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ABSTRACT

In the present study, annoyance caused by diverse construction noises was evaluated through
surveys. A survey with a total of 110 construction workers was carried out to investigate annoyance
from construction noises at different construction phases. The most effective item of adverse by con-
struction noise was annoyance and the most annoyed construction stage was destruction construction.
There were high correlation between work performance and work safety as well as work safety and
speech interference. Participant’s noise sensitivity were significant between low and high group at
work performance, work safety, speech interference.
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Scarilv‘ Foundation Cnncri‘l‘e Pavemat‘\t Destrucﬁ?n Dlher‘ group
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Fig. 7 Adverse effect score of construction stage
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Table 3 Significance among dependent variable

Table 4 Post analysis result
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