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Abstract—Neural Architecture Search (NAS) is a powerful ap-
proach of automating the design of efficient neural architectures.
In contrast to traditional NAS methods, recently proposed one-
shot NAS methods prove to be more efficient in performing
NAS. One-shot NAS works by generating a singular weight-
sharing supernetwork that acts as a search space (container)
of subnetworks. Despite its achievements, designing the one-
shot search space remains a major challenge. In this work we
propose a search space design strategy for Vision Transformer
(ViT)-based architectures. In particular, we convert the Segment
Anything Model (SAM) into a weight-sharing supernetwork
called SuperSAM. Our approach involves automating the search
space design via layer-wise structured pruning and parameter
prioritization. While the structured pruning applies probabilistic
removal of certain transformer layers, parameter prioritization
performs weight reordering and slicing of MLP-blocks in the
remaining layers. We train supernetworks on several datasets
using the sandwich rule. For deployment, we enhance subnetwork
discovery by utilizing a program autotuner to identify efficient
subnetworks within the search space. The resulting subnetworks
are 30-70% smaller in size compared to the original pre-trained
SAM ViT-B, yet outperform the pretrained model. Our work
introduces a new and effective method for ViT NAS search-space
design.

Index Terms—Neural Architecture Search, Segment Anything
Model

I. INTRODUCTION

Vision Transformers (ViTs) Dosovitskiy [2020] have trans-
formed the landscape of computer vision by leveraging the
self-attention mechanism originally developed for natural lan-
guage processing. The Segment Anyting Model (SAM) Kir-
illov et al. [2023a], is a ViT-based foundation model for
image segmentation. SAM was trained on the SA1B dataset
Kirillov et al. [2023a] which consists of 11M images and 1.1B
mask annotations. SAM’s model architecture is composed of
three major components, a large ViT-based image encoder, a

Github: Here is a link to the repository.

lightweight prompt encoder and a lightweight mask decoder.
Given the size of image encoder and its computationally
expensive attention mechanism, several works have been con-
ducted in compressing the model for deployment in resource
constrained environments Zhang et al. [2023], Xiong et al.
[2023], Fu et al. [2024].

Neural Architecture Search (NAS) techniques are advanced
methods used to automatically discover efficient architectures
for deep learning models. By automating the architectural
design process, NAS methods aim to identify architectures
that offer state-of-the-art performance while minimizing hu-
man intervention and computational cost. Recently, one-shot
NAS methods have proven to be more efficient compared to
traditional NAS techniques White et al. [2023]. This is because
one-shot NAS trains a single weight-sharing supernetwork that
acts as a container of other subnetworks rather than train
new architectures from scratch. As a result, the subnetworks
directly inherit their weights from the same overparametrized
supernetwork. This approach provides a means of training an
exponential number of architectures for linear computation
cost.

A major challenge in NAS involves designing of the the
architecture search space Muñoz et al. [2024]. The search
space is the set of all possible sub-architecture configura-
tions (subnetworks) that could be derived by pruning the
supernetwork (i.e. which is first initialized as the pre-trained
SAM model). The supernetwork acts as an over-parameterized
architecture that contains all possible sub architectures White
et al. [2023]. Unsurprisingly, the search space is combinatorial
making it quite infeasible to enumerate and optimize for the
NAS task. In general, a NAS search space is first designed to
bound the pool of potential architectures that can be derived.
But even after bounding the search space, it could potentially
contain millions of possible subnetwork configurations. Hence,
an ideal search space not only reduces the number of candidate
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subnetworks but also contains promising subnetworks that
require less resources to train.

The NAS training process iteratively samples subnetworks
from the search space and optimizes them on every batch of
training data. In particular, our approach follows the ‘sandwich
rule’ Yu and Huang [2019], where for a single batch of
training data, the maximal subnetwork (supernetwork), the
minimal subnetwork and a randomly selected subnetwork
are sequentially sampled and optimized. After optimization,
gradients of the sampled subnetworks are pushed back into
the supernetwork (main model) for updating its parameters.

Several search space design strategies have been pro-
posed in the past. For instance, Cai et al. [2019] proposes
Once-for-All, where 4-dimensional elasticity is applied to
train a weight-sharing supernetwork for CNN architectures.
They also propose progressive shrinking, a training strategy
where the size of sampled subnetworks shrinks as the NAS
training progresses. Recently, EFTNAS Muñoz et al. [2024]
proposed performance aware search-space design coupled
with first-order weight-reordering for transformer based mod-
els. NASViTGong and Wang [2022] designs efficient small
and medium-sized models. Its search space is inspired by
LeViTGraham et al. [2021], which utilizes a hybrid archi-
tecture combining convolutions and transformers. For each
CNN block, the search focuses on optimizing channel widths,
block depths, expansion ratios, and kernel sizes. For each
transformer block, it explores the optimal number of win-
dows, hidden feature dimensions, depths, and MLP expansion
ratios. The BigNASYu et al. [2020] search space includes
multiple dimensions such as kernel sizes, channel numbers,
input resolutions, and network depths. These dimensions are
simultaneously searched to identify optimal child models.

In this work, we introduce SuperSAM, by transforming
SAM into an ‘elastic’ supernetwork, enabling the derivation
of subnetworks with varying architectures tailored to a wide
range of resource constraints. The subnetworks derived from
SuperSAM exhibit comparable performance to the pre-trained
SAM with just a fraction of its parameters. To do so, we
propose combining probabilistic layer-wise pruning along side
row/column-wise Wanda Sun et al. [2023b] parameter priori-
tization to design the search space and guide the subnetwork
selection method. This approach first ranks the transformer
layers and maintains the most important ones while the
rest are assigned pruning probabilities. Moreover, the Wanda
row/column-wise prioritization performs row/column reorder-
ing and slicing of MLP blocks within remaining transformer
layers to retain the most salient parameters. This proposed dual
elasticity acts as a hierarchical mechanism where the struc-
tured pruning allows the discovery of a few high-performing
subnetworks whereas the reordering and slicing operations
expand the intermediate search space to discover a wide range
of robust architectures.

In summary:

• We propose a novel algorithm for search-space design for
transformer-based NAS.

• We utilize this scheme to convert the SAM model into a
weight-sharing supernetwork.

• We train supernetworks on multiple datasets demonstrat-
ing a higher training efficiency.

• We apply opentuner for subnetwork discovery and extract
efficient subnetworks with comparable performance to the
supernetwork.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: section
II discusses related work, section III presents the methodology,
section IV presents the evaluation. And we finally conclude
the paper in section V.

II. RELATED WORKS

Neural Architecture Search:
The search space, consisting of a set of neural network

architectures, is explored by NAS methods, which apply
search and evaluation strategies to identify high-performing
architectures that are often smaller and more efficient than
human-crafted ones. Elsken et al. [2019] Traditional NAS
methods require training each architecture from scratch, which
is costly. In contrast, one-shot approachesWhite et al. [2023],
introduced in 2022, train all architectures in the search space
simultaneously by using a single ”supernetwork,” an over-
parameterized model containing all possible subnetworks. In
one-shot weight-sharing approaches, it has been demonstrated
through careful experimental analysis that it is possible to effi-
ciently identify promising architectures from a complex search
space Bender et al. [2018]. After training, search algorithms,
such as reinforcement learning, evolutionary algorithms, or
gradient-based methods, can be used to explore the vast space
for possible architectures under certain constraints.

Various techniques exist for training the generated super-
network. For instance, Once-for-All (OFA)Cai et al. [2019]
introduces progressive shrinking, which enforces a training
order that starts with large subnetworks and gradually moves
to smaller ones. NASVITGong and Wang [2022] offers a
set of methods, including a gradient projection algorithm,
switchable layer scaling design, and a streamlined approach to
data augmentation and regularization, all of which significantly
enhance the convergence and performance of subnetworks.
BigNAS Yu et al. [2020] challenges the conventional view
that post-processing of weights is required for good prediction
accuracy. Without additional retraining or post-processing, it
trains a single set of shared weights. A sandwich sampling
rule with inplace knowledge distillation (KD) is used to
simultaneously optimize the supernet and sub-networks for
each mini-batch, stabilizing training and improving conver-
gence. EFTNAS Muñoz et al. [2024] proposes using first-
order weight reordering to improve the search space design.
In particular, a column-wise reordering of attention and MLP
layers is used to improve results of elasticity operation.

Network Pruning:
Pruning is a popular technique for model compression. Gen-

erally, pruning can be categorized as structured or unstructured
depending on the size of network components removed by the
pruning operation. Structured pruning involves the removal of



 

PE

● Compute parameter importance (Wanda)
● Compute column rank
● Sort column in descending order
● Apply slicing window (columnwise 

elasticity) 
● [64, 128, 256] equal .33, .33, .33

● Compute layer importance
○ Iteratively removing layers and 

testing on val set. (mIoU)
○ Task (dataset), metric (miou)

● Suppose layers (2,6,9) are the least 
important. 

● Apply layerwise elasticity. Probability value 
on layers 2,6,9 determining whether or not 
to keep them in the. 

● [0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12]
● [0,0,0.5,0,0,0.5,0,0,0.5,0,0,0]

  IE 

Elastic image encoder

MD

Frozen prompt 
encoder

Mask decoder

Point prompt

SupernetSubnet 1

Subnet 2 Smallest subnet

Fig. 1. After freezing the prompt encoder and applying 2D elasticity on the image encoder, the image encoder and mask decoder are jointly optimized using
the sandwich rule. As shown above, while medium sized subnets may or may not overlap with each other, the smallest subnetwork lies in the intersectional
region of all other subnetworks.

large network componentsCheng et al. [2024]. For example,
in ShortGPTMen et al. [2024], redundant layers are removed
based on a metric that measures layer importance. LLM-
PrunerMa et al. [2023] adopts a structured pruning approach
by selectively removing non-critical coupled structures us-
ing gradient information. Similarly, BlockPrunerZhong et al.
[2024] splits each transformer layer into Multi-Head Attention
(MHA) and MLP blocks, evaluates their importance using per-
plexity measures, and employs a heuristic search for iterative
pruning to optimize model efficiency. Additionally, Isomorphic
PruningFang et al. [2024] demonstrates its effectiveness across
various network architectures, such as Vision Transformers
and CNNs, and consistently delivers competitive performance
across models of different sizes, further showcasing the ver-
satility of structured pruning techniques.

Unstructured pruning, also known as weight-wise
pruning, targets individual weights by eliminating redundant
connections in neural networks, setting the corresponding
weights to zero. For example, magnitude pruningHan et al.
[2015] reduces storage and computation requirements by
learning and retaining only the most important connections,
achieving this reduction without sacrificing accuracy. Wanda
Sun et al. [2023a] removes weights with the smallest
magnitudes, adjusted by the corresponding input activations,
on a per-output basis. Similarly, SparseGPTFrantar and
Alistarh [2023] approaches pruning as a layer-wise sparse
regression problem, solving it approximately through
a sequence of efficient Hessian updates and weight
reconstructions, further optimizing neural network efficiency.

SAM:
Despite the impressive performance of the Segment Any-

thing Model (SAM), its large ViT-based image encoder im-
poses a substantial inference cost, making it challenging to
deploy in resource-constrained environments. Several methods
have been proposed to address this issue. e.g., the Fast
Segment Anything (FastSAM)Zhao et al. [2023] introduces

FastSAM, which employs YOLOv8-seg, an object detector
adapted for instance segmentation, to significantly reduce
computational overhead. MobileSAMZhang et al. [2023] was
developed by applying decoupled knowledge distillation from
ViT-H image encoder to a new tiny-ViT image encoder.
EfficientSAMsXiong et al. [2023] utilizes SAMI(masked im-
age pretraining) to enhance visual representation learning
by reconstructing features from SAM’s image encoder. By
combining SAMI-pretrained lightweight encoders with a mask
decoder, EfficientSAMs achieve both efficiency and effec-
tiveness. The SAM-LighteningSonga et al. [2024] introduces
Dilated Flash Attention, a re-engineered attention mechanism
that increases inference speed by approximately 30 times
compared to the original SAM.

III. METHODOLOGY

Search Space design:
Following the intuition of previous compression attempts,

we apply our proposed NAS technique on the image encoder.
Unlike previous works that use direct distillation on a single
architecture (eg. Zhang et al. [2023]), we first apply elasticity
to the image encoder and conduct NAS training. In NAS
literature, elasticity describes the potential variability a certain
architectural component can have across subnetworks Muñoz
et al. [2021]. For instance, two subnetworks (αi and αj) de-
rived from the same supernetwork could have varying number
of channels for the same layer k, i.e. αi

k ̸= αj
k. This makes

layer k elastic.
We apply 2-dimensional elasticity to the SAM ViT image

encoder. The first elastic dimension is applied to the trans-
former layers as a form of structured pruning (similar to Men
et al. [2024]). In this case, we utilize few-shot evaluation
to determine the importance of the transformer layers with
respect to a performance metric. This allows us to identify
a set of prunable layers P ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 11} that will be
assigned a pruning probability θi during subnetwork selection.
In particular, during NAS training, the pruning probability
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Fig. 2. The NAS search space design involves two main operations. 1. Identify prunable layers and assign a pruning probability. 2. Apply weight reordering
in MLP blocks of surviving layers before a slicing window operation. These operations significantly reduce the size of the subnetworks in the search space
as well as improve the quality of the subnetwork candidates.

determines the selection of the corresponding transformer
layer in the construction of the currently sampled subnetwork.

The second elasticity dimension applies weight reordering
and slicing (windowing) of MLP-blocks in remaining (un-
pruned) layers. As shown in Fig. 2, MLP-blocks in remnant
layers contain two linear layers. In the ViT-B version, these
linear layers have a dimension of (3072 x 768) and (768 x
3072). Reordering and slicing is applied to the intermediate
dimension (of size 3072). In particular, the rows of the first
linear layer and the columns of the second linear layer are first
ranked using the Wanda Sun et al. [2023a] metric. The row
and column ranks are computed by aggregating Wanda scores
of individual parameters in the rows and columns as shown in
Eq. (1) below:

Si =

n∑
i=0

|Wij | · ||Xj ||2 (1)

where Si is score for i-th column, Wij is the magnitude of
the ij-th parameter and ||Xj ||2 is the l2 norm of the j-th input
features aggregated across N input batches with sequence
length L.

Corresponding row and column ranks are averaged to com-
pute a mean rank over the intermediate dimension (i.e. for
both linear layers). For instance, the rank of the 3rd row in
linear layer 1 is averaged with the rank of the 3rd column in
linear layer 2 to compute the average rank of the third row-
column pair. The rank averaging is computed across all corre-
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Fig. 3. Comparing mIoU and model sizes by pruning one or more layers
from the SAM ViT-B image encoder.

sponding row-column pairs to compute a mean rank over the
intermediate dimension. The mean rank is then used to reorder
corresponding rows and columns of linear layers 1 and 2 in
descending order such that the reordered rows/columns align
without distorting the forward/backward pass of the MLP-
block. After reordering, a window wi for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} is
applied to the linear layers to slice the layers by retaining the
first wi rows and columns. Note that slicing neither affects



the dimension of input to linear layer 1 (i.e. 768), nor the
output dimension of linear layer 2 (i.e. 768). Rather, it only
shrinks the intermediate dimension (i.e. 3072). This approach
effectively prioritizes and retains the most salient parameters
in the linear layers significantly improving the quality of the
search space.

The proposed 2D elasticity is not arbitrary. Instead, we
observe that the layer-wise pruning serves as starting points
(anchors) in the search space whereas windowing operations
expand on those anchors. Together, the layer-wise pruning
and windowing act as a hierarchical mechanism for designing
the search space. This is because, as previous work Men
et al. [2024] has shown, and as we observed from preliminary
experiments, transformer layers are not equally important.
While some are critical, others can be redundant so much so
that pruning (removing) layers may result in either a dramatic
drop or marginal decrease in performance as shown in Fig.
3. Layer pruning significantly reduces the model size facil-
itating the presence of a few high performing subnetworks.
In contrast, when applying only windowing, the search space
produces a substantial number of low-quality subnetworks.
Nevertheless, we cannot solely depend on layer-wise pruning,
as this method results in only a limited set of high-quality
subnets (anchors), typically numbering just a few dozen. As
such, it poses a limitation in exploring a broader search space
that includes smaller subnets dispersed between the anchors.
This phenomenon is demonstrated in section IV-B.

NAS Training:
We implement the sandwich rule Yu and Huang [2019] to

train the supernetworks. In particular, for each training batch,
we sample the maximal subnet, the smallest subnet and a
randomly selected subnet for sequential optimization. Here,
we compute the cost using dice loss as shown in Eq. 2 below.

LDice = 1− 2× |GT ∩ Pred|
|GT |+ |Pred|

(2)

where GT is ground truth mask and Pred is predicted mask.
In all three cases, we keep the prompt encoder and mask

decoder architecturally intact across all subnetworks. i.e. Elas-
ticity is only applied to the image encoder. This simplifies
implementation and avoids slicing into smaller architectural
components allowing all subnets to directly inherit the pre-
trained architectures and weights. To train the SAM supernet,
images are first resized to 1024 × 1024 and fed to the
model along with prompts. SAM prompts can be one or more
coordinate points and/or boxes on or around objects of interest
Kirillov et al. [2023b]. We freeze the mask decoder during
training and jointly optimize the image encoder and mask
decoder as shown in Fig. 1.

Deployment:
Once the SAM model is transformed into a supernetwork,

its search space will have developed sufficiently to include
subnetworks that perform on par with the supernetwork. As
a result, a search algorithm can be used to identify subnets
that meet specific resource constraints. For instance, we can
query the search space to identify subnets with sizes under
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60M parameters and mIoU performance ≥ 80% on a given
task.

Once SuperSAM is trained, therefore, we are now able to
deploy opentuner Ansel et al. [2014], a program auto-tuner to
execute the constrained search. OpenTuner uses an ensemble
of disparate search techniques simultaneously; dynamically
allocating a larger proportion of tests to promising techniques.
The ensemble techniques are themselves organized by a
meta technique. For instance, an AUC Bandit meta technique
can combine greedy mutation, differential evolution and hill
climber instances to tackle the search problem. In the follow-
ing section, we describe various experiments showcasing the
efficacy of the proposed search space design strategy.

IV. EVALUATION

We evaluate the proposed approach by training supernet-
works using the SAM ViT-B model on different downstream
tasks. These tasks include the SA1B Kirillov et al. [2023b]
dataset that was used to train the SAM model, as well as
MS-COCO Lin et al. [2014], ADE20K Zhou et al. [2017]
and Mitochondria Lucchi et al. [2013] datasets. SA1B was
used to train the SAM model, it contains around 11 million
images and over 1.1 billion masks. In our experiments, we
utilize 0.01% of SA1B to train our supernetwork. i.e. 10,000
images for training and 100 for validation. We set a cutoff limit
of 64 objects per image, by slicing the number of objects in
the image if the objects exceed the cutoff limit and randomly
repeating objects in case there are fewer objects. On the other
hand, we utilize the entire MS-COCO dataset about 92K
images for training and 5K for validation. Similar to the SA1B
case, here, we set an object limit of 8 per image. Mitochondria
is a small domain specific dataset containing gray-scale images
of cells. We ‘patchify’ the images into 256x256 patches to
generate around 800 images for training and 800 for validation.
Finally we use the entire train set, 20K images for training and
a subset of 100 images for validation when using the ADE20K
dataset. We present example outputs of the smallest subnet in
Figs. 6 and 7.



We train the supernets on the instance segmentation task
where either a single point prompt per object or bounding
box is applied to segment the objects of interest. In particular,
while we utilize box prompts for Mitochondria, we use point
prompts for the other datasets. To account for prompt noise,
we generate the prompts by selecting a random positive point
inside the ground truth. Similarly, in the case of box prompts,
we generate the box prompt around the object with a randomly
chosen padding size of [0-20] pixels. We train our subnets
using the DiceLoss Sudre et al. [2017] cost function and apply
a learning rate of 1e−5. We also apply a lambda learning rate
decay until the learning rate shrinks to 1% of its original value.

In designing the search space, we use a fraction of the
SA1B, 100 images, to compare the importance of transformer
layers of the model. Similar to observations made by Short-
GPT Men et al. [2024], we notice that not all layers of the
ViT-B image encoder are equally important. As shown in Fig
3, layer 0 exhibits highest importance such that removing it
causes a ≈60% drop in mIoU. Moreover, after pruning layers
[1,2,5,6,9] we notice that performance only drops by about
≈8% whereas the model size has shrunk to 62% of the original
pre-trained model. With this insight, we design our search
space by applying structured elasticity to layers [1,2,5,6,9].
Next, we apply column/row-wise elasticity windows of size
[768, 1020, 1536, 2304], on remaining MLP blocks. Because
of layer 0th importance, we keep it intact by shielding it from
both layer-wise and row/column-wise elasticity operations.

A. Reordering techniques

We start by training supernets on various tasks including,
SA1B, MS-COCO, Mitochondria and ADE20K. In these ex-
periments, we maintain identical layerwise elasticity settings
and vary only the reordering techniques used to train the
supernets. After training, we sample 100 subnetworks encom-
passing a wide range of sizes from the trained supernets. In
particular, sampled architectures range in the size of 40M to
73M parameters in size compared to the supernet that has
around 90M parameters. In Fig. 4, we compare the mIoU
performance of the sampled architectures . For the SA1B
and MS-COCO tasks, our proposed Wanda reordering strategy
provides marginal performance gains over the “no reordering”
and magnitude reordering. Interestingly, the “no reordering”
performs slightly better on the ADE20K dataset, while it is
outperformed on the domain specific mitochondria dataset.

A significant challenge in NAS is the large amount of
computational resources required to train the subnetworks.
While one-shot NAS approaches help reduce the incurred
costs, it remains expensive to train a supernet with a large
search space. Therefore, it is imperative not just to train a
supernet but also to consider the resources required to train
it. In this regard, we compare the resources required to train
the supernets to a given milestone, i.e. a target accuracy for
the smallest subnet in the search space. Table I shows that
our proposed approach offers the fastest convergence on all
tasks requiring fewer iterations to reach the target accuracy.
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Consequently, it requires less time and consumes less wattage
to train.

B. Effect of structured pruning

We conducted an experiment to demonstrate the effect of
structured pruning in designing the search space. In particular,
we generated supernets on the SA1B and ADE20K tasks using
two approaches. In the SA1B task, we designed the search
space for the first supernet (A) using just windowing in all
MLP-Blocks (except layer-0). For the second supernet (B),
we applied the proposed method, i.e. structured pruning in
conjunction with the same windowing strategy as in supernet
A. As shown in Fig. 5, Supernet B generates more robust
subnetworks than Supernet A, despite comprising significantly
smaller subnetworks that add to the training burden. Hence,
despite the smallest subnet in B (≈ 33.7M parameters) drag-
ging its convergence, subenets in B exhibit superior perfor-
mance than comparable subnets in A whose smallest subnet
is ≈ 51.4M parameters in size.

In the ADE20K task, we set out to implement a more
fair comparison by involving smaller subnets in supernet A.
We achieved this by adding an additional window wi for the
MLP-Block [256,768,1020,1536,2304], as well as adding a
new window for the KQV-Blocks [512,768]. This effectively
reduced the smallest subnet in A to ≈ 33.8M parameters.
In this scenario, we notice that supernet B has a significant
performance edge over A as shown in Fig. 5. This supports
our intuition that structured pruning can enhance the design
of the search space.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a new approach of search
space design for training one-shot NAS in transformer-based
vision models. We propose 2-dimensional elasticity where
the first dimension applies probabilistic layer-wise structured
pruning while the second dimension applies a Wanda-based
row/column-wise reordering and slicing of MLP-Blocks of
remaining layers. We show this hierarchical (2D) approach
exploits the strengths of structured pruning to discover high
performing subnetworks and utilizes windowing (slicing) to
expand the search space to further discover robust subnetworks



TABLE I
COMPARING COMPUTATION COST FOR THE SMALLEST SUBNET TO REACH A TARGET MIOU.

Dataset (Task) Target mIoU Reordering technique Iterations Training Cost
Energy (KWhr) Time (hrs.) Carbon footprint (kg CO2e)

SA1B 70%
No reordering 840 5.35 7.68 2.34

Magnitude reordering 1056 6.73 9.66 2.94
Wanda reordering 672 4.28 6.14 1.87

MS-COCO 70%
No reordering 4312 10.12 8.12 4.42

Magnitude reordering 5432 12.75 12.23 5.57
Wanda reordering 3192 7.49 6.01 3.27

Mitochondria 84%
No reordering 1000 0.95 10.10 0.42

Magnitude reordering 1050 0.99 10.60 0.43
Wanda reordering 650 0.61 6.56 0.27

ADE20K 55%
No reordering 808 0.32 1.07 0.14

Magnitude reordering 1212 0.47 1.61 0.21
Wanda reordering 606 0.23 0.81 0.10

Carbon footprint computed using local emission factor 0.437 MT CO2e/MWh

Fig. 6. Sample data points selected from the SA1B validation set segmented
using the smallest subnetwork (33.7M parameters) trained via proposed
method.

Fig. 7. Sample data points selected from the Mitochondria validation set
segmented using the smallest subnetwork (33.7M parameters) trained via
proposed method.

that lie in the intermediate space. We demonstrate the proposed
technique on the Segment Anything Model (SAM), a newly
developed foundation model for image segmentation. After
training supernets on several tasks, we are able to discover
and extract smaller networks with robust performance. In
the SA1B case for instance, our subnetworks outperform
the pretrained input model, SAM-ViT-B, despite the supernet
being trained on just 0.1% of the dataset. Moreover, our

proposed Wanda-based reordering and windowing technique
shows superior convergence compared to ‘no reordering’, and
‘magnitude reordering’ cases. This is quite important as one
of the challenges of NAS is the computation requirements
required to train subnetworks in the search space.
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