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Abstract

Quality assessment aims to evaluate if a distorted image or video has a good quality by measuring the difference
between the original and distorted images or videos. In this paper, to assess the visual quality of a distorted image or
video, visual features of the distorted image are compared with those of the original image instead of the direct
comparison of the distorted image with the original image. We use edge projections from two images as features, where
the edge projection can be easily obtained by projecting edge pixels in an edge map along vertical/horizontal direction. In
this paper, edge projections are obtained by using vertical/horizontal directions of gradients as well as the magnitude of
each gradient. Experimental results show the effectiveness of the proposed quality assessment through the comparison with

conventional quality assessment algorithms such as structural similarity (SSIM), edge peak signal-to—noise ratio (EPSNR),
and edge histogram descriptor (EHD) methods.
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Fig. 1. Block diagram of conventional RR image guality
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Fig. 2. Examples of vertical and horizontal edge
projections (Akivo, 1st frame). (a) the reference
(left) and distorted (right) images (b) vertical and
horizontal edge maps of the original image and
their edge projections, (¢) vertical and horizontal
edge maps of the distorted image and their
edge projections.
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