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FedSat: A Statistical Aggregation Approach for
Class Imbalaced Clients in Federated Learning

Sujit Chowdhury, Raju Halder

Abstract

Federated learning (FL) has emerged as a promising paradigm for privacy-preserving distributed machine learning,
but faces challenges with heterogeneous data distributions across clients. This paper introduces FedSat, a novel FL
approach designed to tackle various forms of data heterogeneity simultaneously. FedSat employs a cost-sensitive loss
function and a prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme to address label skewness, missing classes, and
quantity skewness across clients. While the proposed cost-sensitive loss function enhances model performance on minority
classes, the prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme ensures client contributions are weighted based on both
statistical significance and performance on critical classes. Extensive experiments across diverse data-heterogeneity settings
demonstrate that FedSat significantly outperforms state-of-the-art baselines, with an average improvement of 1.8%
over the second-best method and 19.87% over the weakest-performing baseline. The approach also demonstrates faster
convergence compared to existing methods. These results highlight FedSat’s effectiveness in addressing the challenges
of heterogeneous federated learning and its potential for real-world applications.
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I. INTRODUCTION

EDERATED Learning (FL) [[1] has emerged as a promising paradigm for training machine learning models across

decentralized edge devices, enabling privacy-preserving and efficient model updates without the need to centralize
sensitive data. However, the effectiveness of FL is often challenged by various factors, including non-independent and
identically distributed (non-IID) datasets, varying network conditions, and heterogeneous devices among clients. This
yields biases in model training, leading to sub-optimal performance [2]], [3]].

Since its inception, a significant research effort has been observed in the literature to address the above-mentioned
challenges. The authors in [4]]-[7] attempted to improve the performance of FL. models by regulating local epochs
or server-side updates in presence of non-IID datasets. However, they experience a slow and sometime unstable
convergence due to the diverse local objectives arising from heterogeneous data distributions, commonly known as
client drift, as reported in [8]|—[10]. Similarly, the regularization techniques adopted in [8]], [ 1 1]-[15]] often face difficulty
due to the skewness in labels, features, and quantity of the data across various clients, leading to a slow and unstable
convergence. In general, most of the existing approaches employed simple aggregation schemes [1]], [3], [8], [9]l, [11],
[12], which are unable to deal with extreme heterogeneous settings, where clients’ models differ from each other
significantly due to their local data.

To showcase the impact of heterogeneous data settings in FL, the authors in [2] developed a benchmark with
comprehensive non-IID configurations, including label skew, features skew, and quantity skew. The empirical study
revealed that none of the existing state-of-the-art FL approaches consistently outperform each other under all different
configurations. This finding inspires researchers to develop specialized algorithms tailored to specific non-IID configu-
rations for further enhancing the performance of the global model. For instance, the authors in [3] attempted to mitigate
label skewness by utilizing logits calibration which handles missing classes during the local training. Similarly, [16]
aimed at addressing the feature distribution skewness by utilizing batch normalization techniques. On the other hand,
FedCorr [[17] is introduced to address data heterogeneity concerning both local label quality and label skewness by
computing a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) based on the cumulative Local Intrinsic Dimensionality (LID) scores
from all clients.

Unfortunately, none of the approaches offers a unified framework to robustly tackle the multifaceted challenges posed
by data heterogeneity. They either focus on specific aspects of data skewness or require complex data correction models,
which can be difficult to generalize across diverse FL environments. Therefore, creating an effective FL framework
that works well in all situations remains a challenging and open problem in the field of Federated Learning.

To this aim, this paper presents FedSat, a novel federated learning approach specifically designed to tackle various
forms of data heterogeneity simultaneously. In particular, we introduce a prioritized class-based weighted aggregation
scheme and a cost-sensitive loss function to address the following: label skewness, missing classes, and quantity
skewness. The proposed cost-sensitive loss function significantly enhances model performance by assigning higher
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misclassification penalties to minority classes, thereby effectively managing class imbalance. Meanwhile, the prioritized
class-based weighted aggregation scheme ensures that clients’ contributions to the global model are weighted based
on both the statistical significance of their locally trained models and their performance on critical classes. This
approach enhances the robustness and accuracy of the global model, particularly when faced with extreme non-IID
data heterogeneity.

FedSat operates in three key stages: (1) the server randomly selects a subset of clients for local model training,
employing the novel cost-sensitive loss function; (2) the server then engages a set of workers for each client from
the remaining pool to analyze statistical performance of the trained parameters and to compute layer-wise coefficient
matrices. This statistical analysis provides weight scores which balance the impact of both label and quantity skews
by identifying underperforming classes, while the layer-wise coefficients help to fine-tune the gradients to accom-
modate data heterogeneity effectively; and (3) finally, the server utilizes the adjusted local parameters and computed
weight scores to generate more generalized and robust global parameters, effectively mitigating various form of data
heterogeneity altogether.

We conduct an extensive set of experiments across diverse data-heterogeneity settings, showcasing a substantial
performance enhancement with the FedSat compared to the baselines [1], [3], [7]-[9ll, [11], [[12], [18], even in case
of extreme non-convex data settings.

A. Contributions

o We introduce FedSat, a novel federated learning approach designed to achieve robust and generalized global
models in highly heterogeneous data settings.

o We propose a cost-sensitive loss function to address the effect of label skewness and missing classes during local
training.

« We propose prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme which, unlike traditional aggregation schemes,
leverages class-wise statistical insights to enhance the performance of critical classes and generates a robust global
model.

« We perform an extensive experiments across diverse data-heterogeneity settings, which demonstrate a significant
performance improvement of FedSat compared to the baselines, while also ensuring the robustness of the global
model.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section [II| presents an overview of the related work. We present the
details of FedSat in Section [IIl The convergence analysis of FedSat is presented in Section [[V] Section [V] provides
the prototype implementation and detailed experimental evaluation. Finally, Section |VI]| concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

To address the issue of users data privacy and communication bottleneck in distributed learning, McMahan et al.
first introduced the federated learning algorithm FedAvg [1] in 2017. This approach allows decentralized devices to
train models locally, followed by the aggregation of their trained parameters on a central server. Since then, significant
advancements in federated learning approaches have been observed in the literature, primarily addressing various
challenges of FL settings, such as high communication costs, data heterogeneity, model divergence, client drift, and
label skewness. To speed up the convergence of FedAvg in heterogeneous settings [4]-[7], a series of SGD-based
approaches have been proposed, especially for large-scale training in Federated Learning. In [7]] the authors proposed
FedAvgM, aiming to address the slow convergence of FedAvg, particularly in scenarios with non-IID data across diverse
clients, by adding a momentum in the global model update process on the server. However, due to the integration of
momentum, careful tuning of hyper-parameters is required to converge the global model. To further tackle heterogeneity
in FL, a list of approaches [[11[], [[12]], [19]-[22] applied regularization method. FedProx [11] introduced a temperature
parameter and a proximal regularization term into the optimization function to control the model drift between client
and server, especially mitigating the client straggler issue in a heterogeneous system. However, because of the proximity
term, local updates shift towards the last global update, which does not assure alignment between global and local
optima. To this aim, FedDyn [12]] introduced a dynamic regularization term in the local loss function, aligning local
updates with global model parameters. This approach mitigates client drift arising from local overfitting. Recently,
authors in [9] proposed a momentum-based algorithm, FedLADA, which achieves linear speedup in convergence by
mitigating client drift issues due to local overfitting via utilization of the global gradient descent and locally adaptive
amended optimizer. Likewise, some studies [8], [12]], [[14]], [18], [23]] use client-specific control variates, a variance
reduction technique, to control the update direction. SCAFFOLD [8]], which is an improvement of DANE [14]], employs
additional server-specific control variates to address the client drift in its local updates. Chen et al. [|18] proposed Elastic
aggregation, which adaptively interpolates client models based on parameter sensitivity to prevent server model drift
and improve convergence in federated learning with non-I1ID data.

Another line of work develops FL algorithms based on the feature representation of the training model [[10]], [24]-[26].
MOON [25] addresses non-IID data distributions among clients by utilizing similarity between model representations
to correct the local model updates of individual clients. CCVR [10] introduced the classifier regularization and
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Fig. 1: FedSat Framework Architecture.

calibration method to improve FL performance by fine-tuning the classifier using virtual representations sampled from
an approximated Gaussian mixture model.

An attempt to tackle class skewness in the datasets across clients is reported in [3]], [[17]]. FedCorr [[17] introduced
an FL framework for handling label noise while protecting data privacy. It comprises three stages: identifying and
correcting noisy data, fine-tuning the model using cleaner data, and standard training with all corrected data. To
improve the performance of FL approaches in label-skewed dataset distribution across clients, [3] introduced FedLC,
which adjusts logits before computing cross-entropy loss based on the probability of each class occurrence.

I1I. FEDSAT: PROPOSED FL APPROACH

Figure 1| depicts an architectural overview of Fedsat. It involves a set of nodes, acting as either clients or workers
in a particular round. The server node is responsible for facilitating data communication among the selected clients
and workers in each round (Steps 1, 3, 4, and 6). It also aggregates client-specific coefficients computed by the
associated workers and employs a novel prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme to update the global
model parameters (Steps 7-9). The client nodes are responsible for locally training the global model parameters and
sending the updated parameters back to the server (Steps 2 and 3). The worker nodes calculate layer-wise coefficients
and statistical metrics for their associated client’s parameters (Step 5).

A. Learning Objectives

Let C be the set of clients participated in the system and m be the number of distinct classes present in the dataset
available with K clients. The dataset Dy, associated with the client k € K is defined as: Dy, = {di|i = 1...m}, where



i o= {(z},117)]5 = 1...n}} is the set of data-samples x}/ and their associated labels [}’ in the i*" class. Observe
that, due to the heterogeneity, the number of data samples in different classes may vary, i.e. |d},| > 0.

In FedSat, our primary goal is to achieve a resilient global model ©* through collaborative training of local models
across the clients, even in presence of various heterogeneous settings. To formalize, we characterize the optimal global
model ©* as follows:

0" = argmin 9 L(0 1
gmi ’;C kL (0%) (1
where

- © ={0x|k € K} is the set of locally trained parameters of the clients,

- Uy is the aggregation weight assigned to the parameters of the client k using our proposed statistical weight

calculation algorithm, and

- L(6y) is the loss function defined for a batch of A’ random samples in Dy, in terms of cost-sensitive loss Lcg as

follows:

L(6y) = P Zﬁcs Or; 2} 1)), )
where (z/,1}) € Dy

B. Local Training

At the commencement of each round ¢, the server randomly selects a subset S; C IC of clients. Once the clients
are selected, the server disseminates the current global model ©; and the global control variate ¢; to all the chosen
clients in S;. Each client then loads the global model parameters to its local model (setting 6, = ©;) and subsequently
updates its local model by minimizing the cost-sensitive objective function while incorporating control variates.

To achieve this, each client k£ € S; updates its local model according to the equation provided below, incorporating
the cost-sensitive loss and client-drift corrections [8] for each epoch e in the ¢-th round:

0Lcs(6f,)
9€+1 _ e t — 3
—m ( 89216 +Ct—Cek €)]
where 7); is the learning rate, ECS(G; &) 1s the cost-sensitive loss function defined as:
D .
ﬁcs chl i tkalivl) (4)

Here, cs;, ; represents the cost associated with misclassifying a sample of class /; as I, and £ is the standard loss (e. g,
Cross- entropy loss [27])). The value of cs;_ ; is obtained from the cost-sensitive matrix CS, defined below:

CS1,1 CS1,2 e CS1,m

CS2.1 CS2.2 e CS2.m
CS =

CSm,1 CSmy2 - CSmm

where cs;_ i Tepresents the cost of predicting a sample of class [; as class [. For correctly classified samples where

l; = 1, the cost sy, is set to 1 as there is no penalty for predicting the correct class.
Upon completlon of local updates, each client k updates its control variate c¢41 1, as follows:

Cit1,k = Ctk — Ct + Bim aﬁgzt(,it7k)
where B is the training batch size, ¢, is the global control variate, and ¢, ;. is the control variate of client k at round ¢.

Each client %k then transmits the updated model parameters 0, ; and the control variate correction cq11, back to
the server. The server aggregates these updates to adjust the global model and control variate for the next round. This
process ensures that the global model is updated while mitigating possible client drift, and the cost-sensitive matrix
C'S helps in addressing class imbalance effectively.

(&)

C. Learned parameter analysis

Given a set of selected clients S; C K at round ¢, let WS, be a subset of workers, disjoint from S;, chosen from the
client set K.

Suppose Wy, C (WS,) is the set of workers employed to analyze and verify the learned parameters of the client &
at round ¢. Each worker in W, j, loads its assigned client parameters into its model and computes the following crucial
matrices:



1) Layer-wise coefficient matrix: Given the client parameters 6, for the client k at round ¢, the layer-wise coefficient
&iw 1s computed for E epochs by each worker w € Wy ;. as follows:

€ = U X €8, + (1= 1) X [VLeo (04 Dy (©

where v is the hyper-parameter for computing the exponentially-decayed moving average of £, in epoch e, 0} is the
ith layer parameters of 6y, and D, C D,, is the test dataset associated with the worker w.

These coefficients are then used to compute the adaptive gradient for each client’s parameters. The final aggregated
layer-wise coefficient matrix A, j for client k is computed as:

=5 *X&w
[ Z Zw "eWy i ‘,le|

weWy

i€ ]L} )

where IL is the number of layers present in the model parameters.
2) Statistical evaluation matrices: Let us now define three class-wise matrices which we use in the weight compu-
tation process:
a) Prediction Matrix ( 7 ):

*gk:“z;y,; ¢e1...m} (8)
where thkl = {z} |i=arg max P(Y = y|X = (zi,6;))} is the set of samples of the worker w which are predicted
yel..m
as class 7 utilizing 6.
b) True Positive Matrix (TP):
TPtk_[|T7>;‘j,g|‘ie1...m] )
where TPt o= {2l | 1Y = arg max P(Y = y|X = (2}7,6))} is the set of samples of the worker w which are
yel...m
predicted correctly as class ¢ utilizing 6.
c) Target Matrix (T):
f= | iel...m| (10)
where 7;%" = {z}/ | j = 1...nL} is the set of samples of the worker w which are labeled as class 4.

The worker then sends these results to the server for weight computation and global model update.

D. Weight computation

After obtaining class-specific matrices from all participating workers at round ¢, the server proceeds to compute
three crucial metrics: False Negative Rate (FNR), False Positive Rate (FPR), and Accuracy (ACC). These metrics helps
to assess the class-wise performance of the trained parameters’ of each client across the chosen workers.

The FNR of client k£ at round ¢ is determined by the ratio of incorrectly classified negative instances to the total
number of true negative instances, defined below:

FNRy ) = [fnri’k l[iel. ..m] 11
where

K3 w,t
i Zw€W¢,k(|7-:;€ | B |T’Pt,k )
Jnry = o (12)
ZUJGW‘JC |Tpt,k
Similarly, FPR of client k at round ¢ is calculated as the ratio of falsely classified positive instances to the total number
of true negative instances, computed as follows:

FPRy, = |fprip|i€1...m] (13)

where

: Swew, . (12, ol TP
fori g = S _ (14)
ZwEWt,k(Zrelmm |7—1:Ll]€7 | - | t Ic7 )

Finally, ACC of each client k£ at round ¢ is computed by evaluating the ratio of correctly classified instances to the
total number of instances defined as:

ACCyp = [acc;k liel...m] (15)



Algorithm 1: Statistical Weight Computation

Input : Client parameters learning statistics: stats, list of clients who locally trained the model and submitted to the server: St
Output : Weights: weights
calculate error and accuracy
for each client k in Sy do

for worker w in Sy, + do

for each class i in (1...m) do

Compute FNR; j, following Equation
Compute FPR; j following Equation |I3]
Compute ACCy . following Equation |I5]
analyze the performance for each client k in Sy do

for each class i in (1...m) do
10 ‘ compute S,’k following Equation
11 Choose the priority class PC; following the Equation
12 Select clients parameters set Ay for aggregation following Equation
13 for each client k in A; do

L N I N N i

14 ‘ Compute weight ¥4 following Equation
where
w,T
i ZwEWt,k Tpt,k
acci , = ZwWer " th (16)
Z’LUGW@}C 7;“;&

Following the above computations, the server assigns a vector of prioritization score (&) to each client & at round
t, aiming to identify classes that require enhanced performance. This score considers both false negative and false
positive rates, normalized to the maximum rates across all classes, computed below:

En=1[Elicl...m] (17)
Where FNRy k] FPRy 1 [i]
: 3 1
gk —a t,k + « t,k (18)
’ maz ENRy ;[r] maz FPRy ;[r]

and «, [ are the coefficients used to set the importance of the computed metrics.
Subsequently, the server selects a priority class (PC;) at round ¢ to focus on improving the performance of the most
critical class, based on the sum of prioritization scores across all classes, as follows:

PC, = argig}qfn kgs: Ei (19)

Further, a set of client parameters (A;) is selected for aggregation based on their corresponding prioritization scores.
Clients with scores exceeding a certain threshold relative to the average score across all classes are chosen for weighted

aggregation defined as:
. o .
Av={0ul > &z o > X el (20)

1€l...m ceSi€l..m

where o is the hyper-tuned parameters for determining the threshold, which varies from task to task.

Finally, each selected client’s parameters are assigned an aggregation weight (1, 1), reflecting their contribution to the
global model update. This weight value is determined by considering the client’s accuracy, the number of true positive
instances, and the prioritization score of the respective class, among other factors. This is computed as follows:

Dictm ACCHR[ X D et TPe[1]
; Evkli
Ztel...m t,k[l] (21)
maz (1, TPy k[PC4])
Ziel...m Tt,km - Ziel...m TPtyk[i]
This approach ensures that clients with higher performance and relevance contribute more significantly to the global
model update process, thus improving overall model quality. The overall algorithmic steps are depicted in Algorithm [I]

Ve =

X

E. Global model update

Once the aggregated weights 9, ;, and the layer-wise coefficient matrix A; ; are computed, the server applies weighted
federated aggregation to update the global model, according to the following Equation:

Oip1 =0 —1ny X Z Vel X Q1 (22)
k€A,
where 7, is global learning rate, and ¢y j is the fine-tuned gradient of client k corresponding to the coefficient matrix
defined as: )
A i li]

m x (©; — ;,k)|i € N} (23)

Ptk = [1+1/)—



Algorithm 2: FedSAT Algorithm

Input : Initial global model parameters: ©g, Initial global control variate: co, Set of participated client: &C, Hyper-parameters: Global learning rate 74,
Local learning rate 7;, number of local epochs E, Number of global rounds R
Output : Trained model: ©
1 for ¢ in range(R) do

2 Server selects a subset S; of n clients at random.

3 Set W; «+— K — S;

4 At client side:

5 for each client k in Sy do

6 Fetch global model parameters © and the hyper-parameters (7;, E) from the server.
7 Initialize global model parameters 0; < Oy

8 for epoch i in range(E) do

9 Update the local model parameters following E ualion

10 Update local control variate following Equation

11 Send the locally trained model parameters 6,1 and c;y1 x to the server.
12 for each client k in St do

13 Server selects a subset W 3 of m workers at random from set W

14 Update W; <— Wy — W, g

15 At worker side:

16 for each worker w in Wy j, do

17 Fetch updated parameters 0, of client k.

18 for each layer i in (layers of 0},) do

19 Compute layer-wise coefficient matrix 5; following Equation E]
20 Compute prediction matrix Z‘t"fk following Equation

21 Compute true positive matrix TPKk following Equation E]

22 Compute target matrix T'¢ ) following Equation

23 Compute aggregated coefficient following Equation

24 Compute statistical weight for each client following Algorithm

25 Compute global model parameters ©¢ 1 following Equation w

26 Compute global control variate c¢41 following Equation

where ) is the hyper-parameter to control gradient fine-tune step, and N is the number of layers present in the
parameters.
Further, the server updates the global control variate, by aggregating control variate of all the selected clients Ay,
defined as: 1Ay
t
Ct41 = C — = X Z Uik X Coy1k (24)
|IC| keA
t

where K is the total number of clients participated in training, and c;11 4 is the updated control variate of client £ at
round ¢.

Observe that, unlike existing methods, our approach introduces a novel aggregation scheme for updating the global
model ©; by computing ¥ ;, and A; ;, from a broad set of workers. Here, A, j, is utilized to derive more generalized and
refined gradients ¢, ;. for the parameters ¢; ;. Meanwhile, ¥, ;. serves to improve the accuracy performance of clients
dealing with highly skewed datasets, thereby enhancing the overall robustness of the global model. The aggregated
global update ©; is computed as a weighted combination of the adaptive gradients ¢, ;, contributed by each selected
client. On the other hand, global control variate helps to mitigate client’s model drift during local training. This ensures
that clients demonstrating higher performance and relevance make a more significant impact on the global model update
process. Through this iterative approach, continual refinement and enhancement of the global model occur within the
federated learning framework.

FE Training process

The core training process of FedSAT, as outlined in Algorithm |2} is a multi-step iterative approach. At each global
round ¢, the server interacts with a subset of clients and their associated workers to update the global model. Let us
describe this in detail:

1) Initialization. At the beginning of the training process, the server defines the set of clients C who participate in
the training and statistical analysis process, and sets the following: (a) initial global model parameters O, (b)
initial global control variate ¢y, (c) set of participated clients K, and (d) various hyper-parameters.

2) Iterative training. In each round ¢, the server randomly selects a subset S; of clients to participate in the local
training. Each selected client £ € S, fetches the current global model parameters ©; and c¢; from the server. It
then initializes its local model parameters §; with ©, and performs local training for a predetermined number of
epochs E. During each epoch e, the client updates its model parameters based on its local dataset Dy, according
to Equation |3} After completing the local training, each client submits its updated model parameters back to
the server. Next, the server randomly selects a subset W, j, disjoint from Sy, of workers for parameters analysis
of each client & € S;. Each worker in set W, ;. fetches their associated model parameters from the server and
computes learning statistics in order to verify their integrity and correctness. Based on the statistical performance
analysis of all the model parameters, the server selects a set A; of locally trained parameters and computes
aggregation weights ¥¢, k according to Algorithm [I} Finally, the global model parameters (©) are updated using
the computed weights.



3) Termination. After completing 7' rounds of training, the training process terminates and the optimal global
model ©* = mazg accuracy(©y) is obtained.
€l...

IV. CONVERGENCE PROOF

Assumption 1: Both the cost-sensitive loss function Lcg and the cross-entropy loss function Lo g are p-strongly
convex and L-smooth.

Assumption 2: Let [ be the predicted class of an input sample labelled with class /;. The cost incurred during loss
minimization by the loss function L¢g is as follows:

1 if =1 25)
CS; 7 = ~
faol 1< ) < Chae i1 7£ l;

where C,,q0 1S the maximum cost bound.

Lemma 1 (Improvement Through Cost-Sensitive Loss): Let 0cs and 0 be the parameters obtained after training
with cost-sensitive loss function L-g and cross-entropy loss functions Lo, respectively. Let both the assumptions
and [2|hold. Then, the expected improvement of the local parameters updated using the £og compared to the parameters
obtained by employing L is always greater than or equal to zero. That is, E[fcs — 0cg] > 0.

Proof 1: Let the cross-entropy loss Lo be defined as:

Log(0,2,1) = —log(p(l|z; 0)) (26)

where p(l|z;0) represents the probability that the model assigns to the correct label I given the input x and the model
parameters 6. By taking the gradient on both sides, we get:

Now, for a batch of sample size N, the parameters updated using Log is:
1N
bon =0—m- ; VLor(0,2:,1;) (28)
Rearranging this equation, we get:
1 XN
0=bco+m ; VLop(0, i, 1) (29)
From Equations [27] and [29] we obtain:
9—905——ZV10g (Ii]i; 0)) (30)
gt
This simplifies to:
0=0ce— g (€29)
Similarly, for L¢og, we have:
1N
Ocs =0 —n; - NZ;vz:cs(e,a;i,zi) (32)
From Equation 4] we get:
LN
0=bcs+m-+ > sy i - VEon(0, 1) (33)
i=1
From Equations [27] and [33] we obtain:
0 =0cs — o ZVIog (Li|zi; 0) chl“i (34)
=1
gt
This simplifies to:
N

0= 903 — gt chli,l} (35)

i=1



From Equations [31] and we have the following equivalence relation:

N
Oop — gt =0cs —ge- Y cs), ;.
i=1
N
Ocs —Oce =gi- > cs, i — gt
=1

Now, by taking the expectation on both sides, we have:

N

E[GCS — QCE} =E lgt . chl“l;
i=1
N

=k [gt oS,
i=1

Substituting the value of g; from Equation [30} we get:

- — Ot

E[g:]

N N
m
E[ch — QCE} = E [N ZV»CCE(G; D li) . Z;csliﬁl

i=1

—E

N
Ul
N ;V»CCE(QJMO]

Assuming independence between the gradients and the cost-sensitive weights, we have:

N
ZV£CE(9>$i>li)]

=1
Cost-Sensitive Improvement

N
x | E [chli,ﬁl -1
i=1

E[dcs — Ocp] = %E

According to Assumption 2, sy, > 1 for all 4, which gives:

N
D_cs, 1;1 —120
i=1

Given that 7; > 0 (learning rate is positive) and E[VLcg(6, 2;,1;)] points in the direction of the steepest ascent of
the loss function, we can conclude:

E

Elfcs —bcg] >0 (36)

Lemma 2 (Improved Accuracy for Critical Class through Prioritized Class-based Weighted Aggregation Scheme): Let
Acepe, () be the accuracy of the model ©, on the priority class PC; at round ¢. Our proposed prioritized class-based
weighted aggregation scheme ensures an expected improvement in accuracy for PC; by an amount § (where § > 0),

as follows:
E[Accpe, (©i41)] = Acepe, (©:) + 6

Proof 2: Let S; be the set of selected clients at round ¢, and A; C S; be the set of clients selected for aggregation
according to Equation (7).

From Equation we get the aggregation weight 1, ;, for client k£ as follows:
ACt,k X TPt’k[PCt]

Ziel..‘m &,k ]

where &, ;. is the prioritization score for client k, AC; j, = Ziel.‘.m ACCy k[d] denotes the accuracy of the client k’s
model parameters, and TP, ;[PC,] represents the accuracy of underperforming class at round ¢.
From Equation [22] we obtain the change in the global model parameters after one round of training as:

Oi41 — O = —14 Z Ve kPt k- (38)
kEA,

Dok o (37)

Let fo(x) be the prediction of model © for input x and corresponding correct label [. We can express the accuracy
on the priority class PC; as:
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Acepe, (©) = Eg, ypre: [I( fo(z) = 1)]

where Dpc, is the distribution of samples from the priority class. After the global update, the change in accuracy for
the priority class can be expressed as:

E[Accpe, (©141) — Accpe, (01)]
= E(r,l)N'DPCt [H(f@tJrl (LE) = l) - H(fat (l‘) = l)]
By following Taylor’s expansion approximation, we have:
E[Acepe, (©141) — Acepe, (O4)]
~ E(zy~ppce, [VI(fo,(x) =1) - (0111 — O4)]
Substituting value of ©,41 — ©; from Equation 3] we get:
ElAccpe, (O141) — Acepe, (O4)]

= E("F’l)NDPct Vi(fe,(z) =1)- g Z Vi kPt
keA;

= Z ﬂt,k ' 7779E(1’,y)~1773ct [VH(f@t (ﬂf) = l) . @t,k]
keAy

AAu,PCt

The term inside the summation represents the contribution of each client k£ to the improvement in accuracy for the
priority class, denoted as AAcc%ct. Therefore:

E[Accpe, (0411) — Acepe,(0)] = E [Z Oy kAAcche,
keAy

According to Equation since VY, gives more weight to clients with better performance on the priority class, and
Ay is selected based on the prioritization scores, we have:

E lz ﬂtkAAcc%Ct

kEA;

>0

Therefore, we can conclude that:
E[Acepe, (©141)] > Acepe, (©r) + 6

where § = E [ZkeAt ﬂt,kAAcclf;Ct] > 0.

Lemma 3 (Convergence of Global Model): Let ©, be the global model parameters at round ¢. Under Assumptions
and [2| and with appropriate learning rates 7; and 7,, FedSat converges in expectation E[L(O:11)] < L(6:) — p?,
where £(0©) is the global model loss function and p is a constant representing the improvement per round.

Proof 3: Let L(©) be the L-smooth global loss function. Therefore, we have the following inequality relation:

L(O11) < L(O) + (VL(O:), (Or41 — O4))
L
+ §||@t+1 — O (39

L(Ow41) — L(O1) < (VL(Or), (Or11 — O4))
L
+ §||@t+1 — 0 (40)
By taking expectations on both sides, we have:

E[L(O¢+1) = L(O4)] < E[VL(O:) - (Or41 — O4)]

L
+ S E[10041 — 647, (41)
Substituting, the value of ©,;1 — ©; from Equation 38 we get:
E[L(O141) — L(O,)] < —ngB |VL(O,) - Y ﬁt,m,k] (42)
keA,

Tl
q]E Zﬁtk%k

k€A,




11

Since ;) gives more weight to clients with better performance on the priority class, and A; is selected based on
prioritization scores, we have:

E

Z ﬁt,k@t,k] > 0.

k€A,

P
Therefore, we can conclude that:

E[L(O111)] < L(Oy) — p°.

Hence, the FedSat algorithm converges in expectation, improving overall global model accuracy, specifically for the
priority class.

Theorem 1 (Faster Convergence and Robust Model Generation in FedSat): Let {©,}]_ be the sequence of global
model parameters produced by FedSat over 7" rounds using the cost-sensitive loss function Lcs. Let {©)}1 ) be
the sequence produced by a standard federated learning algorithm under the same conditions using the standard cross-
entropy loss function L. Under assumptions and FedSat guarantees faster convergence and robust global model
generation over sufficiently large 7', formalized as follows:

Faster convergence: 3y > 1 such that

E[Lcs(©0) — Los(O1)] > v E[Lor(0)) — Lor(O7))

Robust model generation: Jp > 0 such that Vt € {1,...,T}: E[Accpe,(0:)] > E[Acepe, (©1)] + o -
Proof 1: According to Lemma [3| for each round ¢ in FedSat, we have:

E[Lcs(01)] < Les(Og) — 62

Repeating this over 7" rounds of training, we get:

E[Lcs(07)] < Leos(©g) — T - 62,
Similarly, for training using the standard FL algorithm, we obtain:
E[Lcp(07)] < Lep(0)) — T - 67,

where §’ is represents one round of improvement for training the model using Lo g. Hence, from Lemma (3} the
expected change in loss for Log and Lo g, we obtain:

E[Lcs(O7) — Les(O0)] < E[VLes(Og) - (O — O)]
L
+ §E[||®T - 90”2}, (43)
E[Lcp(0F) — Lop(0))] < E[VLoE(0)) - (0 — 6})]
L
+ (|07 — 6y, “4)
Assuming that ©( and O are equivalent, according to Lemma [I| we conclude:

E[Lcs(00) — Los(Or1)] > v - E[Lor(0y) — Lop(O7)]

Faster convergence

where v > 0 is the constant factor represents the improvement of FedSat over traditional FL algorithm. Now, according
to Lemma ] for © we have:
E[ACCpct (®t+1)] Z ACCpct (@t) + )

Similarly, for ©’, we have:
E[ACCpct (®;+1)] 2 ACC’PCt (92) + 5/

According to Lemma |1, © always performs better or equivalent to ©’, hence we can conclude that:

]E[ACCpct (@t)] > E[ACC’PCt(@;)] +o

Robust model generation

where o = 6 — ¢’ represents the improvement of FedSat over traditional FL algorithm, which leads to enhanced the
accuracy of PCj.
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TABLE I: Details of Datasets

Name Train Samples | Test Samples | Input Size | Classes

MNIST 60,000 10,000 28 x 28 10
CIFAR-10 50,000 10,000 32 x 32 10
CIFAR-100 50,000 10,000 32 x 32 100

V. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

This section presents performance evaluation of FedSat, with a detailed comparative analysis w.r.t. the baseline
models.

A. Implementation

We implement FedSat and the baseline methods using Python 3.9 with the support of PyTorch library [28]]. The
codebase comprises 8718 lines of code (LoC). For local training, we consider four neural networks, namely MLP,
LeNet-5, ResNet-8, and ResNet-18. Their architectures are described as follows: (1) MLP model is a 3-layer network
with neurons (80, 60, 10) and ELU activation; (2) LeNet-5 [29] model is a 7-layer CNN with 5x5 convolutions, tanh
activation, and average pooling; (3) ResNet-8 [30] model is a CNN with an initial 3x3 convolutional layer, followed
by 3 residual blocks, batch normalization, ReLU activation, and global average pooling; and (4) ResNet-18 [[30] model
is a CNN with an initial 7x7 convolutional layer, followed by 4 residual blocks, batch normalization, ReLU activation,
and global average pooling. We employed the PyTorch SGD optimizer for updating model parameters during training.

B. Experiment Setup

In this study, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation of FedSat, by comparing its performance against state-of-the-
art approaches. To this aim, we consider the following 8 baseline methods: FedAvg, FedProx, SCAFFOLD, FedLC,
FedAvgM, FedLada, Elastic, and FedDyn, which represent a diverse range of strategies for federated learning. Our
experiments are performed on three widely-used datasets: MNIST, CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100, each presenting unique
challenges and characteristics. The details of these datasets are summarized in Table [} To investigate the effectiveness
of FedSat and the baseline methods under different model architectures, we employ a variety of neural networks
for local training. Specifically, when training on the MNIST dataset, we utilize MLP and LeNet-5 models, which are
well-suited for the task of handwritten digit recognition. For more complex CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets, we
employ ResNet-8 and ResNet-18 models, which already depicted a superior performance on image classification tasks.
To ensure fairness and reproducibility of our comparisons, we maintain fixed random seeds and consistent settings
across all experiments. This allows us to isolate the impact of federated learning algorithms on model performance,
minimizing the influence of random variations.

C. Dataset Distribution Settings

To explore the performance under various data distribution scenarios, we establish the following three distinct client
dataset configurations: (i)

1) Label skewed (LS): In this setting, the label distribution varies across clients, simulating a scenario where each
client has a different proportion of samples from each class. To create a label-skewed dataset, we use the Dirichlet
distribution [31] on the label ratios to ensure uneven label distributions among clients.

2) Label skew with missing classes (LSMC): In this setting, we create a non-IID dataset where, in addition to
the label skewness, each client has a different subset of the total classes, and the distributions of these classes
are skewed. To achieve this, we randomly select C' classes out of m available classes, where C' < m. Lower
values of C' indicate a more extreme non-IID setting. This configuration simulates a more challenging scenario
where some classes are entirely absent from clients’ data distributions. This reflects real-world situations where
clients may have access to only a subset of the overall class distribution, and the available classes are not evenly
represented.

3) Label and Quantity Skew with Missing Classes (LQSMC): In this case, along with the previous data setting
(LSMC), we additionally introduce quantity skewness in the data distribution. Specifically, we determine the
number of classes available for each client by randomly sampling from the range [n, m], where n is the minimum
number of classes per client and m is the total number of classes in the dataset. To incorporate quantity skew,
we assign a varying number of samples to each client based on their available number of classes, with class
ratios skewed within the available classes. Clients with a higher number of classes receive a larger quantity of
samples, while clients with fewer classes receive a smaller quantity.

By considering these diverse dataset configurations, we aim to provide a thorough and realistic assessment of FedSat
and the baseline methods, revealing their strengths and limitations under a range of non-IID data distributions.
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TABLE II: Comparison of method performance for training with 16 batch size (B) and 5 local epochs (E) on different
datasets and model architecture in label-skewed data settings. Here, 7; represents the local learning rate used for
training.

\ 7=0.01 \ 7m=0.001
Methods ‘ MNIST ‘ CIFAR-10 ‘ CIFAR-100 ‘ MNIST ‘ CIFAR-10 ‘ CIFAR-100

| MLP  LeNet-5 | ResNet-8 ResNet-18 | ResNet-8 ResNet-18 | MLP  LeNet-5 | ResNet-8  ResNet-18 | ResNet-8  ResNet-18
Elastic 95.62 98.76 76.82 83.95 38.34 57.53 90.89 98.45 63.96 72.60 21.15 31.49
FedAvg 95.14 98.48 75.87 84.02 36.67 57.33 90.56 98.12 62.14 71.50 18.68 30.28
FedAvgM 96.08 98.59 74.71 85.20 35.37 58.61 91.79 97.88 59.18 78.07 20.81 37.74
FedDyn 92.15 96.72 64.78 82.58 20.78 55.62 90.71 97.56 56.30 77.11 20.96 36.70
FedLADA 95.72 98.85 75.02 79.11 31.17 4422 95.96 97.23 59.90 75.14 25.44 27.61
FedLC 95.00 98.41 70.76 83.78 27.87 57.22 90.44 97.76 56.16 70.94 16.43 27.66
FedProx 95.28 98.27 61.52 83.91 25.94 51.34 90.57 97.55 62.26 71.74 18.55 30.32
SCAFFOLD | 98.28 99.45 87.17 89.61 59.02 66.91 96.33 98.33 82.58 85.41 4391 58.12
FedSat 98.51 99.47 87.67 90.70 60.35 68.48 97.00 98.67 84.05 85.61 52.35 57.95

TABLE III: Comparison of method performance for training with (17;=0.01, B=16, E=5) on label skewed datasets with
missing class data settings. Here, n denotes the number of classes present in each client.

‘ MNIST ‘ CIFAR-10 ‘ CIFAR-100
Methods | MLP | LeNet-5 | ResNet-8 | ResNet-18 | ResNet-8 | ResNet-18

| n=4 n=6 | n=2 n=4 n=6 | n n=4 n=6 | n=2 n=4 n=6 | n=20 n=40 n=60 | n=20 n=40 n=60
Elastic 90.43 9322 9449 | 96.32 9799 98.06 | 57.46 63.52  66.09 45.1 64.52  72.87 | 33.37 38.23 3831 57.81 61.03  60.25
FedAvg 90.1 9284 9392 | 9592 97.74 9776 | 55.66 62.03 6549 | 43.04 62.6 71.66 | 32.04 37.01 37.53 | 5599 60.81 59.55
FedAvgM 92.61 93.62 9482 | 96.69 97.78 98.15 | 4529 58.75 63.3 4253 53,57  63.13 | 2243 2922 3277 | 3825 50.34 58.3
FedDyn 84.72 86.7 87.55 | 90.37 91.15 93.08 | 54.55 53.73 55.8 3724 5525 68.68 14.31 1842 19.58 | 5556 5855 58.19
FedLADA 9295 93.58 94.64 85.18 97.58 98.48 26.88 37.34  58.16 | 27.79 28.66 44.09 13.39 2426 3143 21.51 35.06 37.02
FedLC 88.65 92.68 93.18 94.2 96.91 97.23 | 41.55 5842 6527 27.84  52.05 65.29 | 2447 2747 2794 | 4547 5457 54.26
FedProx 90.44  93.07 93.16 94.07 9725 9755 39.14 4756 53.63 11.98 11.98 11.84 | 20.84 25.15 2552 12.13 12.86 12.78
SCAFFOLD | 97.91 98.00 98.45 | 99.21 99.31 9946 | 7833 81.25 8229 | 91.81 86.95 85.68 | 51.28 5851 58.66 53.7 61.83  69.24
FedSat 98.49 98.27 98.52 | 9944 9946 99.58 | 82.87 84.1 84.79 | 9231 87.82 85.85 | 56.13 62.12 62.34 | 70.27 71.19 70.35

D. Hyper-parameters

To ensure a fair and comprehensive evaluation, we carefully select and fix the hyper-parameters for all methods
in our experiments. The global learning rate 7, is set to 1.0 across all settings, providing a consistent baseline for
comparison. For FedSat, we chose 1 = 0.95 to compute the layer-wise coefficient over batches of test samples for
each client, enabling effective aggregation of client updates. Additionally, we set 7 = 0.65 to enhance the impact of
each client’s local gradients, striking a balance between local and global optimization. To calculate the prioritization
score of each client’s parameters, we determine o = 0.3 and 3 = 0.2, giving appropriate weight to both the client’s
data characteristics and model performance.

For the baseline methods, we consider optimal hyper-parameters settings as recommended in their respective propos-
als. To maintain consistency and fairness across all methods, we fix the local learning rate 7;, batch size B, number of
epochs E, and number of global rounds R. We conduct experiments with two local learning rates, 7; € {0.01,0.001},
and two batch size settings, B € {16, 32}, to explore the impact of these hyper-parameters on the performance of each
method. By carefully controlling these variables, we aim to provide a rigorous and unbiased evaluation of FedSat
and the baseline approaches, shedding light on their relative strengths and weaknesses under various hyper-parameter
configurations.

E. Performance Evaluation

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of FedSat under various heterogeneous settings compared to the
state-of-the-art solutions. We perform 200 rounds for MLP and LeNet-5 MNIST, 400 rounds for ResNet-8 on CIFAR-
10 and CIFAR-100, and 250 rounds for ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets. The results under three
different heterogeneous data-distributions are described below:

a) Evaluation on LS: The performance evaluation of FedSat w.r.t. the baselines on LS distribution is summarized
in Table [l As observed, FedSat consistently demonstrates higher test accuracy than the baseline methods across all
different datasets and model architectures. On an average, FedSat surpasses the second-best method, SCAFFOLD,
by 1.8% and the weakest-performing method, FedL.C, by 19.87%. These results underscore FedSat’s effectiveness in
addressing label-skewed non-IID settings, potentially due to its novel cost-sensitive loss function and proposed weighted
aggregation mechanism which incorporates both parameters quality and imbalance training. Further, the sensitivity to
local learning rates, as observed in case of FedProx, FedDyn, and FedLADA, emphasizes the critical need for meticulous
hyper-parameter tuning.

b) Evaluation on LSMC: The performance in case of label skewed datasets with missing classes is depicted in
Table where the lower value of n indicates more challenging heterogeneous settings.

Observed that FedSat achieves highest accuracy in all settings, with an average improvement of 3.34% over
the second-best method. It is worthwhile to mention that FedSat demonstrates more significant improvements on
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TABLE IV: Comparison of method performance for training with (7;=0.01, B=16, E=5) on combination of label
skewed and quantity skewed data settings. Here, n denotes the minimum number of classes present in each client.

| MNIST | CIFAR-10 | CIFAR-100
Methods | MLP | LeNet-5 | ResNet-8 |  ResNet18 | ResNet-8 | ResNet-18

| n= n= | n=2 n= | n=2 n=4 | n=2 n=4 | n=20 n=40 | n=20 n=40
Elastic 9493 9853 | 9853 9831 | 6664 6942 | 7225 7351 35.87 37.27 55.95 5433
FedAvg 9429 9824 | 9824  97.97 | 6566  68.13 | 7092  73.68 34.35 36.16 5584 53.88
FedAvgM 9462 98.66 | 98.66 9803 | 6251 6314 | 6534 6589 | 2789 3137 58.4 58.93
FedDyn 8726 9032 | 9273  93.08 | 5465 5643 | 6752 6865 | 21.27 22.18 5419 5343
FedLADA 9345 9896 | 9896 9822 | 5474 5976 | 448 5374 | 29.03 30.23 24.73 37.74
FedLC 9378 9805 | 9805  97.37 | 5694 5938 | 6538 6754 | 2625 26.37 51.61 50.66
FedProx 9448 98.15 | 98.15 9737 | 5355 5450 179 1076 | 23.63 24.43 12.98 12.89
SCAFFOLD | 9824 ~ 9821 | 9912 9957 | 8291 8438 | 8574 8635 | 56.13 56.57 6439 63.13
FedSat 98.54 9858 | 9946 9952 | 84.08 8507 | 8568 8689 | 5885  60.21 65.64  64.96

Accuracy (%)
Accuracy (%)
Accuracy (%)

Min-Acc Max-Acc Min-Acc Max-Acc Min-Acc Max-Acc

00 Elastic InFedave OO FedAvgM  DOFedDyn
B0FedLADA  DWFedProx  DESCAFFOLD  BEFedSat

00 Elastic InFedavg 00 FedavgM — DOFedDyn
B0FedLADA  DWFedProx  DESCAFFOLD  BNFedSat

00 Elastic InFedAvg 00 FedavgM — DBFedDyn
B0FedLADA  DBFedProx  DESCAFFOLD BN FedSat

(a) (b) ()
7;-0.001,B-16,R-200,#C-2 7:-0.001,B-16,R-400,#C-2 7:-0.01,B-16,R-400,#C-2
D-MNIST,M-LeNet-5 D-CIFAR-10,M-ResNet-8 D-CIFAR-100,M-ResNet-8

Fig. 2: Comparison of the highest and lowest client accuracies achieved by FedSat and baseline methods across various
settings. The settings are defined by the local learning rate (1);), batch size (B), number of global rounds (R), number
of classes per client (#C), dataset (D), and model architecture (M).

challenging datasets, achieving a 0.51% improvement on the simplest dataset MNIST, a 1.98% improvement on
CIFAR-10, and a remarkable 6.86% improvement on the most challenging dataset CIFAR-100 compared to the best
baseline method. Furthermore, in the extreme heterogeneous setting (n=2), FedSat exhibits a more pronounced impact
on accuracy, with an average improvement of 4.51% across all settings compared to the best-performing baseline
SCAFFOLD.

This suggests that FedSat’s design elements, particularly the cost-sensitive loss function, effectively mitigate the
negative effects of label skewed data distribution and our novel prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme
dealing with the unstable trained model due to missing classes. In contrast, the methods based on simple aggregation
schemes, such as FedAvg, FedAvgM, FedLC, and FedProx, experience substantial performance drops, emphasizing
the necessity for adaptations to handle the impact of missing classes. Interestingly, when training with a high local
learning rate (0.01), FedProx, FedDyn, and FedLADA exhibit significant performance drops and instability mainly due
to their additional gradient correction being proportional to the local learning rate.

¢) Evaluation on LQSMC: Table [[V]illustrates the performance comparison of FedSat against baselines under
the combined challenges of label skew and quantity skew data distribution with missing classes. The results demonstrate
that FedSat achieves the highest accuracy in most settings, especially on the more challenging CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-
100 datasets. On an average, FedSat outperforms the second-best method by 1.47% across all settings. It is worth to
mention that, methods based on simple aggregation schemes, like FedAvg, FedAvgM, FedProx and FedLC, experience
substantial performance drops, with an average decrease of 19.81% compared to FedSat. Notably, as the dataset
complexity increases, FedSat’s performance improvement becomes more significant. On MNIST, CIFAR-10, and
CIFAR-100, FedSat outperforms the best alternative, SCAFFOLD, by average margins of 0.23%, 1.18%, and 2.03%,
respectively. Similar to LSMC, the performance drops of FedProx, FedDyn, and FedLADA are also observed, due to
training with high local learning rate.

This significant advantage suggests that FedSat’s design choices, particularly the proposed weighted aggregation
mechanism that considers both data quality and quantity, are highly effective in mitigating the negative effects of model
biases towards a class due to data imbalances.
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Fig. 3: Class-wise accuracy comparison between FedSat and baseline methods on the CIFAR-10 dataset with label
skew, where each client is assigned only 2 classes.
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Fig. 4: Topl-accuracy on MNIST Dataset using LeNet5 model architecture.

F. Analyse of FedSat

a) Robustness: We assess the robustness of our proposed method by comparing the class-wise accuracy with
various baselines, as depicted in Figures 2| and 3| It is evident from Figure [2| that FedSat outperforms all other
baselines in terms of minimum testing accuracy. For instance, in Figure a), FedSat achieves a minimum accuracy of
0.41, while the highest minimum accuracy among baselines is 0.36. This represents a 13.89% improvement in accuracy
for the lowest-performing clients. Similarly, in Figure 2(b), FedSat’s minimum accuracy is 0.41, compared to 0.16
for the best-performing baseline, indicating a 156.25% improvement. In the most challenging setting, as observed in
Figure c), FedSat maintains a minimum accuracy of 0.70, while the highest baseline achieves only 0.55, representing
a 27.27% improvement.

On the other hand, Figuredemonstrates that, in contrast to the baselines, FedSat achieves consistent accuracy across
all classes by leveraging its novel prioritized class-based weighted aggregation scheme. For instance, in class 1, FedSat
achieves an accuracy of 76%, while the best-performing baseline reaches only 66%, and the worst-performing baseline
achieves a mere 35%. Unlike the baselines, FedSat performance is consistent across all classes, with maintaining an
average accuracy improvement of 28.75% over the best baseline and 82.5% over the worst baseline. Also, observe that
FedDyn shows slightly higher minimum accuracy but still falls short of SCAFFOLD and FedSat. Whereas Elastic,
FedAvg, FedAvgM, and FedProx exhibit low minimum accuracy and inconsistent class-wise accuracy. Additionally,
FedLADA demonstrates inconsistent minimum accuracy and highly varying class-wise accuracy.

b) Convergence: Figures and |§| depict the learning efficiency of FedSat compared with the baselines on
the MNIST, CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100 datasets, respectively.

Across various settings with different numbers of clients, FedSat consistently learns faster and achieves higher
accuracy than the other methods. On MNIST (Figure [), FedSat converges rapidly within the first 10-20 rounds,
reaching an accuracy close to 100%, while the baselines require more rounds to achieve similar performance. On
CIFAR-10 (Figure , FedSat maintains a clear advantage over the baselines, converging faster and achieving a higher
final accuracy. The performance gap is even more significant on the more challenging CIFAR-100 dataset (Figure [6),
where FedSat outperforms the baselines by a considerable margin in terms of both convergence speed and final
accuracy. These observations highlight FedSat’s effectiveness in handling data heterogeneity and its ability to learn
efficiently in various federated settings, which can be attributed to its novel aggregation scheme and cost-sensitive loss
function.



16

(a) #C-2 (b) #C-4 (c) #C-6
— Elastic ‘ — Elastic ‘ — Elastic ‘
0.8 1 — Fedave 0.8 | — Fedavg 0.8 || — Fedave
— FedAvgM — FedAveM — FedAvgM
— FedDyn — FedDyn — FedDyn
7 — FedLADA B — FedLADA 7 — FedLADA
g 0611 Fedprox & 0.6  Fedprox & 0.6 FedProx W
= = =
3 — SCAFFOLD 3 — SCAFFOLD 3 — SCAFFOLD bl b e A
< < w2 all e Y
g o pXX il Z o ey
= = = A
0.2 0.2 [ 0.2 fa
\ [ ‘ | ‘ ‘ ‘ |
100 200 300 400 100 200 300 400 100 200 300 400
Rounds Rounds Rounds
Fig. 5: Top-1 accuracy on CIFAR10 dataset using ResNet model architecture.
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Fig. 6: Top-1 accuracy on CIFAR-100 dataset using ResNet-8 model architecture.

¢) Scalability: To show the scalability of FedSat, we vary the number of clients on CIFAR-10. Specifically, we
consider the following four settings: (1) partitioning the dataset into 200 clients and randomly sampling 15 clients in
each round, (2) partitioning the dataset into 200 clients and randomly sampling 10 clients in each round, (3) partitioning
the dataset into 100 clients and randomly sampling 15 clients in each round, and (4) partitioning the dataset into 100
clients and randomly sampling 10 clients in each round. It is evident from the Figure El that across all settings, FedSat
maintains its high performance, consistently achieving the highest final accuracy and faster convergence than the
baselines. As the number of total clients increases, the performance gap between FedSat and the baselines widens,
with FedSat outperforming the best baseline (SCAFFOLD) by 3-12% in terms of final accuracy. Moreover, FedSat’s
performance remains stable and superior to the baselines, regardless of the number of clients selected per round,
demonstrating its robustness to variations in client participation. These observations highlight FedSat’s ability to
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Fig. 7: Comparison of scalibility with baselines on CIFAR10 dataset using ResNet-8 model architecture.
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efficiently leverage increased data and computational resources in larger federated networks, making it a promising
solution for real-world, large-scale federated learning applications.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces FedSat, a novel federated learning approach designed to address the challenges posed by
heterogeneous data distributions across clients. By incorporating a cost-sensitive loss function and a prioritized class-
based weighted aggregation scheme, FedSat effectively mitigates the negative effects of label skewness, missing classes,
and quantity skewness in federated learning environments. Our extensive experimental evaluation across various datasets
(MNIST, CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100) and model architectures (MLP, LeNet-5, ResNet-8, and ResNet-18) demonstrates
the superiority of FedSat over state-of-the-art baseline methods. In particular, FedSat consistently achieves higher
accuracy, with an average improvement of 1.8% over the second-best method and up to 19.87% over the weakest-
performing baseline. FedSat’s robustness is particularly evident in extreme non-IID scenarios, where it demonstrates
significant improvements in minimum accuracy for a client by up to 36.25% on average. This highlights FedSat’s
ability to enhance the performance of underrepresented classes and clients, leading to a more balanced and equitable
learning outcome. Furthermore, FedSat exhibits faster convergence rates and better scalability compared to existing
methods, maintaining its performance advantages even as the number of clients increases. This scalability makes FedSat
a promising solution for large-scale, real-world federated learning applications. Our future plan aims to incorporate
various privacy preserving techniques, such as differential privacy or secure aggregation, to further enhance its utility
in privacy-sensitive domains. Further, we plan to extend blockchain support as a way to prevent various adversarial
attacks in FedSat.
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