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Ind noise attracts some of.the lowest Wind-Noise Recordings Results — Wind Detection

The KEMAR head was mounted on a turntable and placed at the 70 x 70 cm outlet of a ‘silent’ wind generator Figure 3 compares the ablility of the wind-detection equations to discriminate between wind and white noise

earing-ald satisfaction ratings. However,

(Fishburn et al, 2007). The microphone cables were connected to a 1.5-volt cell and a 32-bit sound card. (mean values are shown). An ANOVA for the Eq. 6.2 and 6.2a data showed all factors were significant:
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p<0.001) and BTE (F[1,47]=10.8, p<0.01) were significant, while Azimuth (F[7,47]=1.3, p=0.277) was not
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P / y SIMULINK model processed the raw samples to approximate a mass-produced hearing aid. This study led to the following main conclusions:
omni-directional microphones in the same device, and how this is affected by wind speed, wind
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Two BTE shells and a comparison CIC device were mounted on a KEMAR head (see Figure 1). 201 ——cic [T 20
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Figure 1. The devices used in this study, and the wind azimuth relative to the position on the KEMAR head. s e DYNAMIC

Each device contained omni-directional microphone(s) (Knowles FG series) and no other circuits. The Figure 2. Long-term-average, wind-noise level in each one-third-octave band Qur World Is Sound

microphone power, ground, and signal terminals were connected to shielded cables that exited each device. and across all bands (right of 10kHz). Blue = 3 m/s, Green =6 m/s, Red =12 m/s.
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