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Supplementary Table 1: Basic information of the sample sites
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. Pre-research
Site Plant type Plant species Nolse sound pressure
Souree level (dB)
Terrestrial plant community
Qo Herbaceous — Herb | Cynodon dactylon Traffic 57.60
Q1 Tree-shrub | Irregular low Tree | Sapindus saponaria Traffic 58.40
shrubs + trees Shrub | Lantana camara, Spiraea salicifolia, Ligustrum lucidum, Persicaria
chinensis
Q2 Regular low Tree | Camphora officinarum Traffic 59.74
shrubs + trees | Shrub | Ligustrum x vicaryi, Buxus microphylla, Chimonanthus praecox
Q3 Tree-herb | Trees + ground Tree Trachycarpus fortune, Camphora officinarum, Erythrina variegata, Traffic 62.34
cover Lagerstroemia indica
Herb | Ophiopogon japonicus
Q4 Shrub-herb Regular tall Shrub | Fuonymus japonicus ‘Aurea-marginatus’ Traffic 59.98
shrubs + Herb | Cynodon dactylon
ground cover
Q5 Irregular tall Shrub | Lantana camara, Nandina domestica, Nephrolepis cordifolia, Traffic 69.84
shrubs + Juniperus sabina, Ligustrum ovalifolium, Reynoutria sachalinensis,
ground cover Phlomis fruticose, Elaeagnus pungens, Buxus sinica
Herb | Cynodon dactylon
Q6 Tree-shrub- | Sparse trees + Tree Cedrus deodara Traffic 57.02
herb shrubs + Shrub | Rhododendron simsii, Vitex agnus-castus
ground cover Herb | Ophiopogon japonicas, Acorus gramineus
Q7 Sparse trees + Tree Camphora officinarum, Osmanthus fragrans Traffic 60.93
shrubs + Shrub | Rosa chinensis, Hydrangea macrophylla
ground cover Herb | Ophiopogon japonicus
Q8 Dense trees + Tree | Koelreuteria bipinnata ‘integrifoliola’, Camptotheca acuminata Traffic 60.15
shrubs + Shrub | Pittosporum tobira, Fatsia japonica, Nandina domestica
ground cover Herb | Ophiopogon japonicus
Q9 Dense trees + Tree Camphora officinarum, Osmanthus fragrans Traffic 62.44
shrubs + Shrub | Loropetalum chinense var. rubrum, Hypericum monogynum
ground cover Herb | Cynodon dactylon, Ophiopogon japonicus
Waterfront plant community
Q10 Tree-herb Sparse trees + Tree | Salix babylonica Traffic 57.16
ground cover Herb | Ophiopogon japonicus
Q11 Tree | Prunus x yedoensis Traffic 57.16
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Moderately
sparse trees +

ground cover

Herb

Ophiopogon japonicus

Q12 Dense trees + Tree | Metasequoia glyptostroboides Traffic 57.16
ground cover Herb | Ophiopogon japonicus
Q13 Shrub Regular tall Shrub | Nerium oleander Traffic 60.26
shrubs
Supplementary Table 2: SPLs of noise from the sample sites
Site SPLs of noise at monitoring Point O (dB) SPLs of noise at monitoring Point A (dB)
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
QO 55.8 56.3 55.9 56.0 56.3 56.1 54.2 54.5 54.3 52.4
Q1 59.6 57.6 56.6 59.8 58.4 55.6 56.6 54.9 54.5 56.8
Q2 61.9 60.9 59.0 58.3 62.5 56.1 56.7 55.5 55.5 56.8
Q3 63.8 61.6 60.4 62.3 63.6 61.1 60.3 61.3 59.3 59.2
Q4 61.0 60.3 60.7 61.8 59.6 48.4 50.8 49.9 50.0 49.4
Q5 71.4 70.7 70.5 72.2 72.3 61.3 60.9 61.0 61.2 61.0
Q6 54.8 56.2 56.2 55.4 55.5 53.6 54.5 53.0 52.6 53.2
Q7 62.3 63.7 61.5 62.3 61.9 58.6 55.5 56.1 53.2 55.6
Q8 58.1 58.1 58.8 62.3 57.9 52.9 51.7 52.3 53.0 53.4
Q9 64.6 63.9 63.8 63.9 64.1 53.2 52.5 52.9 52.5 52.5
Q10 55.0 56.1 57.5 56.5 56.3 52.0 52.6 52.9 52.7 52.3
Q11 55.0 56.1 57.5 56.5 56.3 52.2 52.1 52.3 52.6 52.8
Q12 55.0 56.1 57.5 56.5 56.3 51.2 51.5 51.7 51.6 51.8
Q13 58.8 62.1 58.0 57.6 59.5 52.5 52.7 53.0 52.5 53.1

Supplementary Table 3: Correlation analysis between the physical noise reduction effectiveness and the tree-layer factors of plant communities

Plant community Correlation metric TH TC TB TD TD x TB / TC
Physical noise Correlation (Pearson’s r) -0.174 0.011 0.731 0.873* 0.846*
reduction

p-value 0.709 0.982 0.062 0.010 0.017

effectiveness
95% confidence interval Lower bound -0.820 -0.607 -0.341 0.339 -0.031

(two-tailed)
Upper bound 0.666 0.781 0.885 0.971 0.938
NOTES

1. TH = height, TC = clear bole height, and TB = diameter at breast height.

2. * indicates statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence interval (two-tailed).

3. The confidence interval was estimated using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.

Supplementary Table 4: Correlation analysis between the physical noise reduction effectiveness and the shrub-layer factors of plant communities

Plant community Correlation metric SS SC SH SH xSC /SS
Physical noise reduction effectiveness Correlation (Pearson’s r) -0.467 0.079 0.506 0.801*
p-value 0.243 0.852 0.201 0.017
-2-
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95% confidence interval (two-tailed) Lower bound | -0.882 | -0.662 0.892 0.222

Upper bound 0.354 0.742 -0.309 0.963

NOTES
1. SS = spacing, SC = crown width, SH = height.
2. * indicates statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence interval (two-tailed).

3. The confidence interval was estimated using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.

Supplementary Table 5: Correlation analysis between the physical noise reduction effectiveness and the overall factors of plant communities

Plant community Correlation metric Plant species richness Vertical canopy density
Physical noise reduction effectiveness Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.674* 0.906**
p-value 0.033 <0.001
95% confidence interval (two-tailed) | Lower bound 0.0772 0.642
Upper bound 0.915 0.9781

NOTES
1. * indicates statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence interval (two-tailed); ** indicates statistically significant correlation at the 99%
confidence interval (two-tailed).

2. The confidence interval was estimated using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.

Supplementary Table 6: Evaluation indicator weights for psychological noise reduction effectiveness of plant communities

Evaluation objective Evaluation criterion Weight Evaluation indicator Weight Overall weight

Sense of color 0.193 0.098

Sense of space 0.198 0.100

Visual perception 0.507 Sense of layering 0.190 0.096

Sense of atmosphere 0.201 0.102

Evaluating the overall psychological Attractiveness 0.218 0.111
noise reduction effectiveness of plant

- Quietness 0.199 0.098

communities

Harmony 0.206 0.102

Auditory perception 0.493 Liveliness 0.203 0.100

Richness 0.182 0.090

Pleasantness 0.210 0.103

Supplementary Table 7: Correlation analysis between the characteristic factors of plant communities and the visual perception indicators

Characteristic
factors of Sense of Sense of
Correlation metric Sense of color | Sense of space Attractiveness | Overall score
plant layering atmosphere

communities
SS Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.511 0.691* 0.609 0.596 0.676* 0.669*
p-value 0.160 0.039 0.082 0.090 0.045 0.049
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95% confidence Lower
-0.232 0.050 -0.092 -0.112 0.022 0.009
interval (two-tailed) | bound
Upper
0.877 0.929 0.907 0.903 0.925 0.923
bound
SC Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.856** 0.681* 0.866** 0.553 0.805** 0.819**
p-value 0.003 0.044 0.003 0.123 0.009 0.007
95% confidence Lower
0.445 0.031 0.475 -0.176 0.303 0.338
interval (two-tailed) | bound
Upper
0.969 0.926 0.971 0.890 0.957 0.961
bound
SH Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.520 0.673* 0.760* 0.784* 0.814** 0.775*
p-value 0.151 0.047 0.017 0.012 0.008 0.014
95% confidence Lower
-0.220 0.015 0.194 0.250 0.327 0.228
interval (two-tailed) | bound
Upper
0.880 0.924 0.947 0.952 0.959 0.950
bound
SH x SC /SS Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.737* 0.544 0.827** 0.587 0.744* 0.750*
p-value 0.024 0.130 0.006 0.096 0.022 0.020
95% confidence Lower
0.142 -0.188 0.361 -0.126 0.157 0.170
interval (two-tailed) | bound
Upper
0.941 0.888 0.962 0.900 0.942 0.944
bound

NOTES

1. For shrubs, SS = spacing, SC = crown width, SH = height.

2. * indicates statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence interval (two-tailed); ** indicates statistically significant correlation at the 99%
confidence interval (two-tailed).

3. The confidence interval was estimated using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.

Supplementary Table 8: Correlation analysis between the characteristic factors of plant communities and the auditory perception indicators

Characteristic
Noise Overall
factors of plant Correlation metric Quietness | Harmony | Liveliness Richness | Pleasantness
. annoyance score
communities
Correlation (Pearson’s r) 0.083 0.388 0.508 0.567* 0.477 0.318 0.549*
p-value 0.787 0.191 0.076 0.043 0.099 0.288 0.042
Vertical canopy 95% confidence Lower
densit _ _ -0.411 -0.275 -0.033 0.029 -0.028 -0.722 0.184
ensity interval (two-tailed) | bound
Upper
0.632 0.716 0.817 0.837 0.819 0.264 0.759
bound
NOTES

1. * indicates statistically significant correlation at the 95% confidence interval (two-tailed).

2. The confidence interval was estimated using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.
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HmE A, AR

Bidl: HBEARES

FE T HEAFhk PR FRGHR =R
EIEZ% (dB)
ik
Q0 g B — EAR | ¥9FHR (Cynodon dactylon) RIBIE S 57.60
Q1 TFER | FHNMRERS F*AR | TEF (Sapindus saponaria) TS 58.40
FFAR EAR | D2 (Lantana camara) . %%% (Spiraea salicifolia) . & 13
(Ligustrum lucidum) . X3t} (Persicaria chinensis)
Q2 FIER+TT F¥AK | & (Camphora officinarum) TIBEE 59.74
X EAR | €M%l (Ligustrum x vicaryi) . BAE# (Buxus microphylla) .
148 (Chimonanthus praecox)
Q3 FFER AR+ HhAg F+K | %48 (Trachycarpus fortunei) . & (Camphora officinarum) . 4 RiBgEE 62.34
(Erythrina variegata) . %% (Lagerstroemia indica)
BX %% (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q4 EER | HNEEAR+H HEAK | £18%4 (Euonymus japonicus ‘Aurea-marginatus’) TBEE 59.98
® EAX | ¥9F4R (Cynodon dactylon)
Q5 AHN S E AR+ EAR | B8 (Lantana camara) . B8KRYT (Nandina domestica) . Bk RIS 69.84
Hog (Nephrolepis cordifolia) . XF[E48 (Juniperussabina) . YR 2 03
(Ligustrum ovalifolium) . FEDURAL (Reynoutria sachalinensis) .
RKEF (Phlomis fruticosa) « #iFRT (Elaeagnus pungens) . #4% (Buxus
sinica)
BAR | JAFMR (Cynodon dactylon)
Q6 FEE | REFTAR+HER+ | TR | EL (Cedrus deodara) B 57.02
it} Hh# #AR | #88 (Rhododendron simsii) . FEE4EH] (Vitex agnus-castus)
BAR | £% (Ophiopogon japonicus) . %% (Acorusgramineus)
Q7 RIETFAR+EAR+ 7+ | 42 (Camphora officinarum) . K& (Osmanthus fragrans) LIBEE 60.93
1 AKX | BZ%% (Rosachinensis) . %3k (Hydrangea macrophylla)
BAR | % (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q8 BHEFFARHEKR+ | FFAK | BWZEW (Koelreuteria bipinnata ‘integrifoliola’) . =% (Camptotheca TiBEE 60.15
K acuminata)
AR | B (Pittosporum tobira) . \f8&# (Fatsia japonica) . B8R
(Nandina domestica)
BAR | % (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q9 FHEFTA+EKR+ | FTK | 48 (Camphora officinarum) . K48 (Osmanthus fragrans) @S 62.44
K AR | LMK (Loropetalum chinense var.rubrum) . %224k (Hypericum
monogynum)
BAR | WFR (Cynodon dactylon) . &% (Ophiopogon japonicus)
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RKIEHE R

Q10 FEE | BRETAH F*AK | M (Salix babylonica) AR 57.16
BAR | £% (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q11 BHRAATT A+ AR | IREEIE (Prunus x yedoensis) B 57.16
® VN %% (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q12 ZAEFT AR+ FAR 7K#% (Metasequoia glyptostroboides) RIBgEE 57.16
BAR | £% (Ophiopogon japonicus)
Q13 AR = AR EAR | Mk (Nerium oleander) RIBIRE 60.26
BifFk2: FEHRFE A RN E E R
BWS O BRERELMELDE (dB) BWS A REFERMNEEHDE (dB)
=S
g1X E2XR 3K Fa4X 5K F1X g2X 3K - N E5X
Qo0 55.8 56.3 55.9 56.0 56.3 56.1 54.2 545 54.3 52.4
Q1 59.6 57.6 56.6 59.8 58.4 55.6 56.6 54.9 54.5 56.8
Q2 61.9 60.9 59.0 58.3 62.5 56.1 56.7 55.5 55.5 56.8
Q3 63.8 61.6 60.4 62.3 63.6 61.1 60.3 61.3 59.3 59.2
Q4 61.0 60.3 60.7 61.8 59.6 48.4 50.8 49.9 50.0 494
Q5 71.4 70.7 70.5 72.2 72.3 61.3 60.9 61.0 61.2 61.0
Q6 54.8 56.2 56.2 554 55.5 53.6 54.5 53.0 52.6 53.2
Q7 62.3 63.7 61.5 62.3 619 58.6 55.5 56.1 53.2 55.6
Q8 58.1 58.1 58.8 62.3 579 52.9 51.7 52.3 53.0 53.4
Q9 64.6 63.9 63.8 63.9 64.1 53.2 52.5 52.9 52.5 52.5
Q10 55.0 56.1 575 56.5 56.3 52.0 52.6 52.9 52.7 52.3
Q11 55.0 56.1 57.5 56.5 56.3 52.2 52.1 52.3 52.6 52.8
Q12 55.0 56.1 575 56.5 56.3 51.2 515 51.7 51.6 51.8
Q13 58.8 62.1 58.0 57.6 59.5 52.5 52.7 53.0 52.5 53.1
BiR3: HEYEEYIEERNE SEYIETABREEREREMT
. - - - , Tl 2 x i
HYRE LEESEZ I =E HTH fatz iEEE -
/HETE
B3 HE ] earson’s r, -0. . . . .
Y ERBEIR R RE EES (Y 's 1) 0.174 0.011 0.731 0.873* 0.846*
p1E 0.709 0.982 0.062 0.010 0.017
ISHEFEX 8 (WE) TR -0.820 -0.607 -0.341 0.339 -0.031
il 0.666 0.781 0.885 0.971 0.938
p=
1«3k OSWEFEXE (WE) HAMEE.
2. EGEXENHEXRAREMN 8 2 &%,
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Bidka: HEYBEYIEFERRRE SEARFERZERAXEI T

EMEE LEESEZ T i8] BE g =E = ExEIE / [EEE
YOI P RS RE B>t (Pearson's r) -0.467 0.079 0.506 0.801*
P& 0.243 0.852 0.201 0.017
ISHEFXE (NE) TBR -0.882 ~0.662 0.892 0.222
R 0.354 0.742 -0.309 0.963
b=
1 +RRFE OSWEEXE (WE) HRMEE.
2. EERENEEXRARSH 2] 20T,
BifsR5: EYETEYIERRIE SEAHEERBXEDT
HEE PSR TR LR EHRAE
YIIEFEIR S RE #H%M (Pearson’s /) 0.674* 0.906**
p{E 0.033 <0.001
ISHEFEXE (NE) TBR 0.0772 0.642
EmR 0.915 0.9781
x
1 +RR7E OUWEEXE (WE) HXMEZE, ~FREIMEEXE (WE) HXMEE.
2. EFRENEEXRAREN 2 20T,
Bid6: HEYBEE OIERERYEERRNER
W BERE T ENE NE HhigRE NE ZANE
YRR IR R LR W 5E R 0.507 BRI 0.193 0.098
AT 23 5] ok 0.198 0.100
Bk 0.190 0.096
SR 0.201 0.102
&P 0.218 0.111
0T 5 B 0.493 T 0.199 0.098
A 0.206 0.102
TEER 0.203 0.100
5 0.182 0.090
1t 0.210 0.103
BifR7: EYETERAER SUXRMTMBIFEXED T
EYBERIER PSR B =Rk BRE SE R UEb SRR
HER[B]EE %M (Pearson's r) 0.511 0.691* 0.609 0.596 0.676* 0.669*
7.
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p{E 0.160 0.039 0.082 0.090 0.045 0.049
TR -0.232 0.050 -0.092 -0.112 0.022 0.009
IShEEXE (WE)
R 0.877 0.929 0.907 0.903 0.925 0.923
EAREIE XM (Pearson’s r) 0.856** 0.681* 0.866** 0.553 0.805** 0.819**
piE 0.003 0.044 0.003 0.123 0.009 0.007
TR 0.445 0.031 0.475 -0.176 0.303 0.338
OSUEEXE (W)
LR 0.969 0.926 0.971 0.890 0.957 0.961
EREE XM (Pearson’s r) 0.520 0.673* 0.760* 0.784* 0.814** 0.775*
piE 0.151 0.047 0.017 0.012 0.008 0.014
TR -0.220 0.015 0.194 0.250 0.327 0.228
OSUEEXE (WE)
LR 0.880 0.924 0.947 0.952 0.959 0.950
ERSExEE / 8k 8% M (Pearson’s 1) 0.737* 0.544 0.827** 0.587 0.744* 0.750*
p{E 0.024 0.130 0.006 0.096 0.022 0.020
TR 0.142 -0.188 0.361 -0.126 0.157 0.170
ISuEEXE (WE)
LR 0.941 0.888 0.962 0.900 0.942 0.944
pE
1. +*RR7E OSUEEX[E (WE) HAMEZE, ~RNEINMEBEEXEHELHEE.
2. BEEXENMEEXRRABSEWN r 2l 2 %754,
ffR8: HEMEERFMIER SR RMEMNISIREX TS
HYBHERITER HXRHIEER ZE% g JEER x5 Mt REMNE | S5FS
EHRAE XM (Pearson’s 1) 0.083 0.388 0.508 0.567* 0.477 0.318 0.549*
p{E 0.787 0.191 0.076 0.043 0.099 0.288 0.042
TR -0.411 -0.275 -0.033 0.029 -0.028 -0.722 0.184
OSUEEXE (WE)
LR 0.632 0.716 0.817 0.837 0.819 0.264 0.759
=3
1. *RR7E OSUEEX[E) (WE) HAMEE.
2. BEEXEINMEERBABSEMN r 2l 2% %,
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