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A Study on the Evaluation of Subjective Response about
Rail Noise in Urban Area
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ABSTRACT

Rail noise and vibration is one of the major problem for the residents living nearby milway tracks. The mil noise may
inflict a considerable damage to physiological, spiritual, mental and discomfort to neighboring peoples. Therefore, residents
living nearby mailway were appeal many wroubles. Nevertheless, in our country, adequate guidelines for the rail noise are
not yet established because of the lack of basic data and insufficient rescarch works. in this point, this study attempts to
surveys the influence of rail noise in urban area using questionnaire. This study also present a basic data in establishing

effective plans for rail noise in the future.
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Fig. 1. General characteristics of respondents.
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Table 1. Status of distribution, collection and analysis by location.
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Fig. 2. Intention of moving out.
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Fig. 3. Reasons for moving oul.
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Fig. 4. Level of disturbance caused by railway noises in each season.
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Fig. 5. Level of disturbance caused by railway noises according
to weather.
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Fig. 6. Sound Insulation types of houses where the employees live,
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Fig. 7. Prevention plans for railway noise.
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Fig. 8. Level of change in prevention plans compared with oncs
4~5 years ago.
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Fig. 9. Reasons thal prevention plans are not set up compared
with situation 4-5 years ago.
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Fig. 10. Strength of civil appeals and experience of protest.
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Fig. 11. Results of civil appeals or protests.

35

el ABEe AW ASAE] U@ LaM9
& AAnidel $AE J158 AneRes 4k

3.5 dxago2 oIt mafAZich
BArigoz 8 7M1 Pats 2n de AJdE
gelsivd 1Y 129 Tet

: v

RAN /

NRNSN
TN T~

12345678 91011121314151617 18190122024

)

38 12, BESSo2 A A
Fig. 12. Hours of damage by railway noises.
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Fig. 13. Level of damage according to situation.
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Fig. 14. Level of disturbance caused by railway noises.
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Fig. 15. Level of damage caused by railway noises.
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Fig. 16. Their counterplans on railway noisc.
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Fig. 17. Resolutions for railway noise.
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