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Problem Statement

Pros Cons
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Evaluation of video quality is a crucial topic for Internet content providers (ICPs) to

address to enhance their service. Although there have been some studies on evaluating

objective video quality, real-time evaluation is still a challenging task. The development

of a web interface for assessing video recordings' quality is covered in this work.

Approximately 15 to 20 minutes were required for each experiment or to assess the

algorithm of video clips.

Introduction:

Web Version Link of the Experiment:

http://pbz.kt.agh.edu.pl/~testySubiektywne/QoE_Dutta/TANGO/
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Methodology:

• Step 1: Crowdsourcing Platform

• Step 2: Algorithm of Summarizing Video Clips

• Step 3: Task Description

• Step 4: Video Summarization

• Step 5: Data Analysis

• Step 6: Evaluation
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Crowdsourcing:

• Technique

• Via an online platform

• Divided into small parts

• Large group of individuals

• Impossible for machines to do

• More comprehensive 

• Short period

• Low cost
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Different Measurement Points:
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Fig.: Challenging subjective evaluation from different perspectives.



Different Measurement Points:
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Experiment Parameters (Summary):
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Parameters Specifications

Length of video clips 30 to 45 seconds

No. of Participants 45

Total Algorithms (A-B, A-C, A-D, A-F, A-D-45) 5

Each Pair Dataset 24 Videos

Each Experiment Duration 15 to 20 minutes

Total Experiment Duration 12 Weeks

Total No. of Votes 543

Participant’s Platform Computer/ Laptop

Language of Audio & Video Polish

Spatial Activity (SA) & Temporal Activity (TA) agh-vqis package

Video Algorithms pySceneDetect package

Audio & Video ffmpeg program

Video Source News, sports, entertainment

Crowdsourcing Platform AGH University Web Server



Figure 1: Preview of Home Page with Instructions

Scientific Experiment:
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Figure 2: Preview of ‘Video A’
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Figure 3: Preview of ‘Video B’
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Figure 4: Preview of ‘Voting Page’
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Results (Pair Comparison):
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Fig. 5: A-D Scenario Outperformed

(Second Video) 

Fig. 6: A-F Scenario Outperformed 

(First Video)
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Conclusions/ What’s next:

Figure: Factors Impacting Recipient’s Perception
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GitHub: https://github.com/dutta-agh/TANGO_A-B
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Thank You !!

https://github.com/dutta-agh/TANGO_A-B
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