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A B S T R A C T
Newly diagnosed Type 1 Diabetes (T1D) patients often struggle to obtain effective Blood Glucose
(BG) prediction models due to the lack of sufficient BG data from Continuous Glucose Monitoring
(CGM), presenting a significant “cold start” problem in patient care. Utilizing population models
to address this challenge is a potential solution, but collecting patient data for training population
models in a privacy-conscious manner is challenging, especially given that such data is often stored
on personal devices. Considering the privacy protection and addressing the “cold start” problem in
diabetes care, we propose “GluADFL”, blood Glucose prediction by Asynchronous Decentralized
Federated Learning. We compared GluADFL with eight baseline methods using four distinct T1D
datasets, comprising 298 participants, which demonstrated its superior performance in accurately
predicting BG levels for cross-patient analysis. Furthermore, patients’ data might be stored and shared
across various communication networks in GluADFL, ranging from highly interconnected (e.g.,
random, performs the best among others) to more structured topologies (e.g., cluster and ring), suitable
for various social networks. The asynchronous training framework supports flexible participation. By
adjusting the ratios of inactive participants, we found it remains stable if less than 70% are inactive.
Our results confirm that GluADFL offers a practical, privacy-preserving solution for BG prediction
in T1D, significantly enhancing the quality of diabetes management.

1. Introduction
Blood Glucose (BG) prediction [1, 2, 3] is indispens-

able for individuals with Type 1 Diabetes (T1D), as it
enables proactive management of BG levels [4, 5], thus
preventing potential hyperglycemia and hypoglycemia and
mitigating complications. A common challenge faced by
many, especially those newly diagnosed or recently initiated
on Continuous Glucose Monitoring (CGM) devices, is the
lack of sufficient BG trajectory data, leading to a “cold
start” issue in developing accurate prediction models. This
problem is particularly acute for critically ill patients in
intensive care, where timely and effective BG management
is crucial [6]. Given that population models can address the
cold start problem [7], the emergence of Federated Learning
(FL) might offer a promising solution to this challenge,
especially in gathering population features while regarding
data privacy [8, 9].

Specifically, employing the integration of data from mul-
tiple individuals into population models, FL enables the
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utilization of patient data on mobile devices or databases
in hospitals in a privacy-preserving manner. By directly
leveraging the data in the place where it is generated, FL
allows for the development of robust prediction models
without compromising patient privacy. However, applying
FL in the cold start problem triggers some concerns:

• Target Differences: In a setting similar to zero-shot
learning [10], patients can be categorized as seen or
unseen based on whether their data has been used to
train the model. Patients who have been previously
observed (seen patients) contribute their data to FL
training with the expectation of obtaining personal-
ized models. These personalized models are designed
to retain the unique behavioral patterns of individual
patients. Conversely, patients who have not been pre-
viously observed (unseen patients) seek a population
model by leveraging seen patients’ data. The popula-
tion model provides them with a foundational starting
point, and it is defined as models that encapsulate
the general patterns observed across a broad patient
cohort (refer to Figure 1).

• Overhead and Latency: Learning population models
in FL necessitates collecting extensive data from pa-
tients. However, scalability and efficiency challenges
in managing large-scale data, especially in centralized
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Figure 1: Population models for glucose prediction: a) Traditional Supervised Learning, which centralizes patients’ data on a
server to create models by combining data, and b) Centralized Federated Learning (FedAvg, [9]), which utilizes data on personal
devices. With FedAvg, only model updates, not raw data, are sent to the server, which then aggregates these updates to improve
the population model. This approach maintains data privacy by keeping patient data localized while still benefiting from collective
insights. Nevertheless, it has scalability and efficiency challenges in managing large-scale data.

FL (see Figure 1b), are notable due to increasing over-
head and latency with more participant devices. These
issues are crucial to resolve for practical healthcare
applications.

• Device Limitations: Patients with basic smartphones
might face longer training times due to limited compu-
tational resources. Additionally, frequent phone usage
can hinder continuous participation in synchronous
FL training, reducing overall efficiency.

• Social Preferences: Some patients may willingly en-
gage in FL training and allow their devices to com-
municate broadly, while others may prefer limiting
interactions to their social circles.

In order to address the cold start towards unseen patients,
the primary objective of FL is to develop a population model
that leverages data from seen patients while safeguarding
their privacy (Figure 1). This population model is intended
to be applicable to both seen and unseen patients, which
sets it apart from most existing work that focuses on per-
sonalized BG prediction. However, in this study, we also
introduce a “personalized from population” approach that
further fine-tunes the population model to better suit each
patient’s unique characteristics. Specifically, seen patients
can leverage their mobile devices such as smart phones
to engage in FL training. Such devices are equipped with
storage for CGM sensor data, and tools like TensorFlow Lite
support on-device training1. After developing the population
model, seen patients can further optionally personalize the
model with their data, i.e., “personalized from population”.

1https://www.tensorflow.org/lite/examples/on_device_training/overview

Meanwhile, unseen patients can initially use the population
model with a “warm” start. They can even subsequently fine-
tune it as they collect more personal data. Throughout this
process, the privacy of personal data is safeguarded, as it
remains confined to the individual’s device.

Then, given other concerns, a centralized FL structure
fails to offer viable solutions. Therefore, we propose “Glu-
ADFL”, a Glucose management system using Asynchronous
Decentralized FL. Removing the central server allows our
method to be scalable for large-scale data applications. This
system accommodates various communication topologies
(ring, cluster, random), catering to diverse social needs.
By enabling asynchronous training, it mitigates the impact
of “slow” and “busy” devices, allowing broader and more
convenient participation in the training process. Meanwhile,
as demonstrated in the BG level prediction challenge 2020
[11], Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) models [12, 13]
have proven their efficacy. Besides, well-developed APIs
for LSTM models, such as TensorFlow or PyTorch, are
widely supported across a broad range of mobile devices.
Conversely, other models, such as Neural Basis Expansion
Analysis for interpretable Time Series (N-BEATS, [14]),
Neural Hierarchical interpolation for Time Series (NHiTS,
[15]) or customized transformers [16], have yet to receive
similar support. Therefore, we choose LSTM as the predic-
tion method for GluADFL due to its reliable performance
and well developed APIs on mobile devices.

To evaluate GluADFL with LSTM, our experiments
consider four diverse datasets, involving 298 participants.
Our findings are summarized as follows:

• The LSTM-based population model, trained through
GluADFL, possesses the capability to cross-predict,
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Figure 2: A Glucose management system using Asynchronous Decentralized Federated Learning (GluADFL), tailored for Type
1 Diabetes (T1D) management. Figure a showcases the GluADFL employing randomized communication graphs, highlighting
the dynamic nature of node interactions for distributed learning. Nodes can mirror the participants (seen patients) attending
the training. In these nodes, through CGM devices, glucose data is collected and processed on local devices for model training.
Engaging in the GluADFL process, these devices collaboratively develop a population model to enhance BG management for
both seen patients with ample CGM data and unseen patients lacking sufficient data. Figure b presents other three distinct
communication graph topologies: star, ring, and cluster. Star topology is only for centralized FL (FedAvg [9]). Random, ring
and cluster can be utilized in GluADFL, each catering to different operational efficiencies and privacy considerations within the
network. These topologies reflect diverse participant preferences for data sharing and communication.

meaning it can accurately predict BG levels for unseen
patients. Additionally, fine-tuning this model with
data from seen patients results in personalized mod-
els that significantly outperform those created from
random initialization. Along with the safe privacy,
this improvement in BG prediction is an attractive
incentive for seen patients to participate in FL training
to refine their personalized models.

• We evaluate the performance of GluADFL across
different communication topologies, i.e., ring, cluster,
and random, to cater to various social needs. The
random topology emerges as relatively the most ef-
fective, showing a tendency to converge with the best
performance. To assess the robustness of GluADFL
in asynchronous environments, we experiment with
varying inactive node ratios. This approach simulates
the impact of different levels of participant inactivity
on the training efficiency of the population model.
We observe that in a random-based GluADFL setting,

the training framework’s effectiveness is significantly
impacted only when the proportion of inactive nodes
exceeds 70%.

• We compare the cross-patient BG prediction capabil-
ities of GluADFL with eight distinct methods. When
training population models using seen patients’ data
via traditional supervised learning, the LSTM-based
approach outperforms other methods such as linear re-
gression, eXtreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost [17]),
N-BEATS, [14], and NHiTS [15], validating LSTM
as a practical choice for population modeling. Fur-
thermore, the GluADFL-based models achieve com-
parable performance to supervised learning and cen-
tralized FL [9], and they are superior to the meta-
learning framework [18, 19] without fine-tuning. This
highlights the robust cross-predictive capability of
GluADFL-based LSTM population models.
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2. Related Work
FL has significantly evolved since its initial concept

with FedAvg [9], a centralized model involving a server
coordinating multiple clients. FedAvg’s core principle is
to train models directly on devices where data originates,
avoiding the need for centralized data gathering and enhanc-
ing privacy protection.

Decentralized FL has further evolved from this concept
by eliminating the central server, enabling broader participa-
tion. Various researchers have proposed innovative decen-
tralized FL frameworks. For instance, He et al. [20] intro-
duced SpreadGNN, a multi-task federated framework adept
at handling partial labels without a central server. Shi et al.
[21] developed DFedSAM and DFedSAM-MGS, the former
utilizing gradient perturbation for local model flattening,
and the latter enhancing this with Multiple Gossip Steps for
improved model consistency and communication balance.
Liu et al. [22] implemented a method balancing communica-
tion efficiency and model consensus through periodic local
updates and inter-node communications. Chen et al. [23]
optimized resource efficiency by limiting gradient pushes to
a neighbor subset. Dai et al. [24] and Bornstein et al. [25]
explored various decentralized communication topologies,
such as random, ring, and cluster, offering potential solutions
for diverse social needs.

Asynchronous FL represents a significant advancement
in FL methodologies. This variation has been explored in
various studies. Hagos et al. [26] ventured beyond central-
ized FL by investigating scalable asynchronous FL tech-
niques for privacy-preserving real-time surveillance sys-
tems, demonstrating its practical applications. Jang et al.
[27] introduced AsyncFL, a system where clients upload
models based on their capabilities, and the FL server asyn-
chronously updates and broadcasts the global model, show-
casing the flexibility of asynchronous operations. Yang et
al. [28] developed Anarchic FL, allowing workers to decide
their participation schedule and the extent of local compu-
tations in each round, emphasizing the autonomy in cen-
tralized FL settings. Bornstein et al. [25] proposed SWIFT
for decentralized FL, enabling participants to join training
asynchronously and broadcast model parameters at their
convenience, highlighting the adaptability in decentralized
environments.

FL plays a pivotal role in ensuring data security and pri-
vacy, adhering to strict regulations like the EU/UK General
Data Protection Regulation, thereby becoming increasingly
relevant in healthcare [29]. Its application across various
healthcare scenarios [30, 31, 32, 33], especially including
diabetes detection [34] and prediction [35, 36], and glucose
prediction [37], underscores its significance in protecting
healthcare data. Notably, Falco et al. [37] introduced a
FL framework using an evolutionary algorithm in diabetes
management marks a significant stride in privacy-focused
glucose prediction. However, existing studies in healthcare
often overlook the full potential of FL in terms of gen-
eralization, scalability, and asynchronous updates, essen-
tial for real-world healthcare implementation. Centralized

training frameworks fall short in addressing diverse “social
preferences” and “device limitations”. To the best of our
knowledge, our proposed approach, GluADFL, is the first
work that overcomes these limitations by employing asyn-
chronous decentralized FL aided by various communication
graphs for learning population models, thus enhancing the
practicality and applicability of FL in healthcare.

3. Proposed Method
3.1. Problem Definition

Our goal is to develop an asynchronous decentralized
FL framework, aimed at enhancing diabetes management
for both seen and unseen patients. While this support ini-
tially focuses on Blood Glucose Level Prediction (BGLP),
it’s designed to be adaptable for broader applications such
as insulin guidance, dietary recommendations, and other
critical aspects of life-cycle management. In this paper, we
concentrate specifically on BGLP.

BGLP (BG only): We define BGLP as the task of
predicting future glucose levels 𝑥𝐿+𝐻 , based on a series
of historical glucose records 𝑥1∶𝐿 = {𝑥1, ..., 𝑥𝐿}, collected
through CGM at regular intervals 𝛿𝑙 (e.g., every 5 minutes).
The prediction horizon, denoted as 𝐻 , is the future time
when the prediction is made (e.g., 𝐻 = 6 equals to 30
minutes ahead).

Our approach focuses on using univariate glucose series,
denoted as 𝑥1∶𝐿. This approach stems from the practical
challenges in collecting high-quality data via a full suite of
wearable devices from all patients [38] and ensuring their
comfort with wearing multiple sensors. Self-reported data
also presents the risk of artifacts and errors in logging [39]
and could lead to an unpleasant user experience due to the
frequent need for manual entry. Thus, relying solely on CGM
data emerges as a more convenient and accurate method for
future BG predictions. This decision aligns with research un-
derscoring the substantial impact of glucose trajectories on
prediction accuracy [40, 41, 42]. For instance, our previous
work [40] has demonstrated that CGM data and timestamps
together contribute significantly (93.9%) to future BG level
predictions, with the major contribution attributed to CGM.
Meanwhile, there is substantial variability in self-reported
events among individuals, which can impair the predictive
performance of population models. This issue is particularly
crucial for FL that aims to generalize models across diverse
populations.

An additional benefit of adopting a univariate approach
is the optimization of computational resources and its effec-
tive performance, especially in LSTM models [12, 43]. This
not only enhances performance but also significantly reduces
the training load on mobile devices, making the process
more efficient and feasible for widespread use in patient care.
3.2. Problem Formulation

As outlined in section 1, our objective is to utilize FL
for developing a population model that addresses the “cold
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start” issue for unseen patients while simultaneously enhanc-
ing the prediction accuracy of personalized models for seen
patients. The population model is characterized as follows:

Population Modeling: Given a set of patients  =
{1, ..., 𝑛, ..., 𝑁}, where each patient 𝑛 possesses a private
dataset 𝑛, our goal is to derive a population model �̂�𝑛𝐿+𝐻 =
𝑓 (𝑥𝑛1∶𝐿;𝐰) for all 𝑛 in  , with 𝐰 representing the model’s
learnable parameters, and 𝐻 is the prediction horizon.

In contrast to the personalized model 𝑓 (𝑥𝑛1∶𝐿;𝐰𝑛), which
tailors to individual data of the patient 𝑛, the population
model 𝑓 (𝑥𝑛1∶𝐿;𝐰) utilizes non-personalized parameters 𝐰
to capture universal patient patterns [12]. This approach
effectively tackles the “cold start” issue for patients not
previously encountered in the model [7]. In this work, we
adopt the LSTM [44] for the population model. The LSTM
framework captures long-term dependencies via its self-
gated mechanism, which includes input, forget, and output
gates, allowing for effective information flow management.
Unlike convolutional methods that lack memory for long-
term sequences, LSTM excels in recognizing patterns over
extended periods. Moreover, this technology strikes an op-
timal balance by offering the capacity to learn complex
temporal patterns with minimal need for extensive hyper-
parameter tuning, ensuring both resource conservation and
effective performance in constrained environments. Its blend
of computational efficiency, effectiveness, and the presence
of well-developed APIs renders it particularly suitable for
mobile devices.

Furthermore, we aim to adopt decentralized FL to fa-
cilitate increased participation without the scalability con-
straints associated with a central server. This approach en-
courages a broader inclusion of participant data in the learn-
ing process.

Decentralized FL: In a decentralized FL setup, nodes
 = {1, ..., 𝑛, ..., 𝑁} are interconnected via a commu-
nication graph , mirroring the patient set  . Each pa-
tient 𝑛 corresponds to a node in , with the graph’s edges
representing the communication links between patients. As
for node 𝑛, this topology allows it to direct communicate
with its neighboring nodes  𝑛 connected by one-hop links.
The decentralized FL framework aims to optimize a global
function:

min
𝐰

∑

𝑛
𝐽 (𝑥𝑛𝐿+𝐻 ,𝐰), (1)

where the loss function for the BGLP at each node 𝑛 is
defined as:

𝐽 (𝑥𝑛𝐿+𝐻 ,𝐰) = 𝔼𝑥𝑛∼𝑛 [(𝑥𝑛𝐿+𝐻 − 𝑓 (𝑥𝑛1∶𝐿;𝐰))
2], (2)

aiming to minimize the mean square error of all nodes
between predicted and actual BG levels, thus improving
prediction accuracy in BGLP through collaborative learning
without centralized control.

3.3. Proposed Asynchronous Decentralized FL for
Learning a Population Model in BGLP

Figure 2a depicts participants (seen patients with T1D
who possess sufficient CGM data) as nodes in the commu-
nication graph , representing a network that can adopt ring,
cluster, or random topologies as shown in Figure 2b. This
topology choice is based on the participants’ communication
preferences. CGM devices collect glucose data for process-
ing and training on local devices. These devices engage in
GluADFL, an asynchronous decentralized FL process for
BGLP, working collectively to create a population model
that supports BG management for new users (unseen patients
with T1D who do not have enough CGM data).

The GluADFL process entails:
• Step 1 - Initial Setup: Node models are initialized

with random parameters (Line 3).
• Step 2 - Broadcasting: Active nodes share their

model parameters with nearby active nodes, influ-
enced by ’s topology (Line 5).

• Step 3 - Local Model Aggregation: Each active node
update its model by averaging its own model and the
received models from neighbors (Lines 7-9).

• Step 4 - Local Training: Nodes refine their mod-
els using their data based on aggregated parameters
(Lines 11-13).

• Step 5 - Iterative Learning: Steps 2-4 are repeated
asynchronously until achieving convergence or meet-
ing a stop condition.

• Step 6 - Population Model Formation: Final model
parameters are aggregated from all nodes to form the
population model (Lines 15-16).

Convergence (in step 5) within the context of GluADFL
can be defined as reaching a state where the objective func-
tion, as detailed in Equation (2), cannot be minimized any
further. This indicates that the model has reached its optimal
performance, and further iterations do not yield significant
improvements in prediction accuracy. Additional stopping
criteria for the algorithm can include specific thresholds for
the objective function. This allows for flexibility in deter-
mining when the learning process has reached a satisfactory
level of performance or optimization, providing a practical
mechanism for stopping the algorithm under predefined
conditions.

The algorithm enables the direct application of the popu-
lation model for unseen patients, offering immediate benefits
in BG management. Seen patients, who have contributed
their data, have the flexibility to further refine this pop-
ulation model with their own data, utilizing Equation (2)
and adjusting the learning rate 𝛾 for personalization. This
customization process enhances the model’s relevance to the
individual’s unique data patterns. Moreover, seen patients
might also directly use the population model, as it often
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Algorithm 1: GluADFL
1 Input: Training steps 𝑇 , set of nodes  , max

communication batch size 𝐵, initial model
parameters {𝐰𝑛

0}
𝑁
1 , learning rate 𝛾 , and training

data {𝑛}𝑁1
2 Output: Population model 𝐰
3 Initialize node models in  with {𝐰𝑛

0}
𝑁
1

4 for 𝑡 = 1 to 𝑇 do
5 Broadcast model parameters from active nodes

to their neighbors, depending on the current
communication graph

6 # Model updates post-broadcast
7 for 𝑛 = 1 to 𝑁 do
8 if node 𝑛 is active then
9 Update node 𝑛’s model with the

neighbor node set  𝑛
𝑡 , ensuring

|

|

 𝑛
𝑡
|

|

≤ 𝐵: �̂�𝑛
𝑡−1 ←

1
| 𝑛

𝑡 |+1

(

∑

𝑛′∈ 𝑛
𝑡
𝐰𝑛′
𝑡−1 + 𝐰𝑛

𝑡−1

)

10 # Node model updates with local data
11 for 𝑛 = 1 to 𝑁 do
12 if node 𝑛 is active then
13 Update using local data:

𝐰𝑛
𝑡 ← �̂�𝑛

𝑡−1 − 𝛾∇𝐽 (𝑥𝑛𝐿+𝐻 ,𝐰𝑛
𝑡−1)

14 # Finalize the population model 𝐰
15 Aggregate model parameters from all nodes
16 𝐰 ← 1

𝑁
∑

𝑛 𝐰𝑛
𝑇

surpasses solely personalized models that lack population-
derived insights, providing a robust starting point for indi-
vidual adaptations.

The GluADFL framework facilitates asynchronous com-
munication [25], allowing nodes to update their models or
pause without waiting for others, enhancing flexibility and
efficiency. Nodes can rejoin the learning process when ready,
ensuring that each participant contributes at their own pace.
This wait-free mechanism supports continuous local model
improvements and collective learning without the need for
synchronous updates, making the learning process more
adaptable to individual and network variabilities.

In the GluADFL framework, we explore three distinct
communication graphs to facilitate model training and pa-
rameter sharing:

• Random [24]: As illustrated in Figure 2a, active
nodes randomly establish connections with up to 𝐵
other active nodes for exchanging model parameters.
This topology introduces a flexible and dynamically
changing network structure at each training step.

• Cluster [25]: Initially, nodes are organized into clus-
ters, creating a ring-like structure where each cluster is

fully connected internally and linked to others through
specific nodes. This setup, shown in Figure 2b, pro-
motes efficient intra- and inter-cluster communica-
tion, with the structure remaining constant throughout
training.

• Ring [25]: Nodes are arranged in a circular pattern,
enabling sequential parameter sharing along the ring.
This ensures a consistent, cyclic flow of information
among all active participants, depicted in Figure 2b,
with the communication pattern fixed during the train-
ing.

The choice of communication graphs in GluADFL can
cater to diverse social preferences and privacy concerns
of participants. The random topology fits scenarios where
participants are open to broader interaction beyond their im-
mediate social circles. The cluster topology is ideal for those
preferring interactions within known groups, resembling
social circles. For utmost privacy, the ring topology allows
communication exclusively between two closely connected
individuals, mirroring the preference to limit data (model
parameters) sharing to a minimum. Thus, these topologies
offer customizable communication settings to meet varied
social and privacy needs.

These communication graphs enhance the distributed
nature of communication and decrease dependency on a
single master node, characteristic of the star topology in
FedAvg [9], as illustrated in Figure 2b. By facilitating ef-
ficient, decentralized exchanges among participants, these
structures foster collaboration and accelerate the learning
process for BGLP, offering a more resilient and scalable
approach to FL.

4. Experiments and Results
4.1. Datasets

All the results are based on the prediction of future
BG levels for patients with T1D using OhioT1DM [11],
ABC4D ([45, 3], NCT02053051), CTR3 (NCT02137512)
and REPLACE-BG ([46], NCT02258373). The statistics
for these four datasets are presented in Table 1, highlight-
ing their diversity. For example, the ABC4D dataset deliv-
ered insulin exclusively using pens (Novo Nordisk Echo),
whereas other datasets leveraged pumps. This potentially
makes the BG variability the greatest in ABC4D, result-
ing in a challenging BG prediction. Each dataset, exclud-
ing OhioT1DM, is divided into training (60%), validation
(20%) and testing data (20%) by time per person. As for
OhioT1DM, it has been originally divided into training and
testing data. We make the last 20% of its training data as
the validation data. As mentioned in section 3.1, only BG
time series is considered. Hence, we leveraged Z-Score nor-
malization to standardize the BG levels within each dataset
using the mean and standard deviation of training data, then
all missing values are replaced with zero [12].
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Table 1
The statistics of four datasets

Demographic OhioT1DM ABC4D CTR3 REPLACE-BG
CGM Medtronic Enlite Dexcom G5 Dexcom G4 Dexcom G4

Insulin Pump or Pen MiniMed 530G/630G Novo Nordisk Echo Roche Accu-Chek MiniMed 530G, OmniPod, etc.
No. of Participants 12 25 30 226

No. of Days 54(2) 168(14) 163(67) 251(39)
No. of CGM Records per Participant 13871(1015) 43259(5460) 43421(18309) 66153(10701)

Mean of CGM Data (mg/dL) 159.35(16.34) 156.66(24.24) 151.37(13.34) 160.69(21.18)
SD of CGM Data (mg/dL) 58.11(6.15) 60.52(14.47) 55.29(8.24) 60.33(11.65)

Time In Ringe (%) 63.54(9.70) 62.54(15.58) 69.92(7.95) 63.10(12.18)
Time Below Ringe (%) 3.30(2.25) 6.01(4.13) 3.53(2.11) 3.78(2.51)
Time Above Ringe (%) 33.15(10.71) 31.45(15.65) 26.54(8.57) 33.13(12.93)

Coefficient of Variation (%) 36.63(3.70) 38.40(6.22) 36.44(3.90) 37.45(4.70)
Low Blood Glucose Index 0.88(0.48) 1.73(1.02) 0.97(0.48) 1.00(0.58)
High Blood Glucose Index 7.15(2.45) 7.26(3.85) 5.89(1.93) 7.57(3.42)

4.2. Ethics and Data availability
All datasets can be accessed publicly apart from ABC4D,

which can be accessed via authorised procedures by con-
tacting the project manager and the corresponding au-
thor. The ABC4D studies were conducted under protocol
(13/LO/0264) approved by the London - Chelsea Research
Ethics Committee in 2013.
4.3. Metrics

In this study, the metrics used to evaluate the per-
formance of the BGLP includes root mean square error
(RMSE), mean absolute relative difference (MARD), mean
absolute error (MAE), glucose-specific RMSE (gRMSE,
[47, 48]) and time lag. RMSE (mg/dL) measures the square
root of the average of the squares of the errors, as follows (𝐼
is the total number of testing examples):

𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 =
√

1
𝐼
∑

𝑖
(𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖 − �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖)2. (3)

MARD (%) averages the absolute differences between
predicted and actual values, expressed as a percentage of the
actual values. It is used to assess the relative accuracy of the
predictions.

𝑀𝐴𝑅𝐷 = 1
𝐼
∑

𝑖

|𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖 − �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖|

𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖
× 100%. (4)

MAE (mg/dL) measures the average of the absolute dif-
ferences between the predicted values and the actual values.
Without squaring the errors before averaging allows it to be
less sensitive to large errors than RMSE.

𝑀𝐴𝐸 = 1
𝐼
∑

𝑖

|

|

𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖 − �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖
|

|

. (5)

gRMSE (mg/dL) is a variation of RMSE, evaluating the
prediction error specifically within certain ranges of BG
levels. It allows for a more detailed assessment of model
performance across different glucose level ranges, which
is crucial in diabetes management where different ranges

(e.g., hypoglycemia, hyperglycemia) have different clinical
implications.

𝑔𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 =
√

1
𝐼
∑

𝑖
𝑃 (𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖, �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖)(𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖 − �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖)2,

(6)
where 𝑃 (𝑥𝐿+𝐻,𝑖, �̂�𝐿+𝐻,𝑖) penalizes overestimation in hypo-
glycemia and underestimation in hyperglycemia, and more
details are in [47].

In BGLP, time lag (minutes) quantifies the temporal
discrepancy between actual BG level changes and when
these changes are detected by the model’s predictions. This
concept, as detailed by Cohen [49] through cross-correlation
analysis, and further applied in BGLP contexts [50, 51],
highlights the critical challenge of timely and accurate BG
prediction, emphasizing the importance of minimizing lag
for effective diabetes management.

In summary, we pursue lower values of all these metrics,
meaning better prediction models for BGLP.
4.4. Baselines

In our experiments, several baselines were compared
with the proposed model. First of all, five kinds of popu-
lation models were gotten by traditional supervised learning
through mixing the training data of all patients within each
dataset as follows:

• LR:it is a Linear Regression (LR) model that predicts
values based on linear relationships between input
features and target variable.

• XGBoost [17]: it is based on gradient boosting, lever-
aging decision trees and optimizing model perfor-
mance through sequential learning.

• LSTM: a single layer of LSTM whose self-gated
mechanisms can model long short-term patterns of
time series.

• N-BEATS [14]: it is a Neural Basis Expansion Anal-
ysis for interpretable Time Series (N-BEATS) for-
casting through leveraging a stack of fully-connected
layers and backcasting.
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• NHiTS [15]: it is a Neural Hierarchical Interpola-
tion for Time Series (NHiTS), leveraging hierarchi-
cal interpolation and pooling techniques. Compared
with N-BEATS, it improves time series predictions
by specializing in different frequencies and reducing
computational complexity.

Furthermore, we introduced meta-learning methods and
centralized FL to our baselines for comparisons.

• MAML [18]: an LSTM model trained by Model-
Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML). MAML is to find
a set of initial parameters that can quickly adapt to new
tasks through few gradient updates.

• MetaSGD [19]: an LSTM model trained by Meta-
learner acting like Stochastic Gradient Descent (MetaSGD).
MetaSGD extends MAML by introducing a learnable
learning rate for each parameter in the model, provid-
ing more flexibility and potentially to various tasks.

• FedAvg [9]: an LSTM model trained by using cen-
tralized Federated Averaging (FedAvg) method. It has
a centralized server to periodically broadcast latest
model parameters to local devices and average the
local model parameters which are trained separately
by local data.

Then, our proposed method with three different com-
munication graphs are denoted as “GluADFL(Ring)”, “Glu-
ADFL(Cluster)” and “GluADFL(Random)” .

We set the historical BG series length as 𝐿 = 12, i.e.,
2 hours, predicting the BG level in 30 minutes (𝐻 = 6).
Except for LR, each method was trained four times with
different random seeds. We leverage grid search for selecting
the hyperparameters of XGBoost. We implemented all deep
learning methods using PyTorch 1.11.0, based on [52, 53]
and PyTorch Forcasting2, and executed them on an NVIDIA
RTX 3090 Ti. For deep learning methods, the learning rate
was found in {10−3, 10−4, 10−5} and the hidden state size
was found in {128, 256, 512}. The best hyperparameters
were selected based on validation data performance. All
experiments and results can be accessible and reproducible:
“https://github.com/ChengzhePiao/coldstartbglp”.
4.5. Results

To assess the cross-prediction capabilities of population
models for unseen patients, we compare the performance
of population LSTM models trained via the “GluADFL
(Random)” approach (Table 2) and traditional supervised
learning (Table 3) across four distinct datasets. Performance
is evaluated using testing data from all datasets, with specific
interest in the off-diagonal cells (non-bold) in Tables 2
and 3, which represent predictions for unseen patients. In
the analysis, differences in performance between seen and
unseen patients are categorized by color: differences below
0.30 or between (0.3, 0.5] are marked in red or blue, respec-
tively. In Table 2, 78% of metrics for unseen patients show

2https://github.com/jdb78/pytorch-forecasting

Table 2
Generalization of population models trained by GluADFL

Training Data Metric Testing Data
OhioT1DM ABC4D CTR3 REPLACE-BG

OhioT1DM

RMSE 19.66(2.52) 23.61(4.44) 20.49(3.23) 20.73(3.45)
MARD 9.43(1.62) 12.97(3.73) 10.38(1.50) 10.71(1.95)
MAE 13.80(1.61) 16.25(2.42) 14.41(2.24) 14.75(2.45)

gRMSE 24.61(3.35) 30.65(7.00) 25.15(4.27) 25.98(4.67)
Time Lag 5.22(4.48) 6.54(5.05) 10.31(3.97) 9.41(3.99)

ABC4D

RMSE 19.74(2.56) 22.28(4.03) 20.08(3.21) 20.21(3.22)
MARD 9.45(1.61) 12.16(3.22) 10.13(1.51) 10.43(1.85)
MAE 13.88(1.59) 15.41(2.05) 14.11(2.23) 14.43(2.34)

gRMSE 24.69(3.26) 28.60(6.34) 24.57(4.20) 25.28(4.32)
Time Lag 5.36(4.17) 6.69(4.90) 10.37(4.01) 9.51(3.87)

CTR3

RMSE 19.76(2.61) 22.79(4.19) 20.00(3.13) 20.28(3.27)
MARD 9.45(1.62) 12.55(3.54) 10.09(1.47) 10.49(1.87)
MAE 13.83(1.57) 15.73(2.19) 14.03(2.17) 14.44(2.34)

gRMSE 24.71(3.42) 29.46(6.66) 24.42(4.07) 25.36(4.41)
Time Lag 5.01(3.76) 6.35(4.81) 9.76(3.79) 9.02(3.79)

REPLACE-BG

RMSE 19.75(2.61) 22.97(4.26) 20.17(3.20) 20.34(3.32)
MARD 9.38(1.61) 12.54(3.46) 10.17(1.50) 10.45(1.88)
MAE 13.80(1.59) 15.77(2.19) 14.14(2.21) 14.44(2.36)

gRMSE 24.62(3.40) 29.68(6.74) 24.61(4.15) 25.38(4.47)
Time Lag 5.56(4.46) 6.64(4.95) 10.38(4.10) 9.46(3.93)

Bold: results for seen patients (diagonal);
Un-Bold: results for unseen patients (non-diagonal);
Red: differences between seen patients and unseen patients are below 0.30 for each column;
Blue: differences between seen patients and unseen patients are between (0.3, 0.5] for each column.

minor discrepancies (≤ 0.50) compared to seen patients.
Excluding models trained with the OhioT1DM dataset, this
percentage rises to 87%, suggesting a high level of predictive
consistency across different patient groups. This indicates
that models trained through GluADFL generally maintain
uniform accuracy. However, models trained specifically with
OhioT1DM data display weaker generalization, mainly due
to the dataset’s smaller size. Similarly, in Table 3, 80% of
metrics for unseen patients are closely matched (≤ 0.50)
with those of seen patients, increasing to 88% when exclud-
ing OhioT1DM-trained models, showcasing the inherent
generalization capability of the population models by tradi-
tion supervised learning across patient data. Incorporating
FL preserves this capability with only a slight reduction.

In Figure 3, we examine “Personalized Model”, “Popula-
tion Model”, and “Personalized from Population” across four
datasets, focusing on the advantage for seen patients partic-
ipating in FL training. A “Personalized Model” starts with a
randomly initialized model for each participant, individually
tailored with their data. The “Population Model” is derived
from “GluADFL”. “Personalized from Population” allows
further refining the population model with personal data,
enhancing it into a personalized model. In terms of RMSE,
“Personalized from Population” outperforms “Personalized
Model” by 0.83, 0.75, 0.40, and 0.44 mg/dL, and in terms
of gRMSE, by 1.07, 1.07, 0.62, and 0.57 mg/dL across
the datasets, indicating significant benefits for seen patients
from incorporating population features through FL training.

In our analysis, we investigate the impact of different
typologies of GluADFL on the training process, as depicted
in Figure 4. We observe that, towards the end of the commu-
nication rounds, the performance of “GluADFL(Random)”
surpasses that of “GluADFL(Ring)” across various datasets.
Specifically, improvements in RMSE for “GluADFL(Random)”
compared to “GluADFL(Ring)” are noted as 0.06, 0.48,
0.28, and 0.53 mg/dL for OhioT1DM, ABC4D, CTR3, and
REPLACE-BG datasets, respectively. The performance of
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Figure 3: Evaluation of “Personalized Model”, “Population Model”, and “Personalized from Population” across four datasets. The
“Personalized Model” involves individual models for each patient, originally randomly initialized and trained with the patient’s
own data. The “Population Model” is derived from the GluADFL framework using a random topology and trained by mixing
patients’ data. “Personalized from Population” approach refines the GluADFL-based population model by integrating individual
patient data to create a customized model, offering a hybrid approach that leverages both broad population insights and specific
patient data.
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Figure 4: The convergence of population models trained by GluADFL with different communication graphs on four datasets.

“GluADFL(Cluster)” is found to be intermediate between
the two.

Furthermore, we assess the influence of varying inactive
participant proportions during the training phases on the
overall performance across different topologies, as shown
in Figure 5. The evaluation highlight that with a 90%
inactive node ratio, “GluADFL(Random)” demonstrates a

reduction in RMSE by 1.40, 1.28, and 1.09 mg/dL on
the OhioT1DM, ABC4D, and CTR3 datasets, respectively,
when compared with “GluADFL(Ring)”. Additionally, at
a 70% inactive node ratio, “GluADFL(Random)” shows a
reduction in RMSE by 1.19 mg/dL on the REPLACE-BG
dataset compared with “GluADFL(Ring)”. Overall, “Glu-
ADFL(Random)” achieve an average reduction in RMSE
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Figure 5: The performance of GluADFL with different communication topology when changing inactive node ratio in each
communication.

Table 3
Generalization of population models trained by mixing data

Training Data Metric Testing Data
OhioT1DM ABC4D CTR3 REPLACE-BG

OhioT1DM

RMSE 19.65(2.48) 23.59(4.41) 20.56(3.28) 20.76(3.45)
MARD 9.53(1.65) 12.93(3.58) 10.46(1.51) 10.81(1.95)
MAE 13.89(1.60) 16.28(2.38) 14.49(2.25) 14.86(2.46)

gRMSE 24.65(3.26) 30.60(6.96) 25.28(4.34) 26.05(4.68)
Time Lag 5.11(4.38) 6.60(5.13) 10.34(4.07) 9.43(3.99)

ABC4D

RMSE 19.87(2.58) 22.42(4.06) 20.22(3.13) 20.44(3.23)
MARD 9.79(1.71) 12.51(3.33) 10.44(1.51) 10.85(1.94)
MAE 14.15(1.64) 15.69(2.10) 14.38(2.21) 14.76(2.37)

gRMSE 24.83(3.29) 28.71(6.37) 24.72(4.07) 25.55(4.32)
Time Lag 5.44(4.20) 6.77(4.97) 10.29(3.85) 9.48(3.87)

CTR3

RMSE 20.06(2.57) 22.87(4.20) 20.02(3.06) 20.54(3.28)
MARD 9.79(1.65) 12.83(3.59) 10.24(1.46) 10.85(1.93)
MAE 14.24(1.56) 16.01(2.27 14.17(2.14) 14.83(2.40)

gRMSE 25.39(3.37) 29.72(6.65) 24.70(4.01) 25.97(4.46)
Time Lag 4.85(3.92) 6.14(4.71) 9.21(3.66) 8.55(3.65)

REPLACE-BG

RMSE 19.75(2.59) 22.70(4.14) 20.17(3.19) 20.31(3.27)
MARD 9.47(1.65) 12.45(3.33) 10.22(1.50) 10.50(1.88)
MAE 13.88(1.62) 15.69(2.12) 14.21(2.22) 14.49(2.35)

gRMSE 24.56(3.35) 29.15(6.54) 24.55(4.14) 25.24(4.37)
Time Lag 5.45(4.27) 6.71(4.97) 10.38(3.98) 9.50(3.93)

Bold: results for seen patients (diagonal);
Un-Bold: results for unseen patients (non-diagonal);
Red: differences between seen patients and unseen patients are below 0.30 for each column;
Blue: differences between seen patients and unseen patients are between (0.3, 0.5] for each column.

of 0.50, 0.64, 0.59, and 0.87 mg/dL across the OhioT1DM,
ABC4D, CTR3, and REPLACE-BG datasets, respectively,
indicating a superior performance relative to “GluADFL(Ring)”,
with “GluADFL(Cluster)” maintaining a performance level
that is between the two.

We detail the comparative results of prediction perfor-
mance across diverse methods, as captured in Table 4. This
table illustrates the efficacy of each method when trained

on a specified dataset and subsequently tested on both seen
(identical dataset) and unseen (alternative datasets) patient
data. This comparison aims to evaluate the generalizability
of each model comprehensively. The performance of the
LSTM model, trained through supervised learning, is high-
lighted in bold, establishing a benchmark for comparison.
Discrepancies from this benchmark are indicated visually in
red for differences ≤ 30 and in blue for differences within
the (30, 50] range.

• Among the evaluated population models LR, XG-
Boost, LSTM, N-BEATS and NHiTS, the LSTM
model outperforms in terms of accuracy for both seen
and unseen patient data. LR and XGBoost are the least
effective, while N-BEATS and NHiTS lag slightly
behind LSTM, with 80% and 75% of their results
showing only a 0.3 disparity with LSTM for seen and
unseen patients, respectively.

• In the context of meta-learning and FL versus tra-
ditional supervised learning, meta-learning methods
do not significantly surpass the benchmark. FL-based
methodologies, particularly FedAVG and “GluADFL(Random)”,
achieve results comparable to supervised learning,
with 95% of their outcomes differing from LSTM’s
by 0.3 across both seen and unseen patient data
scenarios. “GluADFL(Ring)” shows relatively lower
effectiveness, with 60% and 65% of its results showing
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a 0.3 difference from LSTM for seen and unseen
patients, respectively. “GluADFL(Cluster)” is posi-
tioned intermediate between “GluADFL(Random)”
and “GluADFL(Ring)” in terms of performance.

5. Discussions
5.1. Cross prediction of population models

towards unseen patients using federated
learning

Recent advancements in deep learning have embraced
methodologies such as transfer learning [54, 55, 48] and
meta-learning [56, 57] to enhance the prediction of BG
levels. These approaches have shown promise by optimizing
population models through the application of insights gained
across patient groups.

However, a notable drawback of transfer learning and
meta-learning lies in their implications for patient privacy,
necessitating the collection and aggregation of patient data.
Additionally, both transfer learning and meta-learning re-
quire data from unseen patients for individual adaptation,
conflicting with the preference for adaptation-free popula-
tion models.

In the literature, population-based LSTM models have
been recognized for their ability to accurately model the
dynamics of BG levels across diverse patient groups, thereby
delivering commendable outcomes in BGLP tasks [12].
These models achieve this by discerning and applying gen-
eral patterns across datasets without the need for individual-
ized transfer adaptations. This characteristic enables them
to effectively predict BG levels in patients not previously
seen during training [7]. In our experiments, we also uti-
lized four distinct datasets of varying population sizes, aim
to validate the cross-prediction capabilities of population
LSTMs for unseen patients, as detailed in Table 3. The re-
sults demonstrate that these models, when trained and tested
across different datasets, exhibit comparable performance.
This consistency in performance extends to experiments
involving “GluADFL (Random)”, reinforcing the notion that
population LSTMs, when trained through FL, retain their
predictive accuracy in BGLP for unseen patients, as shown
in Table 2.

Additionally, seen patients whose data are included in
the training set can further refine and personalize the popu-
lation model post FL training, as illustrated in Figure 3. Such
customization is achieved by adjusting the model parameters
to better fit the individual’s unique data, thereby enhancing
the model’s accuracy and effectiveness for their specific BG
level predictions. However, the distinction between “Popu-
lation Model” and “Personalized from Population” is slight,
highlighting population features are more important. There-
fore, we opt not to focus on personalized FL in current work.
5.2. The impact of different communication

typologies of GLuADFL on BGLP
We explore three sparse communication topologies for

decentralized FL, specifically ring, cluster, and random, as

suggested in [24, 25]. In Figure 4, with a communication
batch size of 𝐵 = 7, we observe some differences in the
training efficacy of decentralized FL based on the commu-
nication graph topology. The random topology demonstrates
the best convergence, i.e., converging at the lowest RMSE,
followed by the cluster topology, with the ring topology
showing relatively the worst convergence.

This pattern can be attributed to the number of connec-
tions in each topology; more connections typically result
in better convergence, i.e., converging at lower RMSE. The
cluster topology, with its moderate number of connections,
converges better than the ring topology but worse than the
random topology. The random topology’s time-varying con-
nections facilitate wider broadcasting of model parameters,
leading to its best convergence.

Moreover, as the population size increases (from OhioT1DM
to REPLACE-BG), the differences in convergence per-
formance among these topologies become more notable.
Specifically, topologies with fewer connections, like the ring
topology, tend to transmit model parameters more slowly and
limited during communications.

Additionally, we implement a wait-free mechanism, as
discussed in [25], where only active nodes participate in
communication and local model updates. Figure 5 reveals
the impact of inactive node ratios on the prediction perfor-
mance across different communication topologies. In line
with our earlier observations, the random topology main-
tains stability even as the inactive node ratio increases.
Notably, larger datasets amplify the advantages of the ran-
dom topology, showing more significant performance gaps
compared to other topologies. Figure 5 also indicates a sharp
decline in the effectiveness of GluADFL when the inactive
node ratio exceeds 70%.

These observations reveal that our GluADFL framework
adapts well to varying network topologies, with the ran-
dom topology showing particular resilience in unstable or
dynamic network conditions. Its robust performance, even
with a high inactive node ratio, demonstrates its potential for
real-world applications where network scenarios are variable
for different social preferences. The observed scalability
with larger datasets reinforces GluADFL’s suitability for
extensive decentralized learning environments.
5.3. Comparison of blood glucose prediction

performance
In comparing GluADFL with baselines on four datasets

for both seen and unseen patients (see Section 4.4, Tables 4),
we observed the following:

1) LSTM models outperform traditional algorithms like
LR and XGBoost in BGLP. Despite the effectiveness of LR
and XGBoost in BGLP as documented in [58, 59], they
fall short in comparison to LSTM in all metrics for both
seen and unseen patients. Advanced deep learning models
like N-BEATS and NHiTS, though excellent in healthcare
applications [60, 61], do not surpass LSTM when using only
BG data as input, similar to findings in [62]. This could be
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Table 4
Blood Glucose Prediction for Seen/Unseen Patients by Different Population Methods on Four Datasets

Training Data Metrics Methods Tested by Seen Patients
LR XGBoost LSTM N-BEATS NHiTS MAML MetaSGD FedAvg GluADFL(Ring) GluADFL(Cluster) GluADFL(Random)

OhioT1DM

RMSE 21.48(5.38) 20.64(3.72) 19.65(3.59) 19.94(3.82) 19.89(3.75) 20.68(3.81) 20.44(3.87) 19.65(3.60) 19.74(3.63) 19.65(3.58) 19.66(3.59)
MARD 10.52(2.67) 10.18(2.32) 9.53(2.19) 9.64(2.31) 9.66(2.28) 9.97(2.21) 10.23(2.42) 9.43(2.22) 9.52(2.24) 9.47(2.24) 9.43(2.23)
MAE 15.28(3.08) 14.76(2.60) 13.89(2.45) 14.08(2.58) 14.06(2.54) 14.77(2.61) 14.74(2.65) 13.78(2.44) 13.87(2.46) 13.81(2.44) 13.80(2.44)

gRMSE 26.94(7.44) 26.07(5.16) 24.65(5.02) 25.00(5.34) 24.83(5.23) 25.81(5.37) 25.10(5.32) 24.45(5.02) 24.57(5.07) 24.46(4.99) 24.61(5.03)
Time Lag 7.17(4.90) 6.63(4.86) 5.11(4.29) 5.67(4.37) 5.76(4.42) 5.88(4.39) 5.75(4.33) 5.34(4.29) 5.40(4.29) 5.41(4.30) 5.22(4.28)

ABC4D

RMSE 27.14(4.40) 23.56(3.60) 22.42(3.33) 22.92(3.45) 22.67(3.41) 22.99(3.43) 23.23(3.49) 22.27(3.33) 22.73(3.43) 22.42(3.36) 22.28(3.33)
MARD 14.70(2.60) 13.16(2.31) 12.51(2.12) 12.64(2.17) 12.30(2.08) 12.75(2.15) 12.54(2.06) 12.26(2.07) 12.57(2.14) 12.43(2.12) 12.16(2.04)
MAE 18.68(3.06) 16.45(2.56) 15.69(2.33) 15.85(2.39) 15.64(2.34) 16.23(2.45) 16.34(2.51) 15.44(2.30) 15.77(2.37) 15.57(2.33) 15.41(2.30)

gRMSE 35.54(6.15) 30.75(5.00) 28.71(4.58) 29.74(4.82) 29.08(4.70) 29.50(4.74) 30.06(4.92) 28.57(4.58) 29.03(4.69) 28.77(4.62) 28.60(4.59)
Time Lag 9.59(5.61) 7.93(4.75) 6.77(4.14) 6.76(4.25) 6.85(4.25) 6.60(4.20) 6.29(4.21) 6.74(4.20) 7.32(4.42) 6.87(4.27) 6.69(4.16)

CTR3

RMSE 22.95(4.67) 20.83(3.59) 20.02(3.39) 20.09(3.49) 20.13(3.44) 20.54(3.52) 20.55(3.54) 20.00(3.40) 20.30(3.49) 20.07(3.42) 20.00(3.40)
MARD 11.67(2.58) 10.70(2.35) 10.24(2.17) 10.25(2.26) 10.29(2.21) 10.71(2.37) 10.79(2.43) 10.08(2.12) 10.28(2.17) 10.16(2.17) 10.09(2.12)
MAE 16.08(2.96) 14.77(2.52) 14.17(2.37) 14.17(2.39) 14.22(2.37) 14.65(2.46) 14.69(2.47) 14.04(2.33) 14.27(2.37) 14.11(2.35) 14.03(2.32)

gRMSE 28.53(6.54) 25.81(5.01) 24.70(4.75) 24.72(4.90) 24.60(4.79) 25.00(4.89) 24.90(4.89) 24.47(4.75) 24.70(4.85) 24.56(4.79) 24.42(4.74)
Time Lag 13.13(4.99) 11.69(4.59) 9.21(3.89) 9.43(3.97) 9.60(4.02) 10.19(4.18) 9.96(4.11) 9.72(4.02) 10.48(4.23) 9.86(4.07) 9.76(4.04)

REPLACE-BG

RMSE 23.31(4.73) 21.21(3.59) 20.31(3.39) 20.43(3.51) 20.42(3.48) 21.82(3.68) 21.44(3.61) 20.33(3.45) 20.87(3.64) 20.70(3.58) 20.34(3.46)
MARD 11.85(2.54) 11.18(2.27) 10.50(2.09) 10.50(2.16) 10.43(2.09) 12.58(2.77) 11.27(2.26) 10.43(2.11) 10.75(2.23) 10.69(2.21) 10.45(2.12)
MAE 16.34(2.95) 15.24(2.51) 14.49(2.32) 14.50(2.37) 14.49(2.36) 16.32(2.73) 15.60(2.58) 14.42(2.34) 14.80(2.46) 14.70(2.43) 14.44(2.34)

gRMSE 29.39(6.61) 26.75(4.96) 25.24(4.68) 25.46(4.88) 25.44(4.82) 27.99(5.21) 27.40(5.17) 25.36(4.80) 25.98(5.05) 25.85(4.98) 25.38(4.81)
Time Lag 12.19(5.02) 11.08(4.69) 9.50(4.21) 9.63(4.24) 9.87(4.28) 8.40(4.05) 8.88(4.12) 9.45(4.22) 10.49(4.48) 10.14(4.42) 9.46(4.22)

Training Data Metrics Methods Tested by ALL Other Unseen Patients
LR XGBoost LSTM N-BEATS NHiTS MAML MetaSGD FedAvg GluADFL(Ring) GluADFL(Cluster) GluADFL(Random)

OhioT1DM

RMSE 24.50(5.38) 21.72(3.72) 20.99(3.59) 21.52(3.82) 21.41(3.75) 22.23(3.81) 22.17(3.87) 20.97(3.60) 21.08(3.63) 20.94(3.58) 20.96(3.59)
MARD 12.16(2.67) 11.51(2.32) 10.96(2.19) 11.15(2.31) 11.14(2.28) 11.38(2.21) 11.84(2.42) 10.89(2.22) 10.95(2.24) 10.91(2.24) 10.88(2.23)
MAE 16.60(3.08) 15.57(2.60) 14.94(2.45) 15.23(2.58) 15.17(2.54) 15.86(2.61) 15.98(2.65) 14.85(2.44) 14.92(2.46) 14.85(2.44) 14.85(2.44)

gRMSE 30.99(7.44) 27.52(5.16) 26.37(5.02) 27.04(5.34) 26.82(5.23) 27.75(5.37) 27.36(5.32) 26.19(5.02) 26.35(5.07) 26.15(4.99) 26.30(5.03)
Time Lag 11.60(4.90) 11.25(4.86) 9.28(4.29) 9.67(4.37) 9.93(4.42) 9.72(4.39) 9.62(4.33) 9.36(4.29) 9.33(4.29) 9.37(4.30) 9.25(4.28)

ABC4D

RMSE 23.69(4.40) 21.35(3.60) 20.39(3.33) 20.51(3.45) 20.43(3.41) 20.95(3.43) 21.24(3.49) 20.17(3.33) 20.46(3.43) 20.26(3.36) 20.18(3.33)
MARD 12.53(2.60) 11.38(2.31) 10.75(2.12) 10.67(2.17) 10.51(2.08) 11.09(2.15) 10.99(2.06) 10.43(2.07) 10.63(2.14) 10.52(2.12) 10.36(2.04)
MAE 17.21(3.06) 15.46(2.56) 14.69(2.33) 14.66(2.39) 14.56(2.34) 15.28(2.45) 15.45(2.51) 14.40(2.30) 14.64(2.37) 14.48(2.33) 14.37(2.30)

gRMSE 30.12(6.15) 27.14(5.00) 25.43(4.58) 25.77(4.82) 25.39(4.70) 26.19(4.74) 26.85(4.92) 25.11(4.58) 25.31(4.69) 25.21(4.62) 25.18(4.59)
Time Lag 14.01(5.61) 11.15(4.75) 9.39(4.14) 9.62(4.25) 9.70(4.25) 9.18(4.20) 9.10(4.21) 9.47(4.20) 10.28(4.42) 9.69(4.27) 9.42(4.16)

CTR3

RMSE 23.72(4.67) 21.39(3.59) 20.74(3.39) 20.78(3.49) 20.71(3.44) 21.16(3.52) 21.20(3.54) 20.52(3.40) 20.73(3.49) 20.61(3.42) 20.49(3.40)
MARD 12.23(2.58) 11.47(2.35) 10.99(2.17) 10.97(2.26) 10.94(2.21) 11.51(2.37) 11.65(2.43) 10.65(2.12) 10.79(2.17) 10.79(2.17) 10.64(2.12)
MAE 16.67(2.96) 15.40(2.52) 14.91(2.37) 14.84(2.39) 14.81(2.37) 15.29(2.46) 15.37(2.47) 14.56(2.33) 14.71(2.37) 14.67(2.35) 14.54(2.32)

gRMSE 30.17(6.54) 27.26(5.01) 26.30(4.75) 26.27(4.90) 26.00(4.79) 26.47(4.89) 26.41(4.89) 25.80(4.75) 25.92(4.85) 25.92(4.79) 25.72(4.74)
Time Lag 11.48(4.99) 10.10(4.59) 8.15(3.89) 8.23(3.97) 8.41(4.02) 8.90(4.18) 8.69(4.11) 8.53(4.02) 9.13(4.23) 8.64(4.07) 8.59(4.04)

REPLACE-BG

RMSE 24.69(4.73) 21.93(3.59) 21.04(3.39) 21.24(3.51) 21.20(3.48) 22.17(3.68) 21.97(3.61) 21.13(3.45) 21.78(3.64) 21.56(3.58) 21.14(3.46)
MARD 12.45(2.54) 11.52(2.27) 10.92(2.09) 10.96(2.16) 10.85(2.09) 12.70(2.77) 11.58(2.26) 10.89(2.11) 11.27(2.23) 11.18(2.21) 10.91(2.12)
MAE 16.75(2.95) 15.40(2.51) 14.70(2.32) 14.75(2.37) 14.72(2.36) 16.17(2.73) 15.61(2.58) 14.68(2.34) 15.14(2.46) 15.00(2.43) 14.69(2.34)

gRMSE 31.27(6.61) 27.69(4.96) 26.27(4.68) 26.62(4.88) 26.53(4.82) 28.39(5.21) 28.09(5.17) 26.48(4.80) 27.23(5.05) 27.03(4.98) 26.50(4.81)
Time Lag 10.52(5.02) 9.56(4.69) 8.13(4.21) 8.18(4.24) 8.44(4.28) 7.18(4.05) 7.60(4.12) 8.09(4.22) 9.00(4.48) 8.68(4.42) 8.12(4.22)

Bold: results for LSTM trained by supervised learning;
Red: differences between LSTM trained by supervised learning and other methods are below 0.30 for each row;
Blue: differences between LSTM trained by supervised learning and other methods are between (0.3, 0.5] for each row.

because N-BEATS and NHiTS are more suited for complex
time series forecasting than single point predictions.

2) Population FL-based LSTMs have inherent general-
ization and cross-predictive capabilities for unseen patients,
as seen in section 5.1. We test meta-learning approaches
like MAML and MetaSGD, known for quick adaptation
to new tasks, in our baseline models without fine-tuning
for unseen patients. However, these meta-learning models
cannot outperform LSTM, FedAvg, or GluADFL for unseen
patients. Consequently, we decide against incorporating a
meta-learning module in GluADFL and did not pursue meta-
learning-based FL [63] or domain generation-based FL [64]
further.

3) GluADFL shows comparable performance to FedAvg,
indicating that the FL and decentralized structure do not
compromise LSTM’s modeling and cross-predictive abili-
ties. GluADFL also addresses the “cold start” problem in
BGLP, enabling cross-prediction for unseen patients while
protecting privacy. Therefore, we choose not to add complex
modules to GluADFL, such as masked model-parameter
averaging [24] or client-communication weight selection
[25].

6. Limitations and Future work
This study, while contributing valuable insights into

BGLP using FL and population LSTM models, acknowl-
edges certain limitations that present areas for future explo-
ration.

Our current investigation is confined to single-horizon
BG level predictions, and does not extend to multi-horizon
forecasting. Multi-horizon prediction involves estimating
BG levels at multiple future time points, offering a more
comprehensive view of glucose fluctuations over time. This
limitation highlights a significant area for further research,
where expanding the scope to include multi-horizon pre-
dictions could enhance the utility of our models for more
dynamic and anticipatory diabetes management.

The exploration of our proposed method is focused pri-
marily on BGLP and has yet to encompass other critical
areas of diabetes management, such as insulin dose rec-
ommendation, dietary advice, or physical activity impact
analysis. The complexity and multifaceted nature of dia-
betes care suggest a wealth of opportunities for applying
our methodology to other aspects of diabetes management,
potentially offering a more holistic approach to managing the
condition.

The focus of this work is on designing an FL training
framework. Therefore, we adopted LSTM as a basic deep
learning-based approach in BGLP and will more advanced
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models like those based on transformers [16, 40, 65, 66, 67],
in the future.

7. Conclusions
To address the “cold start” problem in BGLP while

ensuring privacy, we propose GluADFL, an asynchronous
decentralized FL framework. We employed LSTMs as a
practical and efficient solution for individual patient BG
level predictions. Using four T1D datasets, we demonstrated
GluADFL’s ability to maintain LSTM’s cross-predictive ca-
pacity, showing scalability with larger populations and ro-
bustness across various communication topologies and asyn-
chronous settings. Hence, we successfully established a ro-
bust and privacy-preserving approach to BGLP, offering
both high accuracy and adherence to privacy considerations.
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