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RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF SEVERAL SIMULATED JET ENGINE
NOISE SPECTRAL TREATMENTS IN REDUCING ANNOYAN(E
IN A TV-VIEWING SITUATION
By Walter J. Gunn*, Tsuyoshi Shigehisa**, and William T. Shepherd

SUMMARY

An experiment was conducted in order to determine the relative effec-
tiveness of several hypothetical jet engine noise treatments and to test
the hypothesis that speech interference, at least in part, mediates annoyance
with aircraft noise when test subjects are engaged in a TV-viewing situation.
Specifically, if speech interference mediates annoyance with aircraft noise,
then one might expect greater relief by energy reductions at the intermediate
frequency hands (800 Hz to 2 kHz) than at higher frequency bands (2 kHz to
4 kHz) or lower frequency bands (less than 800 Hz) when the overall sound
1eveTris on the order of 89 dB. Additionally, one might expect the frequency
of the most effective band reduction to increase somewhat as the overall
sound level is decreased to about 83 dB.

In this experiment, twenty-four subjects watched television in a
simulated 1iving room. During this time, recqrded aircraft sounds were
presented in such é way as to create the i1lusion that aircraft were actually
flying overhead. The stimuli were intense enough to cause interference with
speech reception, as is experienced by many people who 1ive near airports.
The subjects judged the annoyance value of each stimulus using one of two
psychophysical procedures during'each of the two 1-hour sessions. The
stimuli were all modifications ¢f a recorded commercial jet aircraft takeoff
noise. Some of the stimuli were produced by filtering out various amounts
of acoustic energy from individual 1-ocfave bands centered at four specific
~ parts of the acoustic spectrum, 375 Hz, 800 Hz, 1.6 kHz, and 4 kHz. Other
stimﬁl? wefe of the same Spectra as these but presenied at lower overall

levels.. Thus, there were 27 stimuli which were combinations of 8 spectra
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(one untreated and eight different treatments of the basic aircraft takeoff
noise) at three distinct overzil levels. The following results were obtained:
(1) The spectral treatments most effective in reducing annoyance
responses were at 1.6 kHz and 800 Hz, in that order.
(2) The greatest annoyance reduction resulting from treatments was
at the intermediate overall sound level (88 to 89 dB(A), peak value) with
less reduction at both higher and lowsr levels,
(3) The category rating procedure was relatively insensitive to
annoyance reductions resulting from spectral treatments such as those used
in this experiment, whereas the magnitude estimation procedure proved to
be quite sensitive.
The results of this study are interpreted as supporting the hypothesis

that speech interference, at least in part, mediates annoyance with aircraft

noise in a TV-viewing situation.
INTRODUCTION

Interference with speech communications, primarily television viewing,
is the major aircraft-related problem (ref. 1 and 2). Williams, et al.
(ref. 3), used an 11-point rating scale to obtain judgments of the
acceptability of 1ndividua1 aircraft flyover noises while subjects watched
television. Thése ratings were nearly identical to those made without the
presence of television and showed the typical 1inear relationship between
sound level in dB(A), PidB, or SIL and rating. In experiments conducted by
Langdon, et al. (ref. 4), subjects watched videotaped television programs

and, at the end of each session, rated the acceptabi]ity:of the total noise



exposure during that period. The authors concluded that their data were best
described by a model which combines the intensity prediction of Williams,

et al. (ref. 3) with a "masking prediction." This combination predicts
relatively small effects above or below the masking threshold with a dramatic
effect at the masking point. A more comprehensive model of human response

to aircraft noise was proposed by Gunn, et al., {ref. 5). This stress-
reduction model hypothesizes, in part, that annoyance response to aircraft
noise is mediated by three primary factors; the inherent unpleasant character-
istics of the noise, per se; aversive meanings associated with the noise
sourze; and interference with ongoing activities. In order to teét the
hypothesis that interference with various ongoing activities differentially
affects annoyance responses to recorded aircraft noises, Gunn, et al.

(ref. 6) performed a large-scale laboratory study in which 324 subjects, in
groups of six, were engaged in TV-viewing, telephone listening, or reverie
(no activity) for a 1/2-hour session. During this period, they were exposed
to a series of recorded aircraft noises which were presented at the rate of
one flight every 2 minutes. At the end of the test session, subjects
recorded their responses to the aircraft noises, using an 11-point bipolar
rating scale which covered the range from "very pleasant" to extremely
annoying." The responses were found to be differentially affected by the
particular activity in which the subjects were engaged. Subjects engaged

in the telephone Tistening task were significantly more sensitive to changes
in peak flyover level than those engaged in either TV-viewing or reverie.
Additionally, the annoyance value of the overflights in the TV-viewing task
was found to be significantly greater than that during reverie, at all levels.

The differences in the three psychophysical functions suggest a possibie
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different basis for the annoyance response in each situation. The authors
suggest that distraction, as well as speech masking, may be involved in
annoyance response to aircraft noise in a TV-viewing situation.

Given that interference with TV-viewing is a major aircraft noise
related problem (ref. 1 and 2), and that different psychophysical functions
relating aircraft noise exposure and annoyance rasponses have been found
for subjects engaged in different activities (ref. 6), it would seem
desirable to obtain information about the relative effectiveness of jet
engine noise treatments while subjects are engaged in various realistic
activities.

There are many possible ways to reduce jet engine noise. Overall
level reductions are possible as are discrete noise reductions at specific
parts of the acoustic spectrum. The question is, which is the most cost-
effective? That is, which approach provides the greatest annoyance
reduction for the Teast expense? The experiment to be described in this
paper deals directly with the question of relative effectiveness of various
hypothetical jet engine naise reduction treatments.

Support for the h}ﬁothesis that speech interference, at least in part,
mediates annoyance with aircraft noise in a TV-viewing situation might be
obtained by comparison of the results of this study with predictions based
on speech masking considerations. For instance, Milier (ref. 7) prehaﬂis
data which show that at 89 dB, the most effective speech maskihg bands
are in the frequency region of 800 Hz to 2 kHz. As the level of the
masking decreases, the frequency of the most effactive masking band increases
and the differences in the masking effectiveness of individual bands decrease.
Nith'respect to the effectiveness of noise treatments in which energy'ié

removed from specific frequency bands of the spectrum of a jet engine noise,



speech masking considerations would then suggest that the greatest annoyance
reduction will be obtained by noise treatments in the frequency region
between 800 Hz and 2 kHz, when the overall sound level is on the order of

89 dB. As the overall sound level is decreased, the amount of annoyance
reduction from each treatment will decrease and differences in the

effectiveness of the treatments will disappear.
METHOD

Subjects
Twenty-four subjects ranging in age from 19 to 50 participated in the
experiment. Eighteen were women and six were men. Only those whose hearing
level was found to be within 20 dB of normal (ISO, 1964) were allowed to

participate.

Stimuli

Twenty-seven stimuli were presented in each test session. Stimulus 1
was a recorded commercial jet aircraft takeoff noise. All other stimuli
were simply electronically modified versions of stimulus 1. A description
of the technique used for synthesis of the stimuli and examples of peak
spectra are contained in Appendix A.

Table 1 shows that the 27 stimuli are combinations of nine spectra
presented at three overall levels. Stimuli 4 through 27 have the same basic
spectrum as stimuli 1, 2, and 3, except that in each case, energy has been
removed from a specific 1-octave band. There are two degrees of treatment which
are designated D1 (the lesser treatment) and D2 (the greater treatment). Thus,
there are nine treatment conditions; the first is an untreated spectrum,
designated T1. The other eight are combinations of the two degrees of
treatment (D1 and D2) at each of the four treatment bands which are centered

at 315, 800, 1.6 k, and 4 kHz. These are designated T2 through T9. Table |



also shows the peak levels of the stimuli in dB(A), dB(D), and PNdB, as well

as the overall level category, L1, L2, and L3.

Apparatus

The test was conducted in a simulatad living room, complete with TV
receiver and contemporary furnishings. Figure 1 shows a floor diagram of
the test room. Four speakers, positioned over the test room, were used to
present the stimuli. Two channels of a multichannel tape recorder were
connected to four power amplifiers via an electronic switch and a noise
elimination system. Each of the tape recorder channels drove two of the
~power amplifiers, ~hich were connected in parallel. In this way, using the
specially altered tapes (described in Appendix A), it was possible to
create the illusion that the aircraft were actually flying overhead with

distinct directional characteristics.

Procedure
Test subjects, in groups of either two or four at a time, were taken

to a briefing room where they were given copies of the General Instructions,

which are contained in Appendix B. The General Instructions were then read

to the subjects as they followed #long on their own copies. Next, a

Voluntary Consent Form (cortained in Appendix C) was distributed, signed by

the subjects, and collected. Finally, an Audiovisual Monitoring Consent Form

(contained in Appendix D) was distributed, signed by the subjects, and
collected. The subjects were then escorted to the simulated living room
(see fig. 1) where they participated in two 1-hour sessions which were
separated.by.a 5-minute break.

In one session, they judged the annoyance value of the 27 stimuli

(shown in table 1) using a nine~point category rating scale. The instructions



to subjects and a sample data sheet for the category rating method are
centained in Appendix E. In the other session, subjects judged the annoyance
value of the same 27 stimuli, using a magnitude estimation method. The
instructions to subjects and a sample data sheet for the magnitude estimation
method are contained in Appendix F. In th:s session, the modulus (stimulus
2=100) was presented twice, before any judgments were made by the subjects,
and again every tenth flyover to serve as a reminder. For these stinuli,

no subject response was required as the space on the data sheet was already
filled in with the number 100. Stimulus 2 was additionally presented and
judged along with the other 26 stimuli, which were presented in a random
sequence to each group.

Half of the subjects (51 through $12) used the magnitude estimation
method in the first session and the category rating method in the - snd
session. The other half of the subjects (S13 through 524) received the
reverse order for the method of judgment in each session.

The test subjects viewed various television programs during each
session. The volume control was set by the experimenter to a level which
was found to be comfortabie by all subjects. This level was generaliy in
the range of 45 to 51 dB(A} and was not altered during the remainder of the
session. Most groups watched movies, talk shows, and quiz.shows and
appeared to be fairly interested in the proceedings, as was indicated by
smiles of amusement and moderately frequent outbursts of laughter.

At the end of the first sessjon, subjects were allowed a 5-minute rest
break outside the test room. After the rest break, they were returned to
the test room and given the instructions for the second session. The order
of stfmulus presentation was randomized for each group to control temporal
or order effects. The interstimulus interval varied from trial to trial

but averaged approximately one flight every 2 minutes, similar to flyover



rates at a busy airport. After the second session, the subjects were thanked

for their participation and released.

Analysis of Variance of Category Rating Data

Tables 2 and 3 show the analysis of variance for the category raling
data. Since category ratings are essentialiy noninterval data, a nonparametric
analysis (Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance) was used. The analysis shows
that the effect of spectral treatment was not significant. Only the effect
of overall level reached significance. Inspection of the data shows that
the effect of level was similar for all treatments. The results indicate
that the category rating method is relatively insensitive to spectral treat-
ments such as those used in this experiment. Hence, no further analysis of

category rating data will be presented in this report.

Analysis of Variance of “agnitude Estimation Data

Table 4 shows the aralysis of variance for the magnitude estimation
data. The analysis shows significant effects of spectral treatment, overall
sound Tavel, -and their interaction. This result indicates that the magnitude
estimation procedure used in this experiment is sensitive to the effects of
speptral treatments such as thése used in this study as well as to the effect
of diffefences in overall level. Furthermore, the analysis indicates that
the amount of annoyance change resulting from each spectral treatment depends
on the overall Tevel of the treated aircraft sound, as indicated by the

significant interaction of treatment with level.



Comparison of Individual Treatment Effects

Table 5 summarizes the means of the judgments for the 24 subjects for
magnitude estimation of the annoyance value of the 27 different stimuli.

These data are shown graphically in figure 2. Table 6 shows the mean annoyance
reduction {relative to the judgments for the untreated spectrum at the same
overall level category) caused by each spectral treatment, as well as the
significance of these reductions, as determined by two-*tailed t tests. Note
that at level L1, only stimuli 12 and 18 (the D1 level of treatment at 800

and 1,600 Hz octave bands) result in significant annoyance reductions,

whereas at level L2 almost all treatments result in significant decreases in
annoyance. At level L3, the lowest overall level, only stimulus 15 (the D2
Tevel of treatment at the 800 Hz band) causes significant annoyance reduction.
At level L1, the D1 treatment at 800 Hz provides significantly greater
annoyance reduction than the D1 treatments at 315 Hz {t = 2.52, p < 0.05,
two-tailed test) and 4 kHz (t = 2.12, p < 0.05, two-tailed test). Also at L,
the D2 treatment at 1,600 Hz provides significantly greater annoyance reduction
than the D2 treatment at 4 kHz (t = 2.28, p < 0.05, two-tailed test). At

level L2, the D2 treatment at 1,600 Hz provides greater annoyance reduction
than the D2 treatments at 315 Hz kt = 3.02, p < 0.01, two-tailed test) and

4 kKHz (t = 2.10, p <0.05, two-tailed test). At level L3, the DI treatment at
1,600 Hz provides greater annoyance reduction than the D1 treatment at 4 kHz

(t = 2.44, p < 0.05, two«fai]ed test),

Figure 3 shows the relative effectiveness of each of the spectral
treatments. A direct comparison can be made of the annoyance reduction
resulting from treatment of the spectrum in each of the four octave bands
for tfeatments in the range of 6 to 7 dB, where there is sufficient overlap
of band reduction. Tab1e.7 shows the significance of the differences in the

effectiveness of the four spectral treatments. Clearly, the treatments
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at 1,600 Hz and 800 Hz, in that order, are more effective than the treatments
at 315 Hz and 4 kHz.

Figures 4, 5, and 6 show annoyance as a function of peak sound level,
expressed in terms of dB(A), dB(D), and PNdB, res ectively. Inspection of
these plots does not indicate that dB(D) or PNdB is superior to dB(A) in
predicting annoyance to the stimuli used in this experiment. All of the above
weighiing scales were equally poor in such predicti.-e ability. For instance,
stimulus 20 which had a peak level of 101.5 PNdB was rated at a mean annoyance
value of 84.2 while stimulus 8, which had a peak level of 101.0 PNdB was
judged at a mean arninoyance value of 105.8.

Annoyance was significantly reduced (t = 2.86, p < 0.01, df = 23, two-
tailed test) by the D1 treatment at the octave band centered at 800 Hz at
the highest overall level, L1. In addition, this annoyance reduction did
not differ {t = 0.22) from the annoyance reduction caused by the overalil level
reductior of the untreated sound from level L1 to level L2. The annoyance
of the untreated sound is significantly less (t = 2.41, p < 0.05) at L2 than
Ll. A similar annoyance reduction effect of spectral treatment can be seen
at the octave band centered at 1,600 Hz in that the annoyance is significantly
reduced (t = 2,16, p < 0.05) by the D1 treatment at this octave band, and
this annoyance reductidn did not &iffer (t = 0.44) from the reduction caused
by reducing the overall level of the untreated sound from L1 to L2. This
indicates that removing 5.0 dB from the octave band centered at 800 Hz or
5.2 dB from the octave band centered at 1.6 kHz {s the equivaient (in terms
of annoyance reduction) of a 2.7 dB overall sound reduction of the untreated
spectrum. These and other similar trading relationships between specific
spectfa] tfeatments and overall level reductions can be seen from the data

shown in figure 2.

10



Effect of Overall Sound Level on the
Effectiveness of Treatments

Differences in annoyance responses betwsen levels for each degree of
treatment (D1 and D2) of each treatment band were significant in all cases
(see table 8). Also, the annoyance reduction was greater at L2 than L1
(t = 5.43, df = 7, p < 0.001, two-tailed test) or at L3 (t = 9.84, p < 0.001).
Additionally, the annoyance reduction was greater at L1 than at L3 (t = 3.91,
p < 0.01), regardless of treatment band or degree of treatment. This
indicates that the spectral treatment is most effective in reducing annoyance
when the overall sound level is within the range of 88 to 89 dB{A), peak

value, and less effective at higher and lower levels.

Comparison of Individual Judgments and
Overal]l Sessjon Judgments
T+ mean nf the 24 overall session responses was 101.29, while that of
the annoyancs. esponses to the 27 individual stimuli was 102.11, not

stgnificantly different (t = 1.66, df = 23).
DISCUSSION

The .results of the present experiment lend support to the hypothesis that
syeech interference, at least in part, mediates annoyance responses to
aircraft noise in a TV-viewing situation. Support derives from a comparisan
of the present results with predictions based on previous speech masking
data (ref. 7). That is, the present results show that spectral treatments
in the intermediate frequency range (800 Hz to 2 kHz) were more effective
in reducing arnoyance responses than the treatments at either the higher
(4 kHz) or lower (315 Hz) frequency bands. Although the prediction that the
frequency of the most effactive treatment band would increase with a decrease
in overall sound Tevel was not confirmed by the data of the.present study,_

11
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the differences in effectiveness of treatment bands did decrease with

decreases in cverall sound level. Also, as oredicted, the effectiveness of

all treatment bands was decreased at the lowest overall sound level

(83.9 to 85.2 dB(A)) where the speech masking would be expected to be the

least. )

The finding that the spectral treatments had less effect at relatively
high (L1) and relatively low (L3) overall sound levels than at the
intermediate level (L2) may have important implications for the relief to
be expected by people who Tive at various distances from busy airports from
noise treatments such as those used in the present study. The results
suggest that noise treatments, such as the ones used in the present experi-
ment, may provide the greatest relief at some intermediate distance from
the airport and less relief closyr in or further away.

This experiment demonstrates the viability of the approach used in this
study in providing information regarding the relative effectiveness of
various hypothetical jet engine noise treatments. That is, "notching" the
spectrum in various specific parts to simulate possible real engine treatments
and then presenting these sounds at several overall levels should allow
future researchers to make valuable comparisons and establich trading relation-
ships between overall Tavel reductions and discrete reductions at specific
parts of the noise spectrum.

Finally, the finding that noise level, expressed in terms of dB(A), d8(D),
and PNdB were all similarly poor in ability to predict annoyance responses
to aircraft noise in a TV-vizwing situation sugyests the need for further
studies, using other aircraft types and different subject activities, with

the aim of deveioping improved predictors of annoyance.

12
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TABLE 2. FRI=DMAN Two-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
CATEGORY RATINGS OF ANNOYANCE: TREATMENT EFFECTS.

| RANK SUMS OF EACH TREATMENT (R )
0w swo e [T [ 2 |15 T30 ENLE AR ENEAR™

ol 128.5 | 117.5§120,01 1135 | 107.5 | 113.0 | 125.0 13.01132.0] 2.0 | .%
2 146.0 | 109.0{ 134.5] 120.0 108.0 112,01 132.5{ 12,0 84.0{11.8 20
L3 1%2.0 | 124,01 130.0 I31.0| 103.5 | 114.0 | 124,5 | 116.5 1080} 7.10} .70

Coreme | 406.5 | 350.5] 3845 364.5 | 319.0 | 31,0 3.0 360.5 | s2.0li0.25 | 30

df=8

1. MEAN RANKS AF ANNOYANCE SCORES OBTAINED BY CATEGORY RATING FOR NINE TREATMENT CONDITIONS
DO NOT DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY.

2. APPROPRIATE ASSUMPTIONS CANNOT BE MADE ABOUT ADDITIVITY OF ORDINAL SCALE SCORES OR RANKS,
HENCE, THERE ARE NO NONPARAMETRIC METHODS FOR TESTING INTERACTIONS.

5. T1 THrRoUGH T9 REFER TO THE SPECTRAL TREATMENTS SHOWN IN TABLE 1,

S
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TABLE 3.

FRIEDMAN TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

T e :"‘:.XPA(I'T\."‘P'r-\n-—-——-'\.- )

mer ot

TR ST T e

CATEGORY RATINGS oF ANNOYAWCE: LEVEL EFFECTS,

SpeCTRAL TREATMENT RANK Sums oF EacH QveraLL X? p<
Souo Lever R)
L1 L2 L3
T1 645 | 4.5 29.5 23.70 0.001
T2 4.5 48.5 31.0 23.40 0.001
T3 65.0 49,5 30.0 27.64 0.001
Ty 62.5 47.5 34.0 16.%4 0.n01
T5 660 | 4.5 30.5 26,28 0.001
T6 G0 | 1o | :o | w0 | oon
T7 65.0 50.0 29.0 27.25 0,003,
T8 69.0 45,5 2.5 8.15 0.001
T9 70.0 39.5 34,5 30.77 0.001
CovBINED 591.5 425.5 2770 | 21.20 0.001
¢ .

df-2

T ey

UE

ey ey S

1, Meawn RANKS OF ANNOYANCE SCORES OBTAINED BY CATEGORY RATINGS FOR
THREE OVERALL SOUND LEVELS DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY,



o

TABLE 4. Analysis of variance of scores for magnitude estimation of
annoyance to untreated and various treated aircraft sounds.

Source of variation

df 5S MS F
Spectrai treatment (T) 8 40909, 51 5113.69 3,58
rﬁlverall sound level (L) 553864.82 | 276932.41 193,92+
TxL 16 57940,07 3621.25 2,54
Within-—subgroups {w) 620 885390, 00 1528,05
" Total 647 538104, 40
**p< 0,0] winip< 0,001
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TABLE 5. Mean annoyance score for each stimulus condition

(N=24)

Stimulus No.

Mean annoyance score

W O~ YW e N —

156,38
128,13
73.83
73.58
99.58
151.67
th3.67
105.83
72,21
77.50
96,04
125.46
145,04
103,54
61,50
65.04
91.67
133.13
132,21
84,17
65.00
83.04
i07.08
147,50
152.00
100.63
73.33




TABLE 6. Annoyance reduction(as measured by magnitude estimation) caused by
two degrees of spectral treatment at four frequency bands with
overall sourd level as a parameter

Overall Spectral treatment

sound Annoyance t
tevel Center frequency of Degree of reduction
treatment band (in Hz)] treatment (in dB)
315 DI 4,71 0.6k
D2 12,71 0,54
800 D] 30,92 2,86
L' 02 11.34 .11
1600 DI 23.25 2.16%
D, 24,17 2.00
4000 D' - 8,88 0.79
D, 4,38 0.47
315 D, 28.55 3,09
02 22,30 1.92
800 D' 32,09 3. 225
L2 o 02 24,59 2,91
1600 DI 36.46 L, 58y
02 43,96 7o 5777
Looo Dl 21.05 2.13%
D2 27.50 3,12
315 Dl 0,25 0.55
D2 1.62 0.26
800 D' -3.67 .71
L3 02 12.33 2, 24
1600 D] 8.79 90,90
92 7.83 1,26
4000 DI -10,79 .01
D2 0.50 0.1

Y. Amount of annoyance reduction as indicated by a decrease in scores for
magni tude est'mation of annoyance to treated aircraft sounds, from the
annoyance score for the untreated aircraft sound at that overall sound

(Negative figure indicates annoyance increase,)

level,

t test gives significance of difference betweer, any given treatment

condition and the baseline (untreated condition).

*p< 0,05 #4p< 0,01

df=23

Hicep & 0,001

Two~tailed tests,
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TABLE 8. Difference in annoyance level between overall sound levels at each degree
of treatment and at each frequency band of spectral treatment
(Summary of results of two-tailed t tests)

Treatment Comparison between Annovance
condi tions overall scund levels ) t:iii’ﬁeren;:eI t !
(in HZ) A: B
L, L, 28,25 1 K
pntreated {L‘ : L3 82.55 8, 16w
L, : L"! _ 54,30 5, 88w
ﬂ -
L' s Lz 52.09 h.77:'.—.'::':
D' Ll : L3 78-09 B, ol
L2 : L3 26,00 3.22%%
B15 L, ¢ L, 37.84 3. 430
02 {Ll H L3 71.46 6,59
LZ.: L3 _ o 33.62 3,824
L“ L2 29.42 L, 7200
DI L, : L3 47,96 3.03’:“"_"‘
koo { L2 : l.3 18,54 3,020
" 'Ll H L2 : 1 I}'.SO o 5090;.’“";'-'"‘-
D, il-, t L3 83.54 7. 3%
LZ : L3 1 N 42,04 5,99
Ll‘: Lz 1 41,46 3,97
DI L] : L3 68,09 N B Bt
1600 L2 : L3 26,63 3. Ly
L] : Lz 48,04 I
D Ll : L3 66,21 7.3 2%
2 Ly & L 18.17 3.35%%
(Ll ¢ L? 40."42 4-'2:"‘**
D il‘l : L3 64."4‘6 5_567’::‘::‘:
! U 2L, Ok 2.39%
k000 I
L! : L2 651.37 by Ll
DZ -Ll : L3 78.67 7 o 2744
L2 : L3 27.30 3.63%%

1. Mean difference in annoyance level, Each figure indicates that the annoyance
level is less under B than A,

df=23  ¥#p<0.05 ##4p< 0,01 #niep< 0,001
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APPENDIX A

Synthesis of Aircraft Flyover Tapes

The objective in synthesizing the tapes used in this experiment was to
creste the illusion that aircraft with Varioug hypothetical engine treat-
ments were actually flying overhead. The technique used to create the
illusion of overhe~d movement was an adaptation of a procedure originally
proposed by Gunn in 1971 (ref. A-1). Basically, the movement effect can be
achieved by contraolling the relative levels of the right and left channels
of a stereo audio system. First, a high quality monophonic audio recording
of an aircraft flyover is made. The monophonic recorder is then connected,
through a signal splitter, to the left and right channels of a steréo
recorder. The recording level controls of the stereo recorder are adjusted
such that the VU meters peak at about -3 dB when the monophonic recording
is played. The level controls are then marked so that this setting can be
easily reset. MWith the left channel level control.set at zerec and the right
channel level control set at the mark for -3 dB maximum, the monophonic
recording is started. As the right channel VU meter approaches -3 dB, the
Teft channel level control is slowly turned tc the mark corresponding to
-3 dB. As soon as the peak has passed, the right channel level control is
slowly turned to zero and the remainder of the flight finishes on the left
channel. The stereo recording is then played back to insure a smooth and
realistic transfer from one channel to the other. Several tries usually
result in an ac;eptab?e simulation of movement. The process has been
described as "ear-balling" and is probably more accurately termed as "art"

than a "science." Perhaps more sophisticated computer controiled techniques

3
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will improve the procedure sometime in the near future. Now that the movement
effect has been achieved, the next step is to simulate various hypothetical
engine treatments.

Figure A-1 shows the system used for spectrum modification. Stereo
recorder 1 plays its left and right channel 6utputs into separate 1/3-octave
band analyzers. The output of each analyzer connects to the input of a
decade attenuator. The output of each attenuator is connected to the input
of a two channel electronic switch, whose outputs are, in turn, connected
to the left and right input channels of tape recorder 2. Stimulus 1 was
recorded as follows:

Qutput level controls on both tape recorders and on both spectrum
shapers are Sét for -3 VU whén the aircraft noise is at its peak. The controls
on the spectrum shapers are set for flat response up to 6.3 kHz. A1l controls
for higher frequencies are set for -49 dB. The electronic switch is set to the
"A off" position and the rise/decay time control is set for 250 ms. The
attenuators are set for zero attenuation. With initial conditions as stated,
tape recorder 2 is started, followed by tape recorder 1 and finally the
electronic switch is turned to the "A on" position. The untreated aircraft
sound (with hiss suppression) has now been recorded. Stimuli 2 and 3 were
recorded in similar fashion, only with the attenuators cet to give the
appropriate overall level attenuation. Stimuli 4, 5, and 6 were recorded in
the same way only with the spectrum shapers adjusted to remove energy from
the octave band centered at 315 Hz. Each time a stimulus is recorded, the
electronic switch is turned to "A off" so that when tape recorder 1 is

stopped, rewound, and restarted there will be no c¢licks recorded on the master
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tape on recorder 2, which is left running. The electronic switch has a rise/
decay time of 250 ms so that it does not cause clicks when it is switchs. on
and off.

Figure A-2 shows acoustic spectra for stimuli 1, 2, and 3 which
represent the untreated commercia) jet aircraft noise at three overall sound
levels. Figure A-~3 shows acoustic spectra for stimuli 7, 8, and 9 which
represent the aircraft noise with spectral treatment at the octave band
centered at 315 Hz. For comparison, the spectrum for stimulus 1 is also

shown. These peak levels were recorded at subject position 3 within the test

room.

REFERENCES

Gunn, W. J.: The Sound Comes From Up. dB, The Sound Engineering Magazine,
vol. 5, no. 2, 1971, pp. 30-31.
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APPENDIX B

General Instructions

You are being asked to participate in an’experiment which is concerned
with how people feel about airplanc noise. The purpose of this experiment
is to obtain information about the relative effectiveness of various
hypothetical noise reduction treatments of aircraft engine noises. Additionally,
we hope to develop information regarding the extent to which we can generalize
the results of our laboratory studies, performed with local residents, to
other populations 1iving in distant large city areas, such as New York.

The sounds which you will hear are no louder than those experienced on
a daily basis by many people who live near large airports, and no undue
physical or psychological stress is expected. If, however, you feel you would
Tike to terminate your participation in the experiment, you may do so by simply
leaving the test room.

i you would kindly sign the attached voluntary consent forms, it will
siggify that you understand the purpose for the research and the techniques

to be used.

37



APPENDIX C

Voluntary Consent Form for Subjects for Human Response to
Aircraft Noise
I understand the purpose of the research and the technique to be used,
including my participation in the research, as explainred to me by the
Principal Investigator {or qualified designee).
I do voluntarily consent to participate as a subject in the human
response to aircraft noise experiment to be cenducted at NASA Langley Research

Center on

(Date)

I understand that I may at any time withdraw from the experiment and
that I am under no obligation to give reasons for withdrawal or to attend again
for experimentation.

I undertake to obey the regulations of the laboratory and instructions
of the Principal Investigator regarding my safety, subject only tc my right
to withdraw declared above.

I affirm that, to my knowledge, my state of health hac not ~nanged since
the time at which I completed and signed the medical report form required for

my participation as a test subject.

(Signature of Subject)
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APPENDIX D

Voluntary Consent Form for Recording of Subjects' Responses
to Aircraft Noise
I understand that AUDIO/VIDEQ recordings-are to be made of my response
to the AIRCRAFT NOISE experiment to be conaucted at NASA tangley Research

Center on , and that these recordings ave to
{Date)

be held in strictest confidence.

I have been informed of the purpose of such recordings and do voluntarily
consent to their use.

I further understand that I may withdraw my approval of such recordings

at 7.y time before or during the actual recording.

(Signature of Subject)

39
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APPENDIX E

Instructions for Category Rating

We are trying to assess how people respond to the sound of aircraft,
They do not bother some people at all, while other people find the sounds
of aircraft annoying.

I am going to play you a series of aircraft sounds and 1 want you to
rate the annoyance of each one on a scale of numbers from 1 to 9, where the
number 1 represents the minimum annoyance and the number'g represents the
max imum annoyance;

(The experimerter distributes data sheets)

Please print your name, date, and time on the top of the sheet. Record
your response to each aircraft sound on the data sheet and remember {hat we
want your response independent of what the other person may indicate on his
or her response sheet. In order to supply some context to this experiment,
will turn on the television for you to watch.

(The experimenter turns on the televisioﬁ and adjusts the audic tb a level
which the subjects agree to be comfortable (within 45 to 51 dB(A). The
channel was selected by the experimenter.)

flere are some of the extremes you will hear during the session.

(The experimenter plays aircraft sounds 1 and 3)

There are no right or wrong answers. We just want your opinion about
these sounds. In order to help you keep track of the sounds, I will announce
over the intercom the number of every fifth sound. In this way, you can get
back in step if you have missed a response. Are there any questions?

(The experimenfer Teaves the test roor. and the series of aircraft sounds is
begun. After all 27 sounds have been presented, the experimenter reenters the

test room and announces ...).



This completes this series of aircraft sounds. How annoying, on the
whole, has this series been? Please assign a number to the annoyance of this

series as a whole, using the same scale from 1 to 9.

4]
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APPENDIX E

DATA SHEET

FOR

CATEGORY RATING

1 2 3| 4 5 6 1 7 8 | 9

10 11 J12 |13 [1a |15 |16 [ 17 | 18
| ]

19 120 121 [ 22 (23 | 24 ' 25 ! 26 1 27
|
\

OVERALL SESSION

Fa ] O] ] ~d| COf WO

EEE

Maximum Annoyance

Minimum Annoyance




APPENDIX F )

Instructfoﬁs for Magnitude Estimation

In this experiment, I will be asking you to make certain numericai
Judgments. First, for practice, I will show you how it is that I want you
to make these judgments., I will show you pieces of string of varying
Tengths. 1 want you to call the length of the first string 100. That will
be your standard. If the second string looks to be twice as long as the
first, call it 200. If it looks to be a third as long, call it 33 or 35.
If it looks 10 times as long, call it 1,000. Do you have any questions? r
(The experimenter then presents the standard string to the subjects.)

This first piece of string is your standard. This is the one you
call 100. Here ic the next one. What number do you call it? (The subjects 2
respond.) Very good.

(The experimenter :ontinues with as many stimuli as he feels are needed to
insure that the subjects understand the procedure.)

Now we are going .o turn to our real probliem. We are trying to assess
how people respond to the sound of ajrcraft. They do not bother some people
at all, while other people find the sounds of aircraft annoying. I am going
to piay a series of aircraft sounds and I want you to make judgments about
how annoying they are using the same kind of scale you used to judge how long
the strings were. The first plane you hear will be given the arbitrary
annioyance rating of 100. That will be your standard. In order to supply some
context to this experiment, I will turn on the TV for.you to watch.

{The experimenter turns on the television and adjusts the audie to a level
which the subjects agree to be comfortable; in the range of 45 to 51 dB(A).

~ The channel is selected by the experimenter.)
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Here is the first plane. ORIGH abe = o

(The experimenter plays stimulus number 2.)

Remember, that flight is your standard. It has an annoyance rating of
100. I am going to play it again. Here it is.

(The experimenter plays stimulus number 2.)

Again, that sound has a rating of 100. If the next sound is more annoying,
give it a bigger number. If it is less annoying, give it a smaller number.
Just be sure to make the numbers proportional to the annoyance.

(The experimenter distributes the data sheets.)

There will be 30 flyovers. Please indicate, on the data sheet, how
annoying you think the airplane noises are and remember that we want your
response independent of what the other person may indicate on his or her
response sheet. There are no right or wrong answers. We only want your opinion
about the airplane sounds. Notice on your data sheet that we are repeating
the standard sound on the 10th, 20th, and 30th trials and that the annoyance
rating of 100 is already filled in. Therefore, it will not be necessary for
you to write anything down on those trials. In order to help you keep track
of the sounds, I will announce over the intercom the number of every 5th
fiight. Are there any questions?

(The experimenter leaves the test room and the series of 30 aircraft sounds
is begun. After all 30 sounds have been played, the experimenter reenters
the test room.)

This completes this series of aircraft sounds. How annoying, on the
whole, has this series been, relative to the standard sound which was 100?

Please assign a number to the annoyance of this series as a whole.
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APPENDIX F

DATA SHEET FOR MAGNITUDE ESTIMATION

STANDARD IS 100

Flight Rating F1ight Rating [ Flight Rating |
1 L i
2 L 12 | 2
3 | .13 z 23
4 : 14 ! f o
5 | 15 R . 25 '
6 | i 16 } 26 !
7| ' Ty ; 27 | !
g 18 | ; 8 |
9 19, [ 29 |
10 Std. = 100 | 20 | Std. = 100 ' 30 ! std. = 100)

Overall annoyance rating of session




