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Abstract
Deploying Large Language Models (LLMs) on resource-

constrained (or weak) devices presents significant challenges
due to limited resources and heterogeneous data distribution.
To address the data concern, it is necessary to fine-tune LLMs
using on-device private data for various downstream tasks.
While Federated Learning (FL) offers a promising privacy-
preserving solution, existing fine-tuning methods retain the
original LLM size, leaving issues of high inference latency
and excessive memory demands unresolved. Hence, we de-
sign FedSpine, an FL framework that combines Parameter-
Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) with structured pruning for ef-
ficient deployment of LLMs on resource-constrained devices.
Specifically, FedSpine introduces an iterative process to prune
and tune the parameters of LLMs. To mitigate the impact of
device heterogeneity, an online Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB)
algorithm is employed to adaptively determine different prun-
ing ratios and LoRA ranks for heterogeneous devices without
any prior knowledge of their computing and communication
capabilities. As a result, FedSpine maintains higher inference
accuracy while improving fine-tuning efficiency. Experimen-
tal results conducted on a physical platform with 80 devices
demonstrate that FedSpine can speed up fine-tuning by 1.4×-
6.9× and improve final accuracy by 0.4%-4.5% under the
same sparsity level compared to other baselines.

1 Introduction

The recent development of Large Language Models (LLMs),
such as OpenGPT and LLaMA, marks a significant milestone
in advancing Artificial Intelligence (AI) [1]. As computational
capabilities on end devices continue to improve, leading tech-
nology companies, including Apple and OpenAI, have intro-
duced LLM-powered and on-device AI applications, such as
Apple Intelligence [2] and ChatGPT mobile apps. These appli-
cations are usually driven by a small model (e.g., with around
3 billion parameters) for on-device inference, and a much
larger server-side model (e.g., the 175 billion parameter GTP-
3 model) for more complicated tasks. The small on-device

model is usually pre-trained or distilled from a larger model
on the server-side with in-cloud centralized data. However,
the heterogeneous and context-specific data generated on end
devices often exhibits distributional shifts from the data on
which LLMs are pre-trained, leading to reduced inference
accuracy. Besides, the limited resources (e.g., computational
and memory resources) of the “weak” devices inevitably re-
strict the sizes of on-device models. Therefore, the data and
resource properties hinder the deployment of LLMs on weak
devices for effective and efficient inference.

To address the data concern, fine-tuning LLMs with on-
device data helps the deployed models to better align with
the unique requirements of downstream tasks, thereby en-
hancing task-specific performance and adaptability. However,
growing privacy concerns and stringent regulations, such as
GDPR [3], restrict the collection and sharing of personal raw
data, making it challenging to gather distributed data from
end devices to centralized servers for LLM fine-tuning. To
break this barrier, Federated Learning (FL) has emerged as a
privacy-preserving distributed machine learning technique
that orchestrates end devices to collaboratively train/fine-
tune models without exposing their raw data [4, 5]. When
it comes to LLMs, directly conducting full parameter fine-
tuning with FL is challenging due to the limited resources
on the devices. For instance, fine-tuning a LLaMA model
with 13 billion parameters requires approximately 100GB of
memory, while most end devices have only 4-12GB of mem-
ory available [6]. To cope with the resource issue, integrating
Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) techniques within
FL presents a compelling solution. PEFT methods, such as
Adapter [7] and LoRA [8], aim to freeze the pre-trained LLM
parameters and update only a few additional parameters (typi-
cally less than 1% of total LLM parameters) [9], facilitating
the implementation of fine-tuning LLMs on weak devices.

While PEFT methods effectively address resource con-
straints during the fine-tuning process, the resulting mod-
els often retain or even increase their original size due to
the introduction of additional parameters. This will lead to
significant inference latency or even unresponsiveness on
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resource-constrained devices, as the computational and mem-
ory demands during inference remain high. To alleviate these
issues, model pruning has emerged as a promising technique
to reduce the number of model parameters and computational
footprint. Pruning techniques can be classified into unstruc-
tured pruning and structured pruning. Unstructured pruning
produces highly sparse models [10, 11] but hardly provides
inference speedup without specialized hardware support. In
contrast, structured pruning [12–15], which removes groups
of structured parameters such as attention heads and feed-
forward neurons (FFN), significantly decreases model size,
improves inference speed and lowers memory usage. In this
work, we focus on adopting a structured pruning approach.

Intuitively, integrating PEFT and structured pruning of-
fers promise for enhancing both accuracy and efficiency of
on-device LLM inference. However, recent studies [12, 16]
indicate that directly combining PEFT with structured prun-
ing will lead to significant performance degradation, as the
two techniques have not been jointly optimized. For exam-
ple, CPET [16] applies structured pruning to models fine-
tuned with LoRA, while LLMPruner [12] adopts a sequen-
tial approach: first pruning the model, and then using LoRA
fine-tuning to restore performance. However, this separa-
tion of pruning and fine-tuning results in suboptimal per-
formance [11, 17], as verified in §2.2. To address these lim-
itations, APT [15] introduces an adaptive framework that
iteratively prunes and fine-tunes the parameters of LLMs,
achieving significant improvements in both fine-tuning and
inference performance. However, these studies including APT
are specialized and implemented for centralized scenarios in
the cloud, which raises significant privacy concerns due to the
need for data collection from end devices. Moreover, they al-
ways incur substantial computational and memory overheads,
which cannot be directly applied to end devices considering
their limited resources.

To this end, we propose FedSpine, a novel and the first
(to our best knowledge) FL framework that combines struc-
tured pruning and PEFT to enhance inference efficiency of
on-device LLMs. Specifically FedSpine introduces an itera-
tive process to prune and fine-tune model parameters. In each
round, devices download the updated LoRA weights from the
server and perform local pruning on the frozen model. After-
ward, the pruned model is fine-tuned on local data and the
updated weights are sent back to the server for aggregation.
However, apart from resource limitation, one critical issue
complicates the design of FedSpine, i.e., device heterogeneity.
Specifically, end devices are typically equipped with different
computational chips and located in diverse regions, causing
their computational and communication capabilities to vary
significantly, even by more than tenfold times [18,19]. If iden-
tical pruning and fine-tuning settings, such as uniform prun-
ing ratios and LoRA ranks, are assigned across devices, those
with weak capabilities may become system stragglers [20],
resulting in considerable competition time lags and decreased

fine-tuning efficiency. Thus, it is worthwhile to design effec-
tive strategies to mitigate the impact of device heterogeneity.

To cope with these issues, FedSpine adaptively assigns ap-
propriate pruning ratios and LoRA ranks for devices in each
round to mitigate the straggler effect caused by device hetero-
geneity. Regarding the observations in §2.4, the potential ac-
curacy degradation incurred by structured pruning of different
ratios could be compensated by adaptive assignment of LoRA
ranks. Higher LoRA ranks help to achieve accuracy gains
but come with the cost of increased resource overhead (e.g.,
memory usage and communication time). Conversely, lower
LoRA ranks reduce resource consumption but may compro-
mise accuracy recovery. Therefore, FedSpine should jointly
determine proper pruning ratios and LoRA ranks across de-
vices through iterative optimization so as to maximize the
fine-tuning efficiency and minimize accuracy loss.

In a nutshell, our work makes the following contributions:

• We propose FedSpine, an innovative federated fine-
tuning framework that enhances both inference accuracy
and efficiency of on-device LLMs. This framework inte-
grates adaptive pruning on the frozen model and LoRA
ranks on the LoRA modules to effectively address the
challenges posed by device heterogeneity.

• FedSpine employs a Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) based
online learning algorithm to adaptively learn the quan-
titative relationship between resource consumption and
model performance. The algorithm determines proper
pruning ratios and LoRA ranks for heterogeneous de-
vices without any prior knowledge of their capabilities.

• We conduct comprehensive experiments to evaluate the
performance of FedSpine on a physical platform con-
sisting of 80 NVIDIA Jetson devices. The results show
that FedSpine speeds up fine-tuning by 1.4×-6.9× and
improves accuracy by 0.4%-4.5% compared to baselines.

2 Preliminaries and Motivations

2.1 Integrating LoRA into FL: Benefits and
Potential Challenges

LLMs have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in language
understanding and generation. Before deployment, two crit-
ical steps are involved: 1) pre-training LLMs from scratch
with extensive computational resources and tremendous text
corpora; and 2) fine-tuning pre-trained LLMs to fit various
downstream tasks. With the utilization of on-device data, fine-
tuning allows LLMs to align more closely with specific task
requirements, thereby enhancing task-specific performance.
As depicted in Figure 1, full parameter fine-tuning (Full-FT)
for RoBERTa on SST-2 can improve accuracy of 2%-3%
compared to direct deploying LLMs on end devices without
fine-tuning (w/o FT).
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Table 1: Inference performance of LLaMA-7B with different
pruning ratios on SST-2.

Pruning ratio 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Inf. Time (ms) 62.5 56.0 49.8 43.5 37.3

Inf. Memory (GB) 17.6 17.0 16.5 15.9 15.4

However, performing Full-FT on resource-constrained de-
vices within standard FL frameworks is challenging due to
the extensive parameters of LLMs, which leads to significant
computational and communication overhead in both model
tuning and aggregation. To address this, PEFT methods have
emerged as potential solutions that could obtain comparable
performance to Full-FT with reduced resource costs. Among
these methods, LoRA [8] stands out as the most popular fine-
tuning technique for LLMs. Specifically, LoRA injects train-
able low-rank decomposition matrices into each layer of an
LLM, while freezing all pre-trained parameters of the LLM.
By selectively updating and transmitting the trainable low-
rank matrices, LoRA seeks to enhance fine-tuning efficiency.

To evaluate the effectiveness of LoRA for federated fine-
tuning of LLMs, we compare its performance with that of
Full-FT on RoBERTa and LLaMA-7B. As shown in Figure 1,
LoRA-based fine-tuning brings 34.7%-46.2% memory usage
savings across different models. Figure 2(a) shows the fine-
tuning time on a batch of data and the amount of exchanged
parameters for both methods. We observe that LoRA-based
fine-tuning achieves more than 2.1× speedup in training, and
reduces the amount of exchanged parameters by 50× than
Full-FT. These results underscore LoRA’s potential to miti-
gate computational and communication bottlenecks, making it
a viable candidate for incorporation into FL to save resources.

Nevertheless, integrating FL with LoRA for LLMs still
poses potential challenges. Fine-tuned models often retain or
even increase in model size due to the additional parameters
introduced, leaving issues of high inference latency and ex-
cessive memory demands unresolved. As shown in Figure
1, peak memory usage during inference remains substantial,
even with a small batch size of 8, often exceeding the capacity
of resource-constrained devices. For example, LLaMA-7B
inference can surpass the memory limits of most end devices,
which typically offer only 4-12GB of memory [6]. Moreover,
all existing federated fine-tuning methods fail to accelerate
inference, underscoring the need to reduce model size for
effective deployment on resource-constrained devices.

2.2 Combination of Pruning and Fine-tuning
Structured pruning for LLMs [12, 15, 16, 21] focuses on re-
moving consistent blocks in transformer layers (e.g., attention
heads, FFN neurons, and hidden dimensions). As a result, the
resulting model contains fewer parameters, improving infer-
ence efficiency and reducing memory usage. Table 1 illus-
trates the inference benefits of structured pruning by showing
the inference latency and memory usage of LLaMA-7B on
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Figure 1: Peak memory footprint and test accuracy of different
fine-tuning methods and inference.

SST-2 with a batch size of 8 by varying pruning ratios. As the
pruning ratio increases, the model size becomes smaller and
can achieve more inference speedup and memory savings.

Recent works have explored combining fine-tuning and
structured pruning to optimize LLM deployment on devices.
Methods such as LLMPruner [12] and CPET [16] adopt differ-
ent sequential strategies to combine these techniques. LLM-
Pruner begins by pruning the model and subsequently ap-
plying LoRA-based fine-tuning to recover its performance.
In contrast, CPET reverses the sequence, performing LoRA-
based fine-tuning before applying structured pruning. How-
ever, both methods rely on a strict separation of pruning
and fine-tuning stages, often leading to suboptimal perfor-
mance [11, 17]. To conquer this issue, APT [15] introduces
a novel framework that alternates between pruning and fine-
tuning iteratively, resulting in notable improvements in both
fine-tuning and inference performance. Nevertheless, APT is
designed specifically for centralized cloud settings, making it
unsuitable for deployment on resource-constrained devices.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of iterative optimization
of pruning and fine-tuning, we compare three approaches: 1)
Prune+FedLoRA: pruning the model first, followed by feder-
ated LoRA-based fine-tuning, 2) FedLoRA+Prune: federated
LoRA-based fine-tuning followed by pruning, and 3) an it-
erative approach (i.e., APT) adapted to federated settings,
referred to as FedAPT. In each round of FedAPT, each de-
vice downloads the updated LoRA weights from the server
and performs several fine-tuning iterations (e.g., 20). This is
followed by a local model pruning process, after which the
updated LoRA weights are sent back to the server for aggre-
gation. For these experiments, we adopt the same pruning
strategy as in APT, i.e., gradient-guided pruning, to efficiently
estimate the importance of pre-trained weights. All participat-
ing devices are assigned the same pruning ratio. The results,
as shown in Figure 2(b), demonstrate that FedAPT achieves
superior performance compared to other methods regardless
of the pruning ratio. For example, when the pruning ratio is
0.3 for all devices, FedAPT improves the final accuracy by
0.5%-1.7% compared with other methods. This highlights the
importance of iterative optimization in leveraging the bene-
fits of both pruning and fine-tuning in FL. Therefore, we are
inspired to design an FL framework to iteratively perform
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Figure 2: The results of preliminary experiments (p and r separately denote pruning ratio and LoRA rank). (a) The fine-tuning
time and exchanged parameters of LoRA and Full-FT for RoBERTa on SST-2; (b) Test accuracy of three methods after reaching
the target pruning ratio on SST-2; (c) Ranked completion time consumed by heterogeneous devices with identical pruning ratios
and LoRA ranks in one round; (d) The fine-tuning process of FedAPT with different pruning ratios and LoRA ranks.

structured pruning while simultaneously conducting efficient
fine-tuning. Although FedAPT demonstrates superior perfor-
mance compared to other methods, it may fail to cope with
device heterogeneity, which has been validated in §2.3.

2.3 Impact of Device Heterogeneity
Due to device heterogeneity, computational and communi-
cation time will vary significantly across devices in each
round. When identical pruning ratios are adopted, devices
with limited memory and computational capabilities become
bottlenecks during model fine-tuning. This forces strong de-
vices to wait for weak ones (also called stragglers) for global
LoRA aggregation, significantly reducing fine-tuning effi-
ciency. Moreover, most PEFT-based federated fine-tuning
schemes [9, 22, 23] assign identical and fixed LoRA ranks to
all devices, overlooking the impact of device heterogeneity.

To evaluate the negative impacts of device heterogene-
ity, we conduct experiments with FedAPT for fine-tuning
RoBERTa on MNLI [24] using 80 NVIDIA Jetson devices.
Specifically, we select three types of devices (i.e., AGX, TX2,
and NX devices) and configure them to operate in different
modes and network bandwidths to simulate heterogeneous
computational and communication capabilities (see §5 for
more details). We record the ranked completion time of all
devices in a round, with identical LoRA ranks (i.e., 8) and
pruning ratios (i.e., 0.2) assigned. As shown in Figure 2(c),
there is a significant disparity in computational and commu-
nication time across devices. The strongest device requires
only 70% of the time taken by the weakest device to complete
one round, resulting in approximately 30% of the strongest
device’s time being idle and inefficiently utilized.

2.4 Motivations for Adaptive Pruning and
Fine-tuning

To further explore the effect of different pruning ratios
and LoRA ranks on fine-tuning, we conduct a set of pre-
experiments using FedAPT for fine-tuning the RoBERTa

model on MNLI over 100 rounds. The fine-tuning processes
are presented in Figure 2(d) and we can observe the key
findings as follows. 1) Larger pruning ratios can lead to per-
formance degradation and slower model convergence. For
example, increasing the pruning ratio from 0.2 to 0.3 results
in a 1.4% drop in accuracy and requires additional time for
convergence. 2) Larger LoRA ranks help recover model per-
formance but come with more per-round time consumption.
Under the same pruning ratio of p = 0.3, models with a larger
LoRA rank (r = 32) achieve 0.9% higher accuracy but re-
quire approximately 23.3% more total time across all rounds
compared to models with a lower LoRA rank (r = 8).

The above results highlight the importance of carefully
determining pruning ratios and LoRA ranks, underscoring
the need for joint optimization. To deal with device hetero-
geneity and minimize the straggler effects during fine-tuning,
it is essential to dynamically assign different pruning ratios
and LoRA ranks based on the memory, computational and
communication capabilities of heterogeneous devices. How-
ever, determining the optimal pruning ratios and LoRA ranks
remains challenging, as it demands balancing the inference
accuracy and fine-tuning efficiency, which is the primary ob-
jective of our method.

3 System Overview

In this section, we introduce the overall workflow of Fed-
Spine (as illustrated in Figure 3). The working procedure
of FedSpine typically involves a certain number of rounds.
Each round contains five main stages to “refine” the LLMs as
follows, which are performed iteratively until the on-device
LLMs are progressively pruned to the target pruning ratio.

1⃝ Configuration Update. At the beginning of round t
(t ≥ 1), the server utilizes the state information collected in
the previous round (e.g., local loss changes) to adaptively
determine the refining configurations (i.e., LoRA ranks and
pruning ratios) for each device in the current round(§4.1).

2⃝ LoRA Distribution. The server distributes the LoRA
weights updated in the previous round, and the refining con-
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Figure 3: Overview of FedSpine’s workflow.

figurations to all devices.
3⃝ Model Pruning. Devices efficiently estimate the impor-

tance of the weights in their original LLMs by employing the
gradients of LoRA obtained in the previous round. According
to the received refining configurations, unimportant weights
are progressively pruned until the designated pruning ratio is
reached (§4.2).

4⃝ Model Fine-tuning. Each device shrinks the received
LoRA weights based on its assigned LoRA rank and combines
them with its local LLM to assemble a full model. The assem-
bled model is then fine-tuned on the local dataset for several
iterations while recording key state information. Once prun-
ing and fine-tuning are complete, the updated LoRA weights
and recorded state information are transmitted back to the
server for aggregation and configuration updates (§4.3).

5⃝ LoRA Aggregation. Upon receiving the LoRA weights
from all devices, the server performs adaptive global aggrega-
tion. In FedSpine, we adopt a heterogeneity-aware weighted
aggregation strategy to effectively handle the heterogeneous
LoRA ranks across devices (§4.4).

4 FedSpine Design
Herein, we will elaborate on the technical details of four criti-
cal stages, i.e., Configuration Update, Model Pruning, Model
Fine-tuning, and LoRA Aggregation.

4.1 Algorithm for Configuration Update
In this section, we first formalize the problem in FedSpine
and then propose an online learning algorithm to adaptively
determine the pruning ratios and LoRA ranks for devices.

4.1.1 Problem Definition

In FedSpine, there are N devices, each device i ∈ [1,N] keep-
ing its local data Di. For a frozen weight matrix W0

i ∈Rd×k of

LLMs on device i, LoRA constrains its update ∆W ∈Rd×k by
representing it with a low-rank decomposition W0

i +∆W =
W0

i +BA, where B ∈ Rd×r and A ∈ Rr×k are two globally
trainable parameters. Here, d and k denote the input and out-
put dimensions of the frozen weight matrix, and the rank r
satisfies r ≪ min(d,k). The completion time T t

i of device
i in round t includes local computational time T t

i,comp and
communication time T t

i,comm, i.e., T t
i = T t

i,comp +T t
i,comm, both

influenced by the pruning ratios and LoRA ranks. The total
latency for each round is determined by the "weakest" device,
expressed as maxi{T t

i }, resulting in idle time for stronger
devices. The average waiting time across all devices is:

Γ
t =

1
N

N

∑
i=1

(max{T t
i }−T t

i ) (1)

To conquer these inefficiencies, the optimization problem
in FedSpine aims to minimize the global loss F while ensuring
that device parameters achieve a target pruning ratio pT

i after
T fine-tuning rounds and maintaining efficiency constraints:

min
∆W

1
N

N

∑
i=1

1
| Di | ∑

di∈Di

Fi(Wi;∆W;di)

s.t.


1− size(Wt

i)

size(W0
i )
≥ pt

i ▷ Preference Constraint

Γt ≤ ε ▷ Efficiency Constraint
∀t ∈ [0,T ],∀i ∈ [1,N]

(2)

where Fi is local loss function, di is a batch of data samples in
Di and ε is a positive constant close to zero. According to Eq.
(2), a higher pruning ratio reduces computational and memory
demands during inference but sacrifices inference accuracy.
Conversely, fine-tuning with a larger LoRA rank requires
more time and memory usage but accelerates model conver-
gence with better performance. FedSpine balances inference
accuracy and fine-tuning efficiency by assigning different
pruning ratios and LoRA ranks.
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Algorithm 1: Smooth Upper Confidence Bound for
device i

1 for Each round t = {1,2, . . . ,T} do
2 for Each partition region St

j ∈ St do
3 Calculate upper confidence bound

Ut(St
j) = R̄t(λ,St

j)+ ct(λ,St
j);

4 Choose the partition region St
j =Ut(St

j);
5 Select the pruning ratio pt

i and rt
i from the St

j;
6 if The diameter of St

j is larger than δ then
7 Split St

j with pt
i and rt

i to form St+1;

8 else
9 St+1 = St ;

10 Record the completion time T t
i of device i;

11 Calculate the reward R(pt
i,r

t
i);

4.1.2 Multi-Armed Bandit Based Algorithm

Due to the complex and varying nature of federated environ-
ments (e.g., heterogeneous device capabilities), it is infeasible
to predefine the optimal values of the pruning ratio and LoRA
rank for all devices in each round. Therefore, we propose a
Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB) based online learning algorithm
to dynamically determine the model refining configurations,
i.e., pruning ratios and LoRA ranks, for heterogeneous devices
in real-time without any prior knowledge of their capabilities.

Generally, the optimization problem in Eq. (2) can be mod-
eled as an MAB problem, where the server acts as the player,
and the decisions of pruning ratio and LoRA rank represents
the arms. In each round t, the server decides which arm of the
bandit is pulled, and a reward in Eq. (3) will be collected after
the decision. The Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) policy
is commonly used to address Multi-Armed Bandit (MAB)
problems [25]. Traditionally, UCB was developed for discrete
decision spaces. However, in FedSpine, the pruning ratios
form a continuous range, varying between [0,1]. To overcome
this, we extend the UCB policy to handle continuous arms
and introduce the Smooth Upper Confidence Bound (S-UCB),
as described in Algorithm 1.

Specifically, S-UCB creates agents for different devices and
a decision tree is used to adaptively learn arm space partitions.
Considering the progressive pruning process in FedSpine, the
pruning ratio pt in round t must exceed the ratio pt−1 from the
previous round. In round t, each agent maintains a sequence
of finite partitions of the arm space St = {St

1,S
t
2, . . . ,S

t
lt} with

∪lt
j=1St

j = [pt−1, ptarget ]× [rmin,rmax], where lt is the number
of partition regions and may vary over time. These partition
regions could be regarded as leaves in the decision tree. The
MAB treats the problem as a finite-arm bandit problem with
respect to the partition regions, and selects the partition region
that maximizes the upper bound of a confidence interval for
the expected reward. After determining the pruning ratio pt

i

and LoRA rank rt
i for each device i, the chosen partition region

is split further into multiple regions to form the new partition
St+1, allowing the decision tree to grow adaptively as the
algorithm proceeds. S-UCB halts the extension of the decision
tree when the leaf diameters (region diameters) fall below a
threshold δ, which defines the granularity of pruning ratio and
LoRA rank exploration. Upon receiving all LoRA modules
from devices, the server can obtain the completion time T t

i of
device i (∈ [1,N]). Then, the agent observes a reward from its
interactive environment, which has a crucial impact on future
decisions. The reward in round t can be defined as follows:

R(pt
i,r

t
i) =

∆F t
i ·∆p · I(Btotal

i )

∆T t
i

(3)

where ∆F t
i indicates the decrease in local loss during round t

and ∆T t
i = |T t

i − 1
N ∑

N
i′=1 T t

i′ | represents the gap between the
completion time of device i and the average completion time.
A smaller gap implies that the chosen pruning ratio and LoRA
rank better align with the device’s capabilities, resulting in
a higher reward. FedSpine aims to determine proper LoRA
rank for device i to obtain the LoRA module with higher
importance, i.e., I(Btotal

i ). The pruning granularity in round
t is denoted by ∆p = pt

i − pt−1
i , then a larger granularity is

more likely to lead to a higher final pruning ratio, thereby
yielding greater inference gains.

Thus, S-UCB aims to maximize the total received rewards
by carefully balancing exploration and exploitation. It em-
ploys an exploration-exploitation strategy to select the most
suitable arm from the partitioned space, and seeks to balance
exploiting arms that have performed well in the past with
exploring arms that may yield higher rewards in the future.
The exploitation and exploration are defined as follows:

(1)Exploitation. Let Nt(λ,St
j) = ∑

t−1
s=1 λt−s

1{(ps
i ,r

s
i )∈St

j}
record the number of times that the partition region St

j is
chosen, where λ ∈ (0,1) is a discount factor. The indicator
function 1{(ps

i ,r
s
i )∈St

j} is 1 when the action (ps
i ,r

s
i ) ∈ St

j and 0
otherwise. The discounted empirical average is given by

R̄t(λ,St
j) =

1
Nt(λ,St

j)

t−1

∑
s=1

λ
t−sR(ps

i ,r
s
i )1{(ps

i ,r
s
i )∈St

j} (4)

(2) Exploration. If the agent always selects the pruning ra-
tio and LoRA rank from the partition it currently considers the
best, it may overlook another partition with a higher expected
reward. To address this, S-UCB incorporates an exploration
term into the upper bound. Let nt(λ) = ∑

lt
j=1 Nt(λ,St

j) hold
and the discounted padding function is defined as:

ct(λ,St
j) =

√
2lognt(λ)

Nt(λ,St
j)

(5)

The upper confidence bound in S-UCB is defined as:

Ut(St
j) = R̄t(λ,St

j)+ ct(λ,St
j) (6)
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The region St
j with the largest Ut will be chosen. To achieve

this, S-UCB adaptively learns the partitions and determines
the pruning ratios and LoRA ranks for all devices without any
prior knowledge. The performance of the arm-pulling policy
is evaluated by regret, defined as the difference between the
expected reward from selecting the optimal arms (p∗i ,r

∗
i ) and

the reward obtained by the given policy. The goal of S-UCB
is to minimize the cumulative regret over T rounds.

min
T

∑
t=1

E(R(p∗i ,r
∗
i )−R(pt

i,r
t
i)) (7)

4.2 Model Pruning
To enhance the performance of LLM fine-tuning with hetero-
geneous data, FedSpine employs a loss-based pruning strategy
that adaptively prunes redundant LLM parameters for various
downstream tasks. Given that the importance of LLM parame-
ters varies across different downstream tasks, FedSpine needs
to dynamically determine pruning ratios for heterogeneous
devices, which will be elaborated in §5. Once the specific
pruning ratio pt

i is determined for device i in round t, the
device performs model pruning on its local frozen weight W0

i .
For structured pruning of LLMs, the goal is to remove the
weights with minimal impact on the model’s predictions, as
indicated by their effect on the loss function. Let Wm,n

i ∈ W0
i

on device i represent the weight connecting the m-th input
to the n-th output in local model’s weight W0

i . Then, the im-
portance of Wm,n

i can be quantified by measuring its impact
on the loss after removal. The induced error of Wm,n

i can be
denoted as

I(Wm,n
i ) =

(
Fi(W0

i )−Fi(W0
i |W

m,n
i = 0)

)2
(8)

Computing I(Wm,n
i ) is computationally expensive. Hence, the

first-order Taylor expansion could be used to approximate the
importance of Im,n

i following [17]:

Î(Wm,n
i ) = (Wm,n

i · ∂Fi

∂Wm,n
i

)2 (9)

However, in PEFT, gradients of frozen weights are not di-
rectly accessible and only the gradients of LoRA weights
are computed during model fine-tuning. APT [15] evalu-
ates weight importance by calculating the product of acti-
vations and their gradients, which demands substantial com-
putational resources and memory. To this end, a LoRA-guided
criterion [21] that leverages the gradients of LoRA is intro-
duced to evaluate the importance of LLM weights effectively.
By setting the weight (BA)m,n

i = −Wm,n
i when the weight

Wm,n
i ∈ W0

i is removed, we can estimate the importance of
Wm,n

i using following gradient-based manner:

Îm,n
i (Wm,n

i ) =[(
∂Fi

∂Bm,:
i

A:,n
i +Bm,:

i
∂Fi

∂A:,n
i

− ∂Fi

∂Bm,:
i

∂Fi

∂A:,n
i
)·

(Wm,n
i +(BA)m,n

i )]2 (10)

This pruning criterion only requires the computation of
gradients for A and B with the approximation in Eq. (10),

effectively circumventing the issue of inaccessibility of gra-
dients for the frozen LLM. Drawing inspiration from previ-
ous work [12, 26], FedSpine prunes heads for the Attention
layer and channels for the FNN layer, respectively. However,
in structured pruning, it is essential to consider that pruned
weights may exhibit dependencies with other weights due
to their interconnected nature. Specifically, the weight de-
pendency rule in FedSpine follows the approach in [12, 27].
Let the set of linear layers Ψ = {query,key,value,out} and
Φ = { f f n1, f f n2} (or Φ = {gate,up,down} for LLaMA
models) denote the weight dependency for Attention and
FNN layers, respectively. We treat the connected weights
within each model group as a unit, ensuring that all weights
within the same group are pruned simultaneously. Note that
pruning partial weights in a group is avoided as it may lead
to misaligned intermediate representations [12]. Hence, we
estimate the group importance by summing the importance
of all weights within the same group. Then, the importance
of the g-th (g ∈ {1, . . . ,G}) group of the l-th layer can be
formally denoted as:

Θ̂
l,g
i = ∑

Wm,n
i ∈G

Î(Wm,n
i ) (11)

where Θ̂l
i ∈ R1×G represents the importance of groups, G

denotes a set of connected weights within a group and G is
the number of candidate groups in the l-th layer.

After several fine-tuning iterations (e.g., τ = 20 in our ex-
periment), we estimate the weight importance for each group
by calculating the moving average with η ∈ [0,1] as

Θ
l,g
i,k = ηΘ

l,g
i,k−1 +(1−η)Θ̂

l,g
i,k (12)

where Θ
l,g
i,k denotes the group importance scores at the k-th it-

eration. After repeating τ iterations, we could obtain Θ
l,g
i,τ and

then prune the unimportant groups based on the derived prun-
ing ratio from our MAB-based algorithm in §4.1.2. Specifi-
cally, each device applies a binary mask Ml

i ∈ {0,1}1×G for
each pruned layer, and then selects the top pt

i% unimportant
groups and sets the corresponding binary masks Ml,g

i to 0,
while others are as 1. Regarding the binary masks, the for-
ward propagation for each pruned layer can be denoted as
z = (W0

i x+BAx)⊙M, where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard prod-
uct between the masks and their corresponding matrices.

4.3 Model Fine-tuning
FedSpine is designed to dynamically assign LoRA ranks
for heterogeneous devices during fine-tuning to enhance
model performance. To balance the performance gains against
the additional computational and communication costs, we
adaptively assign larger LoRA ranks for stronger devices to
improve model performance, while weaker devices receive
smaller LoRA ranks to mitigate the straggler effect. As a
result, we recover the performance of the pruned LLM on
each device without slowing down model convergence. To
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determine which devices should be allocated the larger LoRA
ranks, FedSpine first calculates the importance of each de-
vice’s LoRA modules. Specifically, the importance of each
LoRA module is represented as the summation of the param-
eter importance within matrix B, i.e., I(Bi) = ∑m,n I(Bm,n

i )1.
We add LoRA modules into the linear layer Ω = {Ψ,Φ}
within each LLM transformer layer. Thus, the importance of
LoRA modules within the l-th layer is calculated as follows:

I(Bl
i) = ∑

σ∈Ω

∑
m,n

I(Bm,n
i,σ ) (13)

To enhance the evaluation of LoRA module importance, we
incorporate singular values into the assessment of the matrix
B. Larger singular values indicate that the associated weights
capture more critical information, thus we characterize the
importance of weights using the average singular value of
each trainable weight. The overall importance of the LoRA
module for device i can be formulated as:

I(Btotal
i ) = ∑

l
I(Bl

i)+
1
d1

d1

∑
s=1

d2

∑
e=1

λ
e
i,s (14)

where λe
i,s denotes the e-th singular value of the s-th LoRA

module on device i, with d1 and d2 representing the total
number of LoRA modules and singular values in the s-th
LoRA module, respectively. Efficient fine-tuning is achieved
by increasing the LoRA rank of devices with higher I(Btotal

i )
values. The LoRA rank rt

i is determined using a MAB-based
algorithm (see §4.1.2). To ensure fine-tuning stability when
increasing LoRA ranks and converting Bt

i ∈Rd×rt
i , At

i ∈Rrt
i×k

to Bt+1
i ∈ Rd×rt+1

i , At+1
i ∈ Rrt+1

i ×k, we concatenate zeros in
Bt

i and random Gaussian initialized parameters N(0,σ2) in
At

i , following the LoRA initialization method. This ensures
that the layer’s output remains unchanged before and after
new parameters are added. When smaller LoRA ranks are
adopted for device i, the downloaded LoRA weights At

i and
Bt

i are shrunk using Λ(At+1
i ,Bt+1

i ,rt+1
i ), which reduces the

LoRA weights to the smaller rank rt+1
i .

4.4 LoRA Aggregation
FedSpine allows each device to upload LoRA modules B
and A instead of the full model during the fine-tuning, which
reduces the communication and aggregation overhead. How-
ever, the heterogeneous LoRA modules with different ranks
from all devices cannot be aggregated directly. A straightfor-
ward way is using zero-padding to all the received LoRA mod-
ules with rt

i <maxi{rt
i} and then performing simple averaging

over the modules. However, such aggregation has been shown
to bias the model toward higher-rank devices [28]. Therefore,
before aggregation, FedSpine first reconstructs these LoRA
modules to the full model as

∆Wt
i = Bt

i ·At
i (15)

1The importance scores calculated using Bi and Ai are equal.

Then, the server sums the LoRA modules with aggrega-
tion weights ct

i which are proportional to the importance of
devices’ LoRA modules, i.e.,

∆Wt+1
i =

1
N

N

∑
i=1

ct
i ·∆Wt

i (16)

where ct
i = I(Btotal

i )/∑i∈N I(Btotal
i ). The updated global LoRA

modules are stored in the server and will be distributed to par-
ticipating devices for further fine-tuning, or be combined with
pruned LLMs to perform inference for various downstream
tasks. Alongside the LoRA aggregation process, the server
should utilize the collected state information to determine the
refining configurations for different devices in the next round,
aiming to balance efficiency and accuracy.

5 Implementation and Evaluation

5.1 System Implementation
We have implemented FedSpine prototype with about 3k lines
of custom code using FedPETuning [29], an open-source
platform for federated fine-tuning. The prototype adopts a
server-device architecture tailored for LLM deployment on
resource-constrained and heterogeneous devices, including
Jetson TX2, NX, and AGX. The software platform is built
on Docker Swarm [30]) and Pytorch [31]. Docker Swarm,
a distributed software development kit, facilitates building
distributed systems and provides real-time monitoring of each
device’s operational status. PyTorch supports the implemen-
tation of model fine-tuning on devices, offering platform in-
dependence while leveraging platform-specific backend ac-
celeration. To accelerate on-device fine-tuning, we leverage
NVIDIA-provided development packages2 to fully exploit
the hardware capabilities of Jetson devices. Communication
between the server and devices is streamlined through MPI
(Message Passing Interface) [32], which offers efficient data
exchange with functions such as comm.send(data, dest, tag)
and comm.recv(source, tag).
Hardware. For the implemented prototype system, we em-
ploy an AMAX deep learning workstation, which is equipped
with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8358P CPU, 8 NVIDIA
GeForce RTX A6000 GPUs (each with 48GB memory), and
512 GB of RAM, as the server. Besides, we incorporate 80
NVIDIA commercial developer kits as devices, including 30
Jetson TX2 kits, 40 Jetson NX kits, and 10 Jetson AGX kits,
to establish a heterogeneous system. The detailed technical
specifications of these devices are listed in Table 2.
Simulation of System Heterogeneity. To simulate the
heterogeneous computing and communication capabilities
among devices, the prototype system is configured as follows:

• For Computation. These devices (i.e., Jetson TX2, NX, and
AGX) are configured to work with different modes, where

2https://forums.developer.nvidia.com/t/pytorch-for-jetson/72048
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Table 2: Technical specifications of end devices.
AI Performance GPU ROM

TX2 1.33 TFLOPS 256-core Pascal 8 GB LPDDR4
NX 21 TOPS 384-core Volta 8 GB LPDDR4x

AGX 22 TOPS 512-core Volta 32 GB LPDDR4x

the number of active CPU cores and CPU/GPU frequency
levels can be adjusted to work with varying computing
capabilities. Specifically, TX2 supports four configurable
modes, while NX and AGX offer eight modes. Devices
working in different modes exhibit diverse capabilities.
For example, compared to the TX2 with mode 1 (i.e., the
lowest performance mode), the AGX with mode 0 (i.e., the
highest performance mode) can shorten the training time
by 100×. To further reflect the time-varying on-device
resources, each mode of device is randomly adjusted every
20 rounds.

• For Communication. All devices are connected to the
server via 2.4 GHz WiFi routers and are randomly shuffled
into four groups placed at varying distances, i.e., 2m, 8m,
14m, and 20m far away from the WiFi routers in the proto-
type system. Consequently, the communication bandwidth
between the server and each device fluctuates dynamically,
influenced by random channel noise and inter-device in-
terference. The bandwidth between each device and the
server is measured by iperf3 [33], which varies between
1Mb/s and 30Mb/s during training.

5.2 Experimental Setup
Datasets and Models. We evaluate the performance of
FedSpine on real-world datasets across three applications,
with the statistics of each dataset summarized in Table 3:

• Sentiment Analysis: We adopt Stanford Sentiment Tree-
bank (SST-2) [24] dataset, which consists of movie re-
views annotated with human sentiments. For this task, we
employ the RoBERTa model [34] with 110M parameters.

• Textual Entailment: The Multi-Genre Natural Language
Inference (MNLI) dataset from the GLUE benchmark [24]
is adopted. The task is to predict whether one sentence can
be inferred from another. The model employed on MNLI
is the same as that on SST-2, i.e., RoBERTa.

• Question Answering: LLaMA-7B is fine-tuned on dolly-
15K [35], partitioned across 8 heterogeneous AGX devices
based on the categories of questions. We evaluate its per-
formance with four tasks on HELM [36]. Recently, the
industry has focused on deploying models with approxi-
mately 8 billion parameters on terminal devices [37, 38].

Setting of Data Heterogeneity. To simulate various degrees
of statistical heterogeneity, we partition the datasets by using
the Dirichlet distribution as the class priors [39]. In particular,

Table 3: Statistics of datasets in experiments.
Dataset Training samples Testing samples Metric

SST-2 [24] 67,349 1,821 Accuracy
MNLI [24] 392,702 9,815 Accuracy
Dolly [35] 15,015 NA Accuracy

we sample D ∼ Dir(α) and allocate data Di to device i, where
α determines the degree of non-IID. A smaller α generates a
high label distribution shift, while a larger α indicates more
balanced distributions. As α → ∞, all devices have identical
distributions (i.e., IID); as α → 0, each device holds data
samples from only one class, which indicates a high degree
of statistical heterogeneity. We specify 4 values for α (10,
1.0, 0.5, 0.1) to generate diverse data distributions. Unless
otherwise specified, our experiment uses a default Dirichlet
parameter setting of α = 0.5.
Baselines. We measure the effectiveness of FedSpine
through comparing it with four approaches. (i) HETLoRA
[28]. This method allows devices to fine-tune different local
models with heterogeneous LoRA layers to deal with device
heterogeneity. (ii) FedLoRA [9] + Prune [13]. FedLoRA is
a foundational method to federated LoRA-based fine-tuning,
as introduced in [9]. We pair it with Mask Tuning, a SOTA
post-training structured pruning method based on fisher in-
formation. (iii) LLMPruner [12] + FedLoRA. LLMPruner is
the state-of-the-art task-agnostic pruning method for LLMs
that prunes its blocks or channels based on salience metrics,
while using LoRA for fast performance recovery. We com-
pare FedSpine to LLMPruner combined with the FedLoRA
method on the same data to ensure a fair comparison. (iv)
FedAPT. APT [15] adaptively identifies LLMs’ pruning and
tuning parameters during fine-tuning. Although we apply
APT in a federated setting (see §2.2), it fails to account for
device heterogeneity. For fair comparisons, we implement the
above pruning baselines with iterative fine-tuning and pruning,
where the pruning process for all methods is progressive.
Metrics. The following metrics are adopted to evaluate the
performance of FedSpine and baselines.

• Test Accuracy: We measure the accuracy of models trained
by different approaches on the test datasets, defined as the
proportion of correctly predicted data. Specifically, we
evaluate the average test accuracy of the local model (a
combination of the local LoRA module and LLMs) on
devices in each round, and record the final test accuracy
across all methods.

• Training Metrics: We record training peak memory and
the total wall clock time required to fine-tune a model to
achieve a target accuracy. For a fair comparison, the target
accuracy is set as the achievable accuracy by all methods.

• Inference Metrics: We report the inference time and peak
memory for each device on their respective datasets.
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Table 4: The LLaMA-7B model performance of FedSpine and baselines under 30% sparsity.
Method HellaSwag MMLU BoolQ OBQA Avg. (↑) Train. Time (↓) Train. Mem. (↓) Inf. Time (↓) Inf. Mem. (↓)

HETLoRA 77.1 43.2 76.8 56.5 63.4 100% 100% 100% 100%

FedLoRA + Prune 67.9 25.7 65.0 41.8 50.1 176.2% 95.5% 84.7% 62.5%
LLMPruner + FedLoRA 68.2 24.9 65.6 41.3 50.0 159.4% 95.5% 83.4% 67.9%
FedAPT 69.3 30.8 66.4 42.6 52.3 252.6% 127.1% 87.9% 64.1%
FedSpine (Ours) 71.2 36.6 67.5 42.7 54.5 97.3% 81.6% 85.3% 63.2%

Table 5: The RoBERTa model performance of FedSpine and
baselines under 50% sparsity.

Methods SST-2 MNLI Train.
Time (↓)

Train.
Mem. (↓)

Inf.
Time (↓)

Inf.
Mem. (↓)

HETLoRA 96.6 85.7 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Fed. + Prune 95.7 84.9 285.7% 89.3% 49.6% 78.8%
LLM.+ Fed. 95.5 83.3 364.3% 89.3% 49.1% 79.2%

FedAPT 96.0 84.3 492.9% 132.7% 52.3% 83.1%
FedSpine 96.4 86.0 71.4% 114.5% 51.4% 81.6%

Critical Hyper-parameters. By default, all experiments
will run 100 rounds to ensure that the target pruning ratio is
achieved, and pruning will stop when the target pruning ratio
is reached on the device. We use a mini-batch size of 32, 16,
10 for SST-2, MNLI, and dolly. The learning rate is set as
0.0005 [9, 40]. The ranks of FedLoRA are set to 32, while
the ranks of HETLoRA are set within {2, 4, 8, 16, 32} [28].
The inference test batch size is 128 for RoBERTa and 32
for LLaMA-7B [15], respectively. All pruning baselines and
FedSpine have the same local fine-tuning steps, i.e., 20.

5.3 Numerical Results

Overall performance. We investigate the performance of
FedSpine and baselines when deployed across heterogeneous
devices. The results in Table 5 show that FedSpine always
achieves comparable accuracy to HETLoRA on RoBERTa,
demonstrating that its adaptive pruning ratios and LoRA ranks
do not compromise model performance. As shown in Table 4,
for LLaMA-7B models with 70% of parameters retained, Fed-
Spine recovers 86.0% model performance on average while
using only 81.6% the training memory compared to HET-
LoRA. Additionally, FedSpine significantly reduces training
time, achieving a speedup of 1.4×-6.9× over baselines.
Figure 4 illustrates the test accuracy with time passed on SST-
2 and MNLI and Table 4 shows the performance of differ-
ent methods for fine-tuning LLaMA-7B. From these results,
we derive three major observations. Firstly, FedSpine outper-
forms HETLoRA in training speed and requires substantially
less time to achieve comparable accuracy. For instance, Fed-
Spine takes 1150.6s to achieve 83% accuracy for RoBERTa
on MNLI, while HETLoRA takes 1610.8s. FedSpine provides
1.4× speedup compared to HETLoRA. While HETLoRA al-
lows heterogeneous devices to hold different LoRA ranks,
it does not incorporate any parameter reduction techniques
and the performance gap of heterogeneous devices is not
entirely eliminated. Furthermore, FedSpine demonstrates su-

perior inference performance compared to HETLoRA due to
its reduction in model parameters.
Secondly, FedSpine converges much faster than FedAPT, and
achieves a speedup of nearly 4.1× for RoBERTa on SST-2.
This is because FedAPT accelerates fine-tuning with uniform
LLM pruning and LoRA rank assignments across devices,
which fail to account for their heterogeneity. Since the pruned
models and assigned LoRA ranks are the same size, weaker
devices may delay global aggregation. Unfortunately, uniform
pruning can even affect end-task performance, as it fails to
consider the sensitivity of downstream tasks to model param-
eters, leading to over-pruning or under-pruning on certain de-
vices. For example, FedSpine achieves 1.7% higher accuracy
than FedAPT on MNLI. In contrast, FedSpine dynamically
prunes local models and adjusts LoRA ranks according to
the heterogeneity of devices. These customized pruning and
LoRA module adjustments, aligned with each device’s capa-
bilities, lead to a substantial acceleration in LLM fine-tuning.
Thirdly, FedSpine consistently demonstrates significant ad-
vantages over other pruning baselines (i.e., FedLoRA+Prune
and LLMPruner+FedLoRA) in both training speed and accu-
racy performance. Specifically, FedSpine outperforms over
FedLoRA+Prune, providing a 4.0× speedup and achieving a
1.1% accuracy improvement on MNLI. Compared with LLM-
Pruner+FedLoRA, FedSpine achieves about 5.1× speedup
and 2.7% accuracy improvement on MNLI, correspondingly.
While both methods allow iterative structured pruning and
fine-tuning in our setting, they fail to account for the device
heterogeneity. Moreover, the lack of coordination between
pruning and fine-tuning results in suboptimal performance
and poor fine-tuning efficiency. In contrast, FedSpine employs
adaptive pruning and fine-tuning strategies to achieve superior
performance. It dynamically assigns smaller pruning ratios
and lower LoRA ranks to slower devices, reducing local train-
ing time, while allocating larger pruning ratios and higher
LoRA ranks to faster devices to preserve model performance.
Consequently, FedSpine maintains higher performance while
improving fine-tuning efficiency.
Effect of Device Heterogeneity. To further evaluate the per-
formance of FedSpine under heterogeneous scenarios, we de-
ploy FedSpine and baselines across the devices with different
heterogeneity levels, i.e., Low, Medium, High. For Low, we se-
lect 10 AGX devices with the strongest capabilities (see Table
2) placed 2m from the WiFi routers. For Medium, we select 5
AGX devices placed 2m away from the routers, and 5 NX de-
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of RoBERTa on SST-2
and MNLI.
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Figure 5: Completion time under different heterogeneous
levels.

vices placed 8m away. For High, we select 3 AGX devices (2m
from the routers), 3 NX devices (8m away), and 4 TX2 devices
(14m away). For our experiments, the desired target accuracy
of SST-2 and MNLI is 95% and 80%, respectively. Figure 5
shows the required time to reach the target accuracy under dif-
ferent heterogeneous scenarios. We observe that, from Low to
High, the required time to reach the target accuracy increases
accordingly. This is expected because less capable devices
are introduced into the system and devices are further away
from WiFi routers. Nevertheless, FedSpine still takes less
time to reach the target accuracy compared with the baselines.
When fine-tuning RoBERTa on MNLI in the heterogeneity
level of High, FedSpine achieves 2.36×, 1.47×, 2.66×, 2.91×
speedup compared to FedLoRA+Prune, HETLoRA, LLM-
Pruner+FedLoRA, and FedAPT, respectively. Moreover, the
performance gap widens with the increase of heterogeneity
level. For example, FedSpine improves the performance over
FedLoRA+Prune by 1.27× in Low, 2.85× in Medium, and
4.2× in High for RoBERTa on SST-2. This is because Fed-
Spine determines the appropriate pruning ratios and LoRA
ranks for the weak devices that are newly introduced into the
system, so that each device can still train the model that best
suits its capability, leading to a slight increase in completion
time. These results demonstrate that FedSpine is robust for di-
verse heterogeneous scenarios and can fully utilize the limited
resources of devices.
Effect of Non-IID Data. We proceed to investigate how
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Figure 6: Completion time under different non-IID levels.

FedSpine performs under varying levels of non-IID data dis-
tributions. Figure 6 illustrates the time required for FedSpine
and baselines to reach the target accuracy across different
levels of non-IID data (α = 10, 1.0, 0.5, 0.1). We set the tar-
get accuracy of SST-2 and MNLI as 95% and 83%. From
the results, we observe that all approaches suffer from per-
formance degradation with the increase of non-IID levels.
Since the LoRA modules fine-tuned on non-IID data differ
across devices, aggregating these divergent LoRA modules
may degrade the fine-tuning performance and result in more
rounds to achieve convergence. Despite this, FedSpine still
outperforms the baselines across all non-IID levels with the
slightest increase in the completion time. For instance, even
in the non-IID level of α = 0.1, FedSpine can reduce the com-
pletion time by 64.1%, 38.9%, 41.3%, and 58.2% compared
to FedLoRA+Prune, HETLoRA, LLMPruner+FedLoRA, and
FedAPT for RoBERTa on SST-2. These results highlight the
effectiveness and robustness of our framework in handling
non-IID data distribution.
Ablation Study. FedSpine employs two core strategies, i.e.,
adaptive pruning (AP) and adaptive fine-tuning (AT) for het-
erogeneous devices to enhance its performance. To evaluate
the impact of these components, we conduct an ablation study
by removing AP and AT and the results are presented in Table
6 and Table 7. In the first case, we disable AP and only fine-
tune LLMs with adaptive tuning strategies. In such settings,
FedSpine can be recognized as FedLoRA with dynamic LoRA
ranks for each device. Therefore, the inference efficiency
of the fine-tuned LLMs is comparable to those fine-tuned
with HETLoRA. Without pruning, the model performance
of RoBERTa and LLaMA achieves a higher accuracy than
FedSpine. In addition, we observe that the RoBERTA with
FedSpine w/o AP requires 11.6% less training time than Fed-
Spine while costing only 97.7% of memory. Meanwhile, the
training memory cost of FedSpine without AP will be higher
than that of FedLoRA+Prune since the total LLM parameters
number is fixed, yet the tuning parameter number of FedSpine
will grow larger than static FedLoRA tuning. In the second
case, we disable AT where tuning parameters are static when
pruning RoBERTa and LLaMA-7B models. Without AT, the
model performance decreases to 94.9% and 84.3%. At the
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Table 6: Ablation effect of adaptive pruning.
Method SST-2 MNLI Train. Time (↓) Train. Mem. (↓)
FedSpine 96.4 86.0 71.4% 114.5%
w/o AP 96.3 85.8 65.8% 97.7%
w/o AT 94.9 84.3 92.8% 104.5%

Table 7: Ablation effect of adaptive fine-tuning.
Method HellaSwag MMLU BoolQ QBQA Avg. (↑) Train. Mem. (↓)
FedSpine 71.2 36.6 67.5 42.7 54.5 81.6%
w/o AP 78.3 47.2 76.8 58.7 65.3 97.4%
w/o AT 70.4 35.8 66.3 41.4 53.5 82.3%

Table 8: Impact of different τ. “Average” denotes the average
performance on four classification datasets.

τ 10 20 30 40
SST-2 96.1 96.4 96.0 95.8

MMLU 85.8 86.0 85.6 85.3
Avg. (↑) 54.3 54.5 54.1 53.8

same time, AT speeds the model converge 34.2% faster than
HETLoRA. When ablating AT in LLaMA model pruning, as
shown in Table 7, we observe that AT recovers the model per-
formance under 30% pruning setting (54.5 compared to 53.5).
we conduct that AT substantially improves LLM fine-tuning
speed and end-task performance.
Effect of iteration frequency τ. We explore the impact of
different iteration frequencies, i.e., the number of local fine-
tuning iterations before each round of pruning, on the final
model performance. As shown in Table 8, the experimental re-
sults indicate that our default frequency (τ = 20) achieves the
best performance. Additionally, when pruning is too frequent
(τ = 10), we observe that the model may not have enough iter-
ations to recover through fine-tuning, resulting in inaccurate
importance estimation. Furthermore, excessive fine-tuning
between pruning iterations (τ = 40) causes the globally up-
dated LoRA weights to drift toward the local data and thus
deteriorates the model performance.

6 Related Works

Federated Fine-tuning of LLMs. LLMs have shown re-
markable success across various domains, including CV, NLP,
etc. While on-device fine-tuning of LLMs can improve the
performance on downstream tasks, privacy concerns limit the
collection of distribution data from end devices. Federated
Learning (FL) [4] offers a promising solution to this chal-
lenge. For instance, FedNLP [41] provides a benchmarking
framework to evaluate FL methods on NLP tasks. To address
resource constraints on devices, most recent efforts resort to
Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) technique, among
which LoRA [8] and Adapter [7, 42, 43] are the most popular
methods. For example, FedAdapter [44] utilizes adapters to
accelerate model convergence in FL. FedPipe [20] leverages
low-rank adapters [8] to improve training speed and accuracy.
FeDeRA [45] adopts singular value decomposition to further

enhance the efficiency of LoRA-based fine-tuning.
Pruning of LLMs. LLM pruning can generally be cate-
gorized into structured and unstructured pruning. Unstruc-
tured pruning [46, 47] prunes sparse parameters in LLMs,
which requires dedicated hardware support for efficiency im-
provements. Meanwhile, structured pruning [12, 14, 26] re-
moves groups of parameters (e.g., MHA heads, FFN neu-
rons, and model dimensions) for ubiquitous inference effi-
ciency gains in a hardware-agnostic way. LLMPruner [12]
combines first-order term and Hessian information for struc-
tured pruning. Structured pruning of hidden dimensions, as
shown by [48], extends to embeddings and attention heads.
Sherared-LLaMA [49] introduces a mask learning phase to
identify prunable components.
Combining Pruning and PEFT. Combining pruning and
PEFT has the potential to improve both fine-tuning and in-
ference efficiency. CPET [16] applies different task-agnostic
model compression methods to models fine-tuned with LoRA,
but the performance degradation becomes notable specifically
when structured pruning is employed. Similarly, PST [50]
and DSEE [51] combine unstructured pruning with efficient
fine-tuning, which hardly achieves acceleration on practical
hardware. LoRAPrune [21] and APT [15] integrate structured
pruning of the LLMs with PEFT. However, these methods are
tailored for centralized cloud-based scenarios, which cannot
be applied to end devices in FL with limited resources. For
instance, APT requires calculating the product of activations
and their gradients to estimate the weight importance, which
incurs substantial computational and memory overhead. Fur-
thermore, arbitrarily applying these methods to FL settings
must consider one crucial factor, i.e., device heterogeneity.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we design and implement FedSpine, a novel
FL framework that combines structured pruning and PEFT to
enhance the fine-tuning and inference efficiency of on-device
LLMs. Specifically, we iteratively prune and tune the param-
eters of LLMs, achieving significant improvements in both
fine-tuning and inference performance. We then propose an
MAB-based online learning algorithm to adaptively deter-
mine pruning ratios and LoRA ranks for different devices
to conquer their heterogeneity. Extensive experiments reveal
that FedSpine outperforms baselines in both convergence per-
formance and speed, providing a speedup of 1.4-6.9× with
the improvement of final model accuracy by 0.4%-4.5%.
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