arXiv:2306.06917v1 [eess.IV] 12 Jun 2023

Video Decoding Energy Reduction Using Temporal-Domain Filtering

Christian Herglotz, Matthias Kränzler, Robert Ludwig, André Kaup

{firstname.lastname}@fau.de Chair of Multimedia Communications and Signal Processing Friedrich-Alexander-Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg 91058 Erlangen, Germany

ABSTRACT

In this paper, we study decoding energy reduction opportunities using temporal-domain filtering and subsampling methods. In particular, we study spatiotemporal filtering using a contrast sensitivity function and temporal downscaling, i.e., frame rate reduction. We apply these concepts as a pre-filtering to the video before compression and evaluate the bitrate, the decoding energy, and the visual quality with a dedicated metric targeting temporally downscaled sequences. We find that decoding energy savings yield 35% when halving the frame rate and that spatiotemporal filtering can lead to up to 5% of additional savings, depending on the content.

KEYWORDS

video compression, codec, decoder, energy consumption, temporal filtering

ACM Reference Format:

Christian Herglotz, Matthias Kränzler, Robert Ludwig, André Kaup. 2023. Video Decoding Energy Reduction Using Temporal-Domain Filtering . In Workshop on Green Multimedia Systems (GMSys ’23), June 07–10, 2023, Vancouver, BC, Canada. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 6 pages. https://doi.org/10. 1145/3593908.3593948

1 INTRODUCTION

Today, we are living in a highly connected and globalized world. Information and communication technology (ICT) has evolved rapidly from specialized high tech for experts to mainstream technology used in the everyday life of consumers. As an example, billions of people worldwide use online video services frequently to connect to other people and be informed about the latest news. In fact, it is estimated that today, more than 50% of the global Internet traffic constitutes pure video data [30], excluding data related to services that use videos to a great extent (e.g., social networks, gaming, or messaging).

As a consequence, it was found that the energy consumption of online video services has reached a globally significant scale [31], with an estimated total share of 1% of global greenhouse gas (GHG)

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than the author(s) must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org. GMSys ’23, June 07–10, 2023, Vancouver, BC, Canada © 2023 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). Publication rights licensed to ACM. ACM ISBN 979-8-4007-0196-2/23/06. . . $15.00 https://doi.org/10.1145/3593908.3593948

emissions. In this, the most significant part is consumed by enduser devices [32]. Furthermore, many portable end-user devices rely on batteries, such that low-power and energy efficient solutions for online video applications are essential development goals both in research and industry.

Important parts of the online video processing pipeline are the video encoder and the video decoder. Concerning the latter, certain studies revealed that the decoder is a major reason for a high energy consumption in portable devices such as smartphones or tablet PCs [7, 12], especially if software decoding is used [16, 19]. As a consequence, various studies focused on reducing the energy consumption of video decoders [8, 11, 13, 26] while keeping the visual quality of the video. Also for the encoder, various studies focus on the energy consumption or the complexity [28, 33, 39] in order to obtain a high compression while using little energy resources.

In this paper, we analyze two concepts to further reduce the energy consumption of video encoding and decoding. For the first one, we are inspired by a model that represents the human visual system (HVS) describing the sensitivity of the HVS towards different visual frequencies in the spatiotemporal frequency domain. This model is based on the spatiotemporal contrast sensitivity function (STCSF) which was first introduced in [29]. It is an extension of the spatial contrast sensitivity function used in imaging [4] and describes, depending on the spatiotemporal frequency components of a visual video signal, which components of the signal are visible and which components are invisible. As an application for this concept, the STCSF was used to analyze whic h parts of a typical video processing pipeline including capturing, discretization, and display can lead to visible artifacts [35]. In this work, we exploit the STCSF to identify and eventually remove invisible components in a video. This removal of information leads to a lower entropy of the video signal, such that lower bitrates and ultimately lower decoding complexities are expected.

The second concept performs a common frame rate reduction technique, where a certain number of frames is averaged and then compressed. It is well known from the literature that frame rate reductions lead to significant energy savings [12, 16]. In this work, we evaluate the potential reductions and also analyze the impact on the perceived visual quality.

This paper is organized as follows. First, Section 2 gives a brief overview on related literature on the STCSF and the state of the art in energy efficient video compression solutions. Afterwards, Section 3 gives a formal definition of the STCSF, explains its meaning and intricacies in detail, and introduces our proposed algorithm and its configuration parameters. Afterwards, Section 4 presents our evaluation setup and investigates the performance of the proposed prefiltering approach. Finally, Section 5 concludes this paper.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

In the literature, it is well known that quantization and subsampling techniques can lead to substantial power and energy savings [13]. In terms of quantization, it is often reported that a lower number of bits leads to a lower decoder energy consumption [13]. Also in terms of spatial scaling, it was found that a lower resolution can reduce the power consumption of a smartphone [14]. Furthermore, considering the frame rate, it is well known that lower frame rates lead to a reduced power consumption on versatile devices [12, 16], but the amount of savings was not assessed. In [17], it was shown that depending on the video content, optimal frame rate estimates can be obtained to optimize the rate-distortion performance, however, the impact on the energy consumption was not discussed.

Frame rate reduction is mostly performed by frame averaging [17]. The reason is that using frame averaging, a capturing process is simulated where the shutter angle is maximized. As a consequence, moving objects are blurred. It is noteworthy that the highframe-rate source sequence should also be captured at a very high shutter angle because otherwise, strong ghosting artifacts can occur due to object repetitions. Therefore, we select frame averaging in this paper.

Concerning contrast sensitivity, various studies focused on the spatial contrast sensitivity [10, 21, 27], the temporal sensitivity [34, 37], or both at the same time [18, 29]. It was found that for both spatial and temporal frequencies, the contrast sensitivity can be described by a curve separating visible and invisible components of a visual signal. Considering the contrast sensitivity with respect to both temporal and spatial frequencies, it was found that a convex surface in 3D-space accurately describes the limits of human vision [29].

In the field of video processing, the concept of temporal contrast sensitivity was validated in [23]. Furthermore, contrast sensitivity was applied for quality assessment [38] and to enhance video encoding [3]. In [22], the spatiotemporal envelope of the HVS was investigated using the visibility of temporal aliasing artifacts. Furthermore, the STCSF was used to analyze the effects of capturing and displaying a video [35].

3 TEMPORAL PRE-FILTERING 3.1 Video as a Spatiotemporal Signal

For formalization of our methods, we define the three-dimensional, discrete video signal 𝑠 [𝒙, 𝑡], where 𝑠 is the greyscale luminance value of the YCbCr signal, 𝒙 = {𝑥_{ver}, 𝑥_{hor}} the two-dimensional spatial pixel position, and 𝑡 the time index (see Fig. 1). Using this notation, we can transform the signal to the frequency domain as 𝑆 [𝒖, 𝑤], where 𝒖 corresponds to the horizontal and vertical spatial frequencies in the unit cycles per pixel [cpp] and 𝑤 to the temporal frequency in the unit frames per second [fps]. For simplification, it is common to only consider a single spatial frequency 𝑢 because of rotational invariance [29], which means that an oscillation in any spatial direction can be transformed to a single dimension by rotation. This leads to the simplified definition of the signal 𝑠 [𝑥, 𝑡] and 𝑆 [𝑢, 𝑤].

PSfrag replacements

Figure 1: Definition of the visual video signal 𝑠 [𝒙, 𝑡]. In the next step, we need to transform the visual signal, which is given in the YCbCr space, into the contrast domain. For this, we follow a concept presented in [36]. We thus define the contrast 𝑐 of a visual signal by the luminance variation divided by the mean luminance as 𝑐 = 𝑠_{max} − 𝑠_{min} 𝑠_{mean}

, (1)

where, to avoid conversion into physical values, we directly use the luminance component from the YCbCr signal. Hence, 𝑠_{max} and 𝑠_{min} are the maximum and the minimum luminance of the video signal, respectively. We set the mean luminance to the mean luminance of the complete video.

The contrast is a global property of a video such that it cannot be defined for a single pixel position [𝑥, 𝑡]. Therefore, we define the contrast in the frequency domain as

𝐶 [𝑢,𝑤] =

|𝑆 [𝑢,𝑤]| 𝑠_{mean}

, (2)

where the magnitude of a frequency component |𝑆 [𝑢, 𝑤]| corresponds to the amplitude of the waveform at the spatiotemporal frequency [𝑢, 𝑤]. As such, the amplitude represents the luminance variation of a certain spatiotemporal frequency [𝑢, 𝑤] in the video signal 𝑠 [𝑥, 𝑡].

3.2 Spatiotemporal Contrast Sensitiviy Function

Using the spatiotemporal contrast sensitivity function (STCSF) as defined in [29, 35], our goal is now to detect frequency components that are invisible to the HVS and remove them prior to compression. For this, we consider the STCSF as defined on the 2D {𝑢,𝑤 }-space. An example for such a STCSF, based on [29, 36], is visualized in Fig. 2. The surface in the 3D space illustrates the contrast sensitivity (vertical axis) depending on the spatial frequency and the temporal frequency (horizontal axes). The contrast sensitivity is defined as the reciprocal of the minimum visible contrast using the contrast as defined in Eq. (2). Note that this sensitivity is a highly simplified representation of the HVS’s limits. For example, the impact of eye movement, e.g., when tracking objects in the video, is neglected. Still, as was also done in the literature [35], we take the contrast sensitivity as a baseline for our work.

Unfortunately, in the literature, we were not able to find a closedform solution for the STCSF. Thus, as a first approximation, we propose to construct the STCSF as follows. First, we consider the

Video Decoding Energy Reduction Using Temporal-Domain Filtering GMSys ’23, June 07–10, 2023, Vancouver, BC, Canada

PSfrag replacements

Figure 2: A fitted surface representing the spatiotemporal contrast sensitivity using Eq. (4) from [36]. The color indicates the magnitude of the contrast sensitivity.

contrast sensitivity experiments reported in [29], which were later discussed in detail in [35]. Here, it was shown that the values of the experimental cut-off frequencies, i.e. the maximum frequencies that are visible, yield approximately 𝑓_{spat} = 32 cpd for the spatial and 𝑓_{temp} = 32 Hz for the temporal frequency, respectively, where cpd corresponds to the unit cycles per degree. Hence, neglecting the units, the values of the frequencies are very close. Furthermore, for lower spatial and temporal frequencies, as it is also visible in Fig. 2, the surface of the STCSF shows that it is approximately rotationally invariant with respect to the spatiotemporal plane (again neglecting the units). Thus, we define the general spatiotemporal frequency

𝑓_{st} = � 𝑓^2_{hor} + 𝑓^2_{ver} + 𝑓^2_{temp} (3)

as the Euclidean norm of the horizontal as well as the vertical frequency 𝑓_{hor} and 𝑓_{ver}, respectively, and the temporal frequency 𝑓_{temp}. Note that 𝑓_{st} does not have a physical unit and is only meaningful when using spatial frequencies in terms of cpd and temporal frequencies in terms of Hz.

In the next step, due to the rotational invariance property, we adopt a fit for the contrast sensitivity function defined for the spatial frequency that was proposed in [36] and reads

𝛾 (𝑓_{st}) = 𝑔 � sech � 𝑓_{st} 𝑓_0

�_𝑝 � − 𝛼 · sech � 𝑓_{st} 𝑓_1 � . (4)

In [36], it was reported that this function has the lowest root-mean square error with respect to all tested functions. The operator sech() is the hyperbolic secant, 𝑓_0 and 𝑓_1 are high- and low-frequency scales, 𝑝 an exponent for the high-frequency part, 𝛼 is an attenuation factor at low frequencies, and 𝑔 the gain which scales to the reported contrast sensitivities in [29]. The spatiotemporal frequency 𝑓_{st} is used as the argument. We adopt the parameter values proposed in [36], see Table 1. With this representation, we have an analytic description of the contrast sensitivity that we exploit to identify invisible frequency components in the video signal. As this approach is an approximation, we believe that more accurate approaches might improve the results. As a first step in this direction, we test different scaling factors in the evaluation (Section 4)

Table 1: Fitted parameter values for the STCSF in the HPmH format taken from [36].

Parameter 𝑓_0 𝑓_1 𝛼 𝑝 𝑔 Value 4.1726 1.3625 0.8493 0.7786 373.08

PSfrag replacements

Figure 3: Workflow for removing invisible frequency components. The FFT is performed on all three dimensions.

and show how the compression performance changes when using different specifications of the STCSF.

To this end, we have to convert video-domain spatial and temporal frequencies (𝑢,𝑤) to the physical domain. Due to the usage of the FFT, the temporal frequency is calculated by

𝑓_{temp} = 𝑤 · 𝑓_{frame} 𝑁_{temp}

, (5)

where 𝑤 is the temporal frequency index, 𝑓_{frame} the frame rate in fps, and 𝑁_{temp} the length of the FFT in the temporal domain.

Concerning the spatial domain, we have to convert the pixel position given in the 𝒖-domain to the angular domain. To this end, we adopt the so-called Designed Viewing Distance (DVD) as defined in [6], which assumes that the distance between two pixels corresponds to one arcminute angular distance on the retina of the eye. With this representation, we can avoid the use of metric units, which are otherwise needed in term of the pixel distance and the viewer’s distance to the screen. This leads to the conversion factor Γ = 60^{cpd}_{pixel} . Consequently, the spatial frequencies can be calculated by

𝑓_{hor} = 𝑢_{hor} · Γ 𝑁_{hor} (6) and 𝑓_{ver} = 𝑢_{ver} · Γ 𝑁_{ver}

, (7)

where {𝑢_{ver}, 𝑢_{hor}} = 𝒖 and 𝑁_{hor}, 𝑁_{ver} are the horizontal and vertical length of the FFT, respectively.

3.3 Signal Pruning

Our proposed method to remove invisible frequency components is illustrated in Fig. 3. First, we perform a three-dimensional fast Fourier transform (FFT) on the luminance part of the full input video 𝑠 [𝒙, 𝑡]. Afterwards, we compare the magnitude of each frequency component |𝑆 [𝒖, 𝑤]| with the minimum visible contrast 𝛽 · 𝛾 (𝑓_{fst} ) = 𝛽 · 𝛾 ([𝒖, 𝑤]) and obtain the binary mask

𝑀 [𝒖, 𝑤] = |𝑆 [𝒖, 𝑤]| > 𝛽 · 𝛾 ([𝒖, 𝑤]), (8)

which can obtain a value of either one or zero. Furthermore, we define the scaling factor 𝛽 to test different scales of the STCSF. Afterwards, we multiply the mask with the transformed video signal entry-wise as 𝑀 [𝒖, 𝑤] · 𝑆 [𝒖, 𝑤] to remove the invisible frequency components. The resulting signal is inversely transformed (IFFT). After the inverse transform, we perform the temporal downscaling by frame averaging, where we choose integer downscaling factors of two and four. Finally, the resulting video is compressed by a standard video encoder.

4 EVALUATION

We use the 22 sequences from the BVI-HFR dataset [24] which are provided at HD resolution. In the temporal domain, we select 512 frames at the original frame rate of 120 fps. We downsample the videos spatially to a resolution of 910 × 512 pixels, which keeps the aspect ratio and simplifies the application of the FFT due to reduced memory requirements (FFT size of 1024 × 512 × 512). Due to the restriction that the FFT is performed on signals with a length that is a power of two, without spatial downsampling we would have to use a FFT size of 4096×2048×512 to allow proper transform of the video with pixel height 1080, which is a sixteen-fold increase in memory and complexity. The horizontal spatial dimension is padded with zeros.

For encoding, we use the x265 encoder [2] at medium preset with the standard constant rate factors (crf) of 18, 23, 28, 33, and 38. We encode the sequences at all frame rates and with the scaling factors 𝛽 ∈ {0, 0.01, 0.05, 0.2}, where 𝛽 = 0 corresponds to no filtering.

Concerning quality evaluation, we select a dedicated quality metric targeting temporally downscaled videos that is called Space- Time Generalized Entropic Differences (ST-GREED) [25]. It uses statistics on spatial and temporal bandpass coefficients to come up with a quality estimate using a learned regressor. It was explicitly trained on sequences at varying frame rates. Note that a lower GREED score reflects a higher visual quality. We refrain from using classic metrics such as PSNR or VMAF because they do not consider temporal phenomena.

Concerning the decoding energy evaluation, we perform energy measurements for OpenHEVC decoding [1] on an Intel Core i5- 4670 CPU with the help of running average power limit (RAPL) [9]. To ensure reliable measurements, we measure the decoding energy of each video bit stream multiple times until statistical validity is reached as explained in [20].

We evaluate the performance as follows. First, we inspect ratedistortion curves as well as decoding-energy-distortion curves. Afterwards, we evaluate the compression performance in terms of the Bjøntegaard-Delta [5].

4.1 Performance Curves

First, we evaluate filtering and temporal downscaling by rate-distortion (RD) curves illustrated in Fig. 4. The figure shows RD curves for three selected sequences, namely Bobblehead, Guitar Focus, and Water Splashing.

4.1.1 Impact of Temporal Downscaling. Concerning the impact of the frame rate (red ^=120 fps, green ^=60 fps, blue ^=30 fps), we observe that the RD-performance highly depends on the content of the sequence. First, for the Bobblehead sequence (left), which includes highly structured temporal and spatial frequencies (a rotating roulette), temporal downscaling leads to strong quality degradations (the curves for 60 fps and 30 fps are located above the curve for 120 fps). For this sequence, temporal downscaling only leads to a higher RDperformance at very low qualities (above a GREED score of 40).

Second, for the Guitar Focus sequence (center of Fig. 4), temporal downscaling always leads to a better RD performance (the 30 fps curve is the lowest). The Guitar Focus sequence is captured with a static camera and shows a static guitar with only slight hand and string movement. Hence, temporal downscaling leads to minor visual artifacts such that it is beneficial for the RD performance. Interestingly, the quality returned by the GREED score even increases for a lower frame rate, which is unexpected. The reason is that rate control in x265 allocates more bits for each frame at lower frame rates, because fewer frames have to be transmitted per second. Consequently, the quality for the reduced number of frames is increased significantly, which is sufficient to outweigh the quality loss of temporal downscaling.

Third, we show results for the Water Splashing sequence (Fig. 4, right), which includes highly random spatial and temporal frequencies. In this case, the original sequence at 120 fps can reach highest qualities, similar to the Bobblehead sequence. In contrast, temporal downscaling leads to a better RD performance at a lower GREED score of roughly 30.

Summarizing, we find that the impact of temporal downscaling on the RD performance highly depends on the content of the sequence. The method is highly effective when scenes are static and most ineffective when there are highly structured spatial and temporal frequencies.

4.1.2 Impact of Spatiotemporal Filtering. The impact of filtering is visualized by the line style (solid for no filtering 𝛽 = 0, dashed for 𝛽 = 0.01, dotted for 𝛽 = 0.05, and dashed-dotted for 𝛽 = 0.2). We observe that the impact on the RD performance is much smaller than for temporal downscaling, which can be expected because the number of samples to be encoded is not changed. Similar to downscaling, we can see that the impact of filtering highly depends on the sequence. For Water Splashing at 120 fps and high visual qualities (red lines), filtering increases the RD performance slightly. We also observe improvements for the Guitar Focus sequence at 30 fps between GREED scores of 15 and 16. In some cases, however, filtering leads to a lower RD performance (e.g., Bobblehead and Guitar Focus at 120 fps).

4.1.3 Decoding Energy Savings. The decoding energy versus the quality is plot in Fig, 5 for the same sequences. For the Bobblehead and the Water Splashing sequence (left and right), we find that at low qualities (GREED score above 35), temporal downscaling leads to a lower energy consumption. For the Guitar Focus sequence, similar to the RD performance, temporal downscaling is always the better choice.

With respect to filtering, we again find that the impact is much lower than the impact of temporal filtering. Some decoding energy savings are obtained when also RD savings are observed (e.g., the Guitar Focus sequence at 30 fps and a GREED score of 15.5, Water Splashing at 120 fps and GREED scores below 25).

4.2 Average Savings

To assess the amount of savings, we calculate average bitrate savings and average decoding energy savings over a constant visual quality using the Bøntegaard-Delta [5]. We use Akima interpolation as suggested in [15] and select the GREED score as the quality

Video Decoding Energy Reduction Using Temporal-Domain Filtering GMSys ’23, June 07–10, 2023, Vancouver, BC, Canada

PSfrag replacements

Figure 4: Visual quality in terms of GREED with respect to the bitrate for three sequences with different spatiotemporal characteristics.

PSfrag replacements

Figure 5: Visual quality in terms of GREED with respect to the decoding energy for three sequences with different spatiotemporal characteristics.

metric. To calculate decoding energy savings, we replace the bitrate with the decoding energy in the BD calculus as performed in [20]. The reference for BD calculations is the compression of the unfiltered sequence at 120 fps.

It is important to mention that the average savings are calculated over the overlapping range of GREED scores. Consequently, the BD values are valid for different quality ranges. For example, in the case of Bobblehead, the overlap at different frame rates ranges from roughly 35 to 40, and for Guitar Focus from roughly 15 to 17.

4.2.1 Temporal Downscaling. Table 2 lists BD-rate savings and BDdecoding energy savings for temporal downscaling to 60 fps and 30 fps. We neglect sequences where no overlap of GREED scores occured. The table shows that on average, significant bitrate reductions as well as decoding energy reductions can be obtained.

Concerning the rate, we find mean rate savings of more than 6% for 60 fps and more than 20% for 30 fps. However, the range of values shows a very high variability. While highest rate savings reach up to 93% (static sequence like Guitar Focus), in some cases the rate

Table 2: Relative bitrate savings and decoding energy savings for different frame rates in percent. BD-rate BD-Decoding Energy min mean max min mean max 60 fps −76.75 −6.52 215.55 −61.84 −35.01 −1.13 30 fps −92.88 −21.41 125.09 −83.99 −54.16 −45.65

even increases (e.g., Bobblehead). This, again, proves that temporal downscaling should only be performed for certain content.

Regarding the decoding energy, mean savings are significantly higher (35% for 60 fps and 54% for 30 fps). Also, the variability of savings is lower, but still significant (between 1% and 62% for 60 fps and between 45% and 84% for 30 fps). In general, we find that high decoding energy savings occur when we also observe high bitrate savings.

4.2.2 Spatiotemporal Filtering. Concerning the filtering, we observe more variability. We calculate BD values of the filtered and compressed sequences with respect to the unfiltered sequences at the same frame rate. This highlights the pure impact of filtering, independent from frame rate changes. Analyzing these values, we find that in 40% and 42% of cases (i.e. sequences and scaling factors 𝛽), the bitrate and the decoding energy, respectively, is reduced. Corresponding maximum rate and energy savings yield 7.7% and 5.6%, respectively, where both are observed for the Sparkler sequence.

For the Water Splashing sequence (right of Figs. 4 and 5), maximum savings yield 2% bitrate and 4.5% decoding energy savings, respectively. Averaging over all sequences, mean bitrate and energy savings are marginal for all scaling factors (absolute mean savings smaller than 0.5%). Future work could further investigate this behavior, identify relations between the content and actual savings, and develop a content-adaptive filtering solution.

5 CONCLUSION

This paper analyzed a spatiotemporal filtering technique with temporal downscaling on visual quality, bitrate, and decoding energy savings. Our evaluations indicate that frame rate reduction is a powerful method to reduce the bitrate and the decoding energy substantially. When halving the frame rate, we observe mean bitrate savings of 6.5% and mean decoding energy savings of 35%. Concerning filtering, we find that for certain video content, the bitrate and the decoding energy can be further reduced by more than 7% and 5%, respectively. However, these savings highly depend on the content of the sequence and need further investigation.

Future work can exploit this knowledge to generate an adaptive frame rate reduction method that, depending on the content and the target quality, decides the optimal frame rate and filtering method. In addition, the proposed global filtering method could be replaced by local filtering. Furthermore, the approach could be combined with spatial downsampling methods to obtain optimal spatiotemporal scaling.

REFERENCES

[1] [n. d.]. openHEVC: Real-Time Decoder for HEVC video decoding.

https://github.com/OpenHEVC. accessed 2023-04.

[2] [n. d.]. x265: H.265 / HEVC video encoder application library.

https://www.videolan.org/developers/x265.html. accessed 2023-04. [3] Y. Bandoh, K. Hayase, S. Takamura, K. Kamikura, and Y. Yashima. 2008. Encoder design for H.264/AVC based on contrast sensitivity considering spatio-temporal direction dependency. In Proc. 15th IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). 2124–2127.

[4] P. G. Barten. 1999. Contrast sensitivity of the human eye and its effects on image quality. SPIE press.

[5] G. Bjøntegaard. 2001. Calculation of average PSNR differences between RD curves.

document. VCEG-M33, Austin, TX, USA.

[6] ITU Recommendation BT. 2019. 500-14, Methodologies for the Subjective Assessment of the Quality of Television Images. https://www.itu.int/rec/R-REC-BT.500. Geneva: International Telecommunication Union (2019). accessed 2023-04.

[7] A. Carroll and G. Heiser. 2013. The systems hacker’s guide to the galaxy - energy usage in a modern smartphone. In Proc. 4th Asia-Pacific Workshop on Systems (APSys). Singapore.

[8] D. Corrêa, G. Corrêa, D. Palomino, and B. Zatt. 2018. OTED: Encoding Optimization Technique Targeting Energy-Efficient HEVC Decoding. In Proc. IEEE International Symposium on Circuits and Systems (ISCAS). 1–5.

[9] H. David, E. Gorbatov, Ulf R. Hanebutte, R. Khanna, and C. Le. 2010. RAPL:

Memory power estimation and capping. In ACM/IEEE International Symposium on Low-Power Electronics and Design (ISLPED). Washington, USA, 189–194.

[10] A. P. Ginsburg. 2003. Contrast sensitivity and functional vision. International ophthalmology clinics 43, 2 (2003), 5–15.

[11] C. Herglotz, M. Bader, K. Fischer, and A. Kaup. 2020. Decoding-Energy Optimal Video Encoding For x265. In Proc. IEEE 22nd International Workshop on Multimedia Signal Processing (MMSP). 1–6.

[12] C. Herglotz, S. Coulombe, C. Vazquez, A. Vakili, A. Kaup, and J. Grenier. 2020.

Power Modeling for Video Streaming Applications on Mobile Devices. IEEE

Access 8 (2020), 70234–70244.

[13] C. Herglotz, A. Heindel, and A. Kaup. 2019. Decoding-Energy-Rate-Distortion Optimization for Video Coding. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 29, 1 (Jan. 2019), 172–181. Issue 1.

[14] C. Herglotz, A. Kaup, S. Coulombe, and S. Vakili. 2019. Power-Efficient Video Streaming on Mobile Devices Using Optimal Spatial Scaling. In Proc. IEEE International Conference on Consumer Electronics (ICCE). Berlin, Germany.

[15] C. Herglotz, M. Kränzler, R. Mons, and A. Kaup. 2022. Beyond Bjøntegaard: Limits of Video Compression Performance Comparisons. In Proc. IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP) (2022-10).

[16] C. Herglotz, W. Robitza, M. Kränzler, A Kaup, and A. Raake. [n. d.]. Modeling of Energy Consumption and Streaming Video QoE using a Crowdsourcing Dataset. In Proc. 14th International Conference on Quality of Multimedia Experience (QoMEX) (Lippstadt, Germany, September 2022). 1–6.

[17] G. Herrou, C. Bonnineau, W. Hamidouche, P. Dumenil, J. Fournier, and L. Morin.

2020. Quality-driven Variable Frame-Rate for Green Video Coding in Broadcast Applications. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 31, 11 (2020), 4508–4522.

[18] D.H. Kelly. 1977. Visual contrast sensitivity. Optica Acta: International Journal of Optics 24, 2 (1977), 107–129.

[19] M. B. A. Khernache, Y. Benmoussa, J. Boukhobza, and D. Menard. 2021. HEVC hardware vs software decoding: An objective energy consumption analysis and comparison. Journal of Systems Architecture 115 (2021), 102004.

[20] M. Kränzler, C. Herglotz, and A. Kaup. 2022. Energy Efficient Video Decoding for VVC Using a Greedy Strategy Based Design Space Exploration. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 32, 7 (2022), 4696–4709.

[21] R. Li, U. Polat, W. Makous, and D. Bavelier. 2009. Enhancing the contrast sensitivity function through action video game training. Nature neuroscience 12, 5 (2009), 549–551.

[22] A. Mackin and D. Bull. 2020. Characterizing the spatiotemporal envelope of the human visual system through the visibility of temporal aliasing artifacts. Journal of the Optical Society of America A 37, 7 (2020), 1116–1127.

[23] A. Mackin, K. C. Noland, and D. R. Bull. 2017. High frame rates and the visibility of motion artifacts. SMPTE Motion Imaging Journal 126, 5 (2017), 41–51.

[24] A. Mackin, F. Zhang, and D. R. Bull. 2018. A study of high frame rate video formats. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia 21, 6 (2018), 1499–1512.

[25] P. C. Madhusudana, N. Birkbeck, Y. Wang, B. Adsumilli, and A. C. Bovik. 2021.

ST-GREED: Space-Time Generalized Entropic Differences for Frame Rate Dependent Video Quality Prediction. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 30 (2021), 7446–7457.

[26] T. Mallikarachchi, D. Talagala, H. Kodikara Arachchi, C. Hewage, and A. Fernando. 2020. A Decoding-Complexity and Rate-Controlled Video-Coding Algorithm for HEVC. Future Internet 12, 7 (2020), 120.

[27] E. Peli. 2001. Contrast sensitivity function and image discrimination. Journal of the Optical Society of America A 18, 2 (2001), 283–293.

[28] G. Ramasubbu, A. Kaup, and C. Herglotz. 2022. Modeling the HEVC Encoding Energy using the Encoder Processsing Time. In Proc. IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). Bordeaux, France.

[29] J. G. Robson. 1966. Spatial and temporal contrast-sensitivity functions of the visual system. Journal of the Optical Society of America (Josa) 56, 8 (1966), 1141– 1142.

[30] Sandvine. 2022. The Mobile Internet Phenomena Report.

https://www.sandvine.com/global-internet-phenomena-report-2022. accessed 2023-04.

[31] The Shift Project. 2019. Climate Crisis: The Unsustainable Use of Online Video.

https://theshiftproject.org/en/article/unsustainable-use-online-video/. accessed 2023-04.

[32] Carbon Trust. 2021. Carbon impact of video streaming.

https://www.carbontrust.com/our-work-and-impact/guides-reports-and-tools/carbon-impact-of-video-streaming. accessed 2023-04.

[33] J. Vanne, M. Viitanen, and T.D. Hamalainen. 2014. Efficient Mode Decision Schemes for HEVC Inter Prediction. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 24, 9 (Sep 2014), 1579–1593.

[34] V. Virsu, J. Rovamo, P. Laurinen, and R. Näsänen. 1982. Temporal contrast sensitivity and cortical magnification. Vision Research 22, 9 (1982), 1211–1217.

[35] A. B. Watson. 2013. High frame rates and human vision: A view through the window of visibility. SMPTE Motion Imaging Journal 122, 2 (2013), 18–32.

[36] A. B. Watson and A. J. Ahumada. 2005. A standard model for foveal detection of spatial contrast. Journal of Vision 5, 9 (10 2005), 6–6.

[37] B. R. Wooten, L. M. Renzi, R. Moore, and B. R. Hammond. 2010. A practical method of measuring the human temporal contrast sensitivity function. Biomedical optics express 1, 1 (2010), 47–58.

[38] J. You, L. Xing, A. Perkis, and T. Ebrahimi. 2012. Visual Contrast Sensitivity Guided Video Quality Assessment. In Proc. IEEE International Conference on Multimedia and Expo. 824–829.

[39] D. Zhou, L. Guo, J. Zhou, and S. Goto. 2014. Reducing power consumption of HEVC codec with lossless reference frame recompression. In Poc. IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). Paris, France, 2120–2124.