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Gaps in Existing Benchmarks
Designers edit existing layouts, not blank canvases.
When a modification breaks only part of a layout, it
should be repaired, not redrawn.
Three separate shortcomings:
▶ Redraw shortcuts: a plausible new layout can

discard the source layout.
▶ Source & style leakage: train and test sets

can share source layouts or style clusters.
▶ Conflated scoring: one aggregate score hides

different failure modes.

The Task: Repair, Don’t Regenerate
Post-instantiation layout adaptation repairs a
layout that already has content and assets.
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A modification produces an unrepaired layout that the method
must repair while preserving unaffected source regions.

Four Metrics, Reported Separately
Fidelity
Satisfies the request and stays
geometrically valid?

Repair quality
Improves the unrepaired
layout?

Preservation
Preserves regions unaffected
by the modification?

Locality
Unchanged elements stay put?

Report all four separately—not as one
aggregate score.

Human Validation: Multiple Valid
Repairs

58/59
agreement on whether repair

was needed

71–73%
shared at least one repair
when ties were allowed

A modification can admit multiple valid repairs.

A Source-Conditioned Benchmark

117,318
instances

23,302
source layouts

59
human-verified
difficult cases

Each instance has a source layout, a modification
request, and the resulting unrepaired layout.
Six modification types: copy, asset,
emphasis, structural, resize, mixed.

Result 1: Source-Conditioned Repair
> Redraw
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A. Did it repair the change?
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Repair quality
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B. Did it keep the source?

Preservation
Locality

▶ Only source-conditioned methods both
implement the modification and preserve
unaffected source regions.

▶ The redraw control and externally published
methods have near-zero fidelity, low preservation,
and low locality.

Result 2: Naively Splitting Data
Causes Leakage

Split
protocol

Num. of Leaked
Layouts ↓

Num. of Layouts with
Leaked Styles ↓

Mean NN
Distance ↑

Modification-level 3,686 3,943 0.18
Source-holdout 0 2,142 2.66
Style-holdout 0 0 3.42

▶ Source-holdout: keeps all copies of a layout on
one side—no exact layout is shared between train
and test.

▶ Style-holdout: keeps a whole cluster of
look-alike layouts on one side—stronger split.

NN distance: mean nearest-training feature distance; higher is better.

Conclusion
▶ Unlike one-shot generation, the task takes the

source layout as input.
▶ Report the four metrics separately.
▶ Hold out source layouts and style clusters to

avoid leakage.


