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ABSTRACT

Studies on community annoyance caused by transportation noise exposure were carried out in fifty-one areas

around Gimpo and Gimhae international airports, Gyungbu and Honam railway lines and east and riverside-northen

motorways to accumulate social survey data and to assess the relationship between each transportation noise level

and degree of annoyance in Korea. The measurements of transpotation noise were carried out using portable
precision sound level meters (B&K type 2238 and LD 812) except in aircraft noise. Aircraft noise levels were
measured automatically by airport noise monitoring system, B&K type 3597. Social surveys were carried out to

people living around noise measurement points. Questionnaires were only aggregated by face-to-face interviews

using various questions concerned with demographic factors, degree of noise annoyance, interference with daily
activities and health-related symptoms. The questions of noise annoyance were answered on an 11-point numerical

scale. The respondents, from 18 to 70 years of age, were randomly selected and completed the questionnaire for
themselves. The total number of respondents for the questionnaires was 1,839. The results showed that community
annoyance of railway noise in Korea is similar to that in Japan, but is more severe than that in European

countries.
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2% 45 Comparison between %HA prediction curve
of railway noise in Korea and that in European
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