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Evaluation of Resident’s Reaction to Traffic Noise Using
Standardized Noise Annoyance Modifiers
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ABSTRACT
Recently a number of social surveys on community response to environmental noises have been conducted.

Since

standardized noise annoyance scales were needed to compare

the results from various areas,

ICBEN(International Commission on Biological of Noise) Team 6 planned a international joint study and

constructed comparable standardized noise annoyance scales using the same method. In Korea the survey was

conducted in four areas such as Seoul, Taejon, Taegu and Kwangju. About 100 subjects participated in each

area approximately. The 21 adverbs were first in the early survey, and five verbal annoyance modifiers were

finally constructed as follows;. 1 {Jeonhyo), 2 (Jokm), 3 (Bikyojerk), 4 (Ajoo), 5 (Umcheongnage)
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Table 1 The words and codes for the standard noise
annoyance modifiers
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Table 2 Distribution of respondents by age and area
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Table 3 Steps for eliminating candidate noise-reaction

Pool formation stage Step Entrance criteria
Base pool 1 Borderline or higher investigator classification (i.e. [JC > 1)
2 P% > 4% ( Net preference score must be at least 5%)
3 I-C Delta < 15
(Intensity score within 15 points of intensity criterion)
Low acceptance pool 4 P% Delta < 20 (preference score within 20%points of most popular
remaining modifier's score)
5 StD Delta < 15 (Standard deviation within 15 points of smallest
remaining modifier's StD)
) 6 I-C Delta < 10
I\gﬁlilzc(:pptz:;e 7 P% Delta < 15
8 StD Delta < 10
) 9 I-C Delta < 5
ng}; fgi/eptanif 10 P% Delta < 10
poat o7 poo 1 StD Delta < 5
12 Lowest IC-Delta Score
Single ranking pool 13 Highest P% Score
14 Lowest StD
Final judgement 15 Judge > Borderline ( Le. IJC=3)

Table 4 Terms for selection criteria

AZ A =3dE F NI/FE hdOE Table 39 Aol

2E5HTHTY s HZFEP(O, 25,

I-C Detia 50 .75, 100%) okel Xt
o) ~SUTHSe EEHA

2t Mo AlollM FtlEZEiQb x4 &
StD Delta

ZFHxte| xtol

Net preference Score

(P%)

FAOIE MEIS SHEA] vlE

P% Delta

2t Mz aolMel F P% - A2 P%

4 d2 A3

41 Xy 24
Table 5 Scales constructed from generation data
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Fig. 1 Regional comparison : The average intensity

score from the line marking exercise
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Fig. 2 Regional comparison : The Standard deviation

from the line marking exercise
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Table 6 The average intensity score
ME Ch o+
56.70 55.60

F
57.54

[i-)
B}
A

5, 432 =gl

51 HAME 2

B A7A8e HEXANA AgE HlAEE @83
AFAe BA4486 AT FAAUA 25HEE Frishe
AL BREZ yon AFAL Qg8 A 94E Fd
(54, TVAIA, dighe $3sta U w FEL50 o)
wEgle 45 g 71302 Hrlsiych

w3 7)20] 24 databasedlH EH3L Qv A 7HA m
ELS(EE, 337, A5)E A7sl F3aYPo A3
.

52 HEHA 3 ME#A

FALgd dF AFA whe-& HWErl A%t 534
2942 3 =Z(Electrostatic headphone, STAX-SR303)&
ol g3l Adslym, MEDSE AM-3t HFEdA ¢
ANG FAHQ) BHg-9 7)8¢) )R F AT &¢¥
AN A" AulR2E Korg-12121/0 202 =& AR
stk

H=EZ g o83 A7AEe 18 37 FE wALT
5dB(A) A& ZE% F2ojM AAHAT. $2 Ui
AL FBH L st vigd Flzlo] AXHZALH, WF
Azle 21mx2.6mx20mE FFAZHE oF 02%0]H, A%
(GA2FE 317 s MR HeAE)o AXH 3tk
ARAY AP 00 - Fike] AAATEA 248E o
oz AA stgoen PF €L 2674 ot}

Fig. 3 Evaluation of reaction to noise with headphones
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Table 7 Traffic noise level at each scale: [dB(A)]
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Fig. 6 Standard deviation of railway noise
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Table 7. Regression of community response to noise
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Fig. 7 Frequency analysis of traffic noise
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