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Abstract

Diffusion models have revolutionized video generation, becom-
ing essential tools in creative content generation and physical
simulation. Transformer-based architectures (DiTs) and classifier-
free guidance (CFG) are two cornerstones of this success, enabling
strong prompt adherence and realistic video quality. Despite their
versatility and superior performance, thesemodels require intensive
computation. Each video generation requires dozens of iterative
steps, and CFG doubles the required compute. This inefficiency
hinders broader adoption in downstream applications.

We introduce GalaxyDiT, a training-free method to accelerate
video generation with guidance alignment and systematic proxy se-
lection for reuse metrics. Through rank-order correlation analysis,
our technique identifies the optimal proxy for each video model,
across model families and parameter scales, thereby ensuring opti-
mal computational reuse. We achieve 1.87× and 2.37× speedup on
Wan2.1-1.3B and Wan2.1-14B with only 0.97% and 0.72% drops on
the VBench-2.0 benchmark. At high speedup rates, our approach
maintains superior fidelity to the base model, exceeding prior state-
of-the-art approaches by 5 to 10 dB in peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR).

1 Introduction

Diffusion models have revolutionized image and video generation,
with unprecedented capabilities in creative content production and
physical world simulation [11, 15, 16]. Applications of video diffu-
sion models range from entertainment and advertising to synthetic
data generation for autonomous driving and robotics. Diffusion
models work by learning to predict the noise that has been gradu-
ally added to videos; during inference, they progressively remove
noise to generate coherent video content during iterative steps.

Diffusion transformers (DiTs), initially proposed for image gener-
ation [13], have become the foundation of modern video generation
models [5, 11, 14, 16, 18]. Recent state-of-the-art models, such as
Wan2.1 [16] and COSMOS [11], have demonstrated the superior
performance of the DiT architecture. Classifier-free guidance (CFG)
[1] has become essential for these models [5, 11, 16], achieving
superior prompt adherence and video quality. These models can
capture complex attributes including physical laws, commonsense
reasoning, and compositional integrity, as evidenced by the VBench-
2.0 benchmark [23]. This progression from superficial properties to
modeling complex real-world phenomena makes video diffusion
increasingly valuable for downstream applications.

However, the compute cost of DiT-based video generation hin-
ders broader adoption. Each denoising step, or sampling step, re-
quires dozens of Tera-FLOPs, and dozens of steps are required to
produce a single video. This cost is further amplified by CFG, which

Prompt: A space station interior with microgravity conditions, where a bottle of water
is opened... Astronauts in space suits observe the phenomenon, their faces reflecting
curiosity and amazement. The background shows the station’s control panels and
windows revealing a distant planet or galaxy...

Figure 1: Visual comparison of the Wan2.1-14B model,

GalaxyDiT-fast, and prior work [7]. Metrics shown are for

the full benchmark evaluation. Best viewed zoomed in.

runs two parallel diffusion passes at each denoising step. With these
computational needs, Wan2.1-14B takes 7 minutes to generate a
5-second video clip on 8 A100 GPUs.

One promising approach to reduce computation without addi-
tional training is reuse, taking advantage of the similarities between
adjacent denoising steps by saving intermediate data for later reuse.
Despite feature similarities, deciding when to reuse is critical to
maintain output quality. The optimal reuse opportunity differs
widely across models and across prompts due to different noise
schedulers, video encoders, model architectures, and parameters.
Prior works have proposed a one-size-fits-all approach, using the
same reuse metric for different models [7]. However, we observe
that the statistics used to calculate the reuse metric, i.e. proxies,
vary across model families and scales, suggesting that a system-
atic approach to select the model-specific optimal reuse metric is
essential.

Moreover, existing techniques treat the conditional and uncon-
ditional passes of CFG independently during reuse decisions. This
misaligns the noise predictions and produces visual artifacts. Since
CFG is essential for high-quality generation, developing a CFG-
aware reuse strategy presents a critical opportunity for efficient
video generation.

To address these challenges, we propose GalaxyDiT, a training-
free reuse method to accelerate video generation. Our contributions
are:

• We demonstrate that different models have different proxies
that correlate best with the ideal reuse metric (i.e., the oracle).
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• We design a proxy selection method using Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficient to identify the best proxy for each
model.
• We propose CFG-aligned reuse to eliminate visual artifacts
caused by CFG-agnostic reuse methods.
• We present extensive evaluations across model architectures
and parameter scales. GalaxyDiT-fast achieves 2.57×, 2.37×,
2.13× speedups on Wan2.1-1.3B, Wan2.1-14B, and Cosmos-
Predict2-2B, respectively, with high fidelity to the basemodel,
as measured by multiple full-reference metrics.

Figure 2: Video generation relies on diffusion transformers

(DiTs) and classifier-free guidance (CFG).

2 Background

2.1 Video Generation with DiT and CFG

Transformer-based architecture (DiTs) and classifier-free guidance
(CFG) have enabled the vast improvement in video generation [1, 2].
As shown in Figure 2, video generation is controlled through a con-
dition vector c, typically text embeddings. Each DiT block processes
the entire token sequence, through attention, cross-attention, and
MLP layers. CFG [1] runs two parallel passes, conditional (with c)
and unconditional (with ∅), then combines their noise predictions
to achieve superior prompt adherence and video quality. The com-
bined prediction is then fed to the sampler, which generates the
next iteration’s input. Various noise schedulers [6, 8, 15] can be
used to control the noise level at each denoising step.

2.2 Related Work

Several techniques have been proposed to reduce computation in
DiT-based video generation. Model distillation approaches train
student models that require fewer denoising steps. For example,
AccVideo [21] trains the student model with a synthetic dataset gen-
erated by the teacher model. MCM [20] incorporates an additional
high-quality image dataset to compensate the visual quality loss of

the individual frames. However, distillation is compute-intensive,
requiring dozens of days on 8 A100 GPUs [21].

Training-free approaches avoid this cost. RADiT [12] skips layers
when input features resemble the previous denoising step. How-
ever, it incurs significant memory cost when extended to larger
models. For Wan2.1-14B, the 173 GB memory overhead makes
it impossible to fit on a single A100 GPU. Similarly, the residual
caching technique of DitFastAttn [19] saves the attention layer
output, translating to 58 GB memory overhead. FasterCache [9]
exploits feature similarity between CFG’s conditional and uncondi-
tional passes, proposing frequency-based reuse for unconditional
features, though this by design limits speedup to 2×. TeaCache [7]
skips steps if the polynomial fit of the embedded input is greater
than a threshold. Its extension to CFG-based models introduces
visual artifacts, as will be discussed in Section 3.3. Sparsity-based
approaches, such as Sparse VideoGen [17] that uses temporal and
spatial sparsity patterns, are orthogonal and can be used together
with reuse-based methods.

2.3 Full-Reference Video Quality Metrics

We compare latency-optimized models against base models using
standard full-reference metrics: peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR)
for absolute reconstruction error, structural similarity index mea-
sure (SSIM) for perceived structural changes, and learned perceptual
image patch similarity (LPIPS) [22] for perceptual loss.

3 GalaxyDiT

3.1 Algorithm Overview

GalaxyDiT accelerates video generation through two key inno-
vations: adaptive proxy selection and guidance-aligned reuse. The
core insight is that not all denoising steps contribute equally to the
final video quality, enabling video-dependent selective computation
reuse between adjacent steps.

Our method operates in two phases: an offline proxy selection
process and runtime inference acceleration. First, the proxy selec-
tion method (Section 3.2) identifies the optimal reuse metric for
eachmodel by analyzing rank-order correlations between candidate
proxies and the oracle, which is an ideal metric of how important
the current step is to the denoising process. This model-specific
selection is crucial because different architectures and scales exhibit
varying correlation patterns across their internal representations.

During inference, we use the selected proxy to determine when
to skip computation at each denoising step. At the beginning of
each step, we compute only a portion of the first DiT block of the
conditional pass and extract the chosen proxy (Algorithm 1, line 3).
We calculate the reuse metric by comparing the current proxy to the
previous step’s proxy, normalized by the current proxy’s magnitude
(line 4). This metric accumulates across steps to track the cumulative
change since the last full computation. If this accumulated metric
exceeds a threshold and we are past the initial 20% of denoising
steps, we reuse cached residuals from the previous step for both
conditional and unconditional passes (lines 6-8). Otherwise, we
perform full computation for both passes and store the residuals
for potential future reuse (lines 11-14).

A critical aspect of our approach is guidance alignment (Sec-
tion 3.3). Unlike prior work that makes independent reuse decisions
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for conditional and unconditional passes, we synchronize these
decisions based on the conditional pass’s proxy. This ensures that
the conditional and unconditional noise predictions, 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , c) and
𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 ,∅), used in CFG calculation (line 16), remain aligned at each
denoising step, eliminating visual artifacts caused by misaligned
guidance.

Algorithm 1 Video Generation Accelerated by GalaxyDiT

1: for denoising step 𝑆 = 1 to 𝑁steps do

2: ⊲ Run the first DiT block of the conditional generation
3: proxy𝑆 ← DiTBlock0(x𝑡 , c)
4: reuse_metric← reuse_metric + ∥proxy𝑆−1−proxy𝑆 ∥1

∥proxy𝑆 ∥1
5: use-cache← 𝑆 > 𝑁steps × 0.2 and reuse_metric < threshold
6: if use-cache then
7: 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , c) ← unpatchify(yin,𝑆,cond + rescond,𝑆−1)
8: 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 ,∅) ← unpatchify(yin,𝑆,uncond + resuncond,𝑆−1)
9: else

10: reuse_metric← 0
11: 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , c) ← DiT(x𝑡 , c) ⊲ Run full conditional pass
12: rescond,𝑆−1 ← y𝑜𝑢𝑡,𝑆 − y𝑖𝑛,𝑆 ⊲ occurs in the DiT
13: 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 ,∅) ← DiT(x𝑡 ,∅) ⊲ Run full unconditional pass
14: resuncond,𝑆−1 ← y𝑜𝑢𝑡,𝑆 − y𝑖𝑛,𝑆 ⊲ occurs in the DiT
15: end if

16: 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , c) = (1 + 𝑔) × 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 , c) − 𝑔 × 𝝐𝜃 (x𝑡 ,∅)
17: x′𝑡 ← sampler(𝝐̃𝜃 (x𝑡 , c), 𝑡)
18: end for

3.2 Adaptive Reuse Metric

3.2.1 The Oracle. In an ideal scenario, we would have access to an
"oracle", a metric quantifying the importance of each denoising step.
We define this oracle as the relative change in residuals between
consecutive steps, where the residual is the difference between
the output and input of the DiT blocks, y𝑜𝑢𝑡 − y𝑖𝑛 (Figure 3). This
residual quantifies the transformation applied by the DiT at each
step. A larger change indicates that it is more critical for final video
quality.

By comparing the oracle to a threshold, we can partition denois-
ing steps into two sets: steps with insignificant changes that can
be safely reused, and important steps requiring full computation.
Quantitatively, at sampling step 𝑆 , the oracle is:

Oracle𝑆 =
∥(yout,S − yin,s) − (yout,S-1 − yin,s-1)∥1

∥(yout,S − yin,s)∥1
(1)

where y𝑜𝑢𝑡 and y𝑖𝑛 are the output and input of the DiT blocks.

3.2.2 Proxy Candidates. In practice, computing the oracle requires
a full forward pass through the DiT to obtain y𝑜𝑢𝑡 , defeating the
purpose of reuse. We therefore introduce lightweight proxies that
approximate the oracle by computing only the first DiT block and
collecting intermediate statistics, requiring less than 1% of the full
step computation.

Different models exhibit distinct internal dynamics during de-
noising. The self-attention, cross-attention, and MLP layers evolve
differently across architectures and scales. Noise schedulers, which
decides the amount of noise at each step, and adaptive layer norm

Figure 3: The oracle requires full DiT pass; various proxy

candidates (names are labeled in Table 1) are intermediate

tensors extracted from the first DiT block to approximate

the oracle.

(AdaLN) further complicate these interactions. These architectural
variations mean that different intermediate tensors correlate best
with step importance across models. Thus, a proxy that effectively
predicts importance in one model may fail in another.

We propose eight proxy candidates extracted from various points
in the first DiT block, as labeled in Figure 3. Each proxy defines a
corresponding reuse metric:

Reuse metric𝑆 =
∥proxy𝑆−1 − proxy𝑆 ∥1

∥proxy𝑆 ∥1
. (2)

3.2.3 Proxy Selection. The key challenge is selecting the proxy that
best approximates the oracle. In an ideal scenario, we would decide
whether to reuse a denoising step by comparing the oracle against a
threshold. In practice, we instead compare the reuse metric against
another threshold.

The reuse metric’s threshold does not need to numerically match
the oracle’s threshold. What matters is rank-order preservation: if
the oracle indicates step A is less important than step B, the reuse
metric should also rank step A lower than step B. This consistent
ordering ensures we skip the same set of steps regardless of the
absolute metric values, as long as both the oracle and the proxy
partition the steps at similar positions in their respective rankings.

To quantify order preservation, we use Spearman’s rank correla-
tion coefficient 𝜌 , which evaluates the order-preserving nature of
two data sets. Spearman’s 𝜌 is equivalent to the Pearson correlation
of the rank values of two variables:

𝜌 = 1 −
6
∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝑑
2
𝑖

𝑛(𝑛2 − 1) , (3)

where 𝑑𝑖 = rank(𝑥𝑖 ) − rank(𝑦𝑖 ) represents the rank disagreement
between corresponding elements of the two datasets.
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(a) Cosmos-Predict2-2B (b) Wan2.1-1.3B

Figure 4: The comparison of two proxy candidates against

the oracle for an example prompt. The optimal proxy candi-

date for each model is shown in green. A suboptimal proxy

candidate is shown in orange.

In our context, we compute ranks across the denoising steps of a
single video generation. Specifically, for each step 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑁steps}:

𝑑𝑖 = rank(oracle𝑖 ) − rank(reuse metric𝑖 ). (4)

A high Spearman’s 𝜌 (close to 1) indicates that the proxy candidate
preserves the oracle’s ordering, making it suitable for our method.
We compute 𝜌 for each proxy candidate across a small number of
prompts and select the proxy with the highest average correlation
as the optimal choice for that model.

3.2.4 Proxy Selection Results. Figure 4 visualizes how different
proxy candidates compare to the oracle in two model families. For
Cosmos-Predict2 (Figure 4a), mlp out coincides closely with the
oracle, while attn in peaks earlier, failing to capture the oracle’s
behavior. Due to the lack of proxies reflecting the oracle at early
steps, we exclude the first 20% of steps from reuse consideration,
improving Spearman’s 𝜌 from 0.176 to 0.754. This exclusion strategy
is adopted across all models. For Wan2.1-1.3B (Figure 4b), cross
attn out serves as the best oracle indicator.

Our analysis reveals two critical findings. First, the optimal proxy
exhibits consistency across prompts within the same model. For
Wan2.1-1.3B, 𝜌cross attn out achieves a mean of 0.89 with a standard
deviation of only 0.11, demonstrating strong prompt-independent
correlation. Second, as shown in Table 1, the three models have
three different optimal proxies. These results underscore the neces-
sity of model-specific proxy selection. Using a suboptimal proxy
can severely degrade performance. For instance, applying the mlp
out (optimal for Predict2) to Wan2.1-14B yields a weak correlation
of only 𝜌 = 0.21, making it unsuitable for reliable reuse decisions.

3.3 Guidance-Aligned Reuse

Prior work typically determines step skipping independently for
the conditional and unconditional passes [7]. However, this in-
dependence causes visual artifacts. When the conditional DiT is
computed at the current step but the unconditional noise predic-
tion is reused from a previous step, the two predictions come from

Table 1: Spearman’s correlation (𝜌) between proxy candidates

and oracle. Optimal proxies are bolded.

Proxy Cosmos-Predict2-2B Wan2.1-1.3B Wan2.1-14B
1○ block in 0.16 0.35 0.00
2○ attn in 0.45 0.35 0.02
3○ attn out -0.07 0.60 0.65

4○ cross attn in 0.32 0.35 0.03
5○ cross attn out 0.68 0.89 0.53
6○ mlp in 0.64 0.40 0.16
7○ mlp out 0.82 0.40 0.21
8○ block out 0.51 0.40 0.13

(a) Wan2.1-1.3B

(b) Wan2.1-14B

Figure 5: Impact of CFG alignment on visual quality. Visual

artifacts in the non-CFG-aligned video is highlighted. Best

viewed zoomed in.

slightly different noise levels. Since CFG combines these predic-
tions (Algorithm 1, line 16), this mismatch fails to steer the diffusion
process from low-quality outputs, producing visual artifacts.

Figure 5 illustrates this phenomenon at a high reuse ratio to
amplify visual differences, though the effect persists at lower ra-
tios (quantified in Section 4.3). In the non-aligned approach, the
clothing in Figure 5a appears less vibrant, while the fur and floor
in Figure 5b show blurriness and anomalous artifacts. In contrast,
both the baseline and CFG-aligned versions preserve fine details
such as fur texture.

To address this, we propose guidance-aligned reuse: the proxy
from the first DiT block of the conditional pass (line 3 of Algo-
rithm 1) determines whether to reuse at each step. Crucially, both
conditional and unconditional passes then either compute or reuse
together (lines 7&8 and 11&13). This synchronization ensures the
guided noise prediction in line 16 receives matching inputs from
both passes, eliminating visual artifacts caused by misalignment.

4 Evaluation

4.1 Experimental Setup

We evaluate GalaxyDiT on three state-of-the-art DiT-based video
diffusion models representing different scales, architectures, and
modalities. Wan2.1-1.3B and Wan2.1-14B [16] are leading text-to-
video (T2V) models widely used in artistic content generation.
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Figure 6: Ablation of proxy selection for Wan2.1-1.3B. Cross
attn out (opt) uses cross attn out as the proxy and ex-

cludes the first 20% of denoising steps from reuse. The star

marks the optimal corner with higher quality and reuse.

Cosmos-Predict2-2B [10] is a foundation model targeting phys-
ical world simulation. It is an image-to-video (I2V) model, which
generates a video from an initial frame and a text prompt. Wan2.1
models use 50 denoising steps while Cosmos-Predict2 uses 36 steps.
For each model, we select the optimal proxy using statistics col-
lected on 16 prompts as described in Section 3.2, then determine
representative thresholds for different quality-latency trade-offs.

We evaluateWan2.1models on all 1330 prompts from the VBench-
2.0 suite [23], and Cosmos-Predict2 on the 1118 image-prompt pairs
from the VBench(beta)-I2V dataset [3, 4]. Latency is measured on 1
A100 GPU for Wan2.1-1.3B and Cosmos-Predict2, and 8 A100s for
Wan2.1-14B.

The baseline is the original model [11, 16] with full computation.
Baseline-generated videos serve as references for computing PSNR,
SSIM, and LPIPS. VBench-2.0 scores are computed using the official
implementation.

4.2 Ablation on Reuse Metric Selection

We ablate proxy selection on Wan2.1-1.3B using a random subset
of VBench-2.0 prompts with CFG-aligned mode. We compare three
configurations: attn in, cross attn out, and cross attn out
(opt). The purpose of this ablation is to conclude if our Spearman’s-
coefficient-based selection criterion leads to higher video quality.

Based on Spearman’s coefficients in Table 1, attn in correlates
weakly with the oracle (𝜌 = 0.35), while cross attn out shows
strong order-preservation (𝜌 = 0.89). Figure 6 confirms that the
video quality using the optimal proxy is higher: cross attn out
achieves up to 15 dB higher PSNR at lower reuse ratios, with further
improvement at high reuse when excluding initial steps.

4.3 Ablation on CFG-Alignment

Using the optimal reuse metric identified in Section 4.2, cross
attn out (opt), we compare CFG-aligned versus non-aligned
approaches on the same VBench-2.0 subset for Wan2.1-1.3B.

The conventional approach determines reuse independently for
conditional and unconditional passes at each step. Our CFG-aligned
approach synchronizes these decisions: reuse always occurs simul-
taneously for both passes.

As shown in Figure 7, CFG alignment achieves 4 dB higher PSNR,
10% lower perceptual loss, and 10% higher structural similarity at
60% reuse, confirming the visual motivation in Figure 5.

Figure 7: Ablation of guidance alignment in Wan2.1-1.3B.

Alignment improves all quality metrics across reuse rates.

(a) Wan2.1-1.3B (T2V, 81 frames, 832 × 480)

(b) Wan2.1-14B (T2V, 81 frames, 1280 × 720)

(c) Cosmos-Predict2-2B (I2V, 93 frames, 1280 × 704)

Figure 8: Quality-latency comparison of GalaxyDiT against

prior work [7] and the full-compute baseline. GalaxyDiT

achieves superior quality at equivalent speedup across T2V

and I2V modalities. The yellow star indicates the optimal

corner.

4.4 Quality and Speedup

Selecting different thresholds trades off video quality for speed.
GalaxyDiT-fast uses higher thresholds for maximum speedup,
while GalaxyDiT-slow prioritizes quality, which is suitable for
quality-sensitive applications like robotics simulation.
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Method Speedup↑ PSNR↑ LPIPS↓ SSIM↑ VBench-2.0↑

Wan2.1-1.3B (81 frames, 832 × 480)

Baseline 1.00× – – – 56.65%

TeaCache-slow 1.51× 25.1 dB 0.113 0.845 55.39% (−1.26%)
TeaCache-fast 1.98× 22.1 dB 0.173 0.777 52.91% (−3.74%)
GalaxyDiT-slow 1.85× 28.9 dB 0.061 0.911 55.68% (−0.97%)
GalaxyDiT-fast 2.57× 25.6 dB 0.114 0.854 52.83% (−3.82%)

Wan2.1-14B (81 frames, 1280 × 720)

Baseline 1.00× – – – 58.36%
TeaCache-slow 1.45× 18.8 dB 0.277 0.683 58.79% (+0.43%)
TeaCache-fast 1.93× 16.9 dB 0.371 0.615 57.61% (−0.75%)
GalaxyDiT-slow 1.30× 32.7 dB 0.031 0.949 59.22% (+0.86%)
GalaxyDiT-medium 1.54× 29.8 dB 0.048 0.927 58.05% (−0.31%)
GalaxyDiT-fast 2.37× 26.6 dB 0.093 0.881 57.64% (−0.72%)

Table 2: Performance comparison of GalaxyDiT against prior

works on Wan2.1 models.

At matched quality (25.6 dB PSNR, 0.11 LPIPS, and 0.85 SSIM),
GalaxyDiT achieves 1.74× speedup over prior work and 2.57×
over baseline on Wan2.1-1.3B (Figure 8a). At matched latency,
GalaxyDiT delivers 6 dB higher PSNR, 10% lower perceptual loss,
and 10% higher structural similarity. This trend holds across scales:
on Wan2.1-14B, GalaxyDiT maintains above 26.6 dB PSNR, 88%
SSIM, and below 9.3% LPIPS at 2.37× speedup. This trend also holds
across model families: on Cosmos-Predict2, at the same speedup,
GalaxyDiT achieves 9 dB higher PSNR, 10% lower LPIPS and 20%
higher SSIM.

We evaluate on VBench-2.0 rather than VBench-1.0 because
recent models have saturated VBench-1.0’s superficial metrics, and
emerging applications require the intrinsic faithfulness attributes,
including physical law adherence, commonsense reasoning, and
compositional integrity, which are measured by VBench-2.0 [23]. As
tested on the VBench-2.0 prompts, even GalaxyDiT-fast exceeds
the fidelity of prior work’s slow variant while delivering 2.57×
(1.3B) and 2.37× (14B) speedups (Table 2). Notably, GalaxyDiT-
slow improves the base 14B model’s VBench-2.0 score by +0.8%.

4.5 Visual Comparison

Figure 1 and Figure 9 show example videos fromVBench-2.0 prompts.
In both scenarios, GalaxyDiT closely resembles the baseline. The
missing planetary details in TeaCache’s version (Figure 1) con-
tribute to its low PSNR, since PSNR measures pixel-level fidelity.
Similarly in Figure 9, tree details basked in the sunlight are pre-
served in GalaxyDiT but lost in prior work. SSIM captures struc-
tural similarity, and both examples show that the structural compo-
sition of the prior work is different from the base model, despite
using the same noised latent.

Beyond fidelity, TeaCache exhibits worse prompt adherence. The
space station prompt specifies astronauts with faces "reflecting cu-
riosity and amazement," yet TeaCache omits one astronaut entirely
while the other faces away from camera. This degradation likely
stems from the non-CFG-aligned method, given that CFG is essen-
tial for prompt adherence.

Prompt: The camera enters a golden autumn forest, where the leaves have turned
brilliant shades from gold to orange-red. A few leaves drift down with the wind.
Sunlight filters through the gaps in the trees, casting dappled spots of light on
the forest floor. The scene shifts to a field outside the forest, where ripe rice stalks
sway in the breeze, their golden heads bowing under the weight of the grain... The
camera moves again to a winding stream...

Figure 9: Qualitative comparison on a complex landscape

scene with Wan2.1-14B. Best viewed zoomed in.

4.6 Memory Efficiency

We analyze memory overhead of the 14B model as it represents the
most memory-constrained scenario. The model itself contains 28
GB of parameters, with the text encoder requiring an additional 20
GB that can be offloaded during diffusion [16].

GalaxyDiT stores four tensors: residuals from the previous step
(res𝑆−1,𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑 and res𝑆−1,𝑢𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑 ), the current pass input for residual
calculation (y𝑖𝑛,𝑆,current pass), and the conditional proxy for comput-
ing the next reuse metric (proxy𝑆,𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑 ). For a sequence length of
75600, this amounts to 2.88 GB of GPU memory.

For single-GPU inference (e.g., A100 40 GB or 80 GB), memory is
critical. RADiT [12] stores tensors at every layer (173 GB), making
it prohibitively expensive, while TeaCache [7] requires 3.6 GB for
embedded inputs and cached tensors. GalaxyDiT achieves the
lowest memory overhead among reuse-based acceleration methods.

5 Conclusion

We presented GalaxyDiT, a training-free method to accelerate
video diffusion transformers through guidance alignment and adap-
tive proxy-based reuse. By systematically selecting optimal proxies
for eachmodel using rank-order correlation analysis, we ensure that
reuse decisions align with the true importance of each denoising
step. Our guidance-aligned reuse strategy eliminates visual artifacts
inherent in CFG-agnostic approaches. Evaluated on Wan2.1-1.3B
and Wan2.1-14B, GalaxyDiT achieves 1.87× and 2.37× speedup
with only 0.97% and 0.72% drop on the VBench-2.0 benchmark, re-
spectively. With both the T2V Wan2.1 models and the I2V Cosmos-
Predict2, GalaxyDiT achieves high fidelity to the base model, 5 to
10 dB higher PSNR than prior works at equivalent speedups. With
model-specific proxy selection and CFG-aware reuse, GalaxyDiT
enables downstream applications with efficient and high-quality
video generation.
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