HRASTETZE Y 2051 |\ 20104 EASENSEEE, pp.650~651
= (@) = = > PN - -
ASAaFEE o]&3 ool dSEE FyubHo Tk 31z

Study on annoyance prediction model using predicted noise level and survey data
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Table. 2 Noise distribution of selected sites within a
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Fig. 2 Comparison with fitted curve of grouped
survey data and logistic regression curve
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Fig. 3 Comparison with fitted curve and logistic
regression curve using Jury test results
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