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The sound level threshold and impact factors of acoustic comfort
in a huge calling center
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2. School of Economics and Management, Shanghai Maritime University, Shanghai 201305, China)

Abstract: In order to improve indoor acoustic comfort in a huge call center, an extensive questionnaire survey is carried
out. By statistical regression analysis of the data, all main sound sources in this call center are identified, and it is found
that the evaluation of acoustic comfort has nothing to do with the gender of the staff, but is greatly affected by the
working period. Through the further classification and statistics of the survey data, it is found that the acoustic comfort
is closely related to the subjective noise perception and the impacts on work and health. By measuring the indoor sound
pressure levels of different work shifts, the correlation between subjective noise perception and indoor sound pressure
level is summed up, and an acceptable threshold of sound pressure level is recommended as a key suggestion to improve
the acoustic comfort in a call center.

Key words: call center; acoustic comfort index (ACI); impact factors; indoor noise; threshold of sound pressure level

mllf

0 HJ

I AL e 2 e 5538 Al STl 25 1 ok 2R FRLY
SRt AR, JEIE 24 h AR AR ST, o 7 i AL
BN PR, JF HIR S IR 55, PRy
O RN AR R ERITREI A R, Ip 2
R T (M AR T, AR RAEIE . AL
I H AL ERAE, (BRI A RID R L YR 2 AN B2 1]
FARTFHEE . 2SRRI, 1T 50%IKIT
I 2 7 TSP A2, Ay B AR G

Yk HEA: 2017-11-12; #&[E BEA: 2018-01-03

EEWH: FExARRSEIETH (71371145, 71473162, 71102043)

EE BN B R1968—), B, WALRITA, W+, B, HAh
FONE RS TR, S TR,

BiEE: ¥k, E-mail: wenfahu@tongji.edu.cn

FKVo B A AP ETIE BN 53 A BT AR 2
AR MIEER, FEHAESEC R, Jp A R
JE5 NAEIEf =R AR

I L] e 1) 32 B AR 308 5 B % T S AN I
BRI, I =N, S RN i
(RIS o PRV P 1 2 P IR P 7 5 5 B T
B, DI T AR, GRSl TR
TR JIERGAE . SR OB S EERE 1, T
AR TAR R . Fap i B2 — A A RS2 N )
FEEERRER, — BRI RS WP A 4l A
WL Bl T84 A0 5 1) 26 2R
EIPO R b 1 RFIESE ;s Mg 22 AR A A 1 77 X
TR AN TR X AR G 28 i e % 1) P 67 o B2 1A
LSRR M A5 M 1) 25 A L Dl
7%, A AR 55 AR S IR R b HAt
SYRFAE: BRI AR S ) 2 S AR 4 S



1

BSCAR A KT o [ 75 7 36 32 R M) PR 3% % L 78 s 2% AR 7T 63

2, BT TR R P I R R A Y
R ORYE, SR T AR 1 S R A
VRl o BT T ORI Y v (4 75 36 E EAT 4 T
WA SCEAR D o ARSCH b A 187 KRRy et 75
FPIE ) T B R M IR A S, $ei
FAL KT po 75 8738 FE VAR R, HERE T
MU B3 R A2 B P T B, D K2R Y o ) 75 34
SRS

[ WS R P

LLrb A2 30 2 = (9 SRRy v . %8
NEFON 5 JRHEZREE ), KO 31 m, TE05 28 m,
JEFN45m, ENA SMRILAE, DR VBORE.
WA 53 TR A BAE R AL, 5 rpie g 3k
DS — S KBTI A X, B 1 s
IRPU PN E BN G0 ARG, I R S
IR X 53 B o

%9 000§ 9000 %9000 % 9.000F 9 000 F
—"*— ‘._:u +cn ‘

TN
g %%L
HiLe

Bl 1 KRB e i A B
Fig.1 Floor plan of the huge call center
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Fig.2 Main noise sources in the call center
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Table 1 Sex difference of the subjective sense of acoustic
comfort in the call center
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Fig.3 Analysis of the subjective evaluation of acoustic
comfort in the call center
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Table 2 Statistical results of ACI, subjective noise, impact
on work and impact on health
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Fig.4 Relations of ACI with subjective noise, impact
on work and impact on health
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Fig.5 Correlation statistics between subjective noise level
and ACI in the call center

PPV (E, ) 5 FE P (E,, ) [H A
KEH R=0.927, VLMIWH A7 I 2 Zebk [
BRAR, WRZHR T NMEFBA (R E, 72 E
AT MIFEETEEME () E HMEEEN. 25
5 AN IZ P Y el (e 7 PE5) 5 78 8 16 2 —
R (P22 0 2 B 3), DB TUNRRFE R AR AS
EPEH N 1)

4 FE RGO R B S R %2
o s 2 A

FEAN RIS 1) B, R I O AN [ A7 7L )

NI EE, ARG A R A R, RTHSEAL A
7R 255 PR AT IE B R RIAT R AE DA ILE 6),
SERR: MRARB RN 0.876, FRHWHH AT
TEARBRINZR R R, WA = NS IR m, +
WA IEE 2 TR .

IR Y O R 7R R OE B N — MR E,, =3)BT, X
MAERL A FE RSN 64.8 AB(A), L2 IH FE GFE FE
PR B T 2 75 R 2 EX 65 dB(A) o BRI % MBS
KEZH G TR OB EHEE R N “A

FTIE 7.

5F o
94l EAREE M
ﬁ (E =35 ek
%E IFp——--— ESED— — — — — — — — — — —
2
£

| R>=0.867

55 60 65 70 75 80
SMAFY/AB(A)
6 DRAYrC AR A P 2R 5 R BE AR SR G
Fig.6 Correlation statistics between equivalent A-weighted
sound pressure level and ACI in the call center
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