
Electrical Load Forecasting over Multihop Smart
Metering Networks with Federated Learning
Ratun Rahman, Pablo Moriano, Senior Member, IEEE, Samee U. Khan, and Dinh C. Nguyen

Abstract—Electric load forecasting is essential for power man-
agement and stability in smart grids. This is mainly achieved
via advanced metering infrastructure, where smart meters (SMs)
record household energy data. Traditional machine learning
(ML) methods are often employed for load forecasting but require
data sharing which raises data privacy concerns. Federated
learning (FL) can address this issue by running distributed ML
models at local SMs without data exchange. However, current
FL-based approaches struggle to achieve efficient load forecasting
due to imbalanced data distribution across heterogeneous SMs.
This paper presents a novel personalized federated learning
(PFL) method for high-quality load forecasting in metering
networks. A meta-learning-based strategy is developed to address
data heterogeneity at local SMs in the collaborative training of
local load forecasting models. Moreover, to minimize the load
forecasting delays in our PFL model, we study a new latency
optimization problem based on optimal resource allocation at
SMs. A theoretical convergence analysis is also conducted to
provide insights into FL design for federated load forecasting.
Extensive simulations from real-world datasets show that our
method outperforms existing approaches in terms of better load
forecasting and reduced operational latency costs.

Index Terms—Federated learning, load forecasting, smart me-
ter, latency, smart grid

I. INTRODUCTION

Electrical load forecasting is crucial for power management
in smart grids. This service is mainly supported via advanced
metering infrastructure, where smart meters (SMs) record
household energy consumption and share this data to the
server of utility company [2]. This enables utility providers
to estimate future electricity demands and thereby bolster
grid reliability. Conventional load-forecasting techniques in
machine learning (ML) and deep learning (DL) techniques
utilize pattern-finding abilities to predict future outcomes. For
example, long short-term memory (LSTM) has shown its po-
tential for time-series data-based load forecasting applications
[3], [4]. Generally, these methods require that every SM sends
energy usage information to the utility company. However,
sharing data may reveal customers’ sensitive information, such
as energy usage routines. In 2009, the compulsory roll-out
of SMs in the Netherlands was halted following a court
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ruling that the metering data collection violated customers’
privacy rights [5]. Several ML algorithms for load forecasting
use a hybrid model that combines LSTM and convolutional
neural network (CNN) architectures [6]. Moreover, automated
DL has been applied to enhance the performance of deep
neural networks (DNNs) which is similar to CNN but has
custom layers tailored for load forecasting [7]. However, these
traditional ML methods require centralized data processing at
a data center.

Recently, federated learning (FL) has been studied to ad-
dress this data-sharing problem in load forecasting [8]–[10].
The local load forecasting model is trained at SMs using local
metering data before sending it to the global server for the
next global round. This approach ensures user privacy by
keeping raw data localized and preventing the transmission of
sensitive information across networks. However, these litera-
ture works have struggled with addressing data heterogeneity,
where they assume that every SM has a dataset with similar
data distribution. However, this is not realistic in real-world
metering networks, where each SM typically owns a unique
metering data distribution due to the nature of personalized
energy consumption patterns of households.

To address this problem, we provide a novel load forecasting
method for data heterogeneity in real-world metering net-
works. Our key idea is a new personalized federated learning
(PFL)-based load forecasting method. PFL handles data over-
fitting by creating a customized load forecasting model for
every SM. Our PFL technique is based on meta-learning,
which helps local models to be trained properly by choosing
the best parameters using the trial and run method [11]. In
this regard, each SMs participates in learning a custom load
forecasting model, and they share local model parameters to
the utility’s server for model aggregation, aiming to build
a global load forecasting for the entire network with good
generalization [12].

Moreover, introducing FL into distributed load forecasting
incurs latency costs due to model training at SMs and model
communication between SMs and the utility’s server. It is
then crucial to minimize the round-trip latency in such an FL-
based load forecasting system to ensure timely load forecasting
service of the entire metering network. By addressing the
latency issue, load forecasting efficiency and responsiveness
can be enhanced for reliable smart grids. This will enhance
the system’s overall performance, allowing for more accurate
and timely predictions, which is essential for effective energy
management and distribution. This motivates us to jointly
consider learning and latency optimization design for load
forecasting to achieve optimal performance in terms of better
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TABLE I: Comparison of our approach with existing load
forecasting methods.

Objectives [4],
[13]

[8],
[9],
[16]

[2] [17] [1] Our
Ap-
proach

Handle uncertain
and non-iid data
Include diverse
SMs
Adaptability to
user change
Handle large
dataset
Maintain server
complexity
Keeping data se-
cured
Latency
minimization
Practical multi-
hop settings
Convergence
Analysis

accuracy and minimal delays of load forecasting.

A. Related Work

Various approaches were proposed for load forecasting in
smart grids. The works in [4], [13] proposed an LSTM-
based model to estimate electrical load demands in smart
grids; however, this technique requires data sharing, and hence
sensitive user information such as energy consumption patterns
may be exposed to third parties. In addition, they also require
significant energy consumption [14], [15]. The authors in
[9], [16] demonstrated that using FL could further improve
accuracy without compromising data privacy. Furthermore, it
was also able to reduce significant networking load. Another
study in [8] introduced FedAVG, which performed better than
other FL techniques like FedSGD. However, they struggle
with training non-independent and identically distributed (IID)
data where data distributions are heterogeneous across SMs.
Recently, PFL techniques have been considered to tackle the
data heterogeneity issue in load forecasting. The study in [2]
proposed a PFL technique for load forecasting where each
SM customizes a federated prediction model. Another work
in [17] introduced a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)
based differential privacy (DP) algorithm that included multi-
task PFL. However, this solution increases computational
complexity at the server in the load forecasting process.

Moreover, several studies have concentrated on communica-
tion in smart grids and smart metering networks. The authors
in [18] and [19] explained a smart grid, introduced its compo-
nents, and presented the communication methods used, high-
lighting their advantages and shortcomings. It also surveyed
smart grid integration, classified communication technologies,
and outlined hardware and software security requirements. The
work in [20] proposed a smart metering infrastructure with
DC and AC analog front ends and communication interfaces,
and remote monitoring software for accurate and efficient
measurement and transmission in microgrid and smart home
applications. This work introduced a reconfigurable authen-
ticated key exchange scheme using reconfigurable physical

uncloneable functions (PUFs) for secure and efficient smart
grid communication, offering advantages in computation and
communication costs over current protocols.

Many studies have focused on improving the latency of
FL and addressed FL in multi-hop networks. For instance,
[21] optimized model aggregation, routing, and spectrum
allocation, while [22] introduced FedAir to mitigate commu-
nication impacts on FL performance. [23] used hierarchical
FL with adaptive grouping, [24] aimed to reduce congestion
by predicting future network topologies, and [25] examined
jamming attacks on decentralized FL. Despite these efforts,
latency minimization for FL in multi-hop networks remains
unaddressed. Single-hop networks often fail over large areas
due to limited transmit power, whereas multi-hop networks
provide better communication, coverage, and flexibility. Re-
search on FL in multi-hop networks has focused on mesh
networks. Still, it is crucial to consider scenarios with no direct
links between non-consecutive nodes for worst-case analysis.
Our method is based on a joint design of a new PFL algorithm
for collaborative load forecasting and a latency optimization
solution for minimizing load forecasting delays in a multi-hop
network setting. We compare our approach with related works
in Table I.

B. Our Key Contributions

Motivated by the above limitations, we propose a novel
load forecasting approach over metering networks in the
anonymous grid. Our key contributions are summarized as
follows:

• We propose a new PFL approach called personalized
meta-LSTM algorithm with a flexible SM participation
method for collaborative load forecasting in the smart
grid. This allows complicated and diverse data to be struc-
tured, assembled, and processed quickly, removing data
sharing to protect the privacy and security of household
electricity recordings.

• We develop a personalized learning approach for local
load forecasting in SMs based on meta-learning. Prior
to training the local model, the clients are temporarily
evaluated using varying learning rates. The most suitable
learning rate is then selected among the available learning
rates based on which one yields the lowest loss value.
Next, we train local models with the optimal learning
rate.

• We propose a new latency optimization method to min-
imize the load forecasting delays caused by introducing
PFL into the metering networks. The key objective is
to find optimal resource allocation strategies for SMs,
including transmit power and computational frequency,
to optimize the round-trip PFL delay, achieved by an
efficient convex optimization solution.

• We carry out extensive simulations on real-world datasets
under both IID and non-IID data settings, indicating that
our approach outperforms existing works regarding better
load forecasting and reduced operational latency costs.
Theoretical convergence analysis is also conducted to
give insights into FL design for federated load forecast-
ing.
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Fig. 1: Our proposed architecture for federated load forecasting
in the multihop metering network. The SMs network is divided
into different routes, each with a sub-set of SMs in a multi-
hop topology. Each SM will train a custom load forecasting
model and share the trained model with the utility’s server for
aggregation.

C. Paper Organization

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section
II, we present our system model, detailing the architecture
and components of our proposed system. Section III discusses
the PFL algorithm design for load forecasting. Section V
presents the latency analysis of the PFL-based load forecasting
system. We evaluate our simulation results and performance
evaluations in Section VI. We present an in-depth analysis of
the outcomes, comparing our proposed solutions to existing
methods. Finally, Section VII concludes the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Overall System Architecture

Fig. 1 illustrates the overall system for load forecasting over
SMs. Inspired by the system model in [26], we consider a
multi-hop metering network, where SMs are connected under
a multi-hop topology in the wireless cellular network. Specifi-
cally, there are different routes and multiple SMs as relays on
each route. Each SM trains a local load forecasting model and
shares it with a utility server. The server is considered a global
server where global model aggregation is performed based on
a shared local model for load prediction. Each SM denoted as
n ∈ N , records household energy consumption data. Energy
recordings are time-varying, and differ over SMs. We denote
every global round as k ∈ K where k = {1, 2, 3, ...,K} and
K is the final global round. In each round k, each SM n holds
a local dataset D(k)

n that varies in every round and client, with
size |D(k)

n |. The SMs employ these datasets for global training
in round k and the total dataset is D(k) =

∑
n∈N D

(k)
n .

The goal of the system is to train each local model θ
(k)
n

effectively such that the global model θ(k+1)
g , created by their

aggregation, can provide better results. To create a local model,
each SM requires a gradient parameter denoted by ∇F with
a learning rate α to fasten or slow the learning process. For

our personalized approach, we have a series of learning rates
(α1, α2, . . . ) and we calculate the loss value for every learning
rate for each SM n in each round k in a small dataset as
Dataloader denoted by Dtemp. The learning rate that provides
the lowest loss value is the optimal learning rate (αbest

n,k). Then
we use αbest

n,k for the local model training and send the local
weight to the server for global model aggregation. Then the
global model is updated for the next training round k+1 using
federated averaging.

B. Objective Function

Our proposed approach aims to achieve learning person-
alization for local load forecasting at SMs. In doing so, it
is important to find an optimal learning rate for the local
ML model, which is obtained by minimizing the objective
function:

Favg =
1

K

K∑
k=1

L(yk, ŷk), (1)

where L is a loss function. yk represents the actual value, and
ŷk is the predicted value for the kth task.

For example, we calculate root mean squared error (RMSE)
using the equation below

L(yk, ŷk) =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=1

(yki − ŷki )
2. (2)

C. LSTM

LSTM is usually used in time sequences and long-range
dependencies datasets. To forecast future values based on past
data, load prediction usually involves finding patterns and
trends across time. LSTM is a form of recurrent neural net-
work (RNN) architecture consisting of unique units or memory
cells designed to retain their state over time and regulate the
processing, processing, and storage of information. As a result,
LSTM can handle long-term dependency problems better than
RNN which is crucial for load forecasting. Each LSTM unit
has three different gates that facilitate input, forget, and output
gates. It also has two other components: cell state cj represents
internal memory and hidden state hj represents the output of
the LSTM unit at time step j. In this work, we employ an
LSTM model at each SM for local load forecasting. At each
training step j, the proposed LSTM model operates through
the following key stages.

1) The data is extracted from the cell state determined by
the forget gate (fj).

fj = σ

(
Wf

(
hj−1

xj

)
+ bf

)
, (3)

where σ is the sigmoid activation function, Wf and bf
are the weight matrix and bias for the forget gate fj ,
hj−1 is the hidden state from the previous time step,
and xj is the input at the current time step.

2) The input gate (ij) determines additional data that must
be added to the cell state.

ij = σ

(
Wi

(
hj−1

xj

)
+ bi

)
. (4)



3) A fresh candidate value to be added to the cell state is
provided by the candidate cell state C̃j .

C̃j = tanh

(
Wc

(
hj−1

xj

)
+ bc

)
, (5)

where tanh is the hyperbolic tangent activation function
and Wc and bc are the weight matrix and bias for the
candidate cell state C̃j .

4) Cell state update combines the old cell state, forget gate
output, input gate output, and candidate cell state to
change the cell state.

Cj = fj ⊙ Cj−1 + ij ⊙ C̃j , (6)

where Cj−1 is the cell state from the previous time step.
5) From the current cell state output gate oj decides what

information to output.

oj = σ

(
Wo

(
hj−1

xj

)
+ bo

)
. (7)

6) The hidden state hj is updated for the current time step.

hj = oj ⊙ tanh(Cj). (8)

III. PFL ALGORITHM DESIGN FOR LOAD FORECASTING

Fig. 1 depicts the multihop load forecasting framework
using PFL, where a centralized server is connected to relay and
leaf nodes. Each node goes through a local training process
before sending its local model to its parent node. We can
separate our system model into multiple steps as follows.

Step 1: We assume there are N SMs and an initial parameter
of the global model w0. A generalized FL with a single server
for global round k ∈ K can be explained as

min
w∈IRd

Fk(wk) :=
1

N

N∑
n=1

fn,k(wn), (9)

where the function fi : IR
d −→ IR,n ∈ N = {1, 2, 3, . . . ,N}

denotes the predicted loss value over mth SM’s data distribu-
tion:

fi,k(wn) := IEξi

[
f

′

n,k(wn, xn)
]
. (10)

Here, fi,k
′
(wn, xn) is a loss function calculating the differ-

ence between data sample xn and its corresponding using wn

at round k.
Step 2: Assume that local training iteration index is denoted

as j ∈ J , where j = {1, 2, 3, ..., J}, the the local update at
SM n using LSTM is expressed as:

wj+1
n,k = wj

n,k − αk∇F (wj
n,k, χ

j
n,k), (11)

where α > 0 is the local learning rate, and χ is the non-IID
sample from the local dataset. However, the learning rate αk is
not constant in our approach. We use optimal and personalized
learning rate (denoted as αbest

n,k) instead for SM n and round k.
Step 3: To calculate αbest

n,k, in each round k for every SM n,
we apply a group of available learning rates given as αj on
Dataloader (Dtemp

n,k ) where j is the total number of available
learning rates to calculate the loss value. The loss value at
i ∈ j is calculated as:

f
′

i,k(αi) = fi,k((wn,k, αi), D
temp
n,k ). (12)

Then we select the αi as αbest
n,k that produce the minimum f

′

i

value. So, we can explain that as:

αbest
n,k := argmin

i∈j
(f

′

i,k(αi)). (13)

Step 4: We calculate the local model training in each SM
n (a leaf or relay SM) using equation 11. So after receiving
the parameter of the global model wn,k every n updates its
personalized model by using the optimized learning rate αbest

n,k.
So, we can express equation 11 as:

wj+1
n,k = wj

n,k − αbest
n,k∇F (wj

n,k, χ
j
n,k). (14)

Step 5: After J rounds, each n then sends its local model’s
weight (wn,k = wJ

n,k) to its parent node. If the node is not a
leaf node, the current node relays its local and child models
to the parent node. The weights eventually arrive in the server
when the nodes are aggregated.

Step 6: Once the server collects all the node’s weight, it
calculates the federated averaging for the next global round
k + 1 as:

wk+1 =
1

N

∑
n∈N

wn,k. (15)

Step 7: We calculate the loss value for the updated weight
on testloader (Dtest) and then broadcast the updated weight to
all the SMs. We do this loop for K times and get the optimal
global load forecasting model w∗.

Algorithm 1 Proposed PFL algorithm for high-quality load
forecasting across SMs
1: Input: The set of global communication rounds K, local training round
J , a set of SMs N

2: Initialization: Initialize global model w0, different learning rates
α0,1,...,j

3: for each global communication round k ∈ K do
4: Send wk to sampled SMs
5: for each sampled SM n ∈ N in parallel do
6: for each local training epoch j ∈ J do
7: Get wk

8: for each learning rates αi where i ∈ j do
9: Calculate f

′
i,k(αi) = fi,k((w

j
n,k, αi), D

temp
n,k ) on Dtemp

n,k )

10: Save the best learning rate as (αbest
n,k) that has the lowest f

′
i,k

11: Return αbest
n,k to the local model θn

12: end for
13: Perform local model training (meta-learning) on θi, w

j+1
n,k =

wj
n,k − αbest

n,k∇F (wj
n,k, D

train
n,k )

14: end for
15: Send wn,k to the server
16: end for
17: The utility’s server updates the global parameter by averaging:

wk+1 = 1
N

∑
n∈N wn,k

18: Perform test on the updated weight wk+1

19: The utility’s server broadcasts the aggregated global model wk+1 to
all participating SMs for the next round of training

20: end for
21: Output: Optimal global load forecasting model w∗

The proposed PFL approach is summarized in Algorithm 1.
For each global round k, after SM obtains the initial global
weight from the utility server (line 7), they perform meta-
learning functionalities in lines 8-12. The loss value is cal-
culated for every available learning rate αj (line 9). The αj

that produces the lowest loss value is then returned to the



local model as the optimal learning rate in line 11. Then in
line 13, we perform the local model training and send the
updated local model to the server (line 15) after T rounds
of local rounds. Then the server does federated averaging on
line 17, testing on line 18, and then saves the updated weight
for the next global round. Finally after K global rounds, we
get our optimal global model w∗. This approach allows us
to use different learning rates that enable SMs with suitable
datasets and better performance to use a different learning rate
than those with poor performance and datasets. As a result,
the global model is impacted separately for every SM and the
global model can have more accurate updates by using the
personalized factor.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In our proposed framework, SMs exchange ML models,
where the global model aggregation is executed. From this
observation, we focus on analyzing the convergence prop-
erties of the federated model training. To support our con-
vergence analysis, we introduce a virtual variable as w̄j

k =
1
N

∑
n∈N wj

n,k, where k ∈ K denotes the global round. Ac-
cordingly, we also define gjk = 1

N

∑
n∈N ∇Fn(w

j
n,k, χ

j
n,k),

and hj
k = 1

N

∑
n∈N ∇Fn(x

j
n,k, ζ

j
n,k). It is easy to observe

that w̄j+1
k = w̄j

k − αkg
j
k + v̄j

k, and Egk = ḡk, Ehk = h̄k,
where E represents function’s expectation. Before analyzing
the convergence, we make the following common assumptions:

Assumption 1. Each local loss function Fn (n ∈ N ) is L-
smooth, i.e., Fn(w

′)−Fn(w) ≤ ⟨w′−w,∇Fn(w)⟩+ L
2 ||w

′−
w||,∀w′,w.

Assumption 2. Each local loss function Fn (n ∈ N ) is µ-
strongly convex, i.e., Fn(w

′)−Fn(w) ≥ ⟨w′−w,∇Fn(w)⟩+
µ
2 ||w

′ −w||,∀w′,w.

Assumption 3. The variance of stochastic gradients on local
model training at each SM is bounded: E||∇Fn(w

j
n,k, χ

j
n,k)−

∇Fn(w
j
n,k)||2 ≤ σ2

r .

We next introduce several lemmas employed in the main
result of Theorem 1.

Lemma 1. Let Assumption 3 hold, the expected upper bound
of the variance of the stochastic gradient on local model
training is given as E||gjk − ḡjk||2 ≤ σ2

r

N2 .

Proof. See Appendix A.

Lemma 2. The expected upper bound of the divergence of
wj

n,k is given as

[
1

N

∑
n∈N

E
∥∥∥w̄j

k −wj
n,k

∥∥∥2] ≤ 4αkJB
2, (16)

for some positive B.

Proof. See Appendix B.

Lemma 3. The expected upper bound of E
[
||w̄j+1

k −w∗||2
]

is given as

E||w̄j+1
k −w∗||2 ≤ 2(1− µαk)E||w̄j

k −w∗||2

+

(
2 +

1

2αk

) 1

N

∑
n∈N

E
∥∥∥w̄j

k −wj
n,k

∥∥∥2
+ 2α2

kE||g
j
k − ḡjk||

2.
(17)

Proof. See Appendix C.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1-3 hold, then the upper bound
of the convergence rate of the federated model training at each
cluster after K global rounds satisfy:

E [Fn(wK)]− F ∗ ≤
L(1 + L/µ)

µ

1

(K + L/µ)
(Fn(w1)− F ∗)

+
16L

30µ2(K + L/µ)

K∑
k=1

[
4JB2

(
αk + 1

α2
k

)
+

σ2
r

N2

]
,

(18)

where J is the number of local SGD rounds at each SM, N
is the number of SMs, αk is the learning rate of each SM in
global round k, and L,B, µ are constant.

Proof. See Appendix D.

Remark 1. Theorem 1 implies an inverse relation between the
overall FL convergence loss rate and global rounds K and
the number of SMs N under a certain number of local SGD
rounds J . That is, longer training rounds K with more SMs
N involved in the training will decrease the first and second
terms of the upper bound, which results in an improvement in
the global model performance.

V. LATENCY ANALYSIS FOR PFL-BASED LOAD
FORECASTING

This section explicitly analyzes the latency in our PFL-based
load forecasting system.

A. Formulation of Latency Problem

As indicated in Fig. 1, for convenience, the network of SMs
in the considered metering network consists of leaf nodes and
relay nodes. We assume that we have R number of routes
in the system where each route originates from a leaf node
leading packets to the utility’s server through relay nodes.
Each route comprises one leaf node and N relay nodes.
Hence, the number of leaf nodes in the system is the same
as the number of routes. The set of the system’s leaf nodes
is represented by R = {1, 2, . . . , R}, whilst the set of relay
nodes inside each route is represented by M = {1, 2, . . . ,M}.
Each node participates in routing by forwarding data. In our
model, leaf nodes train their local models and upload them to
their respective relay nodes. Relay nodes train and upload their
model’s parameters while relaying the models from preceding
nodes. Each node uses a local dataset for training, maintaining
user privacy by not sharing data with the server.

In the case of leaf node r, let fr, Dr, and Cr represent
its CPU computation capability (in CPU cycles per second),
the number of data samples, and the number of CPU cycles
needed to process a data sample, respectively. If Lr is the
number of local iterations, the computation time T train

r for Lr

iterations is calculated as T train
r = LrCrDr

fr
. The corresponding

energy consumption, Etrain
r , is given by Etrain

r = LrζrCrDrf
2
r ,



where ζr is the effective switched capacitance that depends
on the hardware and chip architecture of leaf node r. Upon
completion of local computation, each SM uploads its local
model to the parent. We consider frequency division multiple
access for the up-link operation. The achievable rate Rr of
leaf node r is calculated as Rr = br log2

(
1 + prgr

brn0

)
, where

br represents the allocated bandwidth, pr is the transmit power,
gr stands for the channel gain of leaf node r, and n0 denotes
the noise power spectral density. Assuming a constant data size
s for the local models, the uploading time can be expressed
as T up

r = sr
Rr

, and the corresponding energy consumption is
Eup

r = T up
r pr that differs on every r. Hence, the total time Tr

required for computing and uploading local models for leaf
node r is Tr = T train

r + T up
r . If the total energy consumed by

leaf node r for computing and uploading local models during
each global iteration is denoted by Er, it can be expressed as
Er = Etrain

r + Eup
r .

In case of relay nodes, the computation time for Lm local
iterations is denoted by T train

m , where T train
m = LmCmDm

fm
. Here,

fm represents the CPU computation capability (in CPU cycles
per second), Dm stands for the number of data samples, and
Cm denotes the number of CPU cycles needed to process a
data sample. The corresponding energy consumption by relay
node m is given by Etrain

m = LmζmCmDmf2
m, where ζm

is the effective switched capacitance of relay node m that
depends on the hardware and chip architecture of it. Like leaf
nodes, relay nodes upload their local models to the server for
aggregation after local computation. The uploading time for
relay node m is given by T up

m = s
Rm

, where s represents
the constant data size of the local models uploaded by all
nodes. The achievable uploading rate Rm is determined by
Rm = bm log2

(
1 + pmgm

bmn0

)
, where bm stands for the allocated

bandwidth, pm denotes the transmit power, and gm represents
the channel gain of relay node m. The corresponding energy
consumption is expressed as Eup

m = T up
m pm. In this work, all

channels are assumed to have two fading effects that character-
ize mobile communications: large-scale fading and small-scale
fading. The small-scale fading component is modeled using a
Rayleigh distribution, while a deterministic path loss model
represents the large-scale fading coefficient.

Furthermore, a relay node must transmit the local models
of all preceding nodes. In a given route, a relay node m
is connected to m successor nodes, which include (m − 1)
relay nodes and one leaf node. Let T tx

m represent the time
required by relay node m for transmitting all the local models
of (m−1) relay nodes it precedes, where T tx

m =
∑m−1

k=1 T tx
m,k.

Similarly, if T tx
m,r stands for the time required for trans-

mitting the local model of one leaf node it precedes, then
T tx
m,r = s

Rm
. The energy consumption by relay node m to

transmit the local models of all the nodes it precedes is
Etx

m = Eup
m + (m − 1)Eup

m = mEup
m . This equation arises

from the assumption that all nodes have the same local model
size. Consequently, energy consumption for uploading a local
model parameter of size s depends on the acting node’s
achievable upload rate and transmit power. Therefore, the relay
node m consumes the same amount of energy for transmitting
the local model parameter of each preceding node. Hence,

the time Tm required by relay node m to compute, upload
and transmit during each global iteration can be expressed as
Tm,r = T train

m +T up
m +T tx

m,r+T tx
m. Similarly, the corresponding

energy consumption by relay node m to compute, upload and
transmit can be written as Em = Etrain

m + Eup
m + Etx

m.
If T r

total is the total time required for route r (leaf node r and
relay node 1 to M ) to complete each global iteration, then it
can be formulated as T r

total = (Tr+
∑M

m=1 Tm,r). As the route
that takes the longest time to complete each global iteration
will be the bottleneck for the latency, the total time required
for completing each global communication round denoted as
k (k = [1, 2, ...,K]) can be written as Ttotal = max

r∈R
T r

total =

max
r∈R

(Tr +
∑M

m=1 Tm,r). Hence, the total latency of the FL
system over K global rounds can be expressed as

T FL
total =

K∑
k=1

(
max
r∈R

T r
total

)
=

K∑
k=1

(
max
r∈R

(Tr +

M∑
m=1

Tm,r)

)
.

(19)
This research aims to minimize the latency of the PFL-

based load forecasting system. Based on the above analysis,
we formulate the following optimization problem:

min
prprpr,frfrfr,pmpmpm,fmfmfm

T FL
total (20a)

s.t. 0 ≤ pr ≤ Pr,∀r (20b)
0 ≤ pm ≤ Pm,∀m (20c)
0 ≤ fr ≤ Fr,∀r (20d)
0 ≤ fm ≤ Fm,∀m (20e)
Er ≤ Emax

r ,∀r (20f)
Em ≤ Emax

m ,∀m (20g)

where prprpr = {p1, p2, . . . , pR}, pmpmpm = {p1, p2, . . . , pM}, frfrfr =
{f1, f2, . . . , fR}, and fmfmfm = {f1, f2, . . . , fM}. In (18), (20b)
and (20c) represent the feasible range of the transmit power
due to the power budgets of the leaf nodes and the relay
nodes. The CPU frequency of each node is constrained in
(20d) and (20e). The other two constraints, (20f) and (20g),
are on the energy consumption by each leaf node and relay
node, respectively.

B. Proposed Solution to Optimize Latency for the PFL-based
Load Forecasting System

Solving the problem in (18) is challenging due to the
coupling of multiple optimization variables. The objective
function (20a) as well as the energy constraints (20f) and (20g)
are non-convex because of the log2 function of the achievable
rates. As mentioned earlier, we divide the problem in (18)
into two sub-problems to address the non-convex nature of
the objective function and the constraints. Hence, the control
variables of the problem in (18) are divided into two blocks:
(i) the first block for leaf node optimization (pr, fr) and (ii)
the second block for relay node optimization (pm, fm), which
will be updated alternatively in an iterative fashion.

For the first block, we introduce a new slack variable xr

such that:

xr ≥ s

br log2

(
1 + prgr

brn0

) ,∀r. (21)



Problem in (18) can be equivalently re-written as

min
pr,fr

K∑
k=1

[
max
r∈R

(
LrCrDr

fr
+ xr

+

M∑
m=1

LmCmDm

fm
+

(m+ 1)s

bm log2

(
1 + pmgm

bmn0

)


(22a)

s.t. LrζrCrDrf
2
r + xrpr ≤ Emax

r ,∀r (22b)
s

brxr
≤ log2

(
1 +

prgr
brn0

)
,∀r (22c)

(20b), (20d). (22d)

The objective (22a) is convex, while the constraint in (22d)
is also convex. Hence, we now convexify constraints (22b) and
(22c).

Constraint (22b): For xr > 0 and pr > 0, we apply
successive convex approximation (SCA) to approximate xrpr
as

xrpr ≤ 1

2

pir
xi
r

x2
r +

1

2

xi
r

pir
p2r = hi

r(xr, pr) (23)

where pir and xi
r are the feasible point of pr and xr at iteration

i. Hence constraint (22b) can be convexified as

LrζrCrDrf
2
r +

1

2

pir
xi
r

x2
r +

1

2

xi
r

pir
p2r ≤ Emax

r ,∀r. (24)

Constraint (22c): We use this inequality [20]

ln(1 + z) ≥ ln(1 + zi) +
zi

zi + 1
− (zi)

2

zi + 1

1

z
. (25)

Now we approximate right hand side (RHS) of (22c) as

s ln 2

brxr
≤ ln

(
1 +

pirgr
brn0

)
+

pirgr
prgr + brn0

− (pirgr)
2

pirgr + brn0

1

prgr
,∀r.

(26)

So, we solve the following convex problem at iteration i+1:

min
pr,fr

K∑
k=1

[
max
r∈R

(
LrCrDr

fr
+ xr

+

N∑
n=1

LnCnDn

fn
+

(n+ 1)s

bn log2

(
1 + pngn

bnn0

)


(27a)
s.t. (22d), (24), (26). (27b)

For complexity analysis, this problem consists of (2R) scalar
decision variables and (4R) linear or quadratic constraints,
which results in the per-iteration computational complexity of
O
(
(2R)2

√
4R
)

[27].

For the second block, we introduce a new slack variable
ym such that:

ym ≥ (m+ 1)s

bm log2

(
1 + pmgm

bmn0

) ,∀m. (28)

Problem in (18) can be equivalently re-written as

min
pm,fm

K∑
k=1

max
r∈R

LrCrDr

fr
+

s

br log2

(
1 + prgr

brn0

)


+

M∑
m=1

(
LmCmDm

fm
+ ym

))]
(29a)

s.t. LmζmCmDmf2
m + ympm ≤ Emax

m ,∀m (29b)
(m+ 1)s

bmym
≤ log2

(
1 +

pmgm
bmn0

)
,∀m. (29c)

(20c), (20e). (29d)

Although the objective function (29a) and constraint in (29d)
are convex, constraints (29b) and (29c) are still non-convex. To
convexify these two constraints, we follow the same strategy
for constraints (22b) and (22c).

Constraint (29b): Similar to constraint (22b), constraint
(29b) can be convexified as

LmζmCmDmf2
m +

1

2

pim
yim

y2m +
1

2

yim
pim

p2m ≤ Emax
m ,∀m (30)

where pim and yim are the feasible point of pm and ym at SCA
iteration i.

Constraint (29c): Similar to constraint (22c), we approxi-
mate RHS of (29c) as

(m+ 1)s ln 2

ym
≤ bm

(
1 +

pimgm
bmn0

)
+

pimgm
pmgm + bmn0

− (pimgm)2

pimgm + bmn0

1

pmgm
,∀m.

(31)

Thus, we solve the following convex problem at iteration i+1:

min
pm,fm

K∑
k=1

max
r∈R

LrCrDr

fr
+

s

br log2

(
1 + prgr

brn0

)


+

M∑
m=1

(
LmCmDm

fm
+ ym

))]
(32a)

s.t. (29d), (30), (31). (32b)

For complexity analysis, this problem consists of 2M scalar
decision variables and 4M linear or quadratic constraints,
which results in the per-iteration computational complexity of
O
(
(2M)2

√
4M
)

[27]. To summarize, we jointly solve the
above two blocks to obtain the solutions for problem in (18),
as illustrated in Algorithm 2.
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Fig. 2: Comparison between different numbers of FL clients (i.e., SMs), standalone, and centralized scheme for IID data.

Algorithm 2 Proposed optimization algorithm to minimize FL
system latency in load forecasting
1: Input: Set the iteration index i = 0;
2: Initialization: a feasible solution (p0r , f0

r , p0m, f0
m) for the problem in

(18);
3: Repeat
4: Set i← i+ 1
5: Solve problem (25) to update pir , f i

r ;
6: Solve problem (30) to update pim, f i

m;
7: Until convergence.
8: Output: Optimal p∗rp

∗
rp
∗
r , f∗

rf
∗
rf
∗
r , p∗mp

∗
mp
∗
m, f∗

mf
∗
mf
∗
m.

VI. SIMULATIONS AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

A. Environment Settings

For our load forecasting simulations, we used the Individual
Household Electric Power Consumption dataset [28]. It is both
multivariate and time-series real-life data focused on physics
and chemistry that describes the electricity consumption for
a single household over 47 months with seven features for
multivariattion, from December 2006 to November 2010. The
house is in Sceaux, 7km from Paris, France. It has a total
of 2,075,259 instances with nine features. For each feature,
there are a total of seven variables and two other non-
variables: Date and Time. The variables include (1) global
active power (household consumption of total active power),
(2) global reactive power (household consumption of total
reactive power), (3) voltage (the average voltage (volts) in that
household), (4) global intensity (the average intensity (apms)
in that household), (5) kitchen’s active energy (watt-hours), (6)
laundry’s active energy (watt-hours), and (7) climate control
system’s active energy (watt-hours).

Non-IID SMs distribution. For our research, first, we
compared our results with 2, 3, and 5 SMs IID data distri-
bution. Then we implemented the comparison using 5 SMs in
the non-IID data distribution. Here, the SMs have different
batch sizes that show different calculation capabilities and
number of data that demonstrate different data availability.
For training the model and creating a gradient, we considered
three different learning rates 0.05, 0.001, and 0.0001. A meter
could temporarily test its performance for every global epoch
based on all three learning rates for 10 local rounds. Then,

judging by the performance, we selected the optimal learning
rate (the learning rate that produces the lowest loss value) and
used that for local training for 10 local rounds. We run our
simulation results for 100 global rounds.

There are multiple layers in the design of the LSTM model
for load prediction. Sequences of shape (batch size, 24, 1) are
first entered into the input layer; each sequence comprises 24
hourly load values. An LSTM layer comprising 50 units comes
next, processing the sequential input and capturing temporal
dependencies. The next step is to add a dropout layer, whose
dropout rate is 0.2. During training, it randomly sets 20% of
the LSTM layer’s outputs to zero in order to prevent over-
fitting. If more complicated patterns need to be captured,
an additional LSTM layer can be added after this. Lastly,
the expected load value for the following hour is generated
by adding a completely connected dense layer with a single
neuron. This architecture uses the long-term relationships the
LSTM can maintain in the data, making it appropriate for
precise load forecasting.

Regarding our simulations for load forecasting latency, a
multi-hop metering network for load forecasting that consists
of three routes has been considered. Route 1, 2, and 3 each
incorporate 2, 3, and 4 relay nodes except as mentioned oth-
erwise in the figure, respectively, with one leaf node assigned
to each route. We have considered practical values for all
simulation parameters [29]. The system bandwidth is set to be
20 MHz [29] while the maximum transmit power Pr of leaf
nodes and Pm of relay nodes are configured in the range of
[5-25] dBm. The noise power density is considered to be N0=
-174 dBm/Hz [29] and the maximum CPU cycle frequency of
a leaf node is configured as Fr = 2GHz and that of a relay
node is also configured as Fm = 2GHz [29]. The coefficients
for leaf and relay nodes, which depend on their respective
hardware and chip architecture, are established as ζr = 10−28

and ζm = 10−28, respectively [29]. While the number of
local iterations for leaf nodes is Lr=5, that for relay nodes
is Lm = 15. All simulations were conducted in Matlab using
the YALMIP toolbox with the solver MOSEK. To portray the
effectiveness of our joint leaf-relay node optimization method,
we compare it with two baselines: (i) scheme 1 optimization
for only leaf nodes and (ii) scheme 2 optimization for only
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Fig. 3: Comparison between state-of-the-art approaches (LSTM and FL) and our approach.
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Fig. 4: Simulation result of the original and predicted values for the first 120 minutes in the testing dataset.
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Fig. 5: Comparison between different learning rates and meta-learning for 5 SMs non-IID data.

relay nodes.

B. Simulation Results for Load Forecasting

1) Training Performance

At first, we implement our proposed personalized Meta-
LSTM FL algorithm in IID settings for different SMs. Fig.
2 describes the result for both MSE loss (a) and RMSE loss
(b) for 2,3, and 5 SMs as well as standalone and centralized
schemes. The figure shows that, as expected, the centralized
scheme performs the best while the standalone performs the
worst for both loss values. Moreover, the loss value reduces
with increased SMs, suggesting improved performance. As a
result, we conclude that our approach is adaptable for more

SMs and is proportionate to the number of SMs. The following
simulation results have been obtained using non-IID data from
five SMs as using 5 SMs has provided the best outcomes.

Fig. 5 shows the simulation result for using different learn-
ing rates and meta-learning. The reason why meta-learning
works better than other individual learning methods is evident
in that figure. While learning rates at 0.05 get off to the
best starts but fail to maintain and overestimate both loss
values. Learning rates at 0.001 are too slow to catch up, and
communication overheads grow. It is noteworthy to mention
that the learning rate of 0.01 did not have a good start to catch
up. Nevertheless, meta-learning can extract all the beneficial
features from these learning rates through appropriate use,
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Fig. 6: Comparison of training performance. Our joint opti-
mization method can achieve up to 45.33% lower latency than
baselines.

which makes it perfect for more accurate results with less
communication overhead.

2) Load Forecasting Performance

Finally, in Fig 3 we have compared our performance with
the LSTM algorithm [4] and state of art FL algorithm [8]
based on global epochs. The figure shows that, among the three
methods, LSTM performed the worst, as would be expected.
PFL fared somewhat better than FL in this comparison.
Furthermore, yields a far more stable result than FL.

We present the testing findings for the first 120 minutes for
three methods in Fig. 4. We concentrate on the three crucial
stages, phases 1, 2, and 3. The graphs show the raw data and
the prediction of the data calculated by different ML models
and their evolutions. These phases are chosen because during
these phases we can see clear prediction differences between
LSTM, FL, and PFL approaches. In this case, the orange line
indicates the expected outcome while the blue line represents
the raw data. As a result, the loss value is represented by the
space and variations between the orange and blue lines. From
Fig 4(a) we can observe that the LSTM technique is not very
good at predicting changes, particularly in phases 2 and 3,
which have many curves. In phase 1, FL and PFL are far more
accurate at predicting. Still, they have not accurately forecasted
phase 2’s peak. Furthermore, we can observe the variations in
phase 2, particularly in phase 3, if we compare the FL and
PFL results in Figs. 4(b-c). PFL achieved the highest point in
phase 2 and noticeably improved performance in phase 3.

C. Simulation Results for Load Forecasting Latency

Fig. 6 compares our proposed algorithm with scheme 1
and scheme 2, depicting the latency (s) versus the number of
iterations. The results demonstrate the superior performance
of our proposed algorithm. It is evident from the graph
that our scheme reaches a stable latency level after the fifth
iteration, significantly outperforming the other two schemes
in terms of minimizing latency. Specifically, our proposed

scheme achieves a 19.79% reduction in latency compared to
scheme 1 and a 45.33% reduction compared to scheme 2.

We next investigate the latency performance of different
schemes. Fig. 7a indicates the latency (in seconds) versus the
maximum frequency (in GHz) of a leaf node, comparing our
proposed algorithm with scheme 1. As higher frequencies gen-
erally allow higher data rates, latency decreases with increased
maximum frequency of leaf nodes. Both schemes experience
reduced latency with higher frequencies, but our proposed
algorithm achieves approximately 22.54% lower latency than
scheme 1. This superior performance is due to the algorithm’s
dynamic adaptation to network conditions, considering both
leaf and relay nodes for more efficient resource utilization and
minimized latency.

Moreover, Fig. 7b illustrates the latency (in seconds) versus
the maximum transmit power of a leaf node, comparing
our proposed approach with scheme 1. Our scheme achieves
approximately 16.15% lower latency than scheme 1, despite
both schemes benefiting from reduced latency with increased
transmit power. Our scheme optimizes resource allocation and
communication parameters for leaf and relay nodes, resulting
in lower latency and surpassing scheme 1, which does not fully
optimize relay node parameters. As the maximum frequency
(GHz) of a relay node increases (as shown in Fig. 7c), our
algorithm achieves 32.25% lower latency compared to scheme
2, even though both schemes benefit from the frequency
increase. By optimizing resource allocation and communica-
tion parameters for both leaf and relay nodes, our scheme
ensures more efficient resource use, and consequently lower
latency. This comprehensive approach surpasses scheme 1,
which may not fully consider the impact of optimizing relay
node parameters in network performance.

Finally, we evaluate the latency versus the maximum trans-
mit power of a relay node in Fig. 7d, highlighting the perfor-
mance contrast between scheme 2 and our proposed method.
Though latency decreases with increased maximum transmit
power of relay nodes in both schemes, our scheme outperforms
scheme 2 and achieves 22.29% lower latency.
D. Limitation

However, the disadvantages of meta-learning in PFL in-
clude slow convergence, high computational costs from fre-
quent model updates across clients, and overfitting to small
client data, which reduces generalization. Furthermore, meta-
learning necessitates several gradient steps for adaptation that
rises communication overhead.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper has proposed a novel PFL approach for load
forecasting in smart metering networks. We have developed
a meta-learning algorithm for better load forecasting model
training at SMs given non-IID data. We have also developed
an optimization solution to minimize the system latency for
the PFL-based load forecasting system by considering the
resource allocation of SMs. Simulation results indicate that
our proposed PFL method has outperformed existing LSTM
and FL approaches with better load forecasting accuracy. Our
optimization solution has also achieved significant latency
reductions, with up to 45.33% lower than baseline methods.
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Fig. 7: Comparison of system latency with different schemes.
In future work, we will consider incentive mechanisms

to speed up load forecasting at SMs further. We will also
investigate and extend our FL method to other smart grid
domains, such as electricity generation prediction.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1
From Assumption (3), we have
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B. Proof of Lemma 2

We know that in every global communication round, each
UAV performs J rounds of local SGDs where there always
exits j′ ≤ j such that j − j′ ≤ J and wt′

n,k = w̄j′

k , ∀n ∈ N .
By using the fact that E||X − EX||2 = ||X||2 − ||EX||2 and
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where the last inequality holds since the learning rate
ηk is decreasing. Using the fact that ||

∑U
j=1 z

j ||2 ≤
U
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j=1 ||zj ||2, j − j′ ≤ J and assume that ηj
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C. Proof of Lemma 3

From the SGD update rule w̄j+1
k = w̄j

k − ηkg
j
k and ||a +

b||2 ≤ 2||a||2+2||b||2 for two real-valued vectors a and b, we
have
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We now focus on the bounding term (A) in (36). We have
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k − gjk⟩ = 0. We now focus on the

bounding term (B). We have
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where we applied ||
∑

n∈N zn||2 ≤ N
∑

n∈N ||zn||2 in the
first inequality, and in the second inequality we applied L-
smoothness ||∇Fn(w
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third term in (38), via Cauchy–Schwarz inequalities: 2⟨a, b⟩ ≤
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For the last term in (38), by using µ-strong convexity, we have:
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Therefore, (38) can be rewritten as
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where we used the fact: 1
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To bound (C), we have
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Therefore, (41) is further expressed as
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where we used the fact that ηkL−1 ≤ 0 and Fn(w̄
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k)−F ∗ ≥ 0

and thus 1
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By plugging (44) into (36) and taking expectation we obtain
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D. Proof of Proof 1

Based on Lemmas 1,2,3, we have
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By using the L-smoothness of F (.) and µ-strong convexity of
Fn(wk−1): E||wk−1−w∗||2 ≤ 2

µ (Fn(w̄k−1)−F ∗), we have
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Finally, by applying (51) recursively over K global rounds,
the convergence bound of the federated model training at each
modality cluster of N UAVs after K global communication
rounds can be given as
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which completes the proof.
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