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ABSTRACT

Floor impact sounds from two different floor systems were measured. One of the t\;VO floor systems is a dry floor
system (with 150mm concrete slab) and the other is a standard floor system (210mm concrete slab). Real impact sources
such as jumping and running of children were used as well as standard impact sources (bang machine, impact ball and

tapping machine) to evaluate sound isolation of the two floor systems. Subjective evaluations of the floor impact sound

isolation performance for the two systems were also conducted by the methods of 3 scales & 9 categories, paired

comparison and semantic differentials. Measurement results indicate that floor impact sound isolation performance of the dry
floor was better than that of standard floor in both cases of real and standard impact sources. The subjects in auditory
experiments also evaluated the dry floor as a better sound isolation system.
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