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Abstract

Inspired by the success of generative image models, recent
work on learned image compression increasingly focuses
on better probabilistic models of the natural image distri-
bution, leading to excellent image quality. This, however,
comes at the expense of a computational complexity that is
several orders of magnitude higher than today’s commer-
cial codecs, and thus prohibitive for most practical appli-
cations. With this paper, we demonstrate that by focusing
on modeling visual perception rather than the data distribu-
tion, we can achieve a very good trade-off between visual
quality and bit rate similar to “generative” compression
models such as HiFiC, while requiring less than 1% of the
multiply—accumulate operations (MACs) for decompression.
We do this by optimizing C3, an overfitted image codec, for
Wasserstein Distortion (WD), and evaluating the image re-
constructions with a human rater study, showing that WD
clearly outperforms LPIPS as an optimization objective. The
study also reveals that WD outperforms other perceptual
metrics such as LPIPS, DISTS, and MS-SSIM as a predictor
of human ratings, remarkably achieving over 94% Pearson
correlation with Elo scores.

1. Introduction

Methods of lossy data compression are characterized by a

long tradition of exploiting both:

* correlations in the statistics of the compressed data, for
example by linearly or nonlinearly predicting the next
sample in audio codecs, or by applying decorrelating trans-
formations such as the DCT [2]; and

* information bottlenecks of human perception, for example
by representing chrominance in images with lower resolu-
tion than luminance, or by modeling frequency masking
in the auditory system.

Owing to the conceptual connection between decoding of
an image and sampling one from a conditional distribution,
research on learned image compression has recently been

greatly influenced by generative methods such as GANs [15]
or diffusion models [9], which excel at probabilistic model-
ing of real-world data, as evidenced by the impressive quality
of samples drawn from such models. The generated samples
are visually so convincing that measures of sample quality
(i.e., realism, formalized by divergences between the distri-
bution of the source data and the distribution of generated
data) have even been called “perception” [6].

Unfortunately, a model which is extremely good at sam-
pling real-world data has to have a certain computational
complexity, because the world (and hence the space of pos-
sible images) is very complex. This is evidenced by the
complexity of generative models such as Imagen, Stable Dif-
fusion, or DALL-E. When it comes to image compression,
this would make it seem that we ultimately need highly com-
plex methods to achieve high image quality. In other words:
out of the three qualities, good (image quality), fast (decod-
ing speed), and cheap (low bit rate), we must pick two, as in
the old proverb. Luckily, while good probabilistic models
can lead to remarkable perceived quality, the inverse does
not hold: good image quality does not require precisely mod-
eling the distribution of natural images, as we demonstrate
in this paper.

Here, we focus on modeling human perception (specifi-
cally, texture perception in the periphery of the human visual
system [3, 13]) instead of the data distribution. We take an
existing low-complexity neural codec, C3 [22], and replace
its distortion loss by either of two variants of Wasserstein
Distortion (WD) [34]: one which assumes the observer to
gaze at each image location with equal probability, and one
which uses EML-net [20], a saliency model, to predict image
locations that are more likely to be scrutinized. To aid texture
reproduction, we supply the codec with common random-
ness (CR), i.e., randomness available to both the encoder and
the decoder, implemented using a pseudo-random number
generator with identical seeds.

These changes lead to significantly better image quality at
the same bit rate compared to baseline C3 [22], illustrated in
Fig. 1, but retain its low decoding complexity. The encoding
complexity increases with the complexity of the loss func-
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Figure 1. Crop of image 28 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Top left: Original image. Top right: C3
optimized for MSE, compressed to 0.172 bits/pixel. Bottom left: C3 optimized for WD with o0 = 8, compressed to 0.167 bits/pixel. Bottom
right: C3 optimized for WD with ¢ = 8, without common randomness, compressed to 0.180 bits/pixel. While optimization for MSE leads
to flattened texture, as seen in the reproduction of the grass and the walls of the building, texture is vastly improved in the WD-optimized
versions. Not providing common randomness to the decoder (bottom right) means the codec must reproduce all textures using deterministic
structure such as straight lines (as in, e.g., the texture of the roof — note the lines not being consistent with the original, while providing a
better approximation of the texture than the MSE version). This is not adequate for random textures such as the grass in front of the building,
where providing common randomness significantly helps to maintain the visual quality of texture.
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Figure 2. Decoding an image with COOL-CHIC [25] and C3 [22]. A. A latent element Z7; (O) is autoregressively decoded by applying the
entropy network g, to the spatial context ¢(z"; (2, j)) (F), yielding parameters yu, o of the Laplacian probability model used for entropy
decoding the latent element. B. The decoded latent spatial arrays at multiple resolutions are first bilinearly upsampled to the target resolution
and then transformed into pixel space using the synthesis network fs. We supply common randomness at multiple resolutions by drawing
i.i.d. elements from a pseudo-random number generator with fixed seed £2L3, which is novel to the present work. The common randomness
arrays are upsampled and concatenated with the upsampled latents. Figure adapted with permission from Kim et al. [22].

tion, which we mitigate by introducing a novel, approximate
implementation of WD. We perform a human rating study
comparing our method to several baselines, including gen-
erative and commercial codecs. It reveals that our method
achieves a trade-off between image quality and bit rate sim-
ilar to generative methods, but with much lower decoding
complexity. In addition, we find that WD predicts the human
ratings remarkably well.

2. C3 codec

Our experiments are based on the COOL-CHIC family of
methods [5, 25, 28, 29] and more specifically on C3 [22],
a neural codec which rivals modern classical codecs like
VVC [1] in terms of rate—distortion performance, while main-
taining a very low computational cost. These codecs are built
from three main components: a set of latent arrays, a syn-
thesis network and an entropy network, each of which are
optimized per image (see Fig. 2).

The latents consist of a set of multi-resolution arrays,
starting with the resolution of the image, followed by pro-
gressively smaller resolutions (by a factor of two in each
dimension). To synthesize an image, these latents are bilin-
early upsampled and concatenated to create a single multi-
channel array at the resolution of the image. This array is
passed through a synthesis network fy, a small convolutional
neural network, to output RGB values at every pixel location.
The entropy network g, is used to model the conditional
distribution of each latent element given its spatial context.
The bit sequence is made up of the bits encoding the quan-
tized and entropy coded latents (with probabilities estimated

by gy) as well as the bits required to store the quantized
parameters of both fy and gy.

The latent arrays and the parameters of the synthesis and
entropy networks are jointly optimized for a rate—distortion
objective, with distortion given by the MSE between the
original and reconstructed image pixels, and rate approxi-
mated by the cross entropy of the latent arrays under the
entropy model. Since the latent arrays are quantized, this
optimization is done in a quantization-aware manner. For
further details on the architecture and optimization, we refer
the reader to Ladune et al. [25] and Kim et al. [22].

In this paper, we use the identical architecture and opti-
mization procedure as C3 [22], except for two changes: 1.
We supply common randomness arrays to the decoder in the
form of pseudo-random i.i.d. standard Gaussian noise, which
remains fixed during optimization and decoding. Since the
seed is fixed, no additional information needs to be encoded.
2. We replace MSE by the Wasserstein Distortion between
the original and its reconstruction.

3. Wasserstein Distortion

Wasserstein Distortion (WD) [34] is a distance metric
between pairs of images which, similar to the popular
LPIPS [42] and DISTS [10] metrics, can utilize feature em-
beddings. The feature space is interpreted as a perceptual
space, in which distances are more predictive of subjective
human notions of distance between images than distances
between pixel intensities. While WD itself is agnostic to the
feature space, we chose to rely on the well-known VGG em-
beddings [37], derived from training a convolutional neural
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Figure 3. Computation of Wasserstein Distortion (WD) between two images, 4 and 4. A. We extract spatial feature maps f; from
selected layers of a VGG network. B. For each feature ¢, we estimate local first and second raw moments at multiple scales o by

successively applying a linear downsampling operation D:
taking Vi = V pia — elementwise. Note that

elementwise as d44 = \/( S T L S (o Rl

o e’

= D%; and p;. = D°f?; the local standard deviations are derived by
= fi and v;0 = 0. C. The local WD values for feature ¢ and scale « are computed
)2. They are then spatially averaged, with weights w;,, derived from the o-map,

yielding the scalar WD for feature 4, (/f 4 The total WD for the image pair is obtained by adding the contributions from all features.

network on the ImageNet task, and also used by LPIPS.

In contrast to LPIPS and DISTS, WD generalizes the
notion of pointwise distances in a feature space by taking
into account foveation and peripheral vision. WD is param-
eterized by a spatial o-map of the same resolution as the
images. Assume feature maps f; also have that resolution.
Then the local WD for feature ¢ at a location (z,y) is the
2-Wasserstein divergence between the local empirical dis-
tributions of f; for both images, aggregated using a pooling
kernel of size o(x,y) and centered at f;(x,y). For feature
maps that have different resolutions than the images, the
pooling kernel sizes need to be adjusted accordingly. The
WD values are then spatially averaged and summed over all
features 7. As o goes to zero, WD converges to computing
pointwise distances, as in LPIPS. This models human vision
in the fovea (the center of gaze), which is most accurate
in distinguishing deviations between the images. Larger o
values model peripheral vision, where humans are capable of
distinguishing deviations in texture characteristics, but fail at
picking up on subtler deviations. (For a complete description
of WD, refer to Qiu et al. [34].)

The larger o, the more permissive is WD to texture resam-
pling, i.e. replacing a visual texture with one that has similar
statistics. For image compression, we exploit this by choos-
ing smaller o in salient image regions that are likely to be
directly looked at, and larger o in other regions. Making the
distance metric more permissive in such regions allows the
codec to allocate fewer bits in representing the local image
content, while maintaining visual quality.

Even after approximating empirical distributions as inde-
pendent Gaussians, computing WD can be computationally
costly, since it generally requires aggregation of local statis-
tics with a different pooling kernel at each spatial location.

We propose an approximate, but more efficient way of com-
puting WD by discretizing o to powers of two (Fig. 3). For
every feature map f; extracted from VGG (panel A), we
estimate spatial maps of the local first and second raw mo-
ments by building a multi-scale cascade akin to a Gaussian
pyramid [7] using a 3 x 3 convolutional downsampling filter
D (panel B). This yields a full spatial map of the local mean
i and standard deviation v;,, of the ¢th feature, for pooling
regions of size 2% /r;, where « is the scale index, and 7; is
the relative resolution of the ith feature map with respect to
the images (e.g., 0.5 if f; is downsampled by a factor of 2).
Local WD maps d;,, between the two images are com-
puted elementwise from two sets of 1, and v;, computed
on each image. This gives us dense maps of precomputed lo-
cal WD distances, but only for specific pooling region sizes
corresponding to o-values of 2%/r;. We can approximate
the WD for a desired o-value by interpolating WD values
from these precomputed maps (panel C). First, the o-map is
adapted for each feature ¢ and scale « by computing

Ciay = maX(Dm(riU), 1). (1

This resizes all pooling regions by a factor r;, proportional
to the resolution of f;, and also resamples the map with a
resampling operation D;, to match the resolution of d;.
We then determine weight maps

Wi = max(l — |log2 Oia — a|, 0) )

which are 1 wherever o is equal to 2% /r;, and linearly fade
to 0 as o approaches either 2% /7, or 22~ /r;. Each d;,
is multiplied with w;,,, averaged across space, and summed
across «, to yield one WD value d; for each feature ¢. Al-
though the precomputed maps for each scale o have differing
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Figure 4. Human rating study results and decoder complexity. Left: Evaluation of image compression methods in terms of visual fidelity
vs. bit rate. Error bars indicate 99th percentile. Squares indicate C3 using CR, circles indicate C3 without CR, and diamonds mark other
compression methods. Right: Computational complexity of the decoder of the same methods for the middle bit rate. HiFiC slightly
outperforms C3 in terms of visual quality vs. bit rate. However, it requires more than two orders of magnitude more computations at the
decoder. Note that neural methods tend to have similar complexity across different bit rates and objectives. This is also true for C3; only the
addition of CR increases the complexity slightly. The complexity of VVC can vary across bit rates, and can’t strictly be shown in the same
plot, since it doesn’t use floating point operations; we plot an estimated equivalent on typical hardware [32].

resolutions, the weights for each spatial location in f; add
up to one, effectively interpolating local WD maps from
precomputed WD maps d;,. Finally, WD values d; are
aggregated across different features ¢ by summation.

To determine an appropriate o-map, we examined two
alternatives: First, we may simply chose o constant across
the image, which could be interpreted as a belief that every
image location is equally likely to be scrutinized by a human
observer. In this case the value needs to be chosen conser-
vatively, small enough that a desired level of exact detail in
the reconstruction is preserved at all locations. Second, we
may derive o from an actual gaze map obtained with an eye
tracking device — or a prediction thereof. In our experiments,
we obtained predictions from EML-net [20] in the form of
a saliency map s valued between 0 and 1 (Fig. 7). We con-
verted s to a spatial density p using the ad-hoc elementwise
formula:

P = Pmin (1 - pmin) ) /ga 3)
with pnin = 0.5 lower bounding the likelihood, and S indicat-
ing the spatial mean of s. The resulting density p is always
positive and averages to one spatially, regardless of the im-
age resolution. We further converted p to o by computing
elementwise:

“

0 = Omax * Pmin /p>

where oy« is the maximal value of o. This parameter needs
to be chosen based on image resolution and viewing distance.

4. Experimental results

To evaluate the proposed method, we compared a total of 10
image compression methods on the Challenge on Learned
Image Compression (CLIC) 2020 professional validation
dataset' in a human rater study:

e C3, optimized for MSE (C3/MSE) [22];

* C3, optimized for a weighted version of MSE using p
derived from saliency (C3/wMSE);

* C3, optimized for MS-SSIM [40] (C3/MS-SSIM);

» C3 with CR, optimized for LPIPS [42] (C3/LPIPS);

* C3 with CR, optimized for WD using constant ¢ = 8
(C3/WDS);

* C3 with CR, optimized for WD using a o-map derived
from saliency with oax = 16 (C3/WDs);

* Versatile Video Coding (VVC) [1], a state-of-the-art com-
mercial image and video codec, as implemented by VITM
23.4 using the intra YUV444 configuration;

* MLIC+ [21], a learned image codec which is state of the
art in terms of MSE vs. bit rate;

* CDC [41], a learned image codec based on diffusion; and

* HiFiC [31], a learned image codec based on an adversarial
loss.

For each of the methods, we obtained compressed images

and their reconstructions targeting three dataset-average bit

rates: 0.075, 0.15, and 0.3 bits/pixel (the same bit rates
that CLIC uses). For CDC and HiFiC, we were not able to

Available at https://data.vision.ee.ethz.ch/cvl/
clic/professional_valid_2020.zip
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exactly match these target rates, since it would have required
re-training. Still, we included all three available target rates
for HiFiC, as well as the two lower target rates for CDC in the
study. This gave us a total of 29 method/rate combinations,
and hence 29 distinct reconstructions for each of the 41
images in the dataset.

Our evaluation protocol closely follows the CLIC ap-
proach. For each individual rating, three images are available
to the rater: On one side of the screen, a random 512 x 432
pixel crop of the original. On the other, the corresponding
crop of two reconstructed images, between which the rater
can flip by pressing a key. The rater is asked to select the
reconstruction that looks more similar to the original. For
10% of the ratings, one of the reconstructions is replaced by
the original, which is used to assess rater reliability (golden
questions). While the original is selected at random, the pair
of compared methods/rates is dynamically selected to max-
imize expected information gain considering past ratings.’
The resulting Elo score for each method/rate minimizes the
cross-entropy between observed and predicted ratings.

The main result of our study is shown in Fig. 4. Meth-
ods optimized for MSE (C3/MSE, MLIC+, VVC) and the
diffusion model CDC all achieve similar trade-offs between
bit rate and visual quality, while their complexity varies
substantially (with VVC being least complex). HiFiC and
C3 optimized for WD achieve much better and comparable
trade-offs, but our method requires two orders of magnitude
fewer MACs at decoding time.

We provide further comparisons in Fig. 5, including vari-
ants of C3 optimized for other perceptual metrics, and ab-
lations for using saliency and common randomness.” The
results show that optimizing for WD significantly outper-
forms other metrics in terms of human preference, especially
if saliency and CR are used. Removing saliency results in a
drop in visual quality at high bit rates, while removing com-
mon randomness mostly affects low bit rates. Fig. 6 reveals
that both switching the objective from MSE to WD, and pro-
viding CR to a WD-optimized codec lead to a smaller frac-
tion of the bit rate being allocated to the highest-resolution
array (array 1), which encodes detail, allowing other arrays
to encode more information. This is in line with the intuition
that both steps enable texture resampling: switching the ob-
jective allows the encoder to find instantiations of texture
that are visually equivalent, but take fewer bits to encode
with the C3 architecture (for example, the roof in Fig. 1),
and providing CR enables certain stochastic textures to be
reproduced by a form of “noise shaping” (the grass in Fig. 1).

Fig. 5 also reveals that basing WD or MSE on saliency
predictions gives both a moderate boost in terms of Elo

2We used an open source implementation of the CLIC rating model,
availableat ht tps://github.com/google-research/google-
research/tree/master/elo_rater_model.

3The CR ablation was added to the study after the others. The corre-
sponding ratings did not contribute to the analysis in Tab. 1.
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Figure 5. Human rating study results for alternative perceptual
objectives, including WD without saliency. Error bars indicate 99th
percentile. As loss functions, both MS-SSIM and LPIPS lead to
instabilities. To achieve reasonable results, we clipped the gradients
of the exponentiation operations in MS-SSIM (C3/MS-SSIM), and
used a loss equally weighting LPIPS and MSE (C3/LPIPS). We also
assessed the effect of weighting MSE using saliency (C3/wMSE).

0.075 0.15 0.30 Harray 7
N array 6
0.060 0.12 0.24 Harray 5
- N array 4
£ 0045 0.09 0.18 Woarray 3
E O array 2
5 0.030 0.06 0.12 Harray 1
M networks
0.015 0.03 0.06
0.000 0.00 0.00
S A& SUEE
@00, > Q(\Q N Q.
N N
Qq,q)@ O‘bq}$ O%)&
N /W N

Figure 6. Dataset-average bit allocation into individual latent arrays
of varying resolution from array 1 (highest resolution) to array 7
(lowest resolution) for three target bit rates (0.075, 0.15, and 0.3
bits/pixel), and three variants of C3: optimized for MSE [22], and
optimized for WD with ¢ = 8, supplied with CR or without.

scores, but the visual improvement with MSE is not sufficient
to make it competitive with better metrics. We find that it can
substantially improve the quality of semantically important
features such as text (Fig. 7). Additional visual examples are
provided in the supplement.

After observing the strong performance of WD as an
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Figure 7. Crop of image 32 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Top left: original image. Bottom left: Saliency
map s as derived from EML-net (0: black, 1: white). Top center: C3 optimized for MSE, compressed to 0.191 bits/pixel. Bottom center:
C3 optimized for MSE, weighted with the density map p, compressed to 0.202 bits/pixel. Top right: C3 optimized for WD with ¢ = 8,
compressed to 0.194 bits/pixel. Bottom right: C3 optimized for WD with o derived from the saliency map, compressed to 0.191 bits/pixel.
Optimizing for MSE leads to flattened texture on the shirt and skin (center column), while WD retains an accurate perception of texture
(right column). However, assuming a flat sigma map in WD is equivalent to assuming all image locations will be perceived via peripheral
vision, meaning that the text on the camera is subject to texture resampling, making for instance the text on the lens (“ZENITAR-M”)
indecipherable (top right). This is clearly undesirable, as text is a semantically relevant feature. According to the predicted saliency, the
camera will be the subject of visual scrutiny. Modulating ¢ according to the saliency map accounts for this. The end result is an image with
both improved texture reproduction as well as legible text (bottom right). Note that simply weighting MSE using predicted saliency does not
improve texture reproduction (bottom center).



Table 1. Perceptual metric predictivity of human ratings collected throughout our
study. Left column: Percentage of 16 659 binary ratings predicted correctly by
each metric. Raters compared randomly selected image crops of 512x 432 pixels.
o needs to chosen based on display resolution, and the crops are displayed on
screen with ~ 4 times lower resolution than the full images (which roughly have
QXGA format). Hence, we chose 4 times smaller ¢ values for WD to make crop
predictions. Middle and right column: Correlation of metrics with Elo scores.
We computed averaged metric values between all full reconstructions and their
originals, yielding one metric value for each metric and each of 29 methods/rate
combinations. We then assessed how well each metric predicted the 29 scores
by computing the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC) and Spearman’s rank

% correct  PCC SRCC
PSNR 61.27% 0.363  0.298
MS-SSIM [40] 64.64% 0.540 0.601
NLPD [26] 64.35% 0.539 0.606
LPIPS [42] 69.96% 0.711  0.699
DISTS [10] 67.35% 0.726  0.724
PIM-5 [4] 69.83% 0.764 0.785
WD2 (o = 2) 72.84% — —
WDs (0max = 4) 72.87 % — —
WDS8 (o = 8) — 0.936  0.902
WDs (0max = 16) — 0942 0913

optimization objective, we investigated how well it does as
an image quality assessment (IQA) method. Tab. 1 shows
that WD well outperforms existing metrics both in terms of
predicting individual ratings on crops, as well as predicting
the Elo rankings of methods/rates on full images. To put the
result of nearly 73% into perspective, note that agreement
among raters on individual binary answers can vary around
80%. Remarkably, with a PCC of 94%, WD is an excellent
linear predictor of Elo scores, which we did not anticipate.

5. Discussion

Image and video compression applications enforce draco-
nian limitations on computational complexity, so much so
that codecs using generative methods are generally infeasible
to deploy on today’s (and even tomorrow’s) mobile devices,
for reasons of both latency and energy efficiency. Neural
overfitted codecs were introduced in COIN [11] and NeRV
[8] for images and video, respectively, introducing a new
class of neural image compression methods that mirror the
asymmetric computational complexity trade-off between the
encoder (high complexity) and decoder (low complexity) of
hybrid video codecs such as VVC [1]. Initial follow up work
focused on reducing the encoding time [35, 38] or extending
the capabilities of these codecs to various data modalities
[12, 19, 39]. Better architectures and more refined quan-
tization and domain specific optimizations have improved
compression performance both for images [16—18, 36] and
video [14, 23, 24, 27, 30]. However, many of these improve-
ments come at the cost of increased computational complex-
ity for decoding, weakening one of the key advantages of
overfitted codecs in the first place. COOL-CHIC [25] and
follow-up work [5, 28, 29] was introduced later, maintaining
the low decoding cost of COIN and improving performance
by not only learning a decoder network, but also latent arrays
and an entropy model per image. C3 [22] further improved
performance in terms of MSE vs. bit rate.

In the present work, we introduce a neural image compres-
sion method which is nearly the same as C3, but optimized
for Wasserstein Distortion. We evaluate it using a human

correlation coefficient (SRCC) between Elo scores and metric averages.

rater study, which reveals that the method truly is good,
cheap, and fast! To our knowledge, this is the first method to
achieve a comparable quality—rate trade-off at this decoding
complexity. It provides a compelling demonstration that gen-
erative methods are not necessary to achieve highly efficient
image compression. With that said, encoding complexity
remains a significant limitation of overfitted compression
— even more so due to the complexity of computing WD
instead of MSE during optimization. A naive implemen-
tation computing WD for arbitrary pooling sizes o would
be computationally prohibitive. Our implementation, while
not specifically optimized for speed, still leads to a ~6-fold
increase in wall time required for each optimization step.

With regards to the strong performance of WD both as
a loss function and IQA method in our study, we can ask
why it performs better than LPIPS, even though we also use
a feature space derived from VGG. There are three main
differences between WD and LPIPS: 1. Our implementation
of WD uses raw VGG features rather than fitting linear “fine-
tuning” layers to human ratings. Instead, we include the
same VGG features computed on two downsampled versions
of the image. This adds the same visual features at larger
scales, making the overall set of features more robust to
scale effects. 2. To achieve stable results, we had to add
MSE to the LPIPS loss at equal weights, which was not
necessary with WD. The reason may be that we included the
image pixels as a “Oth” layer. Note that this is not equivalent,
since 3. WD always compares local statistics (i.e. mean
and standard deviation) aggregated according to the o-map
rather than pixel or feature values directly, which is more in
line with models of peripheral vision.

It’s worth noting that our choice of feature space and
o-map is entirely ad-hoc. More work is needed to identify
which types of visual features are most useful, and which
may be redundant (in the spirit of Portilla and Simoncelli
[33]). Better saliency models, perhaps targeted specifically
at image compression, could be identified. Lastly, the per-
formance of WD for any and all of these choices should
be validated with more extensive human rating studies, for
which we can only provide a starting point here.
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6. All reconstructions and study data

The original images and all reconstructions in PNG format are available for download at the following locations.

method file size URL

original images 129 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/original.zip
C3/MSE [22] 216 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-mse.zip
C3/wMSE 209 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-wmse.zip
C3/MS-SSIM 236 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-ms—ssim.zip
C3/LPIPS 403 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-1pips.zip
C3/WD8 439 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-wd8.zip
C3/WDs 437MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/c3-wds.zip
VVCI[I] 379 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/vvc.zip
MLIC+ [21] 231 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/mlicplus.zip
CDC [41] 403 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/cdc.zip

HiFiC [31] 383 MB https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/hific.zip

The evaluation data (rater responses, metric evaluations) is available at https: //storage.googleapis.com/
wasserstein_c3/eval.zip.

7. Additional examples

Please see the next pages for further selected examples.
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https://storage.googleapis.com/wasserstein_c3/eval.zip

Figure 8. Horizontal crop of a image 6 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Left: C3 optimized for MSE, compressed to 0.321 bits/pixel. Right: C3
optimized for WD with ¢ = 8, compressed to 0.270 bits/pixel. While optimization for MSE leads to flattened texture and staircasing artifacts, as seen in the reproduction of the
vegetation, texture is vastly improved in the WD-optimized version, while using 15% fewer bits.



Figure 9. Horizontal crop of image 19 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Far left: Original image. Center left: C3 optimized for MSE, compressed
to 0.076 bits/pixel. Center right: C3 optimized for MS-SSIM, compressed to 0.088 bits/pixel. Far right: C3 optimized for WD with o = 8, compressed to 0.076 bits/pixel. Under
traditional perceptual metrics such as MSE and MS-SSIM, the visual quality of textures such as the starry night sky suffers, even though MS-SSIM is designed to account for visual
contrast masking. Neither of them benefit from common randomness provided by the method. WD accounts much better for perception of visual texture and makes use of CR to
achieve a more accurate visual impression.
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Figure 10. Horizontal crop of image 16 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Far left: Original image. Center left: C3 optimized for MSE, compressed
to 0.088 bits/pixel. Center right: C3 optimized for LPIPS, compressed to 0.076 bits/pixel. Far right: C3 optimized for WD with o = 8, compressed to 0.077 bits/pixel. The
background texture of the waterfall is largely flattened in the MSE version. The LPIPS version slightly improves on this, albeit at the cost of losing significant detail on the person
standing in the foreground. Remarkably, even without employing a saliency model, WD preserves detail in the foreground better than LPIPS, while also reproducing the waterfall
texture faithfully.



Figure 11. Horizontal crop of image 11 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Left: C3 optimized for MSE, compressed to 0.133 bits/pixel. Center:
C3 optimized for WD with 0 = 8, compressed to 0.134 bits/pixel. Right: C3 optimized for WD with o derived from a saliency map, compressed to 0.130 bits/pixel. Again,
optimization for MSE leads to flattened texture, as seen in the reproduction of the street and chimneys, while the signage is reproduced well due to its high contrast (difference
between dark and light), which MSE is sensitive to. While texture is vastly improved in the WD-optimized version, the flat o version struggles to reproduce the signage well. On the
right, the saliency model assigns high saliency to that image region, leading to a better reconstruction and higher legibility of the text.



Figure 12. Horizontal crop of image 13 from the CLIC2020 professional dataset (best viewed on screen). Far left: Original image. Center left: C3 optimized for LPIPS, compressed
to 0.093 bits/pixel. Center right: C3 optimized for WD with o = 8, compressed to 0.093 bits/pixel. Far right: C3 optimized for WD with o derived from a saliency map,
compressed to 0.091 bits/pixel. An example of text in the background of the image reproduced as a visual texture. Note that text legibility doesn’t improve when comparing the WD
version with and without using a saliency model, as in this case, the text is not predicted to be a salient image region. However, the visual quality in both cases is still much preferable
to the one achieved by optimizing for LPIPS.
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