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Time Increment Relative To Non-Sliced Image
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Graph 5

Graph $ illustrates the additional time taken to download for sliced image
relative to non-sliced version. Like Graph 4, the graph has an upward trend showing
the slice dimension of 2 x 2 register the smallest increment in download time.

Interestingly file size in the 350 kb seems to register bigger increase in
download time compared to 500 kb. The image with file size of 500 kb requires
additional time that is comparable with image with file size of 100 kb. All and all,
the 100 kb image file category performs poorly in 10 x 10 sector. Although it
clocks increment in download time that is lower than 500 kb and 350 kb, the
different is very small if compared with 500 kb category.
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The Effect of Slicing JPEG File on the Web Page Download Time

In analyzing further, Graph 6 shows to us the percentage of increment
relative to the non-sliced version of the image. It is very obvious in this graph
that image file with size of 100 kb performs very badly if we slice it in large
amount. While the percentage increment in download time seems to be small in
slice dimension of 2 x 2 and 4 x 4, the same thing does not hold for slice dimension
of 8 x 8 and 10 x 10 especially for 100 kb file category which clocked additional
1400% than the time taken to download the original non-sliced version of the
same image.

Based on the finding it is safe to say that image slicing actually increases
the download time of an image. However the increment seems to be very minimal
as long as the slice dimension is smaller or equal to 4 x 4. Slicing an image
contribute to a very long download time when the slice dimension is bigger than
4 x 4. This is especially true if the file size is 100 kb. While slicing a large image will
lead to longer download time, the variation is small at the upper level. As indicated
in the case of 350 kb and 500 kb file, if we want to slice a large image, it does not
make much different (download time-wise) if we chose S00kb image file or 350 kb
image file. As such, given a choice of 500 kb and 350 kb, it may be better to slice
the 500 kb version when we want to slice it in large dimension.

Conclusion

Slicing the image actually can lead to smaller total file size. In our experiment, it
has been proven that slicing can contribute to smaller file size. However image
slicing work best at most by slicing it into slice dimension of 4 x 4 (16 slices). Any
slicing process that is bigger than 4 x 4 contributes to bigger file size. As such it
is advisable for developers to slice an image not more than slice dimension of
4 x 4. Any slice bigger than that will increase the file size.

Reduction of file size during the slicing process does not guarantee reduction
in downloading time. Generally all slicing dimension demonstrate an increase in
download time beginning from slice dimension of 2x 2,4 x 4,8 x 8 to 10x 10. The
increment in downloading time takes a logarithmic pattern in which tremendous
increase in download time is obvious given high slice dimension such as 8 x 8
and 10 x 10. On the other hand increment in download time is very negligible for
slice dimension of 2 x 2 and 4 x 4. As such, if the designer want some flexibility in
its image presentation and require fast download time, slicing the image at slice
dimension of 2 x 2 and 4 x 4 may do the trick. However if the developer are dealing
with larger file image such as 350 kb and 500 kb, the impact of slicing a 500 kb
image will not be very different from 350 kb. As such, if the developer insists on
quality of image and want to slice the image, he may want to slice 500 kb image
compare to 350 kb version because the download time for the sliced 500 kb file
will not be far off from the 350 kb version.
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