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Abstract

Recently, DNN models for lossless image coding have surpassed their traditional
counterparts in compression performance, reducing the bit rate by about ten percent
for natural color images. But even with these advances, mathematically lossless
image compression (MLLIC) ratios for natural images still fall short of the band-
width and cost-effectiveness requirements of most practical imaging and vision
systems at present and beyond. To break the bottleneck of MLLIC in compression
performance, we question the necessity of MLLIC, as almost all digital sensors in-
herently introduce acquisition noises, making mathematically lossless compression
counterproductive. Therefore, in contrast to MLLIC, we propose a new paradigm
of joint denoising and compression called functionally lossless image compression
(FLLIC), which performs lossless compression of optimally denoised images (the
optimality may be task-specific). Although not literally lossless with respect to
the noisy input, FLLIC aims to achieve the best possible reconstruction of the
latent noise-free original image. Extensive experiments show that FLLIC achieves
state-of-the-art performance in joint denoising and compression of noisy images
and does so at a lower computational cost.

1 Introduction

Accompanying the exciting progress of modern machine learning with deep neural networks (DNNs),
many researchers have published a family of end-to-end optimized DNN image compression methods
in the past five years. Most of these methods are rate-distortion optimized for lossy compression
[4, 41, 2, 5, 33, 29, 23, 7, 32, 12, 47, 19, 11, 9, 46, 24, 39, 55, 52]. By design, they cannot perform
lossless or near-lossless image compression even with an unlimited bit budget. More recently, a
number of research teams embark on developing DNN lossless image compression methods, aiming
at minimum code length [30, 31, 42, 14, 13, 50, 51, 18]. These authors apply various deep neural
networks, such as autoregressive models [44, 38], variational auto-encoder (VAE) models [21] and
normaliizing flow models [22] to learn the unknown probability distribution of given image data,
and entropy encode the pixel values by arithmetic coding driven by the learned probability models.
These DNN models for lossless image coding have beaten the best of the traditional lossless image
codecs in compression performance, reducing the lossless bit rate by about ten percent on natural
color images.

The importance and utility of lossless image compression lie in a wide range of applications in
computer vision and image communications, involving many technical fields, such as medicine,
remote sensing, precision engineering and scientific research. Imaging in high spatial, spectral and
temporal resolutions is instrumental to discoveries and innovations. As achievable resolutions of
modern imaging technologies steadily increase, users are inundated by the resulting astronomical
amount of image and video data. For example, pathology imaging scanners can easily produce 1GB
or more data per specimen. For the sake of cost-effectiveness and system operability (e.g., real-time
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access via clouds to high-fidelity visual objects), acquired raw images and videos of high resolutions
in multiple dimensions must be compressed.

Unlike in consumer applications (e.g., smartphones and social media), where users are mostly inter-
ested in the appearlingness of decompressed images and can be quite oblivious to small compression
distortions at the signal level, high fidelity of decompressed images is of paramount importance to
professional users in many technical fields. In the latter case, the current gold standard is mathemati-
cally lossless image compression (MLLIC). But even with the advances of recent DNN-based lossless
image compression methods, mathematically lossless compression ratios for medical and remote
sensing images are only around 2:1, short of the requirements of bandwidth and cost-effectiveness
for most practical imaging and vision systems at present and in near future.

In order to break the bottleneck of MLLIC in compression performance, we question the necessity
of MLLIC in the first place. In reality, almost all digital sensors, for the purpose of imaging or
otherwise, inherently introduce acquisition noises. Therefore, mathematically lossless compression is
a false proposition at the outset, as it is counterproductive to losslessly code the noisy image, why
struggle to preserve all noises? In contrast to MLLIC (or literally lossless to be more precise), a more
principled approach is lossless compression of optimally denoised images (the optimality may be
task specific). We call this new paradigm of joint denoising and compression functionally lossless
image compression (FLLIC). Although not literally lossless with respect to the noisy input, FLLIC
aims to achieve the best possible reconstruction of the latent noise-free original image. Information
theoretically speaking, denoising reduces the entropy of noisy images and hence increases the
compressibility at the source.

We provide a visual comparison between the traditional frameworks for noisy image compression
and the proposed functionally lossless compression method in Fig. 1. In the current practice, a noisy
image is either directly losslessly compressed or first denoised and then losslessly compressed. These
two approaches are both sub-optimal in terms of rate-distortion metric. Specifically, direct lossless
compression not only preserves the noise but also wastes bits, being detrimental to the transmission
and the subsequent machine vision tasks. The cascaded approach of denoising followed by lossless
compression is complex and wasteful. In contrast, the proposed functionally lossless compression
method achieves optimal joint denoising and compression performance, and at the same time it offers
higher computational efficiency and lower latency.

In practice, the clean image is never known, which means that clean images are unavailable even for
training. To address this challenge, we propose to estimate the clean image entropy from the noisy
observation. It is easier to estimate the entropy of the clean image than the clean image itself, as the
former only involves the estimation of pmf (histogram) of K parameters vs the latter the estimation of
an image signal of MN dimensions.

A key innovation of our work is the introduction of clean image entropy as a prior knowledge to
guide a joint denoising and compression process. Specifically, we propose a method to estimate
clean image entropy directly from noisy observations. This estimated entropy is then leveraged to
adaptively predict spatial-channel-wise quantization intervals during the compression stage, with the
goal of achieving a compressed latent representation whose rate closely aligns with the true entropy
of the underlying noise-free image.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• By exposing the limitations of current lossless image compression methods when deal-
ing with noisy inputs, we introduce a new coding strategy of combining denoising and
compression, called functionally lossless image compression (FLLIC).

• We propose and implement two different deep learning based solutions respectively for
two scenarios: the latent clean image is available and unavailable in the training phase,
respectively.

• We provide a preliminary theoretical analysis of the relationship between the source entropy
of clean image and its noisy counterpart, to support estimating the source entropy of clean
image from its noisy observation.

• We conduct extensive experiments to show that the proposed functionally lossless compres-
sion method achieves state-of-the-art performance in joint denoising and compression of
noisy images, outperforming the cascaded solution of denoising and compression, while
requiring lower computational costs.

2



Functionally 
Lossless 

Compression

Noisy Image
Efficient and low-latency 
Optimal joint denoising 
and compressionDenoising

Lossless 
Compression

Lossless 
Compression

Noisy Image

Preserve noise
Waste bits

Sub-optimal
Complex

Figure 1: Comparison between the traditional frameworks for lossless compression of noisy images
and the proposed functionally lossless compression method.

2 Related Works

Image compression [7, 32, 12, 47, 19, 11, 9, 46, 24, 39, 55] and image denoising [49, 43, 16, 26, 53,
10, 36, 48] have been thoroughly studied by researchers in both camps of traditional image processing
and modern deep learning. However, the joint image compression and denoising task has been little
explored. Very few papers addressed this topic. Testolina et al. [40] investigated the integration of
denoising convolutional layers in the decoder of a learning-based compression network. Ranjbar
et al. [35] presented a learning-based image compression framework where image denoising and
compression are performed jointly. The latent space of the image codec is organized in a scalable
manner such that the clean image can be decoded from a subset of the latent space, while the noisy
image is decoded from the full latent space at a higher rate. Cheng et al. [6] proposed to optimize
the image compression algorithm to be noise-aware as joint denoising and compression. The key is
to transform the original noisy images to noise-free bits by eliminating the undesired noise during
compression, where the bits are later decompressed as clean images. Huang et al. [17] proposed
an efficient end-to-end image compression network, named Noise-Adaptive ResNet VAE (NARV),
aiming to handle both clean and noisy input images of different noise levels in a single noise-adaptive
compression network without adding nontrivial processing time.

Although these works realized the significance of the joint image compression and denoising problem,
they just combined image denoising with lossy compression task, with no regard to the lossless
compression problem. To our best knowledge, we are the first to investigate the joint image denoising
and lossless compression problem.

3 Research Problems and Methodology

3.1 Problem formulation

The FLLIC problem can be formulated as follows. Let I be the noise-free latent image, and In be
a noisy observation of I , In = I + n. The FLLIC task is to train a neural network to predict an
estimate Î of I that minimizes the distortion, meanwhile minimizing the code length R(Î) of the
estimated image Î . We consider two scenarios, the latent clean image I is available and unavailable
in the training phase, respectively.

Scenario 1: Supervised joint compression and denoising. If the original clean image I is available
in the training phase, the FLLIC will be a supervised learning task and the objective function can be
formulated as

minimize ||Î − I||+ λ ·R(Î). (1)

where λ is the Lagrange multiplier. This formulation is very similar to the classical lossy image
compression problem, except that the input is a noisy observation and the supervision is the latent
noise-free counterpart.

Scenario 2: Weakly supervised joint compression and denoising. In reality, almost all digital
sensors inherently introduce acquisition noises, so the strictly noise-free images are unavailable,
making the latent clean image I (supervision) absent in the training phase. In order to simplify the
problem, we assume that the source entropy H(I) of image I can be obtained. We can use the source
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Figure 2: The overall frameworks of the proposed supervised and weakly supervised FLLIC.

entropy H(I) of image I as a weak supervision to guided the network to reconstruct the latent clean
image. In this weakly supervised scenario, the objection function can be reformulated as:

minimize ||Î − In||+ λ · ||R(Î)−H(I)||. (2)

In the objective function, by requiring Î to be close to In and R(Î) to approach H(I) at the same
time, we make image Î to be jointly denoised and compressed.

3.2 Theoretical analysis of clean entropy estimation

In terms of deep neural networks the FLLIC task is a weakly supervised learning problem. This is
because we do not have the clean, uncompressed image I when training the DNN FLLIC model;
only the noisy counterpart In is available in practice. However, the objective function D(Î) has the
entropy term H(I). Although it is easy to show H(I) < H(In), estimating H(I) without knowing
I itself is a challenge that we need to overcome in this research. We have done some theoretical
analysis of H(I) and gained some preliminary understanding. Briefly stating, by modeling the clean
image I as a zero-mean Gaussian vector and assume the noisy image In is obtained by adding a
zero-mean Gaussian noise vector N to I , the relationship between H(In) and H(I) is given by:

H(In)−H(I) =

n∑
i=1

1

2
log(1 +

σ2
N

λi
) (3)

where n is the image dimension, σ2
N is the variance of Gaussian noise and λi is the i-th eigenvalue of

the covariance matrix of the clean image I . The detailed theoretical derivation is as follows.

We model the clean image as a zero-mean Gaussian vector X with covariance matrix ΣX , and
assume that the noisy image Y is obtained by adding to X a zero-mean Gaussian noise vector N
with covariance matrix ΣN . Here X and N have the same dimension n and are independent.

The differential entropies of X and Y are given respectively by

h(X) =
1

2
log((2πe)ndet(ΣX)),

h(Y ) =
1

2
log((2πe)ndet(ΣX +ΣN )).

(4)

Note that

h(Y )− h(X) =
1

2
log

det(ΣX +ΣN )

det(ΣX)
> 0, (5)
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i.e., the differential entropy of the noisy image is greater than that of its clean counterpart.

For simplicity, henceforth we assume ΣN = σ2
NI , i.e., the components of N are mutually independent

and have the same variance σ2
N . Let λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ λn be the eigenvalues of ΣX . Then

h(Y )− h(X) =
1

2
log

det(ΣX + σ2
NI)

det(ΣX)

=

n∑
i=1

1

2
log(1 +

σ2
N

λi
).

(6)

If σ2
N is much smaller than λn, we have

n∑
i=1

1

2
log(1 +

σ2
N

λi
) ≈

n∑
i=1

σ2
N

2λi
. (7)

In practice, Fourier coefficients can be used as the substitute of eigenvalues.

Actually, it is more appropriate to model the clean image and its noisy counterpart respectively as X∆

and Y ∆, which are obtained from X and Y by quantizing each component using a scalar quantizer
of step size ∆. It can be shown that when ∆ is sufficiently small,

H(X∆) ≈ h(X)− nlog∆,

H(Y ∆) ≈ h(Y )− nlog∆,
(8)

which implies
h(Y )− h(X) = H(Y ∆)−H(X∆). (9)

3.3 Practical estimation of clean image entropy

In pursue of practical solutions to the MLLIC problem, we explore and realize the potential of DNNs
in learning H(I) from In (the noisy observation of I), H(In) (estimated by losslessly compressing
In with a DNN MLLIC model), and the probability model of the noise N (if available).

Specifically, we design a deep neural network which takes In, H(In) and σN (variance of the noise)
as input to estimate the source entropy of the clean image H(I). The network framework is shown
in Fig. 3. It consists of two components, feature extraction module and regression module. For
feature extraction module, an auto-encoder network is adopted as the backbone network to extract
high-dimension nonlinear features F (In) from the noisy observations In. Next the extracted features
F (In) is combined with H(In) and σN , and then fed into the regression module to predict the
estimated H(I). The regression module is built up with two fully-connected layers.

The auto-encoder used for feature extraction is a U-Net-like Encoder-Decoder network. The encoder
part has an input convolution layer and five stages comprised of a max-pooling layer followed by
two convolutional layers. The input layer has 32 convolution filters with size of 3×3 and stride of 1.
The first stage is size-invariant and the other four stages gradually reduce the feature map resolution
by max-pooling to obtain a larger receptive field. The decoder is almost symmetrical to the encoder.
Each stage consists of a bilinear upsampling layer followed by two convolution layers and a ReLU
activation function. The input of each layer is the concatenated feature maps of the up-sampled output
from its previous layer and its corresponding layer in the encoder.

3.4 Network design

The overall frameworks of the proposed supervised and weakly supervised FLLIC are illustrated in
Fig. 2. For the supervised FLLIC problem, given the noisy image In, we firstly encode the noisy
image to the latent space for feature extraction. Then we obtain the content adaptive quantization
intervals from the entropy model and apply the spatial-channel-wise quantization on the latent features.
The quantized features are fed into entropy model for conditional probability estimation and for
further arithmetic coding. In the decoder, the arithmetic decoded codes are fed into a decoder for
noise-free image reconstruction. We minimize the distortion between the reconstructed image and
the supervised clean image.
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Figure 3: The overall architecture of the neural network for estimating the source entropy of clean
image from its noisy observation.
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Figure 4: The detailed architectures of the encoder and decoder networks in FLLIC.

For the weakly supervised FLLIC problem, given the noisy image In, we estimate the entropy of clean
image ˆH(I) and use it to guide the entropy model to predict the spatial-channel-wise quantization
intervals for the encoded latent features. Due to the lack of supervised clean image, we utilize the
noisy image In itself as the supervised image and minimize the distortion between the reconstructed
image and the noisy image. We also hope that the rate of quantized latent features approaches the
entropy of latent noise-free clean image.

To achieve better quantization performance, we adopt the learnable content-adaptive quantization
technique, which is firstly introduced in [25, 45], to perform adaptive quantization for different
contents. Specifically, for each input image, we learn different quantization steps for each position and
channel. The spatial-channel-wise quantization steps are generated by the entropy model, dynamically
changing to adapt different image contents and noise intensity. Such design helps us improve the
final reconstruction and coding performance by content-adaptive bit allocation. Intuitively, positions
with larger noise intensity will be allocated with larger quantization steps.

Following [45], we adopt residual convolution blocks and depth-wise convolution blocks to build the
encoder and decoder network for low-latency requirement, instead of using Transformer as recent
SOTA model [54, 34, 55]. Fig. 4 presents the detailed structures of the encoder and decoder networks.
In the encoder network, it contains three residual blocks and three depth convolution blocks. Each
residual block consists of two convolution layers and two Leaky ReLU layers with s skip-connected
convolution layer. Each depth convolution block contains four convolution layers and one depth
convolution layer with two cascaded skip connections. In the decoder network, it contains four depth
convolution block and three residual blocks, almost the mirror of the encoder network.

4 Experiments

In this section, we present the implementation details of the proposed FLLIC compression system. To
systematically evaluate and analyze the performance of the FLLIC compression system, we conduct
extensive experiments and compare our results with several stat-of-the-art methods on quantitative
metric and inference complexity.
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4.1 Experiment setup

In this part, we describe the experiment setup including the following four aspects: dataset preparation,
training details, baselines and metrics.

Datasets. Following the previous work on lossless image compression [37], we train the proposed
network with Flickr2k dataset [27], which contains 2,000 high-quality images. We evaluate the
trained network on three synthetic benchmark datasets generated with additive white Gaussian noise
(BSD68 [28], Urban100 [15] and Kodak24 [8]). Unlike the pure image denoising task which utilizes
very large noise level, we include four relatively small noise levels: σ = 5, 10, 15. We also evaluate
the proposed FLLIC compression method on a real-world dataset SIDD [1], which contains 30,000
noisy images from 10 scenes under different lighting conditions using five representative smartphone
cameras and the corresponding generated ’noise-free’ clean images.

Training details. During training, we randomly extract patches of size 256 × 256. All training
processes use the Adam [20] optimizer by setting β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999, with a batch size of 128.
The learning rate starts from 1 × 10−4 and decays by a factor of 0.5 every 4 × 104 iterations and
finally ends with 1.25× 10−5. We train our model with PyTorch on a NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU. It
takes about two days to converge. Before training the FLLIC network, we first train the clean entropy
network in Fig. 3 by DIV2K [3] dataset. The training strategy is the same as above.

For the synthetic denoising dataset, we train a specific network for each noise level. In other words,
we select a optimal Lagrange multiplier λ for each noise level. The details of λ selection are provided
in the supplementary material.

Baselines. To show the superiority of the proposed FLLIC compression method over pure lossless
image compression and the cascaded approach of denoising + lossless compression, we build two
competing baselines with the state-of-the-art methods in denoising (Restormer [48]) and lossless
image compression (LC-FDNet [37]), respectively.
Baseline 1. Pure lossless compression using LC-FDNet.
Baseline 2. Cascaded approach of Restormer + LC-FDNet.
Restormer [48] is the state-of-the-art image restortion network, which built upon the popular trans-
former architecture. It achieves the best results on various image restoration tasks, such as image
deblurring, deraining and denoising. LC-FDNEt [37] is the state-of-the-art open-sourced lossless
image compression method, which proceeds the encoding in a coarse-to-fine manner to separate
and process low and high-frequency regions differently. To do a fair comparison and make the
baselines more robust to the noisy/denoised images, we finetune the cascaded baseline using Flickr2K
dataset. The open-accessed pre-trained weights of each method are adopted as the initialization of
the finetuning.

Metrics. We use rate-distortion (BPP-PSNR) metric to measure the compression performance of
the proposed FLLIC compression method. In the ideal lossless compression, as the reconstruction
is equivalent to the original image, therefore there is no distortion term. However, in the FLLIC
framework, the reconstructed image is compared to the latent noise-free image, so it is necessary to
compare the distortion term.

4.2 Quantitative results

Fig. 5 provides the comparison of quantitative results on the synthetic benchmark datasets. It can be
seen that our proposed FLLIC achieves the highest reconstruction quality (PSNR) and also the lowest
bit rate (BPP). It shows that pure lossless image compression achieves the highest BPP and the lowest
PSNR, which implies that directly applying lossless image compression on noisy image is inefficient.
We can also find that the cascaded method of denoising and lossless compression is still inferior to
the proposed FLLIC framework. Specifically, the supervised FLLIC achieves the competing psnr
as the cascaded approach while being near 1 bpp smaller than the latter in terms of bit rate. The
weakly supervised FLLIC is slightly inferior to the supervised FLLIC in terms of performance, but
considering that this scheme is trained without supervised clean images, it is amazing to achieve such
results. Fig. 6 shows the compression performance of competing methods on the real world dataset
SIDD. We can see that the proposed FLLIC compression method achieves the bset rate-distortion
performance in the real-world dataset, which suggests that the proposed FLLIC can be used in real
scenarios.
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Figure 5: Quantitative results on the various combinations of different synthetic datasets (BSD600,
Kodak24, Urban100) and different noise intensities (σ=5,10,15). "FLLIC" represents the supervised
FLLIC and ’FLLIC-w’ represents the weakly-supervised FLLIC.

4.3 Inference time

We measure the inference time required for encoding and decoding a 512× 512 image on a Nvidia
RTX 4090 GPU. The detailed inference time of competing methods are listed in Table 1. For the
cascaded method, encoding an images needs two steps: denoising and lossless compression, which
need about 400 ms per step by the state-of-the-art algorithms. However, the proposed FLLIC just
needs about 60 ms by one pass, which is an order of magnitude lower than the Restormer and
LC-FDNet. Considering that FLLIC achieves better rate-distortion performance than the cascade
scheme, it is amazing that it is also substantially ahead in inference time.

4.4 Ablation studies

In this subsection, we test various ablations of our full architecture to evaluate the effects of each
component of the proposed FLLIC compression system.

Firstly, we systematically assess the impact of content adaptive quantization. To delve deeper into this
evaluation, we construct a purposeful ablation architecture, denoted as FLLIC-u, wherein uniform
quantization is employed instead of content adaptive quantization. Subsequently, we meticulously
analyze the influence of incorporating guidance from the clean image entropy. This involves the
removal of the branch associated with clean image entropy from the weakly supervised FLLIC
network, with subsequent reporting of the resultant compression performance. The architecture
without the guidance of the clean image entropy is denoted as FLLIC-w0.
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image entropy.

Table 1: Inference time (ms) of cascaded method of denoising + lossless compression and the
proposed FLLIC method for encoding and decoding a 512× 512 image on a Nvidia RTX 4090 GPU.

Cascaded
Restormer LC-FDNet FLLIC

Encoding 465 ms 428 ms 65.8 ms
Decoding - 462 ms 62.1 ms

The results of the analyses on these two ablation architectures are depicted in Fig. 7. Firstly, it is
evident that the elimination of the content adaptive quantization module leads to a notable decline in
compression performance (PSNR decreases by approximately 0.8dB, and the rate increases by about
0.5bpp). Furthermore, a significant observation is the substantial positive impact of incorporating
guidance from the clean image entropy on the compression performance of FLLIC. Removal of the
clean image entropy guidance results in a noteworthy reduction in PSNR by around 1.5dB, and an
increase in rate by approximately 0.5bpp. These changes are particularly significant in the realm of
compression.

5 Conclusion
We introduce a new paradigm called functionally lossless image compression (FLLIC), which
integrates the two tasks of denoising and compression. FLLIC engages in lossless/near-lossless
compression of optimally denoised images, with optimality tailored to specific tasks. While not
strictly adhering to the literal meaning of losslessness concerning the noisy input, FLLIC aspires
to achieve the optimal reconstruction of the latent noise-free original image. Extensive empirical
investigations underscore the state-of-the-art performance of FLLIC in the realm of joint denoising
and compression for noisy images, concurrently exhibiting advantages in terms of computational
efficiency and cost-effectiveness.

Limitation
The main limitation of this work is its need to train a specific network for a given noise level. The
current version hardly generalizes to various noise levels by a single network. A possible solution
could be estimating noise level first and using the estimated noise level as known a prior for the
encoding and decoding. We leave detailed study of this limitation to the further work.

Broader Impact

FLLIC’s contributions to improving image quality, reducing resource usage, and enhancing efficiency
and user experience make it a valuable advancement with far-reaching positive impacts across various
industries and applications.
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A Appendix / supplemental material

A.1 Broader Impacts

The proposed functionally lossless image compression (FLLIC) method presents several positive
broader impacts:

• Enhanced Image Quality: By jointly denoising and compressing images, FLLIC can signif-
icantly improve the perceived quality of images in various applications. This enhancement
is particularly beneficial in fields such as medical imaging, where clearer images can lead to
better diagnosis and treatment planning, and in remote sensing, where higher quality images
improve data analysis and decision-making.

• Reduced Storage and Bandwidth Requirements: FLLIC’s superior compression per-
formance over mathematically lossless methods leads to lower storage and bandwidth
requirements. This reduction translates into cost savings for data storage and transmission,
making it particularly advantageous for industries dealing with large volumes of image data,
such as digital media, cloud storage services, and scientific research.

• Improved Efficiency in Imaging Systems: By addressing the inherent acquisition noise
in digital sensors, FLLIC offers a more efficient approach to image compression. This
efficiency can enhance the performance of imaging systems in various applications, from
consumer electronics to professional photography, ensuring that users receive higher quality
images without compromising on storage efficiency.

• Environmental Benefits: The reduction in storage and bandwidth requirements also has
positive environmental implications. Lower data storage needs mean less energy consump-
tion in data centers, and reduced bandwidth usage can decrease the energy footprint of data
transmission networks. These factors contribute to a more sustainable and eco-friendly
approach to handling large-scale image data.

• Better User Experience: In applications such as web browsing, video streaming, and
online gaming, FLLIC’s ability to deliver high-quality images with reduced latency and
faster loading times can significantly enhance the user experience. This improvement is
especially crucial in regions with limited bandwidth or high latency networks, providing a
more accessible and enjoyable digital experience.

• Advancement in Image Processing Technology: FLLIC represents a paradigm shift in
image compression, promoting further research and innovation in the field. By challenging
the necessity of mathematically lossless compression and introducing a functionally lossless
approach, this method opens new avenues for developing advanced image processing
techniques that prioritize practical performance and quality.

Overall, FLLIC’s contributions to improving image quality, reducing resource usage, and enhancing
efficiency and user experience make it a valuable advancement with far-reaching positive impacts
across various industries and applications.
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