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Comparison of community annoyance from commercial and military aircraft noise
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ABSTRACT

The noise problem has been a public interest for severd years in Korea. Especidly, the noises which were emitted from
aircrafts on the arport and in the air have injurious effects on people over a vast range. Hence, there need vast data on the
aircraft noise to evduate the effect of various parameters. In present study, the works which consist of social surveys and noise
measurements were conducted at points near the airport and the airbase. Total of 1,784 participants give effective responsesin
forty-five areas nearby the measurement points. Questionnaires asked the responses concerned with attitude, noise sengitivity,
directive effects, secondary effects, annoyance and attempts to lower noise level exposed. From the field survey, the dose-
response relationship of community response to aircraft noise was established and there are different characteristics between
civil and military aircraft. Though the study is still continuing on afew interest, one among some results is that %HA (%highly
annoyed) of civil aircraft is higher than military’s under the 70 WECPNL.
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Table 1: the grouping of respondentsin civil aircraft

Gender Age Edu. H.O. R.L.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Women  40~60 High Owner 3~10
(67) (38) (44) (72) (36)
Men 20~40  University  Renter 10~30
(33) (37) (23) (24) (32)
60~80 Middle 1-3
a7) (16) (18)
10~20 Elementary over 30
(6) (11) (7
etc Uneducated under 1

(6) ()

<) Edu. (Education level), H.O. (Homeownership),
R.L. (Residential year length)

(2 *=8&37| 23
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@ T Aol FAF Ao HAAEden, 7}
7} 549 W} 482 o] FRIEO] AT FAlel| 3o
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Table 2: the grouping of respondentsin military aircraft

Gender Age Edu. H.O. R.L.
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Women  20~40 High Owner 3~10
(88) (38) (46) (76) (36)
Men 40~60  University  Renter 1~-3
(12) (37) (47) (22) (32)
60~80 Middle etc 10~30
17) (4) (10)
10~20 Elementary under 1
D 2 (16)
etc Uneducated etc

D)

<) Edu. (Education level), H.O. (Homeownership),
R.L. (Residentia year length)
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Figure 2: Comparison of surveys using the percent
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Figure 3: %highly annoyed, %annoyed of military
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Figure 4: Comparison between civil and military aircraft
noise base on %HA
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