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Table S1. Effect modification analysis – FMD.
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-2.902860
	-4.8487160
	-0.957004
	0.0042

	Sex (women)
	0.002639
	-0.8563551
	0.861634
	1.0

	Age (years)
	0.059842
	-0.0146541
	0.134339
	0.12

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	-0.100808
	-0.1567177
	-0.044898
	0.00061

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	0.091668
	0.0358359
	0.147500
	0.0017

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-0.030370
	-0.4066412
	0.345901
	0.87

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.049443
	-0.1147008
	0.015815
	0.14

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.000393
	-0.0000984
	0.000885
	0.12


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in flow-mediated dilation (FMD %) between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S2. Effect modification analysis – mean arterial pressure.
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-3.57520
	-17.507
	10.356
	0.62

	Sex (women)
	4.04013
	-2.299
	10.380
	0.22

	Age (years)
	0.31467
	-0.216
	0.845
	0.25

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	-0.24010
	-0.640
	0.159
	0.24

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.08509
	-0.509
	0.339
	0.70

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-1.16853
	-3.753
	1.416
	0.38

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.25509
	-0.879
	0.369
	0.42

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.00371
	-0.166
	0.159
	0.96


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in mean arterial pressure between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S3. Effect modification analysis – feeling in the morning after study night (“How do you feel now?”).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-1.235063
	-3.891428
	1.421302
	0.36

	Sex (women)
	0.734204
	-0.439823
	1.908230
	0.22

	Age (years)
	0.137598
	0.035974
	0.239221
	0.0092

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.011783
	-0.064843
	0.088409
	0.76

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.031400
	-0.107559
	0.044758
	0.42

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-0.013466
	-0.526692
	0.499760
	0.96

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.105691
	0.015957
	0.195426
	0.023

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.000118
	-0.000788
	0.000553
	0.73


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in feeling in the morning between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S4. Effect modification analysis – restfulness (“How restful was your sleep?”).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	0.1039152
	-0.853372
	1.061202
	0.83

	Sex (women)
	0.0051178
	-0.417972
	0.428208
	0.98

	Age (years)
	0.0258259
	-0.010797
	0.062448
	0.17

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.0375449
	0.009931
	0.065159
	0.0089

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.0199016
	-0.047347
	0.007544
	0.16

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.1466551
	-0.038299
	0.331609
	0.12

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.0179522
	-0.014386
	0.050290
	0.28

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.0000107
	-0.000231
	0.000252
	0.93


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in restfulness between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.
Table S5. Effect modification analysis – sleep quality (“Overall, how well did you sleep last night?“).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-0.8564
	-3.2384
	1.5256
	0.48

	Sex (women)
	-0.2633
	-1.3103
	0.7837
	0.62

	Age (years)
	0.1742
	0.0833
	0.2652
	0.00029

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.0227
	-0.0455
	0.0908
	0.52

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.0518
	-0.1197
	0.0160
	0.14

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-0.0186
	-0.4787
	0.4414
	0.93

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.0671
	-0.0167
	0.1508
	0.12

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.0111
	-0.0392
	0.0171
	0.44


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in sleep quality between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S6. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – heart rate (bpm).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Mean difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	df
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	131
	132
	0.392 [-0.213; 0.998]
	0.20318
	-1.276
	255
	0.72925

	Pooled analysis without Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	97
	97
	0.582 [-0.139; 1.304]
	0.11317
	-1.592
	187
	0.84025

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	34
	32
	1.173 [-0.225; 2.571]
	0.098556
	-1.677
	63
	0.59963

	Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	34
	35
	-0.138 [-1.264; 0.988]
	0.80771
	0.244
	65
	0.31976

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	28
	31
	0.412 [-0.412; 1.236]
	0.32115
	-1.001
	57
	0.78883

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	35
	34
	0.086 [-1.26; 1.433]
	0.89873
	-0.128
	65
	0.74207


Results were derived from two sample t-tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval, df: degrees of freedom. 

Table S7. Effect modification analysis – heart rate (bpm).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	0.13145
	-4.5194
	4.782325
	0.96

	Sex (women)
	0.27771
	-1.7725
	2.327910
	0.79

	Age (years)
	0.00384
	-0.1730
	0.180684
	0.97

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	-0.04346
	-0.1754
	0.088432
	0.52

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	0.07670
	-0.0570
	0.210373
	0.26

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-0.79203
	-1.6684
	0.084388
	0.080

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.09559
	-0.0707
	0.261918
	0.26

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.00146
	-0.0026
	-0.000314
	0.014


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in heart rate between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S8. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – adrenaline (ng/l).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Median difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	90
	87
	0.899 [-0.45; 3.2]
	0.2572
	3,529.5
	0.81426

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	37
	33
	3.35 [0; 7.6]
	0.053798
	446.5
	0.52826

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	26
	30
	0 [-5.1; 5.25]
	0.95405
	386
	0.71106

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	27
	24
	0 [-2.25; 2.45]
	0.83474
	335.5
	0.81996


Results were derived from two sample Wilcoxon rank sum tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval. Data from [1] was not used as only few values were available.

Table S9. Effect modification analysis – adrenaline (ng/l).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	12.428179
	-15.17643
	40.03279
	0.38

	Sex (women)
	5.602806
	-6.40891
	17.61452
	0.37

	Age (years)
	0.451840
	-0.56545
	1.46914
	0.39

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	-0.392139
	-1.28108
	0.49680
	0.393

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-1.417187
	-2.64278
	-0.19159
	0.029

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.859981
	-9.27522
	10.99518
	0.87

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.284664
	-1.22076
	0.65143
	0.56

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.000664
	-0.00376
	0.00509
	0.77


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in adrenaline between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S10. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – cortisol (µg/l).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Mean difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	df
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	130
	140
	-0.009 [-0.395; 0.376]
	0.96157
	0.048
	268
	0.32406

	Pooled analysis without Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	96
	104
	0.098 [-0.359; 0.554]
	0.67311
	-0.423
	198
	0.079087

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	37
	38
	0.424 [-0.535; 1.383]
	0.38082
	-0.882
	73
	0.14028

	Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	34
	36
	-0.315 [-1.051; 0.422]
	0.39723
	0.852
	68
	0.30585

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	28
	32
	-0.498 [-1.293; 0.296]
	0.21412
	1.256
	58
	0.75042

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	31
	34
	0.262 [-0.236; 0.76]
	0.29754
	-1.051
	62
	0.1465


Results were derived from two sample t-tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval, df: degrees of freedom. 





Table S11. Effect modification analysis – cortisol (µg/l).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-0.304112
	-3.378885
	2.770662
	0.85

	Sex (women)
	0.829799
	-0.527554
	2.187152
	0.23

	Age (years)
	-0.008706
	-0.126423
	0.109010
	0.89

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	-0.004858
	-0.093205
	0.083489
	0.91

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.010424
	-0.098648
	0.077800
	0.82

	Body temperature (diff.)
	-0.062904
	-0.657474
	0.531667
	0.83

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.110961
	0.007842
	0.214079
	0.037

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.000174
	-0.000951
	0.000603
	0.66


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in cortisol between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S12. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – C-reactive protein (mg/l).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Median difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	131
	139
	0.017 [-0.068; 0.107]
	0.67486
	8835
	0.68

	Pooled analysis without Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	97
	103
	0.021 [-0.072; 0.114]
	0.63708
	4802
	0.96393

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	37
	37
	0.079 [-0.111; 0.24]
	0.36381
	600
	0.66149

	Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	34
	36
	0.011 [-0.255; 0.215]
	0.91111
	602
	0.44845

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	28
	32
	-0.03 [-0.185; 0.147]
	0.71856
	473
	0.26541

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	32
	34
	0.001 [-0.145; 0.16]
	1
	544
	0.11018


Results were derived from two sample Wilcoxon rank sum tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval.


Table S13. Effect modification analysis – C-reactive protein (mg/l).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-0.4945417
	-1.647002
	0.657919
	0.40

	Sex (women)
	0.0215179
	-0.487234
	0.530269
	0.93

	Age (years)
	0.0052245
	-0.038897
	0.049346
	0.82

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.0190712
	-0.014042
	0.052185
	0.26

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.0013194
	-0.034387
	0.031748
	0.94

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.1509156
	-0.071936
	0.373767
	0.19

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.0285798
	-0.067230
	0.010070
	0.15

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.0000152
	-0.000276
	0.000306
	0.92


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in C-reactive protein between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S14. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – interleukin 6 (pg/ml).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Median difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	100
	104
	0 [0; 0]
	0.8352
	5282.5
	0.54926

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	37
	38
	0 [0; 0]
	0.49967
	745.5
	0.25384

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	28
	31
	0 [-0.024; 0.103]
	0.70907
	409.5
	0.4591

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	35
	35
	0 [-0.17; 0.109]
	0.73497
	641.5
	0.22445


Results were derived from two sample Wilcoxon rank sum tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval. Data from [1] was not used as only few values were available.

Table S15. Effect modification analysis – interleukin 6 (pg/ml).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-0.4945417
	-1.647002
	0.657919
	0.40

	Sex (women)
	0.0215179
	-0.487234
	0.530269
	0.93

	Age (years)
	0.0052245
	-0.038897
	0.049346
	0.82

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.0190712
	-0.014042
	0.052185
	0.26

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.0013194
	-0.034387
	0.031748
	0.94

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.1509156
	-0.071936
	0.373767
	0.19

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.0285798
	-0.067230
	0.010070
	0.15

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.0000152
	-0.000276
	0.000306
	0.92


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in interleukin 6 between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.


Table S16. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – neutrophils (%).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Mean difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	df
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	131
	140
	-0.12 [-1.03; 0.79]
	0.79504
	0.26
	224
	0.78878

	Pooled analysis without Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	97
	104
	-0.487 [-1.551; 0.578]
	0.36791
	0.903
	165
	0.77108

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	37
	38
	-0.998 [-2.723; 0.727]
	0.25223
	1.155
	67
	0.91066

	Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	34
	36
	0.926 [-0.846; 2.698]
	0.29983
	-1.046
	59
	0.23944

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	27
	32
	0.443 [-1.118; 2.004]
	0.57192
	-0.569
	56
	0.25888

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	33
	34
	-0.654 [-2.825; 1.516]
	0.54582
	0.609
	40
	0.62765


Results were derived from two sample t-tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval, df: degrees of freedom. 





Table S17. Effect modification analysis – neutrophils (%).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-1.440283
	-8.10527
	5.22470
	0.67

	Sex (women)
	0.454754
	-2.48749
	3.39700
	0.76

	Age (years)
	0.002842
	-0.25232
	0.25801
	0.98

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.065001
	-0.12650
	0.25650
	0.51

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.001420
	-0.19266
	0.18982
	0.99

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.537474
	-0.75134
	1.82629
	0.42

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	0.010249
	-0.21327
	0.23377
	0.93

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	-0.000566
	-0.00225
	0.00112
	0.51


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in neutrophils between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.

Table S18. Pooled analysis of the secondary outcome – pulse transit time (m/s).
	Study
	N: 0-60
	N: 60-0
	Mean difference (95% CI)
	P value
	Test statistic
	df
	Carry-over effect p value

	Pooled analysis
	128
	130
	0.334 [-1.125; 1.794]
	0.65222
	-0.451
	256
	0.31114

	Pooled analysis without Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	94
	96
	0.958 [-0.743; 2.66]
	0.26797
	-1.111
	187
	0.044184

	Schmidt et al. (2013) [3]
	31
	31
	-0.871 [-4.091; 2.349]
	0.59021
	0.542
	57
	0.024937

	Herzog et al. (2019) [1]
	34
	34
	-1.441 [-4.202; 1.319]
	0.30104
	1.042
	66
	0.19367

	Schmidt et al. (2015) [2]
	28
	31
	0.981 [-1.619; 3.581]
	0.45262
	-0.757
	54
	0.70075

	Schmidt et al. (2021) [4]
	35
	34
	2.611 [-0.451; 5.674]
	0.093323
	-1.703
	64
	0.18104


Results were derived from two sample t-tests comparing the two different noise sequences (0-60 vs. 60-0 simulated noise events). CI: Confidence interval, df: degrees of freedom. 



Table S19. Effect modification analysis – pulse transit time (m/s).
	Variables
	Beta
	Lower 95% CI
	Upper 95% CI
	P value

	Intercept
	-3.25113
	-14.148610
	7.64634
	0.56

	Sex (women)
	-4.15979
	-8.997471
	0.67790
	0.095

	Age (years)
	0.15972
	-0.252060
	0.57151
	0.45

	Average sound pressure level (dB(A)) (diff.)
	0.02146
	-0.286704
	0.32961
	0.89

	Peak sound pressure level (diff.)
	-0.04149
	-0.358601
	0.27563
	0.80

	Body temperature (diff.)
	0.24823
	-1.770922
	2.26738
	0.81

	Outdoor temperature (diff.)
	-0.16821
	-0.583532
	0.24711
	0.43

	Humidity (%) (diff.)
	0.00203
	-0.000608
	0.00466
	0.14


Test whether the mean difference (diff.) in pulse transit time between control scenario and noise scenario with 60 events is affected by another (modifier) variable via linear regression analysis. CI: Confidence interval.
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