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Abstract

Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models enable scalable neural net-
works through conditional computation. However, their de-
ployment with federated learning (FL) faces two critical chal-
lenges: 1) resource-constrained edge devices cannot store full
expert sets, and 2) non-IID data distributions cause severe
expert load imbalance that degrades model performance. To
this end, we propose FLEX-MOoE, a novel federated MoE
framework that jointly optimizes expert assignment and load
balancing under limited client capacity. Specifically, our ap-
proach introduces client-expert fitness scores that quantify
the expert suitability for local datasets through training feed-
back, and employs an optimization-based algorithm to max-
imize client-expert specialization while enforcing balanced
expert utilization system-wide. Unlike existing greedy meth-
ods that focus solely on personalization while ignoring load
imbalance, our FLEX-MOE is capable of addressing the ex-
pert utilization skew, which is particularly severe in FL set-
tings with heterogeneous data. Our comprehensive experi-
ments on three different datasets demonstrate the superior
performance of the proposed FLEX-MoE, together with its
ability to maintain balanced expert utilization across diverse
resource-constrained scenarios.

Introduction

Federated Learning (FL) and Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) ar-
chitectures have emerged as powerful paradigms to enable
efficient and specialized training of large-scale Al models
(LAM). On the one hand, FL provides a decentralized col-
laborative learning framework, allowing multiple clients to
train a global model collectively without sharing raw data,
thus ensuring privacy protection and reducing communica-
tion overhead (McMahan et al. 2017). On the other hand,
MoE architectures (Shazeer et al. 2017; Fedus, Zoph, and
Shazeer 2022; Chen et al. 2023) partition large neural net-
works into specialized experts, which are conditionally acti-
vated based on input data, thereby enabling significant scal-
ing of model parameters while maintaining computational
efficiency. To leverage the power of both MoE and FL for
enabling LAM in edge computing, recent research interests
have been attracted to the development of federated MoE.
Unlike conventional centralized MoE, federated MoE
faces significant resource constraints arising from edge

Copyright © 2026, Association for the Advancement of Artificial

Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

clients with limited computational resources, where devices
such as smartphones and IoT nodes exhibit highly variable
memory, processing power, and bandwidth (Liu et al. 2024;
Lee et al. 2024). These computational constraints fundamen-
tally prohibit clients from synchronizing and maintaining
all the experts locally, creating a critical scalability bottle-
neck for the deployment of federated MoE (Mei et al. 2024).
For example, a typical MoE model training with 64 ex-
perts demands over 80GB of GPU memory, exceeding most
edge device capacities. However, existing full expert stor-
age methods in distributed MoE implicitly assume abundant
client resources, requiring clients to maintain all experts lo-
cally (Reisser et al. 2021; Guo et al. 2021; Tran, Pham et al.
2025), which fundamentally limits their practical deploy-
ment in resource-constrained environments.

To address the limited computational resources, a
straightforward solution is to assign experts randomly based
on client capacity. However, such an approach overlooks
data heterogeneity and fails to exploit the specialized data
patterns that are unique to each client. In particular, data het-
erogeneity, resulting from non-IID data distributions among
clients, poses unique challenges for expert specialization in
federated training of MoE (Dun et al. 2023; Yi et al. 2024).
Unlike traditional FL with a single dense model, distributed
MoE architectures require careful assignment of specialized
experts to match the characteristics of local data, as different
clients benefit from vastly different combinations of experts
for optimal personalization (Luo, Chen, and Wu 2024).

Although some recent work has investigated expert selec-
tion in federated MoE settings, most efforts have focused on
client personalization without addressing imbalanced expert
utilization, which is a key challenge for scalability and gen-
eralization. In traditional MoE settings, imbalanced expert
utilization is already a known issue that can degrade perfor-
mance (Shazeer et al. 2017; Fedus, Zoph, and Shazeer 2022;
Wang et al. 2024). This problem can be significantly ampli-
fied in federated MoE, as data heterogeneity across clients
can lead to vastly different expert preferences, potentially
exacerbating the inherent expert utilization skew from MoE
routing mechanisms. For example, greedy top-K assignment
methods assign experts based on scoring metrics (Dun et al.
2023; Mei et al. 2024) while ignoring expert load balance
among clients. Unlike methods solely emphasizing person-
alized model performance for individual clients, we aim to
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federatedly train a unified MoE model where all experts are
sufficiently engaged during training, thereby enhancing the
generalization and learning effectiveness.

To address the aforementioned challenges, we propose
Federated MoE with Load-balanced EXpert assignment
(FLEX-MOE), a novel framework that dynamically assigns
experts in a way that is capable of balancing expert uti-
lization and enabling effective specialization under strict re-
source constraints. Our approach operates through a server-
coordinated assignment strategy: the server dynamically col-
lects client resource capacities and computes a newly pro-
posed client-expert fitness score based on training feed-
back to quantify the suitability between clients and experts.
Leveraging these fitness scores, we design an expert assign-
ment algorithm based on linear programming to jointly max-
imize client-expert specialization quality while ensuring bal-
anced expert utilization across clients. Unlike existing meth-
ods that require clients to maintain all experts or use greedy
top-K selection without load balance, clients in FLEX-MoE
synchronize their own assigned expert subsets based on in-
dividual capacity constraints, employ locally trained gating
networks, and participate in server-coordinated expert ag-
gregation to maintain both global model coherence and bal-
anced expert training. More specifically, our key contribu-
tions can be summarized as follows:

* We address the novel problem of joint expert assign-
ment and load balancing under resource constraints
in federated MoE, proposing FLEX-MoE, a framework
that optimally allocates experts to resource-constrained
clients while ensuring balanced expert utilization across
the system. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
work to explicitly address expert load imbalance in fed-
erated MoE training.

e We introduce a novel client-expert fitness score that
quantitatively measures the suitability of experts for each
client’s local dataset by incorporating feedback metrics,
enabling tailored expert selection that significantly im-
proves personalization and training efficiency.

* We design a load-balanced expert assignment algo-
rithm that jointly optimizes client-expert specialization
and system-wide load balancing under resource con-
straints. Unlike existing greedy approaches that focus
solely on personalization, our method explicitly enforces
balanced expert utilization to prevent expert uneven
training and maintain model quality.

e Our FLEX-MoE consistently delivers satisfactory accu-
racy while achieving the best load balance compared to
existing approaches. Notably, our experimental results
further show that enforcing load balance is essential
for performance under severely skewed data, where our
method significantly outperforms all other strategies in
both accuracy and load balance.

Related Work

MOoE and Expert Load Balance. MoE architectures enable
efficient scaling of neural networks by employing special-
ized expert networks with gating mechanisms that route in-
puts to relevant experts (Shazeer et al. 2017; Fedus, Zoph,

and Shazeer 2022). A critical challenge is to maintain bal-
anced expert utilization, as unbalanced routing can lead
to routing collapse and computational bottlenecks (Fedus,
Zoph, and Shazeer 2022). Traditional approaches employ
auxiliary losses to encourage load balance (Wang et al.
2024), but introduce interference gradients that create trade-
offs between load balance and model performance.

Federated Mixture-of-Experts (FedMoE). Recent Fed-
MoE approaches have explored various strategies to inte-
grate FL. with MoE architectures. However, existing studies
often focus on specific domains or make limited assump-
tions. For instance, pFedMoAP (Luo, Chen, and Wu 2024)
targets vision-language models by enabling clients to ac-
quire pre-processed prompts as experts for CLIP-like archi-
tectures. FedMoE-DA (Zhan et al. 2024) explores a different
research direction by utilizing peer-to-peer synchronization
between clients, however, assuming relaxed privacy require-
ments that can lead to information leakage. pFedMoE (Yi
et al. 2024) considers only two feature extractors as experts
per client, employing a fixed, non-scalable model that avoids
rather than addresses scalability challenges.

FedMoE with Ample Resources. Most early federated
MoE approaches integrate FL. and MoE to address client per-
sonalization and non-IID data distributions through tailored
model training. However, these methods (Reisser et al. 2021;
Guo et al. 2021; Zec et al. 2020) implicitly assume ample
client resources, fundamentally limiting practical deploy-
ment in resource-constrained environments. A3SMoE (Tran,
Pham et al. 2025) reduces computational load via sparse ac-
tivation but still requires clients to store the full set of ex-
perts, making it unsuitable for resource-limited devices.

FedMoE with Top-K Expert Selection. The most rele-
vant category of methods performs fixed top-K expert selec-
tion by greedy assignment strategies, but completely ignores
system-wide expert load balancing. For example, DDOME
(Dun et al. 2023) uses fixed top-K expert selection based on
data characteristics, while FedMoE (Mei et al. 2024) em-
ploys costly two-stage initialization requiring full model de-
ployment. Although these methods achieve personalization,
they can lead to popular experts being constantly selected
and over-concentrated while others are neglected, undermin-
ing the quality of the final aggregated MoE model.

To summarize, prior studies either overlook practical ca-
pacity constraints or employ assignment rules that neglect
the critical need for dynamic, system-wide load balancing.
Our framework is the first to address this gap by jointly opti-
mizing personalized expert selection and enabling balanced
expert utilization under explicit resource constraints.

Problem Formulation

In this work, we consider an FL system with a central server
and C clients indexed by ¢ € {1, ..., C}. Each client ¢ pos-
sesses a local dataset D, following non-IID distributions
across clients, which cannot be shared with the server and
other clients. The goal is to collaboratively train a global
MOoE model with limited computational resources for each
client. For simplicity, we focus on a single MoE layer within
a larger architecture, (e.g., replacing a feed-forward block in
a ResNet). The MoE layer consists of £ experts, denoted by



{€.}E_,, each with parameters 0,.. Each client ¢ maintains a

personalized gating network G with parameters ¢., which

is designed to route inputs based on local data distributions.
The key challenges in federated MoE training include:

* Resource constraints. Client ¢ can download and update
at most k. < F experts in any round due to computa-
tional limitations. We denote this round-specific assign-
ment by a set A C {1,..., E} with \Ag)| = ke.

e Data heterogeneity. Local datasets D. are generally
non-1ID, requiring personalized expert assignment for ef-
fective specialization.

¢ Expert load imbalance. Popular experts may be over-
selected while others remain underutilized, leading to de-
graded model performance.

The learning objective is to jointly optimize the global
expert parameters {0, }Z | and the local gating parameters

{¢.}%_, to minimize the global loss function, defined as a
Welghted sum over all client data, i.e.,
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where L. is the average loss on client ¢’s local data D, D =
c c
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The central problem to be addressed in this work is:

Central Assignment Problem

How should the server assign a subset of k. ex-
perts to each client ¢ in each communication
round ¢ to jointly optimize:

1. Resource Constraint Satisfaction: Expert as-
signment must respect individual client capacity
limitations k. while maintaining training effec-
tiveness.

2. Client-Expert Specialization: Experts assigned
to client ¢ should be suitable for its local data D,
to maximize personalization benefits.

3. System-Wide Load Balancing: All experts
{€.}Z_, should receive balanced training across
clients to prevent expert underutilization and
maintain model quality.

Method: FLEX-MoE

We propose FLEX-MoE, a novel server-driven framework
that addresses the joint optimization problem of expert as-
signment under resource constraints. Our approach dynam-
ically assigns experts to clients based on client-expert fit-
ness scores while enforcing system-wide load balancing.
The framework continuously updates assignment decisions
based on client feedback to enable resource-constrained,
load-balanced, and specialization-aligned training.

Overall Workflow

We illustrate the FLEX-MOoE training loop in Fig. 1. Each
communication round ¢ (¢ > 1) proceeds through four
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Figure 1: System-level workflow of FLEX-MoE: (1) Server
assigns experts using optimization-based algorithm; (2)
Clients perform local training with assigned experts; (3)
Clients upload parameter updates and feedback; (4) Server
aggregates updates.

phases, assuming the server has initialized {6°}£_; and col-
lected client capacities {k.}<_;. Only Steps 1 and 4 run on
the server, while Steps 2 and 3 run on the client:

1. Step 1: Server-side expert assignment. At the begin-
ning of round ¢, by using the client feedback (such as
model accuracies received from all clients at the end of
the previous round (¢t — 1) and the knowledge of the as-

signment A?‘” made in that previous round), the server

computes a table of client-expert quality scores (detailed
in the next section, using data in round (¢ — 1)), and
employs an optimization-based assignment algorithm to
determine the specific subset of expert indices .Agt) -
{1, ..., E'} for each participating client ¢ for the current

round ¢, ensuring |A£t)\ = k..
2. Step 2: Local training. Upon receiving {th_l)}e ca®

together with the shared extractor ql)(tfl), client ¢ loads
them and pairs them with its private gating network G

parameterized by ¢>£t‘1). The client then performs local
training for R local training rounds using its local dataset
D.. At the end of the local training, the client computes
parameter updates Awﬁ” and A&gg for every e € Agt).
For instance, in image classification tasks, the process
proceeds as follows:

* Feature Extraction: Input x; is processed by the shared
extractor (1)(t~1), yielding feature map f;. The fea-
ture extractor is learnable and globally shared, which
is updated on the server and redistributed to clients at
each round.

* Gating and Routing: The gating network G, takes the
feature map f; as input and outputs routing decisions

(e.g., scores or probabilities) for the experts in Agt).

* Final Prediction and Loss: Expert outputs are ag-
gregated according to the gating weights, forwarded



through the remaining layers, and compared with y;
to compute the loss I(x;,y;;©), where © includes
all trainable parameters such as shared feature extrac-
tor parameters 1), gating network parameters ¢., and

client expert parameters { 0?2}6 SR

* Backpropagation and Parameter Update: Gradients
are computed with respect to the aggregate loss. A
standard local optimizer (e.g., Adam with learning rate
Niocal) Updates all the parameters.

During local training, the client also records feedback for

each assigned expert e € AE” in the current round ¢, such

as the data counts, accuracy, and loss. Specifically, ugti

is the total count of data samples routed through expert e

by G. during the R local training rounds. Let agfl denote

the local model accuracy (e.g., classification accuracy).

Let 652 denote the average loss calculated over the subset

of images DEQ routed to expert e in the final local epoch.

Specifically, it is calculated as

W=—e 3
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. Step 3: Client-side training upload. After completing
local training for round ¢, client ¢ uploads the computed
parameter updates for the shared feature extractor Awét).
For the experts, it uploads {Aﬂgg}e IGE along with the
client feedback such as accuracy and loss. The updated
local gating parameters quf) are retained by the client for
the next round and are typically not sent to the server.

. Step 4: Server aggregation. Suppose that .S; is the set of
participating clients in round ¢. In this step, the server ag-
gregates the uploads from all participants in S;. First, the
shared extractor is averaged as in conventional FedAvg,

ie.,
@ ID. | o
A =3 3

ceSt

where [DW] =3 o |Del.

Then, for each expert ¢ € {1,..., E}, it aggregates the

received parameter updates Aﬁgg from all clients ¢ that

were assigned expert e (i.e., csuch thate € A&“ ). Then, a
weighted averaging scheme is commonly used, applying

()

usage counts u¢. . as weights, which is calculated by

(t)Ag(t)
Zr aeA(t) teye

> (t)

c: E‘EA(t) te.e
0 otherwise.

AOY = i3 g0 e > 0,

C))
This corresponds to a variant of FedAvg, which weights
each expert based on usage. The server then updates the
global parameters by ®) = =D 4+ Ay®) for the
shared extractor, and Hét) = 92“1) + Aﬁét) for each ex-
pert. At the end of round ¢, the server retains the client
feedback {ugtl agz EEQ}, which will be used to compute
expert assignment for round (¢ + 1) in the next phase.

Algorithm 1: FLEX-MoE Training Loop
Require: Clients C, experts E, capacities {k. }, rounds Tiax
, and shared ()

2: Each client c initializes local gating network G. with ¢>(CU)
3: for each round t = 1 t0 Tiax do

1: Server initializes {6} 2.

4 Server-side Expert Assignment

5 for each client c do

6: Update fitness scores:

7 s(cte D= agte Y or exp(—aﬂgt;l)) as Eq. (5) or (6)

8 Quee)=(1-B)-Quilee) + 8- sic ) asEq. (7)

9:  end for

10:  Compute target expert load: 7(*) = (chzl |D.| - kc) /E

11:  Construct dynamic bounds: Lyew(€), I'new(e) for each ex-
pert e

12 Solve:max )  Q:-1(c,e) - Xc.e {Eq. (10)}

13: subject to: Y Xe e = ke, Linew(€) < 35, [DelXee <
Fnew(e)

14:  Obtain optimal assignment: AL = {e| Xc,e =1}
15:  Client-side Local Training
16:  for each client ¢ € S; do

17: Download assigned experts {9?71) }eeAg” and shared
extractor ¢~

18: Train locally for R local rounds on D., compute updates
Ay {A68)

19: Record feedback {uC P acté, K(t> } and upload to server

20:  end for

21:  Server-side Aggregation

22:  Aggregate extractor: ) (=D +Zc€St 0] LAY

23:  Aggregate each expert Hé ) using usage-weighted average
from participating clients

24: end for

Client-expert Quality Score Metrics

We now introduce the aforementioned client-expert quality
score for expert assignment.

Client-expert fitness Score (Q) The server maintains a
matrix Q@ € RE*F, where Q(c, e) estimates the suitability
or “fitness” of expert e for client ¢’s local data. A higher
score Q(c,e) indicates a better fit (e.g., higher accuracy
achieved or lower loss incurred by client ¢ with expert ). Af-
ter each communication round ¢, for each client ¢ and each

expert e € Ag) that it trained, the server updates Q(c, e).

This update is based on feedback from client ¢, such as the

average local accuracy aE 23 and loss Eé < observed for data

samples processed by expert e during local training at ¢.
The fitness indicator st(f‘)g can be designed flexibly. In this
work, we adopt two straightforward strategies:
e Accuracy Driven (Acc-driven): The indicator is di-
rectly proportional to the reported accuracy:

st = all). )

* Loss Driven (Loss-driven): The indicator is an expo-
nential function of the negative loss, transforming lower
loss values into higher scores:

s = exp(—ar ), (6)



where e&tl is defined in Eq. (2) and oz, > 0 is a hyperpa-
rameter that scales the impact of the loss.

The client-expert quality score ((c, ) is then updated using
an Exponential Moving Average (EMA):

Qt(c7 6) = (1 - ﬁ) ) Qi—l(cv 6) + ﬁ . ngé7 (7)

where 5 € (0,1] is the learning rate for the EMA (e.g.,

B =0.1).Fore ¢ A&”, the value is simply carried over:
Q+(c,e) = Q¢—1(c,e). The initial scores are set to a con-
stant (e.g., Qo(c, e) = 0.2) for all client-expert pairs.

Expert Utilization Balance Evaluation Metrics

While standard metrics like prediction accuracy measure the
overall performance of the trained MoE model, they do not
capture how balanced expert utilization is across different
experts. To this end, we propose specific metrics as follows.

¢ Per-Expert Load Coefficient of Variation (CV): This
metric measures the relative imbalance in expert utiliza-

tion over a recent period. Let We(t’w) be the total load
(measured as the sum of usage counts) processed by
expert e during a sliding window of the last w com-
munication rounds (from round t — w + 1 to t). This
can be calculated from the client feedback: We(t’w) =
S w1 D ecA® ul"). The CV at round ¢ for win-
dow w is calculated by

btde( e(t,w))

mean. (We(t’w)) ‘

cvi) = ®)

A lower CV indicates better expert utilization balance,
with CV = 0 representing perfect balance within the
window. If the mean load is zero (e.g., during initial
rounds or if no relevant data is processed), we define CV
to be zero. We expect algorithms enforcing balanced ex-
pert utilization to achieve lower CV values compared to
purely quality-driven approaches.

e Max-Min Load Gap: This metric quantifies the abso-
lute difference between the most and least utilized ex-

perts over the recent window w. Using We(t’w) as defined
above:

Gap™™) = max(W ™)) — min(WE™)). )

A smaller gap signifies better expert utilization balance
in the worst case.

Load-Balanced Expert Assignment Algorithm

Given the client-expert fitness scores () ;1) computed from
feedback in the previous round, the server employs our pro-
posed optimization-based algorithm to optimally assign ex-

pert subsets Ag) for each client c. Unlike simple greedy
approaches that select top-k. experts per client (leading to
severe load imbalance), our algorithm formulation jointly
optimizes client-expert specialization and system-wide load
balancing under resource constraints.

Formulation for Joint Optimization This approach for-

mulates expert assignment as an optimization problem that

maximizes total client-expert quality scores while enforcing

per-client capacity limits and per-expert load balance con-

straints.

1. Optimization Problem: Let X.,. € {0,1} indicate
whether expert e is assigned to client c in round ¢. The
objective is to maximize the total accumulated quality:

maxiiQt—l(C, 6) 'Xc,e, (10)
subject to: -
* Client Capacity Constraint:
XE:XC,E =k, Vee{l,..,C}. an
e=1
* Expert Load Upper Bound:
ZC: |De| - Xe,e < Thew(e) Vee{l,..,E}. (12)
c=1
* Expert Load Lower Bound:
i IDe| - Xeye > Loew(e) VYe€{l,..,E}.  (13)
c=1

2. Dynamic Bounds Construction: Prior to the assign-
ment, the server computes the target per-expert load

) = (ZCC:1 |D| - kc> /E, reflecting the ideal as-

signment distribution for round ¢. For each expert e, the
round-wise load deviation is defined as

B G G (14)
where W1 = ZczeEAit—l) |D.| is the actual load as-
signed to expert e in the previous round. The historical
deficit Dét) is updated using exponential smoothing by

DY = (1 =)DV 44dl Y. (15)
The target load for round ¢ is adjusted accordingly as
TargetLoad'" = 7 — gy - D). (16)
The dynamic load bounds are then defined as
Odev = Oratio * T(t)7 (17)
Lr(,ézv(e) = max (0, TargetLoadit) — 6dev) , (18)
T (e) = TargetLoad " + ey, (19)

where 7, aagj, and draio are hyper-parameter.

3. Solution Method: The optimization problem is adapted
from prior work on the Generalized Assignment Prob-
lem (GAP) (Ross and Soland 1975; Nauss 2003) with ad-
ditional dynamic load-balancing constraints. It is solved
by the server utilizing standard solvers accessed through
the PuLP library. The optimal binary assignment matrix
{X,,} determines each client’s selected expert subset:

AD = {e| X, =1}
In summary, solving Eq. (10) produces an expert assign-
ment that optimizes fitness scores, adheres to client capacity

constraints, and maintains bounded load imbalance across
clients.



Experiments

In this section, we empirically evaluate the performance of
our proposed FLEX-MoE framework. We aim to demon-
strate its effectiveness in training MoE models in resource-
constrained federated settings, focusing on model accuracy
and expert load balancing.

Experimental Setup

We conduct experiments on three benchmark datasets:
CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky, Hinton et al. 2009), EMNIST (Deng
2012), and GTSRB (Stallkamp et al. 2011), simulating both
IID and non-IID data distributions across clients. To sim-
ulate data heterogeneity, we employ two standard non-1ID
data distributions commonly used in FL (Lu et al. 2024):
Dirichlet distribution (controlling label concentration across
clients) and Class partition (limiting each client to a fixed
number of classes). Our model architecture incorporates an
MoE layer with a ResNet model as each expert. The MoE
layer consists of E experts, and each client ¢ can load at most
k. experts. We train for Tp,x = 100 communication rounds
with R = 3 local training rounds per client. For the main
experiments, the client-expert quality score () is calculated
by using Egs. (5)- (6). Key evaluation metrics include av-
erage test accuracy across clients and expert utilization bal-
ance evaluated by the CV (Eq. (8)) and Max-Min (Eq. (9))
with window W = Ti,.x covering the entire training period.

Preliminary Study: Limited Expert Access

To motivate our approach, we evaluate how expert capac-
ity affects MoE performance in FL.. We compare three set-
tings: 1) a dense model with a single shared expert, 2) a full-
capacity MoE where each client loads all 8 experts, and 3)
a resource-constrained MoE where each client has hetero-
geneous capacity k. € [2, 6] and randomly receives experts
according to this capacity.

Setting  Clients (C)  Experts (E) Cap. (k) Acc.(%)

1) 20 1 1 63.71
2) 20 8 8 76.82
A3) 20 8 [2,6] 72.03

Table 1: Acc. under different expert access configurations.

As shown in Table 1, expert specialization improves ac-
curacy (77% vs. 64%), but limited access to experts de-
grades performance (72%), highlighting the need for effec-
tive, capacity-aware expert assignment in FL.

Baselines

We compare our method against two baselines: Random as-
signment and Greedy selection.

Random Assignment (Random). Each client is ran-
domly assigned k. experts, ensuring nearly equal expert uti-
lization but ignoring client-expert compatibility.

Greedy Top-k. Selection (Greedy). This baseline follows
the greedy top-k selection strategy similar to existing fed-
erated MoE approaches (Dun et al. 2023; Mei et al. 2024),

while using our fitness metrics in expert evaluation for fair
comparison. Given the quality matrix Q;_; € RE*F, each
client ¢ independently selects the top k. experts with the
highest fitness scores following

AP = TopK,, (q.), (20)

where g, is client ¢’s quality row from );—;. This ap-
proach prioritizes client-expert personalization while ignor-
ing global expert load balancing.

Comparison of General Results

We evaluate all three methods under both IID and non-I1ID
data distributions, with two expert scoring indicators (Acc-
and Loss-driven) across three datasets (Table 2). Clients op-
erate under limited capacity, accessing a subset of experts.

FLEX-MOoE achieves the best accuracy in most cases.
Our proposed FLEX-MoE method achieves the highest ac-
curacy in the majority of configurations, though Greedy
occasionally outperforms it in certain scenarios (e.g., GT-
SRB IID with Loss-driven indicator). FLEX-MoE demon-
strates consistently superior performance through its joint
optimization of expert-client matching and load balancing.

FLEX-MOoE provides consistently superior expert load
balancing. Across all configurations, FLEX-MoE achieves
the lowest CV in expert usage, indicating nearly uniform
expert training and superior expert utilization balance com-
pared to all baselines. In contrast, Greedy often causes sig-
nificant imbalance (e.g., CV exceeding 0.2 in some cases) as
it prioritizes high-quality experts without considering global
load distribution, leading to amplified expert usage skew.

Computational overhead remains practical. While the
Greedy baseline adds virtually no runtime cost compared
to Random, our proposed FLEX-MoE incurs a modest
6% training time increase (24.3 vs. 25.8 minutes on dual
NVIDIA A100 GPUs for CIFAR-10 IID) for significantly
improved load balancing, making it practical for federated
training.

When Is Load Balancing Most Helpful?

We now examine when load-balanced expert assignment is
most beneficial, focusing on scenarios with strong data skew.
Building on our earlier setup (C' = 20, E = 8, k. € [2,0]),
we evaluate two more challenging non-IID conditions: (1) 2-
Class partition and (2) Dirichlet o = 0.1 to simulate severe
label imbalance across clients.

FLEX-MoE consistently outperforms Greedy under
highly skewed data distributions. Across all datasets and
expert scoring indicators, FLEX-MOoE achieves significantly
higher accuracy and consistently superior expert load bal-
ancing than Greedy and Random (Tables 3 and 4).

FLEX-MoE demonstrates superior performance with
stronger benefits under data heterogeneity. Our proposed
FLEX-MoE method shows two key performance patterns: 1)
In general federated settings, FLEX-MOoE achieves better ac-
curacy than Greedy in more than half of the test cases while
maintaining consistently superior load balancing across all
configurations. 2) In severely skewed data distributions (2-
Class partition, Dirichlet o« = 0.1), FLEX-MOoE consistently



CIFAR10 |

EMNIST ‘ GTSRB

Indicator Algo. ‘

| Acc(%) CVv Max-Min | Acc.(%) CV Max-Min | Acc.(%) CvV Max-Min
- Random | 72.03 00270 194000 | 9748 00285 63360 | 57.34 00319 74550
Acedriven  Greedy 78.44 03100 1658000 9721 02785 451200 9279  0.1366 292875
CO-dnven  pIEX'MoE | 7948  0.0028 12000 98.33  0.0040 5760 98.00  0.0047 6390
Loss.driven  Greedy 7871 02980 1794000 98.02  0.1671 340800 90.88  0.0960 175725
‘ FLEX-MoE | 83.00  0.0028 12000 98.08  0.0040 5760 76.48  0.0045 6390
Non-IID (Dirichlet o = 0.8)
. Random | 5670  0.0283 202365 | 8326  0.0305 190274 | 4731 00433 27746
Acedriven  Greedy 6226 02092 1178539 86.18 02191 1036969 68.03  0.1786 100093
FLEX-MoE | 64.52  0.0030 14564 83.88  0.0038 14688 5934  0.0164 6120
Lossdriven  Greedy 61.14 02951 1794908 85.06  0.2093 992532 67.94  0.0153 9210
FLEX-MoE | 68.81  0.0030 14085 8691  0.0041 18482 76.50  0.0085 5410
Non-IID (4-Class partition)
- Random | 1870  0.0261 180000 | 76.50  0.0322 1813456 | 17.91 00497 42026
Acedriven | Greedy 4625  0.1602 1028000 8681 02164 9088941 5701  0.0989 65003
FLEX-MoE | 58.61  0.0028 12000 82.57  0.0046 184706 4442 0.0236 6353
Lossdriven,  0reedy 5551 02270 1388000 8688  0.1180 5250878 4894  0.0255 10187
: FLEX-MoE | 6551  0.0028 12000 80.53  0.0053 173239 50.30  0.0081 3603

Table 2: Performance comparison across three datasets (Client count C' = 20, Expert count F = 8, k. € [2, 6]).

Indicator Algo. Acc.(%) Cv Max-Min

- Random 7.19 0.0261 180000

Ace-driven Greedy 51.28 0.1918 1346000
FLEX-MoE 61.00 0.0028 12000
Greedy 32.53 0.2446 1426000

Loss-driven

FLEX-MoE 59.44 0.0028 12000

Table 3: Performance comparison under non-1ID data (2-
Class partition, C' = 20, E = 8, k. € [2, 6]).

Indicator Algo. Acc.(%) Cv Max-Min

- Random 23.42 0.0334 226800

Ace-driven Greedy 52.28 0.1855 1111136
FLEX-MoE 67.60 0.0024 13188
Greedy 46.17 0.1417 966123

Loss-driven

FLEX-MoE 55.75 0.0030 13972

Table 4: Performance comparison under non-IID data
(Dirichlet « = 0.1, C =20, E = 8, k. € [2,6]).

outperforms Greedy in both accuracy and load balancing
metrics across all scenarios.

Expert over-concentration under Greedy assignment
reduces specialization and hurts accuracy. Analysis of
expert-client assignment patterns reveals that Greedy causes
certain experts to be overused by many clients, while oth-
ers are rarely selected. This mixing of diverse client gradi-

ents reduces expert specialization and hurts generalization.
In contrast, FLEX-MoE spreads expert assignment more
evenly, enabling more stable expert updates and better spe-
cialization. These results demonstrate that load balancing
becomes increasingly critical as data heterogeneity intensi-
fies.

Conclusion

We proposed FLEX-MOoE, a federated MoE framework that
addresses the critical challenge of expert assignment un-
der resource constraints while ensuring system-wide load
balancing. Our framework introduces a client-expert fit-
ness score mechanism and a load-balanced expert assign-
ment algorithm that jointly optimizes client-expert special-
ization and balanced expert utilization. Experimental results
on three datasets demonstrate that load balancing is essential
for effective federated MoE training, particularly under non-
IID data distributions where a naive greedy baseline leads
to severe expert imbalance and degraded performance. Our
approach consistently achieves superior load balance while
maintaining competitive accuracy, highlighting the impor-
tance of global optimization in federated MoE deployment.
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