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Abstract

Content-aware layout generation is a critical task in
graphic design automation, focused on creating visually
appealing arrangements of elements that seamlessly blend
with a given background image. The variety of real-world
applications makes it highly challenging to develop a sin-
gle model capable of unifying the diverse range of input-
constrained generation sub-tasks, such as those conditioned
by element types, sizes, or their relationships. Current
methods either address only a subset of these tasks or neces-
sitate separate model parameters for different conditions,
failing to offer a truly unified solution. In this paper, we
propose UniLayDiff: a Unified Diffusion Transformer, that
for the first time, addresses various content-aware layout
generation tasks with a single, end-to-end trainable model.
Specifically, we treat layout constraints as a distinct modal-
ity and employ Multi-Modal Diffusion Transformer frame-
work to capture the complex interplay between the back-
ground image, layout elements, and diverse constraints.
Moreover, we integrate relation constraints through fine-
tuning the model with LoRA after pretraining the model on
other tasks. Such a schema not only achieves unified con-
ditional generation but also enhances overall layout qual-
ity. Extensive experiments demonstrate that UniLayDiff
achieves state-of-the-art performance across from uncon-
ditional to various conditional generation tasks and, to the
best of our knowledge, is the first model to unify the full
range of content-aware layout generation tasks.

1. Introduction

Layout generation in graphic design and UI automation ar-
ranges visual elements (e.g., text, logos) to create aesthet-
ically pleasing advertisements, posters [9, 15], and maga-
zines [21, 41]. This task’s complexity arises from diverse
creative requirements, including unconditional generation,
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Figure 1. Previous models like RALF and LayoutDiT handle dif-
ferent conditional generation tasks with different parameters or
only support a part of conditional tasks, whereas our proposed
model, UniLayDiff, is able to handle various content-aware con-
ditional generation tasks in a unified diffusion model.

and generation conditioned on element types, sizes, inter-
element relations (e.g., “text A is larger than logo B”), lay-
out refinement, and partial layout completion.

Generally, layout generation can be categorized into two
types: content-agnostic and content-aware. The content-
agnostic task generates layouts without considering the
background image or its content, while content-aware lay-
out generation aims to generate a fitting layout that harmo-
nizes with the given background image. In recent years,
various generative models have made notable progress,
including GAN [16, 27, 28, 39], VAE [1, 23, 40], and
Transformer-based models [10, 12] in these two scenarios.
More recent studies, however, have shifted the focus to-
wards the application of diffusion models for better genera-
tive quality and versatility in conditional generation. Hence,
they have been adopted to develop unified models that adapt
to various conditions and improve generation quality, espe-
cially in the content-agnostic setting [4, 7, 19, 20]. These
diffusion-based unified models have shown better consis-
tency and generalization ability across different tasks.

Nevertheless, unification in the content-aware scenario
remains inadequately explored. When extending unified
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models from the content-agnostic domain to the content-
aware setting, they fail due to intricate relationships be-
tween layouts, various types of conditions, and the back-
ground canvas. Although LayoutDiT [30] achieves content-
aware generation with various conditions in the same
model, it requires retraining the model with different pa-
rameters for different condition specifications, as shown in
Fig. 1, limiting its generalization ability and parameter ef-
ficiency. These limitations motivate the development of a
truly unified approach for content-aware layout generation.

To tackle the aforementioned challenges and achieve
unification in the content-aware setting, we propose Uni-
LayDiff, a novel framework built upon the powerful dif-
fusion paradigm, as shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. Specifi-
cally, we treat layout constraints as a distinct input modal-
ity alongside visual information from the background im-
age, and integrate a Multi-Modal Attention (MM-Attention)
mechanism [6], inspired by recent successes in large-scale
image generation [25, 29, 38, 42], into our transformer
backbone. This design enables our model to flexibly learn
the high-dimensional relationships between image content,
explicit user constraints, and final layout structure within a
single unified architecture. Moreover, incorporating rela-
tional constraints is particularly challenging, as joint train-
ing can degrade performance on other tasks, as shown in
Tab. 4 and Fig. 4. To overcome this, we introduce relational
conditioning via Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [17] fine-
tuning. After pre-training on all tasks except relations, we
apply LoRA on the Partial Constraint Mask branch in our
model to extend the robust generative prior with relation-
specific adaptations. Such a paradigm preserves overall
quality while endowing the model with strong performance
across diverse conditional generation tasks.

We evaluate our method on two public benchmarks
PKU [15] and CGL [45]. Extensive experiments demon-
strate that our model achieves state-of-the-art performance.
The Multi-Modal Transformer can effectively capture the
complex relationships between background image and lay-
out constraints. LoRA fine-tuning effectively integrates re-
lation constraints in content-aware generation.

Overall, the contributions of our work are the following:

• We propose UniLayDiff, a unified framework based on
a Multi-Modal Diffusion Transformer that uses a single
model to address the majority of content-aware layout
generation tasks, from unconditional generation to refine-
ment and completion.

• In order to avoid performance degradation when directly
joint-training with relation conditions, we introduce re-
lation constraints through LoRA fine-tuning, which ef-
fectively extends the robust generative prior to achieve
relation-conditioned layout generation.

• To the best of our knowledge, UniLayDiff is the first truly
unified model in content-aware layout generation that can

handle the full spectrum of input-constrained sub-tasks
using a single set of weights, achieving state-of-the-art
results on multiple benchmarks.

2. Related Work
2.1. Content-agnostic Layout Generation
Content-agnostic layout generation [37] arranges elements
based on abstract rules like category or size, without a
background image. The field has evolved from early task-
specific generative models like GANs [27, 28], VAEs [23,
40], and autoregressive Transformers [10] toward more ver-
satile, unified frameworks. The pursuit of unification led
to various models, including autoregressive approaches like
LayoutFormer++ [22] and discrete diffusion models [19,
20]. However, these can be limited by sequential generation
or suboptimal conditioning methods that result in poor con-
straint adherence. While more recent methods using con-
tinuous diffusion or flow matching, such as LACE [4] and
LayoutFlow [7], offer advantages like integrating differen-
tiable aesthetic losses, they critically lack native support for
complex relational constraints [4, 7]. This often necessitates
a separate post-processing pipeline [4], revealing a crucial
gap in robustly modeling inter-element relations for sophis-
ticated layouts.

2.2. Content-aware Layout Generation
Content-aware layout generation, which arranges elements
in harmony with a background image, is a complex multi-
modal task. ContentGAN [44] was the first to tackle this
by incorporating the image semantics of the input can-
vas. Subsequently, CGL-GAN [45] used a GAN condi-
tioned on image saliency, DS-GAN [15] employed a CNN-
LSTM framework, and ICVT [2] utilized a conditional
VAE. RADM [26] and ContentDM [8] leveraged diffu-
sion models. Scan-and-Print [14] is a lightweight autore-
gressive model using patch-level “Scan” for efficient data
summarization and “Print” for data augmentation. How-
ever, these approaches lack support for various subtasks.
While some models like retrieval-augmented RALF [12]
and diffusion-based LayoutDiT [30] attempt multiple tasks,
they remain task-specific, requiring separate parameters and
falling short of unification. LayoutDiT also lacks support
for relation-constrained generation. Recently, LLM-based
models [3, 13, 31, 36] have also emerged. These meth-
ods demonstrate promising capabilities in layout genera-
tion, though they suffer from high inference costs.

3. Methodology
Our goal is to develop a unified content-aware layout gen-
eration framework, UniLayDiff, able to handle a full spec-
trum of conditional generation tasks with a single model, as
illustrated in Fig. 2.

2



L1 L2 L3 L4 M1 M2 M3 M4
L1
L2
L3
L4
M1
M2
M3
M4

MM-DiT MM-DiT

MM-DiT MM-DiT

Image Encoder Layout Encoder Condition Encoder

Add & MLP

D
en

oi
si

ng
 P

ro
ce

ss

(b) Modality Interaction

M Cate. Size Pos.

1 0 0

1 0 0

1 0 0

1 0 0

1

1

1

1

Cate. Size Loc.

1 0 0

0 0 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

1

11 1

1 1

Cate. Size Loc.

1 0 0

0 0 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

1

1

1

1

Cate. Size Pos.

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

with
Positional

Bias

with
Positional

Bias

1

1

1

1

sample
Activated in LoRA  Data flow only in LoRA 

Relationship

CompletionUncond C + S → P

LoRA

LoRA

C → S + P

× 2
× 1
× 1

logo

text

underlay

× 2
× 2

text

underlay

with size
Uncond

adaLN-Zero 

(a.2) Unified Input Conditions

Salbox
Encoder

Timestep
Encoder

(c) Relation Injection

(a.1) Content Conditions

+

+

+
（Relational Const.）

（Content Const.）

（Layout Const.）

Encode

mask

（Diffusion Loss）

L0 L1 L2 L3 L4
L0
L1
L2
L3
L4Diffusion Timestep

Figure 2. Overview of UniLayDiff. (a) Our framework takes inputs including the image I with its saliency map S, a noisy layout xt,
a partial constraint mask MP (sampled from various tasks), and a relation matrix MR. (b) Features FI , FL, and FM interact via the
dual-path MM-Attention module. (c) Relational constraints are integrated via a block-diagonal relative positional bias (where Li denotes
the i-th layout element,Mi the i-th mask element, and L0 represents the canvas). This relation module, and parts of the mask interaction
branch, are activated during the LoRA fine-tuning stage. Our model is first pre-trained on four fundamental tasks (a.2), then fine-tuned for
the relation task and enhanced quality. The resulting, fine-tuned model is used for inference on all tasks.

3.1. Preliminary: Diffusion Models
Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs) [11]
are generative models that learn to reverse a forward
Markov process that gradually adds Gaussian noise to
data. The forward process is defined by the transition
q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;

√
1− βtxt−1, βtI), where {βt}Tt=1

is a predefined variance schedule. This allows sampling
a noisy version xt of any clean data x0 at an arbitrary
timestep t in a closed form:

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, (1)

where αt = 1 − βt, ᾱt =
∏t

s=1 αs, and ϵ ∼ N (0, I) is
the sampled noise. The reverse process employs a neural
network, ϵθ(xt, t,y), trained to predict the original noise
ϵ given the noisy data xt, the timestep t, and an optional
condition y. The model is optimized by minimizing a sim-
plified L2 loss on the predicted noise:

Ldiff = Et,x0,y,ϵ

[
||ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t,y)||2

]
. (2)

3.2. Unified Conditioning
To build a unified content-aware layout generation model,
we formulate all the generation sub-tasks as a conditional
denoising problem.
Content conditions. In the content-aware setting, the gen-
eration process is guided by visual information. Follow-

ing prior works [12, 30], our model takes two visual in-
put: the RGB image of the canvas, I ∈ RH×W×3, and its
corresponding saliency map, S ∈ RH×W×1, where H and
W are the height and width of the canvas. The saliency
map is obtained using an off-the-shelf saliency detection
method [33, 34]. Furthermore, following prior work [30],
we extract bounding boxes B from the saliency map and
feed them into the model as an additional guidance.
Unified input conditions. We summarize the diverse con-
ditions into two primary types: Partial Layout Constraints
and Relational Constraints. Partial constraints, used for
tasks like completion and generation conditioned on ele-
ment types, are represented by a Partial Constraint Mask
MP ∈ {0, 1}N×(C+4), where N is the number of layout
elements, C is the number of element categories. Rela-
tional constraints, which define both positional (e.g., ‘left
of’) and size (e.g., ‘larger than’) relationships among el-
ements and the canvas, are encoded in a relation matrix
MR ∈ Z(N+1)×(N+1)×2.

Critically, unlike prior task-specific methods [12, 30]
that directly use partially “clean” layouts as model input,
which limits their unification capabilities, we treat both MP

and MR as explicit, additional conditions. These are fed
directly into our network’s attention mechanism, empower-
ing our model to flexibly support a full spectrum of tasks
within a single, coherent framework. Therefore, in our uni-
fied model, the condition y in Eq. 2 can be represented as:
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y = {I, S, B, MR, MP }.

3.3. Model Architecture
To implement our unified modeling approach, we pro-
pose a unified architecture, based on Multi-Modal Diffusion
Transformer (MM-DiT) [6]. Modality-specific encoders
project all conditions into a common embedding space. The
model then uses an MM-Attention mechanism to handle
image-layout and mask-layout interactions, enabling flex-
ible task handling.
Modality encoding. To condition the denoising process,
we first project all input modalities into feature embeddings.
This is accomplished through a set of specialized encoders.
Specifically, following [30], a ViT [5]-based image encoder
takes the concatenated image I and saliency map S to ex-
tract visual features FI . The layout L and Partial Con-
straint Mask MP are processed by separate encoders that
first project their geometric and categorical components in-
dependently, then sum the resulting embeddings to produce
layout features FL and mask features FM . The visual fea-
tures FI , layout features FL, and Partial Constraint Mask
features FM are later fused within the MM-DiT.
Modality interaction. To better guide the generation, we
elevate the Partial Constraint Mask MP to a distinct modal-
ity, treating it as a structural skeleton. Our approach con-
trasts with previous content-agnostic works [4, 7] where the
mask was merely part of the layout’s initial encoding. To
fuse the image, layout, and this new mask modality, we em-
ploy a MM-DiT-based architecture. (See Fig. 2(b).)

The MM-DiT leverages a MM-Attention mechanism to
model interactions across modalities. For a set of M modal-
ity token embeddings {f (i)}Mi=1, the combined query, key,
and value matrices are constructed by concatenating the lin-
early projected tokens from each modality:

Attention(Q,K,V) = softmax

(
QK⊤
√
d

)
V, (3)

Q = [P
(1)
Q f (1); . . . ;P

(N)
Q f (M)],

K = [P
(1)
K f (1); . . . ;P

(N)
K f (M)], (4)

V = [P
(1)
V f (1); . . . ;P

(N)
V f (M)],

where [·; ·] denotes concatenation along the token dimen-
sion, P(i) are linear projections.

However, directly fusing three modalities (image, lay-
out, and mask) in this manner resulted in suboptimal perfor-
mance, as demonstrated in our ablation study (Tab. 3). This
is likely due to the optimization challenges when process-
ing three disparate modalities within a single MM-Attention
mechanism, which may dilute key interactions [42]. To ad-
dress this, we adopt two parallel MM-DiT branches: one
captures interactions between visual features (FI ) and lay-
out features (FL), and the other between mask features

(FM ) and layout features (FL). The final layout representa-
tion is obtained by element-wise summing the layout-token
outputs from both branches.

Moreover, a conditioning vector Fcond is created by sum-
ming the time embedding Ft, embedding of bounding box
B and a global visual feature obtained by linearly project-
ing FI across its token dimension. This vector guides the
denoising network by being integrated into both parallel
branches through adaptive layer norm - Zero (adaLN-Zero)
used in DiT [32].

3.4. Imposing Relation Constraints
As a unified model, it also needs to be capable of generat-
ing layouts under relational constraints. To achieve this, we
inject relations via relative positional bias and introduce an
additional relational constraint for explicit enforcement.
Relation injection. To incorporate relational constraints,
we split the relation matrix MR precomputed from the
ground-truth layout, into layout-canvas relations (Mc

R) and
intra-layout relations (Ml

R). The layout-canvas relations
Mc

R are encoded via a learnable embedding and added
element-wise to the layout token embeddings (FL). For
intra-layout relations, as shown in Fig. 2(c), we introduce
a masked relative positional bias mechanism to inject them
into MM-Attention, inspired by relative positional bias[35].

To embed spatial priors, we inject a block-diagonal rel-
ative positional bias R, into the MM-Attention mechanism,
confining its influence to intra-modal relationships. The at-
tention logits are computed as:

logitij =
qik

T
j√
d

+Rij . (5)

The bias Rij is non-zero only when tokens i and j belong to
the same modality, in which case it is derived from learnable
embeddings of their pairwise geometric relations:

Rij =

{
bij , if modality(i) = modality(j)
0, otherwise,

(6)

where the modality-specific bias is computed as bij =
Embsize(∆

size
ij ) + Embpos(∆

pos
ij ), ∆size and ∆pos denote the

relative size and position parts of Ml
R, Embsize and Embpos

are learnable embedding layers. This targeted structural
bias allows the model to infer spatial arrangements within a
given modality without disrupting the learned cross-modal
attention patterns.
Relational constraint. As shown in the ablation study
(Tab. 5), we found that relying solely on relative position en-
coding is insufficient for enforcing complex relationships,
particularly for size constraints. Hence, we introduce a re-
lational loss, Lrel(x̃0,x0). This loss imposes explicit super-
vision by translating discrete geometric constraints from x0
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into a differentiable penalty, which is applied to the predic-
tion x̃0 at each time step to penalize violations.

Specifically, the closed-form sampling formulation for
the forward process denoted in Eq. 1 yields a way to esti-
mate x0 at each time step using the predicted noise ϵθ as:

x̃0(xt) = (xt −
√
1− ᾱt · ϵθ(xt, t,y))/

√
ᾱt. (7)

The relational loss Lrel(x̃0,x0) operates by comparing
properties extracted from the x̃0 estimated from ϵθ(xt, t,y)
against ground-truth relations derived from the original
data x0. Specifically, a set of predicted bounding boxes,
{b̃1, . . . , b̃N}, is parsed from x̃0. For any pair of these
boxes (b̃i, b̃j), we compute the log-ratio of their areas,
dij = logA(b̃j)− logA(b̃i), where A(·) denotes the func-
tion that computes the area of a bounding box. This for-
mulation is scale-invariant, focusing on relative size differ-
ences rather than absolute pixel values. Based on this ratio,
we formulate logits for three size relationships (‘smaller’,
‘equal’, ‘larger’) using a tolerance margin α:

z
(size)
ij =

[
log(1− α)− dij

τrel
,
log(1 + α)− |dij |

τrel
,
dij − log(1 + α)

τrel

]
,

(8)
where τrel is a temperature parameter. The final loss is the
masked cross-entropy between these predicted logits z(size)

ij

and the ground-truth labels y(size)
ij , which are themselves de-

rived from the ground-truth data x0.

3.5. LoRA Fine-tuning
We observed that training the relation task from scratch
degrades performance, likely due to a conflict between its
discrete constraints and the continuous diffusion process.
(More details are shown in Tab. 4 and its accompanying
analysis.) Therefore, we adopt a pre-training and LoRA
fine-tuning strategy, enabling the model to learn relational
constraints while retaining its strong generative prior.

Our model is pre-trained on four fundamental tasks to
learn general layout generation inspired by recent content-
agnostic work [4, 7], as shown in Fig. 2(a.2). During
pre-training, we randomly sample examples from these
tasks in each batch. We only adopt Ldiff as the objective
function for this stage.

Diverging from typical plug-and-play adaptation [18,
43], we employ LoRA as a fine-tuning stage of our unified
training process. In this stage, we freeze most pre-trained
weights, activating only our relation injection module for
training. Simultaneously, we update the attention linear pro-
jections of the condition or Partial Constraint Mask branch
using Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [17]. This method
keeps the original weights P frozen and introduces train-
able low-rank matrices, formulated as P′ = P + α · BA,
where r ≪ min(d, k). Finally, the relation task is added
to the sampling pool to be learned alongside the original
pre-training tasks.

Moreover, fine-tuning via LoRA enables us to impose
additional constraints to further improve generation qual-
ity. Specifically for content-aware settings, it’s vital to pre-
serve the salient regions of the background. To encourage
layouts not obscuring important visual areas, we design a
content-constraint loss, Lctn(x̃0,S). The effectiveness of
this loss in reducing occlusion is validated in Tab. 5. This
function uses x̃0 estimated by ϵθ(xt, t,y) in Eq. 7 and a
given saliency map S, where high values indicate regions
to be avoided. The loss operates on the set of predicted
bounding boxes {b̃i} extracted from x̃0. For each box
b̃i = (x1, y1, x2, y2), we compute a differentiable sigmoid
“soft” mask, Mi, as a smooth approximation of the hard
bounding box to ensure stable gradient flow. The mask’s
value at each pixel (u, v) is calculated as:

Mi(u, v) = σ(τsig(u− x1)) · σ(τsig(x2 − u))·
σ(τsig(v − y1)) · σ(τsig(y2 − v)),

(9)

where τsig is a temperature parameter, σ(·) is the Sigmoid
function. The final content-constraint loss is the sum of the
average saliency intensities, S̄i, within each soft-masked re-
gion over all N predicted boxes:

Lctn =

N∑
i=1

S̄i,whereS̄i =

∑
u,v S(u, v) ·Mi(u, v)∑
u,v Mi(u, v) + δeps

.

(10)
Here, δeps is a small constant added for numerical stability
to prevent division by zero.

Overall, the comprehensive loss for LoRA fine-tuning is
Ldiff plus weighted sum of the auxiliary losses as following:

LLoRA = Ldiff + λ1 · Lrel + λ2 · Lctn + λ3 · Llyt, (11)

where Llyt is the layout aesthetic constraint similar with
that used by LACE [4]. λ1, λ2, and λ3 are hyperparameters.
Details are in the supplementary material.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup
Datasets. We conduct experiments on two publicly avail-
able e-commerce poster datasets: PKU [15] and CGL [45],
following [12–14, 30]. The PKU dataset contains three
types of layout elements: logo, text, and underlay, while the
CGL dataset includes an additional “embellishment” cate-
gory. To ensure a fair comparison and enable evaluation
on constrained generation tasks, we follow the experimen-
tal framework and data split protocol of RALF [12]. For the
PKU dataset, we use 7,735 samples for training, 1,000 for
validation, and 1,000 for testing. For the CGL dataset, the
splits are 48,544, 6,002, and 6,002 for training, validation,
and testing, respectively.
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PKU annotated CGL annotated
Method #Params Content Graphic Content Graphic

Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID* ↓ Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID* ↓
LLM-Based
PosterLlama 7B 0.149 0.0177 0.999 0.998 0.0008 - 0.1647 0.0184 0.998 0.989 0.0006 -
LayoutPrompter 8B 0.227 0.0309 0.409 0.161 0.0017 - 0.2380 0.0327 0.383 0.174 0.0017 -
PosterO 8B 0.135 0.0171 0.989 0.921 0.0006 2.71 0.137 0.0161 0.984 0.934 0.0006 5.17
Non-LLM-based
CGL-GAN 41M 0.176 0.0167 0.745 0.333 0.1071 37.53 0.196 0.0249 0.729 0.310 0.2574 68.13
DS-GAN 30M 0.159 0.0161 0.828 0.575 0.0353 12.45 0.153 0.0198 0.886 0.545 0.0415 45.27
ICVT 50M 0.280 0.0205 0.446 0.296 0.3155 43.18 0.227 0.0267 0.518 0.345 0.2337 67.44
LayoutDM† 43M 0.151 0.0161 0.672 0.260 0.3224 24.98 0.152 0.0168 0.892 0.778 0.0325 2.62
RALF 43M 0.138 0.0126 0.977 0.907 0.0069 3.41 0.140 0.0141 0.994 0.980 0.0046 2.27
LayoutDiT 48M 0.111 0.0125 0.999 0.996 0.0012 5.79 0.116 0.0151 0.998 0.989 0.0014 7.34
Scan-and-Print 26M 0.117 0.0128 0.973 0.963 0.0087 4.80 0.133 0.0126 0.970 0.963 0.0034 3.63
UniLayDiff(Ours) 59M 0.115 0.0114 0.999 0.996 0.0005 3.15 0.119 0.0127 0.999 0.993 0.0004 3.20

Table 1. Comparison of unconditional generation results on PKU and CGL. * Indicates results we reproduced.

Task Method
PKU annotated CGL annotated

Content Graphic Content Graphic
Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID* ↓ Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID* ↓

C → S + P
LayoutDM† 0.161 0.0171 0.669 0.274 0.2949 22.19 0.141 0.0150 0.924 0.830 0.0332 4.70
RALF 0.136 0.0127 0.967 0.890 0.0091 2.36 0.140 0.0142 0.987 0.969 0.0056 0.62
LayoutDiT 0.121 0.0123 0.989 0.962 0.0025 3.31 0.117 0.0137 0.990 0.959 0.0077 3.84
Scan-and-Print 0.116 0.0131 0.965 0.952 0.0136 4.57 0.133 0.0133 0.963 0.956 0.0080 2.14
UniLayDiff 0.122 0.0129 0.989 0.963 0.0018 3.09 0.122 0.0126 0.991 0.980 0.0015 1.72

C + S → P
LayoutDM† 0.162 0.0152 0.755 0.563 0.2063 25.25 0.142 0.0149 0.922 0.834 0.0268 2.73
RALF 0.138 0.0123 0.945 0.876 0.0113 0.61 0.143 0.0148 0.984 0.957 0.0051 0.24
LayoutDiT 0.133 0.0122 0.986 0.922 0.0059 0.59 0.127 0.0131 0.988 0.904 0.0075 1.20
UniLayDiff 0.128 0.0132 0.987 0.918 0.0046 0.66 0.132 0.0127 0.986 0.945 0.0036 0.70

Completion
LayoutDM† 0.141 0.0148 0.549 0.235 0.1822 22.62 0.142 0.0149 0.877 0.757 0.0247 3.45
RALF 0.137 0.0132 0.970 0.905 0.0139 1.46 0.141 0.0144 0.988 0.966 0.0042 0.95
LayoutDiT 0.119 0.0135 0.981 0.951 0.0027 3.80 0.123 0.0142 0.978 0.933 0.0039 4.76
UniLayDiff 0.116 0.0128 0.985 0.974 0.0021 2.69 0.122 0.0136 0.987 0.971 0.0028 2.31

Refinement
LayoutDM† 0.129 0.0112 0.910 0.599 0.0054 2.59 0.143 0.0145 0.890 0.614 0.0036 2.36
RALF 0.128 0.0103 0.989 0.951 0.0047 0.11 0.142 0.0136 0.994 0.980 0.0024 0.19
LayoutDiT 0.127 0.0094 0.990 0.965 0.0009 0.93 0.140 0.0109 0.987 0.946 0.0019 0.47
UniLayDiff 0.123 0.0102 0.992 0.973 0.0010 0.76 0.136 0.0115 0.995 0.983 0.0013 0.51

Relationship* RALF 0.124 0.0138 0.960 0.869 0.0085 2.41 0.126 0.0152 0.975 0.954 0.0060 0.73
UniLayDiff 0.119 0.0131 0.971 0.883 0.0049 2.15 0.121 0.0137 0.984 0.958 0.0043 1.74

Table 2. Comparison of conditional generation results on PKU and CGL. * Indicates results we reproduced.

Evaluation metrics. We adopt metrics from two aspects as
in previous studies [12, 30] to comprehensively assess our
proposed model.
• Content Metrics. We measure content harmony using

Occlusion (Occ ↓), which calculates the proportion of
layout elements covering salient regions of the canvas,
and Unreadability (Rea ↓), which assesses the visual
clutter behind text elements by computing the average
spatial gradient of the occupied image area.

• Graphic Metrics. Graphic quality is assessed by Over-
lay (Ove ↓), the average IoU between non-underlay el-
ements; Loose (UndL ↑) and Strict (UndS ↑) Underlay
Effectiveness, measuring underlay coverage; and Fréchet
Inception Distance (FID ↓), the distributional similarity
between generated and real layouts [24], which we com-
pute using the feature extractor provided by [12]. For re-
lational tasks, we also report the Relation Violation Rate
(Vio ↓) to evaluate constraint adherence.

Generation tasks. We evaluate our model on a comprehen-
sive set of layout generation tasks to demonstrate its versa-
tility. These tasks include:
Uncond generates layouts without input constraints.
Category → Size + Position(C → S + P ) takes cate-
gories as input and generates the corresponding elements.
Category+Size → Position(C+S → P ) generates ele-
ment positions based on given element categories and sizes.
Completion generates a full layout when a small subset of
elements are already known and placed.
Refinement corrects noisy layouts perturbed by Gaus-
sian noise (µ = 0, σ = 0.01) [39]. Continuous diffu-
sion models supporting unconditional generation can be di-
rectly used for refinement via slight DDIM parameter ad-
justments [4, 30].
Relationship generates a layout conditioned on both ele-
ment types and a set of specified spatial relationships be-
tween element pairs. Following [12], we randomly sample
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10% of the relationships in our experiments.
Comparisons. We compare UniLayDiff with the follow-
ing open-source methods: CGL-GAN [45], DS-GAN [16],
ICVT [2], LayoutDM [20]†, RALF [12], LayoutDiT [30],
and Scan-and-Print [14], as well as the LLM-based methods
PosterLlama [36], LayoutPrompter [31], and PosterO [13].
For fairness, we adopt results from the reproduction of Lay-
outDiT, PosterO and Scan-and-Print, re-running the base-
lines to obtain missing FID scores and relation task results.
Implementation details for UniLayDiff are in the supple-
mentary material.

4.2. Quantitative Results
We evaluate the performance of our proposed UniLayDiff
against state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods across the six sub-
tasks, demonstrating its superior performance. Tab. 1 and
Tab. 2 showcase our model’s effectiveness across a wide
spectrum of subtasks. Across both PKU and CGL datasets,
UniLayDiff sets a new state-of-the-art, outperforming exist-
ing methods on the majority of content and graphical met-
rics. These results validate the effectiveness of our unified
framework. More quantitative results are provided in the
supplementary material, including Generation performance
on the unannotated test set, Cross-dataset evaluation and
Computational cost.

4.3. Ablation Study
To validate our design choices, we conduct extensive abla-
tion studies using the PKU annotated dataset.
Strategy for integrating image and partial conditions.
To validate our unified training approach and the Dual-
Path architecture, we compare several modality interaction
schemes in Tab. 3. The schemes are:
(a) Add: Adding mask embeddings to layout embeddings.
(b) Cross-Attn: Using cross-attention for modal interaction.
(c) Single-Path: Using one MM-DiT branch to merge all

three (image FI , layout FL, and mask FM ) features.
(d) Pre-Attn: A variant of our model where visual (FI ) and

mask (FM ) features first interact through an additional
MM-Attention layer before their respective parallel in-
teractions with the layout (FL) features;

(e) Dual-Path (Ours): The proposed approach using two
parallel MM-DiT branches (one for FI -FL interaction,
one for FM -FL interaction).

(f) Task-specific: Uses our proposed Dual-Path architec-
ture (e), but is trained independently on each task, serv-
ing as a strong baseline.

As shown in Tab. 3, our unified Dual-Path scheme
achieves the best overall generation quality. The Single-
Path scheme underperforms, likely due to the optimization
challenges of fusing three disparate modalities in a single

†LayoutDM is originally designed for content-agnostic settings, ex-
tended by [12] as a baseline.

Tasks Method Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓

C → S + P

Task-specific 0.131 0.0129 0.943 0.0011 3.35

Unified
Add 0.128 0.0127 0.947 0.0015 3.74
Cross-Attn 0.129 0.0134 0.957 0.0016 4.53
Pre-Attn 0.130 0.0132 0.951 0.0022 3.42
Single-Path 0.132 0.0132 0.949 0.0018 4.62
Dual-Path 0.126 0.0130 0.963 0.0013 3.11

C + S → P

Task-specific 0.138 0.0135 0.896 0.0033 0.39

Unified
Add 0.134 0.0128 0.917 0.0037 0.54
Cross-Attn 0.132 0.0132 0.914 0.0035 0.53
Pre-Attn 0.137 0.0134 0.904 0.0033 0.59
Single-Path 0.129 0.0139 0.907 0.0042 0.63
Dual-Path 0.135 0.0134 0.920 0.0029 0.47

Completion

Task-specific 0.124 0.0127 0.968 0.0016 4.09

Unified
Add 0.118 0.0134 0.974 0.0014 4.18
Cross-Attn 0.124 0.0139 0.975 0.0023 6.06
Pre-Attn 0.135 0.0133 0.952 0.0031 4.02
Single-Path 0.129 0.0132 0.946 0.0016 5.95
Dual-Path 0.117 0.0127 0.971 0.0011 2.98

Table 3. Ablation study on unified training with different archi-
tectures for partial constraint mask guidance. Relation injection is
omitted as it is added during fine-tuning in our method.

Task Relation inj. Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓ Vio%↓

Uncond
Base Model 0.122 0.0120 0.992 0.0005 3.37 —

Joint Training 0.111 0.0127 0.985 0.0013 9.71 —
Full-param 0.108 0.0125 0.994 0.0022 4.51 —
LoRA FT 0.115 0.0114 0.996 0.0005 3.15 —

Relationship
Joint Training 0.112 0.0135 0.876 0.0054 6.18 19.9

Full-param 0.114 0.0136 0.904 0.0057 2.43 21.3
LoRA FT 0.119 0.0131 0.883 0.0049 2.15 22.4

Table 4. Ablation study on the relationship injection strategy on
the PKU dataset. Unconditional generation serves as a metric for
assessing performance retention on other tasks.

attention mechanism [42]. The Pre-Attn and Cross-Attn
schemes also yield no improvement, suggesting that direct,
explicit interaction between visual and mask modalities is
not essential. The most critical relationships are those be-
tween the layout and the visual content, and between the
layout and the constraint mask, which our Dual-Path ap-
proach effectively captures in parallel.

Notably, our unified Dual-Path model outperforms the
Task-specific baseline. This superiority stems from two fac-
tors: the effectiveness of our Dual-Path design in handling
diverse conditions, and the robust, generalized feature rep-
resentation learned through unified training. This shared
knowledge acts as a form of regularization, enabling it to
surpass even those trained exclusively on a single task.
Strategy for introducing relational constraints. We ab-
late strategies for incorporating the relation task in Tab. 4,
comparing three approaches:

(a) Base Model: The model pre-trained on all tasks except
the relation task, serving as our baseline.

(b) Joint Training: A model trained from scratch on all
tasks, including the relation task, in a single stage.

(c) Full-param: The Base Model fine-tuned for the relation
task with full parameter updates.

(d) LoRA FT: Our proposed method, where the Base Model
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Figure 4. Visual ablation study on the relationship injection strat-
egy on the PKU dataset.

is fine-tuned for the relation task using LoRA.

We observed that the Joint Training strategy significantly
degrades quality on other tasks. As shown in Tab. 4 and
Fig. 4, this approach leads to poorer generation diversity
(mode collapse), corresponding to a much higher FID. This
suggests a conflict between the discrete, complex relation
constraints and the generative priors for other tasks. By
contrast, LoRA FT achieves the best balance: it maintains
strong relation adherence (Vio% 22.4) significantly better
than external baselines like RALF (34.2%) while achieving
the best performance on the unconditional task. This shows
that LoRA FT preserves and even improves upon the Base
Model’s generative capabilities.

We attribute this success to two factors. First, the two-
stage (pre-train then fine-tune) approach avoids the opti-
mization conflict between the discrete relation definitions
and the continuous denoising process of other tasks. Sec-
ond, the relation task narrows the valid solution space.
LoRA fine-tuning is adept at making targeted adjustments
to meet these new constraints without catastrophically dis-
rupting the model’s strong, pre-trained generative priors.
Effect of relational and content constraints. Tab. 5
presents the ablation results for the proposed Lrel and Lctn

losses. The results show that Lrel significantly reduces

Lrel Lctn Occ↓ Rea↓ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓ Vio%↓
✓ 0.125 0.0129 0.904 0.0055 2.06 21.6

✓ 0.118 0.0136 0.852 0.0043 2.18 38.7
✓ ✓ 0.119 0.0131 0.883 0.0049 2.15 22.4

Table 5. Ablation study conducted during the fine-tuning stage to
evaluate relational and content constraints on the relation subtask
of the PKU dataset.

relational violations, while Lctn effectively prevents col-
lisions between layouts and high-saliency background re-
gions. Further ablation studies on the loss parameters are
provided in the supplementary material.

4.4. Qualitative Results
Fig. 3 compares UniLayDiff with baseline models on var-
ious tasks. UniLayDiff produces coherent, visually ap-
pealing layouts with minimal overlap and effective under-
lays, demonstrating strong content-aware placement. It also
faithfully enforces relation constraints, accurately modeling
complex spatial and size relationships. Additional examples
are provided in the supplementary material.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced UniLayDiff, a framework to
successfully unify various content-aware layout generation
tasks within a single, end-to-end trainable model. This uni-
fication is enabled by two core innovations: an MM-DiT
based architecture that facilitates deep interaction among
key modalities for unified content-aware generation, and a
strategic fine-tuning process with additional constraints that
employs LoRA fine-tuning to inject complex relational con-
straints without degrading the model’s foundational gener-
ative capabilities. Extensive experiments demonstrate that
UniLayDiff achieves state-of-the-art performance across
various tasks, moving automated graphic design toward
more versatile, parameter-efficient, and powerful solutions.
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UniLayDiff: A Unified Diffusion Transformer
for Content-Aware Layout Generation

Supplementary Material

A. Datasets

In this section, we provide more details for PKU and CGL
datasets.

A.1 Dataset Details
The PKU dataset includes three element categories (logo,
text, and underlay), while the CGL dataset also contains
an additional “embellishment” category. In terms of scale,
CGL is larger, with 60,548 annotated posters (each with
both a layout and a corresponding image) and 1,000 unan-
notated canvases (images only). PKU contains 9,974 anno-
tated posters and 905 unannotated canvases.

A.2 Data Splits
Both the PKU and CGL datasets are divided into an anno-
tated split and an unannotated split. To ensure a fair evalua-
tion, we follow the data splitting protocol of RALF [12] and
LayoutDiT [30]. The training, validation, and test sets are
all partitioned from the annotated split; for the PKU dataset,
this comprises 7734, 1000, and 1000 samples, while for the
CGL dataset, it comprises 48544, 6002, and 6002 samples
for training, validation, and testing, respectively. The unan-
notated split serves exclusively as an unannotated test set.
Consequently, due to the lack of ground-truth layout anno-
tations, this unannotated test set cannot be used for calcu-
lating metrics like FID and is only suitable for evaluating
unconditional generation tasks.

A.3 Data Preprocessing
The original PKU and CGL annotated datasets lack high-
quality inpainted images and saliency maps. Therefore,
subsequent works [12, 30] commonly redo data prepro-
cessing. The standard procedure involves using advanced
inpainting algorithms to remove original graphic elements
from the posters to create clean canvases [12, 30]. For
saliency detection, two methods are typically employed: IS-
Net [34] and BASNet [33]. This results in two types of
saliency maps: a more precise map that accurately captures
object contours (from ISNet) and a slightly blurrier map
that covers a broader salient area (from BASNet). The final
saliency map S fed into the model is generated by taking
the element-wise maximum of these two maps.

We would like to extend our gratitude to the authors of
LayoutDiT [30] for making their preprocessed data publicly
available. In our work, we utilize their provided inpainted
canvases, saliency maps, and saliency bounding boxes.

B. Implementation Details
B.1 Architecture Details
MM-DiT. Our MM-DiT architecture consists of two par-
allel branches, each with a depth of 12. These branches
are responsible for modeling layout-mask and layout-image
interactions, respectively. For the layout-mask MM-DiT,
the input dimensions are dlayout = 128 and dmask = 128.
For the layout-image MM-DiT, the input dimensions are
dimage = 256 and dlayout = 128. In each branch, the inputs
are projected to a shared dimension of d = 512 before the
MM-Attention operation. The feed-forward network (FFN)
dimension within each MM-DiT block is 1024.
Image encoder. We use a ViT-based image encoder with
an embedding dimension of 256, a depth of 12, and an FFN
dimension of 2048. It takes an input image of size 384 ×
256 and uses a patch size of 32.
LoRA. We apply LoRA for fine-tuning, targeting only the
layout-mask branch of our model. The adaptation is applied
specifically to the linear projection matrices of the MM-
Attention module within this branch, using a LoRA rank
of r = 4 and a scaling factor of α = 3.

B.2 Constraints Details
In this section, we present the details of the layout con-
straints, including the layout optimization loss and the
weights of the losses.
Layout optimization loss. To encourage the generation of
layouts that adhere to established design paradigms, we in-
corporate a layout optimization loss, denoted as Llyt. This
objective aligns with the aesthetic constraints proposed in
LACE [4], as both prioritize the rational internal arrange-
ment of layout elements. Specifically, tailored for the
unique underlay elements in content-aware layout genera-
tion, Llyt explicitly models the spatial constraints between
underlays and other components. This encourages under-
lay elements to properly encompass their associated non-
underlay counterparts.

For each underlay bounding box bi, we calculate its
maximum coverage ratio, Cmax(bi), over all non-underlay
elements.

Cmax(bi) = max
j∈O

Area(bi ∩ bj)

Area(bj)
, (12)

where Cmax(bi) is the maximum coverage ratio for a given
underlay box bi; O is the set of all non-underlay elements;
and bj is an element from that set. All bounding boxes and
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Hyperparameter Symbol Value

Relational Tolerance Margin α 0.1
Relational Temperature τrel 0.6
Sigmoid Temperature τsig 1.0
Stability Constant δeps 1e-6

Table A. Hyperparameters included in the loss functions.

Dataset Stage Learning-rate Batch-size Epoch

CGL Pre-training 1e-4 32 500
LoRA Fine-tuning 2e-3 32 300

PKU Pre-training 2e-4 128 500
LoRA Fine-tuning 3e-3 128 300

Table B. Training hyperparameters for UniLayDiff on the PKU
and CGL datasets.

their classifications (e.g., as underlay or non-underlay) are
extracted from the predicted clean layout x̃0.

The final loss then penalizes incomplete coverage by av-
eraging the coverage shortfall across all underlay elements.

Llyt =
1

|B|
∑
i∈B

(1− Cmax(bi)) , (13)

where Llyt is the final loss value, and B is the set of all
underlay elements, with |B| being its cardinality.
Hyperparameters for additional constraints. For the to-
tal objective function LLoRA used in the LoRA fine-tuning
stage, as formulated in Eq. 11, we configure the weighting
coefficients as follows: λ1 = 0.2 for the relational con-
straint term Lrel, λ2 = 0.4 for the content constraint term
Lctn, and λ3 = 1 for the layout optimization term Llyt. The
internal hyperparameters for these loss functions are listed
in Tab. A. Moreover, the additional constraints are applied
only during the first 30% of the DDPM steps (the low-noise
stage), while for the remaining 70% of the steps, only Ldiff

is applied.

B.3 Training Details

We summarize the hyperparameters for both pre-training
and fine-tuning UniLayDiff in Table B. Moreover, the sam-
pling proportions of different tasks for the pre-training and
fine-tuning stages are shown in Table C. For optimization,
we employ the Adam optimizer with parameters β1 = 0.9
and β2 = 0.999. The diffusion model (DDPM) is trained
for a total of 1000 steps. For the final layout generation dur-
ing inference, we use Denoising Diffusion Implicit Models
(DDIM) sampling with 100 steps. In order to facilitate re-
producibility, we fixed the random seed to 1 for all experi-
ments (including both training and testing). All experiments
were conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

Uncond C → S + P C + S → P Completion Relationship

2/5 1/5 1/5 1/5 –
1/3 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/6

Table C. Sampling proportions of different tasks during pre-
training and fine-tuning.

#Param Inference Memory Inference Time

Autoregressive
RALF 43M 8.4GB 15ms/sample
Scan-and-Print 26M 1.4GB 5.8ms/sample

Diffusion-based
LayoutDiT 48M 1.3GB 57ms/sample
UniLayDiff 59M 1.7GB 93ms/sample

LLM-based
PosterLlama 7B 39GB 6380ms/sample
PosterO 8B 23GB 3881ms/sample

Table D. Comparison of computational cost.

C. Additional Experimental Results

C.1 Computational Cost
We compare the computational cost of UniLayDiff against
several state-of-the-art (SOTA) models, including the
autoregressive-based RALF [12] and Scan-and-Print [14],
the diffusion-based LayoutDiT [30], and the LLM-based
PosterLlama [36] and PosterO [13] in Tab D. The compari-
son evaluates model parameters, inference time, and mem-
ory usage.

The parameter count and inference time of UniLayDiff
are slightly higher than those of the diffusion-based Layout-
DiT. However, UniLayDiff is designed as a unified model,
offering superior parameter efficiency. Simultaneously, our
model holds a significant advantage over LLM-based ap-
proaches regarding both inference speed and model size.
Additionally, autoregressive models achieve faster infer-
ence in this context. This discrepancy arises because layout
generation tasks typically involve a limited number of ele-
ments, resulting in fewer autoregressive iterations compared
to the fixed sampling steps required by diffusion models.

C.2 Generalization and Robustness
To validate the robustness of UniLayDiff, we conduct evalu-
ations across three distinct dimensions: hybrid tasks, unan-
notated data, and cross-dataset scenarios.
Generalization to hybrid tasks. We present the quanti-
tative results on a set of hybrid generation tasks to further
demonstrate the versatility and robustness of UniLayDiff. It
is worth noting that previous task-specific models are inca-
pable of handling these hybrid scenarios, as they are typ-
ically trained exclusively on single tasks. In contrast, by
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PKU annotated CGL annotated
Method #Params Content Graphic Content Graphic

Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓
LLM-Based
PosterLlama 7B 0.163 0.0285 0.998 0.992 0.0006 0.468 0.0555 0.997 0.977 0.0014
LayoutPrompter 8B 0.254 0.0412 0.405 0.162 0.0010 0.457 0.0644 0.323 0.114 0.0026
PosterO 8B 0.144 0.0248 0.985 0.924 0.0004 0.291 0.0365 0.981 0.903 0.0004
Non-LLM-based
CGL-GAN 41M 0.213 0.0256 0.718 0.299 0.1034 0.496 0.0604 0.652 0.129 0.2478
DS-GAN 30M 0.179 0.0228 0.764 0.464 0.0368 0.407 0.0533 0.804 0.349 0.0831
ICVT 50M 0.295 0.0254 0.420 0.301 0.3167 0.464 0.0502 0.466 0.306 0.1959
LayoutDM† 43M 0.153 0.0220 0.645 0.235 0.3051 0.432 0.0499 0.730 0.539 0.0979
RALF 43M 0.142 0.0190 0.965 0.878 0.0106 0.258 0.0319 0.986 0.935 0.0572
LayoutDiT 48M 0.124 0.0161 0.999 0.994 0.0004 0.339 0.0358 0.998 0.989 0.0023
Scan-and-Print 26M 0.116 0.0181 0.983 0.970 0.0090 0.336 0.0323 0.985 0.974 0.0157
UniLayDiff(Ours) 59M 0.118 0.0155 0.999 0.994 0.0009 0.358 0.0335 0.999 0.994 0.0008

Table E. Unconstrained generation results on the PKU and CGL unannotated test split.

Method PKU annotated CGL annotated

Occ↓ Rea↓ UndL↑ UndS↑ Ove↓ FID ↓ Vio%↓ Occ↓ Rea↓ UndL↑ UndS↑ Ove↓ FID ↓ Vio%↓
RALF 0.124 0.0138 0.960 0.869 0.0085 2.41 34.2 0.126 0.0152 0.975 0.954 0.0060 0.73 36.1
UniLayDiff(Ours) 0.119 0.0131 0.971 0.883 0.0049 2.15 22.4 0.121 0.0137 0.984 0.958 0.0043 1.74 21.6

Table F. Generation results for relation task on the PKU and CGL annotated test split.

Hybrid Tasks Content Graphic

Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓
Comp + (C → (S + P)) 0.121 0.0130 0.981 0.951 0.003 2.34
Comp + ((C + S) → P) 0.125 0.0132 0.974 0.894 0.005 0.76
Comp + Relation 0.122 0.0129 0.974 0.894 0.0060 2.04

Table G. Quantitative evaluation for the hybrid tasks on the PKU
annotated test split.

flexibly combining the Partial Constraint Mask MP and the
relation matrix MR, our unified framework can seamlessly
adapt to these complex scenarios. Three hybrid tasks could
be defined as follows:
Comp + (C → (S + P)). This task combines layout com-
pletion with category-conditioned generation. Specifically,
a subset of elements is fully specified (including category,
size, and position), serving as the completion context. For
the remaining elements, only their categories are provided.
Comp + ((C + S) → P). This task integrates completion
with category-and-size-conditioned generation. In addition
to a set of fully defined elements (completion part), the cat-
egories and sizes of the remaining elements are given.
Comp + Relation. This task imposes relational constraints
on top of the standard completion task.

The quantitative results for these hybrid tasks are sum-
marized in Tab. G. These results highlight the versatility of
UniLayDiff, demonstrating that our unified training strategy
and MM-DiT architecture effectively empower the model to
support a diverse range of constraint combinations.
Results on unannotated splits. Tab. E reports uncondi-
tional generation performance on the unannotated test set.
The results demonstrate that our method maintains strong

Train Test Method Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndL ↑ UndS ↑ Ove ↓

CGL
PKU-unanno RALF 0.143 0.0170 0.989 0.958 0.0347

LayoutDiT 0.115 0.0178 0.998 0.980 0.0025
Ours 0.107 0.0165 0.998 0.986 0.0012

PKU-anno RALF 0.140 0.0113 0.995 0.976 0.0078
LayoutDiT 0.108 0.0142 0.995 0.987 0.0015

Ours 0.105 0.0113 0.996 0.990 0.0009

PKU
CGL-unanno RALF 0.342 0.0425 0.927 0.773 0.0309

LayoutDiT 0.328 0.0331 1.000 0.992 0.0053
Ours 0.343 0.0275 0.999 0.993 0.0044

CGL-anno RALF 0.150 0.0170 0.974 0.902 0.0065
LayoutDiT 0.128 0.0147 0.999 0.995 0.0040

Ours 0.123 0.0138 0.999 0.992 0.0035

Table H. Cross-dataset evaluation setup: We train a model on PKU
and test it on CGL, or vice versa.

performance on the challenging unannotated data.
Cross-dataset Evaluation. The generalization of our
method is verified through cross-dataset experiments. The
model is trained on PKU and tested on CGL, and subse-
quently, trained on CGL and tested on PKU. As shown in
Tab. H, UniLayDiff exceeded baselines on most metrics.
These results confirm its robustness and adaptability to di-
verse real-world images.

C.3 More Results for Relation Task

Due to space constraints in the main text, we did not include
the relation violation rate for the relation task in the main
table. We report the full relation generation performance
including the violation rate in Tab. F. Experimental results
show that our unified model outperforms RALF in terms of
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Figure A. Visual comparison with baselines on the CGL annotated test split.

Scheme Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓ Vio%↓

All 0.119 0.0135 0.885 0.0053 2.43 25.1
Layout-only 0.120 0.0135 0.876 0.0047 2.39 24.7
Mask-only 0.122 0.0133 0.874 0.0052 2.65 32.3
Diag(Ours) 0.119 0.0131 0.883 0.0049 2.15 22.4

Table I. Ablation study on relative positional bias for relation in-
jection using the PKU annotated dataset, evaluated using the rela-
tionship task.

Scheme Occ ↓ Rea ↓ UndS ↑ Ove ↓ FID ↓ Vio% ↓

Dual Branch FT 0.115 0.0128 0.879 0.0053 2.44 23.5
Mask-Layout FT 0.119 0.0131 0.883 0.0049 2.15 22.4

Table J. Ablation study on LoRA fine-tuning strategy for relation
using the PKU annotated dataset.

relation violation rate as well as most of the other metrics,
demonstrating the generative advantages of our model.

C.4 More Results on Ablation Study
Relative positional bias for relation injection. To vali-
date the effectiveness of our masked relative positional bias
strategy, we compare it with several alternative schemes in
Tab. I. The schemes are:
(a) All: The relative positional bias is applied to all attention

pairs across modalities.
(b) Layout-only: The relative positional bias is restricted

solely to the attention between layout elements.
(c) Mask-only: The relative positional bias is restricted

solely to the attention between mask elements.
(d) Diag : Our proposed masked relative positional bias,

which effectively models the relationships within each
modality as shown in Eq. 6.

As shown in Tab. I, the Diag scheme achieves the best
performance, indicating its strong capability in relationship
modeling. Compared to the All scheme, our Diag approach

is based on a clearer premise, as the concept of relative posi-
tion between elements of different modalities is not always
meaningful.
LoRA fine-tuning strategy for relation. In UnilayDiff,
LoRA fine-tuning is specifically applied to the Partial Con-
straint Mask branch (FM -FL) rather than both branches of
the MM-DiT (Sec. 3.5). To validate this design, we com-
pare two different LoRA application strategies:
(a) Dual Branch FT: LoRA fine-tuning is applied to both

the Image-Layout (FI -FL) and Mask-Layout (FM -FL)
branches.

(b) Mask-Layout FT (Ours): LoRA is applied exclusively
to the Mask-Layout interaction branch (FM -FL).

The results are summarized in Tab. J. We observe that the
Dual strategy does not yield performance gains for the re-
lationship task (Vio%) compared to our Mask-only strategy.
Although Dual shows a slight improvement in the Overlay
metric (Ove), it leads to performance degradation in other
metrics. This suggests that relational constraints are inher-
ently structural and are most effectively injected through the
mask branch.

C.5 Visual Comparison
We provide additional visual examples of UniLayDiff in
Fig. A, Fig. B, Fig. C, and Fig. D. Among these, Fig. A
shows a set of results generated by the model for each sub-
task on the CGL annotated split. In Fig. B and Fig. C, we
provide additional generated results on the PKU and CGL
annotated splits to supplement the visualizations in Fig. A
and the main text. Furthermore, we demonstrate the gen-
eration performance of UniLayDiff on real-world data (the
unannotated split) in Fig. D. The visual results show that
UniLayDiff can generate high-quality and diverse layouts.
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Figure B. Visual comparison with baselines on the PKU annotated test split.
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