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SUMMARY
The Ministry of Justice (MoJ) carried out a public consultation in December 2020 and January 2021 on a proposal for a new “mega prison” at Grendon Underwood, adjacent to Grendon Hall and the two existing prisons on the same site, HMPs Springhill and Grendon. Such a development would be on a green field site, on top of a hill and involve significant traffic movements (up to 1,000 contractors plus HGVs on site each day) both during the 2-3 year construction phase and the subsequent operation of the site (up to 900 staff plus visitors). The site and surrounding area is rich in wildlife and includes an ecology area on the current prison site. The latter has been built up over many years and lies very close to where some of the new buildings would be constructed, is adjacent to where the main construction entrance to the site would be and will be carved in two by the current proposed plan to form the pedestrian entrance for all staff and visitors.
During both the construction phase and the operation of the proposed prison the noise and light pollution would be substantial; due to the proximity of much of this to the ecology area and other nearby sources of nature, the impact on the local wildlife could be highly significant. Much has been documented about the impact of light on wildlife, for example disturbing the flights paths and hunting grounds for bats and nocturnal birds, reptiles and mammals, but less so on the impact of noise. A literature search was carried out on the impact of noise on wildlife and in addition the additive effect of noise and light pollution combined. The results of this search highlighted many instances of harm through noise and are relevant to the impact that the proposed prison could have on local wildlife.

INTRODUCTION
The Ministry of Justice has proposed the building of a new “mega prison”, housing 1,468 new prisoners and associated buildings, adjacent to Grendon Hall near Edgcott but in the parish of Grendon Underwood in Buckinghamshire. The site is in a rural location, on top of a hill and in an area already severely impacted by other major infrastructure projects like HS2 and East West Rail.
Grendon Hall is a gabled, Jacobethan, red brick house and is dated 1882 on a beam in the chapel. The grounds associated with the Hall were laid out alongside the new house and comprised a largely typical ensemble of pleasure ground and park (of about 160 acres) for a country house developed in the 1880s. This included a terrace, informal lawns with mature trees and shrubberies, and parkland. The details of this park have recently been reported (Report by the Bucks Garden Trust on Grendon Hall, March, 2021). Some of the features of the park survive today enclosing the informal lawns within the modest pleasure ground. Elements of the historic park lost to development include the 7ha Springhill housing estate in the south park and prison buildings east and south of the Hall. 
During World War II the site was requisitioned, initially it was used by MI5 and from January 1942 as
Station 53 of Special Operations Executive; here new radio communications were developed in conjunction with the new radio station at nearby Poundon House. Towards the end of the war the estate was also used as a fire training centre and then as a school for the daughters of displaced Polish people until 1951. To accommodate more than 300 staff the pleasure grounds to the north of the house were used for accommodation huts, recreation facilities and stores.
Grendon Hall site was purchased in 1953 by the Prisons Commission and HMP Springhill (Category D) became the UK’s first open prison. In 1962 HMP Grendon (Category B) opened on the adjacent site. 
In the 1960s Grendon housing estate was built in the area to the south of the approach road to house prison staff. These developments all took place prior to Grendon Hall being listed in 1985 (Grade II listed Historic England List Entry Number 1158513). The rural setting of the Hall enjoys views over the Vale of Aylesbury but has been damaged by the large prison development immediately to the east.
The MoJ owns land around Grendon Hall and the two current prisons but this is all green field space. On one part of the site is an ecological area consisting of a large pond and a wooded area which lies adjacent to further woodland which is part of the grounds of another Grade II listed property, Lawn House. The ecological area has been built up over many years and a public footpath runs past this so that the local residents can enjoy the benefits of this work. The locality is rich in wildlife and includes 65 species of birds including 15 on the red list and 13 on the amber list. There are also great crested newts in the pond on the site as well as in 16 out of 21 surrounding ponds recently surveyed. In addition nine species of foraging bats were recorded including two rare species ((Bechstein’s and Barbastelle). The site is also located c. 0.9km North West of Grendon and Doddershall Wood SSSI located and c.1.5km south west of Sheephouse Wood SSSI, which are known to support these bat species. Other species on or close to the site include badgers, roe deer, muntjac, lizards, snakes, foxes and rabbits.
If the proposed new “mega prison” was built it would result in yet more habitat loss to large development projects in the area. In addition there would be a significant degree of urbanisation with resultant harm to the open countryside and the character and the setting of the current rural landscape. This is especially so due to the scale of the proposed development and the height of the main prisoner accommodation blocks (4 storeys high with some services on the roof tops).
The development would involve a construction phase of 2-3 years, up to 1,000 contractors on site each day with associated traffic movements as well as the heavy goods vehicles that will be involved throughout the project. The only current access to the part of the site where the buildings would be located is directly adjacent to the prison ecology area, hence this area will be subject to regular traffic movements for up to three years. Once the building work is completed the proposed plan is to make the main entrance to the prison site run directly past the ecology area into the car park which will be located just beyond and adjacent to the ecology area. Hence there will be considerable traffic movements with associated noise through this area on a daily basis. 
Once in operation there will be around 500-600 directly employed staff working at the prison with approximately 250-300 additional non-directly employed personnel and in addition a regular flow of visitors. The significant increase in traffic related to this project, in this rural location, would have a detrimental impact on the local road system, already under pressure from the other projects. Apart from the impact on local residents, and along with the increase in light pollution, the development would undoubtedly have a major impact on the wildlife in the locality. 
The effect of light pollution on wildlife is well documented but the impact of noise less so. Due to the proximity of noise and traffic movements to the ecology area of the current prisons a literature search was undertaken to investigate the effect that this could have on the wide diversity of wildlife in or close to the site.

RESULTS OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW
The proposed new ‘mega-prison at Grendon Underwood in Buckinghamshire, as with all construction projects built on green space, will significantly alter the local environment and ecology. Alongside the recognised detrimental impacts (destruction of biomass, species’ habitats, release of CO2 from the disturbance of the soil) there are other, less obvious impacts that also need to be addressed, including particulates in the air; HS2 traffic has significantly increased the dust-fall in and around their compounds and along transport routes, increasing particulate matter in the air. Such particulates can lead to conditions such as silicosis. (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Silicosis#:~:text=Silicosis%20is%20a%20form%20of,is%20a%20type%20of%20pneumoconiosis. Construction workers are provided with masks and protective equipment to protect themselves against these pollutants, local residents are not. 

Another pollutant, and one often disregarded but overwhelmingly known to have considerable detrimental consequences to wildlife and human welfare, is noise pollution.  

In humans, noise pollution has been shown to cause a range of health problems from stress, poor concentration, productivity losses in the workplace, and communication difficulties and fatigue from lack of sleep, to more serious issues such as cardiovascular disease, cognitive impairment, tinnitus and hearing loss (Australian Academy of Science accessed May 2021).  In 2011, the World Health Organisation published a report quantifying the impact of noise pollution, in terms of healthy years lost (DALYs – Disability Adjusted Life Years) and concluded that “With conservative assumptions applied to the calculation methods, it is estimated that DALYs lost [due to] environmental noise are 61 000 years for ischaemic heart disease, 45 000 years for cognitive impairment of children, 903 000 years for sleep disturbance, 22 000 years for tinnitus and 587 000 years for annoyance in the European Union Member States and other western European countries.” (World Health Organisation (WHO) 2011).

Yet in many cases, humans can take some action to mitigate the effect of noise pollution. Wildlife, however, have fewer options and noise pollution affects animals in many quantifiable ways.  Studies have demonstrated raised levels of stress hormones in birds and amphibians (Tennessen, Parks & Langkilde 2014; Tennessen, Parks & Langkilde 2016; Injaiana et al. 2019; Zollinger et al. 2019), increased avoidance behaviour and reduced species abundance  (Summers, Cunnington & Fahrig 2011; McClure et al. 2013; Cooke et al. 2020a; Cooke et al. 2020b), even a shortening of DNA telomeres (the ‘cap’ at the end of DNA strands – that can impact longevity) in house sparrows and great tits (Meillere et al. 2015; Grunst et al. 2020).  Morley et al (Morley, Jones & Radford 2014) summarised the situation succinctly: “Over the last decade, there has been a growing awareness of the potential impact of anthropogenic noise on non-human animals, with studies on a number of different taxonomic groups demonstrating effects ranging from behavioural and physiological adjustments of individuals to changes at the population and community level. Consequently, anthropogenic noise is now recognized as a major component of environmental change in the twenty-first century and a pollutant of international concern, featuring prominently on international directives and agendas (e.g. inclusion in the United States National Environment Policy Act and the European Commission Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and as a permanent item on the agenda of the International Maritime Organisation).”


[image: https://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/image/0006/92058/ist-noise-sign.jpg]To examine what kind of effect noise may have on the surrounding environment if another large construction project is granted permission in a rural area, a literature review was conducted. This is by no means a fully comprehensive systematic review, but does indicate the level of impact construction and specifically the large increase in traffic noise will have on local wildlife. 

The review is primarily based on peer reviewed scientific research articles. A search was conducted using the online bibliography ‘Web of Science’ using the search terms: ‘traffic noise and wildlife’. This produced 142 citations. After reviewing the title and abstract of each and discarding those that did not specifically address traffic noise, 54 bibliographic records remained that described studies relevant to wildlife. Examples of discarded studies include: a study addressing the effect of COVID lockdown on wildlife (Note: although not covered in that study, the positive and observable effects of reduced traffic noise on wildlife have been widely reported); or a study reporting the inability to survey bird species by song alongside roads due to the traffic noise masking the song of smaller species. This suggests that even amongst the articles not considered here, there is an implication of a negative effect of traffic noise.

Additional web based searches found a few relevant sources (e.g. WHO reports), which are cited within the text, where relevant.

Out of the 54 peer reviewed studies examined, 12 were reviews, all of which concluded a negative impact of anthropogenic/traffic noise on wildlife. Of the 41 primary studies, 35 reported a clear negative impact of anthropogenic or traffic noise and one bibliographic entry related to a special issue of the journal Ecology and Society fully dedicated to studies examining the impact of the ‘Effects of Roads and Traffic on Wildlife Populations and Landscape Function’. Here three out of the 15 featured studies examined the impact of traffic noise, and all reported negative and/or measurable impacts on their study organism (two examined frogs, and one looked at roadside birds). Of the remaining seven studies, two studies reported mixed responses (including negative), three reported no measurable effect and one out of the 54 studies positive impacts of traffic noise. This study played the sound of traffic into nest boxes and examined the response of white crowned sparrow nestlings. The authors report “Surprisingly, nestlings exposed to traffic noise had lower glucocorticoid levels and improved condition relative to control nests.”

Summary of the study organisms covered in primary investigations found in this literature search
· 6 bats
· 23 birds
· 1 invertebrate (crickets)
· 2 frogs
· 6 mammals
· 2 multiple
· 1 general habitat loss

The majority of the 41 primary studies examined looked at birds (23 studies) and of the 12 studies looking at mammals, bats accounted for half (6 studies). The popularity of birds and bats as indicators of the impact of noise pollution was also reflected in the literature summarised in the comprehensive reviews (Sordello et al. 2020). These animals are relatively easy to study and are well known to use sound to communicate and to located food.

INVERTEBRATES
There is a paucity of data on the impact of anthropogenic noise on invertebrates, and as I know from my own work, insects use sound in a multitude of different ways that humans are mostly unaware of. For example, flies use their flight tone to communicate in mating swarms, grasshoppers stridulate to protect their territory web building spiders rely on vibrations to find prey in their webs, and so on. Indeed when completing a literature review for a DEFRA report (The Effects of Noise on Biodiversity (NO0235) - Defra, UK) (Morley, Jones & Radford 2014) found only two out 83 studies examined the effects of noise on invertebrates. The authors attempted to address some of the deficits in the available data by detailing the many ways insects could be affected. They discuss the extensive hearing range in many invertebrate groups and their many uses of sound (mate location, attraction, courtship etc). However, with few available data, invertebrates are not covered further in this report.

BATS
Reports looking at bats unanimously report negative responses to traffic noise, including its effect on feeding behaviour and activity (Finch, Schofield & Mathews 2020), stress response (Song et al. 2020), foraging efficiency  and flight range (Bennett & Zurcher 2013).
With ‘normal’ constructions, for example the extensive house building in Bicester and surrounding villages, office buildings or even hotels, it could be argued that once construction is complete, the majority of traffic noise will peak at rush hour. Rush hour occurs during daylight in the summertime and thus may avoid the bat’s dusk and nocturnal peak activity and thus traffic noise pollution may not have a large impact (however, see Figures 1 and 2 below). Here, the proposal for a mega-prison will require shift changes during the night and dusk, and alongside the impact of flood-lights during construction and security lights once operating, the impact on bats and their ability to forage will be significant.
Bats can be negatively affected by traffic noise through noise masking (Schaub, Ostwald & Siemers 2008; Siemers & Schaub 2011) and noise avoidance (Luo, Siemers & Koselj 2015), both of which can impact foraging ((Finch, Schofield & Mathews 2020). The study of Finch et al. (2020) used traffic playback, to distinguish the impact of traffic noise from the confounding influence of other road impacts (chemical pollution, physical barrier of the road). They examined its effect on greater horseshoe bats (Rhinolophus ferrumequinum), the common pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pipistrellus), the soprano pipistelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus), the large footed Myotis (Myotis spp), and the common noctule (Nyctalus noctula) in a field environment. Most if not all of these species are reported as present within the proposed Mega-Prison compound. The study found clear evidence of an impact on all species and the authors concluded: “that playback traffic noise alone can reduce the activity of free-living bat assemblages, even in the absence of other features associated with roads such as lighting and habitat loss.”
BIRDS
Many birds are notably vocal in their behaviour and bird song is considered to be generally pleasant and even potentially beneficial to human health (https://www.independent.co.uk/climate-change/news/birdsong-mental-health-wellbeing-study-b1774784.html). Birds use their song to communicate, mark their territory, attract a mate, and to sound an alarm if needed. When this is disrupted, such as by excessive traffic noise, there can be significant negative impacts on many measurable traits. For example, Strasser & Heath ((Strasser & Heath 2013) show that even amongst ‘human –tolerant’ kestrels, considered to have adapted to the presence of roads: “Proximity to large, busy roads and developed areas negatively affected kestrel reproduction by causing increased stress hormones that promoted nest abandonment. These results demonstrate that species presence in a human-dominated landscape does not necessarily indicate a tolerance for anthropogenic stressors.” The impact of road traffic is not only seen at a local scale, road traffic can cause migrating birds to completely avoid some sites. For example, similar to the bat study by Finch et al (Finch, Schofield & Mathews 2020), McClure et al (McClure et al. 2013) created a ‘phantom road’ to distinguish the impact of traffic noise from the other road effects (chemical pollution, artificial light etc) using speakers to playback road noise. The experiment was conducted in the USA during autumn migration and they documented significant avoidance behaviour and declines in bird abundance when playing traffic noise compared to the control.  
On a landscape scale, Cooke et al (Cooke et al. 2020a) reported a study that analysed data for 75 UK bird species from the Breeding Bird Survey. They found that “By assessing patterns of bird distribution in relation to roads across the whole of Great Britain, we find evidence to suggest that roads may contribute to broad-scale simplification of avian communities.”
Indeed, to visually demonstrate how traffic noise can mask or impact bird song, I have recorded the sound of undisturbed birds in my garden, and then recorded the sound at the roadside (Grendon Road, where HS2 has seen a considerable increase in road traffic, including many heavy goods vehicles).
To demonstrate how loud traffic noise is compared to a natural landscape, Figure 1 shows a simple sound wave comparison. The larger the peaks, the higher the decibels (loudness).
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Figure 1: The upper panel shows the sound wave of traffic recorded on the pavement by the side of Grendon Road around 1.30pm on Thursday 27th May. The lower panel shows the sound waves of a variety of birds, including chaffinch, robin, wood pigeon and, jackdaw recorded away from the road on 28th May. The highest peak early in the recording is the sound of an opening gate and the slightly increased volume midway through the recording is the sound of the wind blowing across the microphone.
To demonstrate how the traffic sound is spread across the audible frequencies, Figure 2 shows a frequency spectrum of the same recordings. The lower the frequency, the lower the tone of the sound.
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Figure 2: Spectrograms of the audio recordings shown in Figure 1. A spectrogram shows the specific frequency (y axis) ranges of different sounds (a pure tone would show as a clear horizontal line at its specific frequency). The intensity of the colour shows how intense the specific frequency is within the sound. The upper panel illustrates how the traffic sound is loud and prominent across a large frequency spectrum, blotting out any other sound (masking). The lower panel shows the bird song. Here you can see the high frequency repeated song of the chaffinch, the mid frequency variable song of the robin and the low frequency wood pigeon. 
Two accompanying MP4 files show these spectrograms and the audio used to generate them. 
Overall, the evidence overwhelmingly shows that noise pollution, especially from traffic or construction is very damaging to wildlife. Moreover, as highlighted in the study by Madadi et al (Madadi et al. 2017) who developed spatial models to examine the impact of traffic noise under different habitats (oak forest, scattered woodland and temperate grassland), the effect of noise from traffic is so pervasive that depending on ‘…topographic conditions, land cover type, and the traffic volume in the region, the noise effect zone [can range] from 50 to 2000 m.’ They concluded: “The results showed that the habitat loss due to noise effect zone is dramatically higher than that due to road land-take only.” Indeed, where the models suggest noise can be most destructive are across the temperate grassland habitats similar to those surrounding the proposed ‘mega-prison’ compound.
The construction of the proposed mega-prison will not only cause significant noise pollution, there will be an added impact of light pollution both during construction and during operation. When combined, these two environmental pollutants can have an additive negative effect on wildlife. For example, Dominoni, D., et al. (2020) (Dominoni et al. 2020) conducted a randomised control trial where they exposed great tits to noise and/or artificial light at night time. They concluded that “…light and noise both had an effect but this effect was enhanced when combined. We found that both light and noise affected activity patterns when presented alone, but in opposite ways: light increased activity, particularly at night, while noise reduced it, particularly during the day… our results demonstrate that co-occurring exposure to noise and light can lead to a stronger impact at night than predicted from the additive effects and thus that multisensory pollution may be a considerable threat for wildlife.”
A recent publication by Sordello et al ((Sordello et al. 2020) provides a far more comprehensive review of the published literature examining the impact of noise pollution than has been shown in this short report. They categorised the potential outcomes reported in the literature (Figure 3 & 4) and show just how widespread the known impacts of noise pollution are.
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Figure 3: Reproduced from Figure 2, Sordello et al (Sordello et al. 2020) showing the categories/outcomes represented in their comprehensive literature review.
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Figure 4: Reproduced from Figure 8, Sordello et al (Sordello et al. 2020) showing the number of publications ordered by the categories/outcomes they investigate.

In their Handbook of Road Ecology, Parris et al (Parris 2015) state: “Roads and traffic alter the physical environment of species and ecological communities. They also change their acoustic environment through the introduction of noise, both during construction and when a road is open to traffic. Road-construction noise, such as that produced during earthworks, pile driving and road surfacing, can be of high intensity but usually of limited duration. In contrast, road-traffic noise is often persistent over time busy highways can carry substantial traffic for many hours per day, day after day and year after year. Road noise has a number of ecological impacts on wildlife living in nearby habitats.”

LIGHT POLLUTION
Light pollution is not the focus of this report, however its impact must also be considered alongside the effects of noise pollution due to the nature of this construction – a prison needs significant levels of security lighting. The plans may well be to make the security lighting light directional with the aim of reducing the impact on surrounding wildlife.  Unfortunately this is woefully naïve and will not mitigate the impact on nocturnal animals in any notable way. Indeed the UK government’s guidance against light pollution (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/light-pollution ) recognises “...some types of premises (including prisons, harbour premises, airports and transport depots where high levels of light may be required for safety and security reasons) are exempt from the statutory nuisance regime for artificial light...” indicating that the quantity of light needed to keep a prison secure is such that ‘normal rules don’t apply’ and therefore ‘nuisance’ is considered acceptable. 

A search of the Web of Science online peer-reviewed bibliography, using the search terms “light pollution and wildlife and Britain or United Kingdom”, resulted in 74,987 articles. This is indicative of the extensive research into the impact of light pollution on wildlife but provides too many sources to cover in this short report. Thus here I have reproduced a summary as given by The Bat Conservation Trust in a report published in 2014 (The Bat Conservation Trust June 2014) examining the impact of artificial light on several animals groups including:

Invertebrates - “It is estimated that as many as a third of flying insects that are attracted to external lights will die as a result of their encounter. Insects can become disoriented and exhausted making them more susceptible to predation. In addition, the polarisation of light by shiny surfaces attracts insects, particularly egg laying females away from water. Reflected light has the potential to attract pollinators and impact on their populations, predators and pollination rates. Many invertebrates natural rhythms depend upon day-night and seasonal and lunar changes which can be adversely affected by artificial lighting levels. “

Birds – “The phenomenon of robins and other birds singing by the light of a street light or other external lighting installations is well known… the continual lack of sleep was likely to be detrimental to the birds’ survival and could disrupt the long-term circadian rhythm that dictates the onset of the breeding season. Many species of bird migrate at night and there are well-documented cases of the mass mortality of nocturnal migrating birds as they strike tall lit buildings.”

Mammals- “The detrimental effect of artificial lighting is most clearly seen in bats. Our resident bat species have all suffered dramatic reductions in their numbers in the past century. Light falling on a bat roost exit point, regardless of species, will at least delay bats from emerging, which shortens the amount of time available to them for foraging. As the main peak of nocturnal insect abundance occurs at and soon after dusk, a delay in emergence means this vital time for feeding is missed. At worst, the bats may feel compelled to abandon the roost. Bats are faithful to their roosts over many years and disturbance of this sort can have a significant effect on the future of the colony. It is likely to be deemed a breach of the national and European legislation that protects British bats and their roosts. In addition to causing disturbance to bats at the roost, artificial lighting can also affect the feeding behaviour of bats and their use of commuting routes. There are two aspects to this: one is the attraction that short wave length light (UV and blue light) has to a range of insects; the other is the presence of lit conditions. As mentioned, many night-flying species of insect are attracted to lamps that emit short wavelength component. Studies have shown that, although noctules, serotines, pipistrelle and Leisler’s bats, take advantage of the concentration of insects around white street lights as a source of prey, this behaviour is not true for all bat species. The slower flying, broad-winged species, such as long-eared bats, barbastelle, greater and lesser horseshoe bats and the Myotis species (which include Brandt’s, whiskered, Daubenton’s, Natterer’s and Bechstein’s bats) generally avoid external lights. Lighting can be particularly harmful if it illuminates important foraging habitats such as river corridors, woodland edges and hedgerows used by bats. Studies have shown that continuous lighting along roads creates barriers which some bat species cannot cross. It is also known that insects are attracted to lit areas from further afield. This could result in adjacent habitats supporting reduced numbers of insects, causing a further impact on the ability of light-avoiding bats to feed. “ 

These summaries by the Bat Conservation Trust succinctly describe the negative impact light pollution has on wildlife. It upsets animal’s circadian rhythms and affects their natural behaviour. Its impact ranges from reducing foraging efficiency to causing catastrophic mortality events in migratory birds. There is substantial peer reviewed literature describing a myriad of studies documenting how light pollution negatively impacts our wildlife. Thus a mega prison, built in a rural location with at least nine species of bat, multiple owl species, moths and other nocturnal animals and next to areas specifically designed to encourage wildlife, will have a significant and negative impact.

CONCLUSIONS 
I have detailed just a handful of the multitude of studies documenting the incontrovertible evidence that anthropogenic noise, and specifically road traffic noise, impacts the health and well-being of wildlife. The World Health Organisation describes noise as one of ‘the most hazardous forms of pollution’. Its impact is all the more pervasive when forced into rural locations. Along with the peer reviewed literature, my own brief recordings of traffic noise shows how bird song is masked and even suggests that the birds stop singing while traffic passes. It is therefore abundantly clear that an increase in traffic noise in this location will have a deleterious impact on the local wildlife.

I have also included a brief summary of how light pollution will affect the natural fauna found in our local environment. The UK government states: “Artificial light… can be a source of annoyance to people, harmful to wildlife and undermine enjoyment of the countryside or the night sky, especially in areas with intrinsically dark landscapes.”(UK Government Accessed June 2921).

Thus it is widely accepted that both light and noise pollution have clear detrimental impacts on wildlife. Moreover, the available evidence suggests that in combination, these impacts can be more than additive (Dominoni et al. 2020).  Stone (2014) (Stone 2014) suggested : “…even a small amount of lighting may have a disproportionate impact on bats at sites where there are already high levels of disturbance.”.

If the proposed mega prison goes ahead, it will, without doubt, negatively impact the local wildlife. Animals will be physically displaced during the construction process. Green fields will became tarmacked surfaces, hedges removed and light and noise pollution will create an ongoing detrimental effect to their well-being. 

This report has focused on the noise created by additional traffic; it has not examined the increase in air pollution that will be generated by these additional vehicles, which will also be considerable during the building process (for example, most HGVs are diesel driven). Furthermore, increasing the need for car journeys by building such a structure so far from any transport hubs is contradictory to the government’s commitment to a lower carbon future. Particularly so when, according to the Climate Change Committee 2020 progress report (Climate Change Committee Accessed June 2021), current effort appears to be missing targets: “Progress is generally off-track in most sectors, with only four out of 21 of the indicators on track in 2019. This represents no change from the previous year where the same four of the 21 indicators were met.”

Thus, in terms of noise, light and air pollution as well as carbon, human welfare (including those existing prisoners who would have to suffer the noise of construction), and impact on the character and setting of the landscape surrounding the proposed site, this site appears to be a particularly poor choice for development.
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