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Overview of Scenario Subjective Test Design: Full Factorial Test

Content: Newly shot HDTV material, 1920x1080 pixels at 59.94 fields-per-second, interlaced 15 Degradations + Reference:
Content Provider Service Provider Network Service Provider Customer Mixture of encoding, transmission
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Subjective experiment:
- Freely available HDTV content was recorded
and categorized for subjective experiments

- Nearly linear relationship between visual quality and QP for H.264
- Nearly linear relationship between visual quality and log(Bitrate) for H.264
- Nearly linear relationship between visual quality and log(QP) for MPEG-2

Advantages of fixed QP evaluations:
- The coarseness of the guantization in the encoder is the most important
loss of Information and it is controlled by the QP

Linear fit for QP or Bitrate indicates an upper bound on the expected performance
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- The QP may be better suited for modeling
than the bitrate

- The content dependency needs to be taken
INto account

- The error concealment algorithm influences the visual quality,
INn our experiment a difference of 0.7 MOS was measured

Proposal:
- use fixed QP to learn about the visual quality of different content in a
subjective experiment
- Perform separate experiments to learn about the influence of the change
of QP by the rate control algorithms of video encoder implementations

The QP provides a higher correlation and a lower RMSE than the Bitrate

The segquence dependency is important and should thus be modeled

Many aspects are missing in the model fit: framerate, image size, transmission
distortions, different codec implementations, temporal variations due to rate control




