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The Effects of Sensitivity on Subjective Responses to Residential Noises
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ABSTRACT

Social survey and auditory experiment on residential noises such as floor impact, air-bome, bathroom, drainage and
traffic noises were conducted to investigate the effects of sensitivity and background noise levels on subjective response to
residential noises. Results of survey showed that multiple questions for sensitivity to noise have a more power for

discrimination against subjective response to noise than single question. It was also found that the correlation between

sensitivity and annoyance was relatively

low, but the differences in annoyance between sensitivity groups were significant.

Result of auditory experiment showed that effects of sensitivity on annoyance were different according to noise type and

noise level. It was also shown that the difference in annoyance between the lowest sensitive group and the highest

sensitive group was significant in low noise level. The effects of background noise on subjective responses to noise was

also different according to noise source and noise level, and were significant in low noise level of airborne and drainage

noise
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