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Structural Similarity Based Video Quality Metric using Human Visual System
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Abstract

Recently, the structural similarity (SSIM) index metric is proposed. In the present paper, a new framework, which is called
visual SSIM (VSSIM), is proposed by incorporating crucial human factors into the SSIM. The human factors are foveation,
luminance, frequency and motion information. The performance of VSSIM is evaluated by subjective quality test compliant with
the Video Quality Expert Group (VQEG) multimedia group test plan. It shows that the visual SSIM is more correlated with the
subjective quality result than the conventional SSIM.

Keyword : TZ3 FA1%, Q17F AlZk A A, spatial weight, TAF (information allocation function) weight, MV weight
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Fig. 1. A block diagram of the proposed video quality metric
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