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Abstract

Learned B-frame video compression aims to adopt bi-directional motion es-

timation and motion compensation (MEMC) coding for middle frame recon-

struction. However, previous learned approaches often directly extend neural

P-frame codecs to B-frame relying on bi-directional optical-flow estimation

or video frame interpolation. They suffer from inaccurate quantized motions

and inefficient motion compensation. To address these issues, we propose a

simple yet effective structure called Interpolation-driven B-frame Video Com-

pression (IBVC). Our approach only involves two major operations: video

frame interpolation and artifact reduction compression. IBVC introduces a

bit-rate free MEMC based on interpolation, which avoids optical-flow quanti-

zation and additional compression distortions. Later, to reduce duplicate bit-

rate consumption and focus on unaligned artifacts, a residual guided masking
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encoder is deployed to adaptively select the meaningful contexts with inter-

polated multi-scale dependencies. In addition, a conditional spatio-temporal

decoder is proposed to eliminate location errors and artifacts instead of us-

ing MEMC coding in other methods. The experimental results on B-frame

coding demonstrate that IBVC has significant improvements compared to

the relevant state-of-the-art methods. Meanwhile, our approach can save bit

rates compared with the random access (RA) configuration of H.266 (VTM).

The code will be available at https://github.com/ruhig6/IBVC.

Keywords:

Learned video compression, Video frame interpolation, Artifact reduction,

Bi-directional motion compensation

1. Introduction

Video compression aims to achieve high-quality reconstruction while main-

taining a high compression ratio with the available transmission and storage

requirements. It is a crucial subfield of video restoration [1] with similar tech-

nologies in tasks like video super-resolution [2] and video enhancement [3].

Improved reconstruction is also beneficial for efficient human-machine vi-

sion [4], such as face [5, 6] or text [7] recognition. Many studies focus on

learned coding solutions, such as low delay end-to-end [8], and step-by-step

contextual [9] P-frame compression. Thanks to these improved methods, the

compression performance of neural video codecs surpass that of the best tra-

ditional codec H.266/VVC [10]. Based on the success of I/P-frame codecs [9],

the recently developed learned B-frame codecs [11] leverage bi-directional

temporal causality for better compression performance.
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Figure 1: A comparison of different B-frame coding pipelines. (a) B-frame x̂t prediction is

based on bi-directional optical-flow estimation [12]. The motion vector mt and the residual

rt are transmitted, respectively. (b) B-frame x̂t reconstruction is based on video frame

interpolation [13]. The motion vector mt and the residual rt between the interpolated

frame xt and the ground truth xt are transmitted. (c) IBVC uses video frame interpolation

without excessive bit-rate. The codec only transmits detailed and contextual differences

r′t and reconstructs the multi-scale r̂′t for artifact reduction.

As depicted in Figure 1(a), the prior work [12] explores a B-frame coding

pipeline, where bi-directional motions are coded to achieve better reconstruc-

tion. Specifically, the motion mt between the reference frames x̂t−1, x̂t+1 are

estimated for transmission. The decoded m̂t is decoupled to warp the ref-

erence frames x̂t−1, x̂t+1 for B-frame reconstruction. However, most of these

approaches directly extend P-frame coding backbones to the bi-directional

setting without considering the quantization distortions on the transmitted

m̂t motion decoupling. The inaccurate motion estimation and compensation
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Figure 2: An example from BasketballDrive in HEVC Class B dataset. There are only

a few differences between the interpolated frame and the input frame that need to be

transmitted. The priority of the codec is to reduce interpolated artifacts by compensating

for pixel-level detailed residual.

also cause artifacts with limited performance improvement. Besides, these

methods do not fully leverage bi-directional spatio-temporal dependencies for

semantic duplication reduction towards residual coding.

It is noted that, as shown in Figure 1(b), the method [13] applies video

frame interpolation as pre-alignment to obtain better references for subse-

quent coding procedures. Specifically, the frame xt is first interpolated by

the reference frames x̂t−1 and x̂t+1. A motion vector mt between the in-

terpolated frame xt and target frame xt is transmitted to compensate for

the location errors [11] generated from video frame interpolation. Never-

theless, critical challenges still exist in balancing the performance and the

efficiency of B-frame coding. The repetitive MEMC in video frame interpo-

lation and motion codec may lead to excessive computations and annoying

artifacts with extra bit rates. In summary, reducing location errors with-

out additional overhead and sufficiently leveraging bi-directional inter-frame
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information are crucial for B-frame compression.

To tackle these inefficiencies, we propose Interpolation-driven B-frame

Video Compression (IBVC). Compared with existing methods, as shown in

Figure 1(c), our strategy deploys a bit-free MEMC using interpolation, re-

ducing the computational redundancy and new compression artifacts. Since

the interpolated frame xt has already restored most high-frequency seman-

tics compared to target frame xt, as shown in Figure 2, the codec only needs

to fine structures and remove interpolation artifacts. Therefore, our encoder

uses a masking strategy to focus on informative regions, guided by the resid-

ual between the interpolated frame xt and ground truth xt. The proposed

decoder restores high-quality frames with artifact reduction by leveraging

prior multi-scale intra/inter-frame dependencies. The experiments show that

IBVC achieves exceptional reconstruction efficiency and reduces bit-rate re-

quirements compared to state-of-the-art methods. In summary, our main

contributions are listed as follows.

• We design a simple yet effective pipeline for the learned B-frame video

codec, which includes an interpolation-driven MEMC and an artifact

reduction codec for intermediate frame compression.

• The proposed residual-guided masking encoder excels at precisely iden-

tifying intricate variances and interpolation artifacts, leading to a re-

duction in redundant bit rates within aligned areas.

• To rectify interpolation location errors, the conditional spatio-temporal

contextual decoder leverages prior conditions from historical frames to

enhance temporal consistency and reduce interpolation artifacts.
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2. Related Work

The current B-frame compression methods mainly refer to the learned I-

frame and P-frame compression structures. Additionally, there are also some

works that utilize video frame interpolation to assist in B-frame compression.

We briefly review these related works in the following sections.

2.1. Learned Image Compression

Great progress has been made in the development of learned image com-

pression recently. Ballé et al. [14] propose variational auto-encoder (VAE)

that utilizes factorized and hyperprior entropy models, achieving perfor-

mance comparable to H.265 (HM) intra-frame coding. The Gaussian mixture

model [15] further improves the entropy codec performance to be on par with

H.266 (VTM) intra-frame coding.

2.2. Learned P-frame Video Compression

Inspired by the learned image compression, Lu et al. [8] and Li et al. [9]

propose a series of end-to-end P-frame video compression methods based on

VAE architecture. Sheng et al. [16] investigate a new propagation strat-

egy that uses the last reconstructed frame and its feature for temporal con-

text mining. Guo et al. [17] propose a novel cross-scale prediction module

for content-adaptive motion compensation. Later, Li et al. [18] introduce a

flexible-rate codec with hybrid spatial-temporal entropy modeling that sets

a new state-of-the-art in neural video coding, which surpasses the low delay

P-frame mode of H.266 (VTM).
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2.3. Learned B-frame Video Compression

2.3.1. Bi-directional Motion Estimation and Compression

As shown in Figure 1(a), to further exploit bi-directional correlations,

Djelouah et al. [19] employ bi-directional optical flow compensation for B-

frame coding. Yang et al. [12] propose hierarchical learned video compression

with three bi-directional warping layers and a recurrent enhancement net-

work. To gain more precise motion, Yılmaz et al. [20] exploit rate-distortion

optimized and flexible-rate methods to improve the B-frame compression

performance. Moreover, Chen et al. [21] first apply conditional augmented

normalization flow (CANF) for bi-directional inter-frame coding.

2.3.2. Video Frame Interpolation

Video frame interpolation (VFI) is used to generate new middle frames

from existing reference frames without bit-stream. The optical flow [22]

and deformable convolution [23] are used to do the motion estimation and

composition between adjacent frames for intermediate frames reconstruction.

For instance, Jiang et al. [24] first propose an end-to-end convolutional neural

network, named Super-SloMo, designed for variable-length multi-frame video

interpolation which can extend for B-frame compression. However, VFI suf-

fers from inaccurate motion estimation and compensation, leading to motion

artifacts and prediction misalignment. To address this, video compression

can be utilized to further enhance the reconstruction quality.

2.3.3. VFI based B-frame Video Compression

As depicted in Figure 1(b), some researchers extend interpolation as a

historical prior for B-frame coding. Wu et al. [25] first utilize frame in-
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terpolation to optimize the MEMC coding. Pourreza et al. [13] adopt the

Super-SloMo to interpolate the intermediate frames, which are then input

as reference frames to P-frame codecs for B-frames coding. Jia et al. [26]

propose a frame synthesis model consisting of two different bit-rate modes

for B-frame compression. Yang et al. [11] utilize the in-loop frame synthe-

sis module to generate a better reference before compression. Alexandre et

al. [27] use two-layer CANF after frame interpolation to replace the motion

codec for B-frame video coding. However, these methods do not make full

use of prior references, resulting in compression structural redundancy and

temporal inconsistency. Additionally, it is challenging to use these methods

to address the artifacts caused by quantization in MEMC coding.

3. Methodology

3.1. Motivation

Computational complexity and compression artifacts are the common is-

sues in recent B-frame coding algorithms, whether traditional codecs [10] or

learned-based methods [12]. Although subsequent methods [11] utilize frame

interpolation for compression efficiency, two pieces of bit-stream still need to

be transmitted for motion and residual compression reconstruction, as:

x̂t = Fcodec(Fvfi(x̂t−1, x̂t+1), xt) (1)

where xt denotes the original input frame for transmission. x̂t represents the

decoded frame. {x̂t−1, x̂t+1} are the decoded reference frames. Fvfi(·) means

the video frame interpolation network, which involves the same MEMC as

8



motion transmission. Fcodec(·) consists of the MEMC and the residual codecs,

where the quantization may result in compression artifacts.

Concretely, in frame interpolation blocks [22], the middle frame is gener-

ated using bi-directional warping, as:

xt = O · Fwarp(x̂t−1,mx̂t−1→xt)

+ (1−O) · Fwarp(x̂t+1,mx̂t+1→xt)
(2)

where xt denotes the interpolated frame, O ∈ [0, 1] means the occlusion co-

efficient. The non-linear motions {mx̂t−1→xt ,mx̂t+1→xt} between the middle

frame xt and reference frames {x̂t−1, x̂t+1} are estimated using the flow dis-

tillation learning [22]. Fwarp(·) denotes the flow warp function. Then, the

previous methods [11, 13] assume that there may still be unaligned artifacts

from location errors [11] and align the interpolated frames with the target

frames using a motion codec, as:

x̃t = Fwarp(xt, Fdec(⌊Fenc(mxt→xt)⌉)) (3)

where x̃t is the reconstructed result after flow warping. Fenc(·) and Fdec(·)

mean the encoder and decoder networks.

It is worth noting that there is a major limitation in this approach. Specif-

ically, in each alignment operation, the common target for both flow warp

operations in Equation 2 and Equation 3 is the middle frame xt. While this

procedure may reduce the location errors between raw frames and ground

truth, it also causes notable artifacts due to redundant quantized optical

flow in Equation 3. And MEMC coding also increases the overall computa-

tional cost. To address this limitation and eliminate the extra operation in
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Figure 3: Overview of proposed pipeline for B-frame video coding. In the design, we use a

video sequence consisting of five consecutive frames {xt−1, xt, xt+1, xt+2, xt+3} to explain

compression process. The pipeline consists of four stages. Firstly, I/P-frame coding is

deployed on {xt−1, xt+1, xt+3} to generate reference frames {x̂t−1, x̂t+1, x̂t+3} for frame

interpolation. Later, the interpolated frames {xt, xt+2} and corresponding ground truth

frames {xt, xt+2} are fed into the artifact reduction codec to generate reconstructed frames

{x̂t, x̂t+2}. Finally, the video sequence is resorted to its original playing order.

Equation 3, we directly propagate the aligned frame xt to an artifact reduc-

tion codec. The complete coding framework is illustrated in Figure 3 and

detailed in Section 3.2.

3.2. Interpolation-driven B-frame Compression Pipeline

Figure 3 and Algorithm 1 depicts the proposed coding pipeline for five

consecutive frames {xt−1, xt, xt+1, xt+2, xt+3}. The frames are compressed by

two main parts: video frame interpolation and artifact reduction codec, as:

x̂t = Fart(Fvfi(x̂t−1, x̂t+1), xt) (4)

where Fart(·) means the artifact reduction codec, which transmits only the

detailed contextual differences without repeating the motion transmission.

As the step 1-2 in Algorithm 1, the proposed coding pipeline utilizes

the decoded I/P-frames {x̂t−1, x̂t+1, x̂t+3} as the input for interpolation us-
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Algorithm 1 B-frame Codec Algorithm

Input: Original frames {xt−1, xt, xt+1, xt+2, xt+3}.

Output: Decoded frames {x̂t−1, x̂t, x̂t+1, x̂t+2, x̂t+3}.

// Stage1: Utilize DCVC-HEM for I/P-frames compression.

1: x̂t−1, x̂t+1, x̂t+3 = DCVC-HEM(xt−1, xt+1, xt+3);

// Stage2: Utilize IFRNet for frame interpolation.

2: xt, xt+2 = IFRNet(x̂t−1, x̂t+1, x̂t+3);

// Stage3: Utilize artifact reduction codec for B-frame reconstruction.

3: Feature buffer ← ŷt, ŷt+2 = Encoder(xt|xt, xt+2|xt+2);

4: x̂t = Decoder(ŷt|(ŷ1, ..., ŷt−2), xt);

5: x̂t+2 = Decoder(ŷt+2|(ŷ1, ..., ŷt), xt+2);

// Stage4: Organize decoded frames for output order.

6: return {x̂t−1, x̂t, x̂t+1, x̂t+2, x̂t+3}.

ing IFRNet-S [22], which generates preliminary middle frames {xt, xt+2} in

both encoder and decoder. If x̂t−1 is the first frame of a Group of Pictures

(GoP), it is compressed using I-frame coding. Otherwise, the sequence frames

{x̂t−1, x̂t+1, x̂t+3} are compressed using P-frame coding. The procedure di-

rectly implements the MEMC in video frame interpolation Fvfi(·) between

the target frames and reference frames without any bit-rate consumption.

Unlike general MEMC coding methods, our approach does not require quan-

tization of the optical flows for transmission. As a result, it can produce

more plausible restored structures with fewer compressed distortions.

As shown in Figure 2, the interpolated frames have the most reconstructed

features compared to input frames. IBVC is only required to code the

difference between interpolated frames {xt, xt+2} and ground truth frames
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Figure 4: Illustration of artifact reduction encoder-decoder network. In the design, we

propose a residual guided masking encoder to adaptively select informative contexts for

productive artifact reduction compression. Later, a conditional spatio-temporal contextual

decoder facilitates prior conditions from historical frames to eliminate MEMC artifacts.

{xt, xt+2} by artifact reduction encoder in step 3 of Algorithm 1. Since the

MEMC process does not consume any bit rate, it is also crucial to leverage

the effective inter-frame spatio-temporal information to minimize MEMC er-

rors. Hence, we consider the triplet {x̂t−1, xt, x̂t+1} as a reference unit and

utilize the previously encoded representations to be prior conditions during

decoder in step 4-5 of Algorithm 1, as:

ŷt = ŷt|(ŷ1, .., ŷt−2) (5)

where {ŷ1, .., ŷt−2} are the encoded representations in the previous reference

units. This strategy forms an intra/inter-frame Markov dependence macro-

scopically, enabling the reuse of encoded information between frames. More

bit rates can be allocated to the artifact areas, compensating for interpolation

errors, without introducing excessive bit rate and complexity consumption.

3.3. Artifact Reduction Encoder-Decoder Network

As described in Figure 2, the codec needs to generate refined visual qual-

ity and remove interpolation artifacts, as the interpolated frames have al-
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ready restored most semantics. However, the existing residual codecs [8] and

conditional codecs [9] are oriented towards pixel-level distortions and high-

frequency contents, respectively. Moreover, the codec should be required to

rely on bit streams for artifact reduction. Therefore, as shown in Figure 4, we

propose a Residual Guided Masking Encoder (RGME) to reduce duplicate

coding of aligned areas and provide interpolation conditions.

Subtle information at the pixel-level is mainly contained in the residual

from unalignments between input frames and reference frames. The context

provides the bi-directional correlated conditions in feature dimensions from

interpolation. To this end, we employ the pixel-level residual information to

mark the key contextual region for conditional compression, as:

ŷt = ⌊Fenc(Fσ(|xt − xt|)⊗ xt|xt)⌉ (6)

where ⊗ means a vector-matrix multiplication operation with dimensionality

preserving. The key contextual region is guided by the weight map wt =

Fσ(xt − xt) ∈ (0, 1). A sigmoid function Fσ(·) is used to allocate bit rates

towards artifact reduction. Fenc(·) means the encoder network. ⌊·⌉ means

the quantization operation. ŷt denotes the encoded latent representation

by auto-regressive entropy model [9]. Unlike the mask guided by motion

estimation [28] or random sampling [29], the proposed strategy is specially

designed for the interpolation-driven codec. It accurately locates artifacts

and transmits the corresponding contextual information, taking advantage

of both residual and conditional coding.

Moreover, to learn intra/inter-frame dependencies from highly compressed

latent representations ŷt, a Conditional Spatio-Temporal Contextual Decoder

(CSCD) is proposed for multi-scale encoded feature learning and artifact

13



reduction. As illustrated in Figure 4, our method has adaptively selected

the context to encode as highly compressed representations. To incorporate

temporal prior conditions from historical frames, the current coded latent

representation ŷt is combined with the previous features. As described in

Section 3.2, the prior representations achieve the auxiliary effect in MEMC

distortion reduction with temporal inter-frame consistency. We utilize the

1×1 convolution and bilinear interpolation to exploit the multi-scale features

in the decoder. Then, GridNet [30] and channel-wise self-attention [31] are

conducted as a cascaded frame synthesis module to combine the multi-scale

spatial features for further artifact reduction, as:

x̂t = Fatten(Frefine(Fgrid(ŷ
1
t , ..., ŷ

l
t), ŷ

l
t, xt), xt) (7)

where {ŷ1t , ..., ŷlt} with l = 4 denotes the multi-scale features extracted from

ŷt. Frefine(·) means the spatial context refinement function consists of 3×3

convolutional layers with LeakyReLU activation. Fgrid(·) means the multi-

scale feature extraction. The attention module Fatten(·) contains four Trans-

former layers and is employed to further reduce the artifacts in the latent

representations. By utilizing the artifact reduction encoder-decoder network

to transmit and explore spatio-temporal correlations, IBVC is able to adap-

tively restore plausible structures without additional MEMC coding.

3.4. Objective Function and Training Strategy

We employ an end-to-end error propagation strategy to reduce training

complexity. It integrates a series of rate-distortion (R-D) costs between de-

coded B-frames and the corresponding ground truth. As a result, a joint

objective function is designed to optimize the encoder-decoder network, and
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defined as the trade-off between bit rates and the reconstruction quality. The

compression performance of multiple frames with bi-directional dependencies

is also considered in the objective function, as:

L =
1

T
(Lt + Lt+2) with Lt = R(ŷt) + λ ·D(xt, x̂t) (8)

where L means the average R-D cost of Lt with T (set as 2) compressed

B-frames. λ denotes the trade-off coefficient between the bit rates cost R

and the distortion D. Following with DCVC [9], we train 4 models for mean

squared errors (MSE) with λ = 256, 512, 1024, 2048, multi-scale structural

similarity (MS-SSIM) [32] with λ = 8, 16, 32, 64 and learned perceptual image

patch similarity (LPIPS) [33] with λ = 2, 4, 8, 16.

4. Experiments

4.1. Implementation Details

4.1.1. Training Configuration

For a fair comparison, we use the same training dataset and pre-processing

as the previous method DCVC [9]. The Vimeo-90K septuplet [34] is utilized

to train artifact reduction codec, which contains 4,278 videos with 89,800

independent sequences of 256×256. The 2nd and 4th frames of each septuplet

are the coding targets. The consecutive five frames are used as the input for

the interpolation network and codec. All experiments are implemented on the

2 NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3080Ti GPUs with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6248R

CPUs. We conduct a mini-batch size of 4. The training process includes 5

epochs with a learning rate of 1e−4 and 1 epoch for fine-tuning used 1e−5.

The Adam optimizer is utilized with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999.

15



4.1.2. Testing Configuration

The experimental model is evaluated on the commonly used 1080P UVG

dataset [35] with 7 sequences. We also utilize the 19 video sequences of HEVC

datasets [36] including Class B (1920× 1080), Class C (832× 480), Class D

(416×240), Class E (1280×720) and Class E’ (1280×720). We test 96 frames

for each video sequence. The GoP size is set as 32. There are 47 reference

units with a separate P-frame. Each reference unit has 3 frames. Precisely,

3 I-frames and 46 P-frames are provided by the existing video compression

method DCVC-HEM [18]. The remaining 47 B-frames are compressed by

IBVC with interpolated reference frames generated by IFRNet-S [22].

4.2. Evaluation against State-of-the-art Methods

To verify the effectiveness of IBVC, we make a fair comparison with state-

of-the-art learned codecs and traditional codecs in RA configuration. As for

H.265/HEVC and H.266/VVC, we compare with the HM-17.0 [37] and VTM-

19.0 [38] in RA configuration, respectively. For a fair comparison on RGB

content, the detailed command [16] for HM and VTM is shown as follows.

• EncoderApp -c encoder randomaccess vtm.cfg -f 96 -q QP –IntraPeriod=32

-i input.yuv –Level=6.2 –InputBitDepth=10 –InputChromaFormat=444

–ChromaFormatIDC=444 –DecodingRefreshType=1 -b output.bin -o in-

put.yuv

In addition, the state-of-the-art learned P-frame compression methods,

i.e., DCVC [9], DCVC-TCM [16] and DCVC-HEM [18], the state-of-the-art

learned B-frame compression methods, i.e., B-EPIC [13], LHBDC [39], B-

16



Figure 5: Coding performance of IBVC evaluated on PSNR ↑.

Figure 6: Coding performance of IBVC evaluated on MS-SSIM ↑.

CANF [21], ALVC [11] and TLZMC [27], are considered for comparison. For

methods without available code, we display the results provided by authors.

17



Figure 7: Coding performance of IBVC evaluated on LPIPS ↓.

4.2.1. Quantitative Evaluation

It is noted from Figure 5 and Figure 6 that IBVC achieves state-of-the-art

results on test datasets compared to other learned B-frame video compression

methods in terms of PSNR and MS-SSIM R-D curves. We use Bpp (Bits per

pixel) to measure the bits cost for one pixel in each frame. Especially, the

PSNR models are also used for fair LPIPS evaluation. LPIPS is a perceptual

metric for better objective visual performance measurement when using the

same R-D loss. As shown in Figure 7, a lower value corresponds to a better

result, which indicates that IBVC achieves the best quantitative visual pleas-

ing results on test datasets compared to other state-of-the-art learning-based

coding methods. Additionally, we display the IBVC-LPS model trained with

LPIPS distortion. The performance surpasses the traditional codecs HM-

17.0 [37] and VTM-19.0 [38]. Besides, IBVC outperforms other learned P-
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Table 1: BD-rate (%) ↓ comparison by PSNR. The anchor is VTM-19.0. Bold indicates

the best results.

VTM-19.0 [38] HM-17.0 [37] B-EPIC [13] ALVC [11] TLZMC[27] IBVC

(RA default) (RA default) (ICCV’21) (TCSVT’22) (CVPR’23) (Proposed)

UVG 0 38.31 46.61 27.22 1.39 -48.41

Class B 0 46.77 102.73 103.00 88.88 -9.87

Class C 0 44.57 70.54 64.31 - -16.63

Class D 0 41.21 143.20 42.17 - -36.24

Class E 0 48.58 75.82 83.48 - -38.16

Class E’ 0 54.43 - 131.54 - -15.78

Average 0 45.65 87.78 75.28 45.14 -27.51

Table 2: BD-rate (%) ↓ comparison by MS-SSIM. The anchor is VTM-19.0. Bold indicates

the best results.

VTM-19.0 [38] HM-17.0 [37] B-EPIC [13] ALVC [11] TLZMC[27] IBVC

(RA default) (RA default) (ICCV’21) (TCSVT’22) (CVPR’23) (Proposed)

UVG 0 34.87 84.06 71.03 53.62 -13.46

Class B 0 40.14 4.42 85.14 0.60 -5.07

Class C 0 40.37 48.25 60.48 - -20.62

Class D 0 32.21 47.99 20.50 - -40.72

Class E 0 38.55 114.21 107.58 - 54.39

Class E’ 0 49.35 - 140.58 - 7.05

Average 0 39.25 59.78 80.88 27.11 -30.07

frame video compression methods including DCVC-HEM [18], especially in

terms of the LPIPS metric. This improvement can be attributed to the com-

position of the GoP, which consists of B-frames using IBVC and I-frames

and P-frames by DCVC-HEM. It is noted that the IBVC enhances the over-
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IBVC (Proposed) (0.031/0.048)

DCVC-HEM (0.108/0.045)

HM (RA default) (0.043/0.044)

UVG YachtRide

VTM (RA default) (0.037/0.045)

Ground Truth (Bpp/LPIPS) 

Figure 8: Qualitative comparison on UVG YachtRide dataset.

all performance and the artifact reduction codec is helpful for human visual

perception. In Table 1 and Table 2, we compare the BD-rate (%) of VCEG-

M33 [40] for PSNR and MS-SSIM models. IBVC achieves an average bit-rate

saving with the anchor of VTM-19.0, outperforming the other state-of-the-art

B-frame coding methods.

4.2.2. Qualitative Evaluation

We provide a qualitative comparison of UVG and HEVC Class D datasets

between our PSNR model and the latest state-of-the-art methods in Figure 8

and Figure 9. To better demonstrate the performance of IBVC in artifact

reduction, the LPIPS is used for perception evaluation in these examples. As

depicted in Figure 8, IBVC achieves visually pleasing texture reconstruction

compared to traditional codecs and has visually pleasing texture reconstruc-

tion compared to DCVC-HEM [18] with only one-third of the bit rates. It

can be observed that HM [37] and VTM [38] lose some texture details of wa-

ter ripples. Figure 9 displays two samples containing complex motion at low
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HEVC Class D BasketballPass

HM (RA default) (0.018/0.030)

HEVC Class D BasketballPass

HM (RA default) (0.030/0.029)

Ground Truth (Bpp/LPIPS) 

VTM (RA default) (0.014/0.025)

Ground Truth (Bpp/LPIPS) 

VTM (RA default) (0.023/0.025)

DCVC-HEM (0.081/0.016)

IBVC (Proposed) (0.030/0.015)

DCVC-HEM (0.557/0.018)

IBVC (Proposed) (0.044/0.017)

Figure 9: Qualitative comparison on HEVC Class D BasketballPass dataset.

resolution. In contrast, our model achieves sharp boundaries and realistic

textures without excessive smoothing and motion artifacts. Although it re-

quires more bit rates than traditional codecs, the reconstruction performance

exhibits fewer artifacts. Compared to DCVC-HEM [18], our method achieves

lower LPIPS and better contextual reconstruction at a similar bit-rate.

4.2.3. Computational Complexity

We measure model parameters and BD-rate by PSNR of different meth-

ods. The evaluation results on 1080P videos from the UVG dataset are shown

21



Table 3: Model parameters and BD-rate (%) comparison by PSNR on UVG dataset. The

anchor is VTM-19.0 with RA configuration. Bold indicates the best results.

LHBDC [39] FRHBVC [20] B-CANF [21] TLZMC [27] IBVC

(TIP’21) (ICIP’22) (TCSVT’23) (CVPR’23) (Proposed)

Parameters (M) ↓ 23.5 35.0 24.0 39.9 11.6

BD-rate (%) ↓ 17.13 -16.49 -14.28 1.39 -48.41

Table 4: The comparison of coding time and BD-rate (%) by PSNR on UVG dataset. The

anchor is VTM-19.0 with RA configuration. Bold indicates the best results.

DVC [8] DCVC [9] DCVC-TCM [16] DCVC-HEM [18] IBVC

(CVPR’19) (NeurIPS’21) (TMM’22) (ACMMM’22) (Proposed)

Coding time (ms) ↓ 836 1564 533 643 832

BD-rate (%) ↓ 120.64 47.19 -15.41 -46.34 -48.41

in Table 3. Without redundant MEMC coding, IBVC achieves exceptional

parameter saving over previous state-of-the-art approaches, with model pa-

rameters of 11.6M on B-frame coding, including the parameters of video

frame interpolation method IFRNet-S [22]. As shown in Table 4, we mea-

sure the coding time and BD-rate by PSNR of different open-source methods

on the same device. IBVC achieves a coding time of 832ms per frame, which

includes artifact reduction coding and twice frame interpolation at the both

encoder and decoder. Despite utilizing auto-regressive entropy models, IBVC

is still comparable to the P-frame method DCVC-HEM [18], which uses a

checkerboard model, and surpasses the baseline method DCVC [9].
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(a) The comparison of

MEMC strategies.

(b) The effectiveness of the

proposed codec.

(c) The hierarchical B-frame

quality.

Figure 10: Ablation results of different MEMC strategies, proposed codec, and hierarchical

B-frame quality. Only the performance of B-frame is shown in (a) and (b). Complete

sequences are evaluated in (c).

4.3. Ablation Study

4.3.1. The Comparison of B-frame Coding Pipelines

One of our major contributions is the significant enhancement of compu-

tational efficiency by simplifying the B-frame coding pipeline. Concretely,

to avoid duplicate MEMC coding operations, the optical-flow is not trans-

mitted for alignment again after interpolation. To verify the effectiveness

of the proposed pipeline, we compare it with the previous B-frame coding

strategies, as shown in Figure 1, using the same artifact reduction codec on

the HEVC Class E dataset. As depicted in Figure 10(a), Model A and Model

B are designed to show that the proposed coding pipeline outperforms pre-

vious structures. Model A (Two flows) uses bi-directional flow transmission.

Model B (VFI w/ One flow) includes frame interpolation with flow trans-

mission. Moreover, IBVC is model-agnostic which can be easily combined

with any video frame interpolation network. We utilize another VFI model
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𝜆 = 256

𝜆 = 2048

IBVC 

(0/35.51/331)

(0/33.91/331)

Model A 

(8.4E-03/34.81/433)

(2.6E-03/32.34/432)

Model B

(11.8E-03/35.38/540)

(0.1E-03/33.52/539)

HEVC Class E FourPeople
Ground Truth

(Bpp/PSNR(dB)/CT(ms))

Figure 11: Qualitative comparison of different MEMC strategies on HEVC Class E

FourPeople dataset.

CDFI [23] to make ablation in Model C (CDFI w/o flow). In addition, we

perform frame interpolation using the higher-complexity IFRNet [22] and

IFRNet-L [22] models as Model D and Model E.

Our framework outperforms the bi-directional flow transmission frame-

work (Model A) of Figure 1(a) and the flow alignment framework (Model B)

of Figure 1(b). The qualitative evaluations and corresponding quantitative

values of MEMC results before residual transmission are shown in Figure 11,

respectively. The results demonstrate that additional alignment can cause

artifacts due to inaccurate flow estimation or quantification. Since not per-

forming the additional MEMC coding compared with Model A and Model B,

IBVC reduces the unnecessary coding time (CT) and new compression dis-

tortions. Specifically, it can be observed that Model B exhibits checkerboard

artifacts caused by quantization on the faces and books. In contrast, IBVC al-

leviates this phenomenon, indicating that the redundant motion codec causes
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noticeable artifacts from quantized optical flow in Equation 3. Besides, the

replacement of the VFI method used deformable convolution in Model C

does not affect coding performance, demonstrating the robustness of IBVC.

Model D and Model E, despite increasing the complexity of VFI, do not sig-

nificantly improve the overall B-frame compression performance. It confirms

the strong generalization capability of the codec in IBVC. As a result, IBVC

utilizes the smaller IFRNet-S [22] for VFI.

4.3.2. The Effectiveness of Artifact Reduction Codec

Artifact reduction coding aims to capture differential spatio-temporal fea-

tures between interpolated frames and input frames for compensating MEMC

errors precisely. As described in Figure 10(b), we compare the performance

with different coding solutions on the HEVC Class E dataset. Model 1 (w/o

(RGME & CSCD)) employs the DCVC contextual codec to replace arti-

fact reduction codec directly. Model 2 (DCVC w/o RGME) and Model 3

(DVC w/o RGME) respectively employ the DCVC [9] contextual encoder

and DVC [8] residual encoder to replace artifact reduction encoder RGME.

To further demonstrate the effectiveness of the mask in determining artifacts,

we provide an ablation experiment Model 4 (w/o Sigmoid) without sigmoid

function in RGME. Model 5 (w/o CSCD) replaces CSCD with the DCVC

decoder. Model 6 (w/o Temporal prior) means not using prior conditions

described in Equation 5. In Model 7 (w/o Multi-scale), we only extract

multi-scale features ŷ1t and ŷlt from ŷt as described in Equation 7.

Model 1 shows great superiority of our artifact reduction codec in B-frame

reconstruction after VFI. It is noteworthy that we selectively learn informa-

tive features reducing the bit-rate consumption from Model 2 and Model 3.
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HEVC Class C BasketballDrill

Ground Truth (Bpp/PSNR) IBVC (0.029/33.59)

Model 1 (0.037/33.49)

Figure 12: Visual example of artifact reduction from BasketballDrill in HEVC Class C

dataset.

Model 4 demonstrates that the sigmoid function can aggregate artifact infor-

mation to reduce bit rates. Model 5 verifies that the spatio-temporal decoder

has an influence on exquisite frame reconstruction. Model 6 shows that the

inter-frame spatio-temporal information is useful for minimizing MEMC er-

rors. Model 7 shows that extracting complete multi-scale features from ŷt

improves the reconstruction performance. The example in Figure 12 shows

the effective reduction of artifacts. From these comparisons, our artifact re-

duction codec can achieve clearer structures and fewer distortions in marked

locations without the extra bit-rate cost.

4.3.3. Hierarchical B-frame Quality

To investigate the influence of the reference units on hierarchical B-frame

quality, we vary the number of consecutive B-frames (N) between two refer-

ence frames on the HEVC Class E dataset. In the default experiment, we set

the N = 1 with a reference unit size of 3, which yields the best performance
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and improvement on the reference P-frame sequences. The reference P-frame

sequences are compressed by DCVC-HEM [18]. To ensure temporal consis-

tency in consecutive B-frames, the transmitted B-frames are treated as the

reference frames to generate new hierarchical B-frames through a recursive

relation. Thus, the number of B-frames must follow the rule:

N =
i∑
0

2i i = 0, 1, 2, ... (9)

where i means the hierarchical level. We also test with three and seven

consecutive B-frames (N = 3, 7) in reference units. For instance, P-frame

(N = 3) shows the performance of only the reference P-frame sequences,

where reference units have three consecutive B-frames. It is observed that

the B-frames boost the performance compared with the reference P-frame

sequences from Figure 10(c). However, with an increase in the number of

B-frames, the distance between two reference frames becomes longer. It is

robust to use the N = 1 with a reference unit size of 3. Summarily, IBVC

can improve P-frame performance in the hierarchical structure of reference

units and is not limited by different GoP structures.

5. Conclusion

We have proposed a simple yet efficient interpolation-driven B-frame

video compression (IBVC) algorithm with excellent efficiency and perfor-

mance. IBVC is based on the analysis of previous methods that the repetitive

alignment in MEMC cannot improve the compression ratio and produce tem-

poral redundancy with additional artifacts. We directly perform artifact re-

duction coding after frame interpolation, drastically reducing computational
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costs with superior performance. In addition, an artifact reduction encoder-

decoder network is designed to adaptively select the most useful contexts

and construct a transmitted representation by prior intra/inter-frame depen-

dencies. Experimental results demonstrate that IBVC significantly reduces

both computational costs and bit-rate requirements with excellent recon-

struction performance, compared with the relevant state-of-the-art B-frame

video compression methods. IBVC relies exclusively on the artifact reduc-

tion codec for transmission, which requires a stable auto-regressive entropy

model. Consequently, IBVC exhibits slightly lower efficiency compared to

P-frame compression employing a checkerboard entropy model. As a result,

future research will involve exploring a bi-directional entropy coding strategy

that draws inspiration from bi-directional inter-frame prediction to improve

the estimation of the probability distribution for intermediate frames.
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