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Abstract

Fine-tuning large-scale pre-trained models via
transfer learning is an emerging important
paradigm for a wide range of downstream tasks,
with performance heavily reliant on extensive
data. Federated learning (FL), as a distributed
framework, provides a secure solution to train
models on local datasets while safeguarding raw
sensitive data. However, FL networks encounter
high communication costs due to the massive
parameters of large-scale pre-trained models, ne-
cessitating parameter-efficient methods. Notably,
parameter efficient fine tuning, such as Low-Rank
Adaptation (LoRA), has shown remarkable success
in fine-tuning pre-trained models. However, prior
research indicates that the fixed parameter budget
may be prone to the overfitting or slower conver-
gence. To address this challenge, we propose a
Simulated Annealing-based Federated Learning
with LoRA tuning (SA-FedLoRA) approach
by reducing trainable parameters. Specifically,
SA-FedLoRA comprises two stages: initiating and
annealing. (1) In the initiating stage, we implement
a parameter regularization approach during the
early rounds of aggregation, aiming to mitigate
client drift and accelerate the convergence for the
subsequent tuning. (2) In the annealing stage,
we allocate higher parameter budget during the
early "heating’ phase and then gradually shrink the
budget until the ’cooling’ phase. This strategy not
only facilitates convergence to the global optimum
but also reduces communication costs. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that SA-FedLoRA is
an efficient FL, achieving superior performance to
FedAvg and significantly reducing communication
parameters by up to 93.62%.

1 Introduction

The advent of the pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm in
machine learning, such as BERT and GPT, has revolutionized
the traditional model training and generalization technique.
Pre-trained foundation models, such as Swin Transformer
[Liu et al., 2021b] and Vision Transformer [Dosovitskiy et

al., 20201, have achieved significant success in speeding up
convergence and delivering superior performance across var-
ious downstream tasks [Lin et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023b].
Pre-training is a self-supervised learning method, training
on large datasets to capture general features for initializa-
tion, facilitating efficient domain-specific fine-tuning of pre-
trained models and thus saving time compared to the tra-
ditional method training from scratch [Chen et al., 2022a;
Pan et al., 2022]. However, acquiring large-scale datasets
for pre-training is particularly challenging in sensitive fields
like finance and medicine due to privacy concerns and regu-
latory restrictions [Kairouz et al., 2021]. Federated learning
(FL) offers a promising privacy-preserving solution by en-
abling multiple data owners to collaboratively train a global
model without sharing sensitive data. Specifically, local
clients download the global pre-trained model from the cen-
tral server and update the model based on their datasets. The
local model parameters will be uploaded to the server to ag-
gregate a new global model for future training and inference
[Almanifi ef al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023]. This iterative pro-
cess, however, introduces heavy communication burdens on
the resource-limited FL systems due to the massive parameter
size of pre-trained foundation models [Sun er al., 2022].

Previous studies of communication-efficient FL, such as
model compression [Konecny et al., 2016] and one/few-shot
communication [Zhou et al., 2020; Park et al., 2021] reach
suboptimal performance on the pre-trained models due to the
neglect of the model transfer ability. Recently, parameter-
efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) methods have gained increasing
popularity in the literature by updating only a small fraction
of model parameters (e.g., bias terms) and freezing the sub-
stantial parameters [Houlsby er al., 2019; Zaken er al., 2021;
Jie and Deng, 2023]. Among these, Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) stands out as a representative reparameterization-
based method, that minimizes the number of trainable param-
eters without increasing inference latency, by inserting train-
able rank decomposition matrices alongside the pre-trained
model with original pre-trained weights fixed [Chen et al.,
2023a; Hu et al., 2021]. FedLora, which incorporates LoORA
into the fine-tuning process within a federated framework,
shares low-rank decomposition matrices instead of full pre-
trained parameters, thus alleviating communication overhead
[Yi er al., 2023; Babakniya et al., 2023]. However, the
number of trainable parameters heavily depends on the rank



r. Existing work has observed that less trainable param-
eters with fixed lower rank require more time to converge
while more trainable parameters with fixed higher rank may
lead to overfitting of the global model [Cho er al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2023b]. Therefore, determining trainable pa-
rameters flexibly with the optimal rank in FL setting remains
a challenge. Can we design an efficient algorithm in FL to
dynamically allocate parameter budgets and adaptively adjust
rank, thus accelerating convergence and reducing communi-
cation costs while maintaining accuracy?

In this study, we propose a Simulated Annealing-based
Federated Learning with LoRA tuning (SA-FedLora) ap-
proach by dynamically allocating parameter budgets with
adaptive Lora rank over the communication round. More
specifically, our method consists of two stages: initiating and
annealing. (1) In the initiating stage of FL, we train the full
pre-trained parameters and introduce parameter regulariza-
tion into the pre-trained model to address the issue of incom-
patible optimization direction of local models due to feder-
ated client drift, accelerating the convergence for the subse-
quent annealing stage; (2) In the annealing stage, we allocate
a larger parameter budget with high-rank LoRA during the
early heating phase. This allocation is strategically designed
to encourage the global model to converge to its local optima
quickly. To prevent the global model from getting trapped
into overfitting, we gradually decrease trainable parameters
via adaptively lowering the Lora rank until the start of cool-
ing phase, where the model keeps training with fewer parame-
ter budgets until convergence. Overall, SA-FedLora achieves
comparable performance to FedAvg with significantly lower
communication overhead by adaptively allocating the param-
eter budget during training.

In summary, our contributions are:

* Qur paper proposes Simulated Annealing-based Feder-
ated Learning with LoRA tuning (SA-FedLora) to mit-
igate the communication burden of the pre-training FL
systems by allocating the parameter budget with adap-
tive Lora rank. We divide the training into two stages:
initiating and annealing.

» The initiating stage: each client trains the entire pre-
trained parameters and adds a parameter regularization
method to address the federated client drift and speed
up the convergence; The annealing stage: more param-
eter budgets with high-rank LoRA are allocated to the
early heating phase, and trainable parameters are dy-
namically reduced to the cooling phase by lowering the
Lora rank, which avoids overfitting and reduces commu-
nication costs.

* Experiments have been conducted on the CIFAR-10
dataset and realistic medical Face dataset, demonstrating
that SA-FedLora allows for significantly lower commu-
nication costs by up to 93.62% decline and even slightly
superior performance than FedAvg.

2 Related Works

2.1 Pre-training in Federated Learning

Pre-trained foundation model originated from the natural lan-
guage processing (NLP) area and has boosted state-of-the-art
performance in computer vision and many other application
domains due to its generality and adaptability to various spe-
cialized downstream tasks [Han et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021b;
Dosovitskiy et al., 2020; Radford er al., 2021]. Feder-
ated Learning (FL) first emerged as a distributed privacy-
preserving paradigm in 2016, called FedAvg, allowing lo-
cal clients to train models on their datasets and a central
server to collect local models to aggregate a global model
[McMahan et al., 2017]. Research about the combination
of pre-training and FL can be divided into two directions:
pre-training for FL and FL for pre-training. Pre-training
for FL refers to that pre-trained models improve the infe-
rior effectiveness and robustness of FL due to large-scale
model training from scratch [Tan et al., 2022; Chen et al.,
2022b]. For example, the FL accuracy of pretraining on
ViT and Swin Transformer model outperforms training with
random weight initialization [Qu et al., 2022]. FL for pre-
training means that FL satisfies the huge amount of data re-
quirements for pre-trained model training [Tian et al., 2022;
Babakniya et al., 2023]. However, the scarcity of communi-
cation resources is a primary bottleneck in the FL system,
which restricts the training and sharing of large-scale pre-
trained models with massive parameters.

2.2 Parameter-efficient Fine-tuning in Federated
Learning

Communication efficiency in FL has been extensively stud-
ied in the literature, such as model compression [Koneény
et al., 2016] and one/few-shot communication [Zhou et al.,
2020; Park er al., 2021]. Considering the strong trans-
fer ability of pre-trained models, parameter-efficient fine-
tuning (PEFT) is a prevalent technique when facing today’s
large pre-trained models, which have been categorized into
three main groups, including reparameterization-based meth-
ods, additive methods and selective methods [Lialin et al.,
2023]. Reparameterization-based methods, represented by
LoRA, optimize the number of trainable parameters by lever-
aging low-rank decomposition matrices [Hu et al., 2021;
Yi et al., 2023]. Additive methods, such as Adapters, add
a few parameters between adjacent transformer layers and
only tune these newly introduced modules [Houlsby et al.,
2019; Cai et al., 2022]. Selective methods aim to update
a small fraction of influential components within the model
to achieve comparable performance [Gheini et al., 2021;
Arivazhagan et al., 2019]. Among them, Lora with the ad-
vantage of introducing no inference latency, has widely inte-
grated with FL to mitigate the communication burden. How-
ever, higher-rank Lora with more parameter budget may put
the global model at risk of overfitting while lower-rank Lora
with fewer parameters extends the convergence time [Cho et
al., 2023]. Therefore, it is a challenge to reasonably allocate
the parameter budget with the adaptive rank to boost the effi-
ciency of the FL system with little degradation in accuracy.
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Figure 1: Overview of SA-FedLora framework. SA-FedLora algorithm consists of two stages: initiating and annealing. (1) Initiating
stage: we introduce parameter regularization into the pre-trained model by pulling the global and local model weights. The entire pre-
trained parameters are updated and shared between the server and local clients. (2) Annealing stage: we only update and share the Lora
modules, freezing the pre-trained model. During local training, we decrease the allocated parameter budgets by lowering the Lora rank as the

communication round increases.

3 The SA-FedLora Algorithm

3.1 Overview

An overview of the DCFL framework is shown in Figure 1.
Under the constrained parameter budget, SA-FedLora cuts
down the communication overhead and accelerates the con-
vergence by allocating the parameter budget with adaptive
Lora rank, thus divided into two stages. (1) Initiating stage:
we first initialize the next annealing stage by incorporating
a parameter regularization penalty term into the supervised
loss function to tackle the federated client drift, prohibiting
local models from drifting away from the global optimization
objective. In each iteration of training, the whole pre-trained
parameters are updated with more local epochs and uploaded
to the server with fewer 77 communication rounds. (2) An-
nealing stage: after the initialization, we freeze pre-trained
models and fine-tune Lora modules simultaneously in the lo-
cal training phase. Specifically, inspired by the simulated an-
nealing method, we allocate more parameters budgets with
higher-rank Lora at the early heating phase to approach the
optima of the global model swiftly, and adaptively decrease
the allocated parameters with lower rank to avoid the over-
fitting as the communication round increases to the cooling
phase. The shared light Lora module with few parameters
significantly relieves the communication burden during the
global aggregation phase.

3.2 Initiating Stage

Suppose there are S clients (indexed by s). The local dataset
of client s is defined as Dy = {(X,,Y;)|X,, Vs € R},
where sy is the number of samples of local dataset D,. We
train E local epochs in each communication round and to-
tally aggregate 1" communication rounds (indexed by e and ¢

separately).

The workflow of the traditional FedAvg algorithm is as fol-
lows. In the local training phase, the local objective function
L of client s is the supervised learning loss L ., under the
local model weights Wy:

Ls - Ls,sup = II“—?'(;t,y)NDS [ES (I7 Y3 WG)]a (1)

where L, denotes as the typically cross-entropy loss.

In each epoch, the client computes gradients of the local
loss and updates the model by backpropagation with learning
rate 7:

Wt « We —nVLE. (2)

In the global aggregation phase of FedAvg, the remote
server aggregates the collected local model across the clients
by weighted averaging to generate a new global model. The
global model weights W are calculated as follows:

Wy = Z ||D 3)

where D £ Use ers] Ds represents the sum of local datasets.
Then the global model weight will be distributed to local
clients to initialize each local model for the next round.

The final global optimization objective is to find a group of
global model parameters that minimize the global loss.

|Ds
arg min Ly E 4
W, \D\ @

The initiating stage of SA-FedLora also contains local
training and global aggregation phases. The workflow of the
global aggregation phase is the same as the classical FedAvg.




Algorithm 1: Initiating Stage of SA-FedLora.
Input: Datasets from S clients: Dy, Ds, ..., Dg;
communication rounds 77 ; local epochs E';
hyper-parameter y; learning rate 7).
Output: The final global model parameter W,.
1 Server Aggregation

2 Initialization: pre-trained global model W?;

sfort=0,1,...,77 — 1 do

4 | fors=1,2,...,5do

5 send the pre-trained global model weight
W, to client s;

6 W{ « Client Update(s, W)

7 upload the local weight W to the server
W;—i—l _ Zf ) |‘DDS‘|W75

8 end

9 end

10 Wy < Wng_l.

u Client Update(s, /)

12 fore=0,1,...,F1 —1do

s | LY “sup C’rossEntropyLoss(W£ ‘)

t,e t,e + t,e12
t,e+1 te t,e
15 Wy < Ws —nVLg
16 end
17 return WHE 1

Each client downloads the global pre-trained model from the
central server and uploads the whole updated model parame-
ters for global aggregation. But different from the local train-
ing phase of FedAvg, SA-FedLora applies parameter regu-
larization to the supervised learning loss by minimizing the
{s-norm distance of parameters between the current global
model and each local model, aiming to align the global and
local optima to address the client drift. Thus, the local loss of
equation (1) can be rewritten as:
Ls = Ls ,sup + = ||W W ||2 (5)
The convergence has been analyzed and demonstrated by
previous research [Li ef al., 2020]. Considering the excessive
communication cost of sharing the entire pre-trained model
parameters, we set a high local update epoch F and a low
the communication round 77 of the initiating stage.
The detailed procedure of the initiating stage is outlined in
Algorithm 1.

3.3 Annealing Stage

Lora is a typical reparameterization-based method of PEFT
with the advantage of no inference latency. The low-rank de-
composition matrix (Lora module) AW = BA are injected
alongside the pre-trained weight matrix W € R9*", where
B € R¥" is initialized with zero and A € R"™ " with a
random independent Gaussian coefficients (rank r < d, h).
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Figure 2: Variable rank based on the parameter scheduler. The initial
rank keeps r, until the end round 75 of the heating phase. Then
SA-FedLora follows a cubic, linear or cosine scheduler to gradually
decrease the rank until it reaches the start round 7} of the cooling
phase with the final rank 7.

Thus the output of forward pass yields:
g= W+ AW)x = Wz 4+ BAz, (6)

where the output vectors of Wz and BAx are summed
coordinate-wise.

The proposed SA-FedLora algorithm incorporates LoRA
into the FL framework by using the simulated annealing
method. Specifically, SA-FedLora fine-tunes the large-scale
pre-trained model by dynamically allocating the parameter
with adaptive Lora rank at the annealing stage. We set the
local update epoch to 5 and the communication round to 75
of the annealing stage. Thus, in the local training phase, the
local loss of equation (1) is deduced as:

Ls - Ls,sup = E(z,y)st [ﬁs(l', Y; Ws + AWS)]? (7)

Due to the frozen pre-trained model and trainable Lora
modules, the parameters of the Lora modules are updated via
gradient descent as:

AW« AW — VL. (8)

In the global aggregation phase, we aggregate the Lora
modules of the same weighted averaging method. Based on
the equation (3), we derive the global Lora weights:

AW, = Z ||D . ©)

Accordingly, the objective of DCFL algorithm converts to
train the optimal Lora module parameters that minimize the
global loss:

|D |
inL, = E 10
arg min Ly = \D\ (10)

g

To prevent the fixed low-rank Lora from slowing down the
convergence and the high-rank Lora from overfitting, the pro-
posed SA-FedLora algorithm incorporates LoRA into the FL
framework by using the simulated annealing method. Specif-
ically, SA-FedLora fine-tunes the large-scale pre-trained



model by dynamically allocating the parameter with adaptive
Lora rank r at the annealing stage.

(Parameter Scheduler) As mentioned in Section 1, the
parameter budget is naturally controlled by the adjustment of
rank in the context of Lora. Therefore, we define a parameter
scheduler to adaptively allocate the parameter budget by tun-
ing the rank. As illustrated in Figure 2, the parameter sched-
uler warms up the fine-tuning training in the heating phase for
T, rounds with an initial rank r,, and then follows a sched-
uler to gradually decrease the rank until it reaches the cooling
phase. We fine-tune the model with the final rank r, in the
cooling phase from round 73. Note that the scheduler strat-
egy typically sets the initial rank r, to be 1.5 times of the final
rank 7y, [Zhang er al., 2023a]. For example, if the initial rank
is set to 12, the final rank would not be less than 8. Thus, the
Lora rank 7! of round ¢ can be tuned by parameter scheduler:

Ta, 0<t< T,
Tt = rscheduler(t)7 Ta <t< Tb (11)
T, Ty <t<Tp—1

Regarding the selection of scheduler 7scpequier(t), we
propose three types of schedulers, including cubic sched-
uler [Kurtic and Alistarh, 2022], linear scheduler [Tang et
al., 2018] and cosine scheduler [Dettmers and Zettlemoyer,
2019], which can be defined as follow:

t—T, \*
Teubic(t) =1p + (rg — 7 1-— (12)
welt) =t (ra =) (1= 752
- Ty — Tq .
lenear(t) - Tb _Ta (t Ta) +7rq (13)
1 tmw
cosine(t) = = 1 N 14
r (t) 2( +COSn(Tb—Ta)> (14)

The detailed procedure of the annealing stage is outlined in
Algorithm 2.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and Models

To validate the efficiency of SA-FedLora, we conduct experi-
ments on two transformer models: Swin-T [Liu et al., 2021b]
model and Query2Label [Liu ef al., 2021a] model on CIFAR-
10 dataset [Krizhevsky er al., 2009] and a real-world private
medical Face dataset, respectively. To further validate our FL
method in more challenging settings, we construct a health-
care dataset of Face data with multi-label disease tasks, in-
cluding 9 types of diseases (e.g., hyperlipidemia, malignancy
lung). Each disease can be binarized the labels to positive and
negative. The CIFAR-10 dataset and Face dataset are manu-
ally partitioned into 5 and 4 clients, respectively. For a fair
comparison, all models used in this paper are pre-trained on
ImageNet [Deng ef al., 2009]. The datasets and correspond-
ing models are summarized in Table 1.

Algorithm 2: Annealing Stage of SA-FedLora.

Input: Datasets from S clients: D1, D, ..., Dg;
communication rounds 75; local epochs Es;
learning rate 7; the final global model
parameter of initiating stage W ; initial rank
r4; final rank r;; end round of heating phase
T,; start round of cooling phase 7.

Output: The final global Lora parameter AW,.

1 Server Aggregation

2 Initialization: global Lora weight AWY;
sfort=0,1,...,75 — 1do

4 Lora rank ! of Lora module AWgt —

Parameter Scheduler(?)
5 fors=1,2,...,5do

6 send the global model weight W, and
global Lora weight AW to client s;
7 AW{ < Client Update(s, W,, AW)
8 upload the local Lora weight AW! to the
server AW/ = S ||DDS‘|AW§
9 end
10 end

1u AW, AWgTrl.
12 Parameter Scheduler(t)

Ta, 0<t<T,
rt = Tscheduler(t); Ta <t< Tb
Tp, Tb <t< T2 -1

13 Tscheduler (t) 1s defined as equation (12), (13) or
14

n C(liel)lt Update(s, W,, AW})

15 fore=0,2,...,Fy —1do

16 L';:iup « CrossEntropyLoss(W,+ AWS"”G)

t,e t,e

17 L™ = Lgsup

18 | AW AW — vLLe

19 end

20 return AWEE21

Dataset CIFAR-10 Medical Face

Task Mult.i-Clalss Multj—Lal?el

Classification Classification

Model Swin-T Query2Label
Size(MB) 105.01 180.61
Optimizer SGD Adam
Learning rate 0.03 0.0001

Table 1: Brief description of datasets, models and hyper-parameters.



Method CC(GB) TC(GB) ACC
Local / / 0.5858
FedAvg 37.94 37.94 0.8510
FedPer 41.01 30.76 0.8656
FedFFT 32.82 13.33 0.9154
FedBit 2.22 / 0.8239
SA-FedLora 2.69 242 0.9050

Table 2: The main result of experiments on the CIFAR-10 dataset.
The converged cost (CC) is the communication cost when the algo-
rithm reaches convergence. The target cost (TC) is the communica-
tion cost when the algorithm reaches an accuracy of 0.85.
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Figure 3: Comparison of different methods in accuracy on the
CIFAR-10 dataset. The curve shows the variation of accuracy over
the communication round.

Implementation Details

Experiments were conducted using Pytorch 2.1.0 with Python
3.11 on NVIDIA A40 GPUs. For the CIFAR-10 dataset, we
choose an SGD optimizer with a learning rate of 0.03 for the
Swin-T model. The maximal communication round of ini-
tiating stage 77 and annealing stage 75 is set to 3 and 80,
respectively. The maximal local epoch of initiating stage E';
and annealing stage F is set to 30 and 2, respectively. For
the Face dataset, we choose an Adam optimizer with a learn-
ing rate of 0.0001 for the Query2Label model. The maximal
communication round 77 and 75 is set to 3 and 50, respec-
tively. The maximal local epoch F; and F-» are set to 30
and 2, respectively. Their specific values will be dynamically
tuned based to the experimental design. Some important im-
plementations are also detailed in Table 1.

Evaluation Settings

We employ communication cost, accuracy (ACC) and Area-
Under-Curve (AUC) metrics to measure the performance
of the CIFAR-10 and the Face dataset. We compare SA-
FedLoRA with 5 baseline methods:

* Local: clients train local models independently;

* FedAvg [McMabhan et al., 2017]: clients train local mod-
els from scratch and all model parameters are updated
and shared;

Method CC(GB) AUC ACC
Local / 0.6800 0.8545
FedAvg 39.51 0.7944  0.8908
FedPer 29.94 0.8378 0.8927
FedFFT 29.63 0.8689 0.8962
FedBit 0.08 0.6611 0.8685
SA-FedLora 3.45 0.8600 0.8892

Table 3: The main result of experiments on the Face dataset.
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Figure 4: Comparison of different methods on the Face dataset. The
bar chart presents the AUC and ACC under the convergence.

e FedPer [Arivazhagan et al., 2019]: clients update the
whole model from scratch, but part of selected layers
are shared and the rest are updated locally as personal-
ized designs;

* FedFFT: clients train and update local pre-trained mod-
els with the full fine-tuning (FFT) method [Babakniya er
al., 2023], and all model parameters are shared;

* FedBit: clients train and update local pre-trained models
with the BitFit method [Zaken et al., 2021], and only
share the bias vectors while freezing everything else.

4.2 Experimental Results

Performances on the CIFAR-10 Dataset

Our study conducts experiments on the natural CIFAR-10
dataset to verify the efficiency and effectiveness. As the main
results in Table 2 show, the converged cost (CC) is the com-
munication cost when the algorithm reaches convergence.
The target cost (TC) is the communication cost when the al-
gorithm reaches an accuracy of 0.85. We divide algorithms
into two groups based on whether they belong to the PEFT
methods. Among all methods, FedBit and SA-FedLora are
included in the PEFT. Our proposed SA-FedLora is a more ef-
ficient FL framework with lower communication costs com-
pared to all algorithms except FedFFT. For instance, SA-
FedLora is greater than FedAvg with improvement of accu-
racy by 6.35% and decline of the CC by 92.91% and TC
by 93.62%. We can observe from the Figure 3 that FedBit
even can not achieve the target accuracy due to the few train-
able bias terms, although it’s initialized by the pre-trained
model and saves the communication costs. In addition, the
Local method performs worst due to the scarcity of avail-
able data. FedPer reduces the communication overhead due



Mode Initiating  Annealing CIFAR-10 Face

Stage Stage CC(GB) ACC | CC(GB) AUC
M1 (FedLora) 1.66 0.8650 1.96 0.8556
M2 vV 1.71 0.8828 2.04 0.8567
M3 vV 2.64 0.8978 3.37 0.8583
M4 (SA-FedLora) vV v/ 2.69 0.9050 3.45 0.8600

Table 4: Ablation study of the initiating stage and annealing stage.

Scheduler | CC(GB) ACC
Cubic 2.69 0.9050
Linear 2.77 0.8962
Cosine 2.86 0.8956

Table 5: Analysis of cubic, linear and cosine scheduler on the
CIFAR-10 dataset.

to its preservation of personalized layers. FedFFT is the upper
bound among all algorithms since it fine-tunes the full model
parameters based on the pre-trained weights and biases.

Performances on the Face Dataset

To further demonstrate the efficiency of SA-FedLora in more
complex scenarios, we compare the performance of different
algorithms on a healthcare Face dataset with the multi-label
disease task, where AUC is a more common indicator after
the training convergence to diagnose diseases in the medi-
cal field. As the Table 3 illustrated, SA-FedLora reduces the
CC by 91.27% and improves the AUC of FedAvg by 8.26%,
achieving the comparable performance in ACC simultane-
ously. Results in Figure 4 reveal the optimal AUC and ACC
of the FedFFT among all methods. FedPer outperforms the
Fedavg resulting from the mitigation of heterogeneity in FL.

Ablation Study

In this subsection, we conduct an ablation study to discuss
the impact of the initiating stage and annealing stage. The
M1 mode is the standard FedLora with a fixed parameter bud-
get, and the M4 mode is our SA-FedLora with additional pa-
rameter regularization and annealing parameter budget. As
illustrated in Table 4, SA-FedLora outperforms the FedLora
with the imoprovement of ACC by 4.62% for the CIFAR-10
dataset and that of AUC by 5.14% for the Face dataset. The
initiating stage of M3 and M4 improves the performance due
to the parameter regularization mitigating the client drift, but
increases the communication cost simultaneously owing to
the shared all model parameters. Note that the rising cost of
the initiating stage is acceptable since it is negligible com-
pared to the total cost of traditional FedAvg. The annealing
stage of M2 and M4 also has a positive effect on the per-
formance due to the dynamical search for global optima, but
puts more communication overhead owing to more parameter
budget in the early heating phase.

Scheduler Analysis

We analyze the performance of three schedulers on the
CIFAR-10 dataset. Different schedulers own different rank
durations, thus influencing the parameter budget allocation.

For example, we can see from Figure 2 that the cubic sched-
uler between round 1, and 7} is a convex function and the
cosine scheduler is a concave function. Therefore, the cu-
bic scheduler drops rapidly and takes more time on the lower
rank. Results in Table 5 indicate that the cubic scheduler im-
proves the ACC of the worst cosine scheduler by 1.05% and
reduces the converged cost (CC) by 0.17GB, which demon-
strates that decreasing to the low rank earlier is more benefi-
cial for the parameter allocation of the SA-FedLora.

5 Conclusion

This paper proposed a more efficient FL approach, called
Simulated Annealing-based Federated Learning with LoRA
tuning (SA-FedLora) to reduce communication costs with
comparable performance. The SA-FedLora consists of two
stages: the initiating stage and annealing stage. (1) The ini-
tiating stage introduces parameter regularization into the su-
pervised learning and updates all pre-trained model weights;
(2) The annealing stage incorporates the Lora method with
the FL framework and dynamically allocates the parameter
budget by adaptively adjusting the rank of Lora. Experimen-
tal results have demonstrated that SA-FedLora achieved su-
perior performance and mitigated the communication burden
compared to baseline algorithms. Although this work has
shown its efficiency and effectiveness on the classical CIFAR-
10 dataset and a real medical dataset, more complicated sce-
narios and tasks have not yet been discussed thoroughly in
this work (e.g., the heterogeneous FL). For future work, we
expect to take advantage of the current scheme and design a
more generic framework for the FL system.
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