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This research studies the relationship between image compression and visual classification. The
objective of this research is to compare the quality of the image compressed by lossy compression
technique and the original image by visual interpretation whose result is verified by unsupervised
classification.

The research uses a Landsat 7ETM image patth 128 row 51. The image was recorded on 4
January 2546 and covers the area of Rayong province. The image is compressed by wavelet technique
using MrSID compressor of ERDAS IMAGINE at the ration of 10, 20, 30, 40 and 50. The researcher
compares the compression efficiency using objective fidelity criteria which include file size,
compression ratio, root-mean square error and mean signal noise-to-ratio. Subjective fidelity criteria is
then carried out by asking 20 observers to fill questionnaire about the difference between compressed
and original images. The comparison is quantified by mean opinion score (MOS) and also by taking
difference between the pairs of unsupervised-classified original and compressed images.

The research result finds that wavelet compression significantly decrease file size and very good
quality image can still be achieved at compression ratio 10 whereas at the ratio of 20 the quality is rated
good. At the ratio of 30 the quality of compressed images are rated fair and beyond this point the quality
drops sharply. However, for some object of interest such as water areas, even 1:50 compression ratio
image show little distortion from the original.
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