on the
variance of the sum of a martingale difference sequence, showing that the
cumulative variance grows linearly with the number of terms in the sequence,

each bounded by §2.

Lemma 1. Let {&}72, be a sequence of random variables, and let {x;}7,
be a sequence of random vectors where each x; € RY is determined by
€k Ep—1, - - -, &1. Assume that the conditional expectation B, [xi | §p—1, ..., &) =
ey, holds for all k, meaning that the sequence {xy —e} is a martingale differ-
ence sequence with respect to {&}. Furthermore, suppose that the conditional
variance satisfies Be, [||xx — exl|* | Ek—1, ..., &) < 82 for all k. Then, the fol-
lowing inequality holds:

m
E Xk — ek
k=1

2 m
= ZE [ka — ekHz} < m(52.
k=1
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Proof. The term inside the expectation is the squared norm of the sum:

> (xn —ep)

k=1

2

This norm can be expanded as an inner product:

> o —e)|| = (Z(Xk - ek)) (Z(Xj - ej)) :

k=1 k=1 k=1

We can expand this product by distributing over all terms:

) (5

k=1 k=1

Dol —erl*+2 > (xi—er) (x;—¢;). (6)

1<k<j<m

This expansion consists of two parts: (i) The sum of squared norms of
each (xj, — e;), which gives terms like ||x; — e, ||”. (ii) Cross terms for k # j,
each of the form (x; —e;,)" (x; — e;). Thus,

2 m
= lIxk — el
k=1

> (o —ep)

+2 ) (xk—e) (x;,—e)),

1<k<j<m
Now we take the expectation of both sides:

2

E =K

> (o —ex)
k=1

m
> i — ek:||2]
k=1

+2R | Y (xe—e) (x5 —e)| . (7)

1<k<j<m
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Since {x;—ey} is a martingale difference sequence, the cross terms E[(x;—
er)' (x;—e;)] = 0 for k # j. This is because the martingale property implies
that (x, — ey) is uncorrelated with (x; — e;) for j > k, meaning:

El(xx —ex)' (x; —€;)] = 0.

More specifically, by definition, a sequence {Y;} is a martingale difference
sequence with respect to a filtration {F;} if: E[Y; | F,_1] = 0 for all i.
In this context, we set Y; = x; — €; and F; = §(&,...,&), the d-algebra
generated by {&;,...,&}. Thus, the martingale difference property means:
Elx; —e | &§-1,...,&] =0.

Now, if ¢ < 7, then by the martingale difference property, x; — e; is
orthogonal (has zero expectation when conditioned on) any information up
to &, because: E[(x; —e;) | &,....&] =0.

For any two indices ¢ < j, we can write the cross-term as:

El(x; —e)' (x; — )] =E[(xi —e) 'E[(x; —¢) [ &, ... &]].
By the martingale difference property, the inner expectation E[(x; — €;) |
&, ..., &) =0, which implies:
E[(Xz — e,-)T(Xj — ej)] =K [(Xz — ei)T . 0} = 0.

This shows that the cross-term (x; — ;)" (x; — €;) contributes zero to the
overall sum, which simplifies the expression. In summary, the martingale
difference property ensures that x;—e; has zero expectation when conditioned
on {&,...,&} for i < j, making all cross-terms zero and allowing the sum
of squared norms to simplify.

Thus, the cross-term expectation sums to zero:

E[ Y (xi—e) (x5 - ej)] =0.
1<i<j<m
This leaves us with:

m

Z(Xi —€)

=1

E

2 m
= E[llx —eil].
=1

And, since each variance term is bounded by §2:

m 2

Z(Xz’ —e)

=1

E < md2.
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This completes the breakdown of the lemma. The key step here is that
the martingale difference property ensures the cross terms are zero, allowing
us to focus only on the sum of variances of individual terms.

]

The next lemma we discuss the properties of convex functions that we
use in this article which is originally reported in Karimireddy et al. [8] and
we provide different proof for it.

Lemma 2 (Karimireddy et al. [8]). For a L-smooth and p-strongly convex
function h, we have

0
(Vh(@), z = y) > h(z) = h(y) + 7y — 2|” - Lllz — 2|,
Va,y,z € domain(h). (8)

Proof. Since h is L-smooth, for any @, and z in the domain of h, we have:
hz) < h(z) + (Vh(z), z — ) + £||z — |*. Rearranging gives:

(Vh(x),z —x) > h(z) — h(xz) — gﬂz — x|

Since h is p-strongly convex, we have:

hy) > h(@) + (Vh(@).y — ) + Sy — ]

Rearranging gives:
(Vh(z),y - ) < h(y) = h() = ly - 2|
We can express (Vh(x),z — y) as:
(Vi(z),z —y) = (Vh(z),z — x) + (VI(z),z — y).
Substituting the bounds from Steps (4) and (4):
(Vh(z), = ) > (h(z) ~ hia) — <]}z — a]?)

+ (h(@) = h(y) + Sy — =)
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This simplifies to:
(Vh(z),z —y) > h(z) = h(y) + Slly — =|* - 5]z — z|*
Applying Jensen’s inequality:
ly — 2I* < 2l — 2[* + 2l|= — yl|*.

Rearranging gives:

®

Jlz— 2

2 2 M 2
Py — > Py — _
Clly — I > Sy - 2]

Substituting this into the previous bound yields:

(Vh@).x = 3) 2 )~ hiy) + Sy 217 = (552 12~ ol

Since p < L, we have:
(Vh(z),z —y) = h(z) - hiy) + Ly = 2> = L]}z — 2]

This completes the proof.
[

In the next lemma we show in sampling with replacement and sampling
without replacement, the expected sample mean X, equals the total mean x,
while the variance associated to sample mean differs depending on whether
sampling is with or without replacement.

Lemma 3. Given a population of fized vectors @y, xs, . .., &, we define the
population mean and variance as follows:

— 1 & 2 1 ¢ ]2
T =— E Ty, V=— E ek —Z||” .
m m
k=1 k=1

Now, let s samples, denoted Xy, , Xy, - - -, Xy, be drawn from this popula-
tion where s < m. Two common sampling approaches are: (i) Sampling with

16



Replacement, (ii) Sampling without Replacement. For both methods, we de-
fine the sample mean as X, = % Zp 1 Xy, The expected value and variance
of Xy are given as follows:

Case I :For Sampling with Replacement:

2
_ _ - 12 v
Exy =2 E[%—2|]=—, (9)
Case Il :For Sampling without Replacement:
m—s
Ex,) =% E[|x,—Z|°] = —12 10
=3 E[l%-al] = v (10)
Proof. Case 1.
Let the population be {x1, s, . . ., &, } with population mean . We draw
s samples Xy, , Xy,, - - . , Xy, With replacement. The sample mean is defined

as: Xy = + Zj 1 Xy,;- The expected value of X, is:

EZX%] = EZE[X%]
j=1 j=1

Since each x, is drawn uniformly from the population:

Elxy,| ==, forallj.
Therefore: E[X,] = 1Y% & = Z. We need to find:

s 2

% Z(Xd)j - E)

j=1

E[|[%; —Z|"] =E

Expanding the squared norm:

2

1
;Z X¢]—$
=1

1 i o
= SE[Y [Ixy, — 2
j=1

12 Y <ij—f>T<ka—f>]. (11)

1<j<k<s
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For the first term (variance of individual samples):

E[||xy, —iHQ] =v? for each j. (12)

For the second term (cross terms), since the samples are drawn indepen-

dently:
E [(xy, —Z) (xy, —®)] =0 for j #k.
Thus:
1 < 1 N7

=5 Ellxy, —z|’] = Fsv =

=1

E [l —z|°] =

Case II: Sampling without Replacement
For sampling without replacement, we utilize the established result:

E %, —Z|%] = =D

This expression accounts for the fact that variance decreases when sampling
without replacement due to the lack of independence among the selected

samples.
To derive this result, consider the covariance between two distinct sam-

pled units, xy, and xy, for j # k:
ka [<X¢ — T, Xy, — E>]

ov(Xy,
ZZ — T,z — T) - Pr(xy, = @i, Xy, = T4).
i=1 ki

Since there are m(m — 1) possible pairs of (xy,, Xy, ), each occurring with
equal probability, we find:

1

PI’(ij = wi,ka = ZBk) = m

18



Consequently, the covariance can be expressed as:

1 m m
Cov(xy,,Xy,) = —— Z Z (x; — T,z — )

m(m — 1) =
. . - 2
_m(m—l) Z:;(ml z)
e D DY LU R ()

Using this covariance result, we can express the expected squared differ-
ence of the sample mean from the population mean as:

2 2
9 v* o s(s—=1) v (m —s)
Elix, -] T s 2 m—1 s(m—l)yQ' (14)

]

The next lemma provides a bound on the variance of sequentially sampled
observations within the specified setup.

Lemma 4. Consider a sequence of random variables {&}™, and an asso-
ciated sequence of random vectors {x;}™,, where each x; € R? depends on
the history &1, &, ..., &. Assume that, for each i, the conditional expectation
satisfies

Ee [xi [ &,... 6-1] = e

This implies that {x; — e;}", is a martingale difference sequence with re-
spect to the filtration generated by {&;}™,. Additionally, suppose that the
conditional variance of each x; — e; is uniformly bounded, so that

Efi [

x; —ei|* | &, ..., &) < 67,
foralli=1,...,m, where 6 > 0 is a fived constant. Now, using the “sam-

pling without replacement” approach described in Lemma 3, let p.;(k) be

defined as follows:

I—1, ifk<c—1,
pc,i(k): . f
1—1, ifk=c,

19



where I is a fixed integer. For J < C and C' > 2, the inequality below holds:

2
I—l Cc pcl(k

J
SRS Y )| < g (15)

c=1 =0 k=1 j=0

Here, T is the population mean, and v? is the population variance, as defined
i Lemma 3.

Proof. We start by expanding the left side of inequality (15):

2
c  Pec, z(k

E me_m

To derive the closed quantity for the term E H[ > 1(ka ) ? , We can
apply the results that we already computed in (11) and (14), which gives:

-1
Z Xabg, —w
k=1

this can be verified Simply by replacing m with C' and s with ¢ — 1 in (14).
The term i’E ||x,, — Z|° = %2, since it is the variance of an individual

sample. Finally, we have

<Z(X¢k _f)v (Xd}c _5)>] = _2(6?: 11)['”/2’

k=1

DO =)y

I’E
C—-1

2I1E

this can be simply verified by considering (13) since we have ¢ — 1 pairs and
replacing m with c.
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Summing the previous terms over ¢ and ¢, we obtain:

2

J I-1 ¢ DPe,i(k)
Z E (ka - :13)
c=1 i=0 k=1 j=0
CI31? J 32 J
_C_lz(c—n—c_ > (e—1)
c=1 c=1
I-1 J I-1
2112
2 2 o 1 1
+ Jv Zz_gz 0_1;(0 )l:Oz (17)

Next, we apply the known summation formulas:

I-1

. I-1) 21 — 1
z:(T and Z ( )

Substituting these results into the preceding equation simplifies it to:

2
-1 c pc,i(k)

E , E ‘ (ka_i)
2 1 2 1 2
, (1 1
— (T =) (é(zj—m—i)), (18)

Finally, we can bound (18) by:

()<;J2[32

which concludes the proof of this lemma (see appendix for derivation of the
last equality in (18)).

]

Remark. In the context of AFL, the term inside the expectation (15) rep-

resents the accumulation of deviations between local model updates and the
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global model over multiple clients and training iterations. Specifically, it
quantifies the variance of these deviations, where each deviation measures
the discrepancy between the local model update from a client and the cen-
tral global model. The summation over clients and iterations reflects how
these deviations accumulate as the training progresses, considering the asyn-
chronous nature of the updates. The expectation operator is used to account
for the inherent randomness in both the client participation (which may vary
across rounds) and the local updates (often influenced by stochastic training
methods such as stochastic gradient descent). By analyzing these accumu-
lated deviations, the expression provides an upper bound on the total vari-
ance of the model updates, offering insight into the stability and convergence
behavior of the FL process.

5. Convergence Analysis of AFL

In this section, we examine the convergence behavior of the proposed
AFL algorithm in the context of a strongly convex setting. The local objectives
are denoted as F1, F>, ..., Fg.

5.1. Finding the recursion in Asynchronous Federated Learning

Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3b are satisfied, and that each local
objective function is p-strongly convex. We also introduce the following
additional assumptions specific to AFL:

Assumption 3e. The global model update is asynchronous, meaning updates
from clients are applied without waiting for all clients to finish.

Assumption 3f. Each client ¢ has an update delay 7., representing the
difference between the time when client ¢ computes its gradient and when
that gradient is applied to the global model.

Assumption 3g. Gradients are based on possibly stale versions of the global
model.

We start by deriving a closed formula for the recursion updates for the
clients in the AFL.
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1

5077 then we have:

Lemma 5. If the learning rate satisfies A <

E [||IxUH) — x| < (1 - #52) E [|IxY) —x*|?]
2¢2 271242 C_J 2
+ 4JIN*6? + 4J% 1%\ MK
- §JI>\]E [Dr(x),x7)]

J I-1

+SIAY D E [||xc,i _ x| } (19)

c=1 =0

Proof. Based on the Algorithm 1, the general update formula in AFL when

we complete a full training round with J randomly selected clients are given
by:

J I-1
Ax = xU+D) — x00) = ) Z qibjc)m (20)
c=1 =0
and
J I-1 .
E[ax =AY Y E[VE.6U)], (21)
c=1 1=0

where qgjl = V. (xgg;@ represents the stochastic gradient of F, with
()

(X

respect to x,.”/. To simplify notation, we address a single training round and

temporarily omit superscript j. We refer to ngz) as X.; and set X% = X.

Unless specified otherwise, all expectations are conditioned on xV). Starting
from the equation (19):
Ellx+Ax —x"|* = [x=x"* + 2E[(x —x",Ax)] + E|Ax|*, (22)

we substitute the overall updates Ax and proceed using the results of Lemma 2
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with @ = x.;, y = x*, z = x and h = F,,_ for the first inequality (see (8)):

2E [(x — x*, Ax)]

J I-1
- (_V) o
- 2)\;;]12 [<VF¢C(XC?Z )X — X >]
< N30 S B[R () - Fo(x)

c=1 =0

1% *112 2
+ Ll =X = L e — 1P|

1
< —2JIADp(x,x*) — §,uJ]/\ |x — x*||°

J I-1

+2LAY ) E|lxe; — x|

c=1 1=0

For the term E||Ax||*, we consider the asynchronous updates:

2

J I-1
E[ax]? < E||S 3 (ayos — VE ™))
c=1 1=0
J I-1 2
+ANE 33 (VEL ) = V(%))
c=1 i=0
-1 2
HANE || 0 (VE (%) = VE, (x))
c=1 i=0
J I-1 2
+HANE D )V, (x7) (23)
c=1 =0

We will now bound the terms on the right-hand side of Inequality (23)
similarly to before; for the first term from the results of Lemma 1 and as-
sumption 2 we have:

C I-1
. 2
w3 jEquc,i —Vch(XgZ—_TC))H < ANXCIS,
c=1 1=0
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For the second term from assumption 1 we have:

J I-1 2

WNE |3 (VRLGT) - VE, (x)
c=1 =0
J I-1 9
<4)\2J[ZZIEHVF¢C XU~y Y, (x )H
c=1 i=0
J I-1
<ALPNITY ) E|lxe; — x|
c=1 i=0

For the third term in (23) from assumption 1 and the property of convex
functions (inequality 5):

~
—_

ANE (DY (VF(x) = VF, (X))
c=1 =0
J I-1
SANITY Y B(VE,(x) = VE, ()|’

c=1 =0

J I-1

< 8LN2JIY N E [Dp, (x.x)]
c=1 =0

< 8LA*J*I*Dp(x,x%).

For the fourth term from results of Lemma 3:
2

J I-1 O o J
AN'E VF,, (x| <4n2rr——2 2.
;; ¥ J(C —1)

We consider the data sample . ;, the stochastic gradient ey, ;, and the
gradient VFy, (&) as &, Xi, and ey, in Lemma 1, and then apply the conse-
quences of Lemma 1 to the first term on the right-hand side of inequality (23).

With the bounds for the terms in inequality (23), we get

E [ Ax|® < 4\*T16% + 4J212>\2ﬁ1/f
+8LAJI* D (x, x7)
J -1
HALPNITTY Y TR [|Ixe; — x||7] -
c=1 =0
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Putting back the bounds of 2E [(x — x*, Ax)] and E|Ax]||*, and using

A< 6L_1CI7 yields

4126 4 aprene =T

E x4+ Ax — |12 < (1— 222 x — x|
* R
2

- gCI)\DF(X,X*)

J I-1

+§LAZZE[1\XC,i—Xy\2]. (24)

c=1 =0

If we take unconditional expectation and reinstating the superscripts,
then it completes the proof. We can substitute them back into the recursion
relation and simplify to obtain the desired inequality for AFL. O]

Building on the concept of “client drift” in PFL Karimireddy et al. [§],
we define the client drift in AFL with Assumption 3b as follows (see also the
last term in (24)):

I-1
B =YY E “ X — x0)

c=1 1=

1 (25)

where E; quantifies the drift of client parameters from the global model
across all clients and local updates.

The following lemma provides a bound on the client drifts from the global
model.

Lemma 6. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3b are satisfied, and that
each local objective function is p-strongly conver. Additionally, if the step
size 1 1s chosen such that n < ﬁ, then the drift in the client updates is
bounded by the following inequality:

9 9 :
E; < ZJ2]2)\262 + 1J2]3/\2y3 + 3LJIPNE [Dp(xY),x")]. (26)

Proof. In the asynchronous setting, client updates do not occur simultane-
ously, which introduces a time delay into the analysis. Let x) denote the
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global model at round j and x the update from client ¢ at step ¢ within

()

round 7. Due to asynchronicity, x./; may be computed based on a stale global

model xU~7) where 7.; > 0 represents the staleness (or delay) of the model
used by client ¢ at step 1. '
Following Algorithm 1, the update rule for AFL from xU=7) to Xgi) can

be written as

c pcz

gjl) j o) :_Azzqwkl

k=1 1=0
I1—-1, k<c-—1,

with  p.;(k) = {z 1 g

Similar to Lemma 5 for the sake of simplicity, we consider a single training
round, and hence we suppress in our notation the superscripts j temporarily,
assuming all expectations are conditioned on xU) unless otherwise stated.

To bound E ||x.; — x||* in an asynchronous setting, we use the fact that
X.; 1s computed based on a potentially stale model, introducing additional
variance from the delay. This gives:

E [|xcs — x]*
2

c pC,i(k)
<AINVE|D) Y (av — VEy, (xk)
k=1 (=0
c DPec, 1(k) ?
+HAVE|Y (VFy, (xx1) — VEy, (%))
k=1 1=0
c pc,i(k) ?
T ANE (VEy, (x) = VFy, (x7))
k=1 1=0
C pc,i(k) 2
+4NE VE, (x| (27)
k=1 1=0

Next, we will find bounds for each term in the right-hand side of (27). We
apply Lemma 1 and Jensen’s inequality as before, but now with adjustments
for the staleness 7., in this regard from Lemma 1, Assumption 2
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m pm,k(i)
MY Ellgy. — V(i)
i=1 j=0
< 4ANB 0%, (28)

from Assumption 2 we have

m pm,k(i)
4AN’E Z Z (VF%(XZ'J)_VF%(X))
i=1 j=0
m pm,k(i)
S 4)\28m7k; Z Z E ||voi(Xi,j> - voz‘(X)HQ
i=1 ;=0
m Pm,k 7’)
SALPNBoi Y Y Ellxiy —x[|, (29)
=1 5=0

from Assumption 2 and convex property (5) we have
2

m D)
INE|) Z (VE,, (x) — VFy,(x*))
=1 7=0

m pmk:

<ANBg Y Z E ||V E,,(x) — VE, (x|
1=1 =
m Pm, k(l
<8LNB,i Y S E [DFw X, X )} . (30)
i=1 j=0
where B, = > " ?:bk(i) 1 = (m—1)I +k. Now, we incorporate these

=1
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bounds into the expression for F;, yielding:

J I-1
E; <4X6*) ) B,
=1 i=
J I—(l m
+42223° "B, Y IE||x;w - x|
=0

m=1 i= k=1 j=0
J I-1
+8L)\QZZBQ Dp(x,x*
S
HANY S T
m=1 =0

For the fourth term from the results of Lemma 4 by setting x,, =
VF,,(x *), 7 = VF(x*) = 0, and knowing that >0 _ S0 B, < L2172
and 37 SNTUB2 L < LR,

2
C pc,i(k)

1
4NE VFEy, (x*)|| <4X* x §J213yf, (31)

k=1 j=0
then we have:
E; <2J°I°N°6° + 2L I’ N°E;
+§LJ313)\2DF(X, x*) 4+ 223 N\22.

Finally, after rearranging and applying the condition A < ¢ L 7, We obtain:
9 9
E; < 4J2]2)\262 - 4J2]3)\2u2 +3LJPIPA*Dp(x,x").
This completes the proof.
O

Inspired by Karimireddy et al. [8], in the next lemma we give an upper
bound on the weighted sum of gradients for a learning process with a time-
varying learning rate, incorporating the effects of asynchronous delays, which
serves as a key step in establishing the convergence properties of AFL.
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Lemma 7. We consider two non-negative sequences {d;}1>o0, {gt}+>0, which
satisfy the relation

dip1 < (1 —av)d, — byg, +19%, Vt>0 (32)

where parameters z > 0, v, | > 0 and the learning rate ~; defined as

Yo

T irl (ta-n)

where vy 1s a constant, 1 > « > 0 is a constant controlling asynchronous
delays, and 1; represents the time-varying delays. In this regard, there is
a learning rate v, as defined in (33), and weights 7, = (1 — zv,)**D with
Iy := ZtT:o ¢, such that the following bound holds:

(33)

T
1 (270)%mody 2721
Uy = — < )
T T, ; Gt S 2070 + 9

Proof. Starting from the original inequality:

dir1 < (1= 2v)dy — vyege + 177,

where v, = m, doing some manipulation and multiplying both sides

by m:
(1 —2zy)dy  md
vgemy < d e)ds e + lymy.
Tt Tt
Substituting v, = m, we rewrite this as:
e K
VG < 0
Vi+1-(1+a-1¢)
d
Tl ny "o T (34)

—\/m]fwﬂ) Vi+1-(1+a-7)
Simplifying each term, we obtain:

Te_1d med
g < t-10r  Tiliqy + iy
Vi Ve
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Next, summing both sides from ¢t = 0 to ¢ = T results in a telescoping
sum:

d " /md Ted
Z Z(tlt_ tt+1>+l2%7rt_

t=0 t=0 T t=0

Dividing both sides by Il := Zt:(] ¢, We get:

T
1 1 [ mo(1 — 27y0)do 7TTdT+1
Up = —) <
7T, £ 9T UHT<

Yo
1 T
—Z YtWt-
I7 =0

To find an upper bound for Iy = ZtT:o m as T — oo, we will analyze

the weights more carefully using the given learning rate and examine the
behavior of the sum. Given:

Yo

il (ta-n)

where 7y is a constant, 0 < o < 1 controls asynchronous delays, and 7,
represents time-varying delays. The weights 7, are defined as:

m = (1 —z7) "t

For small ~;, we approximate (1 — zy;) &~ e~*", so:

T~ e—z%(t—H) )

Substituting the expression for v;, we get:
zy0(t+1)

ﬂ-t ~ ei ViE+T-(1+a-7¢) .

Now, we approximate II7 by summing (or integrating) over this expres-
sion. For large ¢, 7, ~ \[, so m ~ =0Vt Thus:

T
Iy ~ E e~ 0VE
t=0
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To approximate this sum, we can use the integral test, which suggests:
T
Iy ~ / e 0VE gt
0
Let uw = v/t, so t = 2 and dt = 2udu. Then:

VT VT
[y ~ / e F10% . 2udu = 2/ we” 7% du.
0 0

This integral can be computed by parts. Letting v = u and dw =
e 0% du, we find:

_ u 1 B
ue N dy = ———e 0+ — | 770 du,
0 270
— u —ZYou —Z7Y0u
=——ct — —e )
20 (270)

Evaluating from 0 to /7"

M ~ 2 _Ee*zwﬁ _ ;efzwﬁ + b .
<70 (270)? (270)?

As T — oo, the exponential terms e=0VT decay to zero, so the dominant

term is:
2

I~ ———:.
7 (20)?

(36)

To find a bound for the sum ZtT:o ~¢7¢, we need to understand the asymp-
totic behavior of both ~; and ;.

— YO 3 3
) - . -
Yi T (o) decreases as t increases. For large t, we call approxi

mate y; & \/;/_STP assuming « - 7; remains relatively small (which we can
do for simplicity).

e ™ = (1 — z79,)* Y behaves similarly to an exponential function. For
large ¢, we can approximate m, &~ e *7(+1  Using the approximation
for ~;, we get:
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.10
T e \/m(tJrl)’

This suggests that 7; decays exponentially with increasing ¢. Given that
_70

Vi R \/—Z% andm ~ e~ VT (tH), we expect the sum to behave asymptotically
as:

T T
Z%Wt < Z 0 =ty

This sum is dominated by the initial terms, as the exponential decay
will cause the later terms to contribute much less. For large T, we can
approximate the sum by taking the first few terms, and we expect the sum
to grow asymptotically like:

i%m ~ 0O <%> , (37)
t=0

where z is the decay factor. Now that we have the bound for Z;‘on YT~ L
we can substitute this into the expression for Ur. For large T' as mentioned
earlier, the term H—lT becomes:

1 G
ny ~ 2

Substitute this into equation (35):

Uy < (270) _ F (Wo(l —27%)do 7TTdT+1) L0 l} '
2 v Yo YT z
The final simplified expression for W is:

) (ol = 0o _ mrrrar) | (10
2v Yo gl 2z

This is the final simplified form of ¥, incorporating the bounds for the

sums as T' — oo. We can simplify further the above relation by neglecting
2

19741 and — 2, hence we end up with %—Zodo. To analyze the

T
convergence rate of Ur, let’s examine the inequality established in Lemma

7

Uy <

the terms —
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T
1 (270)%mody 2721
Uy = — <
T T, tzg GtTe S 2070 + 9

Here, we can see that W7 is bounded by terms involving v, 2z, v, [, and
dp.
]

Theorem 1. Assume the objective functions of local clients are L-smooth
(see Assumption 1) and strongly conver. In the AFL algorithm (see Algorithm
1), having Assumptions 2, 3b, with the learning rate X = ACI, weights
{m;}j>0, and weighted average of the global parameters X7 = Zgj}—]],
j=0TJ

there is a \ < & and ;= (1 — %)(j“) that satisfies:

) 9 AT 12002 18LA%2
E DN — ()] < 2llx©® — x*||2 _
[]:(X ) — F(x )] < 2,u|]x x*||“ exp 5 + i + i
1822
o

Proof. Applying the results of Lemmas 5 and 6, along with the condition

A< ﬁ, we derive:

E [|IxUH) —x*|?] < \(1 — LR [HX(]) - X*||2l— §JI)\]E [DF(X(]),X*)}

J/

Vv
Contraction term R LY
egularization term

+ 4JIN262 +4J2[2)\2%1/f+ 6LJZIPN352 + GLJ2IPN%?2

Noise term 1 -~ _~  Higher-order noise 1

Noise term 2

Letting A = JI\, the bound simplifies:

Higher-order noise 2

E [0+ — x| < (1- 9 E[Ix? - x*|7] - gE [Dr(x),x")]

+4X252 N AN(C — )2 N 6LA%52 N 6LV
CI S(C—1) CI J
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Now, leveraging Lemma 7, with: t = j, T = J, v =\, d, = E [HX(j) — X*||2],

N A\ — (i 2 4(C—J)v2
a:§7b:%’ gt:E[DF(X(J)ax ):|7wt:(1_'u2_)\) (]—H)?ll:%—i_ S(Cf)l) )

_ 6L&2 | 6Lv2
lb="¢r + =7
we reach to the performance bound:

9 . 12067
E [F(x) = F(x)] < Sulx® —x"|Pexp (<4udd )+ ==
Exponentizﬁ, decay term : First-order noise 1
120(C — J)? 181252 N 18212
J(C—1) JI 7
——

First-order noise 2 Second-order noise 1 ~ Second-order noise 2

The rate of convergence depends on the term that decays exponentially
and the residual terms involving A\. The term exp (—%/AJ) indicates an

exponential rate of convergence in J, where:
exp (—%uﬂj) ~ O (6—/AJ/2> .

This rate is governed by the factor ,uj\, with a higher p or larger A leading
to faster convergence. The residual terms contribute a constant error bound
determined by A. In particular:

12002 12M(C — J)w?  18LA2%52 N 18LA%12
JI J(C 1) JI J

These residual terms do not decay with J but are controlled by the choice of
A. The terms involving A and \? suggest that setting A small enough ensures
these residuals remain small.

Combining these two components, we see that: (i) Exponential decay of
the error term occurs at rate O(e **//2) showing that the algorithm con-
verges exponentially fast towards a neighborhood of the optimal value. (ii)
The residual error is of order O()) and O()?), determined by variance-related
terms.

Thus, the overall convergence rate is:

E[FEY) - F(x")] =0 (e*W/?) + O + 002,

where the exponential term reflects the fast convergence, and the residual
terms represent the constant asymptotic error bound. O
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6. Simulations

In this section we consider the simulations setup that we employed to test
our AFL algorithm by applying it for training multiple clients and single server
Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) architecture for the case of climate aware
wind power simulation. In the following we discuss the climate dataset, the
processor unit, and detail of clients and sever model used for the simulation.

6.1. Dataset

For the dataset, in particular, we consider the CMIP6 (Coupled Model
Intercomparison Project Phase 6) dataset which is a global collection of cli-
mate model outputs that provides projections of future climate change based
on different greenhouse gas emission scenarios Makula and Zhou [32]. It is
a key resource for researchers and policymakers to assess potential climate
impacts. CMIP6 includes data from various climate models that simulate
different aspects of the Earth’s climate system, such as temperature, precip-
itation, atmospheric pressure, and more Tebaldi et al. [33]. These models
are driven by various socio-economic pathways, providing a range of possible
future climate scenarios Lovato et al. [34].

In the context of our research, the CMIP6 dataset will be used to test
our AFL algorithm, a decentralized machine learning approach where mul-
tiple local clients (representing different locations or regions) independently
train their models on local data and periodically share model updates with a
central server. This approach allows for the efficient use of distributed data,
such as the global climate data from CMIPG6, without the need to centralize
sensitive data.

Inspired by Forootani et al. [35], we consider the CMIP6 climate dataset
over Germany. The preprocessing of CMIP6 data for climate analysis and
wind power simulation in Germany involves several crucial steps to ensure
that the dataset is accurate, consistent, and suitable for modeling. First,
spatial interpolation is performed to estimate climate variables, such as wind
speed and surface pressure, at specific geographic locations. This is achieved
using techniques like the Regular Grid Interpolator, which maps the data
from the global climate model grid to a finer grid that corresponds to the
region of interest Jung and Broadwater [36], Weiser and Zarantonello [37] *.

'EE Monitor provides information on the expansion of renewable energies in Germany
from an environmental perspective, https://web.app.ufz.de/ee-monitor/.
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For CMIP6, which often uses rotated pole coordinates, coordinate transfor-
mation has to be applied to align the data with the geographic boundaries
of Germany Grose et al. [38]. This ensures that the climate data accu-
rately represents the local geography. Next, temporal interpolation is used
to handle missing data or mismatched time resolutions, as CMIP6 datasets
typically have a 3-hour temporal resolution, while wind power data often is
recorded at an hourly resolution 2. To harmonize these datasets, resampling
and aggregation methods are applied, converting the data into standard time
intervals, such as 3-hour periods, to ensure consistency across all datasets.
Finally, filtering based on latitude and longitude coordinates helps to focus on
the region of interest, narrowing the dataset to only include data relevant to
Germany. These preprocessing steps facilitate the integration of CMIP6 data
into wind power forecasting models and other atmospheric analyses, ensuring
high-quality input for renewable energy research and decision-making. For
more details we refer the reader to the original work of the authors reported
in Forootani et al. [35].

6.2. Code and data availability statement

The AFL framework is implemented using the PyTorch framework, lever-
aging its advanced tools for model construction and optimization. The code
for this federated learning approach, including the client selection, delay
tracking, and model aggregation mechanisms, is openly available to sup-
port reproducibility and further research in decentralized machine learning
and federated optimization. The implementation, including detailed com-
ments and instructions for reproducing the results, is hosted in the associ-
ated GitHub repository ®. The repository provides code for the asynchronous
training loop, model aggregation, delay-aware optimization, and evaluation
of the global model. Additionally, a version of the code will be archived on
Zenodo* for reference.

Hardware. Our machine is powered by a 13" Gen Intel® Core™ i5-1335U
processor with 10 cores, 12 threads, and a maximum clock speed of 4.6 GHz.

Zsee e.g. https://open-power-system-data.org/

Shttps://github.com/Ali-Forootani/Asynchronous-Federated-Learning
‘https://zenodo.org/records/14548841, DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.14548841
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6.3. Clients and Server Models

Without loss of generality to test the proposed AFL algorithm, we consider
to enable multiple clients to collaboratively train a shared Long Short Term
Memory (LSTM)-based deep learning model while keeping their data local.
LSTMs are particularly suitable for time-series forecasting tasks, such as
wind power generation, due to their ability to capture temporal dependencies
in sequential data. Each client in the AFL setup has its own LSTM-based deep
learning model and associated training components.

Clients model. The clients have the following settings: (i) Each client uses
a multi-layer deep recurrent neural network based on LSTM units; (ii) The
model architecture consists of multiple LSTM layers (stacked sequentially)
followed by a fully connected layer to predict the target output; (iii) The
training loss is calculated using the Mean Squared Error (MSE) function,
which is strongly convex function as we assumed the local objective functions;
(iv) Each client trains its local model for a fixed number of epochs using its
own dataset. Training updates are derived from the gradients of the local
loss function with respect to the model parameters.

Server model. The server in AFL acts as a central coordinator that aggregates
updates from all client models and maintains a global version of the model.
The server has the following settings: (i) The server initializes a global model,
structurally identical to the client models, which serves as the shared model
for all clients; (ii) After each round of local training, the global model param-
eters are updated based on the aggregated updates from the client models;
(iii) The server uses a specified aggregation method (e.g., average or weighted
average) to combine the model parameters or gradients from the clients.

The approach leverages asynchronous updates, client selection strategies,
and delay-aware optimization to improve the performance and efficiency of
federated training under diverse real-world conditions.

Client Training with Strong Convexity and Time Delays. The client training
function incorporates a dynamic learning rate governed by strong convexity
principles, expressed as v; = m This formulation adapts the learn-
ing rate based on the epoch number and observed delays, ensuring stable
convergence despite heterogeneous client conditions. Clients use an Adam
optimizer for gradient updates, with gradient scaling enabled through mixed-
precision training (AMP) for computational efficiency.
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Time delays experienced by clients are explicitly modeled and tracked
during each round, enabling a delay-aware adjustment to learning rates.
This mechanism addresses the common issue of straggling clients in fed-
erated learning, where delays from slower devices can hinder the training
process. By incorporating delays into the learning rate calculation, the al-
gorithm improves resilience to heterogeneity in client hardware and network
conditions.

Client Selection and Fairness. To ensure fair participation among clients,
the training loop uses a balanced client selection strategy. Clients are sam-
pled without replacement within each round, with mechanisms in place to
maintain diversity across rounds. This approach mitigates potential biases in
the aggregation process and promotes equitable contributions from all clients
over time.

The number of clients participating in each round is randomized within
predefined bounds, providing additional robustness against overfitting to spe-
cific subsets of data. This stochastic element enhances the generalization
capabilities of the global model.

Weighted Aggregation of Client Updates. The aggregation of client updates
is implemented using a weighted averaging scheme, where the weight of each
client’s contribution is proportional to its dataset size. This ensures that
updates from clients with larger datasets have a more significant impact on
the global model, aligning the optimization process with the distribution of
data across clients. The algorithm initializes an empty server state dictionary
and iteratively accumulates weighted updates from all participating clients,
thereby producing an aggregated global model.

Asynchronous Training with Delay Tracking. The asynchronous nature of the
algorithm is supported by Python’s asyncio module, which allows clients to
train independently and in parallel. This design improves the utilization of
computational resources and reduces overall training time by avoiding bot-
tlenecks caused by slower clients. Time delays for each client are tracked and
analyzed, with metrics such as the maximum delay per round being reported.
These insights provide valuable feedback for optimizing the training process
and .

Early Stopping for Efficiency. To prevent unnecessary computations, an early
stopping mechanism is employed at the client level. Clients terminate train-
ing if the validation loss does not improve for a specified number of epochs,
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reducing computational overhead and accelerating the training process. This
feature is particularly useful in resource-constrained environments where
computational power and energy consumption are critical concerns.

FEvaluation and Dynamic Scheduling. The server model is evaluated after
each round using data from all clients, ensuring consistent monitoring of
global performance. The training loop also incorporates a dynamic learning
rate scheduler (Cosine Annealing) to adjust the server model’s learning rate
over time, which aids in fine-tuning the global model during later stages of
training.

6.4. Numerical results

DNN structure of each client takes 5 inputs based on the climate dataset
including (i) time, (ii) Latitude coordinate, (iii) Longitude coordinate, (iv)
wind speed and (v) pressure surface; while it has one output which is wind
power production.

Each client has LSTM model architecture which contains 3 stacked LSTM
layers and each LSTM layer consists of 32 hidden units. The LSTM lay-
ers internally handle gate activations (input, forget, output) for processing
time-series data. Moreover, the output from the final LSTM layer is passed
through a fully connected layer to generate predictions. Finally, a single
dense layer maps the final LSTM hidden state to the predicted output with
a size of 1. The server model is identical to local clients. In the training
loop each client trains its local LSTM model using its portion of the dataset,
optimizing weights using stochastic gradient descent. After local training,
each participating client shares its model weights with the server. The server
aggregates the weights using the weighted average method to update the
global model.

Scenario I. For the first simulation we consider total number of C' = 4 clients
and the data is partitioned among them for training ensuring data privacy;
A maximum possible subset of clients, defined by J = 4 participates in each
training round which will be chosen randomly at each round; number of
rounds J = 10 which means AFL process is conducted over 10 rounds of
communication between the clients and the server; local training epochs I =
5,000 which means each client trains its local model for 5,000 epochs before
sharing updates with the server; dynamical learning rate with parameters
v = 0.01, « = 0.001 ; early stopping patience iterations is 2000 which
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means training will stop early if no improvement is observed for 2000 epochs,
preventing overfitting or unnecessary computations. Moreover client updates
are aggregated using a weighted averaging scheme to produce the global
model.

The updated global model is redistributed to the clients, and this process
is repeated for J = 10 iterations. Figure la illustrates the training loss for
each client over the total number of iterations. As observed, the training loss
decreases progressively with an increase in the number of iterations during
each round. Figure 1b shows the clients selected for training in each round.
Notably, client 2 is chosen more frequently than the other clients. This is
also evident in Figure la, where its training loss corresponds to 8 x 5000 =
40000 total iterations. Figure 1c depicts the maximum delay for each round,
showing that the delay is proportional to the number of clients participating
in training during a given round. For example, rounds 2, 8, and 9 exhibit the
highest delays, whereas round 5 experiences no delay since only one client
participates in training. It is worth emphasizing that the execution time
and delay are strongly influenced by the computational capabilities of the
processor used in the AFL algorithm.

Scenario II. In the second scenario, similar to the first, a total of C' = 4
clients are considered. However, the maximum number of clients allowed to
participate in training at any given time is limited to J = 3. The training
loss for each client is shown in Figure 2a, where we observe the convergence
of the client’s losses over the training iterations. The participation of each
client is depicted in Figure 2b, with client 3 having the highest participation,
appearing in a total of 6 rounds. Figure 2c illustrates the maximum delay
during each round, demonstrating that the delay increases with the number
of active clients participating simultaneously. For instance, rounds 1, 2, and
9 experience the maximum delay, as all 3 clients are active in training during
these rounds.

Scenario III. In the third scenario, we consider a total of C' = 5 clients with a
maximum client participation of J = 5. The training loss is shown in Figure
3a, illustrating the convergence of the training losses for each client over the
training iterations. Figure 3b displays the clients selected in each round of
training, where clients 1 and 2 participate most frequently, with a maximum
of 6 rounds. The figure also highlights that the largest delays occur when
3 or 4 clients participate in each training round. This observation indicates
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Training Losses per Client
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Figure 1: AFL performance in training of the LSTM based DNN client’s models with total
number of C' = 4 clients and maximum participation of J = 3 clients per each round
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Figure 2: AFL performance in training of the LSTM based DNN client’s models with total
number of C' = 4 clients and maximum participation of J = 3 clients per each round
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that, for a fixed dataset size, distributing the data among more clients during
training rounds reduces the drift between clients.

Scenario IV. In the fourth scenario, we examine a more practical case in-
volving a total of C' = 6 clients, with a maximum participation of J = 4
clients per training round, over a total of J = 50 rounds, each consisting
of I = 1000 iterations. The training losses exhibit behavior similar to the
previous examples. However, the client delays are significantly influenced by
the total number of clients (C'), the total number of rounds (7), and the
number of clients participating in each round of training (see Figure 4c).

7. Conclusion

In this paper we proposed AFL algorithm that significantly improved the
scalability, efficiency, and robustness of federated learning systems, especially
in scenarios involving heterogeneous client populations and dynamic network
conditions. By allowing clients to update the global model asynchronously,
AFL mitigated the inefficiencies and delays associated with synchronous meth-
ods, leading to faster convergence and better resource utilization. Our the-
oretical analysis, supported by variance bounds and martingale difference
sequence theory, demonstrates that AFL can effectively handle client delays
and model staleness, ensuring reliable convergence even in challenging envi-
ronments. The practical applicability of AFL is further validated through the
successful training of a decentralized LSTM model on the CMIP6 climate
dataset, highlighting its potential for large-scale, privacy-preserving applica-
tions in diverse, real-world settings. This work paves the way for more ef-
ficient distributed learning frameworks, particularly in resource-constrained
and dynamically changing environments.

The simulations demonstrated the effectiveness of the proposed AFL algo-
rithm for training a decentralized DNN using CMIP6 climate data for wind
power forecasting. The algorithm successfully leverages an asynchronous fed-
erated learning framework to enable multiple clients to train local models in-
dependently while collaborating through a central server. Key features such
as dynamic learning rate adjustment, delay-aware optimization, weighted
aggregation, and early stopping ensure robust and efficient training across
heterogeneous clients with diverse data distributions.

The results highlighted the adaptability of the AFL algorithm to various
configurations, as evidenced by its ability to reduce training loss over itera-
tions and maintain fairness in client participation. The use of LSTM-based
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Figure 3: AFL performance in training of the LSTM based DNN client’s models with total
number of C' =5 clients and maximum participation of J = 5 clients per each round
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Figure 4: AFL performance in training of the LSTM based DNN client’s models with total
number of C' = 6 clients and maximum participation of J = 4 clients per each round
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architectures further validates the suitability of this approach for time-series
forecasting tasks in renewable energy research. Scenario-based evaluations
confirm the algorithm’s scalability and capability to address real-world chal-
lenges such as non-uniform client contributions and variable training condi-
tions.

The AFL algorithm represents a significant advancement in decentralized
machine learning, with promising real-life applications across various do-
mains, such as climate-aware energy modeling, smart grids Jithish et al. [39],
distributed healthcare systems Nguyen et al. [40], intelligent transportation
networks Posner et al. [41], and physics informed neural networks Forootani
and Benner [42], Forootani et al. [43, 44]. These applications benefit from
asynchronous federated learning by enabling robust model training while
addressing critical challenges such as data privacy, uneven computational
resources, and communication efficiency. By leveraging its capacity for asyn-
chronous updates, AFL facilitates real-time adaptability and efficient resource
utilization, making it particularly suited for dynamic environments and large-
scale deployments.

For the future work we plan to involve exploring larger-scale simulations,
convergence analysis of AFL algorithm for the case of general convex and non-
convex local objective functions for physics informed neural network prob-
lems.

8. Appendix

To simplify the expression, we define:
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Substituting the known summation formulas, we have:

r_ cr (J-1J P (J-1)J2J-1)
cC-1 2 J—1 6
+JU—1ﬂ@I—D__21(J—UJU—1ﬂ
6 J—-1 2 2

Next, we separate the first term into two components:

(J-—1)JI3 B (J-1)J
2 to-1 2
B o(J—1)J(2J—1)
C-1 6
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Next, we group the terms containing #':

I' =

(J—1)JI3 (I -1)I2-1) B o(J-1)J
2 +J 6 to-1 2
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Now, we analyze the first two terms in (38
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Next, we consider the remaining three terms in (38):
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Rearranging (39) gives:
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Finally, we can summarize our results to obtain:

1(J—-1)J , (1
ém[ (5(2J—1)I—1), (40)

comparing (40) with the right hand side of (18) the results .
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