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Analysis of Sound Quality Parameters of Sound Sources applied for Soundscape Design
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ABSTRACT

When we evaluate sound, there are various methods for noise such as A-weighted SPL{(sound pressure level),
NC(noise criteria), NR(noise rating) and SIL(speech interference level) etc. however, it is not sufficient for the
sounds supplied to public places used in soundscape design. Consequently it is needed to develop the tool for
evaluating the good acoustical environment and futhermore quantifying the effect of improvement by supplying
sound sources.

In this study, it was tried to analyse the sound sources applied for soundscape design using sound quality
parameters. The sound sources used were natural sound artificial sound. For the sound quality parameters,
Loudness(L), Sharpness(S), Fluctuation strength(FL), Tonality(T), Roughness(R), Unbiased Annoyance(UA)
were used and sound quality values were compared both natural and artificial sounds, depending on the
convolution of sound sources with background noise, the duration, the frequency contents and the SPL. As a
result, the values of L and UA have shown to be changed comparing to the other parameters, and it is
necessary to analyse the correlation with subjects’ responses.
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Table 1. Frequency characteristics of sound sources
represented to public places
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Table 2. Sound quality values of sound sources
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Table 3. Sound quality indices of background noise
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Table 4. Correlation coefficient between sound

quality indices
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Table 5. Change of Sound quality values by the

time length
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Table 6. Change of Sound quality values by the

frequency contents
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