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Evaluation of Subjective Responses for Urban Environmental Sounds to Create

Comfortable Environment
—through the comparison of subjective evaluation—

W L 8k ARqfx) 7] b, A Goern ZRZ) sk
Hyeon-Ku Park, Hang Kim, Yong—Gyu Shin, No—-Gab Gi, Sun-Woo Kim, Gil-Soo Jang

Key Words : F3H-3(subjective response), 2 874(Comfortable Environment), £A] 87 -&(Urban Environmental Sound)

ABSTRACT

For the comfortable housing life, an urban environment should give comfort and pleasantness to people living in house
and in city. There are lots of environmental conditions in city affecting house and life and most of all the noise
pollution have been become factor that makes people's life hard without need to say. Recently researches have been
performed to create comfortable urban environment and a study on the evaluation of urban environmental sounds is
now undergoing.

This study aimed to analyse the subjective characteristics through the subjective evaluation to the sounds measured
with physical parameters and eventually to find out evaluation method for urban environmental sounds. Vocabularies
applied to previous studies were used for the subjective evaluation and sound sources recorded in specific places were
presented with picture at the same time.
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Table 1. Comparison by physical parameters to objectives
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Fig. 1 Leq dB(A) of sound sources
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Fig. 2 Frequency characteristics(G) of sound sources
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Table. 2. Adjectives used in subjective evaluation
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Fig. 3 1st and 2nd subjective evaluation result
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Table 3. Correlation analysis by evaluation types
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Table 4. Correlation analysis by sound sources
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