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ABSTRACT

Perceptual optimization is widely recognized as essential for neural compression,
yet balancing the rate—distortion—perception tradeoff remains challenging. This
difficulty is especially pronounced in video compression, where frame-wise qual-
ity fluctuations often cause perceptually optimized neural video codecs to suffer
from flickering artifacts. In this paper, inspired by the success of latent generative
models, we present Generative Latent Video Compression (GLVC), an effective
framework for perceptual video compression. GLVC employs a pretrained con-
tinuous tokenizer to project video frames into a perceptually aligned latent space,
thereby offloading perceptual constraints from the rate—distortion optimization.
We redesign the codec architecture explicitly for the latent domain, drawing on
extensive insights from prior neural video codecs, and further equip it with in-
novations such as unified intra/inter coding and a recurrent memory mechanism.
Experimental results across multiple benchmarks show that GLVC achieves state-
of-the-art performance in terms of DISTS and LPIPS metrics. Notably, our user
study confirms GLVC rivals the latest neural video codecs at nearly half their rate
while maintaining stable temporal coherence, marking a step toward practical per-
ceptual video compression.

1 INTRODUCTION

The primary goal of video compression is to achieve an optimal tradeoff between bitrate and visual
quality, thereby significantly reducing the cost of video transmission and storage. Advances in deep
learning have enabled neural video compression (NVC) methods (Li et al., [2023}|2024b) to achieve
rate-distortion performance comparable to, or even surpassing, traditional compression standards
such as H.266 (Bross et al., [2021) and ECM (JVET] 2025), the prototype of the next-generation
standard. Recent work (Jia et al., [2025) further demonstrates the potential of NVC for practical
deployment, highlighting its promise for high-efficiency video coding in real-world applications.

Despite this remarkable progress, NVCs remain far from reaching their full potential. One promising
direction explored in recent works (Mentzer et al., 2020} 2022a)) is perceptually optimized compres-
sion, which is motivated by the fact that commonly used objective metrics such as peak signal-to-
noise ratio (PSNR) do not fully align with human perception (Wang et al., 2004). While perceptual
optimization has led to notable advances in neural image compression, both theoretically (Blau &
Michaeli, 2019) and in implementations (Muckley et al.l|2023), extending these gains to video com-
pression remains challenging. Existing perceptual video compression methods often exhibit severe
temporal inconsistencies in the reconstructed details, resulting in flickering artifacts that degrade
perceptual quality, as reported in prior literature (Q1i et al.l 2025).

Such flickering artifacts become even more pronounced at extremely low bitrates. This is perhaps
unsurprising, as most perceptual-optimized neural video codecs rely on video generative adver-
sarial networks (GANs) (Goodfellow et al., 2014), whose training is often unstable (Mescheder
et al., 2018). Compared to image compression, applying GANSs to video compression introduces
additional challenges: the model must generate temporally coherent frames while simultaneously
balancing perception and rate-distortion. Keeping such a balance in videos is especially difficult
because rate-distortion characteristics vary inherently across frames, primarily due to error propaga-
tion, which causes quality degradation in later compressed frames (Li et al., 2024b). Moreover, the
perceptual details synthesized by GANs must be preserved consistently over time. Otherwise, flick-
ering artifacts are easily produced due to a failure to maintain coherent inter-frame dependencies.
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Figure 1: Example of decoded videos.

To address these challenges, inspired by the success of latent generative models
2022|; Brooks et al.[, 2024), we establish the framework of Generative Latent Video Compression
(GLVC). We employ a tokenizer to first map raw video frames from pixel space into a contin-
uous latent space, where perceptual detail synthesis and temporal smoothness are learned during
pretraining. A separate latent compression module then encodes these latent representations under
rate-distortion constraints. Unlike prior generative latent compression approach that
relies on discrete vector-quantized latents and suffers from severe flickering artifacts, GLVC adopts
a continuous latent space that proves crucial for maintaining temporal coherence. By decoupling
perceptual detail synthesis (handled by the continuous tokenizer) from bitrate-aware compression
(performed by the latent codec), GLVC achieves robust temporal consistency and strong perceptual
quality even at very low bitrates.

On top of this framework, we highlight our carefully designed latent codec module. Building on
insights from prior neural video codec 2025), we adapt and redesign key components to
meet the demands of latent-domain compression. We further introduce two technical innovations:
first, a unified intra-/inter-frame compression model that reduces parameter redundancy; and second,
arecurrent memory mechanism that continuously updates and retains semantic latent representations
from past frames. This memory provides long-range temporal context, enabling more effective
modeling of video history and further suppressing flickering artifacts.

GLVC achieves substantially better perceptual quality than prior NVCs. On the UVG dataset

2020), it delivers 94.7% BD-rate savings (Bjontegaard, 2001)) compared with the latest
NVC 2025) when evaluated by DISTS (Ding et al., 2020). While we acknowledge that

such dramatic gains partly reflect mismatches between automated perceptual metrics and human
judgments, we validate the results through a user study. The study shows that GLVC outperforms
both traditional and other neural codecs at similar bitrates, and even rivals the latest NVCs while
operating at nearly half their rate. We hope this latent compression framework marks a significant
step toward practical perceptual video compression.

In summary, our contributions are:

* We establish a generative latent video compression framework with a continuous tokenizer,
preserving temporal consistency and perceptual quality even at very low bitrates.

* We redesign the codec for latent-domain compression, introducing innovations such as
unified intra/inter coding and a recurrent memory mechanism for long-range consistency.

* We demonstrate the state-of-the-art perceptual video compression performance, both quan-
titatively and quatitatively validated by user studies.
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2 BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

2.1 PERCEPTUAL QUALITY

Perceptual quality has been widely studied across various domains (Blau & Michaeli, [2018}; [Fang
et al.,2020), and is often referred to by alternative names such as realism in generative modeling
(Fan et al., 2017} [Theis, [2024). It is defined in Blau & Michaelif (2018)) as the extent of an output
sample z to which humans perceive it as realistic or natural, regardless of its similarity to the input
x. This aligns with the class of no-reference quality assessment methods (Mittal et al.,|2012ajb).

A common theoretical formulation expresses perceptual quality as the divergence between the dis-
tribution of real data px and that of generated or reconstructed data p ¢

where d(-,) can be any distributional distance metric such as Kullback-Leibler divergence or
Wasserstein distance. In practice, GANs (Goodfellow et al.l 2014) are frequently used to minimize
such divergences, yielding high perceptual quality in synthesis and compression tasks.

However, because perceptual quality is inherently no-reference, it does not always correlate with
full-reference distortion metrics such as PSNR or MS-SSIM (Wang et al., 2004). Minimizing dis-
tortion may degrade perceptual quality, and vice versa. This tension is known as the perception-
distortion tradeoff (Blau & Michaeli, 2018)), and it becomes even more complex in the context of
lossy compression, where another term rate must also be considered.

2.2  THE RATE-DISTORTION—PERCEPTION TRADEOFF

For lossy compression, the classical rate-distortion function (Cover, [1999) is given by:
R(D) =minI(X;X) st E[A(X,X)] <D, 2)

where I(X; X ) denotes the mutual information between source and reconstruction, and A is a
distortion measure. [Blau & Michaeli| (2019) extended this framework to incorporate perceptual
constraints, resulting in the rate-distortion-perception (R-D-P) function:

R(D,P) =minI(X;X) st E[A(X,X)] <D, dpx,pg) <P, (3)

where P constrains the perceptual distance between the real and reconstructed distributions. In
practice, it is intuitive to optimize a combined loss that balances rate, distortion and perception:

L =R(y) +a-AX, X|y) + 8- dpx,px),); “)

where R(y) is the estimated bitrate and «, 5 are tradeoff weights. However, although Lagrangian
methods work well for rate-distortion optimization (Eq. [2)), incorporating the perception term intro-
duces significant challenges especially for video. Usually, earlier compressed frames may exhibit
high quality, while later ones degrade due to error propagation. It means the Lagrange weights («, )
require complex heuristic settings across different frames (Li et al., |2024b). Note some works (Yan
et al., [2021; [Zhang et al.| 2021} propose universal representations to facilitate R-D-P optimization,
but extending them to video remains hard when considering perception loss functions with joint
distributions of all video frames (Salehkalaibar et al., 2023). A more structured approach is needed
to handle temporal quality variation and preserve stable perceptual quality over time.

2.3 DECOUPLING SEMANTIC COMPRESSION FROM PERCEPTION

The success of visual generative models for both images (Esser et al., [2021; Rombach et al., [2022)
and videos (Brooks et al., [2024;|Yang et al., 2024} Kong et al.,2024) has largely relied on the latent
generation framework. As observed in (Rombach et al., 2022)), visual information can be roughly
decomposed into two components: semantic information, which governs appearance or structure,
and is closely tied to MSE/PSNR distortion, and perceptual information, which governs realism
and is more loosely related to distortion. This behavior is evident in image diffusion models (Ho
et al., [2020) (see Fig.2a): they first generate semantic structure in the low-rate regime, consuming
relatively few bits, and then progressively synthesize perceptual details in the high-rate regime,
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Figure 2: (a) Visual generation process illustrated by diffusion models (Ho et al., [2020). Infor-
mation emerges first in the semantic regime, where bits allocated are strongly tied to distortion
(MSE/PSNR). In the subsequent perceptual regime, a larger share of bits is consumed to enrich
realism but contributing less to distortion. (b) GLVC performs rate—distortion optimization in a con-
tinuous semantic latent space while offloading perceptual detail synthesis to the tokenizer

which consumes higher rate. It is also verified in (Theis et al., [2022) that compressing semantic
information consumes much fewer bits than compressing perceptual information.

Extending this perspective to videos, motion information should likewise be regarded as semantic,
since distortion metrics such as PSNR are highly sensitive to motion fidelity. This motivates us to
establish a latent video compression framework that separates semantic optimization from percep-
tual constraints. In particular, bits allocated in the semantic regime directly govern fidelity, while
bits consumed in the perceptual regime are substantial but mainly contribute to enhancing realism.
We therefore place rate—distortion optimization within the semantic regime to compress appearance
and motion, and offload perceptual quality to a separate tokenizer, which enables more stable opti-
mization and preserve temporal coherence.

3 GENERATIVE LATENT VIDEO COMPRESSION

3.1 FRAMEWORK

Building on these observations, we introduce Generative Latent Video Compression (GLVC), a
framework that decouples rate—distortion optimization of video semantics from perceptual learning.
As illustrated in Fig. 2b] the system consists of two stages. First, a pretrained tokenizer maps raw
video frames into a continuous latent space, serving as the perceptual front-end that synthesizes
realistic details in the realism regime. Second, a latent video compression module encodes these
latent representations, targeting semantic fidelity and rate efficiency in the semantics regime.

Unlike prior works (Jia et al.l [2024; |Q1 et al.| 2025) that map images/videos into vector-quantized
(VQ) latent spaces, we find that a continuous latent space is crucial for maintaining temporal con-
sistency (as shown later in Sec. [5.3). Empirically, this is because VQ tokenizers discretize latent
representations in a non-smooth manner, which breaks temporal continuity and intensify flicker-
ing artifacts as in |Q1 et al.[ (2025). In this work, we adopt the continuous Wan tokenizer (Team:
et al.,[2025) as the perceptual front-end. The tokenizer is pretrained with an adversarial objective
to ensure realistic reconstructions, and it maps raw video frames of size 3 x T' x H x W (with
T = 4K + 1, K € N) into latent representations of size 16 x (K + 1) x H/8 x W/8. In the fol-
lowing subsection, we describe our engineered latent video compression module, which performs
effective rate—distortion optimization on these continuous latent representations.

3.2 LATENT VIDEO COMPRESSION MODULE

Once video frames are transformed into the semantic latent space, the next challenge is to design a
compression module that effectively exploits both spatial and temporal redundancies of latent repre-
sentations. To this end, we take experience from the DCVC series [Li et al.| (2021};2023;/2024b) and
recent advances in neural video compression (Jia et al., [20235)), building the latent video codec. Our
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Figure 3: Our designed latent video compression module. It unifies both intra and inter compression
and incorporates a recurrent memory mechanism that stores the historical semantic information from
previously compressed latent representations.

latent codec integrates intra- and inter-frame compression into a unified architecture and introduces
a recurrent memory mechanism to maintain long-range temporal coherence.

Unified Intra- and Inter- Latent Codec Unlike previous DCVC series that employ separate net-
works or modules for intra and inter coding, we adopt a unified architecture that compress video
latent representations within a single framework. Most modules are shared across all latents, with
only minimal switchable components to accommodate differences between the first (intra) latent
and subsequent (inter) latents. For instance, when compressing the first latent without any tempo-
ral context, the model activates intra-specific convolution layers. For later latents, when context
from previously compressed latents is available, the model switches to inter-convolution layers that
process concatenated features from current and past latents, as illustrated in Fig. [3]

Joint training of intra- and inter-prediction enables shared parameters to benefit from both spatial and
temporal supervision, fostering better feature alignment. This unified design not only reduces model
complexity, but also supports the memory mechanism introduced later, as all latents are encoded
within a consistent latent space.

Recurrent Memory Mechanism To further enhance temporal modeling, we introduce a recurrent
memory mechanism that dynamically store the historical semantic information from the previously
decoded latent representations. The memory learned by the memory adaptor in Fig. [3| acts as a
persistent context buffer, enabling the model to access long-range semantic information. At each
time step, the memory is recurrently updated with the feature before the final reconstruction head,
and selectively read to guide the inter prediction. Different from the temporal context (Li et al.,
2021) that is derived only from the previous frame the memory here is recurrently updated and
buffered, which could recept to a long history information ideally.

This mechanism is designed to memorize the semantic correlation in continuous latent space. Unlike
the video states in prior work (Rippel et al.,|2019) that are concatenated into encoder, the memory
information here facilitates entropy coding and better decoding. To coordinate with the unified
intra- and inter-latent compression module, we also add a switch in the memory adaptor. When
compressing the second latent Lo, it directly takes the feature before final reconstruction from the
first latent L, into the memory adaptor. Since the third latent, the memory is updated with input as
the concatenation of the previous memory and the current decoded feature.

Other Advanced Designs We further integrate several complementary techniques to enhance
compression efficiency and robustness, particularly in extremely low-bitrate regimes. First, we ob-
serve that the factorized hyperprior can dominate the overall bitrate when operating at very low rates.
To mitigate this, we replace it with a parametric Gaussian model, analogous to the parametric motion
compression adopted in (Guo et al.|[2023), thereby reducing hyperprior overhead. Second, we adopt
a latent hierarchical quality strategy (Li et al.,[2024b), which dynamically adjusts the rate—distortion
balance during training. This helps alleviate error propagation and maintain quality across long se-
quences. Third, following (Li et al.| 2024b; Jia et al., [2024), we incorporate variable bitrate control
via a learnable quantization matrix that is jointly shared by the decoder and entropy model, ensuring
flexible and practical deployment.
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In summary, the proposed GLVC provides an effective solution for perceptual video compression.
The latent video compression framework, together with the carefully engineered latent video codec,
enables rate—distortion optimization in the semantic regime while offloading perceptual realism to
the tokenizer. This design preserves strong temporal consistency, further enhanced with innovations
of unified intra—inter latent compression and the recurrent semantic memorization mechanism. Col-
lectively, these innovations allow GLVC to achieve encouraging results for perceptual-optimized
neural video compression, as validated by extensive experimental results in Sec. [5]

3.3 TRAINING STRATEGY

Since we leverage a pretrained video tokenizer (Team et al.,2025) to map video frames into semantic
latent space, we only need to train the latent video codec. Our training generally consists of a rate-
distortion training stage and a short finetuning stage. The latent video codec is first optimized for
the tradeoff between latent distortion and bitrate:

Elatem = )\rate : R(y) + A(let; ﬁ1:t|y), (5)

where R (y) is the rate, and A is hyperparameters to control the tradeoff between rate and dis-
tortion. In theory, given that the continuous tokenizer outputs Gaussian-distributed latents L, one

could maximize the likelihood of the decoded latents L as distortion measures. However, we empiri-
cally observed that the variance of L from the video tokenizer is extremely small, making likelihood
maximization ineffective. Neither direct use of the original variance nor truncated variance yielded

better results. Therefore, we adopt MSE loss to calculate A(Lq.¢, -i/l:t |y) in practice, which is found
stable and effective for minimizing latent distortion. The settings of latent hierarchical quality are
illustrated in Appendix Other training details are the same to (Jia et al.},[2025).

After training with the rate—distortion objective, the latent video codec establishes a fixed compres-
sion rate. We then unfreeze only the reconstruction head inside the codec (marked as “Recon Head”
in Fig. [3), while keeping all other components frozen (including the tokenizer). Since the bitrate
has already been determined by the encoder and in-loop codec, the reconstruction head is finetuned
solely to improve perceptual fidelity. Following (Esser et al.,2021), we use the L1 loss, perceptual
loss (Zhang et al.,2018) and adversarial loss (Goodfellow et al.,[2014) to finetune as

£ﬁnetune = A()(1:75a Xl:t|y) + /\perceplual : Eperceptual(leh i’l:t‘y) + )\adv . ‘Cadv(Ll:ta [All:t|y)' (6)

Note we do not incorporate the tokenizer’s decoder when conduct finetuning, as we experimentally
found it degraded performance, likely due to our small finetuning scale.

In short, the above training strategy first allows the latent video codec to learn stable rate—distortion
optimization, and then refines perceptual quality through the reconstruction head, achieving realistic
reconstructions while preserving the compression rate.

4 RELATED WORK

Neural Video Compression Neural video compression (NVC) has progressed rapidly in recent
years. Early neural image compression models established the field’s foundation by introducing
essential techniques such as quantization (Ballé et al., 2017) and entropy modeling (Minnen et al.,
2018} He et al., 2021). These techniques have since been extended to video compression, with
successive methods improving rate-distortion performance through advances in motion prediction
(Lu et al.,[2019; |/Agustsson et al., |2020; Hu et al.l 2021} |Guo et al., [2023)), latent entropy modeling
(Ho et al., 2022; |Li et al., [2023};|2024b)), and framework design (Mentzer et al., |2022b; (Chen et al.,
2021). Recent advances such as implicit motion modeling (Jia et al., 2025) demonstrate that NVC
can be both efficient and practically deployable. Most existing NVC approaches remain optimized
primarily for MSE, leaving perception-aligned compression as a promising and challenging frontier.

Perceptual Compression Perceptual compression can be formulated as an optimization of the
rate—distortion—perception tradeoff (Blau & Michaeli, 2019). Theoretical analyses suggest that,
with universal representations (Zhang et al.| 2021} [Salehkalaibar et al.| [2023)), perfect realism can
be achieved at the same rate with only twice the MSE distortion of an MSE-optimized codec (Yan
et al.| [2021). In practice, perceptual image compression has achieved strong results when coupled
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with GANs (Muckley et al.,[2023)), and more recently with diffusion models (Careil et al.|[2024) and
large multimodal models (Li et al., 2024a). However, extending these successes to video compres-
sion remains challenging and existing approaches often struggle to maintain temporal coherence.
Evidence for this gap can be found in the CLIC competition series (Competition} 2025)), which has
evaluated perceptual video quality via human ratings since 2022. Top entries (Zhao et al., 2024) in
this competition still relied on post-processing traditional codecs, because existing perceptual video
compression solutions still suffers from issues such as notable flickering artifacts.

Latent Generative Models Early work VQGAN (Esser et al., 202 1)) pioneered visual tokenization
for high-quality image synthesis, laying the groundwork for latent generative modeling. Subsequent
latent diffusion models (Rombach et al., 2022) popularized this latent generation framework. In the
video domain, large-scale models exemplified by Sora (Brooks et al.l 2024) have further demon-
strated the potential of latent generative approaches. The success of these models stems from the
observation mentioned in Sec. In this paper, we extend these insights to compression by estab-
lishing a generative latent video compression framework that explicitly decouples semantic fidelity
from perceptual realism. Notably, while GLC (Jia et al [2024) explores discrete VQ tokenizers
for perceptual image compression, its extension to video (Qi et al., [2025) suffers from pronounced
flickering artifacts, not convincing enough to establish the framework of latent video compression.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 SETTINGS

Datasets Following prior work in neural video compression (Lu et al.,2019; [Li et al.| [2021} Jia
et al., [2025), we train the latent video codec on the Vimeo dataset (Xue et al.,[2019), optimizing it
for the latent rate—distortion tradeoff. For the subsequent fine-tuning stage, we employ a medium-
scale, high-quality video dataset to adapt the out-loop reconstruction head. Specifically, we use a
1M subset of HD-VILA (Xue et al.| [2022), filtered using the approach in [Wang et al.| (2025). For
evaluation, we follow standard NVC benchmarks and report results on JVET Class B, C, D, and E
(Flynn et al.), UVG (Mercat et al.,|2020), and MCL-JCV (Wang et al.| 2016).

Implementation Details To enable variable bitrate control in our perceptual-oriented framework,
we randomly assign quantization parameters (QPs) in the range [0, 31] for each training iteration.
Training is staged by gradually increasing the number of frames: starting from a single frame and
eventually to 129 frames, corresponding to 1 latent feature initially and up to 33 latent features in
temporal axis. Since the Wan tokenizer (Team et al.| [2025)) is pretrained in RGB space, our entire
model is trained and evaluated directly on RGB frames for consistency.

Benchmark Settings We compare the proposed GLVC with both the MSE-optimized NVC meth-
ods, including DCVC-RT (Jia et al.,2025), DCVC (Li et al., 2021), DVC (Lu et al.} 2019)), and and
perceptual-optimized NVC methods including PLVC (Yang et al., |2020) and GLC-video (Q1 et al.,
20235)). We also built baselines with traditional codcs including HM (HM, 2021), VTM (VTM, 2021}
and ECM (JVET, [2025), which represents the best H.265, H.266 performance and the prototye of
next-generation traditional codec. We report all results in this paper for the first 96 frames of each
video sequence. As objective metrics such as PSNR could not fully reflect the perceptual quality of
the generated videos, we report the LPIPS (Zhang et al., 2018) and DISTS scores (Ding et al., [2020)
as the main results. In addition, we conduct user study following the settings in (Mentzer et al.,
20224d), which are illustrated in details as in Appendix

5.2 RESULTS

Quantitative Comparisons As shown in Figure when evaluated in terms of DISTS and LPIPS,
the proposed GLVC significantly outperforms prior MSE-optimized neural video compression meth-
ods and perceptual-optimized neural video codecs. Specifically,when measured by DISTS on UVG
dataset, GLVC achieves 94.7% BD savings against the latest DCVC-RT (Jia et al., |2025) and 66.5%
BD savings compared with the latest perceptually optimized method GLC-video (Qi et al.| [2025)
(despite strong flickering artifact in it). Other BD rate comparisons and RD curves can be found in
Appendix[A.3] It is noteworthy that our GLVC could achieve comparable PSNR value at low bitrate,
which demonstrates it well preserves semantic fidelity. Despite the excellent quantitative results, it
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Figure 4: Rate-distortion curves in terms of DISTS and LPIPS.
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Figure 5: Visual comparisons of the decoded frames. Zoom in for best comparisons.

is known that these frame-level metrics are still not fully aligned with human perception. Therefore,
next we present visual comparisons and conduct user study to evaluate the perceptual quality of
different methods.

Qualitative Comparisons Fig. 5] visualizes some decoded frames from different methods, show-
ing that GLVC produces high-quality reconstructions even at extremely low bitrates. For instance,
in one example (the right man in Fig. [5) where the entire 720p video is compressed to just 27 kbps
(if compressed to 30 FPS), fine details like textures on clothing remain clear. However, previous
method such as DCVC-RT got blurry reconstructions. Nevertheless, individual frame-wise qualita-
tive comparisons still cannot reflect temporal coherence. Hence, we put a few decoded video clips in
supplementary material and we recommend readers to play these videos, as it would be more clear
that our approach is good at temporal coherence even with much lower bitrate.

User Study We conducted a user study to compare the perceptual quality among our GLVC, the
latest neural video codec DCVC-RT and the traditional codec VTM. As shown in
Fig. [6] our GLVC outperforms both other neural or traditional video codec at the similar rate. In
particular, DCVC-RT with double rate could only win 47% against our GLVC, which means our
method can sometimes compete with DCVC-RT at roughly half the rate.

5.3 DISCUSSIONS

New Designs in Latent Video Codec The proposed GLVC incorporates several novel designs,
some extending functionality, such as unified intra-/inter-frame compression and variable-rate con-
trol, and some improving compression performance. We conduct ablation studies to validate the
performance contributions. As shown in Tab. [T} taking the full GLVC model as baseline and using
DISTS as the evaluation metric, removing the recurrent memory mechanism increases bitrate by
9.2%. Tab. 2] further shows that, under extremely low rate, the common factorized hyperprior (Ball¢]
consumes a dominant share of the bits, whereas our parametric Gaussian hyperprior
reduces this overhead. It pushes the lowest rate boundary of neural video codec.



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

GLVC VTIM-17.0 Neutral
(Ours) (Ours)

GLVC DCVC-RT Neutral

GLVC DCVC-RT Neutral

(Ours)  (2x bitrates)

Figure 6: User study on UVG dataset. The proposed GLVC signicantly outperforms VIM and
DCVC-RT at same bitrates, and is close to be competitive with DCVC-RT even at twice the bitrate.

Model Variant BD-rate
Baseline (Final Model) 0
w/o Memory Mechanism +9.2 %

Table 1: Ablation on the proposed memoriza-
tion mechanism. Positive values mean bitrate
increase in terms of DISTS. Results are reported
on Class B dataset.

Settings Rate of y Rate of z
w/oGH  0.00079  0.00128
with GH  0.00075  0.00072

Table 2: Ablation on parametric Gaussian hy-
perprior. We calculate averaged rate cost (bit
per pixel, bpp) of y and hyperprior z for all P-
frames on Class B, where QP is very small.

Effect of Finetuning After training the latent video codec, we finetune the reconstruction head of
the latent codec, which only contains only 2.7M parameters. We provide RD curve comparisons in
Appendix [A.4] In our experiments, we also found that either skipping finetuning or over-finetuning
(e.g., finetuning the tokenizer decoder as well) harms perceptual quality. We attribute this to the
small finetuning scale, which may hurt the pretrained tokenizer’s ability to synthesize perceptual
details if over-optimized.

Compression in Semantic Space vs. Pixel Space A natural question is whether our performance
gains primarily stem from the latent compression framework or simply from GAN-based finetuning.
To disentangle this, we applied the same finetuning strategy described in Sec. [3.3] to the previous
state-of-the-art DCVC-RT (Jia et al.l 2025). We found although finetuned DCVC-RT shows bet-
ter results in metrics such as DISTS, it exhibits strong flickering artifacts visually, as shown in the
decoded video shown in supplementary material. This contrast underscores the advantage of decou-
pling semantic compression (appearance and motion) from perceptual detail synthesis.

Continuous Tokenizer vs. VQ Tokenizer Beyond codec design, the choice of tokenizer is crit-
ical. We found that even without latent compression, reconstructions from VQ tokenizers already
exhibit strong temporal inconsistency, confirming that discretization disrupts smooth temporal dy-
namics. Continuous tokenizers (such as SD-VAE (Rombach et al.,2022))) instead suppress flickering
artifacts compared to VQ tokenizers. Continuous Wan video tokenizer further preserves the tempo-
ral coherence. We provide video samples for comparisons in the supplementary material.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper introduces Generative Latent Video Compression (GLVC), a framework for percep-
tually optimized neural video compression, which decouples perceptual detail synthesis from
rate—distortion optimization by operating in a continuous semantic latent space. We redesign the
codec for latent-domain compression and demonstrate the strong perceptual quality of the decoded
results from GLVC. Much like latent diffusion transformed image generation, we hope GLVC opens
a new path for perceptual video compression, which could be better aligned with human perception
and modern media needs.

Limitations Despite the strong performance of the proposed GLVC, so far GLVC cannot satisfy
real-time compression for high-resolution videos. As shown in Appendix the current encod-
ing/decoding complexity is still relatively high. In addition, due to the temporal downsampling in
our used tokenizer, there is a four-frame latency for video streaming. However, these shortcomings
could be remedied with future engineering, orthogonal to our contributions in this paper.



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

REFERENCES

Eirikur Agustsson, David Minnen, Nick Johnston, Johannes Balle, Sung Jin Hwang, and George
Toderici. Scale-space flow for end-to-end optimized video compression. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 8503-8512, 2020.

Johannes Ballé, Valero Laparra, and Eero P. Simoncelli. End-to-end optimized image compression.
In 5th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2017, 2017.

Johannes Ballé, David Minnen, Saurabh Singh, Sung Jin Hwang, and Nick Johnston. Variational
image compression with a scale hyperprior. In 6th International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, ICLR 2018, 2018.

Gisle Bjontegaard. Calculation of average psnr differences between rd-curves. VCEG-M33, 2001.

Yochai Blau and Tomer Michaeli. The perception-distortion tradeoff. In Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 6228-6237, 2018.

Yochai Blau and Tomer Michaeli. Rethinking lossy compression: The rate-distortion-perception
tradeoff. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 675—685. PMLR, 2019.

Tim Brooks, Bill Peebles, Connor Holmes, Will DePue, Yufei Guo, et al. Video
generation models as world simulators. https://openai.com/research/
video—generation-models—as-world-simulators/, February 2024. Techni-
cal report.

Benjamin Bross, Ye-Kui Wang, Yan Ye, Shan Liu, Jianle Chen, Gary J. Sullivan, and Jens-Rainer
Ohm. Overview of the versatile video coding (vvc) standard and its applications. IEEE Transac-
tions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, 31(10):3736-3764, 2021.

Marlene Careil, Matthew J Muckley, Jakob Verbeek, and Stéphane Lathuiliere. Towards image com-
pression with perfect realism at ultra-low bitrates. In /2th International Conference on Learning
Representations, ICLR 2024, 2024.

Hao Chen, Bo He, Hanyu Wang, Yixuan Ren, Ser Nam Lim, and Abhinav Shrivastava. Nerv: Neural
representations for videos. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 34,
pp- 21557-21568, 2021.

CLIC Competition. Clic: Challenge on learned image compression. https://compression.
cc/, 2025.

Thomas M Cover. Elements of information theory. John Wiley & Sons, 1999.

Keyan Ding, Kede Ma, Shiqi Wang, and Eero P Simoncelli. Image quality assessment: Unifying
structure and texture similarity. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence,
44(5):2567-2581, 2020.

Patrick Esser, Robin Rombach, and Bjorn Ommer. Taming transformers for high-resolution image
synthesis. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recogni-
tion, pp. 12873-12883, 2021.

Shaojing Fan, Tian-Tsong Ng, Bryan Lee Koenig, Jonathan Samuel Herberg, Ming Jiang, Zhiqi
Shen, and Qi Zhao. Image visual realism: From human perception to machine computation.
IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 40(9):2180-2193, 2017.

Yuming Fang, Hanwei Zhu, Yan Zeng, Kede Ma, and Zhou Wang. Perceptual quality assessment
of smartphone photography. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and
pattern recognition, pp. 3677-3686, 2020.

D Flynn, K Sharman, and C Rosewarne. Common test conditions and software reference configura-

tions for heve range extensions, document jctve-n1006. Joint Collaborative Team Video Coding
ITU-T SG, 16.

10


https://openai.com/research/video-generation-models-as-world-simulators/
https://openai.com/research/video-generation-models-as-world-simulators/
https://compression.cc/
https://compression.cc/

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Ian J Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair,
Aaron Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial nets. Advances in Neural Informa-
tion Processing Systems, 27, 2014.

Zongyu Guo, Runsen Feng, Zhizheng Zhang, Xin Jin, and Zhibo Chen. Learning cross-scale
weighted prediction for efficient neural video compression. [EEE Transactions on Image Pro-
cessing, 32:3567-3579, 2023.

Dailan He, Yaoyan Zheng, Baocheng Sun, Yan Wang, and Hongwei Qin. Checkerboard context
model for efficient learned image compression. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 14771-14780, 2021.

HM. Hevc offical test model. https://hevc.hhi.fraunhofer.de, 2021.

Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. volume 33,
pp. 6840-6851, 2020.

Yung-Han Ho, Chih-Peng Chang, Peng-Yu Chen, Alessandro Gnutti, and Wen-Hsiao Peng. Canf-
vec: Conditional augmented normalizing flows for video compression. In European Conference
on Computer Vision, pp. 207-223. Springer, 2022.

Zhihao Hu, Guo Lu, and Dong Xu. Fvc: A new framework towards deep video compression in
feature space. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 1502-1511, 2021.

Zhaoyang Jia, Jiahao Li, Bin Li, Hougiang Li, and Yan Lu. Generative latent coding for ultra-low
bitrate image compression. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, pp. 26088-26098, 2024.

Zhaoyang Jia, Bin Li, Jiahao Li, Wenxuan Xie, Linfeng Qi, Houqgiang Li, and Yan Lu. Towards
practical real-time neural video compression. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition Conference, pp. 12543-12552, 2025.

JVET. Explorations: Enhanced compression beyond vvc capability (ecm). MPEG Standards Explo-
ration, 2025. URL https://www.mpeg.org/standards/Explorations/41. ECM
is the prototype of the next-generation video coding standard beyond VVC (H.266).

Weijie Kong, Qi Tian, Zijian Zhang, Rox Min, Zuozhuo Dai, Jin Zhou, Jiangfeng Xiong, Xin Li,
Bo Wu, Jianwei Zhang, et al. Hunyuanvideo: A systematic framework for large video generative
models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.03603, 2024.

Chunyi Li, Guo Lu, Donghui Feng, Haoning Wu, Zicheng Zhang, Xiaohong Liu, Guangtao Zhai,
Weisi Lin, and Wenjun Zhang. Misc: Ultra-low bitrate image semantic compression driven by
large multimodal model. /IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 2024a.

Jiahao Li, Bin Li, and Yan Lu. Deep contextual video compression. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2109.15047, 2021.

Jiahao Li, Bin Li, and Yan Lu. Neural video compression with diverse contexts. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 22616-22626, 2023.

Jiahao Li, Bin Li, and Yan Lu. Neural video compression with feature modulation. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 26099-26108,
2024b.

Guo Lu, Wanli Ouyang, Dong Xu, Xiaoyun Zhang, Chunlei Cai, and Zhiyong Gao. Dvc: An
end-to-end deep video compression framework. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 1100611015, 2019.

Fabian Mentzer, George D Toderici, Michael Tschannen, and Eirikur Agustsson. High-fidelity gen-
erative image compression. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33,
pp- 11913-11924, 2020.

11


https://hevc.hhi.fraunhofer.de
https://www.mpeg.org/standards/Explorations/41

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Fabian Mentzer, Eirikur Agustsson, Johannes Ballé, David Minnen, Nick Johnston, and George
Toderici. Neural video compression using gans for detail synthesis and propagation. In European
Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 562-578. Springer, 2022a.

Fabian Mentzer, George D Toderici, David Minnen, Sergi Caelles, Sung Jin Hwang, Mario Lucic,
and Eirikur Agustsson. Vct: A video compression transformer. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 35, pp. 13091-13103. Curran Associates, Inc., 2022b.

Alexandre Mercat, Marko Viitanen, and Jarno Vanne. Uvg dataset: 50/120fps 4k sequences for
video codec analysis and development. In Proceedings of the 11th ACM Multimedia Systems
Conference, pp. 297-302, 2020.

Lars Mescheder, Andreas Geiger, and Sebastian Nowozin. Which training methods for gans do
actually converge? In International conference on machine learning, pp. 3481-3490. PMLR,
2018.

David Minnen, Johannes Ballé, and George Toderici. Joint autoregressive and hierarchical priors
for learned image compression. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pp.
10771-10780, 2018.

Anish Mittal, Anush Krishna Moorthy, and Alan Conrad Bovik. No-reference image quality assess-
ment in the spatial domain. IEEE Transactions on image processing, 21(12):4695-4708, 2012a.

Anish Mittal, Rajiv Soundararajan, and Alan C Bovik. Making a “completely blind” image quality
analyzer. IEEE Signal processing letters, 20(3):209-212, 2012b.

Matthew J Muckley, Alaaeldin El-Nouby, Karen Ullrich, Hervé Jégou, and Jakob Verbeek. Im-
proving statistical fidelity for neural image compression with implicit local likelihood models. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 25426-25443. PMLR, 2023.

Linfeng Qi, Zhaoyang Jia, Jiahao Li, Bin Li, Houqgiang Li, and Yan Lu. Generative latent coding for
ultra-low bitrate image and video compression. /EEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for
Video Technology, 2025.

Oren Rippel, Sanjay Nair, Carissa Lew, Steve Branson, Alexander G Anderson, and Lubomir Bour-
dev. Learned video compression. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on
Computer Vision, pp. 3454-3463, 2019.

Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser, and Bjorn Ommer. High-
resolution image synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF confer-
ence on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 10684—10695, 2022.

Sadaf Salehkalaibar, Truong Buu Phan, Jun Chen, Wei Yu, and Ashish Khisti. On the choice of per-
ception loss function for learned video compression. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 36:48226-48274, 2023.

Wan Team, Wang Ang, Ai Baole, Wen Bin, Mao Chaojie, et al. Wan: Open and advanced large-scale
video generative models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.20314, 2025.

Lucas Theis. What makes an image realistic? arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.04493, 2024.

Lucas Theis, Tim Salimans, Matthew D Hoffman, and Fabian Mentzer. Lossy compression with
gaussian diffusion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.08889, 2022.

VTM. Vvc offical test model. https://jvet.hhi.fraunhofer.de, 2021.

Haigiang Wang, Weihao Gan, Sudeng Hu, Joe Yuchieh Lin, Lina Jin, Longguang Song, Ping Wang,
Ioannis Katsavounidis, Anne Aaron, and C-C Jay Kuo. Mcl-jcv: a jnd-based h. 264/avc video
quality assessment dataset. In 2016 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP),
pp- 1509-1513. IEEE, 2016.

Qiuheng Wang, Yukai Shi, Jiarong Ou, Rui Chen, Ke Lin, Jiahao Wang, Boyuan Jiang, Haotian
Yang, Mingwu Zheng, Xin Tao, et al. Koala-36m: A large-scale video dataset improving consis-
tency between fine-grained conditions and video content. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition Conference, pp. 8428-8437, 2025.

12


https://jvet.hhi.fraunhofer.de

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Zhou Wang, Alan C Bovik, Hamid R Sheikh, and Eero P Simoncelli. Image quality assessment:
from error visibility to structural similarity. IEEE transactions on image processing, 13(4):600—
612, 2004.

Hongwei Xue, Tiankai Hang, Yanhong Zeng, Yuchong Sun, Bei Liu, Huan Yang, Jianlong Fu, and
Baining Guo. Advancing high-resolution video-language representation with large-scale video
transcriptions. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 5036-5045, 2022.

Tianfan Xue, Baian Chen, Jiajun Wu, Donglai Wei, and William T Freeman. Video enhancement
with task-oriented flow. International Journal of Computer Vision, 127(8):1106-1125, 2019.

Zeyu Yan, Fei Wen, Rendong Ying, Chao Ma, and Peilin Liu. On perceptual lossy compression: The
cost of perceptual reconstruction and an optimal training framework. In International Conference
on Machine Learning, pp. 11682-11692. PMLR, 2021.

Ren Yang, Fabian Mentzer, Luc Van Gool, and Radu Timofte. Learning for video compression with
hierarchical quality and recurrent enhancement. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 6628-6637, 2020.

Zhuoyi Yang, Jiayan Teng, Wendi Zheng, Ming Ding, Shiyu Huang, Jiazheng Xu, Yuanming Yang,
Wenyi Hong, Xiaohan Zhang, Guanyu Feng, et al. Cogvideox: Text-to-video diffusion models
with an expert transformer. arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.06072, 2024.

George Zhang, Jingjing Qian, Jun Chen, and Ashish Khisti. Universal rate-distortion-perception
representations for lossy compression. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:
11517-11529, 2021.

Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman, and Oliver Wang. The unreasonable
effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on
computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 586-595, 2018.

Yanchen Zhao, Wenxuan He, Chuanmin Jia, Qizhe Wang, Junru Li, Yue Li, Chaoyi Lin, Kai Zhang,
Li Zhang, and Siwei Ma. A neural-network enhanced video coding framework beyond ecm. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2402.08397, 2024.

13



702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
77
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
41
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

A APPENDIX

A.1 HIERARCHICAL QUALITY ON LATENT VIDEO CODEC

Following (Li et al| 2024Db), when training the latent video codec with the rate-distortion constraint,
we apply hierarchical quality loss on different latent features to mitigate the temporal quality degra-
dation. In our finally experiments, we set different weights for RD loss of different latents, which

could be described as
T

Ligens = »_ [N R(y) + A(Li, Lilys) * wil, @)
i=1

where w; = 8.0, ws = 1.2 and later w;, ¢ > 2 repeated the value between 0.8 and 0.5. With the help
of such a hierarchical quality loss, the temporal error propagation issue is largely mitigated, which
is shown by the visualization of temporal quality across frames in Fig.[7]] Note that as we use the
pretrained Wan tokenizer [2025) that downsamples videos to 1/4 resolution in Temporal
domain, we divide the rate of each inter latent feature by 4 as the rate cost per frame. Therefore,
every 4 frames have the same rate cost in Fig.[7]
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Figure 7: With hierarchical quality loss applied to train the latent video codec, our GLVC achieves
relatively stable frame-wise quality in terms of DISTS or PSNR.

User Study: Choose Your Preference

Please compare the videos below.
The first row is always the original (ground truth).
The second row shows Method A and Method B in random order. Choose your p by idering both quality and similarity to the ground truth.

| Prefer Left || Prefer Right I| Neutral

Preference set right

| Save & Next || Export Results CSV | Trial 4/21

Figure 8: Screenshot of webpage used in the user study.
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A.2 USER STUDY DETAILS

To assess perceptual quality, we conducted a user study where raters compared videos side by side.
In each trial, the original reference video was displayed at the top, while the bottom row showed
two reconstructed videos: one produced by GLVC and the other by a baseline codec. The left/right
order of methods was randomized to avoid bias.

Raters were instructed to select their preference based on both perceptual quality and similarity to
the reference. Each trial thus yielded a direct pairwise preference between GLVC and the competing
method. The only different setting with (Mentzer et al., 2022a)) is that we provide an additional
neutral option in case that users feel the competed methods have very similar quality. The aggre-
gated preferences across participants were used to complement objective metrics, providing a more
reliable measure of visual quality and temporal stability.

We invited more than 20 users and one third of them are women. Users are aged between 20 and 40.
All users are paid fairly for this test.

A.3 MORE RATE-DISTORTION CURVES AND BD RATE RESULTS

In Fig. |4}, we present the rate-distorion curves on 1080p benchmarks (UVG, MCL-JCV and Class
B). We further provide the results on low resolution benchamrks including HEVC Class C, D and
E in Fig. [I0] In terms of DISTS and LPIPS, the proposed GLVC significantly outperforms all
previous model by a large margin, demonstrating its effectiveness across different video contents
and resolutions.

For a more comprehensive comparison, we evaluate the proposed GLVC in terms of PSNR and
MS-SSIM in Fig. |1 1|and Fig. Compared to other perceptual video codecs like GLC-Video and
PLVC, our GLVC achieves remarkable performance gain. Surprisingly, when compared to MSE
optimized codecs at low bitrates, our GLVC presents competitive performance, especially on MS-
SSIM. These demonstrate the superiority of GLVC in terms of semantic fidelity.

We provide the BD-Rate comparison in Tab. @] Compared to VTM, our GLVC achieves an average
bitrate saving of 91.5% and 89.4% in terms of DISTS and LPIPS, outperforming all compared
codecs. In comparison, PLVC and GLC-Video achieves an average saving of 66.6% and 71.7% in
DISTS.

A.4 FINETUNING STRATEGY

The proposed GLVC applies a short finetuning procedure to adapt the reconstruction head of the
latent video codec. Fig. 9] shows that the finetuning process boosts the performance in terms of
both LPIPS and DISTS. Note that even if we do not apply the finetuning strategy, the GLVC (w/o
finetuning) still could achieve strong results.

HEVC B HEVC B
0.20 T 0.50
DCVC-RT DCVC-RT
0.18 1 —e— GLC-Video —e— GLC-Video
GLVC w/o finetune (Ours) 0.45 1 GLVC w/o finetune (Ours)
0.16 1 —e— GLVC (Ours) —e— GLVC (Ours)
0.40
0.14
2 2
2012 g 03

0.08 -

S e

: . : , 0.20 , : . :
0.000 0.005 0.010 0015 0.020 0.025  0.030 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020 0.025 0.030
BPP BPP

0.06

Figure 9: The finetuning strategy improves the performance in terms of metrics including DISTS
and LPIPS.
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A.5 COMPLEXITY

In this section, we analyze the computational complexity of the proposed GLVC. The model con-
tains 100.4M parameters. As shown in Tab. [3] GLVC achieves 194/306 ms per frame for encod-
ing/decoding at 1920 x 1080 (5/3 fps) using a single A100 GPU. The latency decreases to 70/112
ms at 1080 x 720 (14/9 fps) and 29/45 ms at 640 x 480 (34/22 fps). These results demonstrate that
GLVC delivers efficient and scalable performance across resolutions, satisfying real-time require-

ments at low video sizes.

Table 3: Coding speed per frames with different resolutions on an A100 GPU.

Resolutions 1920 x 1080

1080 x 720 640 x 480

Encoding 194 ms
Decoding 306 ms

70 ms
112 ms

29 ms
45 ms

A.6 USE OF LLMS IN PAPER WRITING

In preparing this paper, Large Language Models (LLMs) were used solely for language polishing.
They were not employed for tasks such as retrieval, research ideation, or other aspects of writing.

Table 4: BD-Rate (%) comparison in terms of DISTS and LPIPS.

BD-Rate on DISTS

BD-Rate on LPIPS

Method

UVG MCL-JCV HEVCB UVG MCL-JCV HEVCB
Traditional Codecs
VTM-17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HM-16.25 -0.6 10.4 5.7 27.9 47.8 31.7
ECM-5.0 -9.3 -13.1 -18.8  -12.5 -17.0 -17.8
MSE-Optimized NVCs
DCVC-FM 37.3 39.0 36.2 6.7 11.6 14.0
DCVC-RT 27.2 27.8 24.6 1.1 -0.8 4.4
Perceptual-Optimized NVCs
PLVC -84.0 -51.0 -649  -40.6 -70.9 -58.3
GLC-Video -42.1 -86.1 -86.8 11.9 53 -4.2
GLVC (Ours) -92.4 91.1 -91.0 -88.8 -90.2 -89.3
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Figure 10: Rate-distortion curves in terms of DISTS and LPIPS on HEVC Class C, D and E.
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Figure 11: Rate-distortion curves in PSNR and MS-SSIM on UVG, MCL-JCV and HEVC Class B.
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Figure 12: Rate-distortion curves in terms of PSNR and MS-SSIM on HEVC Class C, D and E.
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