ATASHS ol T 4 /F5 ¢4 e 2

oA old A Jut

A Study on Development of Sound Quality Index of a Refrigerator
Based on Human Sensibility Engineering
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ABSTRACT

The international competition in refrigerator markets has continuously required the research for sound quality of a
refrigerator to improve the quality of a life. In this paper, A new method for evaluation of the sound quality of a
refrigerator is developed based on human sensibility engineering by using ANN(Artificial neural network). Finally it is
applied to evaluate the sound quality of refrigerator on the production line.
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Fig. 2. Waterfall of refrigerator noise which is recovered
by the impulse response of the room.
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Fig. 18. The mesh of a refrigerator's sound quality index.
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