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Figure 1. Left: The deployment workflow of RPP: single-pass of the input frame and suitable with all standard video codec. Right: Frame
segments of H.265 vs. RPP + H.265 at same MS-SSIM. Zoom in to see the details.

Abstract

In the past decades, lots of progress have been done
in the video compression field including traditional video
codec and learning-based video codec. However, few stud-
ies focus on using preprocessing techniques to improve the
rate-distortion performance. In this paper, we propose a
rate-perception optimized preprocessing (RPP) method. We
first introduce an adaptive Discrete Cosine Transform loss
function which can save the bitrate and keep essential high
frequency components as well. Furthermore, we also com-
bine several state-of-the-art techniques from low-level vi-
sion fields into our approach, such as the high-order degra-
dation model, efficient lightweight network design, and Im-
age Quality Assessment model. By jointly using these pow-
erful techniques, our RPP approach can achieve on aver-
age, 16.27% bitrate saving with different video encoders
like AVC, HEVC, and VVC under multiple quality metrics.
In the deployment stage, our RPP method is very simple and
efficient which is not required any changes in the setting of
video encoding, streaming, and decoding. Each input frame
only needs to make a single pass through RPP before send-
ing into video encoders. In addition, in our subjective vi-
sual quality test, 87% of users think videos with RPP are
better or equal to videos by only using the codec to com-
press, while these videos with RPP save about 12% bitrate
on average. Our RPP framework has been integrated into
the production environment of our video transcoding ser-

vices which serve millions of users every day. Our code and
model will be released after the paper is accepted.

1. Introduction

In recent years, the demand for online streaming high-
definition video is growing rapidly, and is expected to con-
tinue to grow in the next following years. These stream-
ing high-definition videos cost huge bandwidth. They
spend more than 80% of all consumer Internet traffic [14].
Therefore, it is essential to build a highly efficient video
compression system to generate better video quality at a
given bandwidth budget. Thus, many video coding stan-
dards have been developed during the past decades, such
as H.264 [46], H.265 [38], H.266 [8], and AOMedia Video
1(AV1) [11]. These traditional methods are built on many
handcrafted modules, such as block partition, Discrete Co-
sine Transform (DCT) [2], and intra/inter prediction, etc.
While these handcrafted methods have achieved good rate-
distortion performance, learned video compression meth-
ods [10, 28, 29] still attract more and more attention which
is inspired by the success of deep neural networks in other
fields of image processing. These learned methods claim to
achieve comparable or even better performance than tradi-
tional codecs. However, most existing learned video com-
pression methods increase the complexity on both the en-
coder and decoder sides. This computationally heavy de-
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coder makes deployment not viable, especially on end-user
devices such as mobile phones and laptops. Some studies
try to convert the essential components of standard hybrid
video encoder designs into a trainable framework in order
to end-to-end optimize all the modules in the video en-
coder [29, 49]. However, few studies have attempted to use
preprocessing methods to improve the rate-distortion per-
formance of video compression systems.

In this paper, we propose a rate-perception optimized
preprocessor (RPP) that can efficiently optimize the rate and
visual quality at the same time in an independent single for-
ward pass. In particular, we introduce the adaptive Discrete
Cosine Transform (DCT) loss into the training stage of the
RPP. In addition, we also engage the full-reference image
quality assessment model: MS-SSIM [45] into the train-
ing part to optimize the perceptual quality of the model.
At the same time, a light-weight fully convolutional neu-
ral network with attention mechanism is designed by us to
improve efficiency.

The contributions of our work can be summarized as fol-
lows:

• We first introduce the adaptive Discrete Cosine Trans-
form (DCT) loss which can reduce spatial redundancy
meanwhile still keeping the important high frequency
component for the content. From our experiments, in-
volving the adaptive DCT loss in training can signifi-
cantly save the bit rate and maintain the visual quality
of the video.

• We propose a rate-perception optimized preprocessor
(RPP) which is a light-weight fully convolutional neu-
ral network with attention mechanism. The RPP model
is balanced between perception and distortion by uti-
lizing both adaptive DCT loss and reference-based
IQA loss functions. We also introduce the higher-order
degradation model into our training stage to enhance
the visual quality of the preprocessed frame.

• Our approach can be easily plugged into the preprocess
pipeline of any standard video codec, such as AVC,
HEVC, AV1 or VVC. Powered by our approach, these
standard video codec can achieve better performance
in BD-rate without any changes and sacrifices in video
encoding and decoding. Compared with state-of-the-
art video codec method, our model can reduce the BD-
rate by about 16.27% in average under multiple qual-
ity metrics. Furthermore, our RPP model are extreme
efficient which can achieve 1080p@87FPS during the
inference which is far beyond real-time efficiency.

2. Related Work
2.1. Image Compression

In the past decades, a lot of traditional image compres-
sion methods like JPEG [40], JPEG2000 [13] and BPG [6]
have been proposed. These methods have achieved high
performance on reducing the image size efficiently by ex-
ploiting hand-crafted techniques. One of the most impor-
tant parts for those hand-crafted designs is the transforma-
tion like DCT. The DCT linearly maps the pixels into the
frequency domain. One advantage of the DCT is that it can
compact energy which makes it easy to reduce the spatial
redundancy of the image. After transformation, these meth-
ods quantize the corresponding coefficients and then do the
entropy coding. Recently, thanks to the DNN, learning-
based image compression methods [3, 4, 31] have achieved
competitive or better performance than the traditional image
compression codes.

2.2. Video Compression

There is a long history of progress for the video com-
pression methods. During past decades, several video cod-
ing standards have been proposed and widely used in the
real world, such as H.264 [46], H.265 [38], H.266 [8],
and AOMedia Video 1(AV1) [11]. With the continuous
development of video coding standards, these traditional
video compression methods provided strong performance
and made significant improvements. These methods are
also practical to use with the hardware support in the real-
world applications, such as online video streaming, digital
tv, etc. In recent years, a lot of DNN based methods have
been proposed for every part of the video coding, such as in-
tra prediction and residual coding [10], mode decision [28],
entropy coding, etc. Those methods are employed to im-
prove the performance of one specific module of the tradi-
tional video codec. Instead of replacing the particular com-
ponent of the traditional video compression codec, some ap-
proaches focus on the end-to-end optimized video compres-
sion framework [29, 49]. In addition, A. Chadha et al. [9]
tries to converts the essential components of standard video
encoder designs into a trainable framework and jointly opti-
mize a preprocessor with the differentiable framework from
the end-to-end manner.

2.3. Metrics

In the past decades, Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR)
was the most widely used full-reference method for assess-
ing video fidelity and quality and it continues to play a fun-
damental role in evaluating video compression algorithms.
However, the PSNR has been proven that has a poor correla-
tion with human perception [17,43]. Thus, a variety of full-
reference image quality assessments (IQA) or video quality
assessments (VQA) has been proposed [5, 25, 36, 44]. For



example, Structural Similarity (SSIM) index [44] estimates
perceptual distortions by considering structural informa-
tion, and its variant MultiScale-SSIM (MS-SSIM) [45] pro-
vides better performance and more flexibility by incorporat-
ing multiscale resolution processing. Video Multi-method
Assessment Fusion (VMAF) [25,26] is another main stream
evaluation metric in the real-world industry where lots of
famous commercial companies like Netflix [26], Meta [34],
Tiktok [48], Intel [22] etc., and standardization such as AO-
Media [12] adopt it for video codec evaluation. VMAF
combines three quality features: Visual Information Fi-
delity (VIF) [36], Detail Loss Metric (DLM) [23], and Mo-
tion, to train a Support Vector Machine (SVM) regressor
[15] to predict subjective score of video quality. Lot of stud-
ies have demonstrated that VMAF is remarkably more cor-
related to the Mean Opinion Score (MOS) than SSIM and
PSNR [5, 33, 47].

2.4. Image Enhancement

Image enhancement has been a long-standing problem
for its vitally practical value in all kinds of vision appli-
cations. Recently, with the development of deep learning
techniques such as network design and gradient-based opti-
mization problems, the learning-based methods [1,42] have
shown promising performance in various fields of image
enhancement including super-resolution, denoising, deblur-
ring, etc. Some methods [20, 27] aim at achieving real-
time image super-resolution with well-designed lightweight
CNN which can obtain better results with limited computa-
tional effort. Other approaches [16, 42] focus on designing
the degradation models which aim to model the complex
degradation process of the image. Wang et al. [42] uses
a high-order degradation process to simulate complex real-
world degradations. While lots of great works have been
done in the image enhancement field, there are rare works
that utilize methods and techniques with video coding.

3. Proposed Method
3.1. Overview

In this section, we give a brief overview of our rate-
perception optimized preprocessing (RPP) method. The
goal of our preprocessing model is to provide a prepro-
cessed input frame that is optimized with both rate and
perception via a learnable preprocessing neural network.
Specifically, in order to optimize our model in the balance
between rate and distortion, we design an adaptive DCT loss
that can reduce the spatial redundancy and keep the essen-
tial high frequency components for perception in the mean-
time. On the other hand, for the perception optimization
part, we aim to perceptually enhance our preprocessed in-
put frame by using the full-reference IQA model: SSIM.
We utilize the IQA model as the loss function in our train-

ing procedure. In addition, we combine the higher-order
degradation modeling process to simulate real-world com-
plex degradation [42]. By using this higher-order degrada-
tion method to generate the pair of training data, our pre-
processing network can be trained to handle some compli-
cated degradations in the real world which can also improve
the perceptual quality of the output from the network. Fur-
thermore, for the sake of performance and efficiency, we
construct a light-weight fully convolutional neural network
with a channel-wise attention mechanism [18]. In the de-
ployment framework, for a given video frame fi , it sim-
ply goes a single forward pass through the RPP network.
Then the processed frame fo from the RPP network can be
encoded by a standard video codec, such as an AVC [46],
HEVC [38], VVC [8], or AV1 [11] encoder.

3.2. Adaptive Discrete Cosine Transform Loss

Although it has been many years since DCT was first in-
troduced in image/video compression algorithms, because
of its high effectiveness and ease of use, DCT-like trans-
forms are still the mainstream transform today. Generally,
the basis function of two-dimensional(2D)DCT can be writ-
ten as:

Bi,j
h,w = cos

hπ

H
(i+

1

2
)cos

wπ

H
(j +

1

2
) (1)

Then the 2D DCT is formulated as:

Fh,w =

H−1∑
i=0

W−1∑
j=0

fi,jB
i,j
h,w (2)

s.t . h ∈ {0 , 1 , · · · ,H − 1},w ∈ {0 , 1 , · · · ,W − 1}
where F ∈ RH×W is the 2D DCT frequency spectrum, f ∈
RH×Wis the input frame, H is the height of f , and W is the
width of f . Normally, height and width are the same. H
and W are usually denoted as N in most common cases.

With the input of the frame f , it converts blocks of pix-
els into same-sized blocks of frequency coefficients. As
we mentioned, the DCT has a crucial property which is
that the blocks of frequency coefficients separate the high-
frequency components from the low frequency. In an im-
age, most of the energy will be concentrated in the lower
frequencies, so in the traditional compression algorithms,
they simply throw away the higher frequency coefficients to
reduce the spatial redundancy. However, some of the high
frequency components also play a very important role in
the visual quality of the whole frame. Therefore, we first
introduced the adaptive DCT loss for video preprocessing.
First, we use DCT to transform a frame f into the frequency
domain. Second, we select the frequency coefficients I
which belong to the high frequency components by using
the ZigZag order traversal. The formula can be written as:

F ′h,w = Fh,w ∗ Ih,w (3)
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Figure 2. Example framework of training RPP. (a) is the histogram of frequency coefficient of the predicted frame. (b) is the histogram of
frequency coefficient filtered by the adaptive DCT function

where Ih,w =

{
0 if (h+ w) < S

1 if (h+ w) ≥ S
(4)

S ∈ {0, 1, · · · , (H − 1)(W − 1)}

In the DCT frequency domain, the value of the frequency
coefficient means how much energy is in this frequency
component in the whole frame. If a frequency component
has less energy, it means that this frequency component is
relatively less essential to reconstruct the frame. So we want
to throw away some high frequency component with a rel-
atively small value of coefficients. In this case, we do the
mean average of the absolute value of these selected coeffi-
cients F ′h,w to get a Threshold T , which can be formulated
as:

T =
1

H ·W

H−1∑
h=i

W−1∑
w=j

(|F ′h,w|) (5)

where i+ j ≥ N

If |F ′h,w| is smaller than Threshold T , this means it has less
effect on reconstructing the frame than the average. Then
we select it into another set of the coefficients F ′′h,w. Finally,
we calculate the mean absolute error between the filtered
DCT frequency coefficients F ′′h,w and zero, which can be
written as:

Ldct =

H−1∑
h=i

W−1∑
w=j

|F ′′h,w − 0|,

F ′′h,w ∈ {|F ′h,w| < T} and i+ j ≥ N

(6)

By using this loss function in the model training, the model
will be optimized to preserve the essential high frequency

components and discard some trivial high frequency com-
ponents. With this optimization, the frame processed by the
model can make the video encoder allocate more bit rates to
these important high frequency components such as edges
and contrast areas. In the meanwhile, since the adaptive
DCT loss function will filter some trivial high frequency
components to be zero, it can also benefit the entropy cod-
ing process [19, 35] which will consume much less bitrate
with consecutive zeros.

3.3. Network and Image Degradation

Inspired by the light-weight network architectures from
the image enhancement field, we adopt a few ideas from
them [20, 27]. Specifically, based on the feature extraction
block like RFDB [27], we add the channel attention mech-
anism [18] into the block in order to let the network pay
more attention to different channel frequencies. Moreover,
we use an efficient sub-pixel convolution which is first in-
troduced by Shi et al. [37] to downscale and upscale the
resolutions of feature maps. The overall network architec-
ture is shown in Fig. 4.

The way to model the degradation of the training data
is important to improve the visual quality during network
training. We include some general degradation [16] meth-
ods into our degradation model, such as blur, noise, resize,
and JPEG compression. For the blur, we model our blur
degradation with isotropic and anisotropic Gaussian filters.
We choose two commonly-used noise types which is Gaus-
sian noise and Poisson noise for noise degradation. For
resizing, we use both upsampling and downsampling with
several resize algorithms including area, bilinear, and bicu-
bic operations. Since in the real-world applications, the in-



put frames of our framework mostly are decoded from a
compressed video, so we add the video compression degra-
dation which may introduce blocking and ringing artifacts
from spatial and time domain. As we mentioned before,
High-order degradation modeling [42] has been proposed
to better simulate the complex real-world degradations. We
utilize this idea in our image degradation model as well. By
generating training pairs with these degradation models, our
objective is to make the model have the ability to remove
common noise and compression noise, which can also opti-
mize the rate because video codec can not encode the noise
well.

3.4. Loss Functions

Our target is to train our preprocessing network by op-
timizing rate and perception at the same time. In order to
perform the optimization of both rate and perception on the
reconstructed frame f̂ relative to the input frame f , we com-
bine the adaptive DCT loss Ldct, reconstruction loss Lr and
perceptual loss Lp together to optimize the model. Ldct is
the method introduced by us to optimize the rate and dis-
tortion in Eq.6. For reconstruction loss Lr, we want to en-
sure the basic reconstruction ability of the model so that we
adopt the L1 distance as our reconstruction loss, which can
be formulated as:

Lr =
1

HW

H−1∑
i=0

W−1∑
j=0

|fGT
i,j − f̂i,j | (7)

in which fGT is the processed ground truth of the f . It
is common knowledge that the contrast or edge in the high
frequency areas has a higher correlation with human per-
ception. Multiscale structural similarity (MS-SSIM) [45]
is proven by being good at preserving the structural infor-
mation and contrast in high frequency regions. Thus, we
adopt the MS-SSIM as our perceputal loss part, which can
be written as:

Lp = 1− LMS−SSIM (f̂ , fGT ) (8)

With the combination of Ldct,Lr and Lp, our overall loss
function can be formulated as:

Lall = λ1Ldct + λ2Lp + Lr (9)

Where λ1 and λ2 are the rate and perceptual coefficients
respectively.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experiments Setup

Datasets. We adopt DIV2K and Flickr2K datasets [1]
for training our RPP model which DIV2K has 1000 high-
definition 2K resolution images and Flickr2K has 2650 2K

resolution images. To evaluate the performance of our pro-
posed method, we test it on the UVG datasets [30], HEVC
Standard 1080p Test Sequences [7] and MCL-JCV datasets
[41]. With the diverse content, these datasets are widely
used to evaluate the performance of video compression al-
gorithms.

Implementation Details. We train our RPP model with
two stages. The first warm-up stage is that we train the
model on reconstruction loss Lr by using the Adam op-
timizer [21] with initial learning rate as 1 × 10−3, β1 as
0.9 and β2 as 0.999, respectively. The mini-batch size is
set as 32. The resolution of training images is 128 × 128
which is randomly cropped from the original images in the
datasets. After training 600K iterations with the warm-up
training, we use the overall loss function Lall by setting the
λ1 as 10, λ2 as 0.1 in training, and adjust the learning rate
to the 1 × 10−4. To be specific in the adaptive DCT loss
setting, we use both N=8 and N=16 to train the network
at the same time since the most common size of the mac-
roblock in traditional video codec is 8 and 16. With this
setting, we train our RPP model for another 700K iterations
so that the model can be converged. The training data of
both two training stages are augmented by our two-order
image degradation model. The whole training framework is
implemented based on Pytorch [32] and it takes about only
1 day to train the network by using two NVIDIA GeForce
RTX3090. In the deployment stage, the input frame will be
first sent into our deployed RPP model to get preprocessed.
We set a hyper-parameter here as α to handle the prepro-
cessing intensity of our approach for some cases that do not
require intensive preprocessing with our pretrained model
setting and are sensitive to all high frequencies information
in the video. The value of α is deduced empirically from
experiments. The preprocessed frame can be written as:

fp = αfo + (1− α)fi (10)

where the fo is the output frame from the RPP model and
the fi is the input frame. Then the preprocessed frame will
be encoded by a standard video codec. Importantly, benefit-
ting from our network design, our RPP model can achieve
87.7FPS inference performance for 1080p videos by de-
ployed with TensorRT [39] on a single NVIDIA GeForce
RTX3090. The inference performance on 720p and 4K is
185FPS and 22.6FPS, respectively.

Evaluation Method. To measure the performance of
our proposed method, we use two evaluation metrics: MS-
SSIM and VMAF, MS-SSIM is the most common metric
in the academic video codec area and VMAF is a main-
stream perceptually-oriented metric in the video-streaming
industry. We test our proposed method with AVC/H.264,
HEVC/H.265 , VVC/H.266, and AV1 which cover all the
popular standard video codecs.
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Figure 3. (a) Rate distortion curves for UVG dataset, MCL JCV dataset, and HEVC Class B dataset on MS-SSIM and VMAF. Curves are
plotted for the standard codec and RPP + standard codec. The corrrsponding BD rates for our proposed method are reported in Tables 1,
2 and 3, repsectively, for each dataset. (b) Top: Rate distortion curves with medium preset for UVG dataset on MS-SSIM. Bottom: Rate
distortion curves for H.266 of UVG dataset and HEVC Class B dataset on MS-SSIM.

4.2. Experiments Results

In this section, we show the experimental results of the
comparison between standard video codecs and our RPP +
standard video codecs. We fix the α = 0.5 in Eq.10 for both
HEVC dataset and MCL JCV dataset, and α = 1 for UVG
dataset. The results of Figure 3(a) and Table 1,2,3 show
that our proposed method can obviously improve the BD-
rate of both two metrics with standard codecs over all three
datasets. The average saving of RPP + H.264 is 18.21% un-
der VMAF and 8.73% under MS-SSIM over three datasets.
The average saving of RPP + H.265 is 24.62% under VMAF
and 13.51% under MS-SSIM over three datasets. Some
learning-based video encoders [29] have shown to outper-
form traditional standard codec only under ’very fast’ pre-
set. To demonstrate the generalizability of our approach,
We also test our RPP approach with the ’medium’ pre-
set. As it shown in the top figure of Figure 3(b), our ap-
proach still outperforms the standard codecs which are con-
sistent with the ’very fast’ preset results in Figure 3(a). Fur-
thermore, we test our RPP approach with H.266 on UVG
dataset and HEVC Class B dataset. As it shown in the
bottom figure of Figure 3(b), the average saving of RPP +
H.266 is 8.42% under MS-SSIM over both two datasets. As
we expected, our approach can get significant gains when
jointly used with all the mainstream standard codecs. In
addition, our method has a lower bitrate than the standard
codec under the same Quantization Parameter (QP), which
can demonstrate the bit-saving ability of our approach.

VMAF MS-SSIM
RPP+H.264(veryfast) -26.92 -4.86
RPP+H.265(veryfast) -39.77 -8.70
RPP+H.264(medium) -27.30 -5.60
RPP+H.265(medium) -39.24 -9.58

Table 1. BD rates on UVG dataset for RPP+H.264 and
RPP+H.265 with ’very fast’ and ’medium’ preset

VMAF MS-SSIM
RPP+H.264 -15.88 -9.59
RPP+H.265 -19.14 -11.93

Table 2. BD rates on MCL JCV dataset for RPP+H.264 and
RPP+H.265

VMAF MS-SSIM
RPP+H.264 -11.84 -11.75
RPP+H.265 -14.94 -19.90

Table 3. BD rates on HEVC ClassB dataset for RPP+H.264 and
RPP+H.265

4.3. Ablation Study and Analysis

Effectiveness of Adaptive DCT Loss. To investigate the
effects of the adaptive DCT loss function, we set the λ1 = 0
in the Lall so that the adaptive DCT loss function will not
affect the optimization of training. We do this ablation study
on the UVG dataset. As shown in Figure 4(a) , we can see
that the adaptive DCT loss brings 3.05% BD-rate saving on
H.264 and 6.04% on H.265 under MS-SSIM, which has a
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Figure 4. (a) Ablation study of adaptive DCT loss on UVG dataset
(b) Ablation study of hyper-parameter α on HEVC Class B and
MCL JCV dataset

very impressive effect. Compared to the BD-rate savings in
Table 1, it contributes over 60% bitrate savings in the whole
approach.

Choice and Analysis of Hyper-parameter α We test
our approach on HEVC class B dataset and MCL JCV by
setting different α values (0.2, 0.5, 0.8, 1.0) in Eq.10. From
Figure 4(b), we can see α = 0.5 has the best rate-distortion
curve compared to other values of α. As we mentioned be-
fore, α is to control the preprocessing intensity of our ap-
proach. From our perspective, there are two reasons we
need to have a hyper-parameter to control the intensity.
First, our model is trained at a fixed setting with a small
public dataset which means the data is not diverse enough.
Second, some videos are extremely sensitive to the high fre-
quency components that our fixed setting pretrained model
may over-preprocess.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a rate-perceptual optimized

preprocessing (RPP) method to generate a rate-optimized
and perceptual-enhanced frame via a neural network for
video coding. In the deployment stage, our RPP approach
is plug-and-play on the standard video codecs without re-
quiring any changes in encoding and decoding settings. In
addition, Our proposed method is also very efficient and
can achieve far beyond real-time performance. As shown
in experimental results, our RPP approach can achieve con-
siderable and consistent gains with all mainstream standard
video codecs on different metrics.
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[4] Johannes Ballé, David Minnen, Saurabh Singh, Sung Jin
Hwang, and Nick Johnston. Variational image compression
with a scale hyperprior. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.01436,
2018. 2

[5] Nabajeet Barman, Steven Schmidt, Saman Zadtootaghaj,
Maria G Martini, and Sebastian Möller. An evaluation of
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