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A Study on Subjective Noise Evaluation of Residential Area
on Aircraft Noise near Airport
- Case Study on Taegu Airport -
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ABSTRACT

Evaluation model for damage consciousness was established through the survey of 2,210 residents’ consciousness
on aircraft noise near Taegu Airport, There were none who replied that the level of the airc_:raft noise was as
low as it was quiet. 77(3.5%) people replied the noise was normal, and 2133(95.5%) people said it was noisy, As
to the period of time when the aircraft noise occurred, 51%, 97%, 86%. 06% of the residents pointed out the
morning time, the day time, the evening time, and the night time, respectively. Because of aircraft noise, 73%,
88%, 70%, 77%, 78%, and 33% of the residents fel it disturbing indoor conversation, telephoning, watching TV
or listening to the radio, reading or meditating, working, sleeping, and studying, respectively. It was examined
that the bad effects of aircraft noise on the health were severe : 43% of the residents said they experienced
embarrassment. 52% astonishment, 66% absence of mind, 61% heart-beating, 77% headaches, 78% earache, and
93% displeasure, For the survey of the residents’ damage consciousness about aircraft noise, the level of aircraft
noise was set as an objective variable, and gender, age, occupation. education, the type of house, the structure of
windows, the consciousness of settlement in the district, and the period of residence were set as explanatory
variables, And the quantification theory I was applied fo the analysis, The most influencing factor of the
damage consciousness on aircraft noise was the education, the second occupation, the third age, the forth the
consciousness of settlement, the fifth the period of residence, the sixth gender, the seventh the type of house,
and the least influencing factor among them was the structure of windows. These findings will be a useful

guideline when the government seeks to set up policies which will help solve the residents’ noise problems near
Taegu Airport,
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Fig. 1 Aircraft noise contours and the community response survey area
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Fig. 2 Community response for aircraft noise effect
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Fig. 3 Community response for aircraft noise effect
by time zone
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Fig. 4 Community response for aircraft noise effect
by various conditions
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Fig. 5 Community response for aircraft noise effect by
health conditions
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Fig. 6 Countermeasure for aircraft noise
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Table 1 The Model evaluating the annoyance degree of aircraft noise for a near residential area

The number Category Coefficient Annoyance
Item Category Range of partial degree of
of sample score - . . .
) . correlation aircraft noise
Sex Male 963 -0.213 0.725 0.185
Female 1247 0.512 (6) (6)
Teenagers 55 -0.126 : S (Average +
Twenties 459 0.276 1.140 0.372 category
Age Thirties 755 0528 (3) (3) score)
Forties 624 -0.213
Above fifties 317 -0.612
Housewife 809 0.727
Merchant 644 -0.277 1.452 0.417
Occupation Salaryman 352 0.643 (2) (2
Student 249 1.175
The others "~ 156 0.341
School Below‘rniddle sch. 202 -1.182 1.934 0517
career High sph. . 1290 0.326 (1) (1)
Above university 718 0.752
House Korean-style h 531 0.287 . 0.614 0.127
style Western-style h 524 -0.215 (7N - (8)
Apartment 1155 -0.327
Frame of Usual window 550 0.232 0.359 0.153
window Aluminum window 1660 -0.127 (8) (7
Settlement Yes 230 -0.217 _
for Usual 77 0512 0.991 0315
residential
district No 1203 0.774 (4) (4)
Years of Within 5 439 0417 0.792 0.293
residence 5-10 779 -0.212 (5) (5)
Above 10 992 -0.375
Coefficient of multiple correlation : 0.95
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(2) Age

(3) Occupation

(4) School career

(5) House style

(6) Frame of window

(7) Years of residence

(8) Affection

(9) Settlement
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(10) Satisfaction

(11) Noise

(12) Response for aircraft noise by time zone

(13) Response for aircraft noise in activity range

(14) Reaction for noise symptoms

(15) Countermeasure for aircraft noise
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