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Objective:

• Every proposed method is following a certain acoustical model.
• How representative is the each model for the vehicles in the

database?
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Additional Sound Emission Provisions (ASEP)

Analysis of the Sound Level Increase of ALL Vehicles of the Database

2nd Gear

3rd Gear
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Additional Sound Emission Provisions (ASEP)

Analysis of the Sound Level Increase
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Vehicles in Line with the Model of the Methods

Analysis of the Sound Level Increase 125 Vehicles

Method 2:
31% vehicles of the database

Method 3:
66% vehicles of the database
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Vehicles in Line with the Model of the Methods

Analysis of the Sound Level Increase

Method 2:
22% vehicles of the database

Method 3:
59% vehicles of the database
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ASEP - Listing of Slopes > 5dB/1000 rpm in 2nd and 3rd Gear

SlopePMRPNr. SlopePMRPNr.

Gear 3
SlopePMRPNr. SlopePMRPNr.

Gear 2
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Conclusion:

• The slope of the ASEP Method 2 is representative for less than a 
30% of the vehicle technologies.

• The slope of the ASEP Method 3 is representative for about 60% of 
the vehicle technologies.

• There is no relationship between the PMR and the vehicle sound
increase versus engine speed.

• Method 3 is better covering the various vehicle technologies.


