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ABSTRACT

In this paper, part of the DREAMING Challenge - Dimin-
ished Reality for Emerging Applications in Medicine through
Inpainting, we introduce a refined video inpainting tech-
nique optimized from the ProPainter method to meet the
specialised demands of medical imaging, specifically in the
context of oral and maxillofacial surgery. Our enhanced
algorithm employs the zero-shot ProPainter, featuring opti-
mized parameters and pre-processing, to adeptly manage the
complex task of inpainting surgical video sequences, without
requiring any training process. It aims to produce temporally
coherent and detail-rich reconstructions of occluded regions,
facilitating clearer views of operative fields. The efficacy
of our approach is evaluated using comprehensive metrics,
positioning it as a significant advancement in the application
of diminished reality for medical purposes.

1. INTRODUCTION

Image inpainting [1], a fundamental technique in computer
vision, restores missing or damaged regions in images by gen-
erating a complete output. This process is crucial not only
in still photography but extends significantly into the video
setting. Video inpainting e.g., [2] is more challenging; as
it requires maintaining temporal consistency across frames
to avoid visible discrepancies. The advent of deep learning-
based inpainting [3] methods has revolutionised this field, en-
abling more sophisticated applications such as art restoration,
photo editing, and now, video editing for scenes where conti-
nuity and consistency are essential. These advancements have
made video inpainting an interesting tool in film production,
video restoration, and augmented reality applications, where
integration of real and virtual elements is paramount. By ad-
dressing both spatial and temporal gaps, video inpainting en-
sures a cohesive visual narrative.

Video inpainting has been widely explored in the litera-
ture. A variety of techniques have focused on patch-based
variational approaches e.g., [4, 5]. While they have achieved
good results, the major constraints are the large computa-
tional cost of the optimisation scheme and the limited consis-
tency gain. Deep learning-based techniques have emerged as
a means to mitigate such disadvantages, which can be broadly
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divided into 3D CNN techniques, shift methods, flow-guided
methods, and attention techniques. A set of techniques has
focused on improving 3D CNN techniques [6, 7, 8, 9, 10],
typically employing a two-stage solution. While shift meth-
ods [11, 12] appear to mitigate the computational cost of 3D
convolution operations, flow-based techniques have demon-
strated outstanding temporal consistency; however, the re-
sults greatly depend on an accurate approximation of optical
flow [13, 14]. More recently, attention-based methods [15,
16, 17] have led in performance by integrating both short and
long-term video information.

In this work, we specifically explore the application of
video inpainting within a medical context, focusing on oral
and maxillofacial surgery [18, 19]. We utilise simulated surgi-
cal video sequences from the perspective of an operating sur-
geon. These sequences provide a detailed view of the surgical
environment, including elements such as the surgeon’s hands
and surgical tools. Such elements may occasionally obscure
critical areas of the patient’s face or other important parts of
the scene, necessitating their algorithmic removal to restore
an unobstructed view of the surgical site. Hence, our primary
objective is to use video inpainting techniques to regenerate
the underlying background in surgical imagery. To achieve
this, we proposed a zero-shot ProPainter model, optimized
with refined parameters and preprocessing techniques. Ex-
perimental results indicate that our model ranks 1st in Phase
1 of the DREAMING challenge.

2. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we first introduce the core components of the
ProPainter model. Next, we discuss on how we optimise the
model in a zero-shot manner, incorporating pre-processing
techniques and describing the experimental setup.

2.1. ProPainter

ProPainter [2] combines enhanced propagation mechanisms
with transformer, ideal for addressing the complexities of
maintaining temporal and textural consistency in video se-
quences. It operates by first employing its propagation
modules to estimate motion and texture information from
adjacent frames into the regions requiring inpainting. Then,
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Fig. 1. Schematic of the ProPainter inpainting pipeline in our framework: This diagram illustrates the workflow of our
ProPainter-based video inpainting. MSVT: Mask-guided Sparse Video Transformer.

the transformer module of the network then processes these
propagated estimates to refine the inpainting output.

Recurrent Flow Completion. In video inpainting, pre-
trained flow completion modules play a critical role by sim-
plifying the task of direct RGB content filling and enhanc-
ing temporal coherence [20]. It encode motion flows Ft into
downsampled features ft with an 8x downsampling ratio, us-
ing deformable convolution (DCN) [21] for bidirectional flow
propagation. For backward flow propagation, the network
processes the concatenated features c(ft, f̂t+1)—with f̂t+1

representing the subsequent frame’s features—through con-
volutions that calculate DCN offsets ot→t+1 and modulation
masks mt→t+1. Following the ProPainter [2], this process
then reads:

f̂t = R
(
D(f̂t+1; ot→t+1,mt→t+1), ft

)
(1)

where D(·) represents the deformable convolution operation
that adapts the position and scale of the convolution kernels
based on learned offsets and modulation parameters, facili-
tating dynamic feature alignment. R(·) denotes the convolu-
tional layers that fuse the dynamically aligned features from
D with the current frame features, enhancing the final qual-
ity and coherence of the reconstructed flow information. A
decoder then reconstructs the completed flows F̂t.

Image Propagation and Feature Propagation. Dual-
domain propagation in video inpainting is critical for main-
taining spatial and temporal consistency, which contains im-
age propagation and feature propagation. The image propaga-
tion uses a warping operation, combined with the calculated
reliable areas Ar, to update the current frame.

X̂t = W(Xt+1, F̂t→t+1) ∗Ar +Xt ∗ (1−Ar) (2)

where W(·) denotes the warping operation.
Feature propagation is achieved through a flow-guided de-

formable alignment mechanism. An image encoder extracts

features from the video sequence, which are then aligned us-
ing flow information. Following ProPainter [2], we have:

êt = R
(
D(êt+1; F̂

↓
t→t+1 + õt→t+1,mt→t+1), ft

)
(3)

where D(·) represents deformable convolution and R(·) is the
same as define in Equation 1. This method leverages com-
pleted flows and additional mask conditions to improve align-
ment accuracy and propagation reliability, focusing on areas
where previous propagation may be less reliable. This dual-
domain approach ensures that both global image and local
feature information are propagated efficiently, enhancing the
quality and coherence of the inpainted video sequences.

Mask-guided Sparse Video Transformer (MSVT)
Blocks. Video Transformers have shown excellent perfor-
mance in video inpainting but are often limited by their high
computational and memory demands. To address these limi-
tations, ProPainter [2] introduce a novel sparse video Trans-
former that extends the window-based approach, enhancing
efficiency without compromising effectiveness. A strategy
where attention is selectively applied only to query windows
that intersect with masked regions.

2.2. Optimising ProPainter

As a transformer-based method, ProPainter inevitably re-
quires significant memory consumption and time to execute.
This initially did not align with the real-time diminished re-
ality solution desired by the organizers. To address this, we
have made several enhancements to reduce both the memory
and time requirements.

Pre-Processing. Before processing with ProPainter, we
reduce the resolution of the overall video sequence and mask
sequence. This step directly decreases the computational
load while maintaining sufficient detail for effective inpaint-
ing. We also slightly expand the mask to encompass more



information, enhancing the quality of the inpainting by pro-
viding more context to the algorithm.

Memory Management. We optimised the memory man-
agement process to offload unnecessary tensors to the CPU
rather than storing them on the GPU. This adjustment ensures
that only the video clips currently being processed are held
on the GPU, and intermediate variables generated during the
process are promptly deleted.

Post-Processing. After inpainting, the filled image is re-
sized back to its original dimensions. We then seamlessly
integrate this image back into the original video sequence, re-
placing the masked areas.

Experimental Setup. The ProPainter model was ini-
tialised with its pre-trained state, taking advantage of its
comprehensive training on a wide array of video data, includ-
ing YouTube-VOS [22] and DAVIS [23], to ensure robust
generalization to the diverse scenarios encountered in the
challenge. In our submission, rather than fine-tuning our
model on the training dataset, we adopt a zero-shot learning
approach using pre-trained weights. For preprocessing, we
reduce the resolution by 30%, which enables our ProPainter
model to function effectively within the memory constraints
of a T4 GPU, equipped with 16GB of RAM. This adjust-
ment facilitates the processing of nearly 1,000 video frames
within the prescribed 20-minute limit. During the inpainting
phase, we carefully select 18 neighboring frames to provide
temporal context, and designate global reference frames at
every 20-frame interval to ensure coherence and quality in
the output.

3. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

3.1. Dataset and Evaluation Metrics

The dataset employed in this study was provided by the or-
ganizers of the associated challenge, consisting of 100 di-
verse scenes from oral and maxillofacial surgeries, depicted
in approximately 1,000 images each at a resolution of 1280 ×
720 pixels across three color channels. Images include both
obstructed and unobstructed views, with the former marked
by binary masks. The testing of the dataset will take place
on 2 unseen scenes during the Preliminary Container Testing
Phase and an additional 10 scenes in the Final Test Phase.

The model’s performance is assessed using four met-
rics: Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS),
Frechet Inception Distance (FID) for feature-wise evalua-
tion, and Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Peak Signal to
Noise Ratio (PSNR) for pixel-wise evaluation. These metrics
will determine the final rankings in the challenge. Specifi-
cally, weighted contributions from LPIPS and FID are used
to calculate the Consistency Error (C-Error), while weighted
MAE and PSNR are utilized to determine the Accuracy Error
(A-Error). Given the inherent challenges of inpainting as
an ill-posed problem with multiple viable visual outcomes,

EVALUATION METRICS
W-FID W-MAE W-PSNR W-LPIPS A-Error C-Error

SD 0.314 0.297 0.278 0.351 0.287 0.333

Ours 0.224 0.293 0.232 0.329 0.263 0.276

Table 1. Comparative analysis of our ProPainter-based al-
gorithm and Stable Diffusion using cross-validation on the
local challenge test dataset. The evaluation metrics, where
lower scores indicate better performance, include: Weighted-
FID (W-FID), Weighted Mean Absolute Error (W-MAE),
Weighted Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (W-PSNR), Weighted
Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (W-LPIPS), Ac-
curacy Error (A-Error), and Consistency Error (C-Error).

the challenge prioritizes consistency and feature-based eval-
uations. Rankings prioritize the lowest values of C-Error,
followed by A-Error, to emphasize their significance.

3.2. Numerical Results

In our evaluation, we benchmark our approach against the
latest state-of-the-art (SOTA) generative model, Stable Dif-
fusion [24]. We conduct this comparison on the challenge
training dataset using cross-validation.

Table 1 provides a summary of the evaluation metrics,
including Weighted-FID (W-FID), Weighted Mean Absolute
Error (W-MAE), Weighted Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (W-
PSNR), Weighted Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity
(W-LPIPS), Accuracy Error (A-Error), and Consistency Error
(C-Error) for our proposed technique compared to the Stable
Diffusion methods. Our method outperforms across all six
metrics, indicating a robust improvement over Stable Diffu-
sion methods. We attribute this enhancement to our video-
level methodology, ProPainter, which demonstrates superior
performance, particularly in the context of dynamic scenes,
as opposed to the image-level focus of Stable Diffusion. This
suggests that our video-oriented approach is more effective in
capturing and generating temporally consistent and perceptu-
ally accurate results.

Leaderboard on Grand Challenge. Table 2 showcases
the leaderboard results from the Phase 1 - Preliminary Con-
tainer Testing Phase of the challenge dataset. Our encapsu-
lated algorithm was submitted for blind evaluation, yielding
the results presented. At the time of this paper’s submission,
our ProPainter-based approach leads the competition, achiev-
ing the 1st rank. This reflects the robustness of our algorithm
in the context of the challenge’s specific tasks and constraints.

3.3. Visualisation Results

In Figure 2 we presents a set of visualisations that compare
the input videos, ground truth, and our inpainted predictions.
Figure labels (a), (b), and (c) correspond to the input videos,
ground truth, and inpainted predictions, respectively.
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Fig. 2. Visual comparison of video inpainting on surgical se-
quences: selected frames demonstrate our method’s effective-
ness across different time points (t1, t2, t3, tn−1, tn). ’Case
1’ and ’Case 2’ compare the original frames with obstructions
(’Ground Truth’) against the inpainted results (’Ours’).

In our input videos (column a), the face and body of the
patient are intermittently obscured by simulated hands and
medical instruments, designed to mimic realistic surgical sce-
narios. Columns (b) and (c) display the ground truth and

EVALUATION METRICS
W-FID W-MAE W-PSNR W-LPIPS A-Error C-Error

Baseline 0.792 0.257 0.255 0.791 0.256 0.792

Team 1 0.075 0.260 0.235 0.349 0.247 0.212
Team 2 0.208 0.263 0.244 0.439 0.253 0.324
Team 3 0.079 0.259 0.218 0.292 0.239 0.186

Ours 0.071 0.259 0.221 0.287 0.240 0.179

Table 2. Comparative Analysis of Our ProPainter-Based Al-
gorithm and Algorthms from Other Team on the Phase 1 -
Preliminary Container Testing Phase.

our algorithm’s inpainted predictions, illustrating the effec-
tiveness of our method in reconstructing the structure of the
patient’s face and body obstructed by the hands.

Two scenes with representative frames were specifically
selected where hands obstruct the face, highlighting the chal-
lenges and performance of our reconstruction technique. In
the first scene, indexed at n = 861, and in the second, at
n = 506, we exhibit the visualization results at every third
frame, capturing the dynamics as obstructions move across
the scene. This approach demonstrates the temporal consis-
tency and robustness of our model in handling moving ob-
structions within the video frames.

4. CONCLUSION

We adapted the ProPainter framework for the DREAMING
Challenge. It has led to advancements in diminished real-
ity for medical video inpainting. Our tailored approach has
effectively addressed the unique requirements of surgical
imagery, enabling the clear reconstruction of occluded ar-
eas while maintaining temporal coherence. The successful
application in oral and maxillofacial surgeries exemplifies
the potential of our technique to enhance visual clarity for
medical practitioners.
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