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Abstract

Previous researches on helicopter noise have often focused on hovering conditions or non-lifting conditions to facilitate
testing and clearly identify noise sources. While these studies are beneficial for understanding noise sources and
validating analysis tools, they may not align well with noise certification flight tests. To predict and analyze results from
noise certification flight tests, it is necessary to study the characteristics of helicopter rotor noise depending on
microphone and aircraft positions during flight tests. Results from noise flight tests indicate that high-speed impulsive
(HSI) noise dominates during forward flight, with an increase in noise observed with an increase in forward Mach
number. Broadband noise is predominant after the helicopter passes the microphone compared to blade noise. Noise
during landing approaches exhibits complex and irregular characteristics due to interference between blades and tip
vortex.
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Fig. 2 Thickness and Loading Noise in the Rotor
Plane, for Non-Lifting UH-1H Blade in Hover
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Fig. 6 Tone Corrected Perceived Noise for OverFlight
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