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Abstract—We propose a technique to assist in converting a
reference layout of an analog circuit into the procedural layout
generator by efficiently reusing available generators for sub-
cell creation. The proposed convolutional neural network (CNN)
model automatically detects sub-cells that can be generated by
available generator scripts in the library, and suggests using them
in the hierarchically correct places of the generator software.
In experiments, the CNN model examined sub-cells of a high-
speed wireline receiver that has a total of 4,885 sub-cell instances
including different 145 sub-cell designs. The CNN model classified
the sub-cell instances into 51 generatable and one not-generatable
classes. One not-generatable class indicates that no available
generator can generate the classified sub-cell. The CNN model
achieved 99.3% precision in examining the 145 different sub-cell
designs. The CNN model greatly reduced the examination time
to 18 seconds from 88 minutes required in manual examination.
Also, the proposed CNN model could correctly classify unfamiliar
sub-cells that are very different from the training dataset.

Index Terms—analog layout generation, convolutional neural
network, layout-to-generator conversion, sub-cell generator as-
signment

I. INTRODUCTION

DESIGNING layouts of analog circuits is a time-
consuming and costly process. Because the performances

of analog circuits can be seriously degraded by poor physical
designs, designers must spend many hours carefully drawing
analog layouts considering the impacts of physical designs
on analog performances. For example, the accuracy of an
analog-to-digital converter (ADC) can be seriously degraded if
capacitor layouts are poorly matched. Similarly, the speed of a
serial link might be limited by the skew caused by poor high-
speed routings and parasitic components. Therefore, designing
analog layouts demands a lot of design time, the designer’s
attention to detail, and their expertise in analog circuits.

To reduce analog layout development time and cost, re-
searchers proposed “procedural layout generators” [1]–[3]. A
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procedural layout generator receives input parameters from a
designer and then automatically generates a layout instance
(Fig. 1). This is especially useful when a design needs multiple
layouts with different device sizes, or when frequent modifica-
tion/revision is required. Also, it can be used when porting a
layout design to different technology nodes by modifying the
physical layers and adjusting geometric dimensions. There-
fore, once it is developed, a procedural layout generator can
significantly reduce the time and expense of analog layout
development.

However, programming a procedural layout generator also
takes a lot of time, expense, and skilled personnel. A generator
script must be carefully programmed, considering analog
performance and design rules. Therefore, this process also
requires a designer with both knowledge of layouts and pro-
gramming skills. Such highly talented engineers are expensive.

This work aims at layout-to-generator conversion to reduce
the development time and cost for the procedural layout
generator. In the application, a designer can load an existing
reference layout to reutilize the carefully planned layout styles
in programming the procedural generator [4]. By referencing
the loaded layout, the designer can easily program the gen-
erator in a much shorter time. In addition, by referencing a
silicon-proved layout, a novice designer can develop a high-
quality layout generator without much knowledge about analog
layout design [4].

Layout-to-generator conversion is done by appropriately
expressing the geometries of the reference layout with pa-

Fig. 1. The concept of layout-to-generator conversion, and example gener-
ation of sense-amplifiers using the procedural generator converted from the
reference sense amplifier layout. For different input parameters, many different
layout geometries such as the width/length/count of fingers and the number
of vias can be modified.
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Fig. 2. A reusing example of an inverter generator script during the
development of the procedural generator of an inverter chain layout.

Fig. 3. An example of sub-cell layouts that can be generated with existing
generator scripts. The example sense amplifier layout consists of 8 MOSFETs,
129 via stacks, and 79 boundary/path elements. The correct sub-cell generators
must be assigned to 8 MOSFETs and 129 via stacks to develop the generator
of the sense-amplifier.

rameters in the program code. If the reference layout has sub-
cells that can be generated by available layout generators, then
the amount of work can be greatly reduced by reusing the
program code of the available generators. A large amount of
its source code can be automatically loaded in and referred
by the program under development in order to minimize the
tedious typing of complex code. Fig. 2 shows an example of
reusing an inverter generator script in developing an inverter
chain generator. About 33,000 characters of the source code
of the inverter generator can be reused in the source code of
the inverter chain by referring to it.

However, a large layout may have many sub-cells, and ex-
amining the match between many sub-cells and many available
generators also requires a lot of work. For example, Fig. 3
shows a layout of a simple sense amplifier and its layout
elements. It has 137 sub-cells (8 MOSFETs and 129 via
stacks), and 79 boundary/path elements. A larger layout may
have many more sub-cells including more complex ones. In
such a case, examining and assigning correct generators to
sub-cells would be time-consuming.

We propose a CNN-based assistance technique to reduce the
time-consuming labor of sub-cell generator assignment during
layout-to-generator conversion. When a reference layout is
loaded, our tool traces through the design hierarchy of the

reference layout, and the CNN model examines each sub-
cell, and suggests the generator script that can generate the
sub-cell. Upon the designer’s approval, the matched generator
scripts are automatically assigned to the right sub-cells. In
experiments, the CNN model achieved 99.3% precision in
classifying the sub-cell designs of the reference layout, and
properly suggested the generator scripts that can generate the
correctly classified ones. Compared with the manual examina-
tion, the working time was reduced by the CNN model from 88
minutes to 18 seconds in classifying 4,885 sub-cell instances
into 52 classes. The time improvement would be much greater
in a practical application where there are much more number
of sub-cells and available generators.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Procedural Layout Geneartor

Procedural layout generators can automatically create layout
designs for specific circuit types by receiving design param-
eters as input. Instead of manually creating layouts for each
design iteration, designers can quickly generate multiple layout
variants by adjusting input parameters. These generator scripts
are particularly valuable for analog and mixed-signal circuit
blocks that are frequently reused with revisions.

Developing a procedural layout generator involves codify-
ing layout design procedures through parameterized program
scripts. Similar to full-custom manual design flow, design-
ers carefully consider the placement and routing of layout
elements. However, unlike the manual design process that
produces a single fixed layout, the generator design process
creates a parameterized script capable of generating various
layout instances. Each element’s geometry, including bound-
aries, paths, and structure references, is defined by variables
and formulas that change according to input parameters and
design rules (Fig. 4 [4]). By describing geometric constraints
as formulas, these generators can produce multiple layout
variants without manual redrawing. This design approach
allows designers to encapsulate their expertise into a program
that quickly produces layout variants.

Fig. 4. Basic Layout elements and parametric description formula. Reprinted
from [4].
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Fig. 5. An example hierarchical design flow of the layout-to-generator
conversion framework with inverter example, reprinted from [4].

B. Layout-to-Generator Conversion Framework

The layout-to-generator conversion framework [4] is pro-
posed to reduce the significant human effort required in devel-
oping procedural layout generators. Traditionally, developing a
layout generator from scratch involves numerous manual steps,
including defining layout elements, specifying design vari-
ables, describing parametric expressions, and programming
the entire design procedure. This process is not only time-
consuming but also requires human experts in both analog
design and programming.

The layout-to-generator conversion framework addresses
the challenges of traditional layout generator development by
converting reference layouts into a generator. By referencing
silicon-proved layout, this framework allows designers to use
silicon-proved layouts as references. In addition, the frame-
work reduces the manual coding workload by automating
repetitive task. With this approach, designers with limited
expertise in analog layout design or programming can develop
high-quality layout generators.

The layout-to-generator conversion framework supports a
hierarchical design flow to simplify the development process
just as a layout cell can be hierarchically structured with its
sub-cells. A layout cell, also simply called a cell, is a modular
layout block containing elements like boundaries, paths, and
smaller cells. The smaller cells instantiated within the larger
cell are called sub-cells. If there are available generators that
can generate the sub-cells in development of the generator of
the larger cell, a designer can utilize them to create codes for
generation of the sub-cells instead of building the complex
layout generator of the larger cell from scratch. In the layout-
to-generator conversion process, sub-cells can be converted to
the generator codes using the sub-cell generators as illustrated
in Fig. 5 [4]. This approach enables complex designs to

be efficiently developed from simpler generators. By reusing
existing sub-cell generators, designers can codify hierarchical
structures without manually developing every generator from
scratch. This approach reduces redundant coding effort and
increases the efficiency of the layout-to-generator conversion
process.

However, despite the automation techniques provided by the
layout-to-generator conversion framework in [4], several steps
still require manual intervention. For example, in hierarchical
design flow, for every sub-cell, a designer must manually
check whether there is a generator that can generate the
sub-cell and must assign the available generator to it. Ad-
ditionally, describing parametric expressions still needs to be
done manually. While the framework significantly reduces the
overall workload through several automatic processes, further
improvements can enhance the automation of the generator
development process.

III. APPLICATION OVERVIEW

This work focuses on automating the assignment of gener-
ators to sub-cells, a critical part in layout-to-generator conver-
sion for hierarchical designs. The proposed technique acceler-
ates layout and generator development cycles, enhancing the
efficiency of the layout-to-generator development workflow.

A. Construction of A Large Layout Library

The proposed technique can be used to construct a large
layout library for companies. Fig. 6 shows the concept of
the construction cycle. While not fully automated, this cycle
is supported by semi-automatic techniques to reduce manual
workload, as described in [4]. This is an accumulative cycle
that expands assets of layouts and layout generators by positive
feedback. Both layout and generator libraries grow through
this cycle while helping each other to grow. By layout-
to-generator conversion, a designer can easily create layout
generators from layouts in the layout library. By using the
converted generators, the designer can quickly produce many
new layouts. The libraries of layouts and generators grow with
new assets. The designer can also develop new layouts by
using the generated layouts as sub-cells. The new designs can
be accumulated in the layout library. In addition, designers
can manually create new layouts and add into the library
during the cycle, increasing the diversity of circuit types and

Fig. 6. A construction cycle of layout and generator libraries using a layout-
to-generator conversion technique.



4

layout patterns. The newly developed layouts can be converted
into new generators, and then the new generators can produce
new layouts, again. By repeating this process, the layout and
generator libraries continue to grow.

The proposed CNN model also accelerates and evolves with
the construction cycle. The CNN model assists in converting
layouts to generators, and thus it helps the generator library
become bigger. Because the CNN model is trained by layout
data created by generators in the library, the bigger generator
library improves the model. Because the model is improved,
it further accelerates the layout-to-generator conversion and
thus the growth of the generator library. Through this positive
feedback cycle, the proposed CNN model evolves with the
generator library.

B. Layout-to-Generator Conversion Workflow

Our proposed CNN model assists in the hierarchical de-
sign flow during layout-to-generator conversion process by
automating the generator assignment for sub-cells, which was
previously a time-consuming and error-prone step. Fig. 7
shows the workflow of the layout-to-generator conversion,
while Algorithm 1 provides a detailed pseudo-code for each
step.

In Step 1, a reference layout is loaded. This initial loading
prepares the data structure for subsequent hierarchical analysis.

In Step 2, the design hierarchy of the loaded layout is
automatically analyzed in order to prepare for semi-automatic
construction of the program body in Step 3. The program
structure of the generator to be developed is planned in
this step including generator assignment for sub-cells. While
tracing the design hierarchy of the reference layout, sub-cells
are encountered according to the hierarchical structure stored
in the GDSII file. The CNN model then examines whether
an encountered sub-cell can be generated by one of the
generator scripts in the library. If the sub-cell is generatable,
then the CNN model will automatically suggest using the
correct generator script for the construction of the program
body in Step 3. If not, the sub-cell can be flattened one

Fig. 7. The workflow of layout-to-generation conversion assisted by the CNN
model.

Algorithm 1 Layout-to-Generator Conversion Workflow

1: Input: GDSII File file.gds
2: Output: Procedural layout generator
3: Step 1: Load Layout
4: Layout = load layout(file.gds)
5: Step 2: Analyze Layout Hierarchy
6: function EXAMINECELL(cell)
7: examination result = CNN.examine(cell)
8: if examination result == “Not Generatable” then
9: for subcell in cell.sub cells do

10: EXAMINECELL(subcell)
11: end for
12: else
13: cell.assignment suggestion = examination result
14: end if
15: end function
16: for cell in Layout.sub cells do
17: EXAMINECELL(cell)
18: end for
19: Step 3: Construct Program Body Semi-Automatically
20: function DESIGNERCHOICE(cell)
21: display(cell.assignment suggestion)
22: Designer confirms if the suggestion is appropriate
23: if approved the suggestion then
24: generator = cell.assignment suggestion
25: return {“assign”, generator}
26: else
27: Designer confirms if the cell is generatable
28: if confirmed as generatable then
29: generator = designer input()
30: return {“assign”, generator}
31: else
32: choice = designer select(“flatten”, “develop”)
33: return {choice}
34: end if
35: end if
36: end function
37: function PROCESSCELL(cell)
38: decision = DESIGNERCHOICE(cell)
39: if decision[1] == “assign” then
40: cell.generator = decision[2]
41: else if decision[1] == “flatten” then
42: Layout.flatten(cell)
43: for subcell in cell.sub cells do
44: PROCESSCELL(subcell)
45: end for
46: else if decision[1] == “develop” then
47: develop a generator for the sub-cell first
48: end if
49: end function
50: for cell in Layout.sub cells do
51: PROCESSCELL(cell)
52: end for
53: program body = create program body(Layout)
54: Step 4: Parametric Descriptions
55: for element in program body do
56: User provides parametric expressions via GUI.
57: end for

hierarchy level and then the software traces down into the
lower design hierarchy in order to continue to examine the
flattened sub-cell. This iterative flattening process continues
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until a suitable generator is found. Or, the designer can choose
to start developing the generator of the sub-cell, and then
use it in Step 3. Our algorithm checks and memorizes the
examination history in order to avoid unnecessary multiple
examinations of the same sub-cell layout instance that is used
multiple times in the reference layout design.

In Step 3, the software semi-automatically constructs the
body of the generator program based on the analysis in
Step 2. The skeleton of the program body is automatically
prepared, and then generator code for sub-cells and basic
elements (boundaries and paths) are inserted into the appro-
priate positions as planned in Step 2. In this process, the
CNN model suggests the right generator scripts for the sub-
cells if the sub-cells are generatable. Upon the designer’s
approval, the suggested generator script is inserted in the
right position. By reusing the generator scripts in the program
body, a large amount of workload can be reduced. If there
is no available generator for the sub-cell, the sub-cell can be
flattened by one hierarchical level, or the designer can choose
to develop the generator of sub-cell as explained previously.
This suggestion-approval approach prevents a small chance of
the wrong assignment of generator scripts. Because the CNN
model cannot guarantee 100% accuracy, it may mistakenly
suggest the wrong generator scripts. Because the wrong usage
of the generators can cause very complicated design rule
violations or LVS violations, it must be prevented. Even with
the possibility of occasional misclassifications by the CNN
model, the overall workload of manually examining each sub-
cell is greatly reduced.

In Step 4, the designer fills key parametric descriptions
in the program body prepared in Step 3. This step requires
manual GUI operation: input, but the GUI-based framework
[4] helps designers describe parametric expressions through an
GUI. Finally, the designer has the layout generator converted
from the reference layout. The converted generator can pro-
duce various layouts in the same style of the reference layout
but with different design parameters.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we present our proposed method in order
to automate sub-cell generator assignment using a CNN. We
will explain our proposed method in order of data preparation
for the CNN model, model architecture design, and model
training.

A. Data Preparation and Analysis

1) Data Preprocessing: In preprocessing, to feed sub-cell
layout data into the CNN model, the sub-cell layouts in a
GDSII format are converted into matrix inputs whose elements
are numeric values. The converted matrix inputs have 21
channels, each of which looks like a bitmap image matrix
(Fig. 8) [5].

This conversion involves three primary steps: 1) dividing a
layout by physical layers, 2) converting each physical layer to
a matrix input for each channel, and 3) re-sizing the matrix
input sizes to 256x256.

Fig. 8. Preprocessing of a layout input.

In the first step, the layout input is divided by physi-
cal layers in order to preserve physical layer information.
Consequently, the proposed CNN model differs from typical
image classification models in the number of input channels.
A typical color image has three different channels for R,
G, and B whereas our CNN model uses 21 channels. Each
channel represents a specific physical layout layer, such as
‘metal1’, ‘metal2’, ‘poly’, ‘contact’, ‘via’, and ‘doping layer’.
This approach enables the model to distinguish elements of
different physical layers. To handle various layout designs in
different technology nodes, similar functional purpose layers
in different technology nodes are appropriately mapped to the
same channel. For example, to draw gates of transistors, a
poly-gate layer is used in old technology while a metal-gate
layer is used in recent technology. Although the material and
technology modes are different, both layers are used for the
transistor gate region. Therefore, the poly-gate and metal-gate
layers are mapped to the same channel.

In the next step, we convert the format of the layer input
of each channel to a matrix form from the GDSII format
because the matrix format is suitable for a CNN model. For
conversion, a grid is drawn on a physical layer design of the
channel to define pixels for the design. For each channel, if a
pixel overlaps with the elements drawn on the physical layer
then the pixel value is set to 1. Otherwise, the pixel value is
set to 0. For missing physical layers that were not used in
the input layout, the corresponding channels are zero-padded.
Through this process, the physical layer input to each channel
is converted into a matrix format.

In the last step, the matrix of each channel is resized to
the same size in order to ensure that the input to the CNN
model has the same dimension. For example, if the desired
input matrix size is 256x256 then the resizing process works
as follows. If the size of the converted matrix is 256x256
then no resizing process is required. If the converted matrix is
smaller or larger than 256x256, then zero-padding or average
sub-sampling is used to resize the input matrix to 256x256,
respectively.

2) Cell Size Distribution: To determine the appropriate
input matrix size, we analyzed the size distribution of the sub-
cells. We studied how improper matrix size can lead to poor
performance of the model. If the input matrix size is too small
(low-resolution), many sub-cells lose geometric information
by excessive downsampling during converting layout data into
matrices, and thus reducing the model’s accuracy. Conversely,
an excessively large input matrix size would make a model
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TABLE I
SUB-CELL SIZE DISTRIBUTION

TABLE I
IMAGE SIZE DISTRIBUTION

< 64x64 < 128x128 < 256x256
Accumulative Percentage 63.5% 79.5% 89.9%

less efficient due to too much computation.
We determined the appropriate input matrix size by obtain-

ing the size distribution of the sub-cells. For computational
efficiency, candidates of input size were restricted to powers of
two (32x32, 64x64, 128x128, etc.). Among 11,539 sub-cells,
only 36.5%, 20.5%, and 10.1% sub-cells are larger than 64x64,
128x128, and 256x256, respectively (Table I). Therefore, if
the input matrix size is 256x256 (equivalently 2,560 nm x
2,560 nm area), then 89.9% of the sub-cells out of the 11,539
sub-cells can be handled by the input matrix without resizing.
Only about 10.1% of sub-cells lose information during data
preparation if the input matrix size is 256x256. In addition,
increasing the input matrix size beyond 256x256 would lead
to a significant increase in memory requirements. Therefore,
because of the diminishing return beyond the matrix size of
the 256x256, we designed the input matrix size of our CNN
model to 256x256.

B. Model Architecture

We adopted a convolutional neural network (CNN) to ex-
amine whether a sub-cell can be generated by generator scripts
available in the library. The CNN model classifies a sub-cell
layout into one of 52 classes depending on how the available
generators in the library can be utilized in generating the input
sub-cell. 51 classes represent 51 scenarios where the sub-cell
layout input can be generated by one of the available generator
scripts whereas one class is labeled as ‘Not generatable’ to
indicate that the input sub-cell cannot be generated by any
available generator script. The choice of 52 classes is based
on the available generators at the time of development. This
number is not fixed to a particular technology node and can be
easily adjusted if more generator scripts are added or removed
in the future. Our tool infers that the input layout cannot be
generated by an available script if the not-generatable class
has the maximum probability or no other probability is larger
than a threshold level. Otherwise, it infers that the generator
associated with the maximum probability output can generate
the input layout.

The proposed CNN model is described in Fig. 9a. The
proposed CNN model (Fig. 9a) is modified from the base
CNN model (Fig. 9b) which is very similar to ResNet [6].
The base CNN model is different from a typical ResNet in
fact that the number of input channels is 21 instead of 3. The
proposed CNN model combines three base CNN models with
three different input matrix dimensions of 64x64, 128x128,
and 256x256 for multi-scale processing (Fig. 9a).

The base CNN model consists of residual blocks with
convolutional layers and skip connections, pooling layers,
and fully-connected layers like a typical image classification
CNN model (Fig. 9b) [6]. The base CNN model receives an
NxNx21 input. Each residual block contains two convolutional

Fig. 9. The architectures of the CNN models (a) the proposed CNN model,
(b) the base model.

layers with 3x3 kernels, with batch normalization and ReLU
activation layers. Skip connections for each residual block
connect the input of the residual block directly to its output.
The last fully-connected layer with 52 nodes was used at the
end to classify the input sub-cell layout into one of 52 classes
of generation scenarios. The output of the last layer is a vector
of 52 elements corresponding to the probability of 52 classes.
Among the 52 classes, one class is the not-generatable class
which indicates that no available generator can generate the
input sub-cell.

We used a sigmoid function at the last layer instead of a
softmax function, which is widely used in multiclass classifica-
tion problems [7], [8]. In the applications of softmax, the sum
of the output probabilities is always ‘1’ assuming that an input
always belongs to one of the classes. Consequently, softmax
tends to assign high probability to the most likely class, even
when the input layout does not correspond to any generator.
Therefore, the ‘Not generatable’ class must be considered one
of the outputs if a softmax is used. However, layouts that
cannot be generated by the available generator scripts are
too diverse to be treated as one class ‘Not generatable’ in
our experience. In contrast, sigmoid functions evaluate each
class independently, assigning probabilities between 0 and 1.
Among these probabilities, The model selects the class with
the highest probability if it exceeds a predefined threshold.
If no class exceeds the threshold, or if the ’Not generatable’
class scores the highest, the input sub-cell is classified as not
generatable. This approach helps the model handle diverse not-
generatable layouts. Therefore, we adopted sigmoid functions
and treated the task as multiple binary classification problems,
where the probability of each class is independent from others

The proposed CNN model utilizes three base models in
parallel sub-network in order to support a multi-scale approach
by extracting three different scale feature maps (Fig. 9a). The
proposed model begins with an input matrix of size 256x256.
This matrix undergoes sub-sampling at two different ratios of
4:1 and 2:1, producing matrices of sizes 64x64 and 128x128,
respectively. The two produced matrices (64x64 and 128x128)
and the input matrix (256x256) are fed into the three sub-
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TABLE II
DEFINITION OF A CONFUSION MATRIX FOR GENERATABLE

V.S. NOT-GENERATABLE INPUT LAYOUTS

Generatable

The input layout can indeed be generated by
the inferred layout generator.

The model predict the input layout as ‘generatable’ The model predict the input layout as ‘not-generatable’

The input layout is indeed not generatable 
by any of the available generator scripts.

The input layout cannot be generated by 
the inferred layout generator.

2) The input layout is ‘Generatable’ by a specific generator, but the model incorrectly assigns a different generator.

Correct

Incorrect

Not-Generatable

Correct Generatable Inference (CGI)

Incorrect Generatable Inference (IGI)

The input layout is actually generatable 
by one of the available generator scripts.

Correct Not-Generatable Inference (CNI)

Incorrect Not-Generatable Inference (INI)

1)The input layout is acutally ‘Not-Generatable’, but the model incorrectly assigns a generator to it.

1), 2)

networks, all of which have the same depth and architecture.
Each sub-network architecture is identical to the base model
without the last fully-connected layer. After three matrices
are processed by the three sub-networks, the outputs from the
sub-networks are concatenated and then fed to the last fully-
connected layer to classify the generation probabilities.

Sub-networks with different input matrix sizes in the pro-
posed CNN model improve accuracy by extracting and uti-
lizing multi-scale feature maps. Because of down-sampling,
the sub-network with the small matrix input (64x64) is ad-
vantageous in recognizing large structures of the input layout
such as placement of its sub-cells and long routing patterns
between them. However, this sub-network may lose details
of the layout such as local routing patterns, via connection,
etc., due to excessive down-sampling. On the other hand,
the sub-network with the large matrix input can preserve
more detailed features, such as intricate routing patterns and
fingers of gates. Similarly, the sub-network with intermediate
input matrix size (128x128) is advantageous in recognizing
structures and patterns of intermediate sizes. By incorporating
multiple sub-networks with different input sizes, the accuracy
of the proposed CNN model is improved by up to 4.5% in the
test.

Hyperparameters such as depth of the neural network,
matrix dimensions, and the number of layers were manually
tuned by observing metrics while training the model. The
relevant metrics are defined based on the confusion matrix
presented in Table II.

Precision is defined as the ratio of correctly identified
generatable instances (CGI) to the total number of generatable
inferences, including incorrect ones (IGI).

Precision =
CGI

CGI + IGI
(1)

Recall is defined as the ratio of correctly identified generatable
instances (CGI) to the total CGI and missed generatable
instances (INI).

Recall =
CGI

CGI + INI
(2)

Accuracy provides an overall measure of the model’s clas-
sification performance.

Accuracy =
CGI + CNI

CGI + CNI + IGI + INI
(3)

Fig. 10. Example generatable sub-cell layouts that were correctly classified
by the proposed CNN model. Note that the CNN model must be able to
distinguish subtle differences in layout styles in order to determine whether
a layout can be generated by a generator template.

The F-0.5 score is a weighted harmonic mean of precision
and recall, with more emphasis on precision.

F-0.5 Score =
(1 + 0.52)× (Precision × Recall)

0.52 × Precision + Recall
(4)

Not-Generatable Identification Rate (NGIR) focuses on the
model’s capability to identify layouts that cannot be generated.
It is calculated as the proportion of correct not-generatable
inferences (CNI) to the total of CNI and incorrect not-
generatable inferences (INI).

NGIR =
CNI

CNI + INI
(5)

C. Training

In order to train the model, we used three different types of
datasets. 1) a dataset of layouts was generated with random
parameters using available generators in the library. 2) As
negative samples, not-generatable layouts were also randomly
created and used. 3) We also used manually-designed silicon-
proved layouts as a realistic dataset [9]. All training datasets
were generated or designed in a 28 nm CMOS technology
node.

The first dataset was acquired by randomly generating
layouts with generator scripts available in the library. The gen-
erator scripts include generators for boundary arrays, via stack
arrays, MOSFETs, poly resistors, 2-input NAND gates, 3-input
NAND gates, transmission gates, current mirrors, inverters,
high-speed set-reset (SR) latches, sense amplifiers, resistor
banks, and so on (Fig. 10). For generation of dataset, input
parameters of the generator scripts were randomly generated
within the acceptable ranges defined by the developers. Using
the randomly generated parameter sets, various layout datasets
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were generated. For this automated process, the designer
specified the layout generators, defined parameter ranges, and
set the number of samples. The algorithm then randomly
selected parameters, executed the generators, and converted
the resulting layouts into matrices for preprocessing.

To address a data imbalance problem, we added a dataset of
randomly created not-generatable layouts. As negative sample
layouts, several boundaries were randomly created: they were
randomly sized and randomly located on random layers. These
negative samples are meaningless random layouts that cannot
be generated by the available generators, but improves the
model’s accuracy. Similarly, this process of creating not-
generatable layouts was also automated, requiring only spec-
ifying the number of samples.

By training the model with these negative samples, we
could mitigate the problem of bias from imbalanced data.
The layouts that are generated by available generators do
not include not-generatable layouts, and thus training the
model only with them causes a data imbalance problem: the
imbalanced data with only generatable samples can bias the
model toward inferring generatable classes, leading to fewer
inferences of the not-generatable case.

To add realistic cases to training data, we also used
manually-designed layouts acquired from a fabricated and
tested chip [9]. We manually labeled layouts of a high-speed
wireline transmitter design, and used them for training. The
transmitter design was developed independently of this work,
and thus these data are not biased by our intention. This dataset
includes both realistic generatable and not-generatable layouts.

The dataset of manually-designed layouts improves the
generalization ability of the model by increasing the variety of
realistic design samples. With improved generalization ability,
the model performs well on unseen data that are not included
in the training data. To improve the generalization ability, it
is important to use realistic negative samples in training so
that the model can distinguish the subtle difference between
generatable and not-generatable layouts in real design. In
practical design cases, there are many not-generatable layouts
that look very similar to generatable ones. For example, an
inverter and a transmission gate may have almost identical
placement of transistors, but their routing patterns are slightly
different. The subtle differences between these can hardly be
trained by the randomly created negative samples which do not
look like not-generatable layouts in real design. Although the
randomly created not-generatable layouts in the second dataset
help address the data imbalance problem, they do not provide
such realistic negative samples. Because the third dataset of
manual layouts is acquired from a real chip design, they
provide realistic samples for both positive and negative cases.
These samples help the model to identify tricky differences in
layout styles improving the generalization ability of the model.

The model was trained with 25,500 layouts that were gener-
ated by available generators, 500 not-generatable layouts that
were randomly created, and 442 manually-designed layouts.

In order to avoid overfitting and also for good generaliza-
tion, the model was validated using manual layouts acquired
from another chip design different from the one used for the
training dataset. During training, for validation, we used 1,888

Fig. 11. Tested high-speed I/O circuits: (a) a compact quarter-rate RX and
(b) a TRX block with relaxed impedance matching capability.

manual layouts that were neither used in training nor testing.
The validation dataset was designed also in a 28 nm CMOS
technology node. For the training, we used the binary cross
entropy loss function and selected a batch size of 8. Training
continued until the validation loss showed no improvement for
a predefined number of epochs, thereby preventing overfitting.

We trained the model to classify sub-cell layouts into one
of 52 classes (Fig. 10). The 52 classes comprise 22 different
various circuit layout classes, 28 different via stack array
classes, 1 boundary array class, and 1 not-generatable class.
It is noticeable that 28 different via stack array classes can
be generated by one via stack layout generator with various
different layer combinations. We found that a human designer
usually has to spend a lot of time checking the layer options
of via stacks to utilize generators correctly because there are
many various layer options of via stacks. In order to reduce
the time required to manually check via stack layer options,
we designed the CNN model to classify the vias stack options.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULT

We evaluated the performance and efficiency of the CNN
model through three experiments: 1) assessing classification
accuracy of the proposed CNN, 2) measuring runtime of the
proposed CNN, and 3) analyzing and comparing the accuracy
metrics and runtimes of the proposed and base CNN models.

The model was tested with two manually-designed high-
speed I/O circuits (RX [10], TRX [11]) (Fig. 11). The RX
circuit, implemented in a 28 nm CMOS process, is a compact
single-ended receiver that operates at 20 Gbps for short-reach
links. The TRX is implemented in a 65 nm CMOS process. Its
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TABLE III
DETAILED INFERENCE RESULTS BY THE TYPE OF

GENERATOR SCRIPTS.

Fig. 12. Example layouts that were (a) correctly and (b) incorrectly classified;
A layout with an extremely poor aspect ratio was incorrectly inferred by the
CNN model.

transmitter uses a four-tap feed-forward equalization in half-
rate architecture and configurable resistor banks to accommo-
date different impedances.

For each circuit, a dataset was prepared by converting its
sub-cells into matrices. RX contains only generatable sub-
cells. The generators of all RX’s sub-cells were used to
prepare the training dataset, among others. Therefore, all sub-
cells of RX must be inferred as “generatable”, making the
dataset retrieved from RX the easiest one for the model. TRX
was designed in 65 nm CMOS technology and contains not-
generatable sub-cells. Recognizing the sub-cells of TRX is
more challenging than the ones of RX for two reasons: 1)
the technology node of TRX is different from the ones of the
training dataset, 2) the layout patterns of not-generatable sub-
cells of TRX are unfamiliar to the model because these layouts
were not included in the training dataset.

A. Classification Accuracy

To evaluate the performance of the proposed CNN model
under diverse scenarios, we tested the trained CNN model with

TABLE IV
CORRECT AND INCORRECT TABLE RESULTS FOR TRX

(A) TOP-1 PREDICTION, (B) TOP-3 PREDICTION.

TRX-top1 Generatable Not Generatable
Correctly Inferred 481 54

Incorrectly Inferred 16 6

TRX-top3 Generatable Not Generatable
Correctly Inferred 487 60

Incorrectly Inferred 9 1

Note: Total 557 sub-cells are tested.

the two different circuits RX and TRX.
First, we tested the model with the RX circuit to evaluate the

model’s performance on data similar to the training dataset. We
recorded the examination count of sub-cells and the inference
results. Identical sub-cell layouts are counted only once in the
number of examinations because our algorithm avoids multiple
examinations of the identical layout instances referencing the
same design source by checking examination history. As a
result, the same generator was assigned once for the identical
layouts. Our software examined only 145 different sub-cells
instead of examining all 4,885 sub-cells.

Table III shows the detailed inference results by each type
of generator script when the model is tested with the RX.
Because a total of 4,885 RX’s sub-cells were instantiated by
referencing 145 different sub-cell designs, the model examined
only the 145 different sub-cell designs instead of examining
4,885 instances. 144 sub-cell designs were correctly classified
into 31 different classes out of a total of 52 classes. Only one
sub-cell design was incorrectly classified: this is a vertically
long via stack array layout with extreme aspect ratio (Fig.
12). It seems that this sub-cell is too long and too narrow to
be identified even at the highest resolution of 256x256. To
classify this large sub-cell correctly, higher resolution would
be necessary. Although one sub-cell design was incorrectly
classified, the incorrect generator assignment for the sub-cell
can be prevented by suggestion-and-user-approval process of
our tool flow. Other sub-cells were classified correctly. In
overall, the model achieved 99.3% precision, 100% recall,
99.4% F-0.5 score, and 99.3% accuracy. This result implies
that the proposed method can successfully suggest generator
scripts for the sub-cells for layout-to-generator conversion.

Secondly, we evaluated the model’s performance using the
TRX, a high-speed I/O transceiver that was manually designed
in 65 nm CMOS technology. This dataset is particularly chal-
lenging because the model was trained with a different tech-
nology node (28 nm CMOS technology) and TRX contains
69 not-generatable sub-cells that is not familiar to the model.
TRX has a total of 17,206 sub-cell instances, referencing 557
different sub-cell designs. Among 557 sub-cell designs, 69
sub-cell designs were not generatable. The model successfully
classified 535 sub-cell designs out of 557, achieving accuracy
of 96.1% (Table IV.a). Moreover, the model achieved a top-
3 accuracy of 98.2%, meaning the correct prediction was
among the model’s top 3 most confident predictions in 547 of
557 sub-cells (Table IV.b). By providing the list of the top-3
most confident predictions during the designer approval stage,
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF SUB-CELL EXAMINATION TIMES BY THE

PROPOSED MODEL AND BY MANUAL CHECKING.

the chance of correctly suggesting the generator assignment
to the designers can be greatly improved. In overall, the
model achieved an F-0.5 score of 97.2% and successfully
identified unfamiliar layouts as not-generatable sub-cells, such
as duty cycle corrections (DCC)s, pre-amplifiers, switches,
delay units. These results demonstrate that the model can
classify unfamiliar sub-cells designed in a different technology
node.

In a practical scenario for layout-to-generator conversion,
the CNN model’s accuracy would be higher than the second
test result (TRX) for three reasons: 1) the model classifies
familiar layouts well. 2) there is a high chance that small sub-
cells are familiar to the model. 3) the majority of sub-cells
are small sub-cells that can be easily classified by the CNN
model.

In practical scenario, the layout-to-generator conversion fol-
lows the application’s construction cycle introduced in Section
III. Sub-cell layouts are converted to sub-cell generators one
by one, starting from the bottom of the design hierarchy.
This process gradually fills the generator library with sub-cell
generators, starting from small and frequently-used sub-cells
in the lower design hierarchy. As new generators are added,
the CNN model is also updated by training with new layouts
generated by these new generators. As a result, the model be-
comes familiar with these new sub-cell types and can classify
them better. Because the layout-to-generator conversion starts
from bottom of the design hierarchy, usually beginning with
small sub-cell designs that are frequently instantiated, there
is a high chance that the model is familiar with such small
sub-cell designs during inferencing. In addition, typically, the
majority of sub-cells are small and simple, and thus can be
easily classified. For example, transistors, resistors, inverters,
capacitors, current mirrors, etc. are such frequently-used sub-
cells. Because their count is very large and they can be easily
classified, the overall classification accuracy would be very
high in practical scenario. In Table IV (TRX), we reported the
accuracy of classifying sub-cell designs: 535 sub-cell designs
out of 557 different designs were correctly classified, resulting
in 96.1%. If we re-calculate the accuracy of classifying sub-
cell instances, then 17,120 sub-cell instances out of total
17,206 sub-cell instances were correctly classified, resulting
in the accuracy of 99.5%. Therefore, the model’s accuracy
is expected to be higher in the practical scenario, where
classification of sub-cell instances matters.

Additionally, we compared the CNN model’s accuracy with
that of a Support Vector Machine (SVM) as a baseline.

TABLE VI
RUNTIME BREAKDOWN TABLE OF THE PROPOSED CNN

MODEL.

TABLE VII
RUNTIME BREAKDOWN TABLE OF THE BASE MODEL.

We applied similar preprocessing steps to both models. For
the CNN, we used a 21-channel 256x256 matrix. For the
SVM, which requires one-dimensional vectors, we extracted
histograms along the x and y axes for each channel. This
produced 42 histogram vectors of length 256 (21 channels
× 2 directions), allowing the SVM to use the same dataset as
the CNN.

In the TRX test, the SVM did not identify any of the
69 not-generatable sub-cells, resulting in a Not-Generatable
Identification Rate (NGIR) of 0%. In contrast, the CNN
model achieved an NGIR of 87.0% for top-3 predictions and
78.3% for top-1 predictions. The SVM could not recognize
new and unfamiliar not-generatable layouts, while the CNN
model handled them well. The NGIR is important because
incorrect assignment of generators to not-generatable sub-
cells can cause design rule or LVS violations. In addition,
the CNN model also exceeded the SVM’s overall accuracy,
achieving 96.1% (98.2% in top-3) compared to 80.1% for
the SVM. These results show that the CNN model accurately
classifies not-generatable layouts, even for sub-cells designed
in different technology nodes or not included in the training
dataset.

B. Runtime Comparison with Manual Work

We also measured and compared the time required for the
proposed CNN model and a human designer to classify sub-
cells of the RX. In this experiment, we assumed the layout-to-
generator conversion scenario explained previously in Section
III.

For the same layout design, the CNN model and a human
designer did the same task: examining the generator assign-
ment for the sub-cells. The model was implemented in the
GUI-based layout-to-generator framework [4] and ran on a
personal computer with an Apple M1 Max chip, a 64 GB
RAM rather than on a powerful GPU server.
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To reduce unnecessary runtime, our algorithm avoids multi-
ple examinations of the identical layout instances referencing
the same design source by checking examination history.
Therefore, the runtime for examination of sub-cell instances
could be greatly reduced by examining only different sub-cell
designs instead of examining all sub-cell instances.

Table V shows the measured times for examining the sub-
cells of the RX circuit. The result shows that examination
time was greatly reduced by the CNN model. The model
only took 18.2 seconds for preprocessing, inferencing, and
suggesting generator scripts for 4,885 sub-cell instances. Be-
cause 4,885 sub-cell layout instances are referencing 145 sub-
cell design sources, all 4,885 sub-cells of RX were classified
by examining only 145 sources within 18.2 seconds. If we
examined all 4,885 sub-cell layout instances individually, it
would take 69 seconds, taking approximately 3.8 times longer
than examining the 145 sub-cell design sources.

In contrast, an expert human designer spent 88 minutes
manually examining 145 sub-cells. This result shows that the
CNN model could reduce the time required for suggesting the
correct generator scripts by 290 times. Examining hundreds of
sub-cells and tens of generators makes a human designer easily
exhausted because, for this task, the designer must compare
the layout patterns of the sub-cells and generators in detail. It
is noticeable that the experimental setup was very favorable to
the human designer. He was familiar with both programming
and the RX circuit, and had prior knowledge of which sub-
cells could be generated by which available generators. A
practical scenario described in Section III would be much
worse for the human designer. In this test, the number of
classes of generation possibilities was only 52. However, in a
practical scenario described in Section III, there would be a lot
more available generators. Therefore, this task would be much
more time-consuming. If the designer has many more layout
generator scripts to choose from and has less prior knowledge
about the sub-cell layout, then examining sub-cell layouts and
finding the matched generator scripts would be much more
time-consuming for the human designer.

Table VI shows the detailed time breakdown. Larger lay-
outs take a longer time to be converted into a matrix, but
the process generally completes in tens of seconds. This is
acceptable given that the application is focused on small sub-
cells. Authors believe that in the future, if the application
requires the handling of larger cells, the time of the matrix
transformation process can be reduced by parallel algorithms.

C. Impact of Model Architecture

We compared the performances and runtimes of two CNN
architectures: the proposed CNN model with sub-networks and
the base CNN model.

Fig. 13 shows the precision, recall, F-0.5 score, and accu-
racy results of the two model architectures for two different
datasets. For RX, the proposed CNN model achieved an F-0.5
score of 99.4%, while the base CNN model achieved 99.3%.
This high performance indicates that the CNN architectures
are good at identifying sub-cell patterns when the test dataset
is similar to the training dataset. When examining unfamiliar

Fig. 13. Performance comparison between the proposed CNN model and the
base CNN model.

layouts of TRX that are not similar with the training dataset,
the proposed CNN model with three sub-networks outper-
formed the base CNN model. Specifically, the proposed model
achieved a F-0.5 score of 97.2%, compared to the base model’s
score of 92.9%.

The runtime of the proposed model is slightly longer than
that of the base model. To classify RX’s sub-cells, the pro-
posed model took 18.21 seconds, requiring only 2.86 seconds
more than the base model (Table VII). The overall runtime
increase by the proposed CNN was contributed by the increase
of the inferencing time. Because the proposed CNN mode is
more complex than the base model, it requires more computa-
tion for inferencing, taking 3.07 second more. It is natural that
data preprocessing times of both models are almost identical
because they conduct the same data preprocessing. Although
the inferencing time of the proposed CNN is much larger than
the base model’s, the overall runtimes of both models are not
substantially different because data preprocessing times are
dominant in the total computation times of both models.

D. Classification of Tricky Layouts

It is interesting that the model could solve tricky layout
classification problems that can easily confuse a human de-
signer. Fig. 14 shows two sense amplifiers in different layout
styles. The first one can be generated by a sense amplifier
generator used in this work whereas the second one cannot.
Both layouts look similar to human designers because of
the similarity in placement. However, their metal routing
directions (vertical or horizontal) are different. The model

Fig. 14. Generatable and not-generatable sense amplifiers distinguished by
the model. They look similar in a placement style, but their routing styles
(metal direction) are different.
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TABLE VIII
COMPARISON TABLE WITH OTHER WORKS.

Work This Work [4] [3] [1]
Generation Approach Procedural Generator Procedural Generator Procedural Generator Procedural Generator

Development Process Reference Layout to
Generator

Reference Layout to
Generator

Manual Programming
Generator from Scratch

Manual Programming
Generator from Scratch

GUI Integration Yes Yes Yes No

Deep Learning
Integration

CNN-based Generator
Assignment for Sub-cell

No No No

Fig. 15. Examples of correctly inferred two resistor bank units that are
not within the design space of the trained dataset. They were generated by
the same generator using different design parameters. They were correctly
classified by the model even though their design parameters are not within
the ranges of design parameters of the training dataset.

could distinguish the subtle differences in metal routing and
classify them correctly. Another interesting observation is that
the model could correctly recognize them if two layouts are
generated by the same generator even though they have very
different aspect ratios and design parameters. Fig. 15 shows
two resistor bank units that were generated by the same
generator with different design parameters. They look very
different to human designers, but the model could recognize
them as the same class. Furthermore, the model could correctly
recognize layouts that are not within the design space of the
training dataset. The design parameters of the two resistor bank
units in Fig. 15 are not within the ranges of design parameters
of the training dataset: the model has not been trained with
layouts with such an extreme aspect ratio. Even though, the
model could manage to recognize that they were generated by
a generator of a resistor bank unit.

E. Comparison with Other Works
To the best of our knowledge, our sub-cell layout classi-

fication and generator assignment method has not been pre-
viously studied, making direct comparisons with prior works
challenging. Nevertheless, we compare our proposed method
with existing layout generation frameworks in Table VIII.

Jeong et al. [4] provides a layout-to-generator conversion
process but relies on manual generator assignment for sub-
cells, which is a time-consuming and error-prone process. Han

[3] offers a GUI-based development environment but cannot
convert reference layouts into procedural layout generators.
Chang [1] proposed an open-source procedural generator
framework that supports procedural generator development
through manual programming. However, it does not provide
layout-to-generator conversion or a GUI.

VI. CONCLUSION

We automated the assignment of generator scripts to sub-
cells to assist layout-to-generator conversion. To examine
whether sub-cells can be generated by available generator
scripts or not, we propose a CNN model that can examine
various sub-cell layouts. Our proposed preprocessing method
converts a layout input into a matrix of 256x256x21 after
layer mapping. The proposed CNN model employs three
parallel sub-networks with input sizes of 64x64, 128x128, and
256x256 in order to extract and process multi-scale feature
maps. By this multi-scale approach, the proposed model can
achieve good accuracy for various sizes of input sub-cells.

In experiment, the CNN model was trained with a dataset
generated by available generators. Tens of thousands of lay-
out data were automatically generated with random design
parameters for training. In examining the 145 different sub-
cell designs among a total 4,885 sub-cell instances of a
high-speed wireline receiver, the CNN model inferred the
generator suggestion correctly for 144 sub-cell designs and
incorrectly for only one sub-cell design, achieving a F-0.5
score of 99.4%. The time for examining sub-cells was greatly
reduced to 18 seconds by the CNN model from 88 minutes by
manual checking: this corresponds to 290 times improvement
in examination efficiency. These results show that artificial
intelligence potentially can greatly help layout-to-generator
conversion. The CNN model assists converting layouts to
the generators which can generate many new layouts and
strengthen the CNN model. With this positive feedback, the
layout and the layout generator libraries can be easily and
quickly expanded in the future.
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