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Floor Impact Noise Measurement and Evaluation Method Using Impact Ball
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ABSTRACT

Floor impact noise isolation performance of reinforced concrete floors was investigated through new
measurement method using impact ball, Strong impact force in low frequency band below 63 Hz of
bang machine is not similar to- human impact source and causes some problem in evaluating
heavy-weight impact noise but heavy-weight impact noise measurement and evaluation using impact
ball which is very similar to human impact is more reliable than bang machine. Correction value on
the background noise and sensitivity of residents should be considered on the floor impact noise
evaluation classes.
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Preparation I;rr;i %r?r? Assemble, installation
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Table 2 Difference between impact ball 1 and

A A

Tl
: Impact balll | Impact ball O i
Effective mass 25+02kg 25+01kg
Coefficient of | 7,4 0801
restitution
Diameter 185 mm 180 mm
. Hallow 30mm | Hallow 30 mm
Shape and size thick thick
Material SBR Silicone rubber
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