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Abstract: The constantly growing number of motor vehicles increases the biodiversity conservation
awareness of the public. To this end, numerous compensation measures are implemented, primarily
provision of wildlife crossing infrastructure to guide animals over and under transport routes.
There are different design aspects that must be considered in the case of wildlife crossings located in
rural areas and in forests. An interdisciplinary approach should be employed for the wildlife crossing
design, involving specialists from different fields of science. This article deals with the effect of local
landscape elements and structures on the acoustic environment on the wildlife overpasses located in
rural areas. Several tests were carried out, covering the levels of traffic, improvements around the
existing overpasses and the noise distribution on them. For the final analysis, seven overpasses were
chosen, differing in terms of the landscape elements and structures present. Five of them included
noise barriers of different shapes and lengths and had a flat approach area. Two crossings did not
have noise barriers and the approach areas were located in varied terrain. The analysis of the derived
sound maps allowed for the determination of the effect of the different landscape elements and
structures on the noise distribution on the overpasses under analysis. Earthen berms aligned with the
noise barriers and extending to the length defined by the approach area topography were found to be
the most effective noise-reducing measure.

Keywords: wildlife crossing; biodiversity conservation; sustainable design; interdisciplinary
approaches; landscape elements and structures; noise; ecology

1. Introduction

The need to make the transport of people and goods faster, more comfortable and safer triggers
expansion of the expressway and railroad networks. This, in turn, leads to permanent fragmentation of
natural habitats into ever smaller isolated patches, affecting the freedom of movement of wild animals,
with the transport routes functioning as virtually impassable barriers. Larger species, including roe
deer (Capreolus capreolus), red deer (Cervus elaphus) and wild boar (Sus scrofa) migrate during specific
seasons of the year, mainly in search of food and to reproduce, covering in this way considerable
distances. Along a road running for a few hundred kilometres, either existing or under construction,
we can expect to find up to a few thousand wild animals, depending on environmental conditions [1,2].
This biological variability can be affected by a road having a barrier effect on their existence and leading
to fragmentation of habitats.

In Western Europe, the problem of decreasing wildlife populations was recognised by
environmentalists already in the 1970s [1–3] and geneticists undertook thorough studies on different
animal species [3–5], which led to establishing a relation between the decreasing numbers of wild
animals and landscape fragmentation [6,7]. Following examinations of the well-developed road and
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rail networks and fragmented habitats, they proposed compensation measures with the primary
role played by wildlife crossings [1,3]. The first crossing structures to reconnect fragmented habitats
were built in the 1970s and 1980s [3]. These structures were narrow and poorly suited to the needs
of wildlife migration. In the 1990s, effectiveness surveys were carried out for the existing crossing
infrastructure, which led to developing the principles of design of crossing structures reconnecting
fragmented habitats (further called wildlife crossings), recognition of the need to consider the needs of
specific species and identification of poor merging of the structures with the surrounding landscape [3].
Moreover, the crossing structures were subdivided into overpasses (green or landscape bridges)
and underpasses. A more comprehensive approach to the problems of environmental protection,
biodiversity conservation and compensation measures was gradually applied in Western Europe at the
end of 20th century and in the beginning of 21st century [1,8–10], tying environmental, construction and
economic problems with the resultant functionality of the constructed crossing. The study published
in reference [11] describes an innovative method used in applied ecology and conservation biology,
while the authors of reference [12] refer to the purpose of conservation and management and to the
sensitivity to habitat fragmentation in central Italy. At that time, the first guidelines for the construction
of wildlife crossings were also developed in Poland [9,13]. The greatest developments in the research
on sustainable integration of environment and road networks were observed in the last twenty years,
in line with the recommendations of the European Council and the conclusions of the EU Environment
Council stated in 2010 and in 2011, which included the development of two strategies [14,15]:

1. target for 2020—to halt the loss of biodiversity, as far as practicable, while stepping up actions to
prevent biodiversity loss,

2. vision for 2050—the protection and restoration of the natural environment because of its substantial
value and to avoid catastrophic changes caused by the loss of precious biological values.

Taking into account the above statements, the Conference of European Directors of Roads (CEDR)
during its meeting in Copenhagen in 2011 [14] chose COST 341 [1] as the primary interdisciplinary
manual to be used for the identification of conflicts and for developing eco-friendly solutions pertaining
to broadly understood sustainable integration of the road network and the natural environment.
Furthermore, the content of the manual was to be regularly updated, supplemented and expanded
with new environmental issues. The current knowledge on the impact of roads on biodiversity is much
greater than it was several years ago. Based on the literature review and analysis of the conclusions of
the CEDR, we can state that an interdisciplinary approach should be applied in the road network design
process, involving land planners, road and bridge engineers, environmentalists, landscape architects
and economists.

Section 2 defines the hearing ranges of wild animals typically found in rural areas and describes
the assumptions used in the development of acoustic maps in order to find the landscape elements and
structures that are the most relevant to the distribution of noise. Section 3 presents the obtained noise
maps of the selected green bridges with characteristic features. Section 4 provides a short discussion
of the obtained research results. The results of the comparison of the noise maps are presented in
Section 5.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Adopted Subdivision into Zones of the Overpass Area and Its Surroundings

For better definitions of construction and environmental issues pertaining to the design of wildlife
overpasses, their area has been divided into three zones [16–19] called “approach”, “entrance”
and “deck” areas. In some guidelines [19–21], the approach area is called “surrounding area”
and an additional term “buffer zone” was introduced by reference [22]. Conversely, in the Polish
guidelines [23] and in the article [24] concerning the establishment and maintenance of roadside
vegetation, the approach and entrance areas are jointly called the “attraction zone” and the “exclusion
fence area” is sectioned off, in addition.
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Figure 1 represents the adopted division of a wildlife overpass into the respective areas, based on
the analysis of the guidelines [16,19,20], distinguishing the deck, approach and entrance areas.
Figure 1b includes the exclusion fence area, an additional zone introduced in the Polish guidelines [23],
and the roadside vegetation area on the slopes of the road cutting and bridge abutments, which was
distinguished in reference [24].
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2.2. Sustainable Principles of Design

The review of the literature (Section 1) reveals a lack of studies in which an interdisciplinary
approach was applied, which, besides giving the land planners the principles of design of individual
crossing structures, taking account of the need to ensure continuity of landscapes and habitats,
would also discuss the aspects of sustainable development of the wildlife crossing areas to enhance
wildlife movements and extend the knowledge on the spreading of noise, exhaust fumes and
pollution around these structures. The available studies concern primarily ecological issues (i.e., factors
ensuring the continuity of landscapes and biotopes) [1–3]; construction, structural and economic
aspects [17,19–21]; selection of plant species [16,20] and the results of studies on the width and openness
of the crossing structures conducted in France [25], Switzerland [26], the USA [27–29], and Sweden [30].

Taking this into account, and in accordance with the provisions of reference [14], this article
supplements this interdisciplinary approach with the knowledge of the acoustic environment on
wildlife overpasses. It analyses the issues related to the features provided around the crossing structure
and their effect on the acoustic environment and relates these issues to the principles of sustainable
design. According to these principles, sometimes referred to also by a more communicative and
attractive name of “green architecture”, there are a few fundamental principles distinguished in the
design process [31–33], namely, conservation of energy, use of alternative sources of energy, the three
R’s (reduce, reuse, recycle) and respect for the user and land. In relation to the design of wildlife
crossings reconnecting fragmented habitats, these principles require the provision of effective isolation,
i.e., particular care in the selection of the crossing location so that it lies on the existing migration routes,
and isolation of the crossing space from the nearby human settlements. These issues are developed in
detail in article [22]. The principle of sustainable design relating to the use of alternative sources of
energy is applied mainly in architecture and in general construction. In the case of wildlife crossings,
this mainly concerns care for the natural environment, i.e., use of appropriate natural landscape
elements and structures, including native vegetation naturally growing around the crossing, as well
as wooden screens, boulders and standing or uprooted tree stumps [33,34]. In sustainable design of
wildlife crossings, particular attention is paid to small ponds in the vicinity, which are natural watering
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places for wild animals. Similar recommendations of sustainable design of wildlife crossings can be
applied to the three R’s (reduce, reuse, recycle). This concept embraces a large group of recommended
actions that should lead to frugal use of land, smaller volumes of structures and the use of standardised
structural systems enabling shorter times of closure of the migration route during construction of
the crossing structure. The last principle of sustainable design relates to the care for the user and
land, i.e., its frugal use and merging of the crossing structure with the landscape as far as practicable.
The proposed schematic of the primary principles of sustainable design of wildlife overpasses is
represented in Figure 2.
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One of the issues that combines the three principles of sustainable design (the three R’s, respect for
the user and land and ensuring of microclimate friendly to animals) is the provision of landscape
elements and structures intended to improve the acoustic environment. It is an issue of primary
importance, yet very difficult to study and analyse. The effect of noise on wild animals was investigated
by many researchers and these problems are described, for example, in references [35–37]. Focusing on
the most common species of wild animals, the authors studied the effects of road noise on the hearing
ranges of roe deer (Capreolus capreolus) [38,39] and red deer (Cervus elaphus) [40,41] and the distances
of individual noise ranges from the road [42,43]. However, the results of the studies were related
more to the determination of the sensitivity of wild animals to road noise and selection of appropriate
deterrent devices during the time when a given location was passed by a car [44–46]. The author
of this article expanded these issues by linking the landscape elements and structures present on
the overpass and in its surroundings with the road traffic noise distribution pattern in the crossing
area [34,47,48]. The results of the associated research and the obtained noise maps were published
in references [33,49]. The factors relevant to the noise distribution patterns on wildlife overpasses
include the location of the road in relation to the surrounding land, features located on the slopes in the
immediate vicinity of the crossing structure, length and type of the noise barrier and the arrangement
and height of earthen berms constructed by the crossing [33,34,49]. Considering the diversity of issues
and a lack of uniformity in the provision of landscape elements and structures on different wildlife
overpasses, this article deals with the acoustic environment on wildlife overpasses located in rural
areas. The characteristic features of such overpasses include open swaths of land and a lack of tight
natural flanking features that would absorb road noise.

2.3. Assumptions for Acoustic Map Development

Taking into account the high cost of construction of wildlife overpasses, it is indispensable to
analyse their expected effectiveness, i.e., acceptance by wild animals. If a given crossing satisfies
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the location requirements defined by the need and the monitoring results, has appropriate width
and has correct construction, there is one last element to ensure the effectiveness of the crossing and
its acceptance by wildlife: landscape elements and structures located on and around the crossing,
taking due account of the vegetation types in the vicinity, in accordance with the recommendations of
reference [1]. However, it is difficult to judge, based on the preliminary assumptions regarding the
landscape elements and structures present with the area of the crossing, if it will be finally accepted by
the wild animals for which it is intended. The proposed acoustic environment, determined with the
use of the Traffic Noise [50] software, can be one of the possible determinants of acceptance of a given
crossing by animals. The factors relevant to this environment (Figure 3) include the topography of
the surrounding land (biotic, abiotic and hydrographic conditions); location of overpass; volume of
traffic; percentage of HGV’s; type, length and height of the installed noise barriers; spatial arrangement
of earthen berms and their parameters; width of the crossing structure and the associated landscape
elements and structures.
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The parameters of the provided noise barriers (i.e., their type, length and height), arrangement
of the earthen berms and supplementary vegetation influence, as well as the humidity of air in the
passageway, degree of air pollution and blinding of animals by headlights, all affect overpass usage.
Considering the above facts, we can put forward a hypothesis that by reducing noise due to the
provision of the landscape elements and structures on the approach to and within the passageway,
we can indirectly also improve the air humidity, reduce air pollution and protect animals from blinding
with headlights, in this way enhancing wildlife movements. Working on this hypothesis, the author
analysed the distribution of noise and the obtained noise maps of selected green bridges located in
rural areas, differing in terms of landscape elements and structures located in the crossing area and its
immediate vicinity.

2.4. Hearing Range of Wild Animals

The analyses of noise maps of wildlife overpasses take account of the hearing range of wild
animals. In most cases, in rural areas, the species in consideration include roe deer (Capreolus capreolus),
fallow deer (Dama dama), hedgehogs (Erinaceus), hares (Lepus) and sometimes also red deer
(Cervus elaphus) and wild boar (Sus scrofa). From among these animals, roe deer (Capreolus capreolus)
and fallow deer (Dama dama) are the primary users of the wildlife overpasses located in rural areas.
Taking this into consideration, the hearing ranges of roe deer (Capreolus capreolus), given in various
publications, were analysed [39–41]. The main studies, presented in [44–46], concerned the reaction
of animals to various sounds emitted by the deterrents mounted on the road or on the vehicles.
The publications [38,39] stated that deer (Capreolus) had the greatest hearing sensitivity between 1 and
8 kHz, with a peak sensitivity at 4 kHz and a range from 0.5 to 12 kHz (at 85 dB(A)). According to a
similar study, white-tailed deer (Capreolus) were able to hear in the range of 0.25 to 30 kHz, with a
peak sensitivity between 4 and 8 kHz [38,46]. Therefore, based on these studies we can conclude that
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deer (Capreolus) have a hearing range similar to that of humans, i.e., 20 Hz to 20 kHz. Considering
the above, and taking note that the noise maps and their relationships with the landscape elements
and structures present will be analysed by people, in this article the noise levels are given in dB(A)
i.e., in the human hearing range. This makes the noise distribution evaluation in the wildlife crossing
area more clear and understandable to the people analysing it.

2.5. Methods of Analysing Noise Maps and the Basic Assumptions of the Study

From the preliminary noise distribution studies carried out by the author on over a dozen
overpasses located in rural areas, differing in terms of landscape elements and structures present in
their vicinity [28,29], it was concluded that a comparison of the resultant noise maps was problematic
because the obtained distribution of noise depended, firstly, on the actual parameters of traffic on
the road under analysis and, secondly, on factors such as the topography of the surrounding land,
overpass location, biotic and abiotic conditions and on many other factors related directly to the local
landscape elements and structures (Figure 3). Taking the above into consideration, when developing
the noise map, the author followed the basic principle in use and divided the area under study into
hexagonal fields. As a result, 320–400 of the fields were obtained and noise data were assessed for each
of them separately. The decision on the actual number of the hexagonal fields into which to divide the
area was taken at the map development stage. A similar approach was described in reference [51],
when analysing annoyance to people caused by traffic noise in built-up areas. However, one of the
most important principles of the comparative assessment of noise maps is to ensure homogeneity of
the factors under analysis, which also has an effect on the level of noise but play a secondary role in a
given case. A similar method of noise distribution modelling with spatial variability through the use
of homogeneous prediction regions was described in reference [52].

In order to determine which landscape elements will create an acoustic environment and
movement conditions friendly to wild animals, the author chose seven different structures for study.
Next, she assumed hypothetically for all the cases under analysis the same traffic volume, the same
percentage of HGV’s, the same vertical alignment of the road in relation to the adjacent land and the
same design parameters of the road (i.e., the same number of traffic lanes and width of the median).
On five structures, noise barriers were actually present and in these cases they were assumed to be
of equal height and different shapes and lengths, to reflect the actual situation. On two structures,
instead of proper noise barriers, there were small earthen berms and this situation was taken into
account in the comparison of the structures. Moreover, the author assumed identical topography of
land, i.e., flat terrain, location of the road in a road cutting and varying vertical alignment, the same in
all the cases under analysis. Only for two structures without noise barriers, natural topography was
assumed on both sides of the road, which entailed additional comparative analyses. This assumption
of unified main factors, i.e., homogenous prediction regions, affecting the distribution of noise enabled
obtaining and comparing noise maps in terms of the landscape elements and structures provided
around and within the crossing structure and the length of the noise barrier and its routing, as well as
the arrangement of earthen berms or small natural mounds.

Moreover, taking this into account and to ensure uniformity of the various factors relevant to the
noise distributions, all the analyses related to the development of the noise maps assumed the same
season of the year, temperature and humidity of the air. Furthermore, considering that wild animals
living in rural areas may use the crossing structures both during the day and overnight, the noise maps
were developed for the same traffic volumes: 1500 veh/h, 20% of which were HGVs, during evening
hours and 500 vehicles/h, 15% of which were HGVs, during the morning hours. In order to obtain
comparable traffic volumes and percentages of HGVs, the author carried out 24-h surveys on a few
selected motorways in Poland and in Germany over a few business days during summer. Considering
that wild animals tend to move around mostly between 6 p.m. and midnight and between 6 a.m. and
9 a.m., as suggested in reference [53], the author adopted average values from the 24-h traffic surveys,
limited to the above-mentioned evening and morning hours.
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Since noise distribution varies in the vertical plane in relation to the surrounding land, it became
necessary to choose a representative height, both for the purpose of developing the noise maps and for
check-up noise measurements in the vicinity of overpasses. The typical noise measurement height is
4 m above the ground. However, this height is appropriate to the impact of road traffic in built-up
areas [54,55]. Considering the specific nature of the analysed wildlife overpasses and the subject of
assessment, namely the impact of road noise on wild animals, this article assumes that all the noise
maps and measurements will be made for the height of 1 m above the ground level, i.e., the deer’s
(Capreolus) ear height.

2.6. Description of the Geometrical Parameters of the Structures Selected for This Study

The crossing structures selected for the noise environment study had different design, namely,
three were rectangular and four parabolic-shaped. In all the analysed cases, the road ran in a road
cutting and the crossing was constructed at the level of the surrounding area. The comparative analyses
assumed that five of them were provided with 3 m high wooden anti-glare screens of different lengths
and deflection angles, according to the actual situation. The widths of structures, measured along the
road median between the outer edges of the crossing structure, were more or less the same for all the
structures under analysis. However, the crossing structures differed in terms of the actual width at the
narrowest point, shape and length of the noise barriers, the design of the earthen berms, surrounding
area and planted vegetation. The parameters of these structures and selected landscape elements and
structures in their immediate vicinity are compiled in Table 1. The parameters of the bridges, earthen
berms, noise barriers and other landscape elements and structures were measured using the procedures
available in the Google Earth program [48] for topographic measurements (of lengths and elevations).

2.7. Description of the Surroundings and the Landscape Elements and Structures at the Overpasses Selected for
This Study

Google Earth images [56] showing the landscape elements and structures in the immediate
vicinity of the analysed overpasses are shown in Figures 4–10. The landscape elements and structures
present within and in the immediate vicinity of the compared wildlife overpasses vary considerably.
On two square-shaped crossings, the existing landscape elements and structures in the deck area were
considered, comprising shrubs of different species and heights and irregular natural mounds of up
to 1 m in height (structure No. 1—Figure 4) and 1.5–2 m high earthen berms contiguous to the noise
barriers. This was different in the case of structure No. 3 where earthen berms were up to 3 m high and
ran along the crest of the road cutting slope, parallel to the road and contiguous to the noise barriers
(Figure 6). The actually existing landscape elements and structures, comprising shrubs of different
species and heights, were considered also for two parabolic-shaped bridges (structure No. 2—Figure 5
and structure No. 4—Figure 7). Additionally, on the two next bridges, designated No. 5 and No. 6,
the existing landscape elements and structures were considered in the analysis. In the case of structure
No. 5, these were double earthen berms, ca. 0.5 m high, running just above the bridge edge and
the second earthen berm, up to 2 m high running along the top edge of fill (Figure 8). On bridge
No. 6, it was a single, ca. 0.5 m high earthen berm running along the bridge edge on the top line of
fill (Figure 9). The last of the analysed structures, designated No. 7, was distinguished by the very
poor presence of landscape elements and structures, limited to grass cover, both on the slopes and
in the deck area (Figure 10). In modelling the noise levels on wildlife overpasses located in rural
areas, in order to enable comparative analysis of the landscape elements and structures present in the
approach area, it was assumed that cereals grow to a maximum of 1 m high. Conversely, for the slopes
of road cuttings, the actual conditions noted at a given structure were considered, i.e., plantings- or
grass-covered areas, as can be seen on the satellite images of the analysed structures (Figures 4–10).
Four crossing structures were built before 2000, two in France (Figures 5 and 7) and two in Germany
(Figures 8 and 9). The next two structures, located in Germany, were built around 2002 (Figure 4) and
around 2007 (Figure 6). The last of the analysed crossings was built in Poland in 2009 (Figure 10).
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Table 1. Parameters characterising the analysed wildlife overpasses and the local landscape elements and structures.

Compared Feature Unit No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 No. 4 No. 5 No. 6 No. 7

Length of the noise barrier on one side of the crossing m 72 54 86 77 – – 42
Shape of the noise barrier line – funnel parabola horseshoe parabola – – straight line

Shape of the fill slope crest – – – – – parabola parabola –
Effective passageway width m 38 9 42 9 19 29 25

Width of structure measured between the edges m 44 30 42 30 36 36 25
Length of earthen berms constructed along the road to the left of the

crossing structure m 41 and 59 25 and 25 50 and 50 0 0 0 0

Length of earthen berms constructed along the road to the right of the
crossing structure m 28 and 50 25 and 25 50 and 50 0 0 0 0

Height of earthen berms constructed along the road m 0.5 0.5 3 0 0 0 0
Length of earthen berms at the noise barriers in the deck area or length

of the fill crest m 79– 80– 0– 0– –ca. 70 m –ca. 70 m 0–

Height of earthen berms at the noise barriers in the deck area or height
of fill above the structure m to 1.0– 0.5– 0– 0– –0.5 + 2 m –0.5 0–

Vegetation planted along the noise barriers in the deck area – yes yes – yes – – –
Vegetation planted along the bridge edge in the deck area – – – – – yes yes –

Average length of shrubs planted on the slopes to the left of the
crossing structure m 200 67 100 103 115 120 0

Average length of shrubs planted on the slopes to the right of the
crossing structure m 100 68 70 45 140 110 0

Landscaped area to the left of the road m2 22,900 3449 11,240 2076 0 1092 0
Landscaped area to the right of the road m2 26,042 5020 26,210 3469 0 895 0

Average length of the landscaped area to the left of the crossing
structure measured along the crest of the road cutting slope m 140 70 100 60 0 76 0

Average length of the landscaped area to the right of the crossing
structure measured along the crest of the road cutting slope m 50 55 70 55 0 138 0

Length of the landscaped area measured deeper into the approach
area to the left of the road m 160 50 50 30 0 15 0

Length of the landscaped area measured deeper into the approach
area to the right of the road m 110 65 120 40 0 0 0
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3. Analysis of the Noise Distribution on Wildlife Overpasses during the Day and Overnight

The analysis of the noise environment on the analysed bridge No. 1 (Figure 11) showed that
both noise barriers with a loggia over the median strip and irregular earthen berms constructed near
the ends of the noise barriers and in the deck area effectively reduce the noise level. The noise levels
in the approach and deck areas did not exceed 65 dB(A) (Figure 11a) in the evening and 55 dB(A)
in the morning (Figure 11b). When these data are, for comparison purposes, related to the standard
requirements applied in Poland [57], we can state that the noise levels during the evening hours in
both the approach and deck areas are comparable to the admissible value for single-family housing
areas during the day and night for a 16-h measurement period and are by 10 dB(A) lower in the
morning. Lower noise levels on the structure and in its vicinity in the morning mean more favourable
passage conditions for animals. Lower pollution levels can also be expected owing to the installed
noise barriers, earthen berms and vegetation planted on the road cutting slopes and on the abutments.
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The factors contributing to reduction of the road noise include noise barriers, earthen berms and
groves located on the surface of the crossing structure. In addition, the numerous landscape elements
provided on the road cutting slopes, namely the vegetation of different species and heights, especially
near the abutments, is a factor highly relevant to noise reduction. The level of noise was further reduced
by the symmetrically arranged recesses in both barriers (Figure 12), which considerably disturb the
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propagation of sound waves at the point of the highest accumulation, i.e., over the median [33,34].
This is a sensitive point where the road noise combines with the sound reverberated under the structure.
Compared to the other noise maps of the subsequent wildlife overpasses, lowering of road noise on
bridge No. 1 can be attributed, most probably, to a large extent to the plantings present on the road
cutting slopes and to a large, irregular shape landscaped area with a rich vegetation cover (Figure 13
and Table 1).
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(Figures 11 and 14), we can conclude that, despite shorter earthen berms and a smaller landscaped 
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The analysis of the noise environment on the narrow overpass No. 2 (Figure 14) showed that
the considerable reduction of the noise level in the deck area can be attributed to parabolic noise
barriers and rich vegetation cover on the road cutting slopes, composed of various species and
varying in height. Similarly to the bridge No. 1, the noise levels varied up to 60 dB(A) in the evening
(Figure 14a) and did not exceed 55 dB(A) in the morning (Figure 14b). In this case, the symmetrically
arranged vegetation on a diamond-shaped landscaped area surrounding the structure had probably
a considerable, as compared to the other structures, effect on noise reduction (the average length of
landscaped area on the road cutting slopes on either side of the crossing was ca. 70 m at ca. 70 m depth
of landscaped area inward the approach area, measuring from the road cutting slope crest).
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In this case, the symmetric landscape area in the immediate vicinity of the structure and its
shape—as well as symmetric, short earthen berms on both sides—also had a bearing on the reduction
of noise in the immediate vicinity of the crossing structure. The structure was built of ca. 30 m long
circular shells of corrugated sheet and the effective passage width at the narrowest point was ca.
9 m. Layered construction, with the top layer of corrugated sheet, followed by constructed fill also
considerably contributes to effective disruption of sound waves and reduction of noise at the point
of peak accumulation, i.e., over the median. Comparing the noise maps of bridges No. 1 and No. 2
(Figures 11 and 14), we can conclude that, despite shorter earthen berms and a smaller landscaped
area on bridge No. 2, a similar noise distribution was obtained along the approach, entrance and deck
areas at a smaller overall cost (including the cost of design, construction and landscaping). Similarly,
after comparing the noise maps of overpasses No. 2 and No. 4 that have twin structures and different
shape of the landscaped area, we can state that on the former one the conditions are friendlier to
animals thanks to the earthen berms and much larger and differently shaped landscaped area around
the structure.

The analysis of the noise environment on the overpass No. 3 (Figure 15) showed that horseshoe-shaped
noise barriers and 3 m high earthen berms constructed as their extension were also effective in reducing
the level of noise in the deck area, despite poor landscaping with plants. However, the noise levels
were higher, reaching up to 60 dB(A) in the evening (Figure 15a) and up to 55 dB(A) in the morning
(Figure 15b). In comparison to the previously analysed overpasses, the crossing structure No. 3 is
distinguished by very poor landscaping in the vicinity. Taking account of the cost of vegetation one
should consider earthen berms provided as an extension of noise barriers, which can be constructed
conveniently from the excavation spoil, as an equally effective noise reduction measure. The surfaces of
earthen berms will, over time, become covered with vegetation, which will further contribute to noise
reduction. Landscaping of the slopes and earthen berms after opening the road to traffic are presented
in Figure 16. Comparing the noise maps of bridges No. 1, No. 2 and No. 3 (Figures 11, 14 and 15)
we see that, owing to the earthen berms and landscaping of the road cutting slopes, a satisfactory
distribution of noise was obtained along the approach, entrance and deck areas at a much lower cost of
the landscaping work.
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The analysis of the noise environment on the narrow overpass No. 4 (Figure 17) showed that
extended noise barriers and rich vegetation in the trapezoid-shaped landscaped area decrease the
level of noise solely in the deck area. The noise levels were the highest in this case, reaching up to
70 dB(A) in the evening (Figure 17a) and up to 65 dB(A) in the morning (Figure 17b). In comparison
to the previously analysed bridges, these measures turned out to be less effective in terms of noise
reduction, resulting in the acoustic environment less favourable to animals. That said, these measures
can still effectively enhance wildlife movement in the morning, with the obtained reduction of noise
to 65 dB(A) (Figure 17b) along the whole entrance and deck areas, and this at a much lower cost of
landscaping works, as compared to the overpasses No. 1 and No. 2.
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the evening; (b) in the morning. The additional designations are the same as in Figure 11. Noise levels
are given in dB(A).

Now let us move to the crossing structure No. 5 with two earthen berms where actual noise barriers
were not provided. Comparing noise distributions on the overpasses No. 5 and No. 4 (Figure 18),
we see similar noise distribution in the passage and entrance areas, despite a much lower cost of
soft landscaping on the former. Differences in noise distributions were found in the approach area.
Overpass No. 5 was chosen as particularly relevant to the subject of this research because, in addition
to vegetation, the relief of the surrounding land has an effect on the distribution of noise. In the case of
overpass No. 4, the relief is flat with only slight variations in elevation in the approach area. Conversely,
at the overpass No. 5, the approach area slopes down away from the road, so that at the crest of the
road cutting it is at the structure elevation, gradually sloping down away from the crossing structure.
This proves that arable land in sloping areas can have the desired effect on the noise distribution in
the approach area. The analysis of overpass No. 6 (Figure 19) supported this conclusion. It has very
similar parameters to the overpass No. 5 and differences include only one earthen berm constructed
on the bridge edge and an opposite inclination of land in the approach area, namely down towards
the road. A higher elevation of land in the approach area, as compared to the deck area, results in
a different distribution of noise around the structure and the road. Although the noise level in the
morning hours did not exceed 65 dB(A), the shortest passage at that level of noise was noted only
on the flat areas on both sides of the road, accompanied by rich landscaping around the structure
(Figure 17) and where the land sloped down away from the road (Figure 18). With the land sloping
down towards the road on both sides, the length of travel at the noise level of 65 dB(A) is much longer
during the morning hours. These findings allow us to conclude that the landscaping design for the
area around an overpass should consider not only earthen berms, noise barriers and improvements in
the surrounding area but also the elevation of the adjacent land on both sides of the road.
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In the analysis of the noise environment on the overpass No. 7 (Figure 20), it was found that the 
installed noise barriers decrease the noise level only slightly and only in the deck area. The levels of 
noise along the approach and entrance areas, at the deck area and on the slopes where landscaping 
was limited to grass cover were in this case much higher, reaching up to 75 dB(A) both in the evening 
(Figure 20a) and in the morning (Figure 20b). Landscaping limited to the grass cover on the slopes of 
the road cutting and on the land surface in the approach, entrance and deck areas does not ensure 
attractive conditions to animals and the structure can turn out to be ineffective, i.e., not accepted by 
animals. In this case, the land on both sides of the crossing is flat and the slopes of the 6-metre deep 
road cutting are vegetated solely by grass. The level of noise is high, both in the entrance and in the 
deck areas, which can discourage wild animals from using the crossing.  

Figure 18. Noise map of the crossing structure No. 5 plotted on a Google Earth satellite image [56]:
(a) in the evening; (b) in the morning. The long-dashed line designates the earthen berm on the fill
crest and short-dashed line designates the berm that determines the passage width. The noise levels
are given in dB(A).
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(a) in the evening; (b) in the morning. The long-dashed line designates the earthen berm on the fill
crest. The noise levels are given in dB(A).

In the analysis of the noise environment on the overpass No. 7 (Figure 20), it was found that the
installed noise barriers decrease the noise level only slightly and only in the deck area. The levels of
noise along the approach and entrance areas, at the deck area and on the slopes where landscaping
was limited to grass cover were in this case much higher, reaching up to 75 dB(A) both in the evening
(Figure 20a) and in the morning (Figure 20b). Landscaping limited to the grass cover on the slopes of
the road cutting and on the land surface in the approach, entrance and deck areas does not ensure
attractive conditions to animals and the structure can turn out to be ineffective, i.e., not accepted by
animals. In this case, the land on both sides of the crossing is flat and the slopes of the 6-metre deep
road cutting are vegetated solely by grass. The level of noise is high, both in the entrance and in the
deck areas, which can discourage wild animals from using the crossing.
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4. Discussion

Taking account of the different landscape elements and structures located around wildlife crossings,
we can conclude that in order to ensure wildlife-friendly acoustic climates, the wildlife overpasses
planned in rural areas should be accompanied with vegetated areas, arranged symmetrically in relation
to the road and to the crossing structure, such as used on the overpass No. 2 shown in Figure 5.
This is a very costly improvement and additional cost related to future maintenance of vegetation must
be taken into account. Moreover, the shrubs used for such landscaping must be tolerant to adverse
conditions, including freezing temperatures, drought and pollution of air by vehicle exhaust fumes.

A much cheaper measure is using symmetric earthen berms (Figure 21), ca. 3 m high, running
along the crest of the road cutting slopes over a minimum distance of 50 m as an extension of the installed
noise barriers (overpass No. 3—Figure 6). A very important issue is a contiguous connection between
the noise barrier and the earthen berms, as shown in Figures 16 and 20. In addition to being a much
less expensive option, this improvement reduces the level of noise in the approach, entrance and deck
areas, thus, ensuring a wildlife-friendly acoustic environment on the route between the disconnected
habitats. In addition, earthen berms are a quite effective barrier to the traffic-related pollution and
exhaust fumes and play a role in ensuring appropriate humidity of the air, thus, contributing to a
wildlife-friendly microclimate.
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The surfaces of earthen berms can be left bare to become overgrown with natural vegetation over
time or planted with shrubs tolerant to frost, drought and road pollution (Figure 22). Shrub species that
grow naturally in the vicinity are preferred. The recommended species for open rural areas without
natural groves include violet willow (Salix daphnoides), common elder (Sambucus nigra) and spindle
tree (Euonymus macropterus) [33,34]. These species are relatively resistant to frost, drought and exhaust
fumes. Inside the crossing structure, before the earthen berms, a few different species can be planted in
addition, such as guelder rose (Viburnum opulus), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), rowan (Sorbus aucuparia),
alpine currant (Ribes alpinum), bramble (Rubus fruticosus) and red raspberry (Rubus idaeus) [33]. The deck
areas of wildlife overpasses should be overgrown with grass and herbs, in most cases (Figure 23).
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Figure 23. Example of a green bridge located in an open rural area, featuring wooden noise barriers,
supplemented by irregular mound-shaped earthen berms and fenced groves comprising the following
shrub species: common broom (Cytisus scoparius), hazel (Corylus) and alpine currant (Ribes alpinum).

Attention is drawn to a few shrubs planted in the middle of the crossing entrance area (Figure 21)
which will develop over time, becoming a characteristic feature for wildlife, signalling the presence of
natural groves on their movement route between the habitats. In addition, an artificial pond can be
provided in the approach area, intended to be used by animals as a watering hole, this in line with
the recommendations given in references [3,19,25]. The noise distribution analyses and vegetation
maintenance surveys spanning many years demonstrate the importance of carefully considered
landscaping of the road cutting slopes near the abutments on the side facing the road and earthen
berms running along the road cutting crest with shrubs of top tolerance to pollution from exhaust
fumes. The effect of earthen berms is clearly visible in the distribution of noise on the bridge No. 3
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(Figure 15). Similar noise distributions have been obtained, for example, on the overpass structures
No. 1 and No. 2 (Figures 11 and 14), yet in this case at a much higher cost of landscaping work and
subsequent maintenance of vegetation.

In the case of rural areas featuring a varied topography in the approach area, parabolic-shaped
noise barriers should be used, continued by contiguous earthen berms of the same height (Figures 24–26).
On the basis of the noise analyses represented in Figures 17 and 18, we can conclude that in uneven
terrain parabolic-shaped noise barriers should be used, supplemented with contiguous earthen berms
of the same height. The lengths of such earthen berms depend on the direction in which the terrain
slopes in the approach area. Depending on the local conditions, earthen berms should be at least 50 m
wide (Figure 24), deflected outwards of the crossing in a parabolic curve (Figures 25 and 26a). If such a
long berm is not practicable due to the local conditions, a shorter berm can be constructed, as long as
the slopes of the road cutting, abutment and earthen berm are generously landscaped. When a shorter
earthen berm is provided, it is suggested to plant a large sea-buckthorn (Hippophae rhamnoides) grove
before the berm, on the side facing the passageway. The sea-buckthorn shrubs within a few years
develop into a thick grove, providing a very effective barrier to the propagation of noise and exhaust
fumes [27,28]. The sea-buckthorn shrubs are frost, drought and road pollution tolerant. Additionally,
the sharp thorns effectively discourage people from entering the deck area. Both types of landscape
elements and structures provided in the immediate vicinity of the green bridge encourage wildlife
movements. On the green bridges represented in Figures 24 and 25 roe deer (Capreolus capreolus),
fallow deer (Dama dama), hares (Lepus) and hedgehogs (Erinaceus) were often observed.
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earthen berms planted with appropriate shrubs and tight contiguous connections between the noise 
barriers and earthen berms, which should be equal in height to the barriers. 

In rural areas, wildlife overpasses that are provided solely with noise barriers ending at the 
abutment do not sufficiently enhance wildlife movement. Such crossings may not be accepted by 
wildlife and, thus, prove to be ineffective. 
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uneven, open rural area: (a) example of landscape elements and structures recommended for over 50 m
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5. Conclusions

The above analyses allow the author to derive the following conclusions.
In open, flat rural areas, devoid of larger forest lands, symmetric, horseshoe barriers are recommended

for wildlife overpasses, extending to 50 m beyond the edge of the structure and accompanied with
contiguous earthen berms, also at least 50 m long and equal in height with the noise barriers.

In turn, in uneven areas with varied topography in the approach to the crossing, parabolic-shaped
noise barriers may turn out to be effective if they are accompanied with contiguous earthen berms of
the length appropriate to the local topography. Plantings should be appropriately selected, depending
on the length of the provided earthen berms.

In open rural areas, the direction of inclination of terrain in the approach area has a significant
effect on the obtained acoustic environment. The higher the approach area in relation to the passageway,
the greater the noise level and appropriate additional measures should be implemented to obtain the
required noise reduction. These measures can include larger vegetated areas, wider earthen berms
planted with appropriate shrubs and tight contiguous connections between the noise barriers and
earthen berms, which should be equal in height to the barriers.

In rural areas, wildlife overpasses that are provided solely with noise barriers ending at the
abutment do not sufficiently enhance wildlife movement. Such crossings may not be accepted by
wildlife and, thus, prove to be ineffective.
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54. EKKOM Spółka z ograniczoną odpowiedzialnością. Guidelines for Noise Measurements by National Roads,

carried out as part of the General Traffic Survey; GDDKiA: Warsaw, Poland, 2005. Available online: http:
//www.ek-kom.pl/kontakt/ (accessed on 21 September 2019).

55. Kucharski, R.J.; Biniaś, K.; Danecki, R.; Grabowski, J.; Szymański, Z.; Taras, A. Guidelines for Drawing up Noise
Maps, Updated Version; Chief Department of Environmental Protection: Warsaw, Poland, 2016.

56. Google Earth. 2019. Available online: http://www.earth.google.com (accessed on 19 May 2019).
57. Announcement of the Minister of Environmental Protection dated 15.10.2013 on the Maximum Allowable

Levels of Noise in the Environment. Polish Official Journal of Laws, 22 January 2014; 112.

© 2020 by the author. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://wbia.pollub.pl/files/85/attachment/vol13(1)/09.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5593/SGEM2016/HB63/S10.068
http://dx.doi.org/10.5593/sgem2017/62/S27.071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10666-018-9643-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mcm.2009.05.021
https://www.wildlifeonline.me.uk/animals/article/deer-overview-interaction-with-humans-vehicle-collisions
https://www.wildlifeonline.me.uk/animals/article/deer-overview-interaction-with-humans-vehicle-collisions
http://www.ek-kom.pl/kontakt/
http://www.ek-kom.pl/kontakt/
http://www.earth.google.com
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Adopted Subdivision into Zones of the Overpass Area and Its Surroundings 
	Sustainable Principles of Design 
	Assumptions for Acoustic Map Development 
	Hearing Range of Wild Animals 
	Methods of Analysing Noise Maps and the Basic Assumptions of the Study 
	Description of the Geometrical Parameters of the Structures Selected for This Study 
	Description of the Surroundings and the Landscape Elements and Structures at the Overpasses Selected for This Study 

	Analysis of the Noise Distribution on Wildlife Overpasses during the Day and Overnight 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

