
A FUNQUE Approach to the Quality Assessment
of Compressed HDR Videos

Abhinau K. Venkataramanan∗, Cosmin Stejerean†, Ioannis Katsavounidis†, Alan C. Bovik∗
∗The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, USA

†Meta Platforms, Inc., Menlo Park, USA
abhinaukumar@utexas.edu, {cstejerean, ikatsavounidis}@meta.com, bovik@ece.utexas.edu

Abstract—Recent years have seen steady growth in the popu-
larity and availability of High Dynamic Range (HDR) content,
particularly videos, streamed over the internet. As a result,
assessing the subjective quality of HDR videos, which are
generally subjected to compression, is of increasing importance.
In particular, we target the task of full-reference quality assess-
ment of compressed HDR videos. The state-of-the-art (SOTA)
approach HDRMAX involves augmenting off-the-shelf video
quality models, such as VMAF, with features computed on non-
linearly transformed video frames. However, HDRMAX increases
the computational complexity of models like VMAF. Here, we
show that an efficient class of video quality prediction models
named FUNQUE+ achieves SOTA accuracy. This shows that
the FUNQUE+ models are flexible alternatives to VMAF that
achieve higher HDR video quality prediction accuracy at lower
computational cost.

Index Terms—High Dynamic Range, Video Compression,
FUNQUE, Perceptual Sensitivity

I. INTRODUCTION

The real world presents the human visual system with a
wide range of luminances, i.e., brightness ranges, even in
everyday settings. For example, the luminance of starlight is
a mere 0.0003 cd/m2 (nits), while the luminance of bright
sunlight on a clear day can reach 30,000 nits. Because of
adaptive gain control mechanisms, particularly the iris’ control
of the pupil size, the visual system is able to perceive a wide
range of brightnesses, from around 10−6 nits to 108 nits.

The iris control mechanism dominates over biochemical
adaptation mechanisms when viewing videos since it can
provide adaptivity within milliseconds, which the biochemical
mechanisms cannot. The normal pupil size in adults varies
from 2 to 4 mm in diameter in bright light to 4 to 8 mm in the
dark. Since the amount of light that goes through the pupil is
proportional to its surface, the iris can offer a factor of 16 gain
control over the amount of light that reaches the retina. This
factor, compounded with the native sensitivity of the cones in
the fovea of our eyes, results in the high dynamic range that
the human visual system enjoys when watching videos.

Until recently, widely deployed legacy imaging technologies
could only capture the standard dynamic range (SDR) of
brightnesses of about 100 nits. Likewise, SDR standards such
as Rec.709 [1] and sRGB [2] can only represent limited
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volumes of colors occupying only about a third of all visible
colors [3]. By comparison, modern High Dynamic Range
(HDR) standards such as BT.2100 PQ [4] are capable of
representing wide ranges of brightness, up to 10,000 nits.
The PQ HDR standard is equipped with a wide color gamut
that can represent nearly two-thirds of all visible colors [3].
Another HDR standard, called Hybrid-Log Gamma (HLG) [5],
supports a limited range of brightness (nominally, 1000 nits)
[6] and was primarily designed for backward compatibility
with SDR standards.

Due to the use of 10-bit and 12-bit representations, HDR
videos require increased compression to achieve bitrate bud-
gets stipulated by streaming internet bandwidth conditions, as
compared to SDR video. Because of this, the development of
objective video quality models that can be used to measure,
monitor, and control the perceptual quality of compressed
HDR videos has become important.

Recent work on HDR quality modeling builds on a rich
body of work targeting SDR video quality prediction. For
example, the PU21 [7] non-linear transform was proposed as
a perceptually uniform [8] domain within which full-reference
(FR) SDR video quality models may be adapted to HDR
images and, by extension, videos. By using the PU21 encoding
function, several legacy video quality models such as SSIM
[9], MS-SSIM [10], FSIM [11], and VSI [12] have been shown
to be useful for HDR video quality assessment problems [13].

A recent method of adapting SDR quality models for HDR
quality prediction is the non-linear HDRMAX transforma-
tion. Two variants of HDRMAX have been proposed in the
literature, which we shall refer to as HDRMAX1 [14] and
HDRMAX2 [13], which respectively deploy a single and a
double non-linearity. Both variants of HDRMAX operate as a
side channel of a standard video quality model, by extracting
quality-aware features on emphasized dark and bright video
frame regions. These regions are the primary contributors to
improved HDR video quality relative to SDR quality, but these
regions are also susceptible to highly visible distortions that
are poorly captured by SDR video quality models. HDRMAX2
has been shown to improve the accuracy of VMAF [13],
while HDRMAX1 has been shown to significantly improve the
prediction accuracies of a wide range of FR and no-reference
(NR) video quality models [14].

In this way, modern HDR video quality predictors derive
their success, in part, from successful SDR models. Within
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the space of quality models designed to predict the percep-
tual qualities of SDR videos that have been subjected to
compression, the FUNQUE+ [15] suite of models has been
shown to achieve SOTA accuracy. FUNQUE+ models are
based on the FUNQUE [16] framework, which enables the
development of efficient and accurate video quality models.
Efficient and accurate designs are achieved by the use of a
shared perceptually-sensitive wavelet transform space within
which all quality features are computed.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section
II reviews the FUNQUE+ suite of models and the HDRMAX
transformation, which represent SOTA performance among
SDR and HDR video quality assessment models. The exper-
imental methodology used to evaluate FUNQUE+ for HDR
is reviewed in Section III, and the results of the evaluation
are presented in Section IV. Finally, we provide concluding
remarks in Section V.

II. BAKGROUND

A. FUNQUE+

Our approach to the design of FR video quality prediction
models relies on the FUNQUE [15], [16] framework, which
yields compact and efficient quality models. The defining
feature of FUNQUE is the use of a “unified” transform, which
is a perceptually sensitized wavelet transform that is shared
by a set of “atom quality models“ that provide quality-aware
features. The computation sharing provided by the unified
transform greatly improves model efficiency, while the intro-
duction of perceptual sensitivity improves model accuracy.

A key component of the unified transform is the use of the
Self-Adaptive Scale Transform (SAST) [17], whereby video
frames to be quality-analyzed are first scaled to account for
the viewing distance relative to the display size. The SAST
scale factor can be approximated [15] as

αSAST ≈ D/H

1.618
, (1)

where D/H is the ratio of the viewing distance D to the
display height H . By assuming that 1080p displays are viewed
at a distance of 3H [18], the value αSAST ≈ 2 was obtained
and used in [16] and [15]. However, 4K displays are often
assumed to be placed at a viewing distance 1.5 times the
display height [18]. This ratio was loosely enforced in the
subjective experiments used to build the LIVE-HDR database
[13]. Hence, for 4K viewing, αSAST ≈ 1 and SAST is
implicitly included in FUNQUE+ models when applied at 4K
resolution.

The FUNQUE framework was refined in [15]. resulting in
the FUNQUE+ suite of models, by the use of a variety of Con-
trast Sensitivity Functions (CSFs), and by adapting existing
quality models to be computed in the unified transform space,
including VIF [19], ST-RRED [20], and the Spatial Activity
Index (SAI) [21]. A novel Multi-Scale Enhanced SSIM (MS-
ESSIM) [22] feature forms the backbone of FUNQUE+ mod-
els. [15]. In a substantial cross-database evaluation study, the
Y-FUNQUE+ and 3C-FUNQUE+ models developed in [15]

were shown to be the best luma-only and three-channel (i.e.,
including chroma) FR models.

Here, we evaluate the efficacy of these two models when
applied to the task of HDR video quality prediction, using the
LIVE-HDR [13] database. The feature sets of the two models
are presented in Table I. The names of the features in the
descriptions of the FUNQUE+ models follow the notation in
[15], and the prefix “Y-”, “Cb-”, or “Cr-” denotes the channel
from which the corresponding feature is computed.

A short description of the features referenced in Table I is
as follows. We refer the reader to [15] for a more detailed
exposition of the FUNQUE+ feature set.

• MS-ESSIM: A multi-scale version of the Enhanced SSIM
(ESSIM) algorithm developed in [22]. ESSIM differs
from SSIM through the use of SAST, the use of small
square windows for local moment computation, and the
use of Coefficient of Variation (CoV) pooling instead
of the traditional average pooling. Inspired by ESSIM,
SAST was incorporated into all features used by the
FUNQUE+ models. ESSIM was adapted to MS-ESSIM
using an exponentially weighted product similar to the
design of MS-SSIM [10].

• MAD-Ref: The mean absolute difference (MAD) between
approximation subbands of the perceptually sensitized
wavelet decompositions of successive frames from the
reference video. MAD-Ref is a measure of the temporal
complexity of the source video.

• DLM-S: A single-scale version of the detail loss metric
(DLM) [23] computed at the coarsest scale of the percep-
tually sensitized wavelet decomposition of the reference
and test videos.

• MAD-Dis: Similar to MAD-Ref, but computed from the
distorted, i.e., test video.

• SRRED, TRRED: Spatial and Temporal components of a
scalar version of the spatiotemporal reduced-reference en-
tropic difference (ST-RRED) model [20]. ST-RRED is a
spatiotemporal quality model that utilizes local entropies
of wavelet coefficients to predict perceptual quality.

• Edge: The “Edge” feature proposed in [24] measures the
degree of edge enhancement in the test video, relative to
the reference video, by analyzing the absolute differences
between wavelet coefficients.

• MAD: Similar to MAD-Ref and MAD-Dis, but computed
as the difference between approximation subbands of the
wavelet decompositions of corresponding reference and
test video frames.

B. HDRMAX

HDRMAX is a suite of non-linear preprocessing methods
designed to adapt SDR video quality prediction models to
HDR. Two variants of HDRMAX have been proposed, which
we refer to as HDRMAX1 [14] and HDRMAX2 [13], cor-
responding to the use of one or two non-linearities. Both
methods apply a local normalization operation followed by one
or more non-linear transforms. The goal of both HDRMAX
variants is to emphasize the measurement of distortion on



1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Normalized Input

40

20

0

20

40

No
nl

in
ea

r O
ut

pu
t

(a) HDRMAX1

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Normalized Input

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

No
nl

in
ea

r O
ut

pu
t

(b) HDRMAX2pos

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Normalized Input

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

No
nl

in
ea

r O
ut

pu
t

(c) HDRMAX2neg

Fig. 1. The HDRMAX Non-linearities

the bright and dark regions of HDR video frames, enabling
video quality models to make much more accurate predictions
of HDR video quality. Indeed, in [14], HDRMAX has been
reported to improve the median SRCCs of FR VQA algorithms
by 25% on the LIVE HDR database.

HDRMAX1 normalizes the local luminance of images
I(i, j) to the range [−1, 1] using min-max normalization.
In [14], normalized luminance is computed within 17×17
neighborhoods via

Ĩminmax(i, j) = 2

(
I(i, j)− Imin(i, j)

Imax(i, j)− Imin(i, j)

)
− 1, (2)

then subjected to the double exponential non-linearity

HDRMAX1(x) = sgn(x) exp (4 | x |)− 1. (3)

By contrast, HDRMAX2 uses local mean subtraction to
normalize the local luminance of images. The locally weighted
mean is computed within 31×31 Gaussian-weighted windows
and subtracted from the luminance values:

Ĩmeansub(i, j) = I(i, j)− Imean(i, j) ∀(i, j) (4)

The mean-normalized luminance values are then trans-
formed using two exponential non-linearities, one that empha-
sizes bright regions, while the other emphasizes dark regions:

HDRMAX2pos(x) = exp (0.5x) (5)

HDRMAX2neg(x) = exp (−5x) (6)

The three HDRMAX non-linearities are illustrated in Fig. 1.

III. EXPERIMENTS

A. The LIVE-HDR Database

The LIVE-HDR database [13] is a subjectively annotated
database of 310 compressed 4K HDR videos. The distorted
videos in the database were obtained by encoding 31 unique
10-bit HDR source contents using HEVC at ten different com-
pression levels. All of the source contents were generated at
professional studios and conform to the PQ HDR10 standard.

The subjective annotations were obtained by presenting
the videos to human subjects under two ambient brightness
conditions - bright and dark. Although it was found that the
two ambient conditions yielded statistically similar subjective
quality scores, we evaluated all of the compared models on
both sets of subjective scores, since the accuracies of video
quality models have been shown to vary between the two
scenarios [13].

B. Evaluation

We utilized content-separated random cross-validation to
evaluate the compared quality models and to tune regressor
hyper-parameters. Specifically, 1000 random splits of the
dataset were generated ensuring that the same source content
was not present in both the training and test splits. The
Pearson Correlation Coefficient (PCC), Spearman Rank Order
Correlation Coefficient (SROCC), and Root Mean Squared
Error (RMSE) were computed between model predictions and
subjective ratings under the bright and dark ambient conditions
to measure model accuracy, and the median value over random
splits was reported as the overall accuracy. Regressor hyper-
parameters were tuned to optimize the average of PCC and
SROCC for both bright and dark ambient conditions. Follow-
ing the recommendations in [13], we ensured that there was

TABLE I
FEATURE SETS OF FUNQUE+ MODELS

Model Features
Y-FUNQUE+ Y-MS-ESSIM + Y-MAD-Ref + Y-DLM-S

3C-FUNQUE+ Y-MS-ESSIM + Y-MAD-Dis + Y-DLM-S + Y-SRRED-HV + Y-TRRED-HV + Cb-Edge + Cr-MAD



no “leakage” of football and golf videos from multiple source
clips between the train and test splits.

In addition to the “base” models, we also evaluated the
effect of HDRMAX on the two FUNQUE+ models. In [13]
and [14], the “HDRMAX feature set” involves computing
the VMAF feature set (excluding motion) from HDRMAX-
transformed input frames. We followed this theme by comput-
ing HDRMAX features from input frames transformed using
both HDRMAX1 and HDRMAX2. In this protocol, the size
of the feature set was always increased by 5 by HDRMAX1
and 10 by HDRMAX2. Finally, we compared the accuracies
of the FUNQUE+ models against SOTA FR quality models
on the LIVE-HDR database.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of evaluating various
quality models on the LIVE-HDR database. These models
include SDR quality models such as PSNR, SSIM [9], MS-
SSIM [10], etc., that have been adapted to HDR using PU21
[7], the visible difference predictor (VDP) models HDR-VDP
versions 2.2 [25] and 3.0.7 [26], a recent deep learning model
named HIDRO-FR [27], and the fusion based models VMAF
[28], Y-FUNQUE+ [15], and 3C-FUNQUE+ [15]. For the
three fusion models, we also consider feature sets that have
been augmented using both HDRMAX1 and HDRMAX2.

The median PCC, SROCC, and RMSE achieved over 1000
random train-test splits are reported in Table II. The three
best results in each column are boldfaced. It may be seen
that the 3C-FUNQUE+ models, including those augmented
by HDRMAX1 and HDRMAX2, achieve SOTA accuracy.
In particular, these models achieve the best generalization
between both dark and bright ambient conditions among all
compared models.

Moreover, we observe that even without HDRMAX aug-
mentation, both the Y-FUNQUE+ and 3C-FUNQUE+ feature
sets still achieve similar or higher accuracies than the best ver-
sion of VMAF, which is augmented with HDRMAX2. This is
particularly notable since VMAF+HDRMAX2 contains a total
of 16 features, while Y-FUNQUE+ and 3C-FUNQUE+ contain
three and seven features respectively. This demonstrates the
superiority of their “base” FUNQUE+ feature sets.

V. CONCLUSION

We have reviewed the FUNQUE+ suite of models that
were designed for the quality assessment of compressed SDR
videos, and successfully demonstrated their applicability to
HDR VQA. Specifically, we evaluated the accuracy of the Y-
FUNQUE+ and 3C-FUNQUE+ fusion-based FR VQA models,
both with and without recently proposed HDRMAX augmen-
tations. We found through extensive cross-validation studies
that the FUNQUE+ models matched or surpassed SOTA full-
reference quality models including deep methods.

A key limitation of this work, and indeed similar work on
compressed HDR VQA, is the availability of only a single
dataset for model evaluation. As a result, we are unable to
evaluate the cross-database generalization capacity of any of

the models under consideration. The development of more sub-
jective databases is critical to overcoming this limitation. Such
additional data could be used to tune FR quality feature sets to
better reflect HDR video properties, such as the importance of
chroma distortions and distortions across luminance ranges.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors acknowledge the Texas Advanced Computing
Center (TACC) at The University of Texas at Austin for
providing high-performance computing (HPC) resources that
have contributed to the research results reported within this pa-
per. URL: http://www.tacc.utexas.edu. The authors would also
like to thank the authors of [27] for providing supplementary
results of their model for use here.

REFERENCES

[1] ITU-R, “ITU-R BT.709: Parameter values for the HDTV standards for
production and international programme exchange,” 2011.

[2] IEC, “Multimedia systems and equipment - Colour measurement and
management - Part 2-1: Colour management - Default RGB colour space
- sRGB,” 1999.

[3] “The pointer’s gamut – the coverage of real surface colors by rgb color
spaces and wide gamut displays,” .

[4] SMPTE Standard, “High dynamic range electro-optical transfer function
of mastering reference displays,” SMPTE ST, vol. 2084, no. 2014, pp.
11, 2014.

[5] T. Borer and A. Cotton, “A Display-Independent High Dynamic Range
Television System,” SMPTE Motion Imaging Journal, vol. 125, no. 4,
pp. 50–56, 2016.

[6] ITU-R, “ITU-R BT.2100: Image parameter values for high dynamic
range television for use in production and international programme
exchange,” 2018.

[7] R. K. Mantiuk and M. Azimi, “Pu21: A novel perceptually uniform
encoding for adapting existing quality metrics for hdr,” in 2021 Picture
Coding Symposium (PCS), 2021, pp. 1–5.

[8] R. Mantiuk, G. Krawczyk, K. Myszkowski, and H-P. Seidel,
“Perception-motivated high dynamic range video encoding,” ACM Trans.
Graph., vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 733–741, aug 2004.

[9] Z. Wang, A.C. Bovik, H.R. Sheikh, and E.P. Simoncelli, “Image
quality assessment: from error visibility to structural similarity,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 600–612, 2004.

[10] Z. Wang, E.P. Simoncelli, and A.C. Bovik, “Multiscale structural
similarity for image quality assessment,” in The Thrity-Seventh Asilomar
Conference on Signals, Systems & Computers, 2003, 2003, vol. 2, pp.
1398–1402 Vol.2.

[11] L. Zhang, L. Zhang, X. Mou, and D. Zhang, “Fsim: A feature similarity
index for image quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 2378–2386, 2011.

[12] L. Zhang, Y. Shen, and H. Li, “Vsi: A visual saliency-induced index
for perceptual image quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, vol. 23, no. 10, pp. 4270–4281, 2014.

[13] Z. Shang, J. P. Ebenezer, A. K. Venkataramanan, Y. Wu, H. Wei,
S. Sethuraman, and A. C. Bovik, “A study of subjective and objective
quality assessment of hdr videos,” IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, pp. 1–1, 2023.

[14] J. P. Ebenezer, Z. Shang, Y. Wu, H. Wei, S. Sethuraman, and A. C.
Bovik, “Making video quality assessment models robust to bit depth,”
IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 30, pp. 488–492, 2023.

[15] A. K. Venkataramanan, C. Stejerean, I. Katsavounidis, and A. C.
Bovik, “One transform to compute them all: Efficient fusion-based full-
reference video quality assessment,” 2023.

[16] A. K. Venkataramanan, C. Stejerean, and A. C. Bovik, “Funque: Fusion
of unified quality evaluators,” in 2022 IEEE International Conference
on Image Processing (ICIP), 2022, pp. 2147–2151.

[17] K. Gu, M. Liu, G. Zhai, X. Yang, and W. Zhang, “Quality assessment
considering viewing distance and image resolution,” IEEE Transactions
on Broadcasting, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 520–531, 2015.

[18] ITU-R, “ITU-R BT.2246-8: The present state of ultra-high definition
television,” 2023.

http://www.tacc.utexas.edu


TABLE II
COMPARING HDR FUNQUE+ MODELS AGAINST SOTA FR QUALITY MODELS

Model Dark Ambient Bright Ambient
SROCC ↑ PCC ↑ RMSE ↓ SROCC ↑ PCC ↑ RMSE ↓

PU21-PSNR [7] 0.5841 0.5767 14.2798 0.6117 0.5963 13.9762
HDR-VDP-2.2 [25] 0.5868 0.5128 15.0052 0.6472 0.6254 13.986
PU21-SSIM [7], [9] 0.6019 0.6065 13.8971 0.6403 0.6301 13.5188

PU21-FSIM [7], [11] 0.6470 0.6372 13.4705 0.7116 0.6904 12.5951
PU21-MSSSIM [7], [10] 0.6593 0.6564 13.1868 0.7120 0.6969 12.4859

PU21-VSI [7], [12] 0.6795 0.6667 13.0284 0.7290 0.7058 12.3334
HDR-VDP-3.0.7 [26] 0.7363 0.7307 11.9332 0.8080 0.8098 10.2139

HIDRO-FR [27] 0.8673 0.8400 9.5010 0.8929 0.8640 9.1699
VMAF [28] 0.8123 0.7352 17.7120 0.8572 0.7853 17.0148

VMAF + HDRMAX-1 [14], [28] 0.8109 0.7461 13.9312 0.8497 0.7809 13.1947
VMAF + HDRMAX-2 [13], [28] 0.8530 0.8038 13.3552 0.8877 0.8264 12.7438

Y-FUNQUE+ [15] 0.8720 0.8301 11.2602 0.8709 0.8218 11.6188
Y-FUNQUE+ + HDRMAX-1 [14], [15] 0.8739 0.8326 10.9248 0.8772 0.8276 11.8800
Y-FUNQUE+ + HDRMAX-2 [13], [15] 0.8579 0.8080 12.4202 0.8722 0.8296 15.9837

3C-FUNQUE+ [15] 0.8985 0.8732 9.4463 0.8895 0.8576 9.8930
3C-FUNQUE+ + HDRMAX-1 [14], [15] 0.9004 0.8735 10.5711 0.8896 0.8524 10.9588
3C-FUNQUE+ + HDRMAX-2 [13], [15] 0.9022 0.8738 9.2223 0.8906 0.8583 10.5827

[19] H. R. Sheikh and A. C Bovik, “Image information and visual quality,”
IEEE Transactions on image processing, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 430–444,
2006.

[20] R. Soundararajan and A. C. Bovik, “Video quality assessment by
reduced reference spatio-temporal entropic differencing,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, vol. 23, no. 4,
pp. 684–694, 2013.

[21] J. Korhonen, “Two-level approach for no-reference consumer video
quality assessment,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 28,
no. 12, pp. 5923–5938, 2019.

[22] A. K. Venkataramanan, C. Wu, A. C. Bovik, I. Katsavounidis, and
Z. Shahid, “A hitchhiker’s guide to structural similarity,” IEEE Access,
vol. 9, pp. 28872–28896, 2021.

[23] S. Li, F. Zhang, L. Ma, and K. N. Ngan, “Image quality assessment
by separately evaluating detail losses and additive impairments,” IEEE
Transactions on Multimedia, vol. 13, no. 5, pp. 935–949, 2011.

[24] F. Zhang, A. Katsenou, C. Bampis, L. Krasula, Z. Li, and D. Bull, “En-
hancing vmaf through new feature integration and model combination,”
in 2021 Picture Coding Symposium (PCS). June 2021, IEEE.

[25] M. Narwaria, R. Mantiuk, M. P. Da Silva, and P. Le Callet, “HDR-VDP-
2.2: a calibrated method for objective quality prediction of high-dynamic
range and standard images,” Journal of Electronic Imaging, vol. 24, no.
1, pp. 010501, 2015.

[26] R. K. Mantiuk, D. Hammou, and P. Hanji, “Hdr-vdp-3: A multi-metric
for predicting image differences, quality and contrast distortions in high
dynamic range and regular content,” 2023.

[27] S. Saini, A. Saha, and A. C. Bovik, “Hidro-vqa: High dynamic range
oracle for video quality assessment,” 2023.

[28] Z. Li, A. Aaron, I. Katsavounidis, A. Moorthy, and M. Manohara,
“Toward a practical perceptual video quality metric,” The Netflix Tech
Blog, vol. 6, pp. 2, 2016.


	Introduction
	Bakground
	FUNQUE+
	HDRMAX

	Experiments
	The LIVE-HDR Database
	Evaluation

	Results
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgment
	References

