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An experimental study on the subjective response evaluation of the
perception of reverberation time difference
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Table 1 Reverberation time of Sound samples
== LS AR 2
4.0 0.5
35 1.0
3.0 1.5
2.5 2.0
43 20 25
1.5 3.0
1.0 35
0.5 4.0
2.5 2.0
1.5 1.0
1.0 0.5
0.5 0.9 0.4
0.8 0.3
0.7 0.2
0.6 0.1
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Fig. 1 Annoyance of noise samples
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