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Abstract—Offline Federated Reinforcement Learning (FRL),
a marriage of federated learning and offline reinforcement
learning, has attracted increasing interest recently. Albeit with
some advancement, we find that the performance of most existing
offline FRL methods drops dramatically when provided with
mixed-quality data, that is, the logging behaviors (offline data)
are collected by policies with varying qualities across clients.
To overcome this limitation, this paper introduces a new vote-
based offline FRL framework, named FOVA. It exploits a vote
mechanism to identify high-return actions during local policy
evaluation, alleviating the negative effect of low-quality behav-
iors from diverse local learning policies. Besides, building on
advantage-weighted regression (AWR), we construct consistent
local and global training objectives, significantly enhancing the
efficiency and stability of FOVA. Further, we conduct an extensive
theoretical analysis and rigorously show that the policy learned
by FOVA enjoys strict policy improvement over the behav-
ioral policy. Extensive experiments corroborate the significant
performance gains of our proposed algorithm over existing
baselines on widely used benchmarks. Code is available at:
https://sites.google.com/view/fova,

Index Terms—Offline Federated Reinforcement Learning, Fed-
erated Learning, Reinforcement Learning, Edge Intelligence

I. INTRODUCTION

ITH the growing prevalence of Artificial Intelligence
W of Things (AloT) applications, a large number of edge
devices involving intelligent decision-making have emerged
[L]-[4]], such as self-driving cars and mobile agents [5]-[7]. To
enable decision-making capabilities in edge devices, Federated
Reinforcement Learning (FRL) [8[|-[|11] combines Federated
Learning (FL) [[12]], [13] and Reinforcement Learning (RL)
[14]-[16]. This approach allows for collaborative policy train-
ing in a distributed manner without sharing raw data [17],
[18]. In a standard FRL setting, each client independently
interacts with the environment and updates the policy locally
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Fig. 1: Results of CQL-FL [29]], FEDORA [28], DRPO [26] and
the proposed method on Gym locomotion tasks. Left: Performance
comparison between mixed-quality and uniform-quality (commonly
used as evaluated benchmarks in the existing literature) cases. Right:
Performance comparison between the average client-side (local poli-
cies) return and server-side (global policy) return.

[19], [20]. These updates are then uploaded to a centralized
server for policy aggregation [21]]-[23].

Unfortunately, owing to environmental uncertainties, inter-
actions with the real world can be costly and risky, such as
in healthcare and autonomous driving [24]], [25]. Accordingly,
offline FRL [26], which enables clients to learn the decision
policy using only precollected static data with no further online
environmental interaction, has garnered increasing attention in
recent years [21], [27], [28]]. Existing studies have attempted
to tackle the necessary challenges in offline FRL [10], [26],
[28]-[31]. One major challenge is the mismatch between
the state-action distributions of the updating policy and the
offline dataset, easily causing large extrapolation errors during
offline training [21]]. To mitigate this problem, several efforts
incorporate conservatism terms into the training loss to ensure
the learning policy stays close to the behavior policy [29],
[30]. Another critical issue is the limited state-action coverage
of each client’s local dataset, which can lead to unreliable
behavior estimates in unseen environments [31]]. Some existing
works propose to constrain the distribution of the learning
policy around the average visitation distributions of clients
to remedy this issue [32]. Other recent works explore bi-
regularization techniques to manage and calibrate these dis-
tributional shifts [26]], [28]].

Albeit with these empirical successes, we find that most ex-
isting offline FRL methods suffer from significant performance
degradation with mixed-quality data. This occurs because
logging behaviors (offline data) are collected by policies with
varying quality across different clients. As depicted in Fig.
[[(a)} the performance of existing approaches with mixed-
quality data drops by approximately 40% and exhibits more
instability, in sharp contrast to those with uniform quality (see
Section II in the supplementary file for more results) [33]]. The
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rationale is that, in the mixed-quality case, some clients have
low-quality offline data, which inevitably induces low-quality
learning policies during the local updating phase. Due to the
lack of an effective mechanism to evaluate policy quality, these
low-quality policies would ‘contaminate’ the global policy
during the aggregation, ultimately resulting in the degradation
of overall performance.

In addition, the existing methods are typically limited by
inconsistent optimization objectives. That is, in local updating,
each client updates the local policy for improvement over
its local logging behaviors (varying qualities across clients).
However, in the global updating, they simply aggregate the
local policies by averaging them as in standard FL. This
would lead to large biases in optimizing the global policy.
To corroborate the negative impact of this inconsistency, we
conducted a series of experiments comparing the average client
and server returns across existing algorithms. As illustrated in
Fig. [I(b)] during training, the performance of the aggregated
policy is consistently inferior to the average of local updating
policies (see Section I in the supplementary file for more
results) [33]]. This server-client objective misalignment would
significantly affect the training efficiency and effectiveness.

To overcome these limitations, this paper introduces a new
offline FRL method, named Federated Offline reinforcement
learning with Vote mechanism and Advantage-weighted re-
gression (FOVA), which encompasses two key components:
the vote mechanism and the advantage-weighted regression.
Specifically, the vote mechanism is designed to select the be-
havior with the maximum Q-value from the global, local, and
local behavioral policies. It is thereby capable of identifying
high-return actions during local policy evaluation, alleviating
the negative effect of low-quality behaviors from diverse
local learning policies. Further, leveraging the technique of
advantage-weighted regression (AWR), we devise consistent
and tractable local and global policy improvement objectives,
largely improving training efficiency and stability. Building on
this, our method significantly surpasses baseline performance.

In a nutshell, our main contributions are summarized below:

o We propose a new offline FRL method, FOVA, which
can be efficiently implemented in parallel across clients,
with mixed-quality behavioral data. FOVA can mitigate
the negative effects of low-quality behaviors across clients
via a vote mechanism, while significantly enhancing the
training efficiency and stability policy by inconsistent
optimization objectives.

« We conduct extensive theoretical analysis of the proposed
method. We prove that FOVA learns a conservative Q-
function, enabling the learned policy to safely explore
out-of-distribution state-action pairs from local data. Ad-
ditionally, FOVA achieves strict performance improve-
ments regardless of the quality of local datasets.

o Through extensive simulations, we demonstrate that
FOVA significantly outperforms existing methods on
standard offline RL benchmarks, achieving average score
improvements of 20%—-50%. Furthermore, FOVA attains
improvements of up to 56%, in mixed-quality data cases.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section
briefly reviews related work. Section [III| introduces the pre-

liminaries, including FRL, offline FRL, and the system model.
In Section we describe the proposed vote mechanism and
AWR method to tackle mixed-quality data and inconsistent op-
timization objective problems, respectively. Section [A] presents
the theoretical analysis. Section [V] showcases the simulation
results, , followed by the discussion of limitations and future
work in Section and the concluding remarks in Section

VII

II. RELATED WORK

As a key enabling technology, FRL has become increasingly
important in the field of edge intelligence [34[|-[36]. Early
studies primarily focused on online FRL, where intelligent
agents interact with the environment [37]-[40]. However, with
the development of offline RL techniques, which allow training
with offline data without the need for environment interaction,
offline FRL has garnered growing research attention [28], [29].

Online FRL. FL was first introduced with the Federated
Averaging algorithm, enabling collaborative model training
without sharing data, thus addressing privacy concerns in
distributed settings [[13].  Initially focused on supervised
learning, recent work has shifted towards applying FL to
online RL, driven by the increasing demand for intelligent
decision-making systems that can interact with dynamic envi-
ronments [[12], [18]], [41]. Some works in FRL have focused
on practical applications, such as combining Proximal Policy
Optimization with Federated Averaging on IoT devices [3]] and
adapting Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient for autonomous
driving scenarios [42]. Additionally, recent research has delved
into theoretical aspects, addressing challenges like adversarial
attack resilience [43]], environmental and task heterogeneity
[44], and the complexities of sample and communication
under asynchronous or online sampling [[17]. Despite these
innovations, many FRL methods have focused primarily on
online RL, where interactions with the environment are often
costly and risky [31]], [45]. This has prompted increased
attention to offline RL [25]], [46].

Offline RL. Offline RL focuses on learning policies from
static datasets, addressing challenges like distribution shifts,
where the state-action visitation distribution of the learned
policy diverges from that of the behavior policy used to
generate the data [24]], [47]-[53]. Such discrepancies can
significantly degrade policy performance. To counteract this,
offline RL typically employs conservatism regularization, en-
suring that the learned policy does not overfit to out-of-
distribution actions. Several methods achieve this by keeping
the learned policy close to the behavior policy [47]-[50] or
by penalizing excessive optimism regarding out-of-distribution
actions [51]]-[53]]. These approaches have been further adapted
to combine the privacy-preserving advantages of FL with
offline RL techniques, leading to the development of offline
FRL [26]], [28]], [29], [31]

Offline FRL. Offline FRL has recently gained significant
attention due to its unique challenges and potential.  Park
et al. and Yue et al. extended FRL to offline data scenarios,
utilizing conservative regularization terms to mitigate extrapo-
lation errors caused by the lack of environmental interactions



[10], [29]]. Woo et al. designed the sample-efficient FedLCB-
Q method on the server side, addressing data coverage issues
due to privacy constraints that prevented data sharing [31].
Yet, they overlook the distributional differences between local
policy and global policy, which have been shown to cause
significant performance degradation. Additionally, Yue et al.
and Rengarajan et al. identified distribution shifts between
local policies and global policy, using regularization terms
to constrain the differences in policy probability distributions
[26], [28]. Nevertheless, they neglected the fact that both
local and global policies are easily influenced by low-quality
logging behaviors, which would be further exacerbated during
continuous local training and global aggregation, ultimately
leading to unsatisfactory policy performance. Moreover, ex-
isting work exhibits inconsistency between the optimization
objective of the local policy and the actual optimization target
of the global policy. Our approach tackles these problems
by employing the vote mechanism and advantage-weighted
regression method, respectively.

III. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first introduce preliminaries for FRL
and offline FRL, followed by the system model and problem
formulation.

A. Federated Reinforcement Learning

In RL, the environment is modeled as a Markov Decision
Process (MDP), defined by the tuple M = (S, A, T,r, o, y).
Here, S is the state space, A is the action space, T represents
state transition probabilities,  is the reward function, py is the
initial state distribution, and y € (0, 1) is the discount factor.

In the actor-critic methods, a policy (denoted as x(als)) is
explicitly trained to maximize the expected return J(M, ) :=
ﬁE(S,a%dﬁ (s.a) [ (s,a)], where d;rw represents the state-
action visitation distribution, through alternating phases of pol-
icy evaluation and policy improvement. We assume |r(s,a)| <
rmax - During policy evaluation, the Q-function Q7 is updated
using the Bellman operator, 8”7Q = r + yP* Q. Specifically,
P7 denotes the transition probability matrix under policy 7,
defined as P"Q(s,a) = By .r(|sa)a~x(|s)[Q(s,a)]. In
the policy improvement phase, the policy is refined to favor
actions with higher expected Q-values.

FRL carries out this process in a distributed manner, lever-
aging the paradigm of FL, without exchanging local data. The
objective of FRL is to accelerate policy search and enhance
sampling and communication efficiency through client col-
laboration while maintaining strict adherence to information
privacy requirements.

B. Offline Federated Reinforcement Learning

The objective of offline FRL is to learn a global policy 7
from offline data {Dy }rcx distributed across clients without
interacting with the environment. Each offline dataset Dy is
collected using a behavior policy mg,, with its discounted
marginal state distribution denoted as d, . The offline mixed-
data over all clients can therefore be regarded as induced by a
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Fig. 2: Illustration of offline FRL training procedure, demonstrating
how clients collaborate training based on our FOVA method.

mixture of behavior policies {7g, }rex [54]. We characterize
the data quality of client k by the expected return J(M, 7g, ).

Furthermore, offline FRL faces significant challenges due
to distribution shifts, which include discrepancies between the
distributions of local policy m; and the behavior policy ng,,
as well as variations in behavior policy distributions across
different clients [27], [28]], [31]]. To overcome these chal-
lenges, current approaches design dual regularization during
local updates, that is,

max Es~p,a~n (-1s) |07 (5, 2) | — 1D (my, mg,) — @D (7, 7).
where @) and a; are positive coefficients, and D(-,) denote
a divergence measure such as the total variance (TV) distance
or the L2-norm distance for the constrained policy distribution
shift [26], [28]. These regularization terms attempt to strike a
balance between alignment with the local behavior policy mx
and the global policy 7 aggregated in the server.

However, the dual regularization approaches address the
aforementioned distribution shift without taking into account
the quality of local datasets. This results in poor perfor-
mance in the case of mixed-quality behavioral data. Moreover,
existing methods only seek to find multiple local policies
instead of optimizing the global policy generated from server
aggregation. The global policy should have been the optimiza-
tion objective of offline FRL. This leads to the problem of
inconsistent optimization objectives. In Appendix [B] we delve
deeper into these problems.

C. System Model

The system model depicted in Fig. [2] consists of a collection
of clients, indexed by %, representing K entities that interface
with a central server. Each client, denoted by k € %, possesses
an individual offline dataset Dy = {(si,ai,ri,s;,ag)}f):"l col-
lected using its own behavior policy 7g, . Specifically, during
the local update phase, we have designed a vote mechanism
and an AWR method. In the local policy evaluation phase, we
implement the vote mechanism to identify and select better
behavior across 7, my, and ng,, thereby training the local Qx
function. In the local policy improvement phase, we develop
the AWR method, which fully utilizes &, Q, and 7g, to train



the local policy function 7. Subsequently, the parameters
and Qy generated in the client k are transmitted to the central
server. The server then performs global aggregation to obtain
the global parameters 7 and Q, which are distributed back
to the local clients. For clarity, we have compiled the key
notations used in this paper and presented them in Table [I}

TABLE I: Key Notations

Notation | Definition

M Markov Decision Process (S, A, T, R, uo,?y)

N state space of the MDP

A action space of the MDP

T state transition probabilities in the MDP

R reward function in the MDP

Ho initial state distribution in the MDP

0% discount factor in the MDP

n(als) probability of taking action a under the input state s
Q7 (s,a) | Q function of policy x at state s and action a
V7 (s) value function of policy 7 at s

A(s,a) advantage function, calculated by Q(s,a) — V(s)
B" actual Bellman operator under 7

k the index of client

Dy offline dataset of client k by 7g,

np, (als) | behavior policy for Dy

d”ﬁk (s) discounted marginal state distribution of 7g, (als)
i (als) local policy of client k

7(als) global policy obtained in server aggregation

my (als) vote policy for max Q value behavior

Q7 (s,a) estimated Q(s, a) function at iteration 7

B empirical Bellman operator under 7w

B positive temperature parameter in AWR

A positive weighting parameter in AWR

Z(s) partition function in AWR

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we introduce FOVA, detailing two pri-
mary mechanisms in local updates: the vote mechanism and
the AWR method. These approaches address the problems
observed in existing methods and provide a more effective
framework for policy learning in offline FRL. Additionally,
we provide theoretical analyses for each of the two methods.

A. Local Policy Evaluation with Vote Mechanism

As illustrated before, existing methods often experience per-
formance degradation in scenarios with mixed-quality data due
to a lack of the mechanism to assess behavior from policies.
To this end, we design the vote policy ), which selects the
best behavior from mixed-quality policies. Specifically, vote
policy &} chooses the behavior with the max Q-value from
7Tk, 7g,, and 7, which is defined as follows:

7, (als) :argmaxﬂie{,,k’,rﬁk’,-rk}QaN,,;((am(s,a), vs. (1)

Notably, our method does not require training a new policy
;. Instead, it selects the optimal behavior and its corre-
sponding Q-value by identifying the maximum Q-value. This

can be implemented with just a few lines of code. From

an expectation perspective, the expected Q-value under the
state—action distribution induced by a policy recovers the
previously defined return J(M, 7r), which we use to measure
data quality. Therefore, choosing the action with the largest Q-
value at each state can be viewed as locally selecting behaviors
from higher-value policies. By integrating evaluations of
additional 7g, and 7, this approach effectively enhances Q-
function performance. The Q-learning with vote policy is:

n FURTR 2
O argmin Eqae-p, [(Q(s, a)— B0 (s, a)) ] )

However, such a Q-learning update fails to effectively address
the problem of extrapolation error. Extrapolation error poses
a significant challenge in local policy evaluation because
offline RL training lacks interaction with the environment [25]].
Consequently, there is a mismatch between the distribution
of state-action pairs accessed by the current policy and those
sampled from the dataset [24]. To mitigate this problem, we in-
corporate conservative Q-learning (CQL) regularization terms
into the Q-learning update [51]]. These terms effectively penal-
ize Q-values for actions outside the dataset policy, serving as
a classical regularization approach in offline RL. Additionally,
we integrate the vote policy into the CQL regularization terms.
To this end, the vote-based conservative Q-learning (VCQL)
is as follows (changes from CQL in red ):

AT+ : I]E Bnl AT 2
07! —argmin Eyas-o, |(Q(s2) - $707(s.a)
ta (Es~2)k,a~n,‘\f(a\s) [O(s,a)] — Esa-n, [O(s, a)]), 3)

where Es a5~ 0y [B”l‘:Qz(S, a)] =Y Ea’~7rlZ(-|s’) [Q;: (s, a/)] +
r(s,a). Such vote policy significantly modifies the policy
evaluation function of CQL, potentially rendering the original
conservatism guarantee in [51, Theorem 3.2] invalid. Thus,
we provide a novel theoretical analysis of conservatism in

Appendix [A-A]

B. Local Policy Improvement with AWR

As mentioned in Section |l current efforts suffer from a
decline in policy performance because of the inconsistent
optimization objective. Moreover, due to privacy constraints,
the server cannot access offline datasets to optimize the global
policy directly, making it challenging to address this problem
on the server side. To this end, an intuitive strategy lies in
directly optimizing the global policy on local policy updates.
The objective is mathematically expressed as follows:

Es~d,;k (s),a~7 (als) [AA(Sv a)] > €]

where advantage A(s,a) = Q(s,a) — V(s) is a widely rec-
ognized metric to evaluate policy performance [55]. O =
lim: e O7, V(s) = Exr(as)[0(s,2)], and 7k =  Z&, m
is aggregated in the same way as the global policy, whereas
updated and optimized at the local end. We slightly abuse
notation by using Q and V to denote Q™ and V™%, respec-
tively. Subsequently, we design the objective as maximizing
an advantage function with respect to policy mg:

arg TT}gXEsw,—,k (s),a~7c (als) [Q(s,2) = V(s)] (5)



st Bsudy, (s) [DKL (T ([8), 75, (19)) | <€, (6)

/ﬁk(als)dazl, Vs, @)

_ 1 K
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The constraint in Eq. (6) ensures that the global policy
7 remains closely aligned with the local behavioral policy
7g,» thereby reducing extrapolation errors during the policy
improvement process. Eq. (7)) ensures policy 7x normalization.
Eq. describes 7Ty as defined previously. Further, we convert
the constraint (6) into a Lagrangian constraint with a coeffi-
cient 8, which is a common transformation in RL [47]], [48]].
Combining the fact of Es.a, (s) [DkL (7x(-[s), 76, (-|s))| =
fsdﬁk (8)Dku (7k (:|8), 7, (+|s)) ds, we have

arg max ( / dz, (s) / 7r(als) [O(s, (als)) - V(s)| da ds)
+ ﬂ (E - /dﬁk (S)DKL (ﬁk('ls)’ﬂﬁk('|s)) dS)
s.t. / ar(als) da=1, Vs,

_ 1 K
T = D i ©

which provides a form of reasonable transition, following the
method in [47]. Additionally, since our goal is to derive an
improved aggregated policy, we directly consider 7x as the
target variable.

argn}_raix /d,—rk (s)/ﬁk(a|s) [Q(s,ﬁ(als)) —V(s)] da ds
+8 (e - /d,—rk (s)Dkr, (ﬁk(-|s), nﬁk(-ls)) ds

s.t. / ar(als) da=1, Vs. (10)

a

Rearranging terms, we derive the Lagrangian of this con-
strained optimization problem over 77, formulated as:

L(Fepu6) = / dz (5) / 7u(als) [O(s. 7 (als)) - V(s)] dads
+B (6 - /dﬁk (S)DKL (ﬁk('|s)’ﬂ'ﬁk('ls)) dS)

+ [6s(1— wir(als)da] ds,
Joolo- [ remoa

where 8 and 8 = {05 | Vs € S} represent the Lagrange
multipliers. Differentiating £ (7, B, 6) with respect to 7 and
solving for the optimal policy 7;, we obtain

0L AL .
Gy = 40 ® (06 A @ls) - V(s)) - Bz 5) by

— Bdz, (s) logri(als) + Bdz, (s)logng, (als). (12)

Y

Taking 7725 = 0 yields

logr(als) = 5 (0(5,7(als) = V(5)) +logres als) + C.

where C = (—_;5 - ) Rearranging terms, we obtain
dz (s) B

7x(als) = np, (als)exp (% (Q(s,ﬁ(a|s)) - V(s)) + C) . (13)

Given that fa 7r(als) da = 1, the second exponential term
serves as the partition function Z(s), which normalizes the
conditional action distribution.

’ 1 A - 7 ’
Z(s)=Lnﬁk(a |s)exp(E (Q(s,n(als))—V(s)))da (14)
= ex ( ! %+1)
- dﬁk(s)lg ’

Substituting Eq. (I4) in Eq. (13), we derive the optimal of
7r(als) as follow:

Uy (a|s)

1A .
70 exp(E(Q(s,n(s))—V(s))). (15)

In summary, we obtain Eq. as a closed-form expression
to a constrained optimization problem (3) on global policy
through such scaling and equivalent transformations. Next,
we project 7, onto the manifold of parameterized policies to
mitigate the distribution shift between local and global policies

[26]], [56].

7 (als) =

argmin s, [Di (7 (19| 1) | = (16

arg max g, [lognk<a|s>exp (% (06s.7(5)) - V(s)))]

where B acts as a positive temperature parameter. For large
values of (3, the objective function behaves akin to behavioral
cloning, while for smaller values, it aims to maximize the
Q function. Previous studies have demonstrated that this
objective function learns a policy that maximizes the Q-
value while adhering to distribution constraints [47]], [48]],
[57]. Furthermore, the goal of local policy improvement is to
optimize the local policy while constraining the distribution
shift between the local policy and the global policy, as [26].

max By - p, [1ognk<a|s)exp (é (06s.7(5)) - V(s)))]

+Es-pa~my (als) [0 (5, @) | (17)

where A is a positive weighting parameter. Notably, g
achieves strict policy improvement over the local behavior
policy. We delve into a theoretical analysis of this finding
in Appendix [A] Specifically, the argument passes through an
empirical-true MDP comparison, where Lemma [2] bounds the
return in the empirical MDP M relative to the underlying MDP
M and thereby enables performance transfer. Building on this
bridge, Theorems [I] and [2] deliver strict policy improvement
guarantees for FOVA.

C. Server Aggregation

Following the conventional pattern of FL, during the server
aggregation phase, we adopt linear aggregation as follows:

1 K - 1 K
Fe e Dy e Qe e Qw8



We outline the FOVA algorithm designed for offline FRL,
with the pseudocode outlined in Algorithm 1. The FOVA
training code can be readily implemented on top of the
classical CQL algorithm by modifying fewer than ten
lines of code in the OfflineRL-Kit library E This algorithm
follows a structured process, integrating computations across
both the server and client sides. The initial values for o are
derived from Lemma [} while the initial values for 8 and A
are based on Theorem [2] and Theorem [I] respectively.

Algorithm 1: FOVA

Input: o, 3, A, {Z)k}z(:l, 7 and Q
1 fort=0toT do
// Server side
2 Server distributes 7 and Q to clients
for k =1 to K do
// Client side
Client k receives Q and 7
Train Qx and 7rx by Eq. (3) and (I7)
Send Qy, m; to the server
end
Server receives {Qk}z(:v and {nk}Zi]
9 | Calculate Q and 7 by Eq. (I8)
10 end
Output: Global policy 7.

w

® N A

On the client side, for each training iteration, each client
samples a minibatch of transition data from the local dataset
Dy. Subsequently, they update Qj and mx using the vote
policy and AWR methods during both the policy evaluation
and policy improvement phases. After completion of local
updates, each client sends their updated Qy and m; back to
the server. On the server side, upon receiving all updated local
policies and Q-functions, global aggregation is performed to
update Q and 7. The updated global policy is then redistributed
to all clients for the next round of local updates. This iterative
process continues until convergence, ultimately yielding the
global policy 7 as the output of the algorithm.

Because client datasets are non-i.i.d., Section III in the
supplementary file formalizes client MDPs, quantifies cross-
client heterogeneity, and derives a global improvement bridge
via advantage decomposition and averaging [33]. We then
establish a local, regularized policy-improvement lower bound
with error terms governed by A and S, culminating in a global
safe-improvement theorem.

V. SIMULATION

In this section, we evaluate our proposed algorithm by
exploring several key questions. Firstly, we compare the
overall performance of our method with that of the base-
lines. Secondly, we investigate how the consistent optimization
objective plays a role in improving the overall performance.
Thirdly, we examine whether our method effectively solves
the performance degradation issues that arise in scenarios
involving mixed-quality data. Finally, we explore the impact
of the vote mechanism, the Advantage Weighted Regression

Uhttps://github.com/yihaosun1124/OfflineRL-Kit

(AWR) method, and the critical parameters on the performance
of our algorithm.

(a) Halfcheetah. (b) Hopper. (c) Walker2d. (d) Ant.

(f) Medium.

(e) Umaze. (g) Large.

Fig. 3: Gym locomotion and Maze2D tasks.

A. Experiment Setup

Environments and Baselines. We evaluate the performance
of FOVA using datasets from the widely recognized offline
RL benchmark D4RL EI , . This benchmark is built
upon the Gym locomotion and Maze2D simulation environ-
ments, as shown in Fig. 3] The Gym locomotion encompasses
four challenging continuous robotic control tasks (namely
”HalfCheetah”, ”Hopper”, ”"Walker2d” and ”Ant”), involving
four different dataset-quality types (expert, medium-expert,
medium, and medium-replay). The Gym The Maze2D domain
is a navigation task that requires a 2D agent to reach a fixed
goal location (including three types of maps, namely “umaze”,
“"medium”, and “large”), as well as two types of datasets-
quality (dense reward and sparse reward). In addition, we
compare FOVAE| with the following baselines:

o Fed-TD3BC: Combining FedAvg with TD3BC [50], this
method performs TD3BC updates locally on clients with
a specified number of gradient steps. The policy param-
eters are then aggregated on the server.

o CQOL-FL: This approach modifies the CQL rules
locally on the clients through a fixed number of gradient
steps [29]. Subsequently, the updated parameters are
linearly aggregated on the server.

o FEDORA is an open-source offline FRL algorithm [28]].
We reproduce FEDORA by following their paper and
utilizing the provided open-source implementation

o DRPO represents the state-of-the-art offline FRL algo-
rithm [26]). Our reproduction of DRPO is based on their
paper and the open-source code available El

Implementation. We implement all experiments in Py-

Torch 2.1.2 on Ubuntu 20.04.4 LTS with four NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. The Actor and Critic are ReLU-
based multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) with three hidden layers

Zhttps://github.com/rail-berkeley/d4r]
3https://sites.google.com/view/fova/
4https://github.com/DesikRengarajan/FEDORA
Shttps://github.com/HansenHua/DRPO-INFOCOM?24
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TABLE II: Averaged scores on Gym locomotion and Maze2D tasks over five random seeds.

Quality  Task Fed-TD3BC CQL-FL FEDORA DRPO FOVA (ours)
g - HalfCheetah 322.86 + 46.08 3599.23 + 759.31 1182.48 + 474.17 569947 + 172.51  5318.01 + 295.25
2= Hopper 31.64 + 3.39 47479 + 172.86  716.10 + 218.12 674.67 = 154.54  1159.54 + 359.07
B @ Walker2d 21647 + 19.86 1260.72 + 190.79 158.90 + 154.24 1167.41 + 415.84  1951.92 + 303.05
= Ant 70.71 + 28.51 1771.87 + 305.98 1053.39 + 328.26 1648.21 + 202.69  1801.35 + 326.84
£ HalfCheetah 566.15 + 32.60 462533 + 6065.95 4221.63 + 701.02 6125.08 + 254.08  5886.32 + 183.66
3 Hopper 19.64 + 0.91 480.78 + 162.10 1780.10 + 211.34 1736.08 + 191.77  1961.35 + 306.26
B Walker2d 271.89 + 23.19 224443 + 275.81 1055.82 + 540.66 2773.79 + 391.93  2919.78 + 414.77
= Ant 66.56 + 33.19 3313.17 + 371.59  699.09 + 289.26 3406.45 + 575.70  3572.45 + 478.81
Ec HalfCheetah 235.92 + 24.27 185534 + 562.41 5595.15 + 900.75 6093.59 + 73531 705540 + 1022.5
28 Hopper 968.65 + 11.90 55548 + 242.02  997.79 + 357.30 1240.89 + 349.85 1793.44 + 240.07
B 5 Walker2d 14.84 + 8.68 755.33 + 333.56 2520.77 + 858.47 2270.17 + 298.43  2919.78 + 490.15
= Ant 186.96 + 23.51 2764.01 + 298.89 2174.40 + 205.89 2703.34 + 404.04  3163.63 + 344.55
= HalfCheetah 315.81 + 13.12 8554.64 + 844.09 9317.24 + 252.19 7317.01 + 1055.1  11419.6 + 643.87
?& Hopper 349.29 + 19.60  504.82 + 183.77 1219.33 + 140.07 2141.96 + 431.44  3095.18 + 277.05
5 Walker2d 202.14 + 40.59 1600.82 + 217.40 2233.94 + 588.13 2786.76 + 514.46  3991.86 + 435.61
Ant 678.03 + 131.7 2508.69 + 611.32 801.41 + 272.25 3646.48 + 407.18  3548.27 + 551.96
Locomotion avg. 282.34 2304.33 2232.97 3214.21 3853.30 (T 19.89%)
Q Umaze 22.46 + 2.06 27.35 + 6.51 22.41 + 7.49 33.59 + 3.05 56.68 + 5.26
a Medium 13.05 + 4.54 27.51 + 7.50 9.94 + 3.47 4790 + 133 57.71 + 11.04
) Large 1.27 + 0.41 6.50 + 1.10 17.35 + 5.05 22.14 + 7.38 44.70 + 11.13
9 Umaze 36.11 + 3.27 4480 + 11.8 62.04 + 14.15 66.92 + 5.58 79.84 + 8.19
5 Medium 15.77 = 3.72 31.93 + 8.26 119.21 + 7.21 98.94 + 8.69 104.95 + 14.67
A Large 13.94 + 3.62 17.81 + 4.18 42.82 + 5.81 29.09 + 5.53 10545 + 7.32
Mazed2D avg. 17.1 25.98 45.63 49.76 74.88 (1 50.48%)
of 256 units; the Critic model applies Layer Normalization
after each hidden layer to avoid feature rank collapse [60].  sof o
We train with Adam (batch size 256), using learning rates of & s
1x107* for the Actor and 3x107* for the Critic, and set the & *°| us
discount factor to y = 0.99. Unless otherwise stated, we use & ,/| 2
default hyperparameters A = 8 = 5, and choose @ consistent £ FOVA Server Retur 35
with CQL [5T]. All reported numbers are averaged over 3-5 2 20} oreo senerfoun | 30
runs. Some reported results are normalized scores provided FEDORA Server Retum| 5 - S e,
by the D4RL benchmark to measure the performance of the — ° 1k s 10k 20k 30k 50k S 20 4o 6 s 1%
Datasize

learned policy score compared to random and expert scores El
The normalized score is calculated as:

. score — random score
normalized score = 100 X

expert score — random score

B. Experiment Results

a) Overall Performance: We conducted a comprehensive
comparison of our FOVA algorithm against leading meth-
ods, including DRPO and FEDORA, as presented in Table
Each experiment was repeated five times using different
random seeds to ensure the robustness of our results, with the
highest performance scores highlighted for clarity. Utilizing
the standard D4RL benchmark tests across Gym locomotion
and Maze2D datasets, FOVA achieved significant performance
improvements, with score enhancements of up to 20% and
50% respectively. Additionally, FOVA attained optimal or
near-optimal performance in nearly all evaluated tasks, demon-
strating its effectiveness and reliability compared to existing
state-of-the-art algorithms.

Shttps://github.com/Farama-Foundation/D4RL/

Epoch

(a) Impact of datasize on baselines. (b) FOVA in Hopper-medium-replay.

Fig. 4: Performance comparison between server-side policy and
client-side policy.

b) Consistent Optimization Objective: To evaluate the
role of the consistent optimization objective in our method
compared to the baseline methods, we utilize the Walkerd-
medium-expert dataset to analyze the differences between
overall server-side return and average client-side return, as il-
lustrated in Fig. A(a)] In our experiments, we fixed the number
of clients at five and varied the data size from 1,000 to 50,000
state-action pairs. The results demonstrate that FOVA consis-
tently outperforms the client-side return in terms of server-side
policy performance. Although FOVA does not always surpass
the baseline methods in client-side policies, its server-side
policies frequently exceed those of the corresponding baseline
methods. This observation suggests that the baseline methods
may allocate computational resources toward enhancing client-
side policies, whereas FOVA focuses on directly optimizing
the final target server-side policy. Consequently, FOVA effec-
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Fig. 5: Performance of FOVA against baselines.
TABLE III: FOVA Performance under Dynamic Data Quality Shifts.
Task FOVA (Vote+L2) FOVA (Vote) FOVA (L2 Only) FOVA (Vanilla)
PER 1 BWT 1 PER 1 BWT 1 PER 1 BWT 1 PER 1 BWT 1
Walker2d 3014.26 150.32 2784.72 -190.18 2773.25 -19.67 2629.79 144.28
Ant 3085.95 186.23 3028.13 252.32 2728.50 114.14 2581.31 234.30
Halfcheetah 4701.41 -17.74 4654.85 -248.30 4623.82 -70.94 4468.63 -461.14
Hopper 1676.17 218.52 1550.06 251.07 1529.72 237.12 1411.74 134.76
Avg. 3119.45 134.34 3004.44 16.23 2913.82 65.16 2772.87 13.05
60 e)(?el’l exp:erl ranc‘lom rangom 70 Hopper Wa”(el’zd
60 VDFEDORA 701 — DRPO K=2(expert)
o 45+ l:l DRPO < 60 DRPO K=2(expert)+2(random)
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with expert- and random-quality data. mixed-quality data.

mixed-quality data.

mixed-quality data.

Fig. 6: Performance comparison on Gym-MuJoCo tasks with mixed-quality data.

tively maintains a consistent optimization objective, leading to
superior performance in this domain.

In Fig. A(®)} we evaluate our FOVA method within the
Hopper-medium-replay to address the inconsistency issue pre-
sented in Fig. [I(b)] of Section [[} The experimental settings are
consistent with those in Fig. [I(b)] Notably, unlike existing
approaches, our method maintains the server policy return
consistently higher than the average client return throughout
training iterations. This demonstrates that FOVA reliably fo-
cuses on server policy training, resulting in performance that
surpasses current methods.

In general, a consistent optimization objective always leads
to a better server policy as the output policy.

¢) Mixed-quality dataset: First, we conducted eight ex-
periments using mixed-quality data, configuring two clients
with high-quality (Expert) datasets and two clients with low-
quality (Medium/Random) datasets. FEDORA and DRPO

were selected as comparison algorithms due to their strong
performance in Table [l As illustrated in Fig. 5] the learning
curves demonstrate that FOVA’s vote mechanism effectively
selects superior policies in mixed-quality environments, lead-
ing to more efficient and stable learning progress. Compared
to state-of-the-art methods, our algorithm’s final performance
improved by approximately 12%-56%, strongly supporting
FOVA as an effective solution for offline FRL challenges.

Second, we revisit the experiment from Section I} which in-
volves 1 server, half of clients with high-quality (Expert) data,
and another half of clients with low-quality (Random) data.
We carry out two experiments to explore how FOVA solves
the mixed-quality data case. depicted in Fig. [6(a)] maintaining
the same setup as in Fig. [I(a)] and although FOVA’s per-
formance varies between expert and random clients. Clearly,
FOVA’s random clients can distinguish good and bad policies,
thus performing better, and the expert clients effectively avoid



TABLE IV: GPU Memory and Runtime Comparison

Fed-TD3BC Fed-CQL FEDORA DRPO FOVA (w/o vote) FOVA (w/ vote)
GPU Mem. (MB) 346 428 484 524 452 522
Runtime (s/epoch) 5.54 7.61 14.52 9.84 9.60 9.73
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Fig. 7: Impact of parameter and ablation study.

being contaminated by low-quality client policies. This is due
to the evaluation and discrimination capabilities brought by
the vote mechanism. Furthermore, we compared FOVA with
DRPO and FEDORA when the number of clients ranges from
2 to 10. FOVA outperforms them for all values of K, as shown
in Fig.

Third, we further explore a mixed scenario in the context
of FL. As depicted in Fig. and there are three
lines in red, yellow, and blue: (i) The blue line represents the
application of the state-of-the-art (SOTA) algorithm DRPO on
expert-quality datasets. These datasets are distributed across
two clients, with each client having 5,000 state-action pairs.
(i) The yellow line shows the performance of DRPO on a
mixed-quality dataset configuration. This configuration con-
sists of two expert-quality datasets and two additional medium-
or random-quality datasets. Each client also has 5,000 state-
action pairs. (iii) The red line indicates that our proposed
method (OURS) outperforms DRPO under the same config-
uration as in (ii). Based on the above-described experimental
settings, we conducted tests on both the hopper and walker2d
datasets. As illustrated in Fig. and [6(d)] the addition
of mixed-quality datasets leads to a significant decline in
the overall performance of the baselines. The reason is that
mixed-quality datasets may contain low-quality local data.
During the local updates processes, such data can result in the
generation of low-quality local policies. Without an effective
mechanism to evaluate policy qualities, it becomes difficult
to identify these low-quality local policies. These low-quality
policies may contaminate other policies, ultimately causing a
degradation in overall performance.

To further validate our method under scenarios with mixed-
quality data, we investigate a non-stationary regime where
data quality varies across time. Specifically, we adopt a
sequence of datasets {random, random, expert, expert, replay,
replay, medium, medium} across all four clients. Following
continual learning practices [61]], [[62]], we report Average
Performance (PER) and Backward Transfer (BWT), where
higher values indicate better results. PER and BWT are defined
as PER = %Zlea&k, BWT = ﬁZfz_ll (ak.k — akk)s
where a; ; denotes the performance on dataset j after training
up to dataset i. As shown in Table [[II[ non-stationary data

quality induces forgetting effects, reflecting the challenge of
continually adapting to heterogeneous client data. Our Vote
module alleviates this degradation by aggregating client policy
preferences, thereby stabilizing the global policy update. In
addition, we introduce an L2 regularization term on the Q-
function to penalize deviations from the previously trained
Q-function: Lyeg = @2 B a~p, [||Q(S, a) = Oprev (S, a)”2] - The
combination of Vote and L2 regularization achieves the best
trade-off between stability and plasticity. These results demon-
strate that FOVA effectively adapts to dynamically changing
data quality, maintaining both overall PER and BWT.
d) Impact of the Critical Methods and Parameters:

To answer the question regarding the influence of the vote
mechanism, AWR method, and key hyperparameters on our
FOVA algorithm, we conducted a series of experiments, the
results of which are depicted in Fig.

We perform ablation experiments on the Walker2d-medium-
expert dataset, comparing our FOVA method with versions of
FOVA that lack the vote mechanism and AWR, respectively.
As shown in Fig. FOVA outperforms both modified
versions, indicating that both the vote mechanism and AWR
play crucial roles in enhancing performance.

Additionally, the impact of the critical hyperparameters A
and S is shown in Fig. In our study, we varied one
hyperparameter at a time, fixing the other at the value of 1.
The results demonstrate that the algorithm’s performance con-
sistently improves A and S increases until it reaches optimal
performance. This aligns with our analysis in Theorem [2] and
Theorem |1l Furthermore, to show the impact of the number
of clients (K), we fixed the data size at 5k, with half of the
clients using expert datasets and the other half using random
datasets, tested on the Hopper dataset. As shown in Fig.
the performance of FOVA improves with the increase in the
number of clients and surpasses the baseline methods across
all client numbers. To demonstrate the impact of dataset size
on learning speed, we used different numbers of state-action
pairs in each agent, ranging from lk to 50k, while keeping
the number of agents at 4. As shown in Fig. FOVA’s
performance improves with the increase in pre-collected data.

To quantify the computational overhead of the vote mech-
anism, we benchmark six offline FRL algorithms on the



Adroit suite under identical settings and report GPU mem-
ory/runtime in Table FOVA with vote uses slightly more
resources than FOVA without vote due to additional Q-value
evaluations (522 MB, 9.73 s/epoch vs. 452 MB, 9.60 s/epoch),
yielding a negligible < 2% runtime increase. While simpler
baselines such as Fed-TD3BC (346 MB, 5.54 s/epoch) and
Fed-CQL (428 MB, 7.61 s/epoch) are cheaper, they typically
achieve inferior performance; FEDORA is the most demand-
ing (484 MB, 14.52s/epoch). Overall, FOVA’s overhead is
modest relative to its gains.

VI. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We note that the vote mechanism’s requirement for mul-
tiple Q-value evaluations incurs non-negligible GPU mem-
ory overhead. Furthermore, certain hyperparameters currently
lack adaptive tuning capabilities. These limitations motivate
two concrete directions for future investigation: developing
memory-efficient vote through selective value estimation or
distributed computation, and designing an adaptive hyperpa-
rameter tuning approach tailored to offline FRL.

In addition, we plan to enhance privacy protection in FOVA
by exploring techniques such as differential privacy and secure
multi-party computation to ensure data confidentiality during
aggregation. Another important direction is adapting FOVA
to dynamic environments by developing algorithms that can
detect and respond to changes in real time, incorporating mem-
ory or recurrent structures to handle sequential dependencies.
Furthermore, we will work on improving the scalability of
FOVA to cope with large-scale FL with many clients and ex-
tensive datasets, optimizing communication and computational
efficiency for broader practical applications.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce FOVA, an offline FRL frame-
work that effectively addresses the challenges of mixed-
quality data. By employing vote mechanism and AWR,
FOVA significantly improves overall performance. Theoretical
analysis shows that FOVA guarantees policy improvement, and
extensive experiments demonstrate its superiority over existing
methods, particularly in scenarios with mixed-quality data.

APPENDIX A
THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we provide a theoretical analysis of FOVA.
We begin by examining the conservatism of our approach.
This component addresses the extrapolation error that naturally
arises in offline RL training during local updates [47], [48]],
[51]]. Next, we show that our offline FRL method, FOVA, guar-
antees strict policy improvement. The guarantee is established
through Theorems|TJand 2] To prepare for these results, we first
present Lemma [2] which bounds the return in the empirical
MDP M relative to the true MDP M. We then prove the two
policy improvement theorems. Our proofs are partly inspired
by prior frameworks for policy improvement in offline RL
[26]], [S1]I, [63]l, [64].

A. Theoretical Analysis on Conservatism

Similar to [[65]—[67]], we assume concentration properties of
the reward function and the transition dynamics, as follows:

Assumption 1. For all s,a € D, the reward function r and
the transition probabilities T satisfy the following with high
probability greater than 1 — §:

@' (s,a) = |r —r(s,a)| < C'Y/y/|D(s,a)
&7 (s'|s,a) = |T(s'|s,a) — T(s'|s,a)| < Cchl/\/ |D(s,a)|

where C, s and Cr s are constants that depend on 6 with a
\l1og(1/6) dependency.

The Assumption states a concentration property that is
actually considered on each client k. For any (s,a) in D,
the estimation errors of the reward and transition relative to
the true r, T shrink at the rate 1/+/|D(s, a)|. || The constants
C,.s and Cr,_s capture noise, model capacity, and the log(1/6)
dependence, while the £; norm measures the discrepancy be-
tween transition distributions. Such an assumption is common
in RL and ensures the soundness of the analysis [10], [26],
[52], [63]-[68]]. In practice, it is particularly suitable for offline
federated RL where clients share the same underlying dynam-
ics (e.g., fleets, robot swarms, chain-store recommendation, or
edge-device control), rewards are bounded or normalized, and
each client has sufficient coverage of its frequent state-action
pairs, enabling stable and efficient aggregation.

To avoid any trivial bound, we assume that the cardinality
of a state-action pair in D is non-zero [S1]], [52], [63], [64].
When (s,a) ¢ D, we have |D(s,a)|/|D| = 6§ [26]. Leveraging
the assumption, we can bound the gap between the empirical
and actual Bellman operators for policy 7,

|8707 - 8707 (19)
<®’(s,a) +y|ZE v (a|s) Q (¢, a)] o7 (s'|s, a)|
(a)
< (5 2y G /(1= 7)) NID s, )
where (a) holds based on the fact that Q7 (s, a) < '"““ Vs, a

[14], [51]. Next, we show that the Q”k = limy e QT learned
by iterating Eq.(3) lower-bounds the true Q-function.

Lemma 1. The value of the policy under the Q-function
from Eq. (3)), V7 (s) = Ex (als) [O7k (s,a)], lower-bounds the
true value of the policy obtained via exact policy evaluation,
V7 (s) = Exy (als) [Q7« (s,a)], for all s € D, according to:

)+ [I'C (s,
—————
(b)sampling error

92,94 Y -1 ﬂl\;
Vi (s) <V k(s)—a[l“k Eny [——1]
g

(a)=0
where Ty = (I—yP”k) is non-negative entries and C, =
Cv(q[ Finax vegl Finax
_rT,o"Mmax . r,T,5
Foralls € D, if @ > —— -maxXsep .
-yl =y VID(s)l

7For simplicity, we drop the subscript k since this section focuses on local
training and does not rely on cross-client differences, such as Dy, ri and T.
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v -1 A v v
[Za ﬂZ(aIS)(g((ajl:))) - 1)] , V7k(s) < V7™ (s), with proba-

bility > 1 — 5. When 8™ = B™,
V7 (s) < V™ (s),Vs € D.

then any a > 0 guarantees

Proof. Building on the Assumption [I] laid, we extend our
analysis to demonstrate that VCQL. In order to start, we prove
this theorem in the absence of sampling error, drawing on the
foundation of [51, Theorem 3.2]. The absence of sampling
error assumes 87 = B7. Setting the derivative of the
objective function defined in Eq. (3) to zero, we obtain

Vs,ar QAT+1(S,a)=Bﬂ’IQAT(S,a)— [ k( | ) . (20)
,Bk( | )
The value V7*! is underestimated, because:
V™*(s) = BV (s) — aDycor(s), 21
where Dycor(s) = X, (als) [;Z‘((:llss)) - 1] is a non-

negative term according to

Dycor(s) = an( ls) k(( ||S)) 1] (22)
(als)
—Zwmw @mw+m@mﬂkwm @
o ! (als) - g, (als)
= Z(nk(aIS) - nig, (als)) 7 (als) ]
(als)
+zhmw)[k@m ]
; n) (als) — g, (als)
o i Tl ) + 020, 23)
where (i) holds because we have ZajTZ (als) = Xy, (als) =
1. This implies that 3, ng, (als) [% - 1] = 0. Clearly,

DvycqL(s) is a non-negative term and equals zero if and only
if 7} (als) = mg, (als). Consequently, when 7} is inconsistent
with 7g, , each iteration of the value update process inherently

introduces some degree of underestimation, that is

Vtl(s) < B™V7(s) (24)

We further compute the fixed point of the recursion in Eq. ),
which yields the following approximation of the policy value:

V7i(s) = V7i(s) — o (1= yP™)™! Dcor(s). (25
non-negative entries Eq. @) >0
The aforementioned conclusion underscores that, given a > 0,
Eq. (@) provides a rigorous lower bound on the policy value
in the absence of sampling error.
Next, we extend the conclusion to the setting with sampling
error, that is, without assuming that B = B™. Based on

Eq. (19), and [51] Theorem 3.1], we have
[

|

kg

AV v v -1 7T
Vi (s) < VR (s) —a (1 - yP”k) v [
7y

errmax

(1-y1D]

+| (I —yPT) T Dt T
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where (1 —yP™)~! is a matrix with all non-negative entries.
The above result holds (w.h.p.) Vs € D. In this case, the value
of a, that prevents overestimation (w.h.p.) is given by:

Cr.T,6 max
@ > max DVCQL(S) (26)
RS TN "
Therefore, we complete the proof of Lemma O

Remark 1. Lemma |I| shows that VCQL, learned by iterating
Eq. @), provides a lower bound of the true Q-function in
the absence of sampling error. When sampling error exists,
choosing a proper « further reduces overestimation with high
probability 1-6. Thus, the Q-values of all learned policies will
not be overestimated, ensuring that the local policy remains
conservative and safe.

VCQL requires both modifications to CQL (the red terms in
Eq. (3)); omitting either leads to unacceptable overestimation
for some out-of-distribution actions. This follows directly from
the proof of Lemma |I| which we omit due to space limitations.

In summary, VCQL not only enables interaction between
the global policy and local behavioral policy during local
policy evaluation, but also helps identify better policies to
guide Q-function updates. More importantly, the modified
policy evaluation loss still preserves conservative properties,
mitigating extrapolation errors caused by OOD error.

B. Bounding the Return

To begin, we derive the form of the resulting Q-function
iteration. By setting the derivative of Eq. (3) to zero, we have
the following expression for Q7*!:

7y (als)

AT+ — AT HT _

- 1) , 27)
where 87« denotes the Bellman operator induced by policy
m,. @ is a positive regularization parameter whose value is
rigorously constrained by the theoretical bound in Eq. (26).

Since local updates on client k are fully performed on the
fixed dataset Dy, it is important to relate the returns of policy
7y in the underlying MDP M to those in the empirical MDP
M = (S, A,P,R,u,y), induced by Dy. Based on Eq. @,
the Problem can be transformed into the following:

max J(M, ) — V(ﬂk) — AKL(7T;, 7g), (28)
-7
where KL(7},7x) = Es.p, [Dx (75(Is)||7e(ls))]. We
sightly abuse notation in v(my) = X , 7k (s, a) (% - 1)
. (5,

and denote 7 (s,a) as state-action distribution of the local
policy. Since the learning process is entirely based on the fixed
dataset Dy, it is crucial to establish the relationship between
the returns of policy mx on the empirical MDP M and the
underlying MDP M. Consequently, we derive the following
conclusion based on [[63, Lemma A.2] and [26, Lemma 1]:

Lemma 2. For any ny, the following statement holds (w.h.p.):

J(M, 7)) < J(M, ) + &, (29)



where & is a positive parameter, defined as

2‘)/7‘ CT,(S
%Epdﬂk (s) [\/DVCQL(ﬂk, 7B ) ()| A|/|D|

c
e s | 1VIDG 9,

with DyeqL(m1, m2)(s) = 1+ 3, mi(als) (7 (als) /w2 (als) - 1).

£=

(30)

Proof. Let My and M, be two Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs) with the same state space, action space, and discount
factor y. Given a fraction f € (0, 1), the f-interpolant MDP
My is defined with dynamics Ta, = fTm, + (1 — f)Tm, and
reward function rp, = fry + (1 — f)ray,. T™ denotes the
transition matrix on state-action pairs induced by a stationary
policy =, i.e., T™ = T(s'|s,a)w(a’|s’).

According to [[63, Lemma A.2], the returns of policy 7 in
any MDP M, denoted by J(M,n), and in My, denoted by
J(My, M, f, ), satisfy the following conclusion:

JM,) =& <J(M, My, f,mr) <J(M,m) + &, (€20

where

(- )
=092

vf 7
+1 _),Edf\r/ll [(Ty;

rmaxDTV(TMza TM)

T37,)90m,]

+_)/Es,a~d1’\‘/,l [I7a1, (s, @) = raa (s, a)l]

1-
1-
1-+
The above conclusion is widely used in reinforcement learning
[26], [64], [69]. The conclusion describes the relationship
between policy returns in different MDPs based on the
corresponding reward differences and dynamics differences.
Furthermore, the conclusion provides an upper and lower
bound on the difference between the returns on the empirical
MDP and the true MDP. We consider the case where we set
M, =M, = M and f = 1. This leads to the inequality:

+ sa~df, [Iri(s,2) —ry (s, a)]].

J(M,n)—&<J(M,n) <J(M,n) +¢&, (32)

where ¢ is denoted as

. Y AT ’
&= m Es,a~7r,a’~7r(~|s’) [ Z (T(S |s,a) —T(s'[s, 3))

s/

ok (s, a)” Esamn [|r—r(s a)|]

According to Assumption [I} we have the following bounds:

Ir = r(s.a)| < C°4 /VID(s.) (33)
IT(s'|s, a) T(s |s a)| < cch‘/\/ D(s,a) (34)
|0 ™ (35)

Substituting these inequality into the expression for & and
letting m = m;, we can obtain an upper bound & such that

(w.h.p.):

J(M, i) <J(M, ) + &, (36)
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where £ is defined as

é: - z'yrmaxCT,(S

(1-y)?
CRr,s
+

T By [NIDG )|,
Y

with DveqL (71, m2)(s) = 1+ %, mi(als) (71 (als)/m2(als) - 1).
Thus, we complete the proof of Lemma O

Es dy, (s) [\/DVCQL(ﬂk, 7 ) ()| A|/|D|

(37

C. Policy Improvement on Server Aggregation

Next, we show the global policy achieves improvement over
behavior policy. Adapted from Lemma 2] we establish a lower
bound for the return of 7 in the M relative to its return in the
underlying MDP (w.h.p.):

J(M,

) = J(M, 7)) - €,

where & is a positive parameter, defined as

(38)

= . 2’y’"maxc . —x
£= “_—y;‘ﬁad [\/DVCQL(nk,nﬁk>(s>|ﬂ|/|1><s)|
C
+ 1 B [1VIDG @) (39)

Similarly, the following holds with probability greater than
1-9¢:

J(M,ng) > J(M, ng,) — &b, (40)
where &, is a positive parameter, defined as
2yrmaxCr, 5
= — — .E,. [ Al D(s ]
& = S5 Boay, [VIAVIDE)
CRr.s
+ T2 B, [1VIDG )| (1)

As derivation in Section , 7Ty
Problem (@). Thus, we can write

is the optimal solution to

( ) .
T, %) + E— 220 KL, )
-
( k) .
>J(M K — = - BKL(7,, ;)
V(?r )
2J(M.7p,) = —— Pl BKL(ng,. mp,)
av(rg,)
> (M. 7,) = €y = — . (42)
Then, the following fact holds:
JM,nm)=>J(M, nﬁk) — .’,E -ép+0p +ﬁKL(7?Z,7rﬁk), 43)
where o, is defined as:
Ca(v(@y) = v(ng,))
op =
-y
a |v(7"r;;) - V(ﬂ/gk)|
> =y
(i) 2a s
> —mEs~dk(x)[DTV(ﬂk(a|s),7T/3k (als))]
(it) 2a
> -, 44)
6(1-7)



where (i) holds is because
|v(ﬁ,*() - V(ﬂ'/gk)|

B iy (als)

- Z ;. (s, ) (ﬂlgk (a,a) B

s,a

1) — ntg, (s, a) (—:Zk E::Z; - 1)

7y (s, a)
~ g, (als)

(2)}5 Z di(s) | (als) - x5, (als)|”

(75 (als) - mp, (als))

s% > di(s) | (als) - mp (als) (45)
s,a

where the inequality (a) holds due to the fact 7g, (s,a) =

dr(s)np,(als) = di(s,a) and the cardinality dr(s,a) =

|Di(s,a)|/|Dk| > 6 (see Section [V-A)), adapted from [26]

Proof of Lemma 1]. Additionally, the inequality (if) is held

because of the following:

DrvE (1), 75, C190) = 5 3 et | ) = mg, (a | 9]

By the triangle inequality |x — y| < |x| + |y| (and probabilities
are nonnegative), for every state s,

DrvE 1), 75, (19) < 3 3 (Fila | 14s,(a | 9) = 1,

a
since Y,y (a | ) = X,mp,(a | s) = 1. Taking expectation
over s ~ dy(s) gives
Egea [Dv(7L (| 5), 7 (| $))] < Bgag, [1] = 1.
Thus (ii) holds. (Equivalently: Dty(-,-) € [0, 1] pointwise in
s, so its di-weighted average is also < 1.)

Theorem 1. If Assumption |l| holds, we have the policy 7, of
Problem satisfies with high probability:

J(M, 7)) = J(M, g,) (46)
2 _
2BRL(T} M) = 5=y~ 60 = &

where &, &, and % are independent of B.

Proof. Combining Eq. @3)) and (@4), the result can be easily
obtained. O

According to the fact that &, £, and 5 ) are independent
of B in Theorem [T} the proper value of ,B results in the policy
improvement over local behavior policy ng,, which is:

J(M, %) > J(M, 7g,). A7)

Remark 2. Theorem[l|demonstrates that under Assumption|I]
the policy 7. strictly improves upon the behavioral policy mg,
based on the local offline dataset. Moreover, the global policy
7 aligns with the policy 7, in a fully asynchronous federated
learning environment, ensuring that © also achieves strict
improvement over the local behavioral policy. These results
suggest that FOVA effectively extracts valuable policies from
distributed offline datasets, enabling the creation of a superior
global policy and reinforcing its capability to enhance overall
policy performance.
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D. Policy Improvement on Local Updates

Subsequently, we theoretically establish the strict policy
improvement guarantee for local policy mg. Similarly, we
establish a lower bound for the return of 7 in the M relative
to its return in the underlying MDP M with high probability:

J(M,75y) > J(M, 7i) - €, (48)
where £ is
£ 205 o |\ Dvear (7 S1AID(6)
(1-y)? Kk
T2 | 1VTD G| (49)

By combining Eq. (36) and (@8)), and considering that 7y is
the optimal solution to Problem (17), we obtain the following:

J(M, 7)) + & - W(”;) — AKL(7}, m0)
>J(M, 7y — M — AKL(7,, 7x)
>J(M, 7 )— ( k) - AKL(7}, 7}
(from optlmality of my)
v(nk)
>J(M, ;) - € - = (50)

This provides a lower bound for J(M, rr) based on J(M, 71} ):

J(M,ry) 2 J(M,7i}) — € — €+ 0 + AKL(7}, ), (51)
where 7 is
_ L a(v(m) = v(@)
P S S04
-y
(]) 4(1 — %
z _(S(I——y)Es~dk(s) [Drv (7 (als), mi(als))]
(03] 4a (52)

o(1-y)
where (j) is similar with Eq. (#4)
(@) = v(me)|
1) — (s, a) (M - 1)'
ng, (s, a)

7y (als)
_ i (als)
— 1) —ﬂk(S,a) (m - l)‘

i gﬁk(s’ Y (”ﬁk(aIS) -
7y (als)
i (als)
| - retsa [ 2250 - 1)‘

SZ,:‘ () (ﬂﬁk(aIS)

+ Z 7 (s, a) (:;k((::‘lrs))

s,a

IA

(triangle inequality)

7,.(s, a)
|2 e A~ mu(al)
+ Z(ﬁZ(s, a) — (s, a)) - (% ~ 1)‘

(arranging terms)

2
<3 D di(s) |7 (als) - me(als))



4 .
SgEs~dk(s) [Drv (7, (als), mr(als))], (53)
The inequality (jj) is held because, for any fixed s,
Drv (7 (- |'s), mi(- | 9))
=1 > [m@ls) - m(als)
a

S%Z (Tr(als)+m(als)) = L.

Taking expectation over s ~ di gives the claim. Accordingly,
we obtain the following

Theorem 2. If Assumption |I| holds, we obtain an optimal
solution 7t of Problem satisfies with high probability:

(54)
—& —28-¢,

J(M, ) = J(M,ng,)
6a
6(1-7y)

where &, &, &, and % are independent of A and B.
Proof. Plugging Eq. (52) into Eq. (30), we have

2AKL(7;, i) + BKL(7L, 7p,) —

- da
J(M,7i) 2 J(M,75}) =& =& = ———— + AKL(7}, mp),
g 5(1-7y) g
(55
Combining Eq. @6) and (33), we derive
JM, ) —J(M,ng,) (56)
6a - =
>AKL(7;, ) + BKL(5, g, ) — ——— — & — 2€ — €,
k k> 7B 5(1 _ ,y)
Consequently, we complete the proof of Theorem 2] O

(Yo

Clearly, £,&, &, and S(1=y) are independent of A and S.
Thus, proper value of A and S leads to the performance
improvement over policy 7 :

J(M, 7)) > J(M, 7g,). (57)

Remark 3. Theorem [2] shows that under Assumption [I| the
local policy ni derived from Problem (I7) achieves a strict
improvement over the behavioral policy ng, based on the
local offline dataset Dy. This indicates that FOVA is capable
of training high-quality local policies, highlighting its strong
potential to enhance policy performance.

APPENDIX B
EXTENDED EXPERIMENT FOR F1G.[]]

We additionally conducted two separate sets of experi-
ments using the Gym-MuJoCo dataset to evaluate the issues
of mixed-quality and inconsistent optimization objectives in
offline FRL, respectively.

To investigate the impact of mixed-quality data, we ad-
dressed this issue in Fig.[I(a)] With the total dataset remaining
constant, we partitioned the data into groups of varying quality.
We found that local policies trained on mixed-quality data
experienced significant performance degradation, resulting in
a decreased and unstable global policy. To further explore
this problem, we conducted a more extensive analysis based
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Fig. 8: The performance of DRPO in Gym-MuJoCo dataset. Left:
Four clients with a combined total of 12k Hopper data pairs (6k
medium-quality and 6k expert-quality). The blue bar depicts mixed-
quality clients (2 medium and 2 expert), and the yellow bar illustrates
4 clients with uniform-quality data pairs. Right: 4 clients, each
utilizing 3k Hopper-medium-replay data pairs.

(b) Hopper-medium-replay

on Fig. [I(a)l as shown in Fig. We evaluated the final
performance of all clients’ local policies and discovered that

the quality of the local datasets had a substantial impact on
the effectiveness of the trained local policies. This decline is
primarily due to the fact that local policy training involves
a trade-off between the local behavioral policy—some of
which may be inherently low-quality—and the global policy.
This simple balancing act, without accurately assessing policy
quality, led to nearly a 50% performance drop for clients
with low-quality data. In summary, existing methods perform
poorly in scenarios with mixed-quality data because they lack
a mechanism to distinguish harmful data.

Fig. [I(b) illustrates a counterintuitive finding: the global
policy can significantly underperform relative to most local
policies during the aggregation process. However, existing
methods typically include terms in the loss function to min-
imize D (mg, ), thereby constraining the differences between
the global and local policies, as shown below:

max Es~ppa~ i (-1s) [0 (s,2) | — a1 D (my, mg,) — @D (i, 7),

If effective, this should mitigate the problem of inconsistent
optimization objectives. To challenge this notion, we con-
ducted an extensive analysis of TV distances (ranging from
0 to 1) based on the experimental setup in Fig. [I(b)] as shown
in Fig. B(b)] We examined the TV distances between local
policies and the global policy from four clients trained on the
Hopper-medium-replay dataset using existing methods. The
results showed that although regularization reduced the overall
TV distance, it remained relatively high (around 0.3), and for
one client, the TV distance even slightly increased due to
the additional loss terms. Therefore, the distance constraint
regularization in the loss function does not guarantee consis-
tency between local and global policies. As a result, existing
methods primarily optimize local policies without effectively
optimizing the global policy.
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We evaluated the inconsistent optimization objective problems in offline FRL using the Gym locomotion dataset, as shown
in Fig. 0] It is evident that the client-side policy consistently exhibits a substantial performance gap when compared to the
server-side policy. In most cases, the server-side policy performs worse, which is undesirable, as the global policy of the

C EXTENTED EXPERIMENT OF INCONSISTENT OPTIMIZATION OBJECTIVE PROBLEM

server-side should ideally be the sole output of the algorithm.

We investigated the mixed-quality issue in offline FRL using the Gym locomotion dataset, including HalfCheetah, Hopper,
Walker2d, and Ant. The experiments were conducted with existing algorithms, as illustrated in Fig. [I0} As seen in Fig.[I0] the
performance of algorithms under the mixed-quality setting is significantly worse compared to a uniform-quality setting, where

D EXTENTED EXPERIMENT OF MIXED-QUALITY PROBLEM

the data, though identical, is divided into different quality categories.
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E SAFE POLICY IMPROVEMENT FOR GLOBAL POLICY

This section establishes safe policy improvement for FOVA in heterogeneous offline FRL. We first lay out the problem
setup and a formal Preliminary on Heterogeneity, fixing notation for client MDPs, discounted occupancy, and advantages. We
then derive a global improvement bridge via advantage decomposition and averaging, and, under an offline estimation/shift
assumption, transfer bounds from empirical to true MDPs. Finally, we prove a local regularized policy-improvement lower
bound, and aggregate these pieces into the global safe-improvement theorem, where the error terms are explicitly controlled
by the regularizers A and S.

A. Preliminary on Heterogeneity

Offline FRL heterogeneity stems from different initial states and transition dynamics. The performance of a policy on
M. depends jointly on the initial state distribution wy and the transition dynamics Ty, both of which can be stochastic or
deterministic. Variations in either of these factors can lead to different learned policies, resulting in the heterogeneity problem.
For each client k, we have the local objective as Ji(7) = J (Mk, ), where M. denotes the e empirical Markov Decision Process
(MDP) constructed from the client’s local dataset Dy. Specifically, Mk = (S, 4, Tk,Rk v, ix) consists of the estimated
transition kernel Tk, estimated reward function Rk < ‘R?‘”‘, and estimated initial state distribution wuy, all derived from Dy.
The value Ji () for a given policy 7 can be expressed as:

D) = T 3 () Y m(alsR(s.a),

where d% (s) represents the normalized discounted state distribution, defined as:
k

A (5)= (1=y) ) 7' Pr(s, = | 7 i, T).
=0
In offline federated reinforcement learning, the global objective aggregates the local objectives uniformly across K clients. The
primary goal is to learn a policy based on the set of offline datasets {Mk}

max J(m) = %Z]k(ﬂ').
k=1

To quantify the heterogeneity between MDPs, we introduce the following quantity on the level of heterogeneity. Similar
definitions are widely used in the FL/FRL work [44]], [45], [[70], [71]

Definition 1 (Level of Heterogeneity). For any policy n, the heterogeneity level of client n is measured by the Frobenius norm
||Hy||r. The heterogeneity matrix is constructed as
H; = il(A YIAA, - A (58)
k 4 K k niin k>
where Ay denotes the diagonal state visitation frequency matrix for dataset k, while Ay, represents the advantage matrix under
transition dynamic Ty.

This matrix Hy captures the deviation between client n’s local performance and the federated average performance. Since
policy and Q-value directly determine gradient directions, significant deviations indicate potential optimization conflicts in
federated learning. In IID settings, H; reduces to the zero matrix and ||H||r = 0. Under non-IID conditions, the norm’s
magnitude quantifies the client’s environmental divergence. The matrix Ay is a |S| X |A| matrix, with the (i, j)-th entry
denoted by Ax(s;,a;). This entry represents the advantage function for the i-th state and j-th action, capturing the difference
between the action-value function and the state-value function. It quantifies the benefit of taking action a; at state s; within
the local environment of client k. The policy advantage Ay (n”) can be expressed as:

Ax(n) = Z dz. (s) Z n(als)Ax(s, a).

B. Advantage Decomposition and Averaging
Lemma 3. For all clients k = 1, ..., K, the following bound holds:

S _2||Hy |l
Z A 2 At = =B [Drv (g Cl9) s, ()]
n=1 Y M,
V2
> A ) = T Ml \/Edf [DkL (! (18)ll7p, (15)]. (59)
My
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Proof. This proof uses some useful lemmas and corollaries from [45]. By substituting gx = z and ng, into [45][Theorem IJ,
we easily derive the following:

K
1 L
D ) = At < A~ Wl [ = d e 1) (s (€0
o s,a
Thus, we have
K 1
T
Z n(ﬂ_t+l) > Ak(ﬂ'Hl) _ ”Hk”F\/Z[_l _—d B (7rl+1( |S),7Tﬁk(-|S))]2a
~ s,a
2 H
> Ar(riH! q —kﬂFEs d”ﬁk [Drv (2 (Is)llmp, (-15))] ©1)

where (a) follows from norm inequalities. Let d(s) = d;?: (s) and Ay = n;€+1('|s) — g, (:s). Then

\/Z [edi(s) Iasl] " < e D 1Al < ¢ di(s) 18l = 26 Baa [Drv (24 limg, )]

where we used VY x2 < 3 |x4|, the inequality || - [l < || - |l1, ¢ = ﬁ, and the identity ||p — q|li = 2D7v(pllq). O

The lemma impolies that after client k updates to n;:l, the federated average advantage is bounded below by the client’s
own advantage minus a penalty that scales with heterogeneity V2||[Hg||/(1 — ) and the average TV shift from the behavior
policy (scaled by «@). Thus, in IID settings (||Hk||r = 0) or with conservative/ trust-region updates (small TV), the penalty is
negligible, so local improvements carry over to global gains. Further, we show that the average policy advantage is not a direct
measure of the final performance, as it is a proxy for the improvement of the global objective. A more useful result should
directly measure the improvement in terms of the global expected discounted reward. For that purpose, we have the following
Lemma.

Lemma 4 (Global performance improvement via averaged local advantages). The next global policy are the uniform mixture

at*l = % Zle 7r“'1 generated by the global aggregation in Algorithm FOVA. The performance gap of global policy enjoys
the following lower bound:
K +1
1 Ar(m)
J —r+1 -J A —k—l TV( t+l, —l) h TV( t+1 , 62
7+ (n)_K;{(l_y) K k . 75, ) (62)

2 s.a |[E[Ax (s, .
where KL(m1,m5) = o, [Di (ri (I9)|lma(l9))], 1 = ZoselBLODN = 2| Hy |, and Hy be defined as in
Definition [I]

Proof. We first recall two useful facts, following the [45[][Lemma II and III]. For any policies 7, #, 7', and y < 1, the surrogate
objective and advantage satisfy

Ar(yf+ (1=y)n') = yAz (R) + (1 = y) A (7). (63)

For any state s and any policy x, we have the TV distance bound

Dry(n(-1s), 7 (1)) := 5 [|xCls) = 7" CIs)]|,

K
e LN EEAED)
k=1 |
K
< 52 D e Cls) = 7 Cls) (64)
Ik{:l
= % > Drv(x(ls), 7 (-1s)). (65)

~

=1
We analyze the performance difference. Starting from the performance difference bound, we obtain

J( t+l) @ Z Jn(ﬁ_t+1)
=1

K

g {WH ()
Kk

n=1

~
=

Esa, [Drv (7' (:s) ﬁ’”(-IS))]}
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2 + = )Z{ % Z ) —126" Es-a, [ Drv (7 (15) ||ﬁ”‘<|s>)]}

where 7'*! = % Zf:l 71'5{”, ¢n = ymaxs 4 |[E[A,(s,a)]|, and (b) holds by the definition of A, and the result from [45], [[72]
, while equalities (a) and (c) hold by the definition of J. Applying linearity of A, in Eq. (63) and the TV dsitance bound in
Eq. (63) yields

1 K K
JE 2T+ s 30D i - D7y Cls) 7 Clsn] |- (66)

n=1 k=1

Exchanging the order of summation gives

t+ —t t+ 2 —t t+
JE) 2 I + ZZA (i) ch 5B, [Prv ' CIs) 7 ()]

n=1 k=
By applying the bound provided in Lemma [3 we can express the value function update as follows:

JE = I = - )Z{ An(m) - 20’; [Drv (@ Cl9)llmy (1s))]

- m”Hn”FEswin [DTV(FZH('|S)||7TB,,(‘|S))]}~ (67)

Therefore, we obtain the conclusion:

K t+1
J(ﬁ'H—l)—J(ﬁ't) > Z{M (TV( £+l _t)) hk(TV(ﬂ'H—l ﬂ'ﬁk))},
| K(1-7)

where TV (71, 12) = Es-g, [Drv (1 (I8)||72(:|s))]. Ik = (IZ_C;)Z, and hy = ﬁ Hg || - O
C. Offline Estimation Error under Heterogeneity
Next, we reformulate original Assumption by introducing the heterogeneity, and some derive the some conclusions of main
paper as Lemma [5] and Lemma [6] respectively.
Assumption 2. For any client k and any (s, a) in the support of Dy, with probability at least 1 — 6,
veql veql

o ||fk(' |'s,a) —=T(-|s,a) ”1 < T.6.k

VN (s, a) ' VN (s, a) |

where N (s,a) is the number of samples of (s,a) in Dy, and C:Cglk, ;C(g K= O(\/log(l/(S ).

|ﬁk(s, a) —r(s,a) | <

Lemma 5. Fix any client k and any policy n. With probability at least 1 — 6 (over the data used to build M), for every MDP
M we have _
|J(M,7) = J (M, 7) | < Ek(n),

g . 2yrmaxC Cr
where & () = W ESNdzr [\/DVCQL(H 7B, )(s) Ilg:\ + S:k E(s a)~ (d~ ) [m] , and DycqL(m1,m2)(s) =
1+, mi(al s)(gggig; 1).

Proof. Applying Lemma 1 in the main paper with M = M, yields the one-sided bound J(My, ) < J(M, nt) + & () for every
M. Repeating the same argument while swapping the roles of M and My, (the proof depends only on the occupancy measure
and coverage terms, which are evaluated under d 1’:7 as written above) gives J(M,n) <J (M, ) + &x (). Combining the two
inequalities proves the claim. ‘ O
Corollary 1. Let 7' and 7©'*' be two successive global policies. Define fk (7" and §’+1 Ex (A1), Then, with probability
at least 1 — 6, for every MDP M and client k,

JME) = IR > (I 7 = I, 7)) - &2 - .
Proof. By Lemma [5| J(M,7'*) > J(Mj, 7#'*") - é;{“ and J(M,7") < J(My, ') + &;. Subtract the second inequality from
the first. O
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Lemma 6. If Assumption |2| holds, then with high probability the following performance improvement bound holds:

J (M, ™) = J (M, mg,) (68)
4a 2a
> AKL(7;, 41 + BKL(7}, 7g, ) — TV, ) - —TV(fr*,ﬂ ).
k k7B 6(1 ) k (1 _ 7) k> 7B
Proof. By optimality of the Problem (17), ﬂ;:l maximizes
J(My,m) =& V(") — AKL(7}. ),
-y
hence
J (M, 73230 (M, 7) + A KL 1) + < (v(n”‘ - v(ﬁ,’;)). (69)
-y
By optimality of Problem (4), 7; maximizes
av(m
J(Mk, )— (y) —,BKL(ﬂ',ﬂ'/gk),
o) _ _ o
T, 77); 250 (Wi 710 + B, KLT 710 + 2 (V0T) = v o)) (70)

Combining and gives
J(My, 78" = J(My, mg,) = AKL(7, 74") + BKL(7}, 7g,)
a
= [1/(71'”rl - v(nk)] +

We now upper-bound the v-differences via total variation. Under the §-coverage condition (as in the main text), a standard
manipulation yields, for policies x, 7/,

+ 1 C—K)/ [v(fri) - v(nﬁk)] .

[v(m) =v(x")| < ZEs-a Z|ﬂ(a | s) =a'(a|9)|| = = Esea [Drv(n(- | ), 7°(- | 9))] -

Applying this bound (with the sharper constant 2/6 in the v(7}) — v(7g,) term due to the mg, -normalization in the algebra
used in the main paper) gives

1 —x 1 a —% 2a —%
- (V7 —v(7R) = —m TV (7, 7). 5 (v(7y) —v(ng,)) = 50— TV(7}, 7g,),
where TV(m, ") := Egoq, [Drv(n(- | s), 7" (- | 5))]. Substituting yields
~ 4a
J(My, 1) — J(My, mg,) > AKL(7}, ni*Y) + BKL(7}, p,) — mTV(nk,n;jl)— mTV(;rk,nﬁk)
This is exactly the desired inequality. O

Remark 4. Building upon our prior analysis, particularly that of local policy improvement, we emphasize that the results
pertain exclusively to the local level. Although heterogeneity introduces variations in local data distributions, we find that the
local policy my. still achieves policy improvement.

By contrast, the situation is more intricate for the global policy, as it necessitates the aggregation of multiple local policies. In
this case, distributional discrepancies among local datasets may exert a substantial influence on the effectiveness of aggregation.
A detailed discussion of this issue will be presented in the subsequent subsection.

D. Safe Policy Improvement Guarantee
Given quantified heterogeneity and per-client analysis, we prove that FOVA guarantees safe policy improvement of the global
policy in heterogeneous offline FRL.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 2} Algorithm FOVA achieves a B(A, B)-safe policy improvement for the global policy in the
true MDP M specifically,
JM, 7Y > J(M, 7" - B(A,B),

where

l 1 —_—
B, B) = ”1 +& + L TV(ng,, 7)) + — (lk +he +20)2 + — (lk + he +0)2,
and Xi; denotes the client-wise average, i.e., X = f Zk:l Xk.
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Proof. We start from part of the right-hand side in Eq. (62).

Ak(ﬂ;:l) 41zt r+1
T TV ) TV (i )
=(J (i m) = J (M mg)) = I TV (22 7) = e TV (™, g, ) (71)
because for any , it follows
(‘I(Mks m) - J(Mk’ ﬂﬁk ( S0~ Hk [V7r (s0)] - SONIlk [V”ﬁk (SO)]) (72)
SRR | Y (73)
t=0

= 2V Bl + ¥V (s141) = V7 (51)] (74)

t=0
= > 7' Ex[Ax(sa)] (75)

t=0
= ZPr(s, = s | My, 7) Zn(a |'s) Ay (s, a) (76)

t=0
= Z (Z ¥ Pr(s = | My, m)) 2 (als) Ac(s.a) (77)

S
Z dz. (s) Zn(a |9) Aw(s.a) = 7 Ax(n). (78)

from the definition of J and Ay (r). Substituting Eq. (7I) and Lemma [6] into Eq. (62), we derive
1 K
J(EY - (7)) > = ka(n;:l,ﬁk,ﬂﬁk,ﬁ ), (79)
k=1

where fi(mi*!, 77, . 7 -) = AKL(7;, 7" + BKL(7}, mg,) — LTV (xi', 7") — hkTV(ﬂ;(”,ﬂﬁk) - 20TV(7}, i) —
UTV(ﬂk,ﬂﬁk) and o = - 1 Usmg triangle inequalities to re-center the linear TV terms on 7;, and then absorbing them
into KL via Pinsker+Young, we obtain

k?

fk(ﬂfl,ﬁz,ﬂﬁk,ﬁt)
= AKL(7;, 1) + BKL(7, 7p,) — e TV(F, 7)) = b TV (1! 7)) = 200 TV (7p, 1) — o TV(7}, 7g,)
> 24TV (7y, w4 + 2B TV (75}, mp, ) — (I + i +20) TV (=, 1Y) = (I + hi + 0) TV(7, 7)) — I TV (ng,, &)
_(lk +hk +2O’)2 _ (lk +hk +0')2
- 84 88
Substituting Eq. into Eq. (79), we obtain

LTV (g, 7). (80)

K
JENY—JGF) = _% kzz; {(lk + hg; 20)? S lékﬁ+ o)? ol TV(ﬂ_ﬁk,ﬁ_t)}, 81)
Combining Corollary [T] and Eq. (8I), we derive
J(M, 7YY = J(M, =)
1< _rel s
= ;{J(M,ﬂ )—J(M,7")}
1 & 7 =t+l 7 =t Fr+1 £t
Sk 4 (7Y -0 2) - &7 - &
— J(ﬁ,t+1) _J(ﬁ_t) _ lz { §t+1 " ‘fli}
=l
o li{ T (Ix + hy +20°)> URL +0)? ‘e Tv(ﬂﬁk’ﬁ,)}
K= 84 8
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= = 1 1
1 p
> - It<+ +§It<—lkTV(7Tﬁk,ﬂ't)—ﬁ(lk+hk+20')2—@(1k+hk+0’)2. (82)

Under Definition [I] and Assumption 2] our analysis establishes that FOVA guarantees safe global-policy improvement.
Specifically, with high probability and for sufficiently large 8 and A, the heterogeneity-induced loss (4x) and aggregation-
induced loss (/) are uniformly controlled, ensuring that global updates do not reduce performance. O

Remark 5. The theorem certifies that the global update is safely improving up to explicit penalty terms tied to heterogeneity.
In particular, the aggregation-induced deviation i is damped by the aggregation regularizer A, while the behavior-mismatch
(dataset heterogeneity) term hy is damped by the behavior regularizer 8. Thus: when cross-client aggregation dominates (Ij
large), increase A to tighten the bound; when dataset mismatch dominates (hy large), increase B to tighten the bound. In
summary, larger (A, B) yield a stronger safety global policy improvement.

E. Convergence of FOVA

Subsequently, we provide the compact properties and continuity properties in offline FRL.

Lemma 7 (Local compact policy set). Fix finite state/action sets S, A and n € (0, 1/|A|]. For client k, define
M = {nk eRISIM: vses, Y m(als) = 1. mi(als) > g},
aeA

and endow Tl with the €« norm. Then 11y is nonempty, convex, and compact.
Proof. Take any my, Ay € IIx and @ € [0, 1]. For all s,a we have

ani(als) + (1 —a)7k(als) > al+(1-a){={¢,
and for every s,

Z[ank(a|s) +(1 - )i (als)] = aZﬂk(a|s) +(1-a) Zﬁk(als) =a+(l-a)=1,

hence amy +(1—a)#y € I, which proves convexity. Now let (ﬂ,(cm))mzl C Iy converge to 7y in £«. Then ﬂ]((m) (als) — mx(als)
for each s, a, and since n,im) (als) > ¢ for all m, the limit satisfies mg(a|s) > {. Moreover,

E i (als) = E lim n,((m)(als) = lim E ﬂ,((m)(a|s) = lim 1 =1,
m—oo m—oo m—oo
a a a

thus myx € Ilg, which shows that IT; is closed. For any feasible mx and any s, a, the normalization condition together with
nonnegativity implies 0 < 7y (als) < 1, so ||7x]lw < 1, hence I1; is bounded. In finite-dimensional spaces, closed and bounded
sets are compact (Heine—Borel), therefore I is compact. Finally, since n < 1/|A|, the uniform policy 7 (als) = 1/|A| is
feasible, hence Il; is nonempty. O

Lemma 8 (Global compact feasible set). Let IT := Hf:l [y and equip it with the max product norm ||| max := maxge[ x| |7kl co-
If each 11y is compact (resp. convex), then Il is compact (resp. convex).

Proof. If each Il is convex, then their Cartesian product is also convex, so IT is convex. To prove compactness, take any
sequence (7("™),,s; c II. Since II; is compact, there is a subsequence along which the first component converges. From
this subsequence, compactness of Il, ensures the existence of a further subsequence with a convergent second component.
Repeating this argument up to k = K yields a diagonal subsequence (7)) j such that ﬂ,((mj — 7k € Il for every k. Therefore

I = Flmas = max )" = Flloo — 0,

ke[K]

so 7") — 7 = (7y,...,7k) € II, hence II is sequentially compact, and thus compact since it is a metric space. This
completes the proof. O

Assumption 3 (Feasibility-preserving update). The update operator U satisfies U(I1) C I1.

Remark 6. Assumption |3|is met if, e.g., (i) each round solves a constrained subproblem over 11, (ii) the server aggregates by
convex combination of feasible local policies, or (iii) one projects/clips and renormalizes back to 11 after local updates.

Lemma 9 (Continuity Properties). The following continuity properties hold for the offline FRL framework:

1) (State visitation) The discounted visitation distribution d3, is continuous in the policy .

2) (Q-function) For any policy w, the state—action value function Q7 (s,a) is Lipschitz-continuous in 7.

3) (Derived quantities) As a consequence of (2), the state value V7 (s), the advantage A”™(s,a), and the expected return
J(M, ) are all Lipschitz-continuous in .
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4) (Cross-policy value) For any policies n and #, the functional Q% (1) is continuous in (., #).
5) (Heterogeneity) For every client k = 1,...,K, the heterogeneity level |Hy||r is continuous in n.
6) (Local objective) For every client k = 1,...,K, the local policy-improvement objective is continuous in m.

Proof. Ttems (1)—(4) follow directly from [73, Lemmas 4—6 and Corollary 1]. In particular, these results give continuity (and,
in fact, Lipschitz continuity where stated) of d7,, 0", and the derived quantities, as well as continuity of cross-policy value
functionals. Let |H || denote the Frobenius norm of the client-k heterogeneity matrix. For concreteness, write

dﬁn

) 2
i g 3288 e 4.

where the precise form of Hy is built from ratios of discounted visitation distributions and advantage functions across clients.

By Item (/), dj, varies continuously in 7; by Item (3), so do the advantages A”™. Under the standing reachability assumption

(so that d i (s) > 0 on the relevant support), the ratio of two continuous maps with nonzero denominator is continuous. Finite
M.

sums and products preserve continuity, hence ||Hg||F is continuous in 7. This proves (5). Consider the local policy-improvement
objective

f(m) = AE s a)~D, + Eseny, avn(ls) [O(s,2)].

logn(a|s) exp( (O(s, 7(s)) - V(s)))

By Items (2)—(4), the quantities O, V, and any cross-policy evaluation such as Q(s, 7(s)) vary continuously with 7 (and with
any auxiliary policy arguments). The functions exp(-) and log(-) are continuous on their domains; we work on the support
where 7(a | s) > 0 (so lognm(a|s) is well-defined). The first expectation is taken w.r.t. a fixed dataset distribution Dy, hence
it is a finite (or dominated) linear functional of a continuous integrand, and therefore continuous in n. For the second term,
the map

7 = Baizcls) [O(s,a)] = Z n(a|s)O(s,a) (or the corresponding integral)

a

is continuous whenever Q is continuous and bounded on the relevant domain; linearity (or dominated convergence) then implies
continuity after averaging over s ~ Dy. The scalar weights A and S are fixed (hence trivially continuous); if they are chosen
adaptively as continuous functions of m, the conclusion remains unchanged. Consequently, f () is continuous in . This proves
(6). O

We further show the lower bound of J(7'*!) — J (7).

Lemma 10. For all t, Algorithm FOVA is guaranteed to generate a monotonically improving global policy, i.e.

1
J(REYY — J(7Y) > — , Vi, >0, Vk,
(7*h (") X Ek Mk Mk

wlcrm) w2 cem) + Lo kL, . (1=w) (crme) + ) (1-w) (Com) +hokLs - _

with A > K s K5 s
KL(7;, mi*!), KL, := KL(7}, g, ), C = hex + [k Dy, and w € [0, 1].
Proof. Recall the definition
fi = A KL(7p, o) + B KL(7}, g, ) — L TV(r, 71) = hy TV(r4 Y 7, )
- 20 TV(7;, 74Y) = o TV(7}, 7g, ).

Suppose TV (7!, 75,) = £x > 0 and both KL(7;, 74*!) and KL(7}, 7g,) are strictly positive. By the triangle inequality,

TV(r, 7') < V(i 73) + TV(=}, 77).
Writing D, := TV(#;,7") and substituting TV(7r’Jr1 ng,) = &k into the definition of f, we obtain

fi = AKL(7;, 7t + B KL(7}, mp,. )
— (I +20) TV(7}, 741 — o TV(7}, 7g, ) = (hicek + kD).

By Pinsker’s inequality TV(p, q) < ,/% KL(p, g) and Young’s inequality, for any €}, e, > 0,

2
e+ 20) TV ) < KLy, ) + L2200
1
2
—x € —% g
a'TV(nk,n[gk) < ) KL(nk,nﬁk) + E
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Choosing €; = A and €, = 8 yields

4 vy, B (I +20)*
fk > 5 KL(]Tk, ;: ) + 5 KL(ﬂ'k, ,Bk) T + @ + hyer + Dy . (83)
Let C := hreg + i D;. For any target margin 1 > 0, condition
A n, B . (e +20)> o
EKL( . ;{+)+§KL(ﬂk,ﬂﬁk) > T+E+C+"" (84)

guarantees fi > nx by Eq. (83). To meet Eq. (84), fix any weight w € [0, 1], decompose C + ;. as
a:=w(C+ny), b:=(1-w)(C+nyp),
and impose the pair of inequalities

A o (i (I +20)? JR—— o’
5 KL(7 7 AR IS e 5 KL(FLmg) 2 @er' (85)

Each inequality in Eq. (83) is quadratic in the corresponding parameter. Solving the first inequality yields

a+ \/az + L (I +20)? KL(7, 71)

1z
KL(7}, 7"

Similarly, the second inequality is satisfied for

b+ \/b2 + L2 KL(7, mg,)
KL(%,. 75,)

B =

Thus, by selecting any w € [0, 1] and choosing A, 8 not smaller than the respective minimal values above, condition (1) holds
and hence

Sk 2 me >0.

Because both KL(ﬁl*(,n;:l) and KL(7},7g,) are assumed strictly positive, the minimal feasible 4, 8 given above are finite.
Therefore, one can always tune (4, ) to guarantee f; > 1, for any desired r; > 0, in particular ensuring fi > 0. O

Next, we show the convergence of policy updates in Algorithm FOVA.

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumption 2| and Assumption |3| hold, with parameters chosen as in Lemma Then the algorithm
converges in terms of the performance values {J(')};>0. Moreover, every accumulation point of the policy sequence {7’}
corresponds to an optimal solution.

Proof. By Lemma L for all 7 there exist admissible local parameters that yield per-round client improvements {n(t)} ko) With
JET) 2 JGE) + Z e = I,

so {J(7')} is nondecreasing. Using Ry < ﬁkmax and 3,50y’ = (1 -y)~!, for any =,

J(ﬂ) ZzyRmdx = Jmax.

=11t=0

Thus, {J(7")} is bounded above and hence converges to some J* < Jax. Denote A; := J (ﬂ’“) — J(7") = 0; by convergence
we have A, — 0. By Lcmma each Iy is compact (and nonempty), and by Lemmal H [x =1 i 18 compact Assumption |3
ensures 7' € IT for all + when initialized with 7° € IT, so {#’} c IT admits accumulation points. Let 7* be any accumulation
point and suppose, for contradiction, that it is not a solution. Then at 7* there exists an admissible update that achieves a
strict improvement ¢ > 0. By Lemma E] (continuity of the improvement value in 7), there is a neighborhood U of 7* and a
constant 7 € (0, 8) such that for every 7 € U, applying the same improvement construction yields % Zle Nk > n. Since T*
is an accumulation point, 7* € U for infinitely many 7, hence A, > n infinitely often, contradicting A; — 0. Therefore every
accumulation point is a solution. In particular, if the solution set is a singleton {7*}, then the whole sequence {7’} converges
to 7*. Finally, if there exists a uniform r > 0 such that at every round one can select admissible local parameters with n,(:) >,
Vk,
JETY -JF@Y = >0 Vi
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We see that the process must end in at most
Jmax - J(ﬁo)

n

N <

rounds; otherwise J(7') would eventually exceed Jyax, a contradiction. O

Remark 7. Theorem || highlights the practical implication that the algorithm converges once the regularization parameters
(4, B) are chosen sufficiently large. Intuitively, this condition enforces that the induced global policy from local updates remains
sufficiently close to the local behavioral datasets (measured in KL divergence), and that local policies stay close to the induced
global policy. Under these proximity constraints, the iterative process guarantees monotone improvement of J(7') and thus
ensures convergence.
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