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ABSTRACT

Cardiovascular disease (CVD) and cardiac dyssynchrony are
major public health problems in the United States. Precise
cardiac image segmentation is crucial for extracting quan-
titative measures that help categorize cardiac dyssynchrony.
However, achieving high accuracy often depends on central-
izing large datasets from different hospitals, which can be
challenging due to privacy concerns. To solve this problem,
Federated Learning (FL) is proposed to enable decentralized
model training on such data without exchanging sensitive in-
formation. However, bandwidth limitations and data hetero-
geneity remain as significant challenges in conventional FL
algorithms. In this paper, we propose a novel efficient and
adaptive federate learning method for cardiac segmentation
that improves model performance while reducing the band-
width requirement. Our method leverages the low-rank adap-
tation (LoRA) to regularize model weight update and reduce
communication overhead. We also propose a Rate-My-LoRA
aggregation technique to address data heterogeneity among
clients. This technique adaptively penalizes the aggregated
weights from different clients by comparing the validation
accuracy in each client, allowing better generalization per-
formance and fast local adaptation. In-client and cross-client
evaluations on public cardiac MR datasets demonstrate the
superiority of our method over other LoRA-based federate
learning approaches. Code can be accessed here.

Index Terms— Federated Learning, Fine-tuning, Low-
rank, Cardiac Segmentation, Magnetic Resonance Imaging

1. INTRODUCTION
Cardiac dyssynchrony, where the heart’s ventricles beat out
of sync, worsens heart failure prognosis, with up to 60% of
patients dying within four years [1]. Advances in diagnostic
tools like cardiac MRI (cMRI) are crucial in addressing this
issue [2]. Accurate segmentation of the left ventricle cavity
(LVC), myocardium (LVM), and right ventricle cavity (RVC)
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Bandwidth Constraints:
Not able to transfer full weight 

model between client and 
server within reasonable time

Difference in dataset size:

Client 1 Client 2 Client 3

26 patients 64 patients 70 patients

Fig. 1. A demonstration of our FL scenario. it shows a sce-
nario where the bandwidth limits the transfer of the model
with full weights. Additionally, the dataset exhibits size im-
balance; one hospital has half the patients compared to others.

in cMRI is essential for analyzing cardiac dyssynchrony, par-
ticularly in measuring LVM wall displacement [3]. Deep
learning has significantly improved automated segmentation
[4, 5, 6, 7], aiding in this analysis. However, centralized
learning methods, which require data sharing across hos-
pitals, raise privacy concerns [8]. Federated learning (FL)
[9, 10, 11, 12] addresses these by allowing model training
across sites without direct data sharing. While FL protects
patient privacy and leverages diverse data, it faces challenges
such as data heterogeneity across hospitals [13]. Differences
in equipment, protocols, and patient populations result in
non-IID data, which can hinder model performance. Limited
bandwidth in resource-constrained hospitals also complicates
participation in FL, potentially excluding valuable data and
amplifying biases [14], as demonstrated in Fig. 1,2.

Researchers have made efforts to address the challenges
of highly heterogeneous data, but the issues remain. Stripelis
et al. [15] introduced a federated learning framework where
clients’ weights are determined by the validation performance
of models from other clients. While effective, this method is
resource-intensive, requiring each client to validate all other
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Fig. 2. Demonstration of the highly non-IID data on federated
learning. Due to different imaging equipment, the style of the
images across clients differs, as in the red box.

models. Xu et al. [16] proposed evaluating clients’ models on
a server using an additional dataset, assigning weights based
on performance. However, this may reduce generalization by
favoring models that excel on the server’s validation set.

Furthermore, previous works that attempted to address
the convergence of highly heterogeneous data [15, 16] usu-
ally overlooked communication efficiency between clients.
To tackle this issue, Low-rank adaptation (LoRA) [17] has
emerged as an effective method for fine-tuning large-scale
models in federated learning. Unlike traditional fine-tuning,
which updates all model parameters, LoRA introduces train-
able low-rank matrices within the model’s weight matrices.
This reduces the computational load on clients with limited
hardware and significantly cuts communication overhead by
transmitting only the compact LoRA parameters instead of
full model weights. LoRA’s rank constraints also provide reg-
ularization, improving generalization in few-shot scenarios
where full-rank fine-tuning may overfit [18, 19, 20, 21]. Fed-
PETuning [22] combines LoRA with FedAvg [9] to achieve
similar performance with reduced communication costs, but it
fails to account for data heterogeneity, leading to performance
loss after merging.

To address this limitation, we introduce Rate-My-LoRA,
a novel method designed to enhance the extraction of gener-
alizable features in federated learning and enable efficient lo-
cal adaptation with minimal training. Our approach begins
by evaluating each client’s LoRA adapters on their valida-
tion sets, followed by applying an adaptive penalization term
when merged LoRAs show performance declines. This pro-
cess mirrors the iterative refinement seen in diffusion models,
which have proven effective in solving inverse problems and
editing [23, 24, 25]. This encourages the learning of general-
izable knowledge, improving model robustness across diverse
data. The method also dynamically adjusts the size of LoRA
adapters based on local training set size to prevent overfitting.
Our contributions are: (i) Rate-My-LoRA enhances both in-
client and cross-client accuracy in LoRA-based FL, (ii) exten-
sive evaluations show superior performance over other meth-
ods, and (iii) it reduces bandwidth usage by up to 94% per
communication round.

2. METHODS

Fig. 3 provides a visual representation of our proposed LoRA-
based federated learning approach. In essence, we fine-tune
a low-rank adapter within each client using local datasets and
subsequently merge these adapters using our novel Rate-My-
LoRA aggregation method.
Problem formulation. We consider a scenario with |C|
clients, where each client c possesses a local dataset Dc.
The goal is to find a global model M∗ that satisfies the
following condition: Denote C is the set of all clients,
M∗ = argmin{Mc}

∑
c∈C f(Mc,Dc). In general, the lo-

cal objectives measure the local empirical risk over the local
dataset Dc is defined as f(Mc) := 1

|Dc|
∑

x∈Dc f(Mc;x),
Mc = M0 +

∑
k∈C,k ̸=cAk + Ac

T+1 where M0 is the
pretrained model, T is the communication rounds, A is the
learned low-rank adapter.
Federated learning framework with LoRA aggregation.
In order to allow more hospitals to participate in training and
remove the barrier of communication constraint, we integrate
the federated learning framework with Low-Rank Adap-
tation. With federated learning, no personally-identifiable
patient data will be transferred in any part of the train-
ing process. The core idea of LoRA is to constrain the
weight update on the model by a low rank decomposition:
W = W0 + A = W0 + BA, where W0 ∈ Rd×k and
B ∈ Rd×r, A ∈ Rr×k and r ≪ min(d, k). By using
low-rank decomposition, the number of parameters requir-
ing fine-tuning and transmission between client and server is
drastically reduced compared to full-weight fine-tuning. This
not only alleviates communication bottlenecks but also acts
as a form of regularization, limiting the model’s capacity to
memorize local datasets. Consequently, the generalizability
of the aggregated model is enhanced, particularly in few-shot
scenarios where overfitting is a concern [18, 20, 26, 27], as
utlined in Alg. 1.
The proposed Rate-My-LoRA method. With conven-
tional methods for merging LoRA adapters, includes average
weightingM =M0+

1
|C|

∑
c∈C Ac or weighting by dataset

size M = M0 + 1∑
c∈C |Dc|

∑
c∈C |Dc|Ac (FedPETuning),

it is common to see a drastic accuracy drop after merging the
adapters. In average weighting, the aggregated model often
becomes biased towards clients with shared features, as their
models converge in similar directions during training. This
can lead to an overemphasis on common features, reducing
the model’s ability to generalize to unique client data. With
FedPETuning, where merging weights are based on dataset
size, the model risks overfitting to the client with the most
data. This dominant client’s model can overshadow others,
resulting in a model that performs well on their data but
poorly on others, limiting overall generalization.

Both conventional methods compromise the generaliz-
ability of the collaborative model in different ways. To
overcome this and improve the robustness of the aggregated
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Fig. 4. Our Rate-My-LoRA method that utilizes on-client data for evaluating the performance gains/losses of the aggregated
model and adaptive adjust the aggregation weight of each adapter to achieve overall performance.

Algorithm 1 The proposed Rate-My-LoRA method
Central server do:

1: Load pretrained networkM.
2: Inject and initialize LoRA adapters ∀c ∈ C,Bc

0, A
c
0 to

M.
3: DistributeM, Bc

0, A
c
0 to clients.

4: for each communication round t ∈ 1, ..., T do
5: for all each client c ∈ C do in parallel
6: Bc

tA
c
t ← TrainLocal(M+

∑
k∈C Bk

t−1A
k
t−1) ▷

Collect adapter from client c
7: end for
8: for all each client c ∈ C do in parallel
9: P t

c ← Evaluate MA
t on client c and return the

evaluation metric
10: end for
11: Update Bc

t+1 with Rate-My-LoRA adaptive learning
weight wt(c), indicated in Eqn. 1

12: Distribute Bc
t+1, A

c
t+1

13: λ = λ× 0.95 ▷ Update lambda
14: end for

model, we propose a novel approach. After client-side train-
ing, each client uploads its learned LoRA adapter weights to
the server, which then redistributes them to all clients. Each
client evaluates the aggregated model on its local validation
set and reports the accuracy back to the server. This accu-
racy score indicates how well each adapter captures common
features across clients. By comparing the current accuracy to
the previous round, we can penalize adapters that reduce gen-
eralizability by introducing a penalty term. The weight for
each LoRA adapter is determined using the hyperparameter
λ, defined as follows:

wt(c) =

{
1− λ ∃i ∈ C s.t. P i

t < P i
t−1 and P c

t > P c
t−1

1 otherwise
(1)

where P c
t is the client c validation accuracy at time t. Note

that wt(c) = 1 − λ only happens when there exists a client
that has drop in accuracy. Then for each of the weight matrix
Bc

tA
c
t , the aggregation becomes

Wt = Wt−1 +
1∑

c∈C |Dc|
∑
c∈C

wt(c)|Dc|Bc
tA

c
t (2)



Method C DICE VOE HD ASSD

Local Only
1 0.818 29.957 89.897 3.769
2 0.830 27.503 93.124 4.171
3 0.887 19.984 56.680 1.047

Average
Weighting†

[9]

1 0.834 26.990 12.652 0.994
2 0.896 18.650 54.945 1.111
3 0.834 28.110 74.786 2.884

FedPETuning
[22]

1 0.840 27.339 8.402 0.815
2 0.883 19.947 41.096 2.040
3 0.873 21.913 36.701 0.943

Our method
1 0.889 19.777 14.992 0.544
2 0.910 16.114 44.217 1.304
3 0.895 18.596 26.125 0.688

Full Dataset
(Average) all 0.904 17.068 37.983 0.830

Table 1. Quantitative results for in-client evaluation. †: full
weights fine-tuning. Full Dataset utilizes all available data to
train and evaluate on testing set for all three clients, providing
an upper bound. The rest results are evaluated on the client-
side testing set. Local only fine-tunes the model with local
data without federated learning. The best results have been
highlighted in the chart.

During the FL aggregation phase, the adapters are first
aggregated with equal weights and distributed to each client,
which then evaluates the model on its local validation set and
reports accuracy to the server. The server tracks validation
performance over time. Sometimes, due to data heterogeneity
between clients, validation accuracy decreases after adapter
aggregation, as shown on the left in Fig. 4. The arrows in-
dicate gradient directions post-local training, and the drop in
performance is represented by the distance between Wt and
Wt+1 from the blue local optimal point, highlighting conflicts
in client gradient descent directions. When such performance
drop is reported, the server adaptively penalizes the adapter
from other clients, as they fail to generalize. As illustrated
on the right of Fig. 4, this reduces the distance between the
aggregated model and local optima, improving overall model
performance. To ensure convergence, we apply a diminishing
schedule to λ, reducing it by 5% each communication round.
When λ = 0, the method reverts to FedAVG, where LoRA
adapters are averaged across all clients.

3. EXPERIMENTS
Experimental Settings. This paper uses two publicly avail-
able datasets: the Automated Cardiac Diagnosis Challenge
(ACDC) [28] and the Multi-Disease, Multi-View & Multi-
Center Right Ventricular Segmentation in Cardiac MRI
(M&Ms-2) [29, 30]. The ACDC dataset, with 100 patients
imaged using a Siemens scanner, is used to train the base
model. The M&Ms-2 dataset includes cardiac cine MR
images from 160 patients across three hospitals using GE
(Client 1), Philips (Client 2), and Siemens (Client 3) scan-

Model C DICE VOE HD ASSD

Local Only
1 0.801 30.505 74.569 2.716
2 0.848 25.386 49.832 1.579
3 0.776 33.231 81.534 3.951

Average
Weighting†

[9]

1 0.768 35.695 17.628 1.260
2 0.843 26.576 27.330 1.126
3 0.813 30.690 90.586 2.913

FedPETuning
[22]

1 0.849 24.917 29.130 1.018
2 0.865 23.432 20.331 0.747
3 0.862 23.429 39.445 1.211

Our Method
1 0.882 20.411 37.484 1.396
2 0.894 18.826 13.139 0.557
3 0.904 17.187 24.317 0.697

Table 2. Quantitative results for cross-client accuracy. The
number in C column indicates that the model is trained on
such client and is evaluated on the other two clients. The best
results have been highlighted in the chart.

(a)

(c)

(b)

(d)

(e) (f) (i) (j)

(g) (h) (k) (l)

Fig. 5. 3D visualization results of in-client evaluation. (a-d),
(e-h), (i-l) are the ground truth, local training, FedPETuning
and the Rate-My-LoRA method results from the client 1, 2
and 3, respectively.

ners, creating a visual appearance gap between FL clients. All
images are cropped to 224×224, and intensity is normalized.
A train/validation/test split of 8:1:1 is applied. U-net [31]
serves as the base model, with LoRA adapters injected into
each convolution block. LoRA adapter sizes are 16, 32, 32,
based on local dataset size, and λ is set to 0.2. After aggrega-
tion, models are fine-tuned on local data for one extra epoch.
We evaluate performance using Dice coefficient (DICE), vol-
umetric error (VOE), Hausdorff distance (HD), and average
symmetric surface distance (ASSD) between ground truth
and segmentation results.
Evaluation of the segmentation quality. In Tab. 1, we
present the in-client evaluation, where our method outper-
forms FedPETuning by up to 4.7% on client 1. The lower
performance of FedAVG with full weights, compared to local
fine-tuning on client 3, highlights how data heterogeneity
causes performance drops in the aggregated model. Across
the full-weight and LoRA-based FL methods, we observe a
general performance improvement and reduced client incon-
sistency, suggesting that low-rank regularization enhances
the model’s generalizability. Our Rate-My-LoRA approach
helps each client extract generalizable knowledge, boosting
segmentation accuracy and narrowing the performance gap
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Fig. 6. Visualization of the in-client evaluation results. (a-d),
(e-h), (i-l) are the ground truth, local training, FedPETuning
and our method results from client 1,2 and 3,

between clients. In Fig. 6, we show the in-client evaluation
results visually. FedPETuning and local training struggle to
segment the RVC. Our method successfully segments the
RVC, LVC, and LVM regions. Additionally, Fig. 5 shows
3D visualizations, where other methods exhibit varying de-
grees of oversegmentation or undersegmentation, while our
Rate-My-LoRA produces volumes closest to the ground truth.

In Tab. 2, we present cross-client accuracy results. Con-
sistent with Chen et al. [13], non-IID conditions between
clients degrade the performance of Full-weight FedAVG,
compared to local training. Using low-rank regularization
and our adaptive Rate-My-LoRA, we show that knowledge
extracted from one client improves other clients’ models,
enhancing the generalizability of the aggregated model. We
want to emphasize that in terms of bandwidth usage, our
method saves up to 15.5x compared to full-weight train-
ing per epoch, as calculated by the size of LoRA adapters
(1.8MB, 3.6MB, 3.6MB on each client respectively) and the
full rank weight size (28MB). Although it requires multi-
ple communications, LoRA weights are only uploaded and
downloaded once per iteration.

4. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we proposed a FL-based low-rank adaptation
method, Rate-My-LoRA, to improve both in-client and cross-
client cardiac segmentation accuracy under communication
bandwidth constraints. Rate-My-LoRA carefully evaluates
the generalizability of LoRA adapters from different clients
and enables fast local adaptation. Both in-client and cross-
client evaluations show that our method outperforms other
LoRA-based FL approaches. This work holds potential for
enabling medical institutions in resource-limited settings to
train AI models effectively.
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son, Leshem Choshen, et al., “Asymmetry in low-
rank adapters of foundation models,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.16842, 2024.

[21] Haizhou Shi, Yibin Wang, Ligong Han, Huan Zhang,
and Hao Wang, “Training-free bayesianization for low-
rank adapters of large language models,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.05723, 2024.

[22] Zhuo Zhang, Yuanhang Yang, Yong Dai, Qifan Wang,
Yue Yu, Lizhen Qu, and Zenglin Xu, “Fedpetuning:
When federated learning meets the parameter-efficient
tuning methods of pre-trained language models,” in An-
nual Meeting of the Association of Computational Lin-
guistics 2023. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics (ACL), 2023, pp. 9963–9977.

[23] Ligong Han, Song Wen, Qi Chen, Zhixing Zhang, Kun-
peng Song, Mengwei Ren, Ruijiang Gao, Anastasis
Stathopoulos, Xiaoxiao He, Yuxiao Chen, et al., “Prox-
edit: Improving tuning-free real image editing with
proximal guidance,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Winter Conference on Applications of Computer Vision,
2024, pp. 4291–4301.

[24] Xiaoxiao He, Ligong Han, Quan Dao, Song Wen, Min-
hao Bai, Di Liu, Han Zhang, Martin Renqiang Min,
Felix Juefei-Xu, Chaowei Tan, et al., “Dice: Dis-
crete inversion enabling controllable editing for multi-
nomial diffusion and masked generative models,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2410.08207, 2024.

[25] Anastasis Stathopoulos, Ligong Han, and Dimitris
Metaxas, “Score-guided diffusion for 3d human re-
covery,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024, pp.
906–915.



[26] Ligong Han, Yinxiao Li, Han Zhang, Peyman Milan-
far, Dimitris Metaxas, and Feng Yang, “Svdiff: Com-
pact parameter space for diffusion fine-tuning,” in Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision, 2023, pp. 7323–7334.

[27] Xinxi Zhang, Song Wen, Ligong Han, Felix Juefei-Xu,
Akash Srivastava, Junzhou Huang, Hao Wang, Molei
Tao, and Dimitris N Metaxas, “Spectrum-aware param-
eter efficient fine-tuning for diffusion models,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.21050, 2024.

[28] Olivier Bernard, Alain Lalande, et al., “Deep learning
techniques for automatic mri cardiac multi-structures
segmentation and diagnosis: is the problem solved?,”
IEEE transactions on medical imaging, vol. 37, no. 11,
pp. 2514–2525, 2018.

[29] Victor M Campello, Polyxeni Gkontra, Cristian
Izquierdo, Carlos Martin-Isla, Alireza Sojoudi, Peter M
Full, et al., “Multi-centre, multi-vendor and multi-
disease cardiac segmentation: the m&ms challenge,”
IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging, vol. 40, no. 12,
pp. 3543–3554, 2021.

[30] Carlos Martı́n-Isla, Vı́ctor M Campello, et al., “Deep
learning segmentation of the right ventricle in cardiac
mri: The m&ms challenge,” IEEE Journal of Biomedi-
cal and Health Informatics, 2023.

[31] Olaf Ronneberger, Philipp Fischer, and Thomas Brox,
“U-net: Convolutional networks for biomedical im-
age segmentation,” in Medical image computing and
computer-assisted intervention–MICCAI 2015: 18th in-
ternational conference, Munich, Germany, October 5-9,
2015, proceedings, part III 18. Springer, 2015, pp. 234–
241.


	 Introduction
	 Methods
	 Experiments
	 Conclusion and Discussion
	 Compliance with ethical standards
	 Acknowledgments
	 References

