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Abstract Through statistical analyses on questionnaire and in-situ measure results of ground-borne noise in
buildings caused by subway, effects on living condition of inhabitants under different factors were studied. At-
tenuation between sound pressure level of ground-borne noise and floor and distance from the tunnel center line
was discussed. Based on measurement results and reaction of annoyance for inhabitant to ground-borne noise,
the annoying threshold to different assessment value in current standard of ground-bome noise were calculated.
It is the basis for ground-borne noise annoyance research and its evaluation criterion.
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Fig.1 The experiment setup of the ground-borne

noise (a) & In-situ measurement in building (b)
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Fig.2 Questionnaire distribution at different distances Fig.3  Distributions of annoyance vs floor number
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