
l Background: 
l The next-generation detector (CITIUS) in the SPring-8 Center (RSC) generate about 100~400 PB
l To analyze and/or train an AI model with the data, data transfer from the sensors to a large-scale computer is necessary
l However, the transfer of large data becomes a performance bottleneck for this data pipeline

l Approach:
l We has been developing and enhancing an AI-based data compression tool (TEZip)
l The AI model predicts or reconstruct target images and TEZip only store the delta values (Fig.1)

l E.g. ) PredNet: 1st image fame –[predict]-> 2nd, 3rd,… Nth image frame
l B: Original image frames, P: Predicted image frames, D: Difference between B and P, C: Compressed image frames by a series of encoding

l Pre-processing (by AI Training): Train a NN to learn the pattern of the movement of the specimen (Fig.1)
l Data (De)compression (by AI Inference): Predict future images, compute delta and apply encoding/compressor (Fig.1)

l Results (Fig.8, 10):
l TEZip gives higher compression ratio than major compression tools (e.g., X.265, SZ)
l Lossless mode: 9 to 15 / Lossy mode (w/ a few % of errors): 40 to 50
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Fig. 8. Compression ratio with lossless compressors.

In our evaluation, we select the lossless option of x265. All
other lossless compressors have been configured with default
settings. Figure 8 shows that TEZIP outperforms these lossless
compressors in terms of compression ratio for all our datasets.
TEZIP achieves an improvement up to 3.2⇥ in terms of
compression ratio for these datasets. On average (shown as
arithmetic mean or AMEAN in Figure 8), lossless TEZIP
delivers 2.1⇥ better compression ratio compared to the second
best lossless compressor, x265 (lossless).

These results show that Baseline depends heavily on the
entropy between consecutive frames. Varying entropy levels
lead to fluctuating compression ratios for Baseline, lower than
TEZIP on average. In contrast, TEZIP predicts frames with
high accuracy even when the entropy is high. For example,
multiple transforming objects in a frame lead to high entropy
and low compression ratios for Baseline. In TEZIP, our trained
PredNet can predict the next frames with higher accuracy,
resulting in high compression ratios.

Fig. 9. (De)compression time with lossless compressors.

We have also compared TEZIP with lossless compressors.
From our evaluation, x265 (lossless) and FFV1 performs
better than other lossless compressors in terms of compression
ratio. Thus, we only show (de)compression times of x265
and FFV1 with TEZIP (Figure 9). TEZIP outperforms other
lossless compressors for four datasets with a large number
of frames(� 800) while it performs comparably for the other
four smaller datasets. Our experiments show that, in terms
of decompression time, TEZIP is generally better than x265
for most of the datasets, while FFV1 generally outperforms
TEZIP. In terms of the overall combined time (compression

and decompression) TEZIP performs 28% better than x265,
while being comparable to FFV1.

Fig. 10. Compression ratio with different lossy compressors

2) Lossy Compression: For lossy compression, we config-
ure TEZIP to handle different point-wise relative error bounds.
In our experiments we have varied the point-wise relative
error bound (↵) for different datasets based on the technique
described later in this section. We compare our lossy TEZIP
scheme with lossy compressors like SZ [13] and ZFP [26].
No comparisons are made to lossy video codecs (e.g. MPEG4,
X264) because they cannot be tuned with point-wise relative
error bounds and they are also not suitable for lossy floating-
point RGB value compression.

ZFP uses a block-based floating-point representation. In a
single block, all values are represented with respect to a single
common exponent. For a block with a wide range of values,
ZFP has no means to control the point-wise relative error
bound for each value. So we devise a method to compare
our point-wise relative error bounded TEZIP to other lossy
compressors with an equivalent amount of errors. This method
includes three steps: (1) We run ZFP with a certain absolute
error-bound. (2) Then, we measure the maximum of point-wise
errors for the decoded data; (3) Finally, we use the maximum
error as the error bound in TEZIP to evaluate its compression
ratio for each dataset.

With this method, we configure SZ and TEZIP with the
same maximum point-wise relative decompression errors as
ZFP, for a fair comparison among the three. Figure 10 shows
that, for different datasets, TEZIP achieves an improvement
up to 3.3x than the second best (SZ) in terms of compression
ratio. On average, TEZIP delivers an improvement of 1.7x
compared to SZ in terms of compression ratio.

We also compare TEZIP with SZ (Best Compressor mode).
As mentioned earlier, ZFP does not have a point-wise relative
error feature which is the primary error control feature of
TEZIP. So we do not consider ZFP as a candidate for com-
paring (de)compression time. Our evaluation shows that SZ
performs better than other lossy compressors/codecs in terms
of compression ratio. Thus, we only show the (de)compression
times of SZ with TEZIP (Figure 11). Our evaluation shows
that lossy TEZIP has a compression time comparable to SZ.
But in case of decompression, SZ is much faster compared to
TEZIP. As a future study, we plan to parallelize the prediction
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In our evaluation, we select the lossless option of x265. All
other lossless compressors have been configured with default
settings. Figure 8 shows that TEZIP outperforms these lossless
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TEZIP achieves an improvement up to 3.2⇥ in terms of
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These results show that Baseline depends heavily on the
entropy between consecutive frames. Varying entropy levels
lead to fluctuating compression ratios for Baseline, lower than
TEZIP on average. In contrast, TEZIP predicts frames with
high accuracy even when the entropy is high. For example,
multiple transforming objects in a frame lead to high entropy
and low compression ratios for Baseline. In TEZIP, our trained
PredNet can predict the next frames with higher accuracy,
resulting in high compression ratios.
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We have also compared TEZIP with lossless compressors.
From our evaluation, x265 (lossless) and FFV1 performs
better than other lossless compressors in terms of compression
ratio. Thus, we only show (de)compression times of x265
and FFV1 with TEZIP (Figure 9). TEZIP outperforms other
lossless compressors for four datasets with a large number
of frames(� 800) while it performs comparably for the other
four smaller datasets. Our experiments show that, in terms
of decompression time, TEZIP is generally better than x265
for most of the datasets, while FFV1 generally outperforms
TEZIP. In terms of the overall combined time (compression

and decompression) TEZIP performs 28% better than x265,
while being comparable to FFV1.
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2) Lossy Compression: For lossy compression, we config-
ure TEZIP to handle different point-wise relative error bounds.
In our experiments we have varied the point-wise relative
error bound (↵) for different datasets based on the technique
described later in this section. We compare our lossy TEZIP
scheme with lossy compressors like SZ [13] and ZFP [26].
No comparisons are made to lossy video codecs (e.g. MPEG4,
X264) because they cannot be tuned with point-wise relative
error bounds and they are also not suitable for lossy floating-
point RGB value compression.

ZFP uses a block-based floating-point representation. In a
single block, all values are represented with respect to a single
common exponent. For a block with a wide range of values,
ZFP has no means to control the point-wise relative error
bound for each value. So we devise a method to compare
our point-wise relative error bounded TEZIP to other lossy
compressors with an equivalent amount of errors. This method
includes three steps: (1) We run ZFP with a certain absolute
error-bound. (2) Then, we measure the maximum of point-wise
errors for the decoded data; (3) Finally, we use the maximum
error as the error bound in TEZIP to evaluate its compression
ratio for each dataset.

With this method, we configure SZ and TEZIP with the
same maximum point-wise relative decompression errors as
ZFP, for a fair comparison among the three. Figure 10 shows
that, for different datasets, TEZIP achieves an improvement
up to 3.3x than the second best (SZ) in terms of compression
ratio. On average, TEZIP delivers an improvement of 1.7x
compared to SZ in terms of compression ratio.

We also compare TEZIP with SZ (Best Compressor mode).
As mentioned earlier, ZFP does not have a point-wise relative
error feature which is the primary error control feature of
TEZIP. So we do not consider ZFP as a candidate for com-
paring (de)compression time. Our evaluation shows that SZ
performs better than other lossy compressors/codecs in terms
of compression ratio. Thus, we only show the (de)compression
times of SZ with TEZIP (Figure 11). Our evaluation shows
that lossy TEZIP has a compression time comparable to SZ.
But in case of decompression, SZ is much faster compared to
TEZIP. As a future study, we plan to parallelize the prediction
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