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Abstract—In existing restoration-oriented Video Frame In-
terpolation (VFI) approaches, the motion estimation between
neighboring frames plays a crucial role. However, the estimation
accuracy in existing methods remains a challenge, primarily due
to the inherent ambiguity in identifying corresponding areas in
adjacent frames for interpolation. Therefore, enhancing accuracy
by distinguishing different regions before motion estimation is of
utmost importance. In this paper, we introduce a novel solution
involving the utilization of open-world segmentation models,
e.g., SAM2 (Segment Anything Model2) for frames, to derive
Region-Distinguishable Priors (RDPs) in different frames. These
RDPs are represented as spatial-varying Gaussian mixtures,
distinguishing an arbitrary number of areas with a unified
modality. RDPs can be integrated into existing motion-based VFI
methods to enhance features for motion estimation, facilitated
by our designed play-and-plug Hierarchical Region-aware Fea-
ture Fusion Module (HRFFM). HRFFM incorporates RDP into
various hierarchical stages of VFI’s encoder, using RDP-guided
Feature Normalization (RDPFN) in a residual learning manner.
With HRFFM and RDP, the features within VFI’s encoder ex-
hibit similar representations for matched regions in neighboring
frames, thus improving the synthesis of intermediate frames.
Extensive experiments demonstrate that HRFFM consistently
enhances VFI performance across various scenes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Restoration-Oriented Video Frame Interpolation (VFI) rep-
resents a classic low-level vision task with the objective of
augmenting video frame rates by generating intermediary
frames that do not exist between consecutive frames. This
technique has a wide range of practical applications, such as
novel view synthesis [ 3], video compression [38], and cartoon
creation [00]. Nevertheless, frame interpolation continues to
present unsolved challenges, including issues related to occlu-
sions, substantial motion, and alterations in lighting conditions.
Enhancing the performance of existing restoration-oriented
VFI frameworks (not generative models) poses a significant
challenge within both the research and industrial communities.

Restoration-oriented VFI methods can be broadly catego-
rized into two main approaches: motion-free [6], [9], [42], [48]
and motion-based [4], [20], [24], [36], [39], [45], [46], [50]-
[53], [70], [73], [74], depending on whether they incorporate
motion cues like optical flow. Motion-free models typically
utilize methods such as kernel prediction or spatial-temporal
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decoding, which are effective while have limitations, such as
being restricted to interpolating frames at fixed time intervals,
and their runtime scales linearly with the number of desired
output frames. On the other end of the spectrum, motion-based
approaches establish dense correspondences between frames
and employ warping techniques to generate intermediate pix-
els. Due to the explicit modeling of temporal correlations,
motion-based strategies are more flexible. Moreover, with
recent advancements in optical flow technology [18], [19],
[63], [64], motion-based interpolation’s accuracy has been
evolved.

Motion estimation between adjacent frames is a pivotal
aspect of motion-based VFI. Nevertheless, achieving precise
estimation accuracy in existing methods remains a formidable
challenge, primarily due to the inherent ambiguity in identify-
ing corresponding areas in adjacent frames for interpolation.
This challenge becomes more pronounced when there is a
substantial temporal gap in the target video. Previous research
has predominantly focused on enhancing estimation accuracy
by laboriously evolving network structures. In this paper, we
posit that, in addition to network evolution, it is of paramount
importance to enhance accuracy by differentiating between
various regions prior to the motion estimation process.

In this paper, we present an innovative approach by in-
troducing Region-Distinguishable Priors (RDPs) into motion-
based VFI frameworks (restoration-oriented, not generative
models that have fidelity concerns). These priors are derived
from the existing open-source Segment-Anything Model2
(SAM2) [54] with minimal impediments. In particular, SAM2
can be applied to videos to segment distinct regions across
frames while maintaining consistent representations of these
regions over time. The segmentation in each frame enables the
estimation of appropriate, region-specific flow values for areas
exhibiting different motions, and the temporal consistency of
these representations facilitates more accurate motion estima-
tion. These properties satisfies our requirement. Furthermore,
we propose a new Hierarchical Region-aware Feature Fusion
Module (HRFFM), which is designed to enhance the VFI
framework’s encoder, as illustrated in Fig. 2, to refine the cor-
responding features used in motion estimation. The HRFFM is
a plug-and-play module that seamlessly integrates with various
motion-based VFI methods without introducing a significant
increase in network parameters.

The formulation of RDP from SAM?2 is not trivial, as
RDP is required to differentiate objects with an arbitrary
number, while the output of SAM?2 lacks a countable property.
To make optimal use of the segment outputs from SAM2
and provide them with the ability to distinguish multiple
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Fig. 1: The first two columns: overlay inputs and the ground truth frame. Middle two columns: motion field (from first to
second frame) by VFIformer [39] and corresponding interpolation. The last two columns: motion field and interpolated frame
by enhancing VFIformer with our strategy using RDPs. Our approach results in more satisfactory motion estimation and, thus,

better interpolation results.

objects of the same dimensions, we have devised a novel
Gaussian embedding strategy for the SAM2 outputs. We
employ the SAM2 to produce instance segmentations for two
input frames and utilize spatial-varying Gaussian mixtures
to transform them into higher-dimensional RDPs. Moreover,
SAM?2’s temporally consistent segmentation ensures consistent
RDP representations across frames. This representation has
been demonstrated to outperform naive one-hot encoding or
other learnable embedding alternatives.

The obtained temporally-consistent RDPs are integrated into
the encoder of the target VFI model, with the primary goal
of achieving regional consistency between neighboring frames
in VFL. This means that the features of a specific region
in two consecutive frames should be similar, which aids in
the subsequent motion estimation process. To achieve this
objective, HRFFM incorporates RDP into the target model’s
hierarchical feature spaces and performs RDP-guided Feature
Normalization (RDPFN) in a residual learning fashion to bring
target features to desired states. RDPFN is novelly designed
to simultaneously harness long- and short-range dependencies
to fuse the RDP and image content, enabling the accurate
estimation of regional normalization parameters.

Extensive experiments are conducted on public and well-
recognized datasets and various VFI networks. It’s verified
that our algorithm can bring stable performance improvement
consistently on multiple datasets and models. Our strategy pro-
duces better motion modeling even with large motion scales,
and thus enhances interpolated results (see Fig. 1). In particu-
lar, RDPs help produce clearer boundaries and mitigate severe
degradations, such as blurring and shape incompleteness. This
improvement stems from the fact that our RDPs are derived
from SAM2, which provides accurate and well-defined mask
boundaries, enabling the complete segmentation of a sufficient
number of distinct instances. Meanwhile, the consistency of
RDPs between consecutive frames is maintained. In summary,
our contribution is three-fold.

o We underscore the significance of distinguishing differ-
ent regions within frames to enhance motion estimation
and ultimately improve the performance of restoration-
oriented VFI. To achieve this, we have innovatively
devised a novel and systematic formulation pipeline for

RDP using a Gaussian embedding strategy based on the
output of SAM2.

o A new Hierarchical Region-aware Feature Fusion Module
is designed to incorporate RDPs into the target model’s
encoder. It is a general and plug-and-play strategy for
different networks.

o Experimental results on different datasets and networks
demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed strategy.

Moreover, two key points should be clarified to highlight
the role and applicability of our strategy.

The relation between our strategy with existing works.
Enhancing interpolation performance can follow two com-
plementary roadmaps: enabling the network to distinguish
various regions and evolving the network architecture itself.
Updating neural networks alone can be effective, as studied
by most existing works [16], [21], [31], [39], [56]. However,
this approach typically requires large model capacities and
extensive training data to handle severe degradations. This is
why we propose a new roadmap by incorporating RDPs, which
serve as effective priors to further boost the performance of
existing VFI networks that have already undergone significant
evolution—without introducing substantial additional parame-
ters or requiring large-scale datasets.

The relation between our strategy with generative models.
Recently, some approaches have adopted generative models for
frame interpolation [1 1], [66], [67], [80]. They primarily rely
on pre-trained weights to synthesize frames rather than restore
them, focusing on visual quality and aesthetics rather than
fidelity. In contrast, our method is designed for restoration-
oriented VFI, which emphasizes temporal alignment and
leverages RDPs to enhance fidelity. Given the fundamentally
different objectives, our approach and generative-model-based
strategies belong to distinct categories. Therefore, we have not
applied our method to generative models. Additionally, we
have not trained or evaluated our method on datasets specifi-
cally designed for generative models, such as OpenVid [44].
Moreover, specific tasks like cross-dataset evaluation (e.g.,
between natural and cartoon videos) are also beyond the scope
of our method, as they require strong generative capabilities.
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Fig. 2: The standard framework of motion-based VFI. It consists of three stages: extracting the image features from the encoder,
making the optical flow estimation, and then warping and decoding it into a frame synthesis module to generate the intermediate
frame. Our proposed HRFFM incorporates the prior RDP S; into the hierarchical stage of the encoder.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Video Frame Interpolation

Except for diffusion-based models [11], [40], [41], the
current restoration-oriented VFI methods can be broadly cat-
egorized into two groups: motion-free and motion-based ap-
proaches. Motion-free methods typically create intermediate
frames by directly concatenating input frames. Such methods
can be further classified into two types: directly-generated
methods [9], [14], [23], [37] and kernel-based methods [0],
[71, [12], [28], [47]-[49], [57] concerning the generation of
intermediate frames. Despite their simplicity, these methods
lack robust modeling of motion, making it challenging to align
corresponding regions between intermediate frames and input
frames. This limitation often results in image blur and the
presence of artifacts [29].

Motion-aware methods explicitly model motion, often rep-
resented by optical flow, between two frames to enhance the
alignment of distinguishable region information from input
frames to intermediate frames. Some early approaches fo-
cused solely on predicting inter-frame motion for pixel-level
alignment [20], [35], [36]. Subsequent works [15], [17], [24],
[32]-[34], [391, [45], [46], [501-[53], [55], [591, [701-[74],
[77] have introduced separate modules for explicit motion
modeling and motion refinement through synthesis, thereby
enhancing overall performance. While the current state-of-
the-art method has achieved impressive results, these sys-
tems still cannot handle practical challenges and need further
performance improvement [74]. Our proposed method offers
a novel perspective by incorporating Region Distinguishable
Priors into motion-based VFI. Our designed play-and-plug
Hierarchical Region-aware Feature Fusion Module provides
a straightforward and efficient approach to improving VFI
features via RDPs.

B. Segmentation Models

Traditional segmentation models can be broadly categorized
into three types: semantic segmentation, instance segmenta-
tion, and panoptic segmentation. The goal of semantic segmen-
tation [5], [76] is to assign a predefined category label to every
pixel in an image. However, it does not distinguish among
different instances of the same class— all objects belonging
to the same category are labeled identically. To address this
limitation, instance segmentation was introduced [30], [68],
which not only classifies each pixel but also differentiates
among individual object instances of the same category. Build-
ing upon this, panoptic segmentation [25] was proposed as
a unified framework that combines semantic and instance
segmentation. It separates image content into “Thing” classes
(countable objects, such as people or cars) and “Stuff” classes
(amorphous regions, like sky or road). Despite these advances,
both instance and panoptic segmentation are limited in scope:
not all regions in an image can be meaningfully or distinctly
segmented with an instance-aware mask.

Recently, the foundational Computer Vision (CV) model for
Segment Anything, known as SAM [26], was recently un-
veiled. SAM is a substantial Vision Transformer (ViT)-based
model that underwent training on an extensive visual corpus
(SA-1B). Despite lacking semantic ability, SAM’s capabilities
in segmentation have shown promise across various scenarios,
underscoring the significant potential of foundational models
in the realm of CV. This development marks a groundbreaking
stride toward achieving visual artificial general intelligence.

SAM has shown its versatility across several tasks, extend-
ing its assistance beyond segmentation. Tasks such as image
synthesis [1] and video super-resolution [2] have all benefited
from SAM’s capabilities. Segment Anything Model 2 (SAM?2)
[54] is a foundation model designed for promptable visual
segmentation in both images and videos, extending SAM
by treating images as single-frame videos. More recently,
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Segment Anything Model 3 (SAM3) has been introduced
as a unified framework that detects, segments, and tracks
objects in images and videos based on concept prompts. The
continuous evolution of SAM models has greatly advanced
the use of segmentation-based priors in real-world videos.
In a pioneering effort, we’ve explored SAM?2’s potential in
VFI, marking the first attempt to apply SAM2 to this domain.
Extensive experiments substantiate that SAM2 significantly
enhances VFI effectiveness.

In this paper, we use SAM?2 to obtain RDP priors instead of
other segmentation models, based on a comparative analysis.
Semantic segmentation models cannot distinguish between
different instances of the same category—for example, two
cars moving in opposite directions receive the same label,
failing to capture motion differences. Although instance and
panoptic segmentation models can separate instances, they are
limited by a fixed set of predefined categories and may miss
objects not covered by those categories, thus failing to capture
all motion patterns. In contrast, SAM2 can segment nearly all
objects in an image and distinguish an arbitrary number of
instances, making it more suitable for our task. Experiments
will further highlight the advantage of using SAM2.

III. METHOD

In this section, we first provide the overview of our strategy
in Sec. III-A. Then, two vital components in our framework,
i.e., the formulation of Region-Distinguishable Priors and the
design of HRFFM, will be elaborated in Sec. III-B and III-C,
respectively. One significant component in HRFFM, i.e., RDP-
guided Feature Normalization (RDPFN), will be introduced
in Sec. III-D. Sec.III-E provides a detailed explanation of the
architectures of our networks.

A. Overview

Task setting. Given two frames Iy, I; € RT*WX3 the target
of VFI is to synthesize an intermediate frame [, € RH*Wx3
at arbitrary time step ¢ € (0,1), as

I, = O(Iy, I, t), (1

where O denotes the VFI method that shares a common
framework as illustrated in Fig. 2. Motion-based VFI typi-
cally comprises three key stages. These stages involve feature
extraction for Iy and I, with the extracted features labeled as
fo, and fy;, where [ € [1, L] signifies the I-th layer in the
encoder. Additionally, it includes motion estimation between
the extracted features and warping these features to synthesize
the final results. The accuracy of the motion estimation stage
holds pivotal importance within VFI, as it directly influences
the ultimate performance.

Challenge. While numerous motion estimation strategies have
been introduced in recent years, their effectiveness is pre-
dominantly evident in scenarios involving continuous motions.
However, in the context of VFI tasks, there exists a substantial
temporal gap and limited continuity between adjacent frames.
This presents a significant challenge for accurate motion esti-
mation. The primary obstacle in this motion estimation process
arises from the inherent ambiguity associated with identifying

corresponding areas in neighboring frames for interpolation.
Consequently, achieving precise estimation accuracy in current
VFI frameworks remains a formidable challenge
Motivation. To address the aforementioned challenge, we
propose a method to enhance the extracted features for in-
terpolation by introducing specific priors capable of distin-
guishing different objects within frames. This serves to reduce
ambiguity in the identification of matching areas in adjacent
frames. These priors are obtained through the utilization of
the current open-world segmentation module, such as SAM,
resulting in My and M; for Iy and I;. Furthermore, these
priors are integrated hierarchically into the feature extraction
stage of VFI models, given that VFI models typically employ
pyramidal structures in their encoders. The primary objective
is to provide distinct feature representations for different areas
within Iy and I;. This, in turn, enables more accurate motion
estimation by distinguishing between various objects and being
aware of boundaries.

Implementation. Given I, and [I;, we first obtain their
SAM2 outputs as My and M;. Then, M, and M;
(My, M; € RIXWX1y are transformed into the desired
Region-Distinguishable Priors (RDPs) that can distinguish
different regions in frames with a unified representation di-
mension. Thus, Eq. 1 can be written as

ft :O(I()v-[lag(MO)ag(Ml)vt)v ()

where G is the transformation function to produce RDPs, and
we denote Sp = G(Mp) and S; = G(M;). The extracted fea-
tures fo; and f; ; are enhanced with our proposed Hierarchical
Region-aware Feature Fusion Module (HRFFM) (as displayed
in Fig. 2), as

fé,l = H(fO,ZaSO)r f{,l = H(f1,1181)7 (3)

where H is the designed HRFFM. The enhanced f;; and f]
are then sent to the following original motion estimation and
frame synthesis stages to obtain the final result.

B. Region-Distinguishable Priors (RDPs)

The drawback of SAM2 outputs for VFI. The original
SAM?2 model provides segmentation outputs for all instances
within an image. SAM2 generates masks for frames, with
each pixel value representing an object. Its remarkable seg-
mentation capabilities make it a valuable choice as a region-
distinguishable prior. Over time, several variants of SAM2
have been introduced, enhancing its capabilities, including
semantic and panoptic segmentation when combined with
other models. However, SAM2’s output has limitations when
it comes to representing objects with arbitrary numbers, a
requirement for RDP. The semantic one-hot embedding is
constrained by semantic categories, and the instance one-hot
embedding assumes a maximum instance number, making
it unable to accommodate new instances during real-world
evaluation. Consequently, there is a need to transform SAM2’s
output to make it more suitable for RDPs.

Mixture Gaussian embedding strategy. We posit that the
representations of segmentation priors can be conceptualized
as distributed sampling results with distinct parameters across
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Fig. 3: The Overview of HRFFM, which first exploits RDPs to enhance image features via RDPFN (Eq. 6), and then refine
it via refinement (Eq. 7). f;;,s;, are the image feature and RDP feature of the i-th frame of the [-th layer, respectively. ®

means concatenating.

different regions of an image. These parameters enable the
discrimination of regions and the alignment of the same region
across multiple frames. In particular, each segmented area can
be interpreted as a sampling result from a Gaussian distribu-
tion characterized by individual parameters. To facilitate this
corresponding sampling process, we begin by establishing a
codebook C that comprises a range of Gaussian parameters,
encompassing both mean and variance. Subsequently, each
object identified by the SAM2 output can retrieve its specific
Gaussian parameters via a hashing mechanism.

We elaborate the procedure and characteristic of the hashing
mechanism. First, each region will be assigned an index by
SAM2, which can be used to look up the corresponding
location in C with the same index. Then, we can assign
unique mean and variance values from C to each region. In
particular, we aim to set a maximum value that accommodates
all possible object counts within the frames. This ensures that
each region corresponding to an object has a unique entry in
the codebook, avoiding collisions with other regions. In this
way, not all codebook elements are utilized to generate RDPs;
instead, the number of elements used varies across different
images, not fixed, depending on the objects present.

In summary, the transformation procedure can be written
as:

where S; € RTXWxe N is the Gaussian distribution sampler,
C,, is the codebook for Gaussian mean values, and C, is
the codebook for Gaussian variance scores. This Gaussian
mixture is independent of the number of object types (adding
a new object in the frame equals sampling a new Gaussian
parameter), and distinguishes an arbitrary number of areas with
a unified modality.

Note that the codebook entries are pre-defined and not
learned. Their primary role is to provide distinct values to
represent different objects, which are used to generate the
RDPs. The learning process is carried out by the subsequent
HRFFM network, which learns to effectively utilize these
RDPs through feature fusion. Further details are provided in
the next section.

C. HRFFM

As indicated in Sec. III-A, standard motion-based VFI
conducts multi-scale feature extraction before motion estima-
tion. Thus, we put the obtained RDPs (from Sec. III-B) into

each layer of image feature extraction as shown in Fig. 2.
The fusion consists of three stages, including RDP feature
extraction, RDP-guided Feature Normalization (RDPFN), and
RDP residual learning, as exhibited in Fig. 3.

To seamlessly integrate RDP into different layers of the
target VFI, we must perform feature extraction for RDP in a
pyramidal fashion, resulting in the acquisition of s;;, where
i € 0,1 and [ € [1, L], from S,. This approach ensures that
s;;, and f;; share the same shape in the deep feature space,
facilitating their fusion. Furthermore, it’s imperative to unify
s; at each layer into a region-distinguishable distribution to
prevent inconsistencies among different layers. To this end,
the RDP input of each layer is written as

si1 = M(si1), )

where M is the softmax operation.

In order to enhance the distinctiveness of features across
different regions and improve the precision of matching during
the motion estimation stage, we have introduced RDP-guided
Feature Normalization (RDPFN). RDPEN takes inputs in the
form of f;; and siyl/, and it produces region-aware feature
normalization parameters. The resulting normalized feature is
denoted as fi,l, as

fir=Rufia 851)s (6)

where R; is the RDPFN operation in the {-th layer. The details
of RDPEN will be introduced in Sec. III-D.

Moreover, we recognize that segmentation results obtained
from SAM2 may contain errors when dealing with diverse
real-world images. Consequently, additional refinement op-
erations are essential to enhance the features derived from
RDPFN, rendering them more adaptable for subsequent mo-
tion estimation and frame synthesis. In our study, we have
identified a refinement operation that enhances robustness and
is accomplished through a spatial-channel convolution fusion
in a residual manner, as

flo=V(fir i), (N

where V denotes the convolution operation for fusion.

D. RDP-guided Feature Normalization

To fuse f;; and s; ; in Eq. 6, RDPFN will predict the region-
aware feature normalization parameters, making different areas
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Fig. 4: The Overview of RDPFN. It utilizes both RDP features
and image features as inputs. It employs a combination of
long- and short-range operations to extract impactful features,
facilitating the prediction of region-aware normalization pa-
rameters. This approach ensures that features within the same
instance exhibit similarity, thereby enhancing the effect of
subsequent modules. ¢ means concatenating , ® means dot
producting.

to be distinguishable in the deep feature space. The normal-
ization parameters contain the scaling parameter «; and the
bias parameter ;.

The input to RDPEN includes both image features, repre-
sented as f;;, and RDP, denoted as s; ;. This is because image
features play a crucial role in identifying corresponding areas
in neighboring frames with similar appearances. The synergy
of image features and RDP enables the discovery of instance-
level matched regions.

To derive the appropriate normalization parameters, we
employ a flexible and lightweight backbone capable of cap-
turing information from both local and global perspectives.
This choice is intuitive since certain regions, characterized
by small areas, benefit from local information for more ac-
curate discrimination, while larger regions necessitate long-
range information. As illustrated in Fig. 4, our backbone
consists of parallel CNN and transformer blocks, denoted as
T; and K, respectively. Differing from the conventional CNN-
transformer structure, we introduce a learnable fusion mask,
denoted as m;; that is predicted by A.

The overall pipeline can be denoted as the following equa-
tions, as

fin = Norm(fi ),

gig = Ti(fiq ® i), hig = Ki(fig @ siy),
mi = Sigmoid (A;(fiy @ S',i,l))v

031 = iy X Mg+ hig < (1 —myy),

a1 = Bal0i1), Big = Bs(0i,),

fir= Firx (1 + i) + Bir,

®)

where Norm is the ordinary normalization operation, Sigmoid
is the sigmoid activation function, B, and Bg are two light-
weight convolution layers to obtain the normalization param-
eter prediction results, fi,l is the output feature from RDPFN
as shown in Eq. 6.

E. Details of Our Framework’s Components

Our framework comprises two key components: 1) Region-
Distinguishable Priors (RDPs), represented as spatially-
varying Gaussian mixture models, and 2) the core Hierarchical
Region-aware Feature Fusion Module (HRFFM), enhancing
feature representations for accurate motion estimation.

RDPs come out of the generated mask M; from SAM, and
a Gaussian distributed sampler G, written as S; = G(M,),
where S; € REXWX¢ In our experiments, ¢ is 3, the same
dimension as the input frame. An ablation study to analyze
the impact of this channel number will be given in Sec. IV-D,
verifying that 3 is the optimal hyper-parameter.

The HRFFM consists of three parts, including RDP feature
extraction, RDP-guided Feature Normalization (RDPFN), and
RDP residual learning. In the procedure of RDP feature
extraction, two multi-scale encoders are set for RDPs and input
frames, respectively. They both have a series of convolution
layers, guaranteeing the same size of frame/RDP encoder’s
outputs. HRFFM can be adopted as a play-and-plug module
for different VFI frameworks, and we take UPR-Net as an
example here. As shown in Tab. I, the feature encoder of UPR-
Net has three convolutional stages: stage-0, stage-1, and stage-
2. Each stage consists of four convolution layers, and the first
layers in stage-1 and stage-2 perform down-sampling. Anal-
ogously, the RDP feature encoder, UPR-Net,,, s, has three
convolution stages. Each stage consists of two convolution
layers as shown in Tab. II, and the first layers of stage-1
and stage-2 perform down-sampling. One difference is that the
RDP feature extraction discards activation functions to speed
up training.

In RDPEN, the [-th layer feature of frame f;; is first
transformed to ﬁ,l by a batch normalization operation. Then
we concatenate it with the {-th layer feature of RDP s/, to
get ¢; ;-D embeddings (where ¢;; = s, +Cf, 5 Cst and ’Cﬁ)l
represent the feature channels of 52,1 and fits resbectively),
and send it to: (1) the CNN block /C; that consists of two
convolution layers (the strides are both set as 1) with output
channel number as ¢;;; (2) the Transformer block 7; whose
procedure is written as:

x;J =T, + Atten(Norm(Xiﬁl)%

xy, = x}; + FeedForward(Norm(xj)),

€))

where x;; is the input feature of 7, “Atten” is the multi-head
self-attention (the number of heads is 2), and “FeedForward”
is the feed-forward module in the transformer. Moreover, the
learnable fusion .A;, normalization prediction networks B,
and Bg are both convolution layers with the stride of 1.
The output of RDPFN fu concatenates with f;; and goes
through a spatial channel convolution fusion to achieve the
final augmented frame features le I

We will release all the code and models upon the
publication of this paper.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Datasets

Our model is trained on the Vimeo90K training set and
evaluated on various datasets.
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TABLE I: Feature encoder of input frames in UPR-Net [21].

‘ ‘ Layer Type Activation Kernel | Stride | Padding ‘ Output Size ‘
Input Fearure HxWx3
stage-0
Convolution*4 | LeakyReLu 3 1 1 Hx W x 16
Convolution LeakyReLu 3 2 1 % X % X 32
stage-1
Convolution*3 | LeakyReLu 3 1 1 % X % X 32
Convolution | LeakyReLu 3 2 1 L W x64
stage-2 -
Convolution*3 | LeakyReLu 3 1 1 % X % x 64

TABLE II: The feature encoder of RDPs in UPR-Net, 5.

TABLE III: Quantitative (PSNR/SSIM) comparisons between
VFI baselines and their implementation with our strategy
(ours) on Vimeo90K [71], and the “extreme” subset of SNU-
FILM [9] benchmarks. Our strategy enhances the performance
of various representative VFI methods. Note that our approach
does not introduce a significant increase in computation cost.
For running time, we test all models under 640 x 480 resolu-
tion, and average the running time by 100 iterations. Moreover,
the results on Vimeo90K were obtained by training solely on
the Vimeo90K dataset, while the SNU-FILM Extreme results
were achieved by further fine-tuning the model on the training
set augmented with the Easy, Medium, and Hard subsets,

‘ ‘ Layer Type ‘ Activation ‘ Kernel ‘ Stride ‘ Padding ‘ Output Size highlighting its improvement in challenging scenarios.
RDPs Fearure HxW x3 :
stage-0 ) . SNU-FILM | parameters | runtime
Convolution*2 - 3 1 1 HxW x16 Methods Vimeo0K Extreme (millions) | (seconds)
Convolution ] 5 ) : HoW g UPR-Net [21] 36.02/0.9800 | 25.67/0.8697 1.65 0.05
stage-1 X "W . UPR-Net,,,,s 36.19/0.9806 | 25.94/0.8749 2.64 0.13
Convolution - 3 ! ! 2 X g x32 M2M-PWC [106] | 35.27/0.9771 | 25.26/0.8663 761 0.04
Convolution - 3 2 1 % X % x 64 M2M-PWC,,.. | 35.37/0.9775 | 25.47/0.8682 10.65 0.04
stage-2 c : H.Won AMT [31] 36.50/0.9816 | 25.72/ 0.8723 29.22 0.06
‘onvolution - 3 1 1 T XTI X 64
AMT,,., 36.61/0.9828 | 25.87/0.8772 36.74 0.14
Bim-VFI [56] 35.12/0.9753 | 24.63/0.8551 6.56 0.05
Bim-VFI,,,, 35.31/0.9763 | 24.75/0.8573 10.82 0.06

Training dataset. The Vimeo90K dataset [7 1] contains 51,312
triplets with a resolution of 448 x256 for training. We augment
the training images by randomly cropping 256256 patches.
We also apply random flipping, rotating, and reversing the
order of the triplets for augmentation. Except for the results on
the SNU-FILM Extreme subset in Tab. III which were obtained
by further training on the Easy, Medium, and Hard subsets,
all other results were trained exclusively on the Vimeo90K
dataset.
Evaluation datasets. While these models are exclusively
trained on Vimeo90K, we assess their performance across a
diverse range of benchmarks featuring various scenes.
e UCF101 [61]: The test set of UCF101 contains 379
triplets with a resolution of 256x256. UCF101 contains
a large variety of human actions.
o Vimeo90K [71]: The test set of Vimeo90K contains 3,782
triplets with a resolution of 448 x256.
o SNU-FILM [9]: This dataset contains 1,240 triplets, and
most of them are of a resolution of around 1280x720.
It contains four subsets with increasing motion scales —
easy, medium, hard, and extreme.

Metrics. PSNR, SSIM [69], LPIPS [75], and NIQE [43] are
used for quantitative evaluation of frame interpolation. For
running time, we test all models under 640x480 resolution,
and average the running time by 100 iterations. Moreover,
FVD is also employed [65].

B. Implementation Results

We evaluate our proposed HRFFM with RDPs to enhance
the performance of current representative VFI baselines, in-
cluding VFIformer [39], UPR-Net [21], M2M-PWC [16],
AMT [31], and Bim-VFI [56]. To ensure a fair comparison, we
report results by implementing the officially released source
code and training models under unified conditions on the
same machine, rather than replicating results from the original
papers. We maintain the original model architecture and loss

function, incorporating our method into the feature encoder,
as illustrated in Fig. 2.

C. Comparison with VFI Baselines

Quantitative comparison. Comparison results are presented
in Tab. III, where we integrate our proposed approach with VFI
baselines to assess performance improvements. It is observed
that almost all baselines exhibit enhanced results across all
testing sets when our strategy is applied, with only a minimal
increase in parameters and computation costs. Notably, our
method demonstrates a substantial improvement of 0.31dB on
Vimeo90K for the robust baseline, VFIformer (presented in
Tab. IV). For other methods, there is an improvement of more
than 0.1dB, which is significant in the context of VFI tasks
where performance has almost approached the upper limit.

Moreover, we conduct a comparison with several current
SOTA VFI methods, including EMA-VFI [74], DQBC [79],
IFRNet [27], EBME [22], ABME [52], SoftSplat [46], SGM-
VFI [33], TTVFI [32], and InterpAny [77], as outlined in
Tab. IV. The results reveal that when integrated with our strat-
egy, the chosen VFI baseline, i.e., VFIformer, can outperform
these competitive SOTA approaches.

Furthermore, we conduct experiments on the large-scale
benchmark LAVIB [62]. Specifically, we use LAVIB to eval-
uvate our method alongside several representative VFI ap-
proaches. In addition to standard metrics, we also include
FVD [65], which measures the distance between generated
outputs and ground truth across multiple dimensions. In partic-
ular, we randomly sample a sufficient number of training and
evaluation examples from the corresponding datasets, ensuring
that the train-test split follows the official setting and remains
consistent across all competing methods. As shown in Tab. V,
our method continues to outperform others on this dataset.
Qualitative comparison. We present a visual comparison be-
tween the baselines and their counterparts combined with our
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Fig. 5: Visual comparison on SNU-FILM [9]. Three rows, from top to bottom, represent the comparison results for VFIformer,
UPR-Net, and M2M-PWC. The highlighted boxes indicate positions where our model demonstrates superior performance.

TABLE IV: Quantitative (PSNR/SSIM) comparisons between VFI baselines and VFIformer’s implementation with our strategy
(ours) on Vimeo90K [71] . The best result is boldfaced . When combined with our approach, this method (VFIformer) can

surpass current SOTA approaches.

VFIformer | VFIformeryyrs EMA-VFI [74] DQBC IFRNet EBME ABME SoftSplat SGM- TTVFI InterpAny
[79] [27] [22] [52] [46] VFI [33] [32] [771
[ 3638 | 36.69 [ 36.64 [ 36.57 [ 36.20 [ 36.19 [ 36.18 [ 36.10 [ 32.50 [ 36.54 [ 35.51 |
\ 0.9811 \ 0.9826 \ 0.9819 \ 0.9817 \ 0.9808 \ 0.9810 \ 0.9805 \ 0.9700 \ 0.9689 \ 0.9819 \ 0.9779 \

TABLE V: The comparison between VFI baselines and their
counterparts enhanced with our method, evaluated across more
datasets and additional metrics.

[ Vimeo%0K | SNU-FILMgireme | LAVIE |

Methods | FVD] [ FVD] | PSNR/SSIMT |
[UPRNet [ 990108 | 7931 [ 318600420 |
[UPR-Netours | 973529 | 176.85 39709563 |

approach, illustrated in Fig. 5. Evidently, our strategy yields
perceptual improvements by reducing undesirable artifacts and
enhancing the accuracy of details.

Moreover, even in the presence of occlusions (as shown
in the foot region of Fig. 7), our approach can effectively
distinguish the corresponding regions via RDPs obtained from
SAM?2, preserving clear boundaries and reducing interpolation
errors in those areas.

Evaluation with downstream tasks. The VFI capability can
be leveraged for various downstream tasks, including video
segmentation. Large temporal gaps in videos can disrupt the
effective propagation of semantic information. To assess the

effect of our framework in terms of its impact on downstream
video segmentation tasks, we employ the SOTA video seg-
mentation approach SAM-Track [8]. The results, presented in
Fig. 6, showcase three consecutive frames in the first row, with
segmentation results of synthesized intermediate frames gener-
ated by VFIformer and VFIformer,,,s in the second and third
row, respectively. It is evident that the intermediate frames
produced by our model exhibit more accurate segmentation.
Our method’s results enhance better temporal propagation
among frames and can even rectify incorrect segmentation
results in the first frame. For instance, the dog in the second
row is not clearly separated from the shadow on the ground,
whereas in the third row, the separation is more distinct.

Feature-level visualization for alignment analysis. We pro-
pose a feature-level visualization strategy to illustrate the
effectiveness of our method in achieving motion alignment
and thus enhancing interpolation quality. To create this vi-
sualization, we first extract feature maps from the start and
end frames and identify feature regions belonging to the
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B
Fig. 6: Comparisons between baselines and ours in terms
of the downstream video segmentation task. The top row is
three continuous frames for visualization. The second and third
rows are the segmentation results on the input and synthesized
intermediate frames with the baseline and ours, respectively.

same object, referred to as “feature region A” and “feature
region B”. We then apply the t-SNE technique to project all
feature vectors from regions A and B into a 2D space. If
alignment is successful, these feature vectors—representing
the same object—should be closely aligned and overlapped.
As shown in Fig. 7, feature vectors extracted by our encoder
from regions A and B (the leg area within the red box in
im0 and iml) exhibit stronger alignment compared to the
baseline. For clearer analysis, we select the feature of a single
pixel within the red bounding box for comparison. As shown
in the visualization, the distance between these two features
produced by our method is significantly smaller, indicating
that our approach effectively enhances feature alignment.
Additionally, we compute the overlap mloU between these
two groups of feature vectors in the 2D space, with values of
32% (ours) and 15% (baseline), further confirming that our
method achieves better feature alignment for the same object
across different frames.

Moreover, we visualize the optical flow obtained from the
deep features with a few layers. As shown in Fig. 1, different
regions exhibit distinct flow values with clear boundaries
between them. This indicates that the regions have different
feature representations, as reflected by the variations in their
decoded flow values. This separation could facilitate interpola-
tion by preventing incorrect alignment across varying objects.

Comparison with generative-model-based methods. As in-
dicated in the introduction, our method differs in its objectives
from generative-model-based approaches, which often fall
short in achieving high fidelity. To support this claim, we
provide the evaluation results of a SOTA and representa-
tive generative frame interpolation method, FCVG [80]. Its
performance on various datasets is as follows: 25.52/0.8554
on Vimeo90K, 18.35/0.6876 on UCF101, 24.29/0.8021 on

] B £
ESME feature 1

(d) t-SNE of VFI

[
e

(c) t-SNE of VFI

® 0 0

features:baseline features:baseline

SNE feature 2

features:ours features:ours

° . [ ]
. 60

(e) t-SNE of Samplel (f) t-SNE of Sample2

Fig. 7: The t-SNE visualization comparison about the inter-
mediate features between the baseline VFI and our enhanced
version, VFI,,,..s. Two colors represent the feature distributions
of the same object in two different frames. As shown, the left
t-SNE figure (c) exhibits more isolated regions, indicating that
the two feature distributions are more separated. In contrast,
the right t-SNE figure (d) shows a greater overlap between
the distributions, demonstrating improved feature consistency
across frames. Moreover, as shown in the bottommost figure
(e) and (f), we select two pixels within the red bounding
box for feature comparison. The two dark-colored points
represent the features of this pixel in the two consecutive
frames synthesized by the VFI model, whereas the yellow
and green points correspond to those generated by our method.
Clearly, the feature distance between the two frames produced
by our approach is substantially smaller.

SNU-FILM (Easy), 21.85/0.7516 on SNU-FILM (Medium),
19.89/0.7237 on SNU-FILM (Hard), and 18.44/0.6618 on
SNU-FILM (Extreme). These results are clearly lower than
those of restoration-based methods, as shown in Tab. III. Thus,
while generative methods are capable of producing photo-
realistic frames, their fidelity to the ground truth remains
relatively low.

D. Ablation Study

In this section, we perform various ablation studies to
examine different components in our proposed method. The
first ablation test (the corresponding results in Tab. VIII) was
trained to completion, while all subsequent ablation experi-
ments were truncated at 100,000 iterations.



JOURNAL OF KTEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, NOVEMBER 2025

TABLE VI: Ablation study results. We calculate PSNR,
LPIPS, and NIQE values of different ablation settings in the
Vimeo90K dataset. boldfaced indicates the best results.

[ Settings [ PSNR [ LPIPS [ NIQE ]
Ours with O.H. 35.52 0.023 26.95
Ours with L.E. 3540 | 0.0233 | 27.15
Ours w/o S.O. 3552 | 0.0152 | 24.09
Ours w/o R.L. 3554 | 0.0154 | 24.04
Ours with CNN 35.39 | 0.0153 | 24.19

Ours with Trans. 35.53 | 0.0154 | 24.00
Full 35.57 | 0.0148 | 23.88

TABLE VII: Ablation study results for the proposed strategy.
We calculate LPIPS values of different ablation settings in the
challenging high-resolution SNU-FILM dataset.

[ Settings [ Easy [ Medium [ Hard [ Extreme |

Ours with O.H. 0.0191 0.0337 0.0633 0.1178

Ours with L.E. 0.0195 0.034 0.0637 0.1159

Ours w/o S.O. 0.012 0.0218 0.0444 0.0898

Ours w/o R.L. 0.0123 0.0222 0.0452 0.0911

Ours with CNN 0.012 0.0218 0.0446 0.0901

Ours with Trans. 0.0117 0.0216 0.0447 0.0906

Full 0.0111 0.0205 0.0426 0.0877

Effect of HRFFM. We have designed a comprehensive frame-
work that leverages semantic segmentation features derived
from SAM?2, specifically RDPs, to distinguish objects in
images. Additionally, we meticulously crafted a module that
fuses image and segmentation features to enhance the accuracy
of flow estimation, thereby improving the performance of
intermediate frame interpolation. In this section, we explore
two crucial questions: (1) whether RDPs are indispensable
components of the proposed framework, and (2) whether the
performance gains of HRFFM are solely due to the increased
network depth or can be attributed to the specific design of
the framework. To address these questions, we conducted two
experiments. First, we removed the RDPs from the framework,
as illustrated in s), of Fig. 3. Second, we replaced our
HRFFM with a simﬁle two-layer convolutional neural network
while keeping all other conditions unchanged. The results of
these experiments are presented in Tab. VIII, where UPR-
Netyorpps and UPR-Nety.,,, correspond to these two ex-
perimental settings, respectively. The results clearly show that
the model incorporating segmentation features outperforms
the model relying solely on image features, as demonstrated
by the comparative performance of UPR-Net,,.s and UPR-
Netyorpps. Furthermore, our proposed framework exhibits
a substantial performance advantage over the simplistic two-
layer convolutional neural network, indicating that the ob-
served improvement is not merely a consequence of increased
network depth, but rather the result of the synergistic integra-
tion of image and segmentation features.

Effect of Mixture Gaussian embedding. Mixture Gaussian
embedding serves as a crucial representation for distinguishing
objects between two frames, playing a pivotal role in adapt-
ing SAM2 outputs for an arbitrary number of instances. To
investigate the impact of Mixture Gaussian embedding, we
replaced it with alternative methods, including naive one-hot
encoding or learnable embeddings. Both alternatives require

assuming a maximum instance number, denoted as “Ours
with O.H.” and “Ours with L.E.”, respectively. The results,
presented in Tab. VI, indicate that their performance is lower
than the results achieved with Mixture Gaussian embedding,
highlighting the effect of the proposed approach outlined in
Sec. III-B.

Effect of softmax operation and residual learning in
HRFFM. After the feature extraction for RDP in each layer,
the softmax operation ensures the consistency of feature
representations at different scales. Additionally, to mitigate
the impact of SAM2 errors on subsequent feature fusion, a
residual learning component is incorporated after RDPFN.
To assess their effectiveness, we trained two models without
the softmax operation and residual learning, labeled as “Ours
w/o S.0.” and “Ours w/o R.L.”, respectively. As depicted in
Tab. VI, the performance of both models is lower than the
original full setting, underscoring the rationality of the softmax
operation and residual learning in HRFFM.

Effect of parallel CNN and transformer blocks in RDPFN.
RDPEN is designed to leverage both long- and short-range
dependencies, formulating normalization parameters for re-
gions with varying shapes and areas. To demonstrate the
effectiveness of this parallel setting, we trained two models
with only a convolutional layer and a Transformer layer
in RDPFN, labeled as “Ours with CNN” and “Ours with
Trans.”, respectively. The results in Tab. VI indicate that
removing either component leads to an overall performance
degradation, underscoring the necessity of the parallel CNN
and Transformer strategy in formulating suitable region-aware
normalization parameters. To further validate the conclusions
from the ablation experiments, we conduct additional ablation
experiments on the SNU-FILM datasets (shown in Tab. VII).
These results also demonstrate that our proposed strategy
outperforms the ablated settings. In addition to quantitative
comparisons, we also present visual comparisons. As shown
in Fig. 8, the intermediate frames generated by six ablation
studies and our method are shown in the last two columns.
Obviously, our method produces better results than the others.
The influence of Gaussian mixture channels. As described
in Sec. III-E, the RDPs are represented as 3D Gaussian
mixtures. We conducted an ablation study to explore the
impact of different Gaussian mixture dimensions. The ex-
periments were carried out using the UPR-Net framework,
with each ablation setting trained for 100,000 iterations. The
results, presented in Tab. IX, indicate that across all three
datasets, when the Gaussian mixture dimension is set to 24
or 96, the interpolation performance is not as effective as
with our original setting of 3. This confirms that increasing
the Gaussian mixture dimension does not necessarily yield
better results. We think there are two main reasons for this
phenomenon. First, increasing the dimension raises model
complexity, resulting in more parameters to optimize, which is
challenging given the fixed number of training samples across
experiments. Second, higher dimensionality introduces more
randomness in the RDPs, making the learning process harder
due to an increased degree of ill-posedness. In summary,
increasing the dimension intensifies the learning difficulty,
causing poor alignment and consequently incorrect motion
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TABLE VIII: Quantitative (PSNR/SSIM) comparisons between UPR-Net , UPR-Net,,,,.s ,UPR-Nety,rpps and UPR-Netacony

on Vimeo90K, UCF101, and SNU-FILM.

d SNU-FILM
Method: Vi K F101
ethods imeo90 UCF10 Easy Medium Hard Extreme
UPR-Net [21] 36.02/0.9800 35.40/0.9698 40.40/0.9910 36.15/0.9797 30.70/0.9364 25.53/0.8631
UPR-Netoy, s 36.19/0.9806 35.45/0.9699 40.43/0.9911 36.19/0.9798 30.80/0.9370 25.64/0.8643
UPR-NetnoRDPs 36.18/0.9806 35.44/0.9699 40.37/0.9910 36.15/0.9797 30.73/0.9370 25.57/0.8640
UPR-Netocony 36.08/0.9803 35.41/0.9699 34.02/0.9745 32.81/0.9661 29.31/0.9279 24.99/0.8564
Ours with O.H.

-E-

[

Ours W/o S.0.

Ours w/o R.L.

Ours with CNN

g[;ﬂa el rﬂﬁfﬁ
II = 3 I

~ Ours with Trans.

(b) Ground Truth (c) Ablation Results

(a) Overlay (d) Ours

(a) Overlay (b) Ground Truth (c) Ablation Results  (d) Ours

Fig. 8: Visual comparisons of ablation studies on Vimeo90K [71].

TABLE IX: The ablation study results for the Gaussian
mixture channel choice. Different Gaussian mixture channels’
results on three datasets, Vimeo90K [71], UCF101 [61], and
Middlebury [3], are given.

Gaussian mixture Vimeo90K UCF101 Middlebury
channels

3 35.57/0.9783 | 35.39/0.9696 | 37.49/0.9854

24 35.45/0.9780 | 35.31/0.9695 | 37.32/0.9847

96 35.39/0.9777 | 35.32/0.9695 | 37.28/0.9848

interpolation results.

The results with efficient SAM2. The primary goal of this
paper is to demonstrate the effectiveness of using RDPs
from SAM?2 to enhance the performance of existing VFI
methods—an approach that has not been explored or imple-
mented in prior work. Meanwhile, we also note that inference
efficiency is crucial for real-world applications. Notably, re-
cent advancements in SAM, such as Tiny-SAM [58], have
significantly improved inference speed. Therefore, we have
conducted an additional experiment using Tiny-SAM to obtain
our RDPs. The results, presented in Tab. XI, show that our
method with Tiny-SAM still improves baseline performance,
highlighting its potential for practical use. Note that due to
limited time and resources, all experiments in Tab. XI were

truncated at 200,000 iterations.

The results with semantic segmentation priors. We think
that semantic information alone may not be effective for inter-
polation, as objects sharing the same semantic label can exhibit
different motions. Therefore, instance-level segmentation is
more suitable in this context, and we choose SAM2. Here, we
conduct an experiment in which semantic labels are used to
replace SAM2 outputs for generating RDPs. In particular, we
utilize PSPNet [76] as a representative semantic segmentation
model, trained on ADE20K [78] with its diverse and extensive
category set. As shown in Tab. XI, this approach results in
lower performance compared to our original implementation,
supporting our claim.

E. Comparison in Low-light Conditions with VFI Baselines

Additionally, we compared our method against the original
baselines in practical yet challenging scenarios, such as low-
light environments. Tab. X presents the quantitative com-
parison results, while Fig. 10 provides visual comparisons.
For these evaluations, we applied low-light degradations to
the input frames from three datasets before testing. The
comprehensive comparisons confirm the effectiveness of our
framework in improving interpolation performance under low-
light conditions.
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TABLE X: Quantitative (PSNR/SSIM) comparisons between UPR-Net and UPR-Net,,,s on Vimeo90K, UCF101, and SNU-

FILM, whose data is degraded by the low-light.

. SNU-FILM
Methods Vimeo90K UCF101 Fasy Modiom Hord Extreme
UPR-Net 42.06/0.9870 40.15/0.9759 44.49/0.9937 40.35/0.9850 34.97/0.9503 29.81/0.8895
UPR-Netoqyrs 42.19/0.9877 40.38/0.9763 44.64/0.9938 40.51/0.9852 35.17/0.9512 30.07/0.8910

TABLE XI: Comparison of our method using SAM2 and
alternative segmentation models, i.e., including the original
SAM?2 (UPR-Net,,s), a semantic segmentation variant (UPR-
Netsemantic), and a lightweight version, Tiny-SAM (UPR-
Nettinysam)-

Vimeo90K UCF101
Methods PSNRT PSNRT
UPR-Net [21] 35.49 35.27
UPR-Net,,,, 35.78 35.39
UPR-Net.,antic 35.65 35.30
UPR-Nety,,,0m 35.77 35.39
Legend
0.268 0.288 0204 Other
0.528 0.516 0.148
S
0.204 0.196 G ame
Ours
M2M-PWC on UPRNet on VFIformer on
Vimeo90K UCF101 SNU-FILM

Fig. 9: The results of the user study, which summarize
that the results enhanced with our strategy, are preferred by
participants compared with the baselines’ results.

This experiment also demonstrates that our method is robust
to lighting variations (a common challenge in video interpo-
lation) largely due to our use of SAM2 outputs, which are
inherently resilient to lighting changes.

F. User Study

To assess the effectiveness of our proposed framework
through subjective evaluation, we carried out an extensive user
study involving 50 participants via online questionnaires.

To execute the user study, we randomly gathered 20 videos
for each testing set and employed the AB-test methodology.
Participants were presented with an example for assessment,
featuring input two frames, baseline results, and our results.
Their task was to choose the superior one based on the
consistency between the interpolated results and input frames,
taking into account details and artifacts in the interpolated
frame. The positions of our results and baseline results were
randomized during each evaluation. Each participant compared
5 pairs for a specific method on a given dataset, with the
options to indicate whether ours was better, the baseline was
better, or if they were the same (without knowledge of which
method was ours). Each participant completed 15 tasks (3
methods x 5 videos), and on average, it took approximately
15 minutes for a participant to finish the user study.

Fig. 9 displays the results of the user study, revealing
that our method received more selections from participants

(a) GT

(b)Original

(c) Ours

Fig. 10: Visual comparison of UPR-Net [2 1] and UPR-Net, s
on SNU-FILM [10] whose data is degraded by the low-light.

compared to all the baselines. While some participants opted
for the “same” option, this is primarily attributed to the
resolution of the testing images. Higher resolution tends to
amplify differences, as observed in the results from the SNU-
FILM dataset. This underscores that our method can enhance
the human subjective perception of baselines.

V. LIMITATIONS

While our proposed method has achieved commendable
performance improvement on multiple datasets, there are sev-
eral limitations that we aim to address in future work. First,
we plan to investigate more lightweight approaches, such as
employing advanced networks to further reduce the parameter
and computation cost.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a plug-and-play module de-
signed to enhance the performance of existing VFI approaches.

We

innovatively designed RDPs using SAM2 and imple-

mented the HRFFM to integrate them into VFI methods. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate that our strategy significantly
improves the performance of current VFI methods, achieving
SOTA results across multiple well-recognized benchmarks.
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