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Glossary 
Term Definition 

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic 

ABS Australian Bureau of Statistics 

ADR  Australian Design Rules 

AEP  Annual Exceedance Probability 

Afflux  Increase in water depth immediately upstream of a drainage 
structure or bridge. 

Agripark Grain terminal located off the Gwydir Highway 

AHC Australian Heritage Commission 

AHD Australian Height Datum 

Alignment A detailed geometric layout of a road, in plan and profile, following a 
general route. 

Alluvial  Pertaining to the deposition of sedimentary matter deposited by 
flowing water in valleys. 

AM  Ante-meridian (morning) 

Amenity  The degree of pleasantness of an area or place. 

ANZECC  Australia New Zealand Environment Conservation Council 

Archaeological Deposit Sediments which contain evidence of past Aboriginal use of the place, 
such as artefacts, hearths, burials etc. 

ARI  Average Recurrence Interval. 

Asphalt or Asphaltic 
Concrete 

A dense, continuously graded mixture of coarse and fine aggregates, 
mineral filler and bitumen usually produced hot in a mixing plant. 

Batter  A uniform slope. 

BCR  Benefit Cost Ratio 

B-double A semi trailer with two trailers. 

BIA Business Impact Assessment 

Biological diversity The maintenance of a full and diverse range of plant and animal 
species. 

BOD Biological Oxygen Demand 

Capital cost  Initial one-off outlays required to establish, construct or equip an 
investment project. 

Carriageway  The portion of a road or bridge used by vehicles (inclusive of 
shoulders and auxiliary lanes). 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)  A colourless, odourless, poisonous gas, which reduces the oxygen 
carrying capacity of blood. 

oC  Degrees Celsius 

CEMP  Contractor Environmental Management Plan 

CIP  Community Involvement Plan 

CCC  Community Consultative Committee 
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Concept Design  Initial functional layout of a concept, such as a road or road system, 
to provide a level of understanding to later establish detailed design 
parameters. 

Corral  Animal holding area 

Cumulative Impact  The sum on the environment resulting from the successive effects of 
several different impacts. 

Curtilage  That area of land or landscape setting necessary to enable the 
significance of a building or buildings to be conserved in context and 
to enable its/their heritage value to be interpreted adequately. 

Cut  An excavation for carrying the road below the natural ground level. 

dB(A) A unit of sound measurement which has its frequency characteristics 
modified by a filter (A-weighted) so that it more closely 
approximates the frequency response of the human ear. 

DCP  Development Control Plan 

Decibel (dB)  A measure of noise relating to pressure fluctuations in the air, 
measured on a logarithmic scale. 

Design Speed  A nominal speed used for the design of geometric features of the 
road such as curves. 

DIPNR Department of Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources 

DLWC  Department of Land and Water Conservation (now DIPNR) 

DOTARS  Federal Department of Transport and Regional Services 

DUAP  Department of Urban Affairs and Planning (also Planning NSW) 

EA  Environment Australia (Federal Government Department) 

Ecologically Sustainable 
Development (ESD) 

Using, conserving and enhancing the community’s resources so that 
ecological processes, on which life depends, are maintained, and the 
total quality of life, now and in the future, can be increased. 

ECRTN  EPA Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise 

EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 

ENCM  EPA Environmental Noise Control Manual 

ENMM  RTA Environmental Noise Management Manual 

EMP  Environmental Management Plan 

EMS  Environmental Management System 

EPA  NSW Environment Protection Authority 

EP&A Act  Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 

EP&A Regulation  Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 

EPBC Act  Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Ephemeral creek  Lasting a day or days, a short-lived creek. 

Erosion  A natural process where wind or water detaches a soil particle and 
provides energy to move the particle. 

ESCP  Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

Fauna  The animal population. 
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Fill  Earth used to construct an embankment. 

Flora  Plants that make up the vegetation of a site. 

FYRR  First Year Rate of Return 

Geotechnical  A discipline of engineering associated with studying the ground and 
it’s geology. 

g/l  grams per litre 

Gradient  The degree of ascent or descent with a uniform slope. 

Greenhouse Effect Changes in climate that could occur due to increase in atmospheric 
concentrations of certain gases. 

Greenhouse Gas  Atmospheric gases that may contribute to changes in climate. 

Groundwater  Subsurface water stored in pores of soil or rocks. 

H  Hour 

Ha  Hectare 

HC  Hydrocarbon 

Headlight Sweep  Occurring when the light from headlights of passing and turning 
traffic reaches into residences. 

HV  Heavy Vehicle (truck) 

HVA  Articulated heavy vehicle (semi trailer, B-double, road train). 

HVS  Single unit, rigid truck (small heavy vehicle) 

INTANAL Specialist computer model used to assess intersection performance. 

Intergenerational equity  That the present generation should ensure that the healthy diversity 
and productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for 
the benefit of future generations. 

km  Kilometre 

km/h  Kilometres per hour 

LA10  A statistical descriptor used to define a noise level, which is 
exceeded 10% of the time and is approximately equivalent to the 
average of maximum noise levels. 

LA90  Commonly referred to as the background noise level, where the 
noise level is exceeded 90% of the time. 

LAmax  The maximum noise level experienced. 

LAeq(15hr)  Noise level that represents the equivalent continuous A weighted 
sound pressure level from the source during a 15 hour period. 

LAeq(9hr) Noise level that represents the equivalent continuous A weighted 
sound pressure level from the source during a 9 hour period. 

LAeq(24hr)  Noise level that represents the equivalent continuous A weighted 
sound pressure level from the source during a 24 hour period. 

LALC  Local Aboriginal Land Council 

LEP  Local Environmental Plan 

Level of Service (LOS)  A qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a 
traffic stream, and their perception by motorists and/or passengers. 
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LGA  Local Government Area 

Local Road  A road or street used primarily for access to abutting properties. 

LV  Light Vehicle (car or car with trailer) 

m  Metre 

m2 Square metre 

m3  Cubic metre 

mg/L  Milligrams per litre 

mg/m3 Milligram per cubic metre 

MJ  Mega joule 

mm  Millimetre 

Moree Town Centre  For the purpose of this project, the town centre is the commercial 
zoned area on both sides of Balo Street and Frome Street (north), 
between the Mehi River Bridge to the Broadwater Bridge. 

MPSC  Moree Plains Shire Council 

m/s  Metres per second 

National Highway  A road of national significance, which is fully funded by the 
Commonwealth Government. 

N/A Not Applicable 

No. Number 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)  A respiratory irritant formed by the oxidation of nitric oxide. 

NPI  National Pollution Inventory 

NPV  Net Present Value 

NPWS  National Parks and Wildlife Service 

NSW  New South Wales 

OD  Origin and destination 

OH&S  Occupational Health and Safety 

Oxides of nitrogen (N0x) Chemical compounds containing nitrogen and oxygen, produced by a 
range of combustion sources.  Vehicle emissions are composed of 
approximately 90% nitric oxide and 10% nitrogen dioxide.  Nitric 
oxide is oxidised to nitrogen dioxide in the presence of ozone. 

Particulates  Dust and other fine particles. 

PCU  Passenger Car Units 

PEMP Project Environmental Management Plan 

PEO Act  Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 

PFM  Planning Focus Meeting 

Planning NSW Now DIPNR 

Plant  Relating to construction, machines, vehicles or equipment needed to 
carry out mechanical or construction activities. 

PM Post-meridian (afternoon) 

PM10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns 
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Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) 

Having the potential to contain archaeological material although none 
is visible. 

Pphm  Parts per hundred million 

Ppm  Parts per million 

Present Value  Cumulative value of a number of future economic costs or benefits 
reduced to a current valuation taking into account the fact that 
future calls on resources have less value than their current equivalent 
because a smaller volume of current resources appropriately 
expended today could generate the required volume at resources at 
future dates. 

Precautionary principle  If there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full 
scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing 
measures to prevent environmental damage. 

Proposal Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 

RAC  Rail Access Corporation 

REP  Regional Environmental Plan 

RIC  Rail Infrastructure Corporation 

Road Corridor/Reservation The strip of land along which a road is to be constructed. 

ROTAP  Rare or Threatened Australian Plant 

RTA  Roads and Traffic Authority of New South Wales 

RUCBA  Road User Cost Benefit Analysis 

SIS  Species Impact Statement 

Sediment  Material of varying sizes that has been or is being moved from its site 
of origin by the action of wind, water or gravity. 

SEPP  State Environmental Planning Policy 

SH  State Highway 

Shoulder (road)  The portion of the carriageway beyond the traffic lanes adjacent to, 
and flush with the surface of the pavement. 

Side track  Relating to construction of a bridge, a temporary access platform 
formed by filling. 

SMP  Stormwater Management Plan 

SOE  State of Environment 

Spoil  Excess of rock and/or earth material resulting from construction 
activities. 

Stockpile  Temporarily stored spoil/waste material. 

Stormwater Rainwater, which runs off urban and agricultural catchments, 
following rain events.  This untreated water is carried in stormwater 
channels and discharges into creeks, rivers, lakes, harbours and 
oceans. 

SWMP  Soil and Water Management Plans 

TDS  Total Dissolved Solids 

Transect  A method of survey in flora and fauna and archaeological 
investigations. 
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TSC Act  Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 

TSP  Total suspended particulate matter 

TSR  Travelling Stock Route 

vkt  Vehicle Kilometres Travelled 

Value Management  A structural process through which the various elements and 
functions are critically analysed to ensure the project, product or 
service ultimately delivered  addresses all stakeholders needs. 

VMS  Value Management Study 

VOC  Volatile Organic Compounds 

vpd  Vehicles per day 

WHO  World Health Organisation 

WP Working Paper 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction and Background 
The NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) Project Management Services, Western Region, has 
commissioned RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch, to prepare a Representations 
Report for the Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre (the Proposal). 

The Proposal would involve a 4.4km length of road.  The majority of the alignment would be located 
on existing roads.  The bypass would connect existing points on the Newell Highway between 
Bulluss Drive in the south and the Newell Highway near the north-eastern corner of the Moree 
Racecourse (refer to Figures 1.1 and 2.4.1-2.4.6 of this Representations Report).  The RTA is the 
proponent and nominated determining authority for the Proposal.  The approval of the Minister for 
Infrastructure and Planning is required before the Proposal can proceed.  This Representations 
Report has been written in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment (EP&A) Act 1979. 

The Proposal would be located to the east of the existing Newell Highway, which currently runs 
through the town centre along Balo Street and further south along Frome Street.  The Proposal 
would involve: 

• a staggered T-intersection at the Newell Highway connection (south); 

• an upgraded Bulluss Drive intersection; 

• a bypass alignment that follows the existing railway line between the Spa Baths and the Mehi 
River; 

• a four-way signalised intersection with the Gwydir Highway, including an integrated railway 
level crossing; 

• a new road bridge over the Mehi River; 

• a bypass alignment that generally follows the existing Gwydirfield Road; 

• a new connection of Gwydirfield Road and closure of the Webb Avenue link; and  

• a T intersection at the Newell Highway connection (north), with a bias favouring this 
section of the bypass. 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposal (dated August 2002) was prepared on 
behalf of the RTA by Egis Consulting Pty Ltd. 

It was concluded that the EIS Proposal most appropriately addresses the project’s objectives, and its 
assessed environmental impacts can be adequately mitigated.  When constructed, the bypass would 
provide an attractive alternative for through-vehicles, particularly heavy vehicles, not wishing to stop 
in the Moree town centre.  The RTA advertised EIS exhibition locations between 26 August and 5 
September 2002.  The EIS was displayed from 29 August and submissions were received until 29 
October 2002.  One hundred and twenty six (126) representations were received from Local, State 
and Federal Government Bodies, community groups and from members of the public. 
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Figure 1.1: Overview of the EIS Proposal (Figure 1.2 in EIS) 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 1.3 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

1.2 Modifications to the Proposal 
In accordance with Section 112 (4)(b)(i) of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 (EP&A Act), a determining authority which is satisfied that the proposed activity is considered 
to detrimentally affect the environment may, where it is the proponent, modify the activity described 
in the EIS to eliminate or reduce the detrimental effect of the activity on the environment. 

A number of modifications, to the EIS Proposal, have been developed as a result of consideration of 
representations received, additional studies undertaken and further development of the Proposal 
design.  The major features of the Proposal however, remain substantially the same and do not 
constitute a substantial change to the Proposal.  The modifications are, in brief: 

Design Modifications 

1. Realignment between chainage 1300.00 and 1600.00 within railway land directly east of the 
Moree Spa Baths; 

2. Relocation of Gwydirfield link road to eastern side of bypass at chainage 2700.00. 

3. Provision of a "Seagull Type" intersection layout instead of "protected right turn" 
intersection at northern entry to bypass chainage 4050.00. 

Additional Details 

The proposed modifications to the EIS Proposal have been assessed individually and cumulatively 
and no substantial environmental impacts additional to those discussed in the EIS have been identified 
as a result of this assessment.  The EIS Proposal has been changed to include the modifications listed 
above, and is known as the Preferred Activity.  The Preferred Activity is described in Chapter 7 of 
this Representations Report.  If the RTA decides to seek approval from the Minister for 
Infrastructure and Planning, it would do so in relation to the Preferred Activity.  Further detail on 
each of the modifications is provided in Chapter 7 and an Environmental Impact Assessment of the 
proposed modifications is located at Appendix G of this Representations Report. 

Consideration of the modifications has included a review of the proposed mitigation measures and 
other commitments.  The mitigation measures and commitments for the preferred activity are 
provided in Chapter 7 of this Representations Report. 

1.3 Purpose of a Representations Report 
The primary purpose of a Representations Report is to assist the Chief Executive of the RTA to 
decide whether to seek the approval of the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning following the EIS 
exhibition period.  If the Chief Executive decides to seek the approval of the Minister for 
Infrastructure and Planning, the Representations Report is provided to the Department of 
Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources to assist in the preparation of its Director-General’s 
report to the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning, in relation to whether the Minister should 
grant approval to the Proposal.  This Representations Report is structured as follows: 

Chapter 1 - Introduction:  An introduction to the Proposal, the proposed modifications, the 
consultation program and environmental impact assessment process. 

Chapter 2 – Consideration of the EIS:  A consideration of the EIS Proposal, including 
development of the Proposal and concept design and consideration of the environmental impacts of 
the Proposal and the statutory compliance of the EIS. 

Chapter 3 – Consideration of Representations to the EIS:  A consideration of 
representations made in response to the EIS, and the RTA’s response to issues raised in the 
representations. 

Chapter 4 - Correspondence:  A review of correspondence received from Government Agencies 
during and after exhibition of the EIS. 
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Chapter 5 – Additional Investigations:  A summary of additional investigations and studies 
undertaken since the exhibition of the EIS. 

Chapter 6 – Modifications to the Proposal:  An introduction to and summary of the 
modifications to the Proposal. 

Chapter 7 – Preferred Activity Report:  Details of the ‘Preferred Activity’ (the Proposal 
incorporating the proposed modifications) compared to the Proposal as described in the EIS.  
Includes details of the modifications, environmental impact assessment of the proposed modifications, 
justification for the modifications and revised environmental impacts.  A consideration of Clause 228 
Factors (State) and Commonwealth matters is included for the Preferred Activity. Details of the 
commitments and measures that would be undertaken to ensure that impacts to the environment 
are minimised concludes this Chapter. 

Chapter 8 – Conclusion. 

Chapter 9 – References. 

1.4 The Statutory Framework 

1.4.1 Commonwealth EPBC Act 1999 

The EIS for the proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre addressed 
Commonwealth requirements in accordance with the Commonwealth Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)(Refer to Section 14.3.2 of the EIS for details). 

The approval of the Commonwealth Environment Minister is required should the Proposal be 
determined to have a significant impact on any National Environmental Significance (NES) matter.  
The EPBC Act also applies to any action that is likely to have a significant impact on Commonwealth 
land.  The Proposal was referred to Environment Australia on 28 August 2002, to determine 
whether its approval would be required in accordance with Section 4 of the EPBC Act.  After 
consideration of the Proposal, Environment Australia advised that the proposed works would not 
constitute a controlled action, and approval under Part 9 of the EPBC Act would not be required.   

1.4.2 Part 5 of the EP&A Act, 1979 

The study area is contained entirely within the Moree Local Government Area where the Moree 
Plains Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 1995 applies.  Moree Plains LEP 1995 was originally gazetted on 
12 May 1995 and has been subsequently amended on a number of occasions. 

The proposed Bypass corridor traverses through various zones under Moree Plains LEP 1995 
(illustrated in Figure 2.1 of the EIS): 

• 1(a) General Rural Zone (north of the Mehi River); 

• 2(a) Residential Zone (Gosport Street between Jones Avenue and River Street); 

• 3 Business Zone (Gosport Street between Thompsons Avenue and Alice Street); 

• 4 Industrial Zone (Gosport Street south of Jones Avenue); 

• 5 Special Uses - Community Purposes (adjacent to bypass south of Mehi River); and 

• 6 (a) Public Open Space Zone (between River Street and Mehi River). 

The Proposal is permissible with development consent in all of these zones.  As discussed below, the 
provisions of SEPP 4 override this consent requirement, and development consent would not be 
required. 

When the EIS was exhibited roads were prohibited in the Special Uses – Community Purposes zone.  
However, in light of this prohibition, the RTA approached Moree Plains Shire Council (MPSC) with a 
view to amend Moree Plains LEP 1995.  The required amendment to Clause 34A of the LEP to 
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expressly include roads as permissible with development consent in the Special Uses – Community 
Purposes zone was gazetted on 12 September 2003. 

Clause 11C(1) of SEPP 4 - Development without Consent and Miscellaneous Complying 
Development, states that a “classified road” means a classified road within the meaning of the State 
Roads Act 1993.  Subclause (2) states that “Where, in the absence of this clause, development for 
the purposes of a classified road, … or a proposed classified road … may be carried out only with 
development consent being obtained therefore, that development may be carried out without that 
consent”. 

Following consideration of all relevant planning instruments, it has been determined that the Proposal 
would be permissible without development consent.  Therefore, the Proposal is subject to Part 5 of 
the EP&A Act.  Under Part 5, the RTA is both the proponent and nominated determining authority 
for this Proposal. 

The RTA is required, amongst other things, to comply with Divisions 2 and 3 of Part 5 of the EP&A 
Act and, in particular, Sections 111-113 which in general terms require: 

• The RTA to examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible, all matters 
affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the Activity [Section 111]; 

• The preparation and consideration of an EIS (where the activity is likely to significantly 
affect the environment) prepared in accordance with the prescribed form and manner 
[Section 112(a)]; 

• The notification and exhibition of the EIS in accordance with Section 113 of the Act and 
receipt and consideration of representations made to the RTA or any other determining 
authority in accordance with Section 113(2) [Section 112(1)(b)]; 

• Compliance with Section 113(3) of the Act by providing all representations made during 
exhibition to the Department of Planning [Section 112(1)(c)]; and 

• The RTA to examine all representations made during the statutory exhibition period and 
decide if it wishes to proceed with the Proposal, either with or without modifications 
[Section 112(4)(b)]. 

The provisions of Division 4 of Part 5 of the Act also applies to the Proposal and requires the 
approval of the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning to be obtained prior to the RTA carrying out 
the activity.  The RTA may seek the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning’s approval once the RTA 
has complied with Section 112(1)(a)-(c), and (1B) [Section 115B(1)]. 

These issues have been further addressed in Chapter 2 of this Report. 

1.5 Preparation of the EIS 
In accordance with the requirements of Part 5 of the EP&A Act, an EIS was prepared for the 
Proposal by Egis Consulting Australia, in conjunction with a number of sub-consultants and published 
in October 2001.  The requirements of the Director-General of the then Department of Urban 
Affairs and Planning for the preparation of the EIS were received in February 2001, in accordance 
with Clause 231 of the EP&A Regulation 2000.  Each of the  Director-General’s requirements was 
addressed in preparing the EIS.  The compliance with these requirements is outlined in Table 5.1 of 
the EIS. 

1.6 The Determination Process 
The determination process for this Proposal following the exhibition of the EIS is as follows: 

1. Representations report is prepared:  This report is prepared in recognition of Clause 
243 of the EP&A Regulation 2000 and sets out certain matters relevant to the decision in 
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(2) below, including addressing all issues raised in representations received following the EIS 
exhibition. 

2. RTA decides whether to seek approval of Minister for Infrastructure and 
Planning:  The RTA considers the EIS, the representations received during exhibition, the 
mitigation of the environmental impacts of the Proposal, the possible modification of the 
Proposal, and a range of other matters set out in the EP&A Act and EP&A Regulation, and 
makes a decision under section 112 of the EP&A Act whether to seek the approval of the 
Minister for Infrastructure and Planning to the carrying out of the activity. 

3. Minister for Infrastructure and Planning’s approval sought: A copy of the RTA’s 
decision and this Representations Report is sent to the Department of Infrastructure 
Planning and Natural Resources seeking the approval of the Minister for Infrastructure and 
Planning to the Proposal in accordance with Section 115A of the EP&A Act.  Copies of all 
representations were previously sent to the Department of Infrastructure, Planning and 
Natural Resources. 

4. Preferred Activity Report (PAR) made public: The PAR describing the Preferred 
Activity is made available for public information after the Representations Report is 
forwarded to DIPNR. 

5. The Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources prepares 
report to Minister: The Director-General of the Department of Infrastructure, Planning 
and Natural Resources considers the Representations Report, the decision of the RTA and 
all other relevant material, assesses the Proposal and prepares an Assessment Report for 
the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning to assist his decision as to whether to grant 
approval and, if so, on what terms and conditions. 

6. Minister grants approval: After considering the Assessment Report and all other 
matters, and following consultation with the Minister for Roads, the Minister for 
Infrastructure and Planning decides whether to grant approval and, if approval is granted, 
determines the conditions or modifications to impose on the carrying out of the Proposal. 

7. Determination:  The Chief Executive of the RTA considers the terms of the approval of 
the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning and determines whether to proceed with the 
Proposal. 

8. Release of documents: The Minister’s approval, the report from the Director-General to 
the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning, the Chief Executive’s determination and the 
RTA’s Representations Report are all made public. 

1.7 The Consultation Program 

1.7.1 Environmental Overview Phase Consultation 

The consultation process which led to the present Proposal commenced in 1997 with the Newell 
Highway, Proposed Bypass of Moree: Environmental Overview, (CMPS&F, 1997).  The prioritisation 
of issues evolved with the selection of the Gosport Street Corridor (Option 2) as the preferred 
corridor, and consequent development of the preferred alignment and concept design within that 
corridor.  An outline of the community consultation, authority consultation and stakeholder 
involvement during the preparation of the EIS can be found in EIS Chapter 5 and EIS Working 
Paper 30. 

Community consultation included a range of communication and feedback methods such as 
information material (newsletters, media releases, letters), displays, and face to face discussions.  The 
program also included individual discussions with affected landholders and stakeholders. 

A summary of the community consultation program is outlined in Table A.1 in Appendix A of this 
Representations Report. 
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1.7.2 EIS Phase Consultation 

The consultation program for the EIS was designed to follow on from the Environmental Overview, 
and to build on the activities already performed.  Consultation with authorities was extensive and 
written responses were received at various times during the preparation of the Environmental 
Overview and the EIS from the following: 

• Moree Plains Shire Council; 

• Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR) Northern Regions 
Office; 

• NSW Environment Protection Authority (Northern Tablelands); 

• NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service (Western Zone); 

• NSW Fisheries; 

• NSW Agriculture; 

• NSW Department of Education and Training (Moree District); 

• NSW Department of Housing (Northern Region); 

• NSW Department of Public Works and Services; 

• NSW Department of Community Services (New England Area); 

• Country Energy; 

• Moree Rural Lands Protection Board; 

• Gwydir Catchment Management Board (formerly North West Catchment Management 
Committee); 

• Australian Heritage Commission; and 

• Environment Australia (Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Heritage). 

The main community consultation activities undertaken during the preparation of this EIS include: 

• Meetings with community interest groups and others; 

• Formation and involvement of a Community Consultative Committee (CCC); 

• Newsletters; 

• Public displays; and 

• The provision of an information “hotline”. 

The community consultation program would continue through to and during the construction phase 
of the Proposal.  A summary of the consultation program has been included in Appendix A of this 
Representations Report. 

1.7.3 EIS Exhibition 

The EIS was placed on exhibition on 29 August 2002.  Originally representations in response to the 
EIS were to be received up until Friday, 4 October 2002.  However, the deadline for submissions was 
formally extended until 29 October 2002 following a request from a Moree Plains Shire Councillor. 

A display centre in Moree was run by representatives of Egis, on behalf of the RTA, who were 
available to answer questions from the community.  The display contained copies of the Concept 
Design, summary brochures and "display only" copies of the EIS and working papers. 

Advertisements for the display centre were placed in the Sydney Morning Herald and in the Moree 
Champion between 26 August and 5 September 2002.  The RTA and Egis websites also advertised 
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the times when the Display Centre was to be open.  Further details on the EIS exhibition period and 
the deadline for consideration of representations is contained in Section 2.1 of this Representations 
Report. 
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2 Consideration of the EIS 
This Chapter presents the consideration of the EIS, both in terms of its compliance with statutory 
requirements and in terms of its environmental assessment and mitigation measures. 

2.1 Statutory Compliance 

2.1.1 Section 111, 112(1)(a) of the EP&A Act, 1979 and Clause 228 of the EP&A 
Regulation 2000 

An EIS for the Proposal dated August 2002 was prepared on behalf of the RTA by Egis Consulting Pty 
Ltd (now part of GHD Pty Ltd) and a number of sub-consultants.  The EIS was prepared to comply 
with Section 111 and 112(1)(a) of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act (EP&A) 1979 and 
Clause 228 of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulation 2000. 

The EIS addresses all relevant statutory requirements under the EP&A Act.  The EIS takes into 
account to the fullest extent possible, all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by 
reason of the Activity as per Section 111 of the Act and was prepared in the prescribed form and 
manner required by Section 112(1)(a) of the Act.  In doing so, the EIS complies with Clause 228 of 
the EP&A Regulation 2000.  The EIS also complies with the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  Table 7.3.3 of this Representations Report sets out the 
compliance with this Clause both in terms of the EIS and subsequent modifications to the Proposal. 

Table 2.1: EIS Compliance Checklist 

Requirement Relates to what… Addressed in which 
section of this report. 

Section 111 of the EP&A 
Act, 1979 

Requires the RTA to examine and take 
into account to the fullest extent 
possible, all matters affecting or likely 
to affect the environment by reason of 
the Activity. 

2.1.1 

Section 112(1)(a) of the 
EP&A Act, 1979 

Relates to the preparation and 
consideration of an EIS in accordance 
with the prescribed form and manner. 

2.1.1 

Clause 228 of the EP&A 
Regulation 2000 

Compliance with Section 111 and 112 
of the EP&A Act 1979. 

2.1.1 

Clause 230 of the EP&A 
Regulation 2000 

Content of the EIS. 2.1.2, 2.4 

Clause 231 of the EP&A 
Regulation 2000 

Content of the EIS – Requirements of 
the Director-General of DIPNR. 

2.1.3 

Clause 234 of the EP&A 
Regulation 2000; Section 
113 of the EP&A Act 1979. 

The notification and exhibition of the 
EIS. 

2.1.4 

Part 3 Div 1, Sections 12, 
16, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25 of the 
Commonwealth 
Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 

Assessment of the potential impact of 
the Proposal on items of national 
environmental significance. 

2.1.5 

Section 113(3), 112(1)(c) of Providing DIPNR with all 2.1.6 
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the EP&A Act, 1979 representations made during the EIS 
exhibition. 

Section 113(2), 112(1)(b) of 
the EP&A Act, 1979. 

Receipt and consideration of 
representations made to the RTA or 
any other determining authority during 
the statutory exhibition period. 

3 

2.1.2 Clause 230, EP&A Regulation 2000 

The EIS was prepared to comply with Clause 230 of the EP&A Regulation 2000.  This Clause requires 
that (where no other guidelines are in force) an EIS must comply with Schedule 2 of the Regulation. 

2.1.3 Clause 231, EP&A Regulation 2000 

The EIS was prepared to comply with Clause 231 of the EP&A Regulation 2000.  This Clause requires 
that the Director-General of the Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources must 
be consulted concerning the form and content of any EIS.  The Director-General was consulted 
before the commencement of the EIS and provided a number of requirements.  The correspondence 
from the Director-General of 7th February 2001 can be found in EIS Working Paper 2, which 
outlines the requirements of the Director-General. 

Section 5.2.2 and Table 5.1 of the EIS sets out the compliance with the Director-General’s 
Requirements.  Each of the Director-General’s requirements was addressed as per EIS Table 5.1. 

2.1.4 Clause 234, EP&A Regulation 2000 - Statutory Exhibition of the EIS 

The EIS was scheduled for exhibition from 29 August 2002 to 4 October 2002, which complies 
with the statutory 30-day period of exhibition from the last date of the advertisements (first round) 
in a local newspaper. 

First and subsequent rounds of statutory advertisements for the exhibition were published as follows: 

Newspaper(s): Sydney Morning Herald 26 August 2002; 

  28 August 2002; 

  2 September 2002; and 

  4 September 2002. 

 Moree Champion  27 August 2002; 

  29 August 2002; 

  3 September 2002; and 

  5 September 2002. 

The original exhibition period was extended to 25 October 2002 subsequent to a formal request 
from a Moree Plains Shire Councillor. 

The advertisements identified the display locations and times, where to purchase copies of the EIS, 
and the date until which representations would be accepted.  The EIS was exhibited at the following 
locations: 

• Roads & Traffic Authority, Moree Project Office, 96 Balo Street, MOREE. 

• Roads & Traffic Authority, Motor Registry Office, 57 Balo Street, MOREE. 

• Moree Plains Shire Council, Balo Street, MOREE. 

• Northern Region Library and Information Service, Cnr Balo and Albert Streets, MOREE. 

• Moree Local Aboriginal Land Council, 65 Eva Street, MOREE. 
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• Roads & Traffic Authority Regional Office, 51-55 Currajong Street, PARKES. 

• Roads and Traffic Authority, Ground Floor, Centennial Plaza, 260 Elizabeth Street, SURRY 
HILLS. 

• NSW Environment Centre, Level 5, 362 Kent Street, SYDNEY. 

• NSW Government Information Centre, Goodsell Building, Cnr Phillip & Hunter Streets, 
SYDNEY. 

• NSW Government Information Centre, 130 George Street, PARRAMATTA. 

• Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR), Information 
Centre, Ground Floor, Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, SYDNEY. 

• Internet (main volume only) www.rta.nsw.gov.au. 

2.1.5 Commonwealth Legislation 

This Representations Report has examined the Proposal in relation to the EPBC Act.  The approval 
of the Commonwealth Environment Minister is required if the Proposal is likely to result in a 
significant impact on any matters of National Environmental Significance (NES) or a significant impact 
on Commonwealth land.  These matters have been addressed throughout the EIS.  The EIS indicates 
that the Proposal would have no significant impact on any NES matters or impact upon 
Commonwealth land. 

Referral to the Commonwealth Environment Minister under the EPBC Act was undertaken in August 
2002 to determine whether the Proposal would be a “controlled action”.  Environment Australia 
provided advice that it had previously stated on the 2nd July 2001 that the Proposal would not 
constitute a controlled action and therefore approval under Part 9 of the EPBC Act would not be 
required for the action to proceed.   

2.1.6 Provision of Representations 

One hundred and twenty-six (126) representations were received in response to the exhibition of 
the EIS.  In compliance with the requirements of Section 113(3) and 112(1)(c) of the EP&A Act 1979, 
these representations were provided to the DIPNR. 

2.2 Development of the Proposal in the EIS 
The EIS established the need for the Proposal, considered options for satisfying that need, and 
outlined the concept design development process and urban / regional design principles.  A summary 
of these aspects is presented below.  This summary does not include the additional reports or 
modifications to the Proposal, which are discussed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 of this Representations 
Report. 

2.2.1 Need for the Proposal 

In addressing the project’s need, it has been necessary to describe the processes that have occurred 
throughout the project’s development, in the evaluation of the various options and alternatives. 

2.2.1.1 Strategic Background 

The National Highway System was declared by the Federal Government in February 1974, in 
recognition of the need for a high standard interstate road network (Department of Transport and 
Regional Development, 1994).  The National Highway System as originally defined totalled 16,000km 
in length. 

In November 1992, the National Highway was extended a further 2,500km, to total 18,500km, 
following the addition of new inland routes linking Sydney with Adelaide (Sturt Highway) and 
Melbourne with Brisbane (Goulburn Valley and Newell Highways).  In adding these two new 
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interstate links, the government recognised the importance of these routes to the movement of 
interstate freight. 

2.2.1.2 Melbourne to Brisbane Strategy 

The Melbourne to Brisbane corridor comprises the Goulburn Valley Highway in Victoria, the Newell 
Highway in New South Wales and the Gore Highway in Queensland.  It is a freight corridor linking 
rural towns and cities between Melbourne and Brisbane. 

The medium term strategy for improvements within this corridor includes improved road capacity, 
traffic flow and safety, and increased use of freight efficient vehicles on the route.  This is to be 
achieved through widening and strengthening narrow bridges, providing overtaking lanes, widening 
narrow two-lane sections and sealing shoulders; as well as increasing the overall flood immunity of 
the route. 

As the Newell Highway forms an integral part of the National Highway’s inland route between 
Melbourne and Brisbane, flow-on effects from the Proposal, including improved traffic flow and 
safety, would benefit the National Highway and the safe passage of commuters and freight between 
Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland.  The Newell Highway through Moree is an important 
section within the Melbourne to Brisbane corridor. 

2.2.1.3 State Road Network Strategy 

In 1995 the RTA released the State Road Network Strategy (RTA, 1995).  The State Road Network 
Strategy outlines, under the heading of Rural Accessibility, the need to provide access to a road 
system that is safe and provides an appropriate level of service.  In removing vehicles from the main 
street of Moree, the heavy vehicle bypass would contribute to accomplishing these objectives. 

2.2.1.4 Traffic Issues in Moree Town Centre 

A total of 12,300 vehicles per day travelled along Balo Street, within Moree town centre, in 2001.  
These vehicles included both local traffic and through traffic.  The through traffic on Balo Street 
includes traffic from the Newell, Gwydir and Carnarvon Highways. 

The Newell Highway generated through-traffic on Balo Street amounts to some 3,700 vehicles a day 
through Moree town centre, of which thirty percent of the vehicles comprise articulated trucks 
including semi trailers, 25m B-doubles and 36m long road trains.  There is on average one articulated 
heavy vehicle every minute during the day and one every 1.5 minutes at night passing through 
Moree’s town centre. 

Predictions of future flows were made using growth rates based on historic average annual daily 
traffic (AADT) data obtained from the RTA for the existing highways.  This showed that, on average, 
there is expected to be a 2.5% per annum increase in traffic volumes on the existing Newell Highway. 

2.2.1.5 Consequences of the “Do Nothing” Option 

As the Newell Highway forms an integral part of the National Highway’s inland route between 
Melbourne and Brisbane, current problems with the highway route affect the National Highway and 
the safe passage of commuters and freight between Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland.  
The RTA’s State Road Network Strategy aims to protect the environment by moderating traffic 
growth and reducing overall environmental impacts of the road and traffic system.  Council policy, as 
stipulated in the Moree Plains Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 1995, is to ensure the safety and 
efficiency of arterial roads, encourage the separation of conflicting land uses, and the protection of 
environmental heritage.  The introduction of the town centre beautification scheme has led to an 
increase in the travelling time through Moree during peak periods and has exacerbated conflicts 
between users of the highway and those of the town centre.  In order to comply with strategic and 
local government policy, and resolve the current land use conflicts there is an immediate need to 
provide an alternative route for highway traffic currently passing through Moree. 

Several questions were raised by respondents in regards to the justification for the Proposal.  These 
issues have been addressed in Chapter 3 of this Report. 
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2.3 Route Selection 

2.3.1 Options 

A total of nine possible options were identified during the initial phase of this project.  Of the nine 
options, five (options 1-4 and option 8) were grouped as inner options.  The other four (options 5, 6, 
6a and 7) were grouped as outer options (as shown in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 of the EIS). 

Further information on the selection and assessment of options can be found in EIS Section 3.3 and 
in EIS Working Paper 6. 

2.3.2 The Preferred Option 

Following the evaluation of route corridors, the Preferred Route Corridor Report, of March 2000 
(Egis, 2000) came to the following conclusions: 

• There is a demonstrated and immediate need to resolve the existing traffic problems of the 
Moree town centre, to remove as much of the existing heavy vehicle traffic as possible and 
to allow the full potential for the existing town centre beautification scheme to be realised; 

• Although Option 6/6a was supported as the ‘community preferred’ option, the subsequent 
Rail Access Corporation (RAC) requirement for rail bridges results in a higher cost option 
with a poorer return on investment (estimated cost option 6 $51M and option 6a $45M 
and road user BCRs of 1.0 and 0.8 respectively); 

• Given the relatively low road user BCRs of all project options (1.3 at best), economic 
considerations favour a lower cost option that can be implemented in the short term; 

• In November 1999 MPSC adopted a motion in support of Option 2 (Gosport Street) as the 
preferred option for the bypass.  This position (which has a level of support within the 
wider Moree community) was based on the assumption that funding for an outer route is 
unlikely to be made available in a timeframe acceptable to Council and the Moree 
community; and  

• The Gosport Street Option is estimated to cost $27M, has a road user BCR of 1.3, is not 
affected by the requirement for railway bridges and achieves the greatest reduction in the 
number of articulated heavy vehicles in Balo Street. 

The Preferred Route Corridor Selection Report (Egis 2000) concluded that “Option 2 – Gosport 
Street be adopted as the preferred route corridor for the Newell Highway bypass of Moree situated 
to the east of the Moree town centre”.  Accordingly, the Gosport Street Corridor was 
recommended by the RTA as the preferred option for the Moree bypass.  This recommendation was 
accepted by the Department of Transport and Regional Services (DOTARS) and the Gosport Street 
option was announced by the Federal Minister for Transport and Regional Services in June 2000. 

Several respondents raised a desire for an outer bypass as opposed to the preferred route (Gosport 
Street option).  Several respondents expressed concerns over the fairness of the route selection 
process (refer to Chapter 3 of this report). 

2.4 General Description of the Proposed Works in the EIS 
The EIS Proposal is described in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  Details of the Proposal include primary 
design considerations, such as alignment, carriageway design and crossings, intersections and access 
arrangements, property adjustments and acquisitions, and construction details.  The use of energy 
and materials is also described. 

A detailed project description is included in EIS Working Paper 7. 

The Proposal is a 4.4km length of road, which would connect existing points on the Newell Highway 
between Bulluss Drive, to the south of the town centre, and a position to the north-east of the 
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Moree Racecourse, to the north-east of the town centre.  Details of the Proposal are illustrated in 
Figure 2.4.1 to Figure 2.4.6.  The concept as presented incorporates: 

• a staggered T-intersection at the Newell Highway connection (south);  

• an upgraded Bulluss Drive intersection; 

• a bypass alignment that follows the existing railway line between the Spa Baths and the Mehi 
River; 

• a new road bridge over the Mehi River; and 

• a T-intersection at the Newell Highway connection (north), with a bias favouring this 
section of the bypass. 

The configuration of the bypass has been designed to be sympathetic with the three discrete sections 
through which it passes: the urban section south, the urban section north, and the rural section.  The 
Proposal is described below from south to north. 

2.4.1 Urban Section South 

This section extends from Bulluss Drive to the Spa Baths (chainage 00 to 1380) and has a length of 
1.38 kilometres.  It is essentially industrial/commercial in nature with a number of residences (12 in 
total) interspersed throughout. 

The extent of work within this urban  south section includes: 

a. Combined intersection upgrade at Bulluss Drive, Frome Street and Amaroo Drive. 

b. Reconstruction of central traffic lanes in Gosport Street from the Newell Highway 
intersection works to Jones Avenue. 

c. Reconstruction of central traffic lanes and the addition of a common use central turn lane 
in Gosport Street between Jones Avenue and the Spa Baths. 

2.4.2 Urban Section North  

This section extends from the Spa Baths to the Mehi River (chainage 1380 to 2270) and has a length 
of 0.89 kilometres.  Within this section, the bypass continues in a northerly direction from the Spa 
Baths, before deviating from the existing alignment of Gosport Street and travels to the west of, and 
parallel to the railway, to the Mehi River. 

This section transitions from commercial to residential (north of Alice Street), and then to open 
space and vacant land (former wool stores area).  The interface between urban and rural essentially 
occurs at the Mehi River, and would be demarcated by the new bridge. 

The extent of work within this urban north section includes: 

a. Spa Baths to Gwydir Highway (Alice Street). 

b. Gwydir Highway intersection. 

c. Gwydir Highway to the Mehi River. 

d. Enhancement of Railway/Spa Baths Precinct. 

2.4.3 Rural Section 

This section extends from the Mehi River Bridge to the Newell Highway (north) (chainage 2270 to 
4400) and has a length of 2.13 kilometres. 

Travelling in a northerly direction via the proposed new bridge over the Mehi River, the bypass 
would follow Gwydirfield Road and a lane to the rear of the Moree racecourse before connecting 
with a sweeping curve onto the existing Newell Highway to the north east of the Moree Racecourse.
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Figure 2.4.1: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 1 of 6 
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Figure 2.4.2: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 2 of 6 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 2.9 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

 
Figure 2.4.3: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 3 of 6 
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Figure 2.4.4: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 4 of 6 
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Figure 2.4.5: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 5 of 6 
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Figure 2.4.6: Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 6 of 6
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The works within this section comprise the following: 

a. Mehi River crossing. 

b. Mehi River to the Newell Highway. 

c. Gwydirfield Road connection. 

d. Travelling Stock Route (TSR). 

e. Intersection with existing Newell Highway. 

2.5 Consideration of the EIS – Environmental Impacts 
In accordance with statutory requirements, the EIS addressed the environmental impacts of the 
Proposal and outlined mitigation measures to reduce the potential impacts.  A summary of each of 
these aspects is presented below. 

This summary does not include the additional studies undertaken since the EIS, discussed in Chapter 
5, or modifications to the Proposal, discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 of this Representations Report. 

2.5.1 Noise  

The EIS predicts that daytime noise levels following construction of the Proposal would be 
significantly higher than compared to the “do nothing” scenario (if the Proposal was not constructed) 
in both the urban and rural sections along the bypass route.  This increase is generally around 9dB(A) 
for dwellings with a frontage to Gosport Street.  The highest impacts would occur at residences 
located north of Alice Street, as this area is not subject to high volumes of traffic at present.  As a 
result, these dwellings would experience an increase of between 10 and 15dB(A). 

However, the highest impacts would be experienced on the western side of the bypass at residences 
286 Gosport Street (H8a) and the Caretakers Cottage at the Showground (F1), where traffic noise 
levels are expected to increase by 15dB(A).  This is mainly due to the short distance between those 
residences and the Proposal.  North of the Mehi River, Gwydirfield Homestead (B1) would be 
subject to a 12dB(A) increase largely due to its relatively quiet current location. 

Due to the relatively low traffic volumes currently using Gosport Street during the night and the 
generally quiet noise climate in areas located away from Newell Highway nighttime impacts are 
expected to be high for dwellings located along the Proposal.  Houses with a frontage to Gosport 
Street would experience night time increases of up to 18dB, which is the highest predicted impact. 

Traffic noise can be reduced in a number of ways.  The EIS provides an overview of the different 
techniques available and discusses their adaptability to this Proposal. 

It was acknowledged that architectural modifications and/or a noise barrier for each affected 
property would be required for most properties along the Proposal to achieve an appropriate 
reduction in noise levels.  The EIS proposed that the final design of such noise treatments would be 
selected after discussions with property owners.  Treatment was recommended for 54 properties. 

DIPNR and several other respondents to the EIS raised questions on the adequacy of the proposed 
noise mitigation measures.  It was suggested that architectural treatment would not be effective on 
old dwellings and that perhaps other options, such as acquisition, should be explored.  However, 
upon further consideration it was concluded that no other feasible or reasonable options are 
available.  As such it was conceded that in some cases dwellings may experience noise levels above 
the criteria prescribed in the Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (ECRTN). 

A number of mitigation measures were proposed in the EIS to be incorporated into the construction 
program in order to control and manage adverse noise and vibrational impact during the 
construction of the bypass (refer to EIS Working Paper 13 Appendix C). 
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2.5.2 Air Quality 

Existing air quality was established on the basis of published literature (CASANZ, 1998).  Assessment 
of impacts was based on air quality dispersion modelling. 

• Dust: During road construction, dust would be generated through the use of equipment 
and earthworks.  Construction work would be undertaken during normal working hours.  
It is anticipated that through the use of standard dust control measures, such as the use of 
water carts, dampening of exposed areas, revegetation, the use of wheel wash/shakers and 
covering of truck loads, the amount of dust generation during construction would be 
minimised.  During extreme conditions, such as very hot, dry, windy conditions, dust-
generating work would be suspended as necessary to prevent undue dust impacts. 

• Carbon Monoxide: The highest predicted 1-hour carbon monoxide concentration 
(including the ambient background concentration) is 4.8ppm, which is well below the hourly 
goal of 25ppm (as specified by the World Health Organisation and adopted by the NSW 
EPA as appropriate air quality standards for NSW). 

• Hydrocarbons/Benzene: The maximum benzene concentration, which is predicted to occur 
at 10m from the bypass route (along various sections of the route) is expected to be 
0.0047ppm or 4.7ppb.  This worst-case concentration is below the UK specified annual 
average ambient goal of 5 ppb (0.005 ppm). 

• Nitrogen Dioxide: The maximum predicted 1-hour nitrogen dioxide concentration during 
the morning peak hour is 0.002ppm at a distance of between 10 and 50m from the 
roadway.  This is well below the EPA guideline of 0.125ppm.  It is noted that even if it is 
assumed that all of the NOx are in the form of NO2, the EPA guideline of 0.125 ppm is still 
not exceeded. 

2.5.3 Flooding and Drainage 

The Gwydir River Catchment covers an area of 25,900km2 and is a major northern tributary of the 
Barwon-Darling River.  The Gwydir and Mehi Rivers within the catchment generally flow from east 
to west through Moree. 

Due to the flat topography of the area, a large amount of land in and around Moree is subject to 
flooding, although not on a regular basis.  The Moree town centre and much of the rural land to the 
north of the Mehi River are inundated during large floods.  The Proposal has been designed to 
withstand a 1 in 20 year event (5% AEP), which is equivalent to the flood tolerance of the existing 
Newell Highway.  The bridge over the Mehi River is designed to withstand a 1 in 100 year flood 
event. 

The Proposal is located within an area of the catchment, which exhibits formalised surface and sub-
surface drainage systems.  These systems collect and transport stormwater run-off to the Gwydir 
and Mehi Rivers.  To the south of the proposed Mehi River Bridge are urban systems, and to the 
north of the bridge are regional/rural systems. 

For a flood event greater than the design, all highways leading into Moree would be closed until the 
flood water levels subsided, typically over a period of days.  The total contributing catchment area of 
the Anne and River Street drainage system changes from 11.3ha before development to 10.0ha after 
development.  This is because the new road alignment causes a re-distribution of catchment 
boundaries. 

2.5.4 Traffic and Transport 

The EIS indicates that the introduction of a bypass of the town centre into the highway network 
would not result in an identifiable change to the distance travelled on the network (see Table 9.5).  
However, a benefit of the Proposal is that the operating efficiency of the overall highway network in 
Moree is improved, with time spent travelling predicted to reduce by 8%.  Vehicle hours of travel on 
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the highway network for the year 2005 would fall from 542,025 (existing situation) to 496,954 with 
the Proposal. 

The EIS indicates that the Proposal would be a quicker route (16% less vehicle hours of network 
travel) that would lead to a natural attraction of heavy vehicles away from the town centre.  
Introduction of the Proposal, with less traffic congestion, fewer crossroads and more efficient travel, 
would attract through and articulated vehicles away from the town centre.  This has the potential to 
lead to positive impacts on the environmental amenity within the town centre. 

Questions were raised by respondents, including DIPNR, as to the accuracy of some figures provided 
and to the basis of some conclusions drawn in the EIS.  Each of these issues has been addressed in 
Chapter 3 of this report. 

The progressive upgrading of the Pacific Highway and in particular the Yelgun to Chinderah project 
has increased the overall volume of heavy vehicles travelling on the Pacific Highway.  This increase 
could potentially result in a decrease in heavy vehicle usage of the Newell Highway.  The time since 
the opening of the Yelgun to Chinderah upgrade is too short to enable definitive data to be 
generated on the overall volume of heavy vehicles travelling on the Pacific Highway.  The limited data 
available does not provide quantitative evidence of a shift in heavy vehicles from the Newell Highway. 

There is no direct quantitative or indeed anecdotal evidence of any decrease in the number of heavy 
vehicles using the Newell Highway as a result of the Yelgun to Chinderah upgrade of the Pacific 
Highway.  Hence the underlying situation in Moree and the need for the proposal remain valid. 

2.5.5 Flora and Fauna 

The construction of the bypass would result in the removal of all of the existing vegetation within a 
corridor of up to 40m wide in the woodland areas along the Mehi River.  In other parts of the bypass 
alignment, the construction zone would be wider, including in the urban area of Moree and on the 
northern side of the river in the area of the realigned Gwydirfield Road. 

On the northern side of the river, construction of the bypass would remove up to 400m2 of the 
Eucalyptus camaldulensis – E. coolabah Woodland (assuming a 20m wide construction zone for the 
bridge piers).  The removal of this small area of Eucalyptus camaldulensis – E. coolabah Woodland 
would not significantly reduce the amount of this vegetation type in the region. 

The construction of the Highway alignment, bridge and the realignment of the Gwydirfield Road 
would remove approximately 0.5 hectares of the Carbeen Woodland.  One Carbeen tree would be 
removed for the works.  The majority of the impact on the Carbeen Woodland stand would result 
from the construction of the Gwydirfield Road link (on the western side of the bypass), with only a 
very small area affected by the bridge and the bypass road alignment itself.  The EIS noted that the 
impact on the woodland stand could be reduced by a reconsideration of the link road connection to 
the eastern side of the Highway.  This option was discounted due to safety impacts of headlights on 
the parallel roads and impacts on the Gwydirfield Homestead.  This option was re-explored at the 
prompting of DIPNR and it was concluded that the impacts of the headlights could be mitigated and 
the impacts on the Gwydirfield Homestead could be resolved.  The eastern link is now the preferred 
option for the link road (refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of this report for details). 

2.5.6 Land Use 

In terms of land use impact, the Proposal would introduce another transportation corridor to the 
north of the Mehi River, and to the north of the existing Werris Creek to Mungindi railway line.  To 
the south of the river, the bypass would combine with the railway, as a more definite edge to the 
main urban area of Moree to the west. 

The impact on private properties would be minimised in the urban area by utilising the existing 
Gosport Street road corridor to the south of the Moree Spa Baths, and as much of the under-utilised 
railway land to the north of the Spa Baths.  To the north of the river the bypass would follow the 
Travelling Stock Route (TSR) and the road reservation for Gwydirfield Road.  Some property 
acquisition would be required just north of the Gwydir Highway intersection. 
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The main impact on the rural area would be the partial acquisition of properties along the existing 
Gwydirfield Road.  A more direct connection from the subdivision to the centre of Moree would be 
provided by the proposed new Gwydirfield Road link to the bypass. 

The proposed route alignment would be located adjacent to the existing roadway route and would 
have minimal effect on the agricultural production and activity of the area.  The bypass design 
integrates the travelling stock route into the Proposal and would improve safety through additional 
fencing and cattle grids. 

The bypass has been designed to facilitate the continued use and operation of the existing Werris 
Creek to Mungindi railway, for current and expected future rail passenger and freight movements. 

The bypass has been designed to accommodate the existing and future land use requirements of 
businesses and industries.  Detailed consideration was also given to other land uses along the 
corridor, for example, the Moree Racecourse, the Moree Showground, the Spa Baths, and Gwydir 
Industries, (see also EIS Section 6.9, and EIS Working Paper 21). 

2.5.7 Economic Impacts. 

The EIS argues that, by virtue of the Proposal’s close proximity to the Moree town centre, it is not 
expected to have a significant adverse impact on businesses in the town centre.  This would be 
further compensated for via the improvement in amenity in the town centre, due to the decrease of 
heavy vehicles using the main street, which would make it a more attractive place for local residents 
to shop. 

Furthermore, the  Proposal incorporates a number of measures that will minimise the impact on 
businesses.  Appropriate town entry statements would encourage continued light vehicle and tourist 
patronage of the town centre, particularly at the southern entry where a free turning left slip lane 
from the south provides uninterrupted movement into Frome Street south.  Signage would also be 
provided on the bypass to advertise access routes to the town centre and the facilities available. 

2.5.8 Social Issues 

The EIS identified that the main potential social impacts of the Proposal would be community 
severance, access to schools, and residential amenity.   

In terms of community severance the EIS noted that residents of East Moree currently have to cross 
the existing railway line and that the relocation of the major through traffic route from Frome Street 
to Gosport Street would not greatly affect the existing movement patterns of pedestrians.   

In terms of access to schools most children from east Moree would currently cross the existing 
Newell Highway to get to school.  Many children would no longer be required to cross the re-
aligned Newell Highway (ie the bypass) as a result of the Proposal. 

The Proposal would result in an improvement in the amenity of the town centre of Moree.  The 
majority of the urban section of the Proposal is located within an industrial zone, which is 
characterised by the rail corridor to the east and industrial development.  Amenity would not be 
negatively impacted in this area.  Some  negative impacts would be experienced in the urban north 
and rural sections. 

A number of mitigative measures would be undertaken to reduce the impact of the Proposal on the 
residents of Moree.  During construction, information would be provided in order to notify property 
owners of the likely timeframe for construction activities and of potentially disruptive activities.  
Residents would be informed of potentially disruptive activities well in advance.  Avenues for 
communication between the community and the project team, including contractors, would also be 
established and utilised, such as the bypass community hotline. 

Within the proposed design, the impact of noise is addressed through a landscaped noise wall on 
Gosport Street (north of Alice Street) and architectural modifications to a range of existing buildings.  
Integrated signalling systems would ensure a safer passage for pedestrians above that which currently 
exists at the Gwydir Highway railway level crossing, and potentially adverse impacts created by 
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headlight sweep would be avoided by routing the bypass along the railway line and through the 
provision of landscaping.  The potential impact on business would be reduced by improved signage 
and the general improvement to the amenity of the town centre, created by a reduction in heavy 
traffic. 

2.5.9 Landscape, Visual and Urban Design 

The EIS concluded that the Proposal would have minimal impact on the existing landscape and visual 
character of the majority of the corridor route.  The only potentially significant impacts would occur 
in the heritage precinct and at the Mehi River crossing. 

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposed Landscape Concept Design for the 
Proposal (refer to EIS Figures 14.5 to 14.7), in accordance with the identified landscape principles.  
Implementation of these strategies would minimise landscape and visual impacts, and assist in 
integrating the road into the landscape. 

The combination of landscape treatments and visual design of some elements, such as the proposed 
noise wall, as well as screening of views to the Proposal would achieve reduced impact levels and 
allow the road to be integrated into the landscape of the locality. 

2.5.10 Indigenous Heritage 

There were five items or places of Aboriginal heritage significance identified along the route of the 
Proposal: 

• Moree Spa Baths (Register of National Estate) have national heritage significance as a result 
of their association with the Freedom Ride civil rights movement of the 1960’s.  The EIS 
suggested that the heritage significance was not directly related to the structure but to the 
place.  In any case the EIS contended that the building, built in 1977, would not be affected 
by the construction works.  The alignment of the bypass has been moved further away 
from the Spa Baths to minimise any adverse noise impacts (refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of this 
report); 

• Steel Bridge Camp Site located on the eastern and western sides of the Mehi River was a 
fringe campsite established sometime after the Aboriginal Protection Act was passed in 
1909.  The EIS Proposal was expected to directly impact upon approximately 2,850m2 of 
the campsite or 2.2% of the total demarcated campsite area north of the railway bridge.  
The Gwydirfield Link road has been relocated to the eastern side of the bypass to minimise 
impacts on the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Campsite (refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of this report); 

• Mehi River Banks PAD.  The banks of the Mehi River in the vicinity of the Steel Bridge 
Aboriginal Campsite have been identified as an area of potential archaeological deposit.  
Archaeological monitoring would be undertaken over an area 50m upstream and 
downstream of the earthworks associated with the river bank crossing; 

• Ephemeral ‘Overflow Channel’ PAD.  Identified as an additional area of potential 
archaeological deposit.  The bypass would cross this area where the existing Gwydirfield 
road crosses.  Monitoring would be undertaken during construction works; and 

• Skinners Creek PAD.  Identified as an additional area of potential archaeological deposit.  
The bypass would cross this area where the existing Gwydirfield road crosses.  Monitoring 
would be undertaken during construction works. 

In the event that any artefacts are discovered work would cease in the vicinity and RTA’s 
Aborginal Programs Consultant (APC) and Regional Environmental Advisor (REA) would be 
contacted for advice. 

2.5.11 Non Indigenous Heritage 

Of the 32 heritage items located in or around Moree listed on Local, State and National Registers 
only 4 are located in the vicinity of the Proposal.  These are listed in Table 2.5.1 
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Table 2.5.1: Listed Heritage Sites 

Item Register Potential Impacts 

Moree Spa Baths Register of the National Estate Noise and vibration impact. 

Moree Railway Station 
Group 

State Heritage Register Noise and vibration impact. 

Moree Showground 
Pavilion 

National Trust, and Moree Plains 
LEP 1995 

Access 

Victoria Hotel National Trust, and Moree Plains 
LEP 1995 

Access, noise and vibration 
impact. 

The Proposal could result in impacts on the Moree Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel through noise and 
vibration impacts. 

The EIS stated that the Proposal would not have a direct impact upon the heritage listed buildings.  It 
is also concluded that proposed urban design features would result in a positive impact upon the 
heritage significance of the buildings. 

The EIS concluded that the Moree Showground Pavilion, located on the western side of the grounds, 
would not be impacted by the Proposal. 

The alignment of the bypass has been moved further away from the Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel to 
minimise any adverse noise impacts (refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of this report).  The Proposal would 
not impact upon the heritage values of either the Moree Railway Station Group or the Moree 
Showground Pavilion. 

2.5.12 Water Quality 

The Proposal crosses the Mehi River just northeast of River Street.  Existing and proposed 
stormwater infrastructure in the vicinity of the Proposal directs water to the Mehi River. 

North of the Mehi River, stormwater run-off from the Proposal would be directed to table drains 
located at the toe of the embankment.  A system of weirs is proposed to control sediment 
contamination (water quality) and contain chemical spillage during a first flush event before 
discharging into the river. 

A detention basin would be in place south of the Mehi River crossing north of the Gwydir Highway 
between the Proposal and Gosport Street (north).  The sediment basin would allow for the 
accumulation of water.  A series of weirs would also be in place to filter the water and slow the 
water velocity to allow sediments to drop. 

The EIS also proposed that an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan be prepared in compliance with 
the Urban Erosion and Sediment Field Guide prepared by DLWC for MPSC. 

2.5.13 Topography, Geology and Soils 

The EIS’s assessment of topography, geology and soils noted that Moree is located on the broad 
Moree-Gwydir flood plain.  The surface geology of Moree is characterised by Quaternary sediments 
that extend to a depth of up to 20m.  Soils are predominantly grey to brown cracking clays, with 
darker grey cracking clay or black cracking soil in major drainage swales.  The EIS included standard 
mitigation measures such as silt fences, earthen bunds, drains, protecting slopes with geotextile fabric 
or similar, and the revegetation of disturbed slopes to prevent erosion. 

Additionally a  heavy-duty pavement has been designed and incorporated into the Proposal to 
address the particular geotechnical properties of the “Moree black soils”. 
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2.5.14 Hazards and Risks 

The following key issues are considered to be the main potential hazards and risks associated with 
the Proposal: 

• traffic (in relation to existing and proposed traffic volumes, heavy vehicles, accident records, 
and road conditions); 

• nature of adjoining and potentially affected land use in relation to urban land use such as 
industrial, business, railways (including the level crossing) and residential activities, or in 
relation to rural or natural activities such as the Mehi River floodplain; 

• transportation of hazardous goods and emergency procedures; and 

• construction activities 

2.5.15 Cumulative Impacts 

The EIS discussed cumulative impacts in regards to the following issues: 

• North Gosport Street Residential Precinct; 

• East Moree Residential Area; 

• Surrounding Rural Areas; 

• Gwydirfield Subdivision; 

• Increased Railway Operations; 

• Local Road Improvements; and 

• Major Highway Network. 

Cumulative noise impacts could be experienced at Gwydirfield Homestead as a result of the bypass 
and the possible future development of Gwydirfield subdivision.  Alternative access arrangements 
would be available to the subdivision as well as several options to mitigate future noise increases at 
Gwydirfield Homestead. 

Positive cumulative impacts would be achieved within the road network at both a local and major 
highway network scale, with improved travel efficiency and reduced travel times being the major 
outcome. 

2.5.16 Environmental Management 

A number of management actions were proposed in the EIS to minimise as far as practicable the 
potential adverse environmental, economic and social impacts of the Proposal.  These management 
measures would be incorporated into the detailed design and contractual arrangements associated 
with the construction and operation of the Proposal. 

2.5.17 Justification and Conclusion 

The EIS concludes that the Proposal would result in net benefits.  While the Proposal would result in 
a number of adverse impacts, it would also result in enhanced traffic safety, improved traffic flow and 
reduced vehicle operating costs along the Newell Highway. 

The provision of a higher standard road connection would encourage through traffic, particularly 
heavy vehicles, to use the bypass, thereby meeting the primary objective of the Proposal and 
resulting in a significant improvement to the amenity of Moree.  The Proposal would provide an 
important and complementary adjunct to the completion of the 1999 town centre beautification 
works, which have resulted in the slowing-down of traffic in the main street. 
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2.5.18 Conclusion 

The EIS considered and addressed the following: 

Statutory Requirements: The EIS has been prepared in accordance with statutory requirements. 

Environmental Assessment: The potential impacts of the Proposal have been comprehensively 
assessed using current best available information.  This task has been approached in an analytical 
manner, and substantial effort and resources have been directed towards preparing specialist studies 
and utilising local knowledge of the study area. 

Mitigation Measures: A comprehensive range of mitigation measures has been proposed to reduce 
the negative impacts of the Proposal.  These measures comprise current best practice in the field of 
environmental management.  Consideration was given at the concept design stage to avoid or 
minimise impacts and reduce the need for mitigation.  Further improvements are anticipated at the 
detailed design stage. 

Subsequent to the completion of the EIS, and in response to issues raised in representations and 
correspondence, and further design development, the RTA has proposed modifications to the EIS 
Proposal.  These are discussed in Chapters 6 & 7 of this report. 
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3 Consideration of Representations to the EIS 
Representations received to the exhibition of the EIS for the Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of 
the Moree Town Centre underwent an extensive logging and consideration process including: 

• The details of each respondent were entered into a database and allocated a representation 
number; 

• Each issue raised within a representation was identified as a Broad Issue (for example 
access, air quality, process) then broken down into a more detailed Defined Issue (eg 
Construction Access, Construction Compound Sites etc); and 

• Consideration of each Defined Issue was undertaken by the RTA in consultation with its 
specialist consultants, including those commissioned to prepare the EIS.  Written responses 
to each Defined Issue have been included in this Chapter.  Appendix B provides a detailed 
description of the individual issues raised in each respondent’s representation. 

3.1 Construction 

3.1.1 General 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. There is gravel available at Munros Pit on Sollings Lane, which is in the vicinity of the Wee 
Bolla Bolla option. 

2. The external bypass would cause less disruption and be much easier and quicker to construct. 

Representations Number/s 

29, 35 

Response 

1. The location of the gravel pit at Sollings Lane is noted.  However, as discussed in EIS Working 
Paper 26, there are a number of gravel pits within a 20km radius of Moree, which may be 
utilised. 

2. The external bypass option is located through mainly rural land use zones.  Accordingly, there 
would be much less disruption to commercial operations and residential premises within the 
town of Moree during construction of the external bypass compared to the EIS Proposal.  
However, this advantage does not outweigh the other difficulties with the external bypass 
option, as identified in EIS Chapter 3 and EIS Working Paper 6.  The construction impacts 
associated with the EIS Proposal are short term only and appropriate mitigation measures are 
detailed in EIS Section 21.3. 

The construction period for the outer bypass would be similar to the construction period for 
the EIS Proposal. 

Due to the urban nature of the EIS Proposal, the design elements are more complex than 
would be the case for the outer bypass option, however the EIS Proposal does not present 
any particularly difficult construction issues. 

3.1.2 Noise and Vibration 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern about the potential vibration impacts on the Spa Baths and the railway station caused 
by the construction activities and what mitigation measures are proposed to prevent damage 
to the structures. 

2. Who would be responsible for the repair of any damage to the Spa Baths? 
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3. Pre-construction audit of the Spa complex should be undertaken. 

4. Heavy machinery could be used more extensively out of town where there are no noise and 
vibration considerations. 

Representations Number/s 

29, 57, 96, 123 

Response 

1. EIS Section 6.6 and EIS Working Paper 13 Appendix C, considered the impacts of 
construction noise and vibration on surrounding sensitive receivers.  In particular, it was 
concluded that construction vibration is not expected to lead to structural damage of buildings 
in the vicinity of the Proposal.   

1 & 3 Mitigation measures to minimise any potential impacts were also detailed in the EIS.  These 
included the use of less vibration-emitting construction methods, and pre-construction surveys 
of all buildings located within 30 metres of the Proposal.  This would include the Spa Baths, 
Victoria Hotel and the railway station buildings.  In addition, vibration monitoring would be 
undertaken at the Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel during the construction period. 

2. In the event that any vibration damage occurs to the Spa Baths or any other building included 
in the pre construction surveys as a result of the construction of the proposed bypass, such 
damage would be rectified by the RTA following completion of the works. 

4. It is conceded that heavy machinery could be used more extensively out of town.  However 
with the implementation of mitigation measures proposed in this report including the use of 
best practice techniques in construction the issues of noise in the urban areas of the Proposal 
would be minimised. 

3.2 Environmental Issues 

3.2.1 Air Quality 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern about the increase in air pollution (eg dust, fumes) within a residential area as a result 
of the Proposal and the resulting impacts on nearby residents. 

2. Nearby residents would be affected by air pollution and unpleasant odours from passing stock 
transport. 

3. The increase in air pollution would impact on the health of nearby residents, who are mostly 
elderly. 

4. The current pollution levels would only be transferred from Balo and Frome Street three 
streets east to Gosport Street, and would not remove such impacts from Moree. 

5. There would be over 50 homes where the quality of life would be seriously impaired by 
additional dust and fumes. 

6. Insufficient attention has been given in the EIS to the aspect of air pollution in the Showground, 
particularly at the Caretakers Cottage. 

7. Air pollution impacts on patrons of the camping ground within the Showground. 

8. Air pollution would be exacerbated by the lack of sealed pavement or kerb and guttering in 
Gosport Street.  The impact would be greater than disclosed in the EIS. 

9. The impact of diesel fumes. 

10. Concern that the EIS does not indicate any procedures that will be implemented with regards 
to reducing air pollution at the baths, should the proposed mitigations measures fail to keep 
levels below the relevant standards. 
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Representations Number/s 

8, 10, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22, 29, 32, 36, 59, 62, 63, 70, 72, 90, 96, 99, 111, 117, 119, 121, 124 

Response 

1-9 A detailed assessment of the impacts of the Proposal on air quality in the vicinity of the 
Proposal is included in EIS Section 7 and EIS Working Paper 14. 

The assessment used air quality dispersion modelling to predict the impacts of the Proposal 
under worst-case conditions.  Inputs to the model included estimated vehicle emissions, site 
geometry and meteorological conditions. 

The assessment concluded that, while increased traffic levels along the Proposal would lead to 
higher emissions than currently experienced, modelling of worst case conditions found that the 
emissions are not likely to result in exceedences of relevant Australian goals for air quality.  

These conclusions apply to all residences and uses along the Proposal.  Specific consideration 
was not given to any particular adjoining land uses. 

2. The issues regarding odours from passing stock transport has been noted.  However, the 
proposed route is primarily zoned industrial, business and general rural, with very few 
residences directly fronting the Proposal.  One block in the northern urban precinct is zoned 
residential, however this block would not directly front the bypass.  

It should also be noted that there would be an improvement along Balo and Frome Streets in 
relation to odour from stock transport, where there are 28 residences directly fronting the 
existing Newell Highway. 

3 & 5 The air quality assessment was conducted having regard to environmental guidelines specified 
by organisations such as the NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA), National 
Environment Protection Council (NEPC), National Health and Medical Research Organisation 
of Australia (NHMRC) and the World Health Organisation (WHO).  These guidelines take 
into account human health impact and consideration of protection of susceptible sub-groups in 
the community.  Where ground level concentrations of various pollutants were predicted 
around the Proposal, pollutant levels were generally below the specified guidelines, and it can 
therefore be expected that health impacts arising from vehicle emissions would be minimal. 

4. Noted.  The objective of the project is to remove heavy vehicle traffic and the associated 
impacts from the Moree town centre. 

6-7 Impacts on the Showground, including the Caretakers Cottage and camping ground, are 
outlined in EIS Tables 7.2 and 7.3, in the section north of Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) – 
west side. 

8. The assessment was conducted taking into consideration the conditions of the proposed route 
considering such conditions as the absence of kerb and guttering. 

9. Air quality modelling was undertaken having regard to the volume and classification of traffic 
on the Proposal.  As such, the impact of diesel fumes was assessed in the EIS. 

10. Chapter 7 of the EIS provides the results of air quality modelling undertaken for the bypass at 
opening and 10 years after opening.  Even with extremely conservative assumption made when 
formulating the model all results fell within the relevant goals for air quality.   

 During construction some impacts are likely due to dust generation however all reasonable 
and feasible methods of mitigation have been proposed to minimise any impacts that may be 
experienced. 

3.2.2 Ecological Impacts 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. No referral to Environment Australia is necessary under the EPBC Act. 
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2. Concern about the general impacts on Carbeen Woodland, and belief that the Proposal would 
be in breach of the TSC Act by removing any amount of this community. 

3. The lack of detailed description of the area of Carbeen Community to be cleared (eg hollow 
trees). 

4. The 8-part test for Carbeen Woodland makes inaccurate statements about the amount of 
woodland present in conservation reserves. 

5. Clarification is required for the location and extent of the proposed regeneration of the 
Carbeen Woodland.  Regeneration has a low success rate in arid environments. 

6. An 8-part test is required for the Five-clawed Worm Skink (Anomalopus mackayi). 

7. Concern that inadequate attention had been given to the possibility of Koala habitat, and that a 
Koala Management Plan is required. 

8. Concerns regarding the total survey effort for fauna undertaken for the Proposal.  In 
particular, it was suggested that harp traps should be utilised as Anabat II cannot identify one 
of the threatened bats likely to occur (Greater Long Eared Bat Nictophylus timoriensis), and 
pit trapping for small mammals. 

9. Concern that field surveys were not undertaken during appropriate seasons for the 
identification of all threatened species, which could occur in the Proposal area. 

10. The ‘generic’ 8-part test for threatened fauna is not considered to adequately address the 
requirements of the EP&A Act.  8-part tests should be completed for all threatened species, 
populations and ecological communities likely to occur in the study area. 

11. There is no consideration of EPBC Act listed threatened species, except to say that none are 
likely to occur.  They should be assessed under the EPBC Act test of significance. 

12. Concern about ‘double standards’ in conservation policies, particularly where landowners are 
restricted in removing vegetation whilst the Government is proposing to remove vegetation. 

Representations Number/s 

6, 75, 77, 78, 119 

Response 

1. Noted. 

2. In response to the issue of Carbeen Woodland the RTA proposes to modify EIS Proposal by 
relocating the Gwydirfield Link Road to the eastern side of the bypass.  The modified Proposal 
would reduce the impact on the remnant Carbeen Woodland in the area with a 1650m2 
reduction in the removal of Carbeen Woodland.  For further information regarding this 
modification refer to Chapter 7 and Appendix G of this report. 

3. The description of Carbeen Woodland is considered to be adequate.  The issue of hollows is 
relevant to fauna habitat, not endangered ecological communities.  The 1997 flora and fauna 
assessment (Appendix 3 of EIS Working Paper 10) discusses fauna habitat, and states that the 
riparian vegetation community adjacent to the Mehi River, which would include the Carbeen 
Woodland, supports numerous roosting and sheltering hollows. 

4. As assessed in EIS Working Paper 10, the Carbeen Woodland in this area is equivalent to 
approximately 0.1% of the Carbeen Open Forest known to be conserved in the region.  The 
extent of unconserved amounts of this community, such as the remnant at Moree, is unknown.   

The figures for the amount of Carbeen Woodland protected within conserved areas were 
sourced from the Final Determination for the community provided by the NSW Scientific 
Committee. 

5. The best method for revegetation would be determined by a specialist bush regeneration firm 
or organisation.  However, the following broad methods would be relevant.  Seed would  be 
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collected from the area of Carbeen Woodland to be cleared and adjacent areas containing 
plant species diagnostic of the Carbeen Open Forest ecological community.  If sufficient seed 
were not available, the search area would be widened upstream and downstream for about 
500 metres until sufficient seed was collected.  This would maintain the local genetic integrity 
of the stand.  If sufficient seed is not immediately available in the first collection year, a smaller 
area would be initially replanted and more seed collected the following year.   

Where revegetation does not interfere with the Aboriginal Steel Camp heritage site, those 
areas currently vegetated by pasture or weed grasses would be slashed and seedlings planted 
according to the most appropriate method for the site and protected from grazing and wind 
desiccation.  The areas between the plantings would be kept mown or slashed until the native 
plantings are above the height of the weed species.  The plantings would then be maintained 
through watering and potentially weed suppression, as long as is required. 

6. Though not identified as having been recorded in the Moree region during any previous 
ecological surveys undertaken in this area, the 1997 flora and fauna report did consider the 
potential for the Five-clawed Worm-skink to be present within the study area, based on both a 
precautionary approach and the consultation of its known distribution patterns.  The potential 
for this species to occur within the study area was identified as being low to moderate, with 
the riparian community being the most likely location for its presence if it was present.  To 
consider the possible impacts associated with the removal of a portion of the riparian 
woodland on this species, an eight-part test has been conducted (refer to Appendix D of this 
Representations Report). 

The eight-part test concluded that the Proposal would not result in a significant impact upon 
the Five Clawed Worm Skink and that an SIS would not be required. 

7. Consideration of potential Koala habitat is contained in EIS Section 10.3.2.  The study area 
contains Koala feed trees that would constitute greater than 15% of the total tree canopy, and 
is therefore Potential Koala Habitat in accordance with SEPP 44.  However, as no Koalas or 
evidence of Koalas (such as scats or scratchings) were observed during the field surveys, the 
area is not considered to constitute Core Koala Habitat.  As such, a Plan of Management for 
the conservation and management of areas of Koala habitat is not required. 

8 Whilst conducting the literature review several threatened species known, or potentially 
occurring within the Moree area were identified (refer to EIS Working Paper 10 Appendix A -
Table 4, Appendix B - Section 7.3 and Appendix C - Table 4), including the Greater Long Eared 
Bat.  

Based on the habitat requirements of this species, it was identified as having a moderate to 
high potential to occur within or adjacent to the alignment of the Moree bypass and a 
precautionary approach to its occurrence was adopted in that its presence was assumed.  At 
the recommendation of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, an eight part test was 
conducted on microchiropteran bats that are known, or could potentially occur within or 
adjacent to the alignment of the Moree bypass, including the Greater Long Eared Bat.  The 
eight part test concluded that the Proposal would not result in a significant impact upon the 
Greater Long eared Bat and that an SIS would not be required. 

While the use of pit traps may have assisted in identifying greater numbers of ground dwelling 
species, the findings of the field investigations and the outcomes of the literature search, 
indicate that it would not have contributed any further valuable information to the fauna study.  
In relation to ground dwelling mammals, only one threatened species was identified as 
potentially occurring within the study area, this being the Long-haired Rat (Rattus 
villosissimus).  In relation to this species, as with the Greater Long Eared Bat, a precautionary 
approach to its presence was adopted.  An eight part test for the Long-haired Rat is provided 
in Appendix D of this report. 

9. During the course of the Moree bypass study, field investigations were conducted during the 
months of March (one day), May (three days) and July (one day), over a period of four years.  
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The surveys therefore correspond to a summer, autumn and winter investigation, with a total 
of approximately twenty hours of field survey time being accumulated. 

Although this is the case, it is acknowledged that the conducting of “snap shot” surveys (i.e. 
flora and fauna surveys conducted over several days) is not ideal when endeavouring to 
determine the full range of species present within a development site, particularly those that 
are of conservation concern.  To overcome this situation, thereby identifying the diversity of 
species that have been previously recorded within the Moree region, literature searches were 
undertaken prior to each field investigation.  The reports referred to are identified within the 
EIS Working Paper 10, in addition to these known databases were accessed and relevant 
government agencies contacted.  The flora and fauna reports prepared highlighted the need to 
conduct literature and database searches, with the following comments being made: 

• “Other ecological surveys undertaken in the Moree district were also referenced for 
descriptions of similar vegetation types and for recordings of plant species of national or 
regional conservation significance.  The National Parks and Wildlife Service’s Narrabri 
Office was also contacted.  The National Parks and Wildlife Service’s Wildlife Atlas was 
consulted.”  (refer to EIS Working Paper 10, Appendix A, Section 3, Method, page 5); 

• “The following references were consulted during the course of the opportunities and 
constraints reports.  During the preparation of the current report, to identify any recent 
recordings of native species within the study area, the National Parks and Wildlife 
Services Atlas and the most recent version of Moree Shire Council’s State of the 
environment report were consulted.  In addition the Environment Australia online 
database and NSW Fisheries Fishfiles Database were consulted” (refer to EIS Working 
Paper 10, Appendix A, Section 9, Method, page 15) 

10. Eight-part tests have been undertaken for the fauna species listed below, based on previous 
recordings or possible occurrences in the region.  In conducting the eight part tests, species 
have either been grouped based on their taxonomic similarities and/or habitat specialisations, 
or assessed individually.  Where required, the habitat requirements of those threatened 
species assessed in the eight part tests can be found with in EIS Working Paper 10.  The eight 
part tests are included in Appendix D of this Representations Report. 

 

BIRDS 

Australasian Bittern (Botaurus poiciloptilus) 

Australian Bustard (Ardeotis australis) 

Black-breasted Buzzard (Hamirostra melanosternon) 

Black-necked Stork (Ephippiorhynchus asiaticus) 

Blue-billed Duck (Oxyura australis) 

Brolga (Grus rubicundus) 

Brown Treecreeper (Climacteris picumnus) 

Bush Stone-curlew (Burhinus grallarius) 

Diamond Firetail (Stagonopleura guttata) 

Eastern Grass Owl (Tyto capensis)  

Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos) 

Grey-crowned Babbler (Pomatostomus temporalis) 

Hooded Robin (Melanodryas cucullata) 

Magpie Goose (Anseranas semipalmata) 
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Masked Owl (Tyto novaehollandiae) 

Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta) 

Painted Snipe (Rostratula benghalensis) 

Regent Honeyeater (Xanthomyza phrygia) 

Square-tailed Kite (Lophoictinia isura) 

Superb Parrot (Polytellis swainsonii) 

Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor) 

Turquoise Parrot (Neophema pulchella) 

MAMMALS 

Black-striped Wallaby (Macropus dorsalis)  

Greater Long-eared Bat (Nyctophilus timoriensis) 

Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus)  

Little Pied Bat (Chalinolobus picatus) 

Long-haired Rat (Rattus villosissimus) 

Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat (Saccolaimus flaviventris) 

Based on the outcomes of the eight part tests it was concluded that the Proposal, resulting in 
the loss or temporary removal of less than 0.8 hectares of native habitat, would not have a 
significant effect on any threatened species, their populations, ecological communities, or 
habitats.  No viable populations of any of the threatened birds or mammals listed above were 
considered to occur as resident animals within, or adjacent to the Proposal alignment, such 
that the undertakings of the works would cause the local extinction of these species.  With the 
adoption of those mitigation measures proposed in the EIS Working Papers, no habitat areas 
would become isolated and no barrier to the movement patterns of these species presented.  
The preparation of a Species Impact Statement was therefore not required. 

The findings of the eight part tests are consistent with the generic assessment provided in the 
EIS Working Papers, and the individual, tabular test provided in Table 4 of the LesryK 
Environmental Consultants June 2002 report (though it is noted that this was not reproduced 
accurately in Volume 3 of EIS Working Paper 10, this table missing the Section 5A assessment 
column). 

11. The EPBC Act Administrative Guidelines were applied in the original referral of the Proposal 
to EA.  This was discussed in EIS Working Paper 10 and included the appropriate tests of 
significance under the EPBC Act.  EA advised that the Proposal is not a “controlled activity” 
and approval under the EPBC Act is not required. 

12. Any proposed vegetation removal would be carried out in accordance with relevant applicable 
legislation.  Appropriate consideration has been given to potential impacts and mitigation 
measures including revegetation (refer to EIS Chapters 10 and 21 and Chapter 7 of this 
report). 

3.2.3 Hydrology and Water Quality 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Questions over the use of 1974 flood data when other data is available for much larger floods. 

2. Potential for flooding due to the build up of roads, particularly in urban areas. 

3. Details should be provided regarding the impact of the water flows on the community 
including the cumulative impact of the build up of floods east of the corridor.  The impact of 
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future installation of kerb and guttering which would be required to deal with storm water 
from the road surface and putting pollution into the river or storm-water system is required. 

4. Concerns that the new bridge close to the existing railway bridge may force flood waters into 
East Moree.  The new bridge should be located as far as possible from the existing railway 
bridge. 

5. Concerns that the proposed highway to the east of the racecourse may effect the build up of 
water notwithstanding the culverts. 

6. There are concerns that flooding impacts have been gravely underestimated.  The EIS states 
that the Gosport Street route would reduce the potential flooding impacts – nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

7. Who is going to pay for the damage when Moree has a major flood? 

8. Concern that the sedimentation pond would lead to problems such as disease, safety, 
mosquitos, snakes and vermin and rubbish dumping. 

9. Erosion of the gravel weirs on the shoulders of Gosport and River Streets may occur. 

10. Fisheries would like the opportunity to comment upon any erosion and sediment control plan 
and would like more information regarding proposed use of cofferdams. 

11. None of the bypass options of Moree need to be flood free, given that during a flood the 
Highways are impassable anyway, and the existing route through Moree is still available. 

Representations Number/s 

8, 9, 10, 15, 22, 40, 57, 66, 67, 76, 77, 80, 84, 111, 112, 113, 119 

Response 

EIS Chapter 8 and EIS Working Paper 16 assessed the potential flooding and drainage impacts 
associated with the Proposal. 

1. As discussed in EIS section 8.2.2, a 1 in 20 year annual recurrence interval (ARI) is the flood 
tolerance level of the existing Newell Highway.  This means that the existing Newell Highway 
is designed to withstand a flood that is likely to occur every 20 years. 

The 1974 flood is the closest recorded flood to an actual 1 in 20 year flood.  It provides the 
most relevant data for modelling and design of the bypass to provide relief from a 1 in 20 year 
flood. 

It is noted that much larger floods have occurred at Moree.  Historical flood frequencies at the 
Mehi River, Moree, are described in EIS Working Paper 16, Appendix A Table 1.  Larger 
floods such as the 1976 flood did occur.  However this was a 1 in 30 ARI and the 1955 flood 
was a 1 in 100 ARI.  

The existing Newell Highway is designed for a 1 in 20 year flood.  This is the standard applied 
to the proposed route.  A “design flood” was generated to indicate the flood level of a 1 in 20 
year flood, since the development of the Copeton Dam, and included the proposed road 
height and waterway openings such as culverts.  This is referred to as the 1993 created flood.  
This is discussed in more detail in Working Paper 16.  The bridge is designed to withstand a 1 
in 100 year flood event. 

The true 5% annual exceedance probability is seen as lying between the 1974 flood and the 
1993 created flood, which is a conservative estimate. 

2 & 3. Flooding impacts in the urban areas are discussed in EIS section 4.2.  EIS Section 8.3 also 
addresses issues of the urban drainage strategy.  The proposed drainage associated with the 
bypass would generally assist in improving existing local drainage issues.  The proposed road 
and mitigation measures result in run-off being redistributed within existing drainage 
boundaries.  Mitigation measures such as a detention basin, culverts, catch drains, weirs and 
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table drains are proposed to minimise potential flooding impacts.  Flooding due to build up of 
roads would be minimal and would be adequately managed by the proposed drainage design.  

4. The proposed Mehi River bridge has been designed to withstand the 1 in 100 year flood – that 
is, a flood that occurs on average once every 100 years.  The new bridge should not have any 
effect on floods less than the 1 in 100 year flood. 

Working Paper 16, Section 4.3, states ‘At the Mehi River Bridge the maximum afflux, 
(difference in flood level before the bypass and after the bypass), was found to be 140mm 
during a post Copeton Dam 5% ‘design’ model event.  Again because of the slope of the water 
surface, the effects of afflux upstream would quickly diminish.’  This means floodwater would 
flow quickly downstream, away from East Moree.  The flood study has confirmed that a 150m 
bridge is adequate, and would not have any major impact on flood levels. 

5. There would be a general increase in flood levels for houses located in the floodplain (section 
8.2 of EIS).  A computer model confirmed that the culverts are sized to ensure that changes in 
flood levels do not extend upstream and affect properties and dwellings (section 8.3 of EIS). 

6. The impact assessment concluded that the Proposal would have minimal impacts including 
minor increases in flooding levels in the rural area. 

7. The flood impact assessment concluded that the Proposal would not cause any additional flood 
damage than would occur under existing conditions. 

8. The reference to a sedimentation pond is assumed to be a reference to the detention basin. 

Stormwater is expected to pond in the detention basin to a depth of approximately 0.6m and 
for a period of 4 hours after a 1 in 20 year flood.  The majority of the time, the detention basin 
would be dry and have the appearance of a park that is slightly lower than the road.  Advisory 
warning signage and regular cleaning of the buried chamber of the basin and trash rack would 
minimise adverse health and safety impacts. 

9. An erosion and sediment control plan would be developed in conjunction with the 
construction environmental management plan.  Proposed gravel weirs on the shoulders of 
Gosport and River Streets would be subject to this plan. 

10. NSW Fisheries would be provided with the opportunity to comment on proposed erosion and 
sediment controls when the erosion and sediment control plan has been developed.  
Information would be provided to NSW Fisheries regarding proposed use of cofferdams 
during the detailed design phase. 

11. Noted. 

3.2.4 Indigenous Heritage 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The EIS states that a Consent to Destroy permit must be obtained and that further 
consultation with the LALC and Aboriginal community must be undertaken.  This must be a 
public inquiry. 

2. Not enough consideration of, or consultation with, the Aboriginal community people have 
been undertaken. 

3. Discussions with the Moree LALC indicated that they continue to oppose any impacts on the 
Steel Bridge Aboriginal Fringe Camp site. 

4. Local Aboriginal people have demanded that they accompany equipment laying pipes for the 
“Pipes and Bores” scheme, at substantial costs to the landowners, yet these same people are 
writing off heritage listed land without a second thought.  This is a double standard. 

5. Five listed Aboriginal Heritage sites, five existing sites and sixteen other items of potential 
heritage significance, have been found but disregarded. 
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6. To say that this bypass would not directly impact Aboriginal heritage is wrong. 

7. All potential impacts to indigenous heritage values need to be identified, managed and assessed 
in consultation with the Traditional Owners, Native Title Claimants and any other indigenous 
people with rights and interests in this area. 

8. Whilst the indigenous values of the Spa Baths are related to the 1965 Freedom Ride the 
Heritage Commission believes that any impact on the Baths that would affect the use of the 
place as a pool would have an adverse effect on the heritage values. 

9. Any injury or desecration of a place significant within Aboriginal tradition may attract an 
application for protection under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection 
Act 1984.  Any such application may affect the proponent’s ability to undertake activities 
within the identified area. 

10. There has been an attempt to silence the Aboriginal community from making adverse 
comment on the Proposal by linking it with the possibility of a “National Reconciliation 
Centre”. 

Representations Number/s 

75, 77, 84, 88, 109, 119 

Response 

1. In accordance with Section 90 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, application for 
Consent to Destroy for identified Aboriginal places, including the Steel Bridge Aboriginal 
Fringe Campsite, is required.  Further discussion is provided in EIS Working Paper 11.  
Further consultation with the LALC has been undertaken subsequent to exhibition of the EIS 
and details of that consultation are provided in Chapter 4 and Appendix C of this Report.  A 
public inquiry is not required under legislation and would not be undertaken. 

2. Consultation with the community as a whole has occurred and is discussed in EIS Section 5  
and EIS Working Paper 30.  Indigenous people have been represented on the Community 
Consultative Committee (CCC) group and by the Moree Local Aboriginal Land Council 
(LALC).  The CCC and LALC have been consulted throughout the project.  Further 
consultation was undertaken with the Moree LALC on 3 April 2003.  The proposed 
modifications to the Proposal were discussed and the LALC had no objections to the Proposal 
(refer to Chapter 4 and Appendix C). 

3. In section 2.2.2 of Working Paper 11 the following is stated ‘It is noted, however, that there 
was a degree of acceptance in the Aboriginal community that some impact to the site may be 
necessary.  The local Aboriginal community expressed a wish to be involved in the 
development of a plan of management for the site.’   

It should be noted that the proposed Gwydirfield Link Road has been redesigned to be located 
east of the Proposal.  Plans showing this new alignment are included in Chapter 7 of this 
report.  The realignment of the proposed Gwydirfield Link Road results in a reduction of 
impacts to the Steel Bridge Campsite stated in the EIS.  A small portion of the Campsite is still 
proposed for acquisition to allow for the Mehi River Bridge crossing and Highway.  

Since the EIS was exhibited and the Gwydirfield Road link design was modified, further 
consultation with the Aboriginal community has occurred, with a meeting held on 3 April 2003 
with the LALC.  The members of the LALC expressed that they were pleased with the 
Proposal to relocate the Gwydirfield Road intersection due to the reduced impact on the Steel 
Bridge Camp site.  Further correspondence is contained in Appendix C of this Representations 
Report. 

4. Archaeological monitoring is proposed as a mitigation measure.  As stated in EIS section 
15.5.5, archaeological monitoring requires a suitably skilled representative of Moree LALC or 
an archaeologist to be present during earthworks.  
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5. Sites of indigenous heritage significance and sites of potential non-Indigenous heritage 
significance have been identified, listed and the potential impacts upon these sites have been 
considered in EIS section 15 and EIS Working Paper 11.  Mitigation measures have been 
recommended where appropriate. 

6. The EIS and EIS Working Papers acknowledge that there would be a direct impact on the 
Steel Bridge Aboriginal Camp site.  Design modifications since exhibition of the EIS has 
reduced the extent of this direct impact.  There would be no direct impact on other sites of 
Indigenous heritage significance. 

7. Potential impacts to Indigenous heritage have been identified and assessed, and appropriate 
management and mitigation measures have been included in the EIS.  Consultation with the 
Indigenous community has occurred and is ongoing via the Moree LALC. 

8. It is noted the Heritage Commission believes any impacts on the Spa Baths that would affect 
the use of the place as a pool would have adverse effects on the heritage values.  The design of 
the Proposal has been modified in the vicinity of the Spa Baths, with the proposed road being 
moved further to the east, away from the Baths.  This would minimise the potential for impact 
on the Spa Baths.  Any impacts are not expected to affect use of the Moree Spa Baths as a 
pool. 

9. It is noted that any injury or desecration of a place significant within Aboriginal tradition may 
attract an application for protection under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage 
Protection Act 1984.  The RTA notes that no such application has been made at this stage. 

10. Comment from the Aboriginal community is welcomed.  It has been an important part of the 
development of the Proposal and is ongoing via the Moree LALC. 

3.2.5 Non-indigenous Heritage 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern about the destruction of heritage items. 

2. Concerned about potential impacts on the Victoria Hotel and Spa Baths (the heritage 
precinct), particularly from noise and air pollution and vibrations.  The Proposal should be 
realigned to provide for a greater separation distance between the Proposal corridor and the 
Spa Baths. 

3. No recognition is made in the EIS that the Spa Baths were constructed in 1931-2 with 
unemployment relief. 

4. The EIS does not indicate any procedures that would be implemented with regards to reducing 
air pollution at the Baths, should the current mitigation factors fail and air pollution levels 
exceed relevant standards. 

5. Future development of the Spa Baths is designed to occur on adjoining land to the south, even 
closer to the highway. 

6. The therapeutic values of the Spa Baths would be diminished. 

7. The EIS, in section 6.5.2, clearly indicates that the Hotel would not survive major highway 
construction and use. 

8. The impacts of the proposed soundproofing works to the Victoria Hotel could have a major 
impact on the significance of the building.  It is the only Heritage listed timber hotel in Moree 
and would require a far greater amount of noise insulation than a brick building. 

9. The prevailing northeast winds blow directly from the highway into the hotel and would 
exacerbate the impacts.  The verandahs on the Hotel would be unusable. 

10. The height and construction of any proposed noise barriers and the effectiveness of 
establishing a heritage precinct so close to the bypass when the noise would make it unusable. 
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11. No consideration of the showground appears in the study. 

12. No consideration has been given to the fact that the Showground houses several heritage 
listed buildings and that the Council are considering listing the whole of the Showground as a 
heritage area in the LEP and adopt a DCP for the area.  The Wool Pavilion and the Members 
Bar and the southeastern corner of the showground are of particular heritage significance and 
were not assessed in the EIS. 

13. No details have been provided about the proposed “heritage precinct” so it is difficult to make 
any comments about positive heritage impacts that may offset some of the negative impacts of 
the Proposal. 

Representations Number/s 

7, 77, 89, 90, 92, 96, 112 

Response 

1. No listed non-indigenous items of heritage significance are proposed to be destroyed.  10 of 
the 16 items identified as having potential local heritage significance would be demolished.  The 
10 items are of potential low local heritage significance (refer to EIS section 16.4.3).  
However, appropriate mitigation measures such as photographic archival records along with 
measured drawings would be undertaken prior to demolition (refer to EIS section 16). 

2. Potential impacts and mitigation measures regarding the Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel are 
discussed throughout the EIS.  Noise and vibration are addressed in EIS Section 6 and EIS 
Working Paper 13.  Air pollution is addressed in section 7 and Working Paper 14.  Previously 
unavailable railway land (known as the Austrac land) has become available subsequent to the 
completion of the EIS enabling a modification of the Proposal so that the bypass would be 
located further away from the Spa Baths and from the Victoria Hotel.  The proposed modified 
alignment in relation to the Spa Baths is detailed in Chapter 7 of this report.   

3. This fact is noted, however does not affect the assessment.  The EIS has assessed impacts on 
the Spa Baths having regard to its Statement of Significance. 

4. EIS Section 7 and EIS Working Paper 14 address air quality.  The assessment modelled worst 
case scenarios and results generally do not exceed environmental and health guidelines.  The 
Spa Baths assessment is included as between Anne and Thompsons Ave west side.  Potential 
impacts during the construction of the bypass would be short term and managed appropriately 
by the environmental management plan. 

5. EIS Sections 11.4 and 20 discuss Proposals in the surrounding area that have been brought to 
the attention of the RTA.  The RTA is not aware of any specific development application for 
expansion of the Spa Baths, and, should the bypass Proposal proceed, any such application 
would need to consider the implications of this. 

6. The therapeutic values of the Spa Baths, that is, of the spa water, would not be diminished as a 
result of the Proposal.  Some minor amenity impacts may result from increased noise and dust 
during construction, however such impacts would be short term and only occur while 
construction work is carried out in the vicinity of the Spa Baths.  As described in EIS Section 
6.4.4, longer term impacts, such as noise, would be managed through mitigation measures.  It 
should be noted that potential impacts on the Spa Baths would now be less than that estimated 
in the EIS, due to the realignment of the Proposal further to the east. 

7. As stated in EIS section 6.5.2, buildings located closest to the Proposal including the Spa Baths 
and Victoria Hotel would be condition surveyed before construction.  Given the distance of 
the modified alignment to the Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel it is considered unlikely that 
vibration impacts would be experienced.  Regardless, best practice principles would be applied 
during construction.  These would include operation of noisy equipment at time of the day 
when impacts would be minimised and operation of only one vibration roller at a time in the 
vicinity of the Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel. 
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8-9 A modification to the EIS Proposal is proposed in this report to minimise the potential noise 
impacts on the Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel.  The modification would result in the 
alignment being located further away from the Hotel.  The distance between the bypass and 
the Hotel would be almost doubled as a result of the modification.  A doubling in distance 
would represent a 10 dB decrease in noise impacts.  A 6 dB(A) decrease in noise impacts 
would be required to meet ECRTN criteria at the Victoria Hotel.  Should the Hotel require 
mitigation then all reasonable and feasible options would be explored.  Any form of mitigation 
deemed to detract from the heritage significance of the building would not be considered 
reasonable or feasible.  The ERCTN does not allow the factoring of seasonal winds and how 
they may affect noise impacts. 

10. The reference to the heritage precinct relates to landscaping and urban design measures to 
reflect and complement the heritage buildings located in this area.  It does not involve 
“creating” a precinct.  Some form of noise mitigation may be required in this location, which 
would be determined in consultation with property owners.  However the realignment of the 
Proposal onto the Austrac land would reduce potential noise impacts. 

11. Consideration of the Showground appears in numerous chapters of the EIS and EIS working 
papers in particular Section 6, 14 and 16, Working Paper 12, Working Paper 13 and Working 
Paper 21.   

12. EIS Section 16 and EIS Working Paper 12 discusses non-indigenous heritage and 
consideration of showground buildings.  Currently listed items, including the Showground 
Pavilion, were identified.  Consideration of unlisted items of potential heritage significance was 
also conducted, and items of such significance in close proximity to the Proposal were 
identified.  The Caretakers Cottage within the Moree Showground is one such item, and the 
impacts of the Proposal on this Cottage were considered.  The Proposal is not likely to have 
an adverse impact on any other buildings within the Showground, whether currently listed as 
heritage items or not. 

13. The proposed Heritage Precinct is merely recognition of the heritage values of the buildings in 
that location.  Section 5.2 of Working Paper 12 notes ‘The Heritage Precinct would involve 
the introduction of new urban and landscape treatments to visually strengthen the heritage 
grouping and integrate the Proposal into the township in this location.  A combination of 
sculptured landform and tree and shrub planting would be used to provide screening and a 
framework for the recognition of the Moree Heritage Precinct’ (refer to EIS section 14).  
Section 14 provides further discussion and includes photomontages of what the precinct could 
possibly look like.  

3.3 General Position 

3.3.1 Object to Proposal 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Opposition to the entire Proposal as described in the EIS.  Votes at three public meetings have 
been 88-98% against the Proposal. 

2. Objection to the proposed route being an alternative heavy vehicle route. 

3. The Proposal is against the will of the people of Moree and that will has been publicly 
expressed. 

4. An outer bypass is preferred to an inner route 

Representations Number/s 

7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 54, 55, 56, 
59, 66, 67, 69, 70, 71, 73, 77, 84, 85, 87, 89, 101, 106, 111, 119, 125 

Response 
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1-4. It is acknowledged that a proportion of the Moree community is against the Proposal in its 
current form.  However, a proportion of the community is in support of the current Proposal, 
as evidenced by the submissions received in support (see also Section 3.3.2). 

As stated in the EIS Executive Summary – “The community preferred option, following the 
value management meeting of August 1999, was a variation of the Bolla Bolla option described 
as Option 6a.  However, due to a number of environmental constraints and economic viability 
option 2 (Gosport St) was recommended as the preferred option.  

Of all the options considered, only Option 2 … is economically viable at this present time.  All 
other options would need to be deferred to a future date.” 

While an outer bypass may be preferred by some sections of the community, there are other 
sections of the community that would be against such a Proposal, particularly on the ground of 
economic impact. 

2. The Proposal is for a bypass of the Moree town centre.  The main objective is to reduce the 
amount of heavy vehicular traffic within the Moree town centre.  The Proposal could therefore 
be considered as an “alternative heavy vehicle route”, however it would also provide an 
attractive alternative for other light traffic not wishing to stop in Moree. 

3.3.2 Support Proposal 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Support for the Proposal as outlined in the EIS.  The huge majority of members of the Moree 
community do wholeheartedly support the Gosport Street bypass option. 

2. Moree desperately needs the Gosport Street bypass. 

3. It is good that many routes were considered. 

4. An inner bypass is preferred over an outer bypass. 

5. The bypass would greatly improve the southern side of Moree infrastructure. 

6. Congratulations to Egis for the work done on the EIS. I applaud them for the end result.  It is a 
first rate document.  Congratulations for the fantastic job they have done on this very very 
comprehensive plan. 

Representations Number/s 

2, 3, 5, 11, 13, 17, 19, 21, 23, 33, 37, 52, 65, 81, 82, 83, 100, 103, 104, 105, 107, 108, 114, 115, 126 

Response 

The above comments are noted. 

3.4 Noise (non – construction) 

3.4.1 Level of Assessment 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The EIS indicates that no noise readings were taken from within the area bounded by Jones 
Ave, Alice St, Frome St and Tycannah St, which is a gross omission on the part of the 
consultants. 

2. No sound decibel readings are listed for current traffic in Balo or Frome Street for comparison 
with projected decibel readings in Gosport Street. 

3. Noise measurements taken independently of the consultant work showed levels far in excess 
of any indicated in the EIS. 
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4. At least 85 homes would have noise impacts greater than exists today, although no specific 
figures are presented to substantiate the claims. 

Representations Number/s 

59, 75, 77, 112 

Response 

1. Noise monitoring did occur along the proposed route within the area bound by Jones Ave, 
Alice St, Frome St and Tycannah St. Working Paper 13, section 4.1 of Appendix A states 
monitoring was conducted at location no. 4 (logger EL-215), 50m south of the Spa Baths 
between the 2 and 9 August 2000.  However, the site map, indicating monitoring locations 
(Appendix A of Appendix A of Working Paper 13), should show location 4 along Gosport St 
not Frome St.  This correction has been confirmed with the noise consultant and also applies 
to Figure 6.1 of the EIS.  The corrected version of Figure 6.1 is provided in Appendix I of this 
Representations Report. 

2. The purpose of the noise assessment is to compare existing noise levels along the bypass route 
with those after the bypass is constructed.  Measurement of existing noise levels along Balo 
Street and Frome Street would not assist in this assessment. 

3. Noise levels provided in the EIS and EIS Working Papers are LAeq(15hr) and LAeq(9hr) (average 
noise levels).  The average noise levels are the measures by which the EPA sets its criteria.  
From a review of the submissions, it is suspected that the levels taken independently were 
LAmax levels that measure vehicle pass-by noise levels, being the maximum noise level 
experienced.  These levels would be in excess of the average noise levels quoted in the EIS.  
The noise assessment undertaken for the EIS (refer to EIS Working Paper 13) included an 
analysis of maximum noise levels undertaken in accordance with practice note III of the RTA’s 
Environmental Noise Management Manual (ENMM).  The analysis concluded that: 

• Any building located within 40m from the bypass in the 50km/h zone is likely to be subject 
to sleep disturbance; 

• Any building located within 100m from the bypass in the 80km/h zone is likely to be 
subject to sleep disturbance; and 

• Dwellings located in the vicinity of the bypass/Alice Street intersection will be subject to 
sleep disturbance from compression brakes. 

4. It is acknowledged that a considerable number of dwellings would experience noise levels 
higher than currently exists in the vicinity of the Proposal.  The noise assessment concluded 
that treatment would be required at 54 properties along the bypass. 

This needs to be balanced against the positive amenity impacts that would be experienced by 
dwellings located along the current Newell Highway route, as well as the positive amenity 
impacts expected to be enjoyed in the Moree town centre.  There are approximately 28 
residences directly fronting the existing highway on Balo and Frome Streets, and an additional 
10 hotel/motel accommodation establishments.  A considerable number of other residential 
properties not directly fronting the existing highway are expected to also benefit from noise 
reductions associated with the Proposal. 

3.4.2 Operation Noise and Vibration 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. There would be an increase in noise levels in a predominantly residential area. 

2. The noise would be moved from Balo Street to Gosport Street, from a commercial area 
where it is felt only during working hours, to a residential area where it is felt 24hrs per day. 

3. Noise at night would lead to sleep deprivation. 
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4. Noise impacts to properties along Morton Street have not been duly considered.  The EIS 
mentions that the increase in noise is within the criteria however the enjoyment and amenity 
of these properties would be detrimentally impacted upon by the Proposal. 

5. Heber Street is a quiet residential area and the noise emanating from the bypass would greatly 
affect the serenity of the neighbourhood. 

6. The traffic lights would increase the noise from the bypass. 

7. Pollution and noise levels would increase yearly, as trucks get bigger, noise barriers break 
down, and mass loads increase. 

8. There would be impacts from vibrations on nearby houses and other buildings. 

9. A large section of the town would be impacted by vibrations. 

10. The noise and vibration impacts would destroy the amenity of the Moree Spa Baths and impact 
on the Victoria Hotel. 

11. No consideration of the ongoing stress factors on horses stables from noise and light pollution 
has been undertaken. 

Representations Number/s 

8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22, 29, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 59, 60, 72, 73, 77, 84, 89, 96, 97, 112, 119, 125 

Response 

1. As previously stated, the proposed route is primarily zoned industrial, business and general 
rural.  Only a small portion in the northern urban area is zoned residential.  An additional 13 
residences are located within the industrial and business zones.  Other residential areas in the 
vicinity of the Proposal are located on the eastern side of the railway line.  There would be 
some noise impact experienced in the residential areas however these would be minimised 
where reasonable and feasible in accordance with NSW Environmental Criteria for Road 
Traffic Noise (ECRTN) and the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management Manual (ENMM). 

2. It is acknowledged that Frome Street south and Balo Street comprise predominantly 
commercial uses.  However, a considerable number of motels are located along these streets 
(10), and the existing Newell Highway to the north of the Broadwater contains a considerable 
number of residences (28).  There would be positive impacts in terms of noise on these 
sensitive receivers, as well as those not directly fronting the existing highway. 

3. While there has been considerable international research on sleep disturbance as a result of 
road traffic noise, the research is inconclusive in many respects.  The NSW ECRTN does not 
specify particular criteria for sleep disturbance however the night time criterion is more 
stringent than daytime levels to account for increased sensitivity at night and potential for 
sleep disturbance.  Night time levels of 50dBA (ECRTN criteria) would be achieved on this 
project where reasonable and feasible methods of attenuation are possible.  It is conceded that 
in some cases attenuation may not be possible through reasonable and feasible methods.  In 
that case levels above the criteria may be experienced. 

4. Potential noise impacts for properties along Morton St are addressed in EIS section 6 and in 
EIS Working Paper 13.  They were specifically addressed in the noise modelling (refer to EIS 
Table 6.3).  The EIS proposed noise mitigation treatment for 18 properties located on Morton 
Street (refer to EIS Table 6.4). 

5. It is acknowledged that noise levels may be increased along Heber Street.  However the noise 
impact assessment indicates properties along Heber Street would not exceed the relevant 
criteria. 

6. While average noise levels may not be affected by the installation of traffic lights the analysis 
acknowledged that there is some evidence that the installation of traffic signals increases the 
frequency of maximum noise events. 
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The NSW ECRTN does not specify particular criteria for maximum noise events however the 
night time criterion is more stringent than daytime levels to account for increased sensitivity at 
night and potential for sleep disturbance.  Night time levels of 50dBA (ECRTN criteria) would 
be achieved on this project where reasonable and feasible methods of attenuation are possible.  
It is conceded that in some cases attenuation may not be possible through reasonable and 
feasible methods.  In that case levels above the criteria may be experienced. 

7. The noise assessment presented in EIS Working Paper 13 includes an assessment of the road 
traffic noise impacts ten years after commencement of operation of the proposed bypass.  The 
assessment is based on predicted future traffic volumes that are derived from current traffic 
volumes and growth rates. 

Noise barriers would be maintained as part of the road infrastructure and would not break 
down during operation. 

8-10 Vibration impact assessment was provided in EIS sections 6.5 and 6.6 and EIS Working Paper 
13.  The assessment concluded that the most affected receivers would perceive vibration from 
construction activities.  However the received magnitudes would not lead to any damage to 
the structure or exceed the human response criterion.   

During construction a precautionary principle approach would be employed.  A vibration 
management plan would be prepared as part of the CEMP.  The plan would be designed to 
ensure that vibration levels would not exceed that which would cause architectural damage to 
nearby dwellings or would be likely to cause adverse comment.  Buildings such as the Moree 
Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel would be condition surveyed prior to construction.  
Operational vibration impacts were predicted to be negligible.   

In addition it is proposed to modify the Proposal by moving the bypass alignment further away 
from the Spa Baths.  This would further decrease the potential for both noise and vibration 
impacts to be experienced. 

11. Potential noise impacts on the showground have been considered.  Noise levels for horses 
have not been specifically considered as part of this assessment, as no specific criterion exists.  
Assessment for the showground as a whole was carried out having regard to criteria for 
residences.  This assessment shows that noise criteria would be exceeded at the caretaker’s 
cottage, however the remainder of the buildings within the Showground would be within the 
accepted criteria for residential dwellings. 

New lighting is proposed for the northern, southern and bypass/Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) 
intersections only. 

3.4.3 Treatment 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The noise treatment measures for residential houses are inappropriate. 

2. Air conditioning would require windows to be closed which is considered unacceptable. 

3. Concerns that no consultation with affected property owners had occurred in regards to noise 
treatment measures. 

4. More detail is required in relation to the specifics of attenuation works to be implemented. 
The EIS does not guarantee increasing noise abatement remedies. 

5. Noise mitigation measures should be implemented prior to construction, including temporary 
additional noise barriers for the higher noise levels expected during construction.  

6. Insufficient attention is being given to the means of dealing with noise.  There are significant 
areas, which would not have the protection of a mound, vegetation or noise barrier. 
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7. Monitoring during and post construction should be planned to assist in assessing the 
effectiveness of the works and identify any modification needed to address unexpected or 
unresolved noise impacts. 

8. What preventative measures are proposed to stop the noise from funnelling up streets such as 
Warialda Street, Jones Avenue and Adelaide Street? 

9. The planting of trees at the Baths as a noise and pollution mitigation measure is not considered 
adequate, given that tree roots can cause damage to structures and leaves are unwanted in 
pools.  If trees were not used, then the noise barrier as listed in the EIS would have other 
negative impacts by blocking cool easterly breezes and spoiling the amenity of the Baths 
setting. 

10. It is not considered that appropriate amelioration measures have been included to address the 
issue of the Caretaker’s cottage, which is going to be a difficult building to soundproof. 

11. The primitive camping ground in the Showground would be impacted by the noise.  The 
current fence would need to be upgraded to provide sound barriers and these should have 
been included in the Proposal. 

Representations Number/s 

15, 53, 57, 59, 67, 72, 77, 90, 99, 119. 

Response 

1. It is acknowledged that, due to the timber and weatherboard construction of most dwellings, 
architectural treatment may not achieve the required reduction in noise levels.  The final 
design for appropriate noise treatments would be selected following discussions with property 
owners, and in accordance with the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management Manual. 

2. The final design for appropriate noise treatments would be selected following discussions with 
property owners, and in accordance with the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management 
Manual.  Therefore if residents do not want air conditioning it would not be provided, and 
other reasonable and feasible options would be explored. 

3. All property owners along the proposed route were sent a personal letter in October 2001 
detailing potential impacts to their property.  If applicable, potential noise impacts were 
discussed in the letter and the provision of noise treatment measures raised.  Additional 
meetings with some property owners were arranged and held upon request.  Continuing 
discussions with affected property owners along the route would occur throughout the 
detailed design phase of the project.  

4. Specifics of mitigation measures to each individual dwelling would be discussed with affected 
property owners during the detailed design phase.  It is acknowledged that, in some cases, it 
would not be possible to provide mitigation measures to the level required to meet noise 
criteria. 

5. Temporary noise walls would not be included as part of the Proposal due to their limited 
effectiveness.  Where possible, noise mitigation measures that are proposed would be 
implemented prior to construction, to further minimise the impact of the Proposal on sensitive 
receivers. 

6. The noise mitigation measures recommended in the EIS have been developed having regard to 
the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management Manual.  In particular, this Manual requires 
consideration of the cost effectiveness and feasibility of noise mitigation measures.  Noise 
barriers (including mounds) were found to not be cost-effective or feasible in any case along 
the Proposal.  Notwithstanding this, a barrier is proposed adjacent to the proposed detention 
basin in response to community concern regarding visual impact on the north Gosport Street 
residential area.  For all other areas, mitigation measures would be focussed on dwelling 
improvements where cost effective, reasonable and feasible. 
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7. Monitoring of noise levels during and after construction is proposed.  The EMP would outline 
specifics of noise monitoring to occur.  It is also noted that monitoring during and post 
construction would be planned to assist in assessing the effectiveness of the works and identify 
any modification needed to address unexpected or unresolved noise impacts. 

8. The noise assessment provided in EIS Chapter 6 and EIS Working Paper 13 demonstrated 
that any noise impacts in Warialda Street, Jones Avenue and Adelaide Street would not result 
in exceedence of the ECRTN criteria.  Therefore no mitigation measures would be required. 

9. Trees currently line the eastern boundary of the Spa Baths.  Tree landscaping would occur 
further east of the existing trees and provide a landscape barrier i.e. further away from the 
pools than the existing trees.  In the event that a noise wall is used as a mitigation measure, it 
is acknowledged that this would restrict easterly breezes from entering the vicinity of the Spa 
Baths.  However, it should be noted that the noise impact on the Spa Baths would be less than 
that predicted in the EIS as a result of the realignment of the bypass further to the east.  Any 
mitigation measures would be chosen in consultation with Council. 

10. The issue of noise mitigation measures at the Caretakers Cottage in the Showground is the 
same as for any other timber or weatherboard dwelling impacted by the Proposal.  Discussions 
with property owners would occur during the detailed design phase to develop appropriate 
mitigation measures, which may include provision of air conditioning, improvements to glazing 
and walls, and courtyard walls.  It is acknowledged that reductions in noise levels to meet 
specified criteria may not be possible at these dwellings, including the Caretakers Cottage. 

11. With the exception of the south eastern corner near the Caretakers Cottage, noise levels at 
the showground are not expected to exceed the noise criteria.  Therefore no treatment for 
noise is required for the Showground camping area.  Under the RTA’s cost-effectiveness and 
feasibility criteria, noise barriers would not be justifiable at this location. 

3.5 Other 

3.5.1 Other 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The impact of light pollution on the Showground tenants and stabled horses has not been 
adequately addressed. 

2. It is inconsistent to demand railway overpasses when there are many level crossings along the 
Newell Highway. 

3. The requirement for rail overpasses on the outer routes can be overruled by the Minister. 

4. The activities of constructing this bypass do not fall within Schedule 1 of the PoEO Act.  As a 
result, the EPA would not be a determining authority for these activities.  The RTA and Moree 
Plains Shire Council would need to comply with the relevant guidelines in relation to 
environmental issues for this activity. 

5. It is unclear whether former Newell Highway sections between the bypass and Alice Street 
and Heber and Carnarvon Highway to be handed over to the Moree Plains Shire Council and 
classified as local roads would be rehabilitated prior to handing over. 

6. An ICAC inquiry should be held into the decision to create alternative heavy vehicle routes in 
Moree. 

7. It is clear that Egis did not consult with the Rural Lands Protection Board, given the allocation 
of only 6 lines to the stock route. 

8. The only alternative stock route is for stock to cross at the Boolooroo Bridge on the Newell 
Highway north of Moree, although limited sight distances make this a dangerous crossing. 
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9. There is no money in Moree to challenge the EIS in court.  Not even the Environmental 
Defender can afford to represent us. 

10. Council would like to formally request continued communication and feedback regarding any 
proposed amendments or alterations in regards to the Proposal design after the formal 
exhibition period has officially closed.  Active participation is requested in the detailed design 
phase of the project, providing the team with local knowledge, experience and feedback on 
design Proposals. 

11. Disruption to people lives cannot be measured therefore environmental matters are merely 
secondary to the fact. 

12. Who would maintain this bypass, the government or local council? 

13. Many people in Moree have expressed the view that it is beyond their ability to have any 
influence by making a comment.  Many have expressed the view that if they don’t take this 
Proposal then they won’t get anything and they cannot do anything to influence the decision. 

14. There has been a concerted effort to ensure the political option is achieved. 

15. There has been a scare tactic used that if some of the people who wish to obtain 
compensation don’t keep quiet they would not get any compensation from the RTA. 

16. The impact of having highway lighting in the area would no doubt be of annoyance to many 
residences therefore cumulative impact of the highway on people of the area would be highly 
significant. 

17. Benefits of the Proposal in terms of land usage are overstated in some sections (eg no new 
corridor created, increase in visibility of key buildings). 

18. I urge the people making the decision on this much-needed facility to do so with our best 
interests both now and in the future. 

19. The EIS does not take into consideration the residue from stock transports using the highway, 
and its effect on human life.  Whilst accepting the problem occurs on Frome and Balo Streets, 
transferring it to Gosport Street can not be justified if for no other reason than that there are 
far more residences in Gosport Street. 

20. The summarised version gives the impression that no matter what alterations are made, some 
benefits to the people affected and the people of Moree would result from a Gosport Street 
bypass.  Some of the flowery statements are written more with literary licence to sell an 
unwanted product rather than be based on real facts or to conform to the people’s wishes. 

21. The accuracy of the report is questioned due to the mistake of cutting and pasting a section 
from some other report that refers to subdivision. 

22. You will relocate the problem it is supposed to eradicate to a location a couple of blocks away. 

Representations Number/s 

12, 18, 37, 53, 57, 60, 63, 66, 73, 74, 75, 77, 86, 89, 90, 96, 102, 112, 116, 119 

Response 

1. No lighting is proposed in the vicinity of the Showground, and the Proposal is not expected to 
create significant additional impacts on the Showground in terms of lighting.  Lights from 
vehicles travelling north on the bypass would be shielded by dwellings on River Street.  As the 
bypass heads north-east toward the river, potential lighting impacts would be reduced.  
Vehicles travelling south along the bypass across the Mehi River Bridge would not directly face 
the Showground. 

2-3. The Proposal does not cross the railway line, therefore, rail overpasses are not required.  
Requirement for rail overpasses on the outer routes is an issue relevant to route selection and 
not the assessment of the environmental impacts of this Proposal.  Ongoing discussions with 
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railway authorities indicate that railway overpasses would be required for an outer route.  This 
is a policy decision by State Rail to ensure public safety. 

4. It is noted that the EPA would not be a determining authority for the project.  The RTA and 
MPSC would comply with relevant guidelines for this activity. 

5. As illustrated in Figure 8.2 of Working Paper 18: 

• the existing Newell Highway between Heber St and Alice St would remain a State 
Highway (Gwydir Highway), therefore RTA responsibility.  

• the existing Newell Highway just north of Bulluss Drive up to Alice St would be classified 
local (i.e. handed over to MPSC). 

• the section of Balo St between Heber St and Carnarvon Highway would be classified local 
road (i.e. handed over to MPSC).  

All classified roads that are proposed to be re-classified as local roads would be the subject of 
a joint inspection between RTA and Council engineering staff.  Any pavement defects detected 
during the joint inspection would be repaired by the RTA prior to handing these roads back to 
Council. 

6. The decision by Moree Plains Shire Council to create alternative over-dimensional vehicle 
routes is not related to the Proposal. 

7-8. Egis and the RTA did consult with the Rural Lands Protection Board on numerous occasions.  
Meetings with the RLPB and RLPB representatives were conducted.  Appendix A of Working 
Paper 3 also includes a letter from RLPB.  As stated in the EIS, allowance has been made for a 
20m travelling stock route east of the racecourse.  A stock fence would be provided to 
demarcate the eastern boundary of the proposed TSR, and minimise possible conflict between 
animals and vehicular traffic.  A ‘corral’ (animal holding area) is proposed at the north eastern 
side of the Moree Racecourse to control animals at the end of the 20m wide TSR corridor 
(section 4.5.4).  As the TSR is being retained, there is no need to use an alternative stock 
route. 

9. Noted. 

10. The RTA would continue to involve the MPSC on the development of the Proposal including 
proposed amendments and participation in the detailed design phase. 

11. It is acknowledged that the Proposal represents change, and any change would have an impact 
on how people conduct their lives.  The EIS has assessed the potential environmental, social 
and economic impacts of the Proposal.  Social impacts include disruption to people’s lives. 

12. Maintenance of the bypass would be under the same arrangement as currently exists for the 
existing Newell Highway.  The Department of Transport and Regional Services (DOTARS), 
through the RTA would provide funding for maintenance. 

13. The exhibition period and numerous community consultation activities have provided the 
opportunity for comment and feedback throughout the development process. 

14. The proposed option was recommended due to a number of environmental constraints and 
economic viability.  Of all the options considered, only Option 2 is economically viable at this 
present time.  All other options would need to be deferred to a future date.  

15. The RTA has consulted the owners of land that would be acquired as part of the Proposal.  
Land acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms 
Compensation) Act 1991.  Details for RTA contacts dealing with land acquisition have been 
provided to potentially impacted landholders.  Discussions with the RTA and property owners 
would continue. 

16. Lighting along the bypass would be provided in accordance with Australian Standard 1158.  In 
particular the use of luminaires and installation geometry, would be designed to confine most 
of the emitted light to the carriageway and immediate surrounds.  This design would 
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incorporate shading where appropriate to prevent potential adverse effects upon properties 
fronting the bypass. 

17. These statements relate to land use impact only.  They are not intended to compensate for 
other environmental impacts. 

18. Noted. 

19. There are 13 residences (located within industrial and commercial zones) that would directly 
front the Proposal in the urban area and therefore be potentially affected by residue from 
stock transport.  There are 28 residences directly fronting the highway on Balo and Frome 
Streets, and an additional 10 hotel/motel establishments. 

20. The summary brochure is intended for information purposes only and only provides a very 
brief summary of the impacts of the bypass.  Further detail is contained in the EIS and EIS 
Working Papers. 

21. It is understood that this comment relates to EIS Working Paper 10, however reference to a 
subdivision could not be found. 

22. The principal aim of the Proposal is to remove heavy vehicle traffic from the main street of 
Moree.  This problem would not be relocated to the Moree Bypass. 

3.6 Planning Process 

3.6.1 Community Consultation 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The level of community consultation was unsatisfactory. 

2. There has been a lack of consultation with affected residents. 

3. The people on the east side of town have not been considered, just forgotten. 

4. Every public meeting on the issue voted overwhelmingly for an out of town solution. However, 
the people of Moree have been totally ignored. 

5. From the start there has been no community input. 

6. The EIS also fails to mention the number of public meetings held in regard to the Proposal, 
including a public meeting held in Moree on Sunday 9 July 2000, the meeting called by Council 
in the Cascades Theatre, or the services Club Meeting of 30 June 1966. 

7. The EIS states that there is community support for the Gosport Street bypass.  This is a lie. 

8. It does not matter what the people want.  Questions in previous submissions have not been 
answered. 

9. A public meeting should be called to discuss the current Proposal. 

10. A referendum should be called to determine whether the town wants this Proposal or not. 

Representations Number/s 

1, 7, 9, 32, 34, 40, 52, 53, 54, 59, 60, 63, 70, 72, 77, 79, 84, 85, 110 

Response 

1-10. Community consultation has occurred throughout the development of the project.  All sectors 
of the community were invited to be involved.  This is referenced in EIS Chapter 5 and 
discussed in EIS Working Paper 30.  Consultation would continue if the Proposal is approved 
and constructed. 

4 & 7. The EIS noted that votes at public meetings revealed support for an outer bypass.  However, 
as evidenced by submissions received in response to the EIS, this view is not held by all 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 3.23 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

residents of Moree.  A number of submissions express support for the Gosport Street option.  
Votes at public meetings are not favoured by specialists in community involvement as they do 
not necessarily represent wider community views. 

6. The EIS refers to all meetings organised on behalf of the RTA.  Other meetings may have 
occurred outside of the RTA consultation program. 

8. All submissions received have been considered and taken into account. 

10. The statutory process for determination of the project does not involve a referendum. 

3.6.2 Exhibition Period 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Additional time was requested to submit further representations. 

Representations Number/s 

93, 95 

Response 

1. Originally representations in response to the EIS were to be officially received up until Friday, 
4 October 2002.  However, the deadline for submissions was formally extended until 29 
October 2002 following a request from a Moree Councillor. 

3.6.3 Project Justification 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. If the traffic is not good enough for Balo and Frome Streets, why is it good enough for 
Gosport Street? 

2. The traffic flow through Moree is not sufficient in volume to warrant the construction of the 
bypass.  The Moree bypass project has been substantially moved up the priority list of bypasses 
in Australia, at the direction of the Minister for political purposes, regardless of the 
requirements of the other towns, or the needs of the people of Moree who would be grossly 
disadvantaged by this action. 

3. The Proposal would adversely impact residents with no corresponding benefits. 

4. It was good that priority was being given to moving the trucks out of the town centre. 

5. The approval of the Moree Plains Shire Council and the Moree Chamber of Commerce was 
based on the threat by Minister Anderson that if the proposed $18M (at that time) Gosport 
Street project was not accepted, there would be no alternative for a long time into the future. 

6. The RTA pays nothing towards the bypass, in fact shows a profit, yet is has supported a cost 
conclusion over the social conscience of the community. 

7. The EIS has indicated that the Gosport St option is not the best for all concerned. 

8. Very little study was done on the external bypass.  The need for an outer bypass has not 
changed. 

Representations Number/s 

35, 66, 74, 77, 79, 85, 87, 89, 95, 104, 105, 107, 111, 113, 117 

Response 

1-2. The stated objective of the project is a reduction in the number of heavy vehicles that travel 
through the town centre of Moree (i.e. Balo Street).  The Proposal achieves this objective. 

The main reason for this objective is the conflict that currently occurs between heavy vehicles 
in particular and users of the town centre.  This conflict has increased since Council 
implemented the beautification works along Balo Street, including additional pedestrian 
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crossings and rear to kerb angle parking.  These beautification works have slowed the daytime 
movement of traffic along the Newell Highway in the town centre. 

The Newell Highway is a significant component of the National Highway System, particularly 
the Melbourne to Brisbane corridor.  Improved traffic flow and safety would benefit the 
National Highway and safe passage of commuters and freight between Victoria, New South 
Wales and Queensland.  It is considered that the benefits of the project outweigh the negative 
impacts. 

3&7. It is acknowledged that there would be some adverse impacts on amenity in the vicinity of the 
Proposal.  However, there would be corresponding amenity improvements along the existing 
Newell Highway through Frome Street south, Balo Street and north of The Broadwater.  It is 
considered that the benefits of the project outweigh the negative impacts. 

4. Noted. 

5&6. The benefit-cost analysis conducted in the route selection phase showed that it was not 
economically feasible to construct an outer bypass for at least 10 years.  As such, current 
conflicts within the town centre would continue to occur until such time as a bypass was 
constructed. 

8. The purpose of the EIS is to consider the environmental, social and economic effects of the 
preferred Gosport Street option.  Consideration of outer bypass options was carried out over 
a number of years from 1994 to 2000 (refer to EIS Section 3.3).  This consideration 
concluded that construction of the outer option would need to be deferred until 2017/2018 to 
achieve a favourable return on capital and demonstrated economic viability. 

3.6.4 Timing 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The planning process has taken too long and this has disrupted their lives. 

2. The EIS gives no indication of the timing of the works.  Fisheries suggest that the timing be 
sympathetic to the spawning schedule of native fish (Spring-Summer). 

3. Work should start as soon as possible 

Representations Number/s 

1, 27, 65, 80, 102, 115 

Response 

1. The planning process has involved numerous stages as detailed in EIS Chapter 2.  To ensure 
the best solution is provided, environmental impacts, community consultation, legislative 
requirements and the like have been considered.  Large scale projects such as the Proposal are 
complex and involve numerous aspects.  

2. The suggestion made by NSW Fisheries in relation to scheduling of works is noted, and would 
be considered during planning for the construction of the Mehi River Bridge.  However, if the 
timing of works is unable to avoid the spawning schedule mitigative measures to be employed, 
such as not blocking the fish passage during construction, would be discussed with NSW 
Fisheries. 

3. Noted. 

3.7 Project Design 

3.7.1 Costs 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The costs of the bypass are too high, and they may increase further. 
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2. The $35M is a waste of money spent on a 4.4km single lane each way road that cannot be 
expanded in future because of physical limitations. 

3. The price quoted for the current Proposal is double the original estimate and almost as much 
as the outer bypass, yet John Anderson stated that funds were not available for an outer 
bypass. 

4. The costs to Council have not been calculated, would be too high and have not been included 
in the BCR.  There are fears that rates would rise as a result. 

5. Kerb and guttering have not been costed. 

6. The costs associated with the railway overpasses would be money well spent on a road only, 
not on noise and pollution reduction, relocating residences, beautification etc. 

7. The outer Wee Bolla Bolla route without rail overpasses would cost the same (or even 
cheaper) than the Proposal. 

8. It is difficult to compare the costs with and without railway overpasses to the Gosport Street 
costs. 

9. Railway crossings on the Community preferred route cost $4M each while railway crossings 
on all other routes are $3M.  Why? 

10. Cost should not be a consideration since Double-taxation Agreement Bill of 1953 bestowed 
naturalising status on foreign companies. 

Representations Number/s 

8, 15, 22, 29, 35, 38, 59, 60, 63, 67, 70, 73, 75, 77, 87, 89, 97, 111, 112, 116, 119, 123, 125 

Response 

1-3. EIS Table 3.1 sets out the historical development of option cost estimates and road user 
benefit cost ratios. 

The reported road user benefit cost ratio (BCR) for the EIS Proposal is 1.3. 

At the time of route selection in May 2000, the reported estimate for the preferred option 
was $27M in current year (2000) dollars.  During development of the concept design, the 
estimate was increased to $33M in current year (2002) dollars, which is equivalent to $35M in 
outturn (2005) dollars allowing for cost escalation of 3% per annum.  This represents an 
increase of 22.2% over and above the route selection estimate. 

During the period associated with the preparation of the EIS, cost estimates for all options 
were revised and updated as the design of the options was developed. 

In particular, the cost estimate for the preferred option was revised to allow for an increase in 
the scope of the Proposal, which included reconstruction of the Bulluss Drive intersection at 
the southern end of the bypass.  This change of scope was necessary to provide a satisfactory 
overall design solution at this location. 

At the time of route selection in May 2000, the reported estimate for the outer bypass option 
(Option 6) was $54M in current year (2000) dollars (including two railway overbridges).  This 
estimate was revised in June 2001 to take into account the further design development of the 
outer bypass Gwydir Highway/Newell Highway intersection and to allow for refined pavement 
design parameters defined during design development of the preferred option.  The revised 
estimate in current year (2001) dollars for the outer bypass was $63M (including 2 railway 
overbridges). 

4. The EIS Proposal would be fully funded by the Federal Government under the National 
Highways Program.  Accordingly, Council is not required to contribute to the cost of the EIS 
Proposal.  Council may choose to carry out additional works in conjunction with the EIS 
Proposal such as street tree planting. 
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5. Kerb and guttering was included in the EIS Proposal where the proposed road departs from 
the existing Gosport Street alignment from the Spa Baths to the Alice Street/Gosport Street 
intersection. 

6. Ongoing discussions with railway authorities confirm that at least two railway overbridges 
would be required for all outer bypass options in accordance with current railway policy.  The 
cost of these would be greater than the cost of providing appropriate mitigation measures for 
the Proposal. 

7-9. The costs associated with railway bridges were determined having regard to specific design 
factors including the length of bridge required at each location for each design option. 

10. Funds provided for government infrastructure development are limited by overall budgetary 
considerations.  Accordingly, it is standard government practice to consider costs as part of 
the assessment of alternatives for infrastructure development Proposals. 

3.7.2 Design Details 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The southern approach should be a roundabout and not a tee-intersection. 

2. The northern approach should be a roundabout and not a tee-intersection. 

3. The evaluation of intersection treatments does not adequately analyse roundabout options but 
rather gives a bias support of Tee intersections, which do not encourage light vehicle traffic to 
enter town. 

4. A slip-lane into Alice Street from the northbound lane should be provided. 

5. The bypass should be located further east in the vicinity of the Spa Baths on the railway land. 

6. The proposed Travelling Stock Route is too narrow. 

7. A fence should be provided along the Travelling Stock Route between the bypass and the 
route. 

8. Full traffic lights should not be located at the intersection near the railway crossing. 

9. There is no need for fancy trimmings on the Newell Highway. 

10. A red flashing light should be suspended over the centre of the intersection of Frome and 
Alice Streets, connected to the lights at the railway crossing, with signs saying: “If red light 
flashes give way to traffic from railway crossing and don’t block the intersection”. 

11. A roundabout at the Frome Street/Alice Street intersection would easily handle the traffic.  
The roundabout would have to be flat without a raised centre circle.  Traffic lanes within the 
roundabout could be shown with different coloured concrete.  The centre circle should be 
kept as small as possible. 

12. South of Frome and Alice Streets intersection the highway should have a common centre 
turning lane like in Frome Street but without any traffic islands.  If at all needed, they should be 
painted onto the road, so it is legal to drive over them if necessary. 

13. A service road (one way only) should be located at the southern end of Gosport Street so 
delivery trucks, vans and motorists are able to come off the highway rather than having to wait 
at the lights to come back into Gosport Street. 

14. The highway should be divided as the truck sizes of the future are expected to increase. 

15. It appears that a turning lane may be supplied for vehicles heading south.  The turning lane to 
enter would not be far enough from the corner to prevent trucks from blocking access to 
Thompson Avenue/Gosport. 

16. Access to homes on the southern end of the bypass can easily be achieved by extending the 
overtaking lane. 
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17. The use of open graded asphalt north of the river is not a suitable noise mitigation measure 
because it has a shorter life span due to clogging of air voids over time. 

18. It is suggested that Council allow adequate signage on all three major access points into the 
town.  Directional signs to Moree Spa Baths should be erected on the highway where 
appropriate.  Signage to the Showground has not been included in the EIS. 

19. The approach and access turn to the right from Gosport Street into Frome Street by heavy 
vehicles could be difficult to negotiate. 

20. A two-lane road is not adequate.  A four-lane road is required. 

21. The pylons to the bridge appear to be on the edge of the bank at normal water level. 
Increasing the length of the span may avoid scouring and erosion around the pylons and 
remove the necessity for cofferdams. 

22. Additional structures such as high flow culverts built on the northern section of the Proposal 
may need to be built to allow fish passage through the structures and across the floodplain.  
Contractors need to refer to the Department’s (Fisheries) policies and guidelines regarding 
culverts. 

23. Concern regarding the use of weirs and detention basins to control stormwater runoff on the 
floodplain, especially as this increases blockages to fish passage during flood events.  These 
structures should be removed once rehabilitation is complete and the table drains have been 
established. 

24. Kerb and Guttering should be provided through urban/residential sections of the bypass. 

25. Insufficient distance is provided for trucks waiting to enter Bulluss Drive, particularly road 
trains. 

26. No additional information regarding signage or lighting of the refuge has been included.  
Adequate lighting of the pedestrian refuge to the appropriate AS should be provided. 

27. The surface of the pedestrian refuges including the verges and pathway leading to the refuge 
must be constructed of an appropriate hardstand material. 

28. Appropriate signage advising the community that pedestrians must give way to traffic.  CPTED 
principles should be taken into consideration. 

29. Railway Station & Gosport Street - The proposed refuge near the Railway Station is 
inappropriate due to the high number of pedestrians using this access point and community 
profile of these persons (young and elderly).  The refuge should be upgraded to a more 
formalised pedestrian crossing facility. 

30. The pathway linking Railway Station and car park to Gosport Street should be designed in 
accordance with CPTED.  It should include adequate lighting of the whole path, be constructed 
of an appropriate hardstand material, be a minimum width of 3m and any vegetation proposed 
for this area must facilitate natural surveillance and must not obstruct sight lines. 

31. The standard of services and facilities on the new bypass should be the same as the existing 
including sealing of street gutters. 

32. The design of the road should include extended sections of 4 lane conditions either side of the 
signalised Gwydir Highway intersection.  This would improve the intersection’s capacity and 
assist in the movement of heavy and light vehicles through the intersection. 

33. A 50km/h speed limit is an unacceptable speed limit for a major highway through an urban 
area.  The speed limit should be 70-80km/h, which could be achieved by utilising the railway 
land along the entire corridor.  The existing Gosport St could become a service road for 
residences and businesses relieving direct access and congestion problems in the future. 
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34. A pedestrian overpass should be constructed in addition to the pedestrian crossing at the 
proposed signalised intersection to reduce the impacts of community division by the proposed 
road. 

35. A pedestrian/cyclist crossing facility should be incorporated into the new bridge to provide 
pedestrian and bicycle access to the Aboriginal heritage sites and also convenient pedestrian or 
bicycle access to Moree for residents of any proposed rural residential subdivisions on the 
northern side of the Mehi River. 

36. It is not clear whether lights or roundabouts would be provided at both ends of this bypass. 

37. The study developed by Amanda Flint for the Qld Department of Transport in conjunction 
with the RTA stated that Moree would need a four-lane road corridor within a very short 
time. 

38. The southern end of the bypass would require acquisition and demolition works.  

Representations Number/s 

7, 12, 14, 15, 17, 24, 27, 33, 37, 52, 57, 65, 72, 74, 75, 77, 80, 83, 84, 86, 91, 96, 97, 103, 107, 111, 
112, 116, 119, 126 

Response 

1 & 3. A roundabout option for the southern intersection was considered.  Findings, in EIS Section 
3.3.3, indicated a tee intersection is preferred for the following reasons: 

• The over-riding need to provide a safe and convenient movement path for heavy vehicles 
is better served by a tee intersection arrangement; 

• Entering Moree from the south, a free turning left-slip lane is proposed to encourage 
motorists (tourists/visitors) to continue to patronise the town centre;  

• A roundabout would result in potential traffic delays and result in problems for heavy 
vehicles due to the close proximity of the Bulluss Drive intersection; and 

• The close proximity of the Bulluss Drive intersection is a design constraint, which 
negatively impacts on the feasibility of a roundabout at this location. 

2&3. A roundabout option for the northern intersection was considered.  Findings, in EIS Section 
3.3.3, indicated a tee intersection is preferred for the following reasons:  

• The over-riding need to provide a safe and convenient movement path for heavy vehicles 
is better served by a tee intersection arrangement; and 

• Entering Moree from the north, a “seagull-type” sheltered right turn lane is proposed 
(refer to Chapter 7) to encourage private motorists (tourists/visitors) to continue to 
patronise the town centre via the existing Newell Highway route.  An additional town 
centre turn-off would also be available at the Gwydir Highway (Alice Street) traffic light 
intersection. 

3&11. A roundabout was considered at this intersection (refer to EIS Section 3.3.3) but was rejected 
for the following reasons: 

• Limited separation distance between the railway line and the proposed Bypass; 

• It is considered that signalised pedestrian facilities are the most effective way to provide 
for pedestrian movements at this location; and 

• Roundabouts are less effective at intersections where one route dominates, as would be 
the case with the Newell Highway at this location. 

4. A left turn lane for northbound traffic turning into Alice Street is proposed as part of the Alice 
Street/Bypass intersection design.  In addition, design modifications since the exhibition of the 
EIS include a left turn lane from the proposed Bypass into Anne Street (refer to Chapter 6 and 
7 of this report). 
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5. Design modifications since the exhibition of the EIS include the realignment of the Bypass 
further to the east using existing railway land (refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of this 
Representations Report). 

6-7 The EIS proposal includes a 20 metre wide Travelling Stock Route on the eastern side of the 
racecourse with fencing to be provided between the TSR and the Bypass.  Consultation with 
the Moree Rural Lands Protection Board confirmed that this arrangement is satisfactory. 

8. Traffic lights at the Gwydir Highway/proposed Newell Highway intersection are proposed to 
provide safety to traffic, cyclists, pedestrians and trains.  They would also be integrated with 
the railway crossing lights. 

9. Noted. 

10. Traffic at the Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) and bypass intersection would be controlled via a 
properly designed signalised intersection.  The light phasing would be designed to cater for the 
level crossing on Alice Street, to ensure that traffic does not block the intersection. 

12. The section of the proposed Bypass south of Alice Street has been designed to provide for 
turning movements. The proposal includes a central common turning lane between Jones 
Avenue and the Spa Baths. 

13. A left turn slip lane has been provided into Anne Street as part of the modifications proposed 
to the EIS Proposal.  No other service roads or access roads are proposed or are considered 
feasible within the Proposal. 

14. The proposed Bypass has been designed taking into account current and foreseeable future 
heavy vehicle dimensions. 

15. Intersection analysis has been carried out for all intersections along the Proposal taking into 
account traffic growth over the next twenty years.  The analysis indicates that the proposed 
intersection arrangements will satisfactorily cater for storage and turning movements at this 
location. 

16. Access to individual properties would be maintained to all properties within the bypass 
alignment. 

17. Open graded asphalt is no longer proposed to be used north of the river.  Dense Graded 
Asphalt would be used as the wearing surface for the proposed bypass 

18. Directional signs to the town centre would be erected on all major access points, as described 
in EIS section 4.5.4.  Erection of signage for specific attractions would be the responsibility of 
Council and/or the owner. 

19. The design of the bypass/Frome Street intersection has considered its use by heavy vehicles 
and has been designed appropriately. 

20. Detailed traffic and intersection models indicate that a two-lane road is adequate (refer to EIS 
Section 9.6). 

21. The proposed concept design for the Mehi River Bridge is presented in EIS Figure 4.4.  The 
pier location shown on Figure 4.4 corresponds to a span across the Mehi River of 32m.  For 
this type of bridge construction (Super-Tee) the maximum allowable span has recently been 
increased to 35m i.e. the bridge can be extended to be 1.5m clear of the riverbank (at normal 
water level) on either side (or 3m on one side).  To increase the bridge span further (and 
hence to move the piers further from the bank) would require that the Super-T type of 
construction be replaced by continuous segmental construction with incremental launching.  
This type of construction is approximately 40% more expensive than the Super-T type of 
bridge construction, and would equate to an additional construction cost of $1.4million or 
4.2% of the estimated project cost.  Thus the preferred option identified in the EIS is for the 
Super-T type bridge, with the piers as far from the river as possible. 
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 The need to treat the river bank for potential scouring will be considered during detailed 
design following finalisation of the substructure arrangement. 

 Depending on water levels during construction, the use of cofferdams is considered an 
acceptable construction method providing the issues of sedimentation control and fish passage 
are adequately addressed.  Any proposals by construction contractors to use cofferdams 
would be required to satisfy the requirements of NSW Fisheries. 

22. All culverts would be designed in accordance with the NSW Fisheries “Policy & Guidelines for 
Bridges, Roads, Causeways, Culverts and Similar Structures 1999”. 

23. EIS section 17.3 sets out mitigation measures with regard to potential water quality impacts.  
To the north of the Mehi River, there are no special drainage systems proposed in the rural 
area, other than cross drainage culverts at the major channels and longitudinal open channels 
located on either side of the bypass.  A series of weirs would be installed in the longitudinal 
drains to control the quality of surface water runoff.  Where the proposed Bypass crosses the 
Gwydirfield flood plain to the north of the rural section, water would shed off the Bypass to 
table drains on either side.  It is intended that the weirs be placed in these drains to control 
water quality and contain any chemical spillage during a first flush storm event. 

24. The urban section north of the spa baths (new section of road) would be provided with new 
kerb and guttering.  The existing standard of kerb & gutter south of the Spa Baths are to be 
maintained.  Future upgrading of kerb & guttering in these locations is a matter for Moree 
Plains Shire Council. 

25. A protected right turn lane is provided for northbound vehicles turning right into Bulluss 
Drive.  The storage length provided is sufficient to cater for two 36.0 metre long road trains.  
The current arrangement at this location does not make any provision for turning vehicles. 

26. Signage and lighting will be provided at pedestrian refuges in accordance with Australian 
Standards. 

27. Noted.  Appropriate hardstand would be used. 

28. Warning signs advising motorists and pedestrians will be provided in accordance with 
Australian Standards.  CPTED principles will be taken into consideration during detailed design. 

29 A signalised pedestrian crossing would be located to the north of the railway station at the 
proposed Gwydir Highway (Alice Street) / Newell Highway intersection.  A pedestrian refuge 
would also be provided at the railway station, and design modifications have allowed for an 
increase in the holding area at the refuge (refer to EIS Chapter 4).  The volume of pedestrian 
traffic is not great enough to warrant a more formal pedestrian crossing at this location.   

30. CPTED principles would be taken into consideration during detailed design of the pathway 
linking the Railway Station and car park to Gosport Street. 

31. The details of the EIS proposal are set out in EIS Chapter 4. 

 The EIS proposal provides for a two lane road with intersection treatments designed to cater 
for predicted vehicle turning movements.  Sealed parking lanes and new kerb and gutter are 
not proposed where the road follows the existing alignment of Gosport Street between Jones 
Avenue and the Spa Baths. 

 The EIS proposal includes construction of a new road (kerb to kerb), including new kerb and 
gutter for the urban section north of the Spa Baths.  

 The EIS proposal includes construction of two lanes plus sealed shoulders on the rural section 
north of the Mehi River. 

32. The layout of the intersection of Alice Street and the proposed Bypass was presented in EIS 
Figure 4.2 and discussed in EIS Section 4.4.1. 
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 The proposed intersection design provides for sections of 4 lane conditions either side of the 
signalised Gwydir Highway intersection.  These additional lanes are specifically provided to 
cater for turning movements at the intersection for light and heavy vehicles. 

 The capacity of this intersection is discussed in Section 9.6.4 of the EIS. 

33. Posted speed limits for the proposed Bypass are set out in Section 4.3.1 of the EIS. 

 The existing Newell Highway through Moree is signposted at 50km/h.  This is considered an 
appropriate speed zoning. 

 The EIS proposal is designed to a 70km/h design speed through the urban area.  
Notwithstanding this, the appropriate speed zoning is considered to be 50km/h given that the 
proposed road still passes through an urban area and that Moree Plains Shire Council has 
adopted a blanket 50km/h speed zone within the township of Moree. 

 Accordingly, there is no need to utilise further land within the railway corridor to improve the 
design standard of the road alignment. 

 Furthermore, the additional cost of relocating the remaining fuel depots, business and 
residential developments within and adjacent to the rail corridor would not be justified at this 
stage. 

34. The volume of pedestrian traffic is not large enough to warrant a pedestrian overpass. 

35. Pedestrian/cyclist numbers do not warrant the provision of a pedestrian footway on the 
bridge.  Consideration of alternative pedestrian access across the river would be a matter for 
Moree Plains Shire Council. 

36. The EIS proposal is described and presented in Section 4 of the EIS.  Details of proposed 
intersection treatments are contained in Section 4.4 of the EIS. 

 The intersections at the ends of the proposed Bypass are shown in Figures 4.1 and 4.6 of the 
EIS proposal as T-intersections. 

37. The predicted traffic performance of the proposed Bypass is dealt with in Section 9.6 of the 
EIS.  All major intersection and midblock capacities within the urban and rural sections of the 
proposed Bypass have been analysed taking into account predicted traffic growth over the next 
20 years. 

38. For development of the southern section of the bypass, acquisition and demolition works 
would be required.  Property acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the Land 
Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 and is discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS. 

3.7.3 Project Objectives 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Getting the trucks out of the main business centre should not be the only focus. 

2. The project objective does not, and never has, included removing traffic from Frome Street 
(south), even though the EIS suggests this. 

Representations Number/s 

4, 86 

Response 

1. Section 3.2 of the EIS sets out the project objectives.  EIS Working Paper 6 deals with the 
need for the proposal and assessment of alternatives. 

While the main objective of the proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 
is to remove as much of the existing heavy vehicular traffic out of Moree town centre as 
possible, it was not the only issue considered during evaluation of options.  Sections 4.5.3 and 
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4.5.4 of EIS Working Paper 6 discuss the environmental and technical issues that were 
considered as part of the route option evaluation process as follows: 

Environmental Issues 

• Residential flooding 

• Community severance 

• Heavy vehicle usage 

• Proximity impacts 

• Business impacts 

• Heritage impacts 

• Flora & fauna impacts 

• Technical/Engineering Issues 

• Highway planning and design 

• Traffic planning and analysis 

• Rail crossing treatments 

• Flood behaviour 

• Land use (utilities, property acquisition and railways) 

• Project cost and economic viability 

2. The main concern is the Moree town centre, being the commercial area on both sides of Balo 
Street and Frome Street, between the Mehi River Bridge to the south and the Broadwater 
Bridge to the north.  The Proposal would result in removing some traffic from Frome Street 
south as a result of the preferred option to achieve the main objective.  

3.7.4 Route Selection 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The bypass should go out of town. 

2. The out of town routes would be less disruptive to Moree and have lesser economic impacts, 
would not impact or infringe on Carbeen Woodland, would avoid Aboriginal sacred sites and 
would allow easier dissipation of flood waters. 

3. The outer bypass would not divide the town, require residents to be moved or require 
protection of homes against noise. 

4. An outer bypass could be constructed more cheaply than the current option, be more cost-
effective and construction could start earlier. 

5. Sufficient funds should be available for an outer bypass.  Money for an outer bypass could be 
found, even if construction needs to be delayed by a few years. 

6. Locating the bypass on Gosport Street is merely shifting the problem, not solving it. 

7. The bypass should be along the community preferred Wee Bolla Bolla Route, or a slight 
variation thereof. 

8. The Minister should be told that the present highway should remain in use until such time as 
the Newell Highway can be provided with an outer bypass of the town of Moree. 

9. Concerns over the long-term viability of the Gosport Street option. 

10. Concern that the shorter and more economical route proposed by the EIS is only a short-
term solution and that it may become obsolete in the future if Moree is bypassed fully. 
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11. The town bypass should be out of town - to the north through open countryside and to the 
west via Wallonoll Road. 

12. Please consider the alternative Bulluss Drive bypass, as it would be of greater benefit for the 
future of our town. 

13. Action should be taken for an outer bypass, linking the Gwydir Highway west to the outer 
bypass at Bulluss Drive, then west of Wee Bolla Bolla Oval, over the Mehi River and up the 
proclaimed road on the boundary of the Gwydirfield subdivision and “Wee Bolla Bolla” to the 
Newell Highway north of Moree.  This route has never been investigated or costed. 

14. The bypass should be as follows: cross the railway line at Bulluss Drive, cross the Gwydir 
Highway west of the Wee Bolla Bolla Football ground, and use the dedicated road on the 
boundary of Gwydirfield and Wee Bolla Bolla, and on to the Newell Highway. 

15. The ultimate solution would be a Ring Road, with the first stage being Option 6a forming half 
the ring. 

16. Best option is James Street option.  Leave Balo Street as it is or bypass via James Street. 

17. This is not a bypass but simply an alternative route, which we already have down Edward 
Street, which is nothing but a headache. 

18. The road should branch off just north of Gwydirfield subdivision and go to the river just east 
of Wee Bolla Bolla Oval. 

19. Please consider alternatives to the Proposal (diversion). 

Representations Number/s 

1, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 16, 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 
51, 52, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 66, 68, 69, 70, 71, 73, 74, 75, 77, 79, 84, 89, 91, 92, 94, 95, 
101, 106, 107, 111, 112, 113, 116, 117, 118, 120, 121, 122, 123, 125 

Response 

Alternative routes were considered throughout the route selection process (refer to EIS section 3.3 
and EIS Working Paper 6).  The preferred option, Gosport Street, was selected as a result of 
comparison of costs of each option, comparison of road user benefit-cost ratios (BCR) for each 
option, and comparison of environmental impacts.  In the case of the outer route options there were 
fewer residents predicted to be impacted by noise.  However the costs of these options and their 
low road user BCR’s made them unfeasible. 

1. All outer bypass options would require the crossing of three railway lines.  Policy advice from 
the Railway Infrastructure Corporation (RIC) was that any new crossings of the railway would 
need to be grade separated resulting in significantly higher costs than the EIS proposal.  The 
increase in costs would make the outer route options economically unviable at this point in 
time.  Furthermore, due to the alignment of the outer route options, analysis of heavy vehicle 
usage indicated that a significant proportion of heavy vehicles using the Carnarvon Highway 
north of Moree would continue to travel through Moree town centre to access destinations to 
the south of Moree such as grain storage facilities. 

2. The outer route options would result in less disruption to Moree in terms of proximity 
impacts (noise, air quality, traffic) due to the rural location of the route corridors. 

Section 12.4.2 of the EIS deals with potential impacts of the proposed Bypass on businesses in 
Moree while Section 12.4.3 deals with potential impacts on employment.  The information 
presented in the EIS supports the view that inner route options would have less economic 
impact on Moree than outer route options.  This is reflected by the general support for the EIS 
proposal by the business community of Moree. 

The outer route options would not impact on the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Camp or the 
Carbeen Woodland.  These impacts were considered during the route option evaluation 
process. 
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A detailed assessment of the flooding impacts of the EIS proposal was undertaken and is 
presented in EIS Section 8 and EIS Working Paper 16.  The assessment concludes that there 
would be minimal adverse flooding impacts as a result of the EIS proposal. 

3. The outer route options would have lesser impacts in terms of severance, residential property 
acquisition and increased traffic noise.  These impacts were considered during the route 
option evaluation process. 

4. Project cost was considered during the route option evaluation process.  Option estimates are 
discussed under Section 3.7.1 above.  The outer route options would cost significantly more 
than the EIS proposal. 

Road User Benefit Cost Ratios were considered during the route option evaluation process 
(refer to Table 3.2 in the EIS).  The RUBCR of the outer routes is less than that of the EIS 
proposal. 

The EIS proposal could commence construction in 2004. 

5. Even if funds were available, the economic analysis demonstrates that an outer route could not 
be substantiated for some years.  The route option evaluation process concluded that the EIS 
proposal was the preferred option taking into account a range of impacts and issues. 

6. The EIS proposal achieves the project objective of removing the maximum number of heavy 
vehicles from the Moree town centre.  This would result in improved amenity for the 
community of Moree using the main retail centre.  It is acknowledged that there are impacts to 
land uses along the proposed corridor, however, the EIS proposal is considered the best 
solution when all issues are taken into account. 

7. The modified Proposal presented in Chapter 7 of this report is considered the best solution 
when all issues are taken into account. 

8. The Federal Minister for Transport and Regional Services has been fully briefed at all stages of 
the project development.  The RTA would not recommend to the Minister that the present 
highway remain in use until an outer bypass can be provided. 

9. Section 9.6 of the EIS deals with analysis of the predicted traffic performance of the EIS 
proposal.  The analysis concludes that the Level of Service on the proposed Bypass will still be 
adequate in 20 years time. 

10. The EIS proposal provides for alternative circulation of traffic within Moree as well as through 
vehicles.  In particular it provides a second crossing of the Mehi River within the town.  The 
proposed Bypass would continue to provide this function even if an outer bypass was 
constructed at some time in the future. 

11. A north south bypass of Moree to the west of the town would result in increased travel time 
and distance for Newell Highway traffic.  Accordingly this option was eliminated at an early 
stage in the evaluation of options. 

12. The internal route option along Bulluss Drive and James Street was considered during route 
evaluation (refer to EIS Working Paper 6).  This option would need to cross the railway line 
three times requiring grade separated crossings.  

13,14,18 &19. A number of outer route options were considered during route option evaluation 
(refer to EIS Working Paper 6).  All outer options would need to cross the railway three 
times requiring grade separated crossings (refer to 1. above). 

15. A ring road is not considered an appropriate or viable option for the removal of heavy vehicles 
from the town centre of Moree. 

16. The James Street option is the most expensive inner option with an indicative cost estimated 
at $44M in 2003 dollars.  This option was also calculated to have the worst road user BCR of 
all options considered both inner and outer.  Therefore it was not considered as the preferred 
option. 
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17. The proposed bypass is an alternative route that bypasses the town centre of Moree.  The 
proposed Bypass would become the Newell Highway through Moree.  Construction and 
maintenance funding would be provided by the Federal Government as part of the National 
Highways Program. 

3.7.5 Strategic Planning 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern regarding the lack of strategic planning in relation to an east-west bypass of Moree. 

2. The Proposal needs to be undertaken in conjunction with broader planning issues relating to 
the Melbourne-Brisbane rail and road links. 

3. Concerns were raised that the Proposal did not take into account long-term strategic planning 
in relation to the level of traffic expected on the bypass in the future. 

4. There were concerns raised about the potential future land use and planning adjacent to 
Gosport Street, particularly with regards to “ribbon development” and the movement of 
businesses from Frome and Balo Streets to the new bypass. 

5. The land between the Spa Baths and Alice Street should not be used for commercial purposes. 
This area should be retained as open space. 

6. The change in planning provisions required in Moree would be considerable and would require 
Council to employ considerable resources to address the issue equitably and properly. 

7. The chosen route offends most town planning principles causing separation, inconvenience to 
pedestrians and vehicular movements. 

8. The Proposal does not allow for the future expansion of the town eastward.  A western 
corridor is not included in the Proposal. 

9. There is discussion of a western corridor leading out of Moree to the west, this is not included 
in the Proposal. 

Representations Number/s 

4, 12, 37, 59, 66, 75, 77, 89, 91, 96, 101, 116, 119 

Response 

1. The proposal is for a north-south Newell Highway Bypass only, as this is the direction of the 
majority of through traffic.  The EIS proposal does not preclude the future development of 
options for improving east-west traffic movements. 

2. The Strategic Planning background is discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS.  The Proposal 
addresses current needs arising from vehicular use of the Melbourne-Brisbane link and would 
not prejudice any future strategies developed for rail and/or road improvements in this 
corridor. 

 The Railway Infrastructure Corporation (RIC) was consulted during the development of the 
EIS proposal. 

3. Section 9.6 of the EIS deals with analysis of the predicted traffic performance of the EIS 
proposal.  The analysis concludes that the Level of Service on the proposed Bypass will still be 
adequate in 20 years time. 

4-6. Potential future land use adjacent to Gosport Street is under the jurisdiction of the Moree 
Plains Shire Council.  Council would be responsible for future zoning and land use of this area.  

7. The EIS has considered separation, inconvenience to pedestrians and vehicular movements 
(Section 13).  The route option evaluation process concluded that the EIS proposal was the 
preferred option taking into account a range of impacts and issues including severance, 
pedestrian impacts and vehicular movements.  The Proposal includes design features to 
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minimise or mitigate such impacts, including its location generally adjacent to the existing 
railway line rather than creating a new element of separation.  It should be noted also that the 
EIS proposal would result in significantly improved amenity and safety for pedestrians in the 
Moree Town Centre. 

8. The Proposal would not prevent future expansion of the town in any direction. 

9. The Proposal would not prevent the future development of a western corridor, leading out of 
Moree to the west.  However this planning does not form part of the current Proposal. 

3.7.6 Urban Design, Visual and Landscape 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The Federal Government should pay for the kerb and guttering, stormwater drainage, 
footpaths, property access, tree planting, watering systems and parklands along the bypass. 

2. Landscaping around the town entrances should be completed at the same time as the bypass 
to encourage motorists to enter the town. 

3. Some trees shown on the artist’s impression (eg palms) are inappropriate species for the 
climate and conditions. 

4. The inclusion of tree plantings along Morton Street and the railway corridor should be 
considered in an attempt to address the visual and noise problems of the area. 

Representations Number/s 

77, 83, 86, 96, 97 

Response 

1. The Federal Department of Transport and Regional Services would fund elements of the 
Proposal as specified in the EIS and landscaping provisions as illustrated in Figures 14.5 to 14.7.  

2. Landscaping of the town entry statements would occur in conjunction with or immediately 
following the road works. 

3. EIS Sections 14.3.3 and 14.3.4 state – “generally indigenous and native plantings are to be 
used.  However, in certain cultural settings (such as the Heritage Precinct), exotic non-invasive 
plant species may be used. ………The planting of street trees, where shown, would relate to 
the classifications and Proposals outlined in Council’s Moree Township Street Tree Planting  
Sketch Plan.………. Suggested species (by the landscape designer) include Poplars and palm 
groves to echo the oasis plantings of the Spa Baths.” 

The final selection of landscaping species would be determined during detailed design in 
consultation with Moree Plains Shire Council and the local community. 

4. Some tree plantings are proposed along Morton Street in the vicinity of the railway and the 
proposed carpark.  Avenue tree planting and/or grassland adjacent to the eastern side of the 
bypass are also proposed to minimise potential visual impacts.  Planting of trees would not 
have any impact on noise levels. 

3.7.7 Utilities 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The cost to relocate any electricity assets is to be borne by the RTA or its agents. 

2. All overhead powerlines associated with the bypass route should be relocated underground. 

Representations Number/s 

20, 83 

Response 
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1. The cost of relocating utility assets impacted by the Proposal would be funded by the 
Department of Transport and Regional Services.  Potential impacts to utilities are described in 
section 4.3.7 of the EIS. 

2. Some overhead powerlines would be relocated overhead in a like-for-like manner as a result 
of the proposed Bypass.  Questions of placing powerlines underground are an issue for utility 
providers. 

3.8 Safety 

3.8.1 General 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The presence of fuel tanks along the bypass is considered to be very dangerous. 

2. There is dispute that the Gosport Street is a safer option, there are dangerous areas through 
Gosport Street. 

3. The bypass would greatly improve the safety of the town. 

4. A large section of town would be very disadvantaged by safety concerns. 

5. To bring traffic any closer to the caretakers cottage on a right angle bend, given that a toilet 
exists near the fence, would have serious consequences. 

6. Community safety would become an issue at the Showground. 

7. Morton St provides less supervision and therefore the safety of railway users is placed at risk. 

8. The intersection at Alice Street and the bypass, where two highways meet together with the 
railway crossing, is an unsafe aspect of the Proposal.  It is an unusual occurrence in a country 
town and the level of expertise of country drivers would be severely challenged. 

Representations Number/s 

7, 19, 21, 29, 39, 59, 60, 61, 63, 69, 90, 92, 97, 99 

Response 

1. A potential accident involving a vehicle colliding with a fuel depot, as a result of increased 
traffic along Gosport Street (resulting from the Proposal), is assessed to be a low risk.  The 
overhead tanks are located beyond a recognised path of an errant vehicle.  Further discussion 
is provided in sections 19.3.2 and 19.4 of the EIS. 

2. In comparison to the existing Newell Highway, the Proposal route is safer from a traffic 
perspective due to the reduced number of intersections and conflict points (eg pedestrian 
crossings). 

3. Noted. 

4. Road safety issues have been addressed in the design of the bypass.  In particular, pedestrian 
crossing facilities are included in the EIS proposal.  It should be noted that the EIS proposal 
would result in a reduction in the volume of heavy vehicles along the existing route and 
through the Moree town centre. 

5. Minor adjustment to the corner near the caretaker’s cottage is proposed.  Traffic volumes on 
Morton Street would not change as a result of the Proposal and are not likely to cause safety 
issues at this location. 

6. The proposed Bypass would not create safety issues at the Showground.  Access to the 
showground would not be altered as a result of the Proposal.  Vehicular access would be 
gained via Warialda Street.  Safe pedestrian access from East Moree would be gained via the 
Gwydir Highway intersection. 



3.38 Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

7. Adequate lighting would be provided at the proposed Morton Street railway car park.  Moree 
Plains Shire Council has been advised that the CPTED guidelines would be taken into 
consideration during detailed design. 

8. For operational and safety reasons, after consultation with railway agencies, it was determined 
that the proximity of the proposed Bypass to the railway required both the level crossing and 
bypass intersection to be treated as one.  The design objective was to successfully integrate 
road, rail and pedestrian traffic control. 

A signalised intersection with boom gates at the rail level crossing (highway and footpath) is 
considered to best meet these objectives.  The rail operation, which is currently manual, 
would be automated.  When a train arrives, as is presently the case, the level crossing would 
be closed to all Gwydir Highway traffic (pedestrian and road).  Under signal control, eastbound 
Gwydir Highway traffic using the Proposal would be held in turn bays, while the Proposal 
would continue to operate in a north/south direction. 

3.8.2 Incident Management 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern regarding access for emergency vehicles to the eastern side of Moree with a rail line 
and a highway to manoeuvre. 

2. Several respondents were concerned that Moree’s emergency services were not ‘up to 
scratch’ to deal with large accidents with the fuel depots. 

3. It is important for the EIS to address the detail risk management procedures to be taken in 
hazardous chemical or oil spill to protect the water quality, both during construction and 
operational stages of bypass. 

Representations Number/s 

57, 72, 88 

Response 

1. Currently emergency services such as the NSW Ambulance Service and NSW Fire Brigade are 
located west of Balo Street and cross the railway line and the Newell Highway to access East 
Moree.  The Proposal would result in the emergency services continuing to cross the Newell 
Highway and railway line to access East Moree. 

2. As discussed in EIS Section 19.3.2, the potential for an accident involving a vehicle colliding 
with a fuel depot as a result of increased traffic along Gosport Street is assessed to be a low 
risk.  The overhead fuel tanks are located beyond the recognised path of an errant vehicle. 

3. The issue of spill containment has been addressed in the following sections of the EIS: 

• EIS Working Paper 15, Section 5.2 

Earth drains along the side of the proposed Bypass would concentrate flow into basins and 
chemical spillage ponds. 

• EIS Working Paper 16, Section 3.2 

Located on the upstream side of the detention basin, a buried chamber that is specifically 
designed to filter sediment and contain chemical spillage during a first flush storm event would 
be used to maintain good control over water quality. 

The chamber would be cleaned by placing a supersucker inside.  This would suck the waste 
out including sediments and water. 

To the north of the Mehi River, there are no special drainage systems proposed in the rural 
area, other than cross drainage culverts at the major channels and longitudinal open channels 
located on either side of the bypass.  A series of weirs would be installed in the longitudinal 
drains to control the quality of surface water runoff.  Where the proposed Bypass crosses the 
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Gwydirfield flood plain to the north of the rural section, water would shed off the Bypass to 
table drains on either side.  It is intended that the weirs be placed in these drains to control 
water quality and contain any chemical spillage during a first flush storm event. 

In summary, for operation of the road, in urban areas south of the spa baths the existing 
drainage system is to be retained and this drainage system does not contain spill containment.  
In the urban areas north of the spa baths, spills will be directed to a buried tank upstream of 
the detention basin north of Alice Street.  The EIS does not specify a volume of storage for 
spills, but a reasonable allowance would be 50,000L equivalent to a B-Double.  In the area 
north of the Mehi River, spills would be contained in open drains beside the Proposal. 

3.8.3 Pedestrians 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern about the increase in risk to pedestrians and children as a result of the bypass, 
particularly those living in East Moree and having to cross the bypass for all their needs. 

2. Danger to pedestrians in proximity to Spa Baths, railway station and Cascade Theatre. 

3. The people who are living over the railway line are going to have to negotiate a railway 
crossing and a highway bypass to come to town. 

4. The EIS does not adequately address the amount of pedestrian traffic that occurs from the 
railway yards across to Jones Ave, Thompson St Ave and Adelaide St.  In addition, a lot of this 
traffic occurs at night.  The provision of simple refuges would do little in overcoming these 
potential safety problems.  Substantial upgrade of pedestrian facilities should be incorporated. 

5. Concern regarding the detail of information on pedestrian traffic and whether the proposed 
pedestrian refuges are appropriate. 

Representations Number/s 

7, 8, 16, 28, 36, 40, 59, 85, 86, 96, 110 

Response 

1-3. Appropriate pedestrian facilities would be provided as part of the Proposal, including a 
signalised intersection at Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) and pedestrian refuges at intersections 
with Jones Avenue, Thompsons Avenue and Adelaide Street.  Pedestrians from East Moree 
presently have to cross the railway line, and possibly the existing highway, depending on their 
destination. 

4. A pedestrian survey was undertaken to ascertain the volume of pedestrian traffic.  Refuges and 
lighting are proposed at the intersections with Jones Avenue, Thompsons Avenue and Adelaide 
Street.  The volume of pedestrian traffic does not warrant additional pedestrian crossing 
facilities. 

EIS Chapter 13 and Working Paper 8 address potential impacts to East Moree residents. 

5. The proposed pedestrian refuges would be located at strategic positions along the bypass.  
Anecdotal evidence rather than survey information has been used to determine the most 
appropriate locations.  This evidence was considered the more appropriate than using survey 
techniques due to the more random behaviour of pedestrian traffic compared with vehicular 
traffic. 

3.8.4 Road Users 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Concern that people living in East Moree would have to negotiate the bypass every time they 
drove their car into town. 
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2. The 60-80 caravans and all other traffic that leave the caravan park daily during peak holiday 
seasons would have problems entering the traffic flow to travel further south. 

3. Crossing of the bypass and nearby roads is hazardous and leads to lengthy delays, which in 
turn could create some serious traffic incidents. 

4. All heavy vehicles that enter Moree from the north and then return north or take the Gwydir 
Highway west would need to turn at the new intersection and as they are very slow to 
accelerate they therefore require long site distances to pull across. 

5. Danger to traffic in proximity to Spa Baths, railway station, Cascade Theatre. 

6. The reversing of large trucks out onto the bypass has the potential to be extremely dangerous 
for the truck and driver as well as the motoring public. 

7. Without a fence along the stock route, there could be a disastrous accident between stock 
and traffic. 

Representations Number/s 

10, 17, 28, 33, 73, 77 

Response 

1. The crossing point for East Moree residents would be at the intersection of the Gwydir 
Highway and the proposed Newell Highway.  Traffic lights would be operating at this 
intersection to minimise safety risks. 

2. Adequate provision is provided for all south-bound vehicles to turn from Frome Street onto 
the highway, including heavy vehicles and caravans.  

3. The only crossing of the proposed Bypass is at the Alice Street (Gwydir Hwy)/Newell Highway 
intersection.  Traffic lights are proposed at this intersection to provide for safe traffic 
movements. 

There are a number of t-intersections along the southern urban section of the bypass, 
however, predicted traffic volumes at these intersections do not warrant channelised 
intersection facilities for traffic turning onto the bypass.  The layout of these intersections will 
be similar to the corresponding intersections along the existing route of the Newell Highway.  
It should be noted that the total number of intersections with the Newell Highway is reduced 
as a result of the proposed Bypass. 

4. The proposed intersection between Alice Street and Gosport Street on the bypass would 
cater for safe heavy vehicle turning movements. 

5. Road safety issues have been addressed in the design of the proposed Bypass.  In particular, 
pedestrian crossing facilities are included in the EIS proposal.  It should be noted that the EIS 
proposal would result in a reduction in the volume of heavy vehicles along the existing route 
and through the Moree town centre. 

6. Adequate access to properties along Gosport Street would be maintained.  All properties 
would be provided with access solutions to remove the need for reversing onto the bypass 
(refer to Appendix C of this Representations Report). 

7. A fence is proposed along the TSR between the bypass and the route to demarcate the 
eastern boundary of the proposed TSR, and minimise the conflict between animals and 
vehicular traffic (section 4.5.4 of the EIS). 

3.9 Socio-economic Impacts and Costs 

3.9.1 Economic 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 
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1. The Proposal is necessary for the development of Moree and that it provides good outcomes 
for businesses.  An inner bypass would limit staff cuts. 

2. Access into commercial premises from the bypass would be hindered which could affect their 
patronage and impact on tourism. 

3. The cost/benefit analysis needs to be looked at on a long-term basis.  It appears questionable. 

4. Two well established businesses are to be demolished to satisfy other well established business 
demands.  The Government has no right to destroy two businesses for the benefit of other 
businesses. 

5. There is very little support from businesses to move the bypass from Frome Street (south).  It 
is understood that the majority of the $17M loss would be from businesses on Frome Street 
(South). 

6. The Proposal would not only see the loss of $13.4-16.8M but two to three times with the 
multiplier effect.  The Business Impact Statement does not address employment in different 
age groups and the resulting effect. 

7. The EIS downplays the adverse economic impacts of the bypass and actively promotes the 
benefits.  This shows a bias in the EIS towards the building of a bypass and that being Option 2. 

8. The Business Impact Statement suggests that the Council should encourage new businesses to 
relocate into Moree to counter the loss in trade.  The logic behind this statement defies 
common sense.  We are prepared to accept that this statement was made in error, and expect 
our council to support existing businesses in readjusting. 

9. The increased environmental impacts would be detrimental for businesses in Moree. 

10. No consideration of the impact on the viability of the Showground has been addressed in the 
EIS. 

11. Whilst several negative impacts of the bypass on economic activity have been identified, there 
does not appear to be an overall positive economic result for Moree.  However, appropriate 
signage at the right points directing light vehicles and tourist traffic into the town should 
minimise the impacts.  A safer and quieter environment for visitors to the town centre would 
increase patronage and encourage business growth.  Less heavy traffic would add to the 
amenity of the area.  It is believed that the entire benefit of the street beautification project 
would not be realised until the bypass is operational.  Businesses along Gosport and Alice 
Streets should benefit enormously from the project.  The future economic growth of Moree 
would be based primarily on its perception as a safe and comfortable place to visit.  This 
perception would be difficult to promote without the construction of this bypass. 

12. This bypass is a short term solution to Moree’s traffic problems and would not allow Moree to 
grow. 

13. The flight of business from Frome Street into Gosport Street, to other areas of the town or 
onto other areas of the external highway would cause Frome Street to become less viable and 
continue to fragment the commercial and industrial areas of what is supposed to be a rural 
service centre. 

14. If this bypass is approved many residents would move out of town, which is no good for 
business/unemployment rate.  The deviation/alternative route would take business from those 
on the Frome St section of the highway and jobs would be lost. 

15. Concern regarding the ability of business owners to move onto the bypass. 

16. No consideration of the additional and altered signage and related costs has been included in 
the EIS. 

Representations Number/s 

11, 16, 17, 18, 59, 77, 86, 89, 90, 91, 92, 94, 96, 97, 107, 119, 124, 125, 126 
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Response 

Chapter 12 of the EIS discusses potential impacts on Moree businesses.  

1. Noted. 

2. The proposed Bypass provides a convenient route for vehicles wishing to access the town 
centre, as it is still located close to the town centre.  Measures to minimise impacts on tourism 
such as town entry statements would encourage continued light vehicles and tourist patronage 
of the town centre.  Directing heavy traffic away from the town centre would improve the 
amenity and its attractiveness to visitors. 

As previously mentioned, access to commercial areas would be maintained along the proposed 
route. 

3. For the road user BCRs as listed in Table 3.1 of the EIS, the analysis period used was 30 years. 

4. The Mazda/Nissan Dealership is proposed to be fully acquired to allow for the new 
Gwydir/Newell Highway intersection.  

Don’s Smash Repairs is proposed to be fully acquired to allow for the southern alignment of 
the Proposed Bypass. 

Both acquisitions would be undertaken in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms 
Compensation) Act 1991 and the RTA Land Acquisition Policy Statement. 

5. The Proposal has been designed to minimise impact on businesses in South Frome Street.  
Adequate signage would be provided to encourage motorists to stop in Moree. 

6. The reduction in staff employment is expected to be 10 to 15 jobs from a total of 6,768 jobs in 
Moree.  This is approximately 5-8% of total employed at service stations, eateries and other 
businesses surveyed.  The age group of people who may become unemployed as a result of 
impact of the bypass was not determined. 

7. The EIS and EIS Working Paper 9 acknowledge that there would be impacts on highway-
related businesses.  The Proposal has been designed to minimise impact on businesses in South 
Frome Street.  Adequate signage would be provided to encourage motorists to stop in Moree.  
The impacts from the Proposal would be less than that from an outer bypass. 

8. This is a matter for Moree Plains Shire Council. 

9. The increased environmental impacts in the vicinity of the bypass must be weighed against the 
environmental and amenity improvements in Frome Street and Balo Street.  Businesses 
generally are likely to benefit from this improved environment. 

10. The Proposal is expected to have no impact on the viability of the Showground.  

11. Noted. 

12. The bypass would not prevent growth in Moree. 

13. As indicated above and in EIS and EIS Working Paper 9, the greatest impact would be on 
highway-related businesses.  Based on experience with other bypasses, other businesses are 
not expected to be directly impacted by the Proposal.  Relocation of businesses is a business 
decision, however Council would be able to control the location of businesses through the 
development consent process. 

14. There is no evidence to support a claim that the bypass would result in people moving out of 
town.  The business impacts of the Proposal would be less than that of an outer bypass. 

15. Businesses would only be able to locate on the bypass in appropriately zoned areas.  Council is 
responsible for zoning of land along the bypass. 

16. The additional and altered signage proposed would be funded by the Department of Transport 
and Regional Services as part of the Proposal. 
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3.9.2 Property 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The value of properties in the vicinity of the bypass would be decreased and the Proposal 
would very substantially affect the liveability of homes.  Compensation should be provided for 
the environmental and health impacts. 

2. There were concerns raised as to the impacts on older residents having to sell their homes 
and relocate. 

3. Several respondents indicated that the values offered for their homes was not enough to be 
able to relocate into a similar home elsewhere in Moree. 

4. Impact of land acquisition on showground - due to restricted space we cannot obtain further 
land at this location. 

5. The Showground Trust would like to make some alterations to the Caretakers Cottage.  As 
one of the most impacted participants in the Proposal our board would anticipate being 
allowed to make a further submission if we become aware of additional points. 

6. No consideration has been given to the fact that undeveloped land along Gosport Street 
would increase in value whilst developed land along the existing highway would decrease in 
value.  Would the rates be lowered along the existing highway? 

7. Adequate care and consideration should be taken for people in Gosport Street who are unable 
or unwilling to move. 

8. The cumulative effect on the value of land in the impact area has to be assessed. 

9. The bypass is important, so no changes would be made moving residents. 

Representations Number/s 

7, 8, 12, 13, 18, 28, 54, 59, 63, 67, 71, 72, 77, 85, 90, 94, 98, 104, 112, 116, 119, 124, 125 

Response 

1. There is no direct evidence to suggest that property values in the vicinity of the Bypass would 
decrease as a result of the Bypass.  It should be noted that there would be a positive impact 
due to reduced traffic along the existing route and through the Moree town centre. 

 Air quality impacts are addressed in Section 7 of the EIS.  It is concluded that health impacts 
would be minimal and accordingly there is no basis for compensation. 

2. All property owners affected by acquisition would be compensated in accordance with the 
Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation Act) 1991, and the RTA Land Acquisition Policy. 

3. Acquisition of properties is conducted in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms 
Compensation) Act 1991 and the RTA Land Acquisition Policy Statement.  The Policy is 
included as Appendix A of EIS Working Paper 5 and Appendix B of EIS Working Paper 8.  
The Policy includes the process for acquisition and process for determining value of property 
to be acquired.  Negotiations between the RTA and property owners of land proposed for 
acquisition would continue throughout the development of this project. 

4-5. Only a small corner splay of the southeast section of the showgrounds is proposed for 
acquisition.  The Proposal alignment would result in the realignment of the River 
Street/Morton Street corner.  Thus, the corner splay to be acquired would allow continued 
access to Morton St on the east side of the showgrounds. 

The Proposal would not restrict acquisition of any adjacent land by the Showground. 

No further submissions have been received with regard to the Showground. 

6. Council and the Department of Local Government are responsible for setting rates. 
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7. All appropriate mechanisms under the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act and 
the RTA Land Acquisition Policy Statement would be implemented. 

8. There is no direct evidence to suggest that property values in the vicinity of the bypass 
would increase or decrease as a result of the bypass. 

9. Noted. 

3.9.3 Socio-economic 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. There were concerns of the increased severance of the town as a result of the Proposal.  The 
bypass would divide the town because it is now coupled with the railway line and a supposed 
“transport corridor”. 

2. It was suggested that the bypass would disadvantage the poorer, lower socio-economic people 
particularly with regards to pedestrian access. 

3. Concern that there had not been enough consideration given to the impacts on residents of 
East Moree. 

4. Concerned regarding the impacts upon the Aboriginal community.  The Proposal would impact 
on reconciliation with Aboriginal people and lead to them becoming “fringe dwellers once 
again”. 

5. There are concerns regarding the impacts on the sheltered workshop on Gosport Street and 
removing some of the independence that its workers currently enjoy. 

6. An inner bypass would create an environment for travellers to stop, enjoy the sights and 
hopefully stay in Moree as they pass through. 

7. The loss of the institution of the railway tennis courts appears not to have been factored. 

8. Reduction in traffic from Frome Street (South) would see a loss of sales and a reduction in 
teenage employment, thereby resulting in increased juvenile crime. 

9. The Proposal would impact on youth functions at a nearby church and further affect youth 
activities. 

10. Children residents on the highway would be faced with restrictions on their activities.  
Whether it is traffic dangers, noise, pollution or ‘stranger danger’ their quality of life would 
decline markedly. 

11. The bypass would put some life back into east Moree (new roads - parks - buildings). 

12. Disturbance of home life of Edward street residents. 

Representations Number/s 

7, 8, 10, 19, 32, 36, 37, 39, 40, 58, 59, 60, 63, 67, 69, 73, 75, 77, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 112, 117, 118, 
119, 123, 125, 126 

Response 

1-3. Potential community severance is discussed in EIS Chapter 13 and EIS Working Paper 8. 

Residents on the eastern side of the railway track would be required to cross the proposed 
Bypass, as well as the existing railway line, to reach facilities on the western side (including 
movies, the RSL and Jellicoe Park).  Residents would also be required to cross the proposed 
Bypass, as well as the railway line, to go shopping, as the majority of shops are located to the 
west. 

The proposed Bypass could be perceived as a barrier to movement, and could discourage 
those people who currently walk, however the provision of a signalised pedestrian crossing 
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facility at the Alice Street (Gwydir Hwy)/Newell Highway intersection would assist in 
mitigating the potential impacts. 

It should be noted that many of the existing pedestrian movements already involve crossing 
the existing Newell Highway (Frome St south).  Most services are in Moree town centre and 
all schools (with the exception of the Technical High School), which services East Moree, are 
located on the western side of the existing Newell Highway. 

Measures to maintain and improve pedestrian access are proposed (refer to Section 13.3.1 of 
the EIS) and include a signalised pedestrian crossing facility at the Alice Street (Gwydir 
Highway)/Newell Highway intersection and pedestrian refuges at the railway station and at the 
intersections with Jones Avenue, Thompsons Avenue and Adelaide Street. 

4. The pedestrian facilities listed above would mitigate the severance impacts associated with 
pedestrian movements by aboriginal people living in East Moree. 

5. The sheltered workshop currently fronts Gosport Street.  The Proposal would result in 
increased traffic volumes passing the workshop.   

 There will be a corresponding decrease in traffic volumes passing residences and facilities 
located along the existing Newell Highway route and within the Moree town centre. 

6. Noted. 

7. Section 16.4.2 of the EIS discusses the potential heritage significance of the Rail Institute Tennis 
Courts.  The tennis courts have been assessed to have potential local social heritage 
significance.  The significance is largely due to the association of the courts with post war 
railway activity and the continued use of the site over this period.  As stated, the tennis courts 
are proposed for total acquisition.  Due to the potential heritage significance, a thorough 
photographic archival recording, along with measured drawings, would be undertaken prior to 
demolition.  Interpretative signage in the form of a heritage plaque, would be provided 
following the completion of all works relating to this parcel of land.  

Discussions have been held with Council and the operators of the tennis courts.  Council has 
not objected to the removal of the railway tennis courts. 

8. The Business Impact Statement (refer to EIS Working Paper 9) conservatively estimated the 
loss of 10-15 jobs from highway-related businesses as a result of the bypass.  This would not 
necessarily be restricted to younger people.  There is no direct evidence to suggest that loss 
of jobs as a result of the bypass would increase juvenile crime. 

9. The closest church to the Proposal is located near the corner of Warialda Street and Alice 
Street.  The Proposal is expected to have no impact on the church. 

10. It is noted that residents along the proposed Highway will be exposed to increased traffic 
volumes and increased noise volumes.  However, residents of the southern part of Gosport 
Street currently reside in a primarily industrial zoned area and front onto Gosport Street.  It 
should be noted that there would be a corresponding improvement for residents living along 
the existing Newell Highway route. 

11. Noted. 

12. The Proposal would have little, if any, impact on Edward Street residents. 

3.10 Traffic 

3.10.1 Access 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. Access to and around the showground would be impeded.  Large trucks, machinery, horse 
trailers and pedestrians would find access difficult. 
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2. Traffic should be able to come off the end of the bridge down past the showground and along 
Albert Street into the town centre. 

3. The Amaroo Drive, Bulluss Drive, railway crossing and bypass intersection needs considerable 
re-engineering.  Traffic entering and exiting Bulluss Drive need to be better equipped for large 
traffic volumes at particular times in conjunction with the rail. 

4. Present route would provide easy access and joining of Gwydir Highway. 

5. Safety, access, noise prevention and unsightliness of the road near the sheltered workshop. 

6. Access onto the bypass from residences and commercial properties would be difficult and 
dangerous, and should be maintained and protected. 

7. Impacts would occur on access to amenities for residents of East Moree and people 
commuting to and from Inverell and the townships in between. 

8. Concerns in relation to the continued operation of Barwon Timber and Tiles and Williams 
Grain Depot.  In regards to Barwon Timber and Tiles the Proposal is going to significantly 
impact upon businesses loading and unloading facility.  Due to site constraints delivery vehicles 
are forced to reverse out of the loading bay area onto Gosport Street. 

9. The assumption that the majority of visitors enter Moree from the south is incorrect. It is 
therefore important that ease of access from both the north and south is provided.  Moree is 
stated to be an appropriate driver reviver location, and with a slip lane, Tee intersection and 
traffic lights as the only entrance to town, Moree could not be reasonably considered to have 
ease of access. 

10. There would be large problems with tourist vehicles, road trains and other heavy vehicles, plus 
lighter traffic, attempting to cross two lanes of fast-flowing traffic (i.e. the new bypass and 
existing road) into the CBD on the southern approach to Moree. 

Representations Number/s 

5, 12, 14, 16, 17, 18, 86, 89, 91, 92, 96, 98, 99, 104, 114, 119 

Response 

1. Access to the showgrounds from River Street is maintained.  A link road is also proposed 
connecting River Street and Morton Street to continue to enable traffic to move around the 
exterior of the showground.  There would be no adverse impact on access to the 
Showgrounds as a result of the Proposal. 

2. The proposed Alice Street (Gwydir Highway)/Newell Highway intersection provides adequate 
opportunity for traffic to access the town centre from the Bypass.  The creation of an 
additional intersection closer to the bridge over the Mehi River would create an additional 
conflict point for little additional benefit. 

3. The Amaroo Drive, Bulluss Drive, Newell Highway and railway crossing was considered during 
concept design and would be further assessed during detailed design.  The intersection 
analysis, detailed in EIS Chapter 9, indicates that the proposed intersection design 
satisfactorily caters for the predicted traffic movements. 

4. Noted. 

5. The road in the vicinity of the sheltered workshop passes through an industrial zone and is not 
being changed substantially except that significant additional traffic will be introduced with an 
associated increase in road traffic noise.  Current driveway access to Gwydir Industries would 
be maintained. 

There would be a corresponding decrease in traffic volumes passing residences and facilities 
located along the existing Newell Highway route and within the Moree town centre. 

6. Access to properties along Gosport Street would be maintained.  
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7. The proposed Bypass is not likely to restrict access to amenities for residents of East Moree 
and towns further west. 

 Severance issues are addressed in responses contained in Section 3.9.3 above. 

8. Discussions have been ongoing with both Williams Grain Depot (now Guy Roberts 
Commodities) and Barwon Timbers. 

Guy Roberts Commodities (formerly Williams Grain) 

Currently there is one access point off/onto Gosport Street.  Each year, they would have a 
maximum of 40 trucks entering the site, mostly semi-trailers.  The busiest times of year are 
November and December and March to May.  The trucks mostly arrive in the middle of the 
day and are travelling north/south.  At the moment the trucks reverse onto Gosport Street to 
exit the site.  However, there is room for a truck to enter the site and drive around behind 
the office, if another access point was provided to get back onto Gosport Street.  The 
proprietors have indicated that they would be interested in a second access point in order to 
rationalize truck movements within the premises. 

Based on this, the RTA envisages that the existing access conditions of Guy Roberts 
Commodities will remain.  However, the RTA will consult further with Guy Roberts 
Commodities during detailed design and would include an additional access to the property as 
part of the Proposal if the owner wishes. 

Barwon Timbers 

Due to the large number of trucks, an unloading/loading bay would be included as part of the 
Proposal.  The bay would be adjacent and parallel to the proposed Newell Highway.  It would 
allow northbound trucks to park in front of the Barwon Timbers entrance (off the main 
carriageway).  A forklift can then go between the bay and the shed for loading and unloading 
purposes.  The trucks can re-enter the northbound lane in what would be a reasonably 
smooth merge. 

9. Access to the town centre has been maintained at both the northern and southern 
intersections of the proposed Bypass as discussed in EIS Section 3.3.3.  Access to the town 
centre would also be available via the signalised Alice Street (Gwydir Hwy)/Newell Highway 
intersection.  Signage indicating the direction of the town centre would also be provided. 

10. The southern approach would be located within the 50km/h zone.  The intersection layout at 
the southern end of the proposed Bypass provides channelisation by way of protected turning 
lanes to allow vehicles to store while waiting for appropriate turning opportunities. 

3.10.2 Level of Assessment 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The traffic flow figures (Tables 9.4 & 9.5) in the EIS are incorrect. 

2. Not enough consideration has been given to the amount of quite legitimate pedestrian traffic 
that uses the area on the northern end of Gosport Street and Morton Street around the back 
of the showground either to go to the Services Club or the main area of the CBD. 

3. The EIS does not provide detailed information/data on the amount of pedestrian traffic using 
each of the pedestrian desire lines.  Without this data, it is difficult to determine whether the 
proposed pedestrian refuges are appropriate. 

4. No attempt has been made to explain the workings of the Proposal and how traffic would 
flow.  It has unnecessarily been vague and indistinct causing confusion and people to jump to 
conclusions. 

Representations Number/s 

66, 74, 75, 77, 97, 112, 119 
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Response 

1. There was an error in EIS Figure 9.5 (Predicted Traffic Flows With Bypass).  The incorrect 
figure was also included as Figure 7.1 of EIS Working Paper 18.  Figure 9.5 (and Figure 7.1) 
contained incorrect data representing daily traffic volumes on the highways approaching and 
departing from Moree.  The incorrect data shown on EIS Figure 9.5 was not used as the basis 
for any analysis or conclusions in the EIS. 

The corrected Figure 9.5 is included in Appendix E of this Representations Report.  A press 
release was issued regarding the incorrect figures and letters were sent to all respondents 
providing the corrected figure and an opportunity to make further comment. 

2. Pedestrians at the northern end of Gosport Street and Morton Street would be able to cross 
at the crossing provided at the Gwydir Highway/Newell Highway intersection.  This would 
enable them to continue to walk along Gosport Street north of Alice Street then around the 
back of the showground to go to the Services Club or CBD. 

3. A pedestrian movement survey was conducted in July 2000 and May 2001.  The results of the 
survey are tabulated in Tables 3.1 to 3.5 of Working Paper 8 of the EIS.   

4. Traffic flow has been addressed throughout the EIS, in particular Chapter 9 and Working 
Paper 18 of the EIS.  

3.10.3 Local Impacts 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The Proposal would impact adversely on the school and town bus runs.  

2. There are concerns that there would be major traffic congestion problems associated with the 
combined railway crossing and intersection between Alice Street and the bypass, particularly 
the build up of traffic back down Alice Street. 

3. The Proposal would provide for a level crossing at Alice Street for use of the bypass, cross-
town east-west traffic, pedestrians and the railway line, all together, and it would perpetuate 
level pedestrian crossings at Anne Street. 

4. There are concerns about the traffic flow in Warialda Street, especially in the area from the 
Shell Depot to the Newell Highway and Proposal.  The state of the road from Jones Avenue to 
Adelaide Street has already deteriorated and there is very little bitumen left. 

5. Morton Street is not capable of supporting the extra traffic associated with the relocation of 
the railway station car park.  The road needs to be widened. 

6. The Showground is a high volume traffic flow at intermittent periods during the year when 
functions are held.  This presently doesn’t impact but with added traffic flows and restrictions 
this would become a hazard. 

7. Residents of Morton Street often have to go via Bulluss Drive when they are in a hurry and the 
line is closed.  This should not have an impact but with changed habits there would be 
significant increased impact. 

8. From a truckie’s perspective this road does not offer any improvement to the difficulties of 
travelling through Moree. 

Representations Number/s 

17, 18, 27, 59, 60, 62, 63, 72, 79, 90, 91, 96, 97, 98, 119, 125 

Response 

1. School and town bus runs would continue to operate on the existing local road network.  It 
would be up to the bus companies to decide whether or not to travel on the proposed Bypass.  
Intersections have been designed to adequately cater for bus movements.  Further discussions 
would be held with bus companies during the detailed design phase. 
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2-3. As discussed in EIS Working Paper 18 and Chapter 9 of the EIS, the Gwydir Highway/Newell 
Highway intersection has been designed to adequately manage predicted traffic conditions.  At 
the Gwydir Highway the level crossing is currently closed 45 times a week or 7 closures a day, 
approximately 1 closure every three hours.  Each road approach, both Gwydir and Newell 
Highway, includes a sheltered right turn lane, a through traffic lane and a shared through/left 
lane.  As stated in Section 4.4.1 of EIS Working Paper 7, the impact on the Gwydir Highway 
would remain similar to the present situation where, when the railway crossing is closed, 
motorists queue in Alice Street.  EIS Section 9.6.4 discusses the proposed operational level of 
service for the intersection. 

4. The Proposal would not significantly alter the amount of traffic using Warialda Street. 

5. The section of road between Morton Street and the proposed railway car park would be 
widened as part of the proposal to cater for additional traffic. 

6. The Proposal would not  result in impeding of traffic flows for seasonal events that would 
occur at the showground.  In fact the bypass would provide a more direct route to the 
showground from both the north and south of Moree. 

7. The signalised intersection may result in minor delays compared with the existing situation for 
East Moree residents.  Residents of Morton Street would continue to have the option of 
travelling via the Bulluss Drive level crossing when the Alice Street level crossing is closed for 
trains. 

8. The main objective of the Proposal is to remove heavy vehicles from the Moree Town Centre.  
The proposed Bypass would result in improved travel times for heavy vehicles travelling 
through Moree along the Newell Highway. Heavy vehicles travelling on the proposed Bypass 
would avoid the congestion and traffic delays in the town centre caused by parking 
manoeuvres and high frequency pedestrian movements across multiple marked pedestrian 
crossings. 

3.10.4 Parking 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. The design of the car park at the Station does not cater for buses that regularly use the site in 
the morning and evening, does not provide adequate lighting, does not replace existing facilities 
such as telephones. 

2. Need to encourage parking on the eastern side of the railway. 

3. It is easier to park in Goondiwindi than in Moree. 

4. Access to parking for the Spa Baths would be difficult. 

Representations Number/s 

16, 18, 96, 100 

Response 

1&2. EIS Sections 4.2.2 and 4.5.5 address the car park east of the railway station accessed from 
Morton Street.  The car park has been designed to accommodate 45 cars and bus set down.  
The public phone would be relocated, or an additional phone box provided, on the eastern 
side of the railway.  Provisions have been made for the relocation of Telstra services on the 
Gwydir Highway corridor.  Adequate lighting would be provided.  The RTA has undertaken to 
consult Moree Plains Shire Council further with regard to the design of the proposed car park 
during the detailed design phase. 

3. Noted. 

4. Access to parking for the Spa Baths in the northern part of Gosport Street and in Anne Street 
would not be changed as a result of the proposed Bypass.  Since exhibition of the EIS, the 
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design has been modified to include a left turn lane from the proposed Bypass into Anne Street 
for northbound vehicles. 

3.10.5 Regional Impacts 

In summary, respondents to the EIS raised the following issues: 

1. No overall thought has been given to traffic travelling to the west of the town. 

Representations Number/s 

12, 14, 29, 94 

Response 

1. Chapter 9 of the EIS discusses existing and proposed traffic conditions.  Discussions include 
the Gwydir Highway and traffic travelling west.  The existing highway network volumes and 
level of service, including Gwydir Hwy (west), is listed in Table 9.1.  Table 9.8 provides data on 
predicted daily traffic flow on the Gwydir Highway with a bypass.  EIS Working Paper 18 also 
discusses traffic travelling west of the town. 

It should be noted that the EIS proposal does not preclude future developments addressing 
traffic movements from the west of the town accessing destinations to the south or east of 
Moree. 
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4 Correspondence 
Since the exhibition of the EIS, a number of letters have been sent to, and received from, 
Government Agencies and other Authorities regarding matters that have arisen subsequent to the 
EIS exhibition and receipt of representations made to the Proposal.  These letters and the responses 
to matters raised are listed in the following sections:  

Australian Heritage Commission (AHC): 

• No title.  Dated 1 October 2002. 

The AHC submission has been included as a representation in the body of this report (respondent 
number 109). 

Environment Australia (EA): 

• EIS for Moree Town Centre Bypass.  Dated 5 September 2002. 

The EA submission has been included as a representation in the body of this report (respondent 
number 6). 

Department of Environment and Conservation: 

Formerly NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) 

• Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre Comments on EIS.  Dated 1 
October 2002. 

The NPWS submission has been included as a representation in the body of this report (respondent 
number 78).  Additional information requested by NPWS is included at Appendix D of this 
Representations Report. 

Formerly NSW Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

• Proposed Newell Highway Bypass – Moree.  Dated 19 September 2002. 

The EPA submission has been included as a representation in the body of this report (respondent 
number 53). 

Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR, formerly 
Planning NSW): 

• Review of the Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre Environmental Impact 
Statement.  Dated 30 September 2002. 

Liaison with DIPNR was ongoing, and correspondence, including the RTA’s responses, is included at 
Appendix C of this Representations Report. 

Moree Local Aboriginal Land Council: 

• Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre.  Undated fax received 25 
August 2003 (refer to Appendix C of this Representations Report). 

NSW Fisheries: 

• Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre Environmental Impact 
Statement Exhibition.  Dated 30 September 2002. 

The NSW Fisheries submission has been included as a representation in the body of this report 
(respondent number 80). 

NSW State Heritage Office: 

No representation was received from the State Heritage Office, however clarification was sought 
from the office regarding the potential implications of modifications proposed in this report.  
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Correspondence from the State Heritage Office is included at Appendix C of this Representations 
Report. 

Rail Infrastructure Corporation (RIC): 

RIC was consulted with regards to further acquisition of land to enable the realignment of the bypass 
in the vicinity of the Moree Spa Baths (proposed modification 1). 

Correspondence from RIC is included at Appendix C of this Representations Report. 
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5 Additional Studies 
Two additional investigations were undertaken by the RTA following the exhibition of the EIS.  These 
studies were prepared in response to issues raised in representations and to provide further 
information to supplement the EIS.  The additional studies that were undertaken are summarised 
below and are contained in full in the appendices.  The reports are: 

Appendix D – Additional 8 Part Tests 

This Appendix contains a number of additional 8-part tests (undertaken by Lesryk) requested by the 
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) and by the Department of Infrastructure, Planning 
and Natural Resources (DIPNR).  NPWS required that 8-part tests be undertaken for individual 
species or as groups of similar species based on taxonomic similarity and/or habitat specialisation.  
DIPNR required that the 8 part test undertaken for Carbeen Woodland be repeated without the use 
of rehabilitation measures proposed, in particular the measure of compensatory planting. 

Appendix F – Moree Bypass Truck Parking Survey 

A survey of truck parking was undertaken to address issues raised by DIPNR regarding stopping 
behaviour of trucks in Moree. 
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6 Modifications to the EIS Proposal 
The EIS Proposal was described in detail in Chapter 7 of the EIS.  

As a result of consideration of: 

• representations in response to the exhibition of the EIS; 

• additional correspondence since the EIS; 

• additional studies since the EIS; and 

• further development of concept design details. 

The following modifications are proposed: 

1. This modification involves realignment between chainage 1300.00 and 1600.00 within railway 
land directly east of the Moree Spa Baths.  Further land that was not previously available has 
become available.  The modified Proposal involves a straightening of the deviation through the 
railway land so that the proposed alignment rejoins Gosport Street further to the south than 
in the EIS Proposal.  A slip lane to Anne Street (for northbound traffic only) is also confirmed 
as part of the RTA Proposal in this modification; 

2. This modification involves a relocation of the Gwydirfield Link Road to the eastern side of the 
bypass near chainage 2700.00.  The link road would be located to the north of the Gwydirfield 
Homestead  (refer to Figure 7.3.2).  The modification would enable the lowering of the 
proposed Mehi River bridge by approximately 500mm as the link road would no longer travel 
underneath the bridge; and 

3. This design modification involves the provision of a "Seagull Type" intersection layout instead 
of a "protected right turn" intersection, proposed in the EIS, at the northern entry to the 
bypass near chainage 4050.00.  The "Seagull Type" intersection provides a merging lane for 
traffic that has turned right onto the bypass at this intersection.   The existing earth bund 
surrounding the farm dwelling to the east of the Bypass would be demolished and re-instated 
over a greater length than in the EIS Proposal. 

These proposed modifications are described in more detail in Chapter 7 of the Representations 
Report. 

Environmental Impact Assessment of the proposed modifications are contained in Appendix G of this 
Representations Report. 
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7 Preferred Activity Report 

7.1 Introduction to the Preferred Activity 
In accordance with Section 112 (4)(b)(i) of the EP&A Act 1979, if an activity is considered to 
detrimentally affect the environment, a proponent may modify a proposed activity described in an EIS 
to eliminate or reduce the detrimental effect of that activity on the environment.  Having considered 
the representations received in response to the exhibition of the EIS, the RTA is satisfied that the 
Proposal, as described in the EIS, would detrimentally affect certain aspects of the environment.   

Subsequent to the exhibition of the EIS, modifications to the Proposal have been developed in 
accordance with Section 112(4)(b)(i) of the EP&A Act as a result of: 

• consideration of representations; 

• consideration of additional correspondence from Government agencies and other bodies; 

• additional studies undertaken; and 

• further development of the concept design details. 

The RTA has undertaken additional studies in developing these modifications.  The major features of 
the Proposal however, remain substantially the same and, viewed on their own or cumulatively, the 
proposed modifications do not involve any radical transformation of the original activity.   

The Preferred Activity consists of the Proposal as described in the EIS, subject to the proposed 
modifications and inclusive of all proposed environmental mitigation measures, controls and 
commitments.  If the Chief Executive of the RTA decides to seek the approval of the Minister for 
Infrastructure and Planning for the Proposal, that decision would relate to the Preferred Activity as 
described below. 

This Preferred Activity Report: 

• describes the Preferred Activity for which the Chief Executive of the RTA will decide 
whether to request the Minister’s approval; 

• describes and assesses the differences between the Preferred Activity and the EIS Proposal; 

• justifies the adoption of those differences; 

• considers the Preferred Activity in relation to both State and Commonwealth legislative 
requirements; and  

• summarises all proposed environmental mitigation measures, controls and commitments. 

The list of mitigation measures (Table 7.4.1) includes all commitments made in this Representations 
Report, along with mitigation measures discussed in the EIS, which have been adopted and updated 
where appropriate to suit the Preferred Activity.  To the extent that any potential mitigation 
measure discussed in the EIS is not expressly set out in this Preferred Activity Report, it is not 
proposed to be adopted.  This is because the potential mitigation measures discussed in the EIS 
relate to the EIS Proposal.  The Preferred Activity however, has evolved from a modified concept 
and the mitigation measures in Table 7.4.1 relate specifically to the Preferred Activity, and in some 
cases render the former mitigation measures redundant. 

7.2 Description of the Preferred Activity 
The EIS Proposal is described in detail in Chapter 4 of the EIS.   

Following consideration of representations, consideration of additional correspondence from 
Government agencies and other bodies, additional studies undertaken, and further development of 
the concept design, the Preferred Activity has been developed by refining the EIS Proposal.  The EIS 
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Proposal, as set out in the EIS, is therefore now superseded by the Preferred Activity as set out in 
this Chapter.  Table 7.2.1 below describes the modifications to the EIS Proposal resulting in the 
Preferred Activity in more detail. 

Table 7.2.1: Summary: Modifications to Concept Design 

Modification 
Number 

Design as Presented in EIS Modification 

1. The Bypass deviates through railway 
land in between the Spa Baths and 
the Gwydir Highway.  Within this 
section the Bypass would be 
constructed as a new and fully kerbed 
carriageway.  This section would 
consist of two through traffic lanes 
with parking lanes on either side.  In 
addition, stormwater drainage is 
provided and piped to a detention 
basin located in acquired land north 
of the Gwydir Highway. 

A similar alignment would apply however 
the alignment would veer away from 
Gosport Street to the south of the 
Moree Spa Baths Complex and straighten 
north again at the same point as in the 
EIS Proposal.  This would result in a 
straighter alignment. 

A left turning slip lane would also be 
provided near the Spa Baths to enable 
users heading in a northerly direction to 
exit the Bypass at the Spa Baths. 

2. Connection of Gwydirfield Road 
onto the Bypass, via a new link under 
the new road bridge, and closure of 
the Webb Avenue link (south of the 
Racecourse). 

This modification involves a link road 
located on the eastern side of the 
proposed bypass.  The link road would 
be located to the north of the 
Gwydirfield Homestead (refer to Figure 
7.3.2 of this Representations Report).  
The modification would enable the 
lowering of the proposed bridge by 
approximately 500mm as the link road 
would no longer travel underneath the 
bridge. 

3. A sweeping curve intersection linking 
the existing north eastern section of 
the Newell Highway with the Bypass.  
The existing north western section of 
the Newell Highway (north of the 
Racecourse and linking through to 
the Broadwater Bridge) is connected 
to the Bypass at a Tee intersection .  
In the EIS Proposal the Tee 
intersection involved a protected 
right turn for traffic exiting the 
Bypass. 

The modified Proposal involves a slightly 
straighter alignment within the bend.  A 
“seagull” type intersection would be 
provided to provide improved safety for 
turning vehicles entering the Bypass.  
The existing earth bund surrounding the 
farm dwelling to the east of the Bypass 
would be demolished and re-instated 
over a greater length than in the EIS 
proposal. 

As a result of these modifications, design requirements for the Preferred Activity are outlined in 
Table 7.2.2. 

 

Table 7.2.2: Concept Design Requirements for the Preferred Activity (including modifications). 

General Requirements 

LGAs  Moree Plains Shire Council 

Project start Intersection of Bulluss Drive and Newell Highway. 

Project end Newell Highway northeast of Moree Racecourse. 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 7.3 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

Design Vehicle 

Design vehicle  The largest design vehicle to be catered for along the route is 36m double 
trailer road train. 

All turning movements cater for this vehicle, and turn paths have been 
modelled using ‘Autoturn’ software.  

Horizontal Alignment 

Design speed  70km/h (urban); 100km/h (river crossing and rural) 

Posted speed 
limits 

50km/h in the urban area (Newell Hwy South to Mehi River Bridge); 80km/h 
(north of Mehi River Bridge up to the present signposted limit north-east of 
the Moree Racecourse (Newell Hwy North). 

Horizontal 
alignment 

The alignment predominantly follows the existing alignment of Gosport Street 
within the urban section.  Large radii curves in the rural section provide more 
than adequate horizontal stopping sight distance. 

Plan transitions have been included in the rural section (north of the Gwydir 
Hwy). 

Standard superelevation transition lengths have been adopted in the rural 
section and are contained within the plan transitions on curves that include 
them. 

Superelevation has been centred around the tangent point in proportions 
ranging from 25%:75% to 50%:50% depending on physical constraints (i.e. 
bridge, intersections, adjacent curves). 

Constraints Provide the best geometric fit to match the existing alignment of Gosport 
Street road reserve. 

Provide two through traffic lanes in existing Gosport Street except between 
Jones Avenue and the Spa Baths where a central turning lane is added. 

Maintain 11m minimum clearances from centreline of railway tracks to the 
kerb face (10 m minimum to road boundary). 

Provide 20m TSR easement adjacent to the racecourse. 

Minimise impact on residential properties in north Gosport Street precinct. 

Minimise impacts on the Aboriginal Steel Bridge heritage campsite. 

Outcome The existing horizontal alignment has been adopted within the urban section 
(Gosport Street south of the Spa Baths). 

The horizontal alignment is to a high speed standard within the rural section 
(north of the Mehi River). 

Vertical Alignment 

Vertical Best fit to geometrically match existing within the urban section.  The rural 
section has been graded to satisfy flood criteria of traffic lanes clear of 20 
year recurrence interval flood levels. 

Design speed 70km/h (urban); 100km/h (river crossing and rural).   
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Stopping sight 
distance 

Sight distances based on eye height to object (1.2m to 0.2m) for 2.5sec 
stopping reaction time. 

Exceeds 70km/h for urban section, adequate for 100km/h for river crossing, 
and adequate for 100km/h for rural section. 

Grade Urban – provides an optimised vertical fit to the existing Gosport Street 
grades to enable a smooth match to existing pavement shoulders, 
intersections and adjacent driveways. 

Rural – provides a generally flat grade line minimum 0% to maximum 1.1% at 
bridge approaches. 

Constraints Best geometric fit to match existing alignment of Gosport street. 

Provides smooth match at all intersections along the route to minimise 
intersection works and disruption. 

Follows generally the level of the adjacent railway as the proposed Bypass 
climbs to cross over the Mehi River.  Complements the railway embankment 
visually. 

Carriageway lanes trafficable during a 1:20 year flood. 

Outcome Optimised gradeline along Gosport street adopted.  Flood level criteria 
satisfied.  Eye height to object stopping sight distance maintained at the design 
speed.  Current level of service on Gwydirfield Road maintained. 

Cross Section 

Lane, shoulder, 
verge widths 

Urban – Generally 2 x 3.5m traffic lanes, 3.5m turn lanes and 3m parking 
shoulders in the fully kerbed sections.  Note 3m shoulder (LHS) on 
southbound approach to Bulluss Drive for turn vehicle storage during wheat 
and cotton seasons.  The common central turn lane north of Jones Avenue is 
to be 4m wide. 

Bridge – refer following. 

Rural – 2 x 3.5m traffic lanes with 2m shoulders in accordance with National 
Highway standards has been adopted throughout.  A 2m wide rounding has 
been incorporated where the fill batters exceed a slope of 4 to 1 (i.e. >2m 
high). 

All turning lanes are 3.5m wide due to the presence of the large number of 
heavy articulated vehicles (including road trains).  At the major intersections 
shoulder widths are generally 2m and have been reduced to 1m adjacent to 
left turn lanes. 

Pavement width Urban – south of the Spa Baths the Gosport Street central traffic lanes only 
would be reconstructed.  The parking shoulders would remain either as 
gravel or existing seal depending on location.  Existing kerb to be adopted. 

Spa Baths to Gwydir Hwy – full depth new pavement across both traffic lanes, 
turn lanes and outer parking shoulders.  The section is kerbed with SA type 
kerb and gutter.  
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Rural - traffic lanes and shoulders fully paved. 

Medians and 
islands 

Central painted medians have been provided along the existing Newell Hwy 
at both the southern and northern connections to minimise the extent of 
widening works. 

Raised medians and traffic islands have been provided in the connecting legs 
to these intersections to control turning traffic.  Islands have been set back 
from the paint lines to facilitate the turn paths of the design vehicle. 

A painted median has been incorporated in approach to the Gwydir Hwy 
intersection to facilitate sheltered right turns.  A raised median has been 
placed on both sides of the railway crossing on the Gwydir Hwy to assist and 
control vehicle movements. 

Raised medians have also been included at pedestrian crossing points as 
central refuges.  This would have the benefit of preventing the central turn 
lane being used by through traffic and would assist in the delineation of 
intersections. 

Crossfall Road crossfall is to a best-fit design that also matches the design standard of 
3% throughout the urban section.  

Crossfall would be manipulated between 2% and 4% along Gosport Street 
where existing levels cannot be matched by adopting 3%.  4% crossfall has 
been adopted for the rural section north of the Mehi River due to the 
combination of flat grades and a high design speed. 

The verge has been graded to match the pavement crossfall.  This includes 
superelevated sections. 

Superelevation Urban – In keeping with the urban design philosophy generally, superelevation 
has not been incorporated in the urban section.  This is due to the physical 
constraints of the existing Gosport Street pavement shape, the horizontal 
alignment i.e. short arc lengths, the number of and proximity of existing local 
roads intersecting with the proposed Bypass along this section.  

Rural – Superelevation within the rural section is in keeping with the design 
standards, however a maximum of 6% has been adopted to maximise stability 
due to the use of the route by road trains. 

Batters The entire route is predominantly in embankment. 

A maximum design slope of 2:1 has been adopted in approach to the bridge. 
Elsewhere 4:1 fill batters have been adopted where fill is less than 2m high. 

Table drains A 1m wide table drain has been incorporated throughout the rural section to 
facilitate drainage of the sub-pavement formation and to direct runoff through 
water quality control features.  The front slope is 4m wide at 4:1 with a 1m 
wide flat unlined drain. The back slope is 2:1. 

Other issues Council is responsible for works outside of the central traffic lanes south of 
the Spa Baths in Gosport Street. 

Shoulder widening is not required at property entrances. 
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Bridge Design 

Alignment The proposed bridge spanning the Mehi River is on a R460m horizontal 
curve.  There is 220m vertical curve with approach grades of 1.1% 

Length The proposed bridge is 150m long. 

The bridge (including piers and abutments) skews across the river at approx 
60 degrees. 

The bridge has been positioned to span as much as possible of the Steel 
Bridge Aboriginal campsite. 

Abutments and 
piers 

For the purposes of design, the abutments and piers are skewed to be parallel 
with the direction of flow in the river. 

Cross section 2 x 3.5m lanes with 1.2m outer shoulders in accordance with Austroads 
Bridge Design Code for bridges without footways. 

Outcomes The bridge abutments encroach into the aboriginal campsites.  The bridge 
piers are clear of the Mehi River at its normal water level.  There is a plan 
transition and superelevation transition that affects the geometry of the 
western most span of the bridge. 

Constraints Bridge level to clear a 1% AEP event flood of AHD 209.80 with 300mm 
minimum freeboard. 

Concept shown subject to completion of urban and structural design. 

SM1600 design loading. 

Construction Requirements 

Temporary 
Access 

Access to public roads and properties would be maintained throughout the 
works. 

Excavated 
Material 

Approximately 37,540m3. 

Materials 
Required 

Road pavement materials, concrete, asphalt, reinforcing steel, concrete pipes. 

Materials Source Road pavement materials available from local quarries. 

Concrete Batch 
Plants 

Existing commercial ready mix batching plant available in Moree. 

Workforce Up to 100 persons on site, varying according to activities in progress. 

Construction 
Hours 

Normally 7am to 6pm Monday to Friday, 7am to 1pm Saturdays (8am on 
Saturdays if audible at residences).  No works on public holidays or Sundays.  

Energy Usage 550 x 106 Mj 

Cost and Timing Requirements 

Construction  
Period 

18 - 24 months. 

Estimated Cost $35 million. 
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7.3 Environmental Assessment of Modifications – Description and 
Assessment 

In general terms, the outcome of the environmental assessment of the modifications is that they 
would reduce the overall impact of the EIS Proposal.  This conclusion has resulted from a 
consideration of the modifications singularly and cumulatively, as presented in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment for Proposed Design Modifications to the Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of 
the Moree Town Centre, (see Appendix G of this report).  

Design modifications to the EIS Proposal and their justification are as follows: 

• Alteration of the Bypass alignment in the vicinity of the Moree Spa Baths 
complex.  In the EIS the proposed alignment was constrained by the Austrac rail owned 
land to the east of Gosport Street.  As a result of representations from the public and 
Moree Plains Shire Council and comments from the Department of Infrastructure, 
Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR) further enquiries were made regarding the 
availability of land within the rail corridor.  As a result of the Austrac land becoming 
available the Bypass alignment was moved further away from the Spa Baths resulting in 
lesser impacts upon the amenity of the baths.  Construction impacts would also be 
minimised as a result of the modification.  The left turning slip lane to be provided near 
the Spa Baths would enable visitors heading in a northerly direction to exit the Bypass as 
soon as they see the Spa Baths; 

• Gwydirfield Link Road to be located on the eastern side of the Bypass.  The EIS 
proposal was chosen subsequent to consultation with the owner of the Gwydirfield 
Homestead.  As a result of comments from DIPNR the eastern option was revisited and 
further consultation undertaken with the owner of the Gwydirfield Homestead.  The 
removal of the link road from the western side of the Bypass would result in the 
minimisation of impacts upon the threatened ecological community Carbeen Woodland, 
and also minimise impacts upon the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Camp; 

• Change in intersection layout and curve radius for the bend at the northern 
end of the Proposal.  Following consideration of representations, the design of the 
proposed intersection has been improved to provide increased safety for vehicles turning 
right onto the Bypass from the Carnarvon Highway.  Some acquisition would be required 
as a result of the modification. 

Figures 7.3.1 – 7.3.3 on the following pages illustrate these modifications.  Design details would be 
finalised during the detailed design phase of the Proposal. 
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Figure 7.3.1: Proposed modification 1. 

Realignment of Bypass in vicinity of 
Moree Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel. 
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Figure 7.3.2:  Proposed modification 2. 

Relocation of Gwydirfield 
Link Road to eastern side of 

proposed alignment. 
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Figure 7.3.3:  Proposed modification 3. 

 

Seagull type intersection 
providing protection for traffic 

entering Bypass. 
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Table 7.3.1: Summary of Revised Impacts following Modifications to the EIS Concept Design. 

Modification Revised Impact 

Realignment between 
chainage 1300.00 and 
1600.00 within 
railway land directly 
east of the Moree 
Spa Baths; 

A left turning slip lane is proposed to improve access to the Spa Baths for 
northbound traffic.  Improvement in noise impacts would be experienced 
for properties located on the eastern side of Gosport Street in particular 
the heritage listed Moree Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel.  The alignment 
change would not result in any further properties being in exceedence of 
the ECRTN criteria. 

The railway land through which the proposed modified alignment runs 
could potentially contain contaminated land.  RIC is currently undertaking 
a contaminated land assessment.  Should contaminated land be identified 
then mitigation measures proposed in Table 7.4.1 would be applied. 

Relocation of 
Gwydirfield Link 
Road to eastern side 
of Bypass at chainage 
2700.00. 

Removal of the link road from the western side of the Bypass would 
result in a 33% reduction in removal of the endangered ecological 
community ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the Darling Riverine Plains and 
Brigalow Belt South Bioregions’.  The link road would no longer enter the 
Mehi River riparian corridor at all and impacts upon the Steel Bridge 
Aboriginal Campsite would be minimised. 

A small number of planted pine trees would be removed from the 
northwestern corner of the Gwydirfield Homestead property to enable 
the turning circle for the Gwydirfield Link Road. 

Headlight impacts were identified as a possible problem with the 
proposed modification.  Screening would be provided between the link 
road and the Bypass to prevent confusion for motorists caused by 
headlights.  Landscape plantings would also be used. 

Provision of a 
"Seagull Type" 
intersection layout 
instead of "protected 
right turn" 
intersection at 
northern entry to 
Bypass chainage 
4050.00. 

The proposed modification would result in safer turning movements at 
the intersection by providing for separation between through traffic and 
traffic turning right from the Carnarvon Highway onto the Bypass. 

Noise impacts were assessed in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  No further impacts 
were identified as a result of the proposed modification.  Re-instatement 
of the earth mound on the eastern side of the curve would improve noise 
levels at the ‘Stormont’ property residence. 

No other impacts were identified. 

7.3.1 Environmental Assessment of Modifications - Comparison of EIS Proposal and 
Preferred Activity 

Table 7.3.1 above summarises the environmental impacts of the proposed modifications to the EIS 
Proposal.  As a result, the Preferred Activity, inclusive of those modifications, can now be assessed in 
comparison with the EIS Proposal.  Table 7.3.2 summarises this comparative assessment.   
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Table 7.3.2: Environmental Impacts of Modifications Compared with EIS Impacts. 

Proposed 
Design 

Modification 

Environmental Impacts compared with EIS 

 = beneficial impact 

0 = neutral/negligible impact 

x = minor adverse impact including mitigation 

 

 Planning 
Land 
Use 

Traffic Noise Air Heritage 
Water 
Quality 

Flora 
Fauna 

Socio - 
Economic 

Visual / 
Landscape 

Hazard 
Risk 

1 

Realignment 
at Moree Spa 

Baths 

0   0  0 0  0 0 

2 

Gwydirfield 
Link Road 

0  0 0  0  0  0 

3 

Northern 
Intersection 

0   0 0 0 0  0 0 

As demonstrated above, the proposed modifications provide an overall reduction in the detrimental 
impacts of the Proposal (with the introduction of mitigative measures as described in Table 7.4.1) 
compared to the EIS Proposal.  

7.3.2 Assessment in Accordance with State and Commonwealth Environmental 
Factors 

An assessment was undertaken of the Preferred Activity in terms of its compliance with Clause 228 
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (NSW) (EP&A Regulation).  This 
Clause specifies the factors that must be taken into consideration concerning the impact of an 
activity on the environment.  The assessment in Table 7.3.3 shows that all of the Clause 228 factors 
were taken into account for the Preferred Activity.  Environmental impacts resulting from the 
Preferred Activity would be minor and additional mitigation measures proposed in Table 7.4.1 would 
minimise these impacts during all phases of construction and operation. 

An assessment was also undertaken of the Preferred Activity in terms of the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Commonwealth) (EPBC Act).  This Act (and the associated 
Administrative Guidelines released by Environment Australia) specifies matters that must be taken 
into consideration to determine whether there would likely be a significant impact on any matters of 
national environmental significance (NES) or on Commonwealth land.  Table 7.3.4 outlines this 
assessment and determines that the Preferred Activity would not have any effect on any of the six 
listed NES matters and would not affect, directly or indirectly, any Commonwealth land.  Therefore, 
referral to the Commonwealth Environment Minister is not considered necessary. 

Table 7.3.3: Compliance with Clause 228 of the EP&A Regulation 2000 (State Legislation). 

Factor Impact 

a) Any environmental impact on a community? 

Comments: 

There would be an improvement in the amenity of the Moree Town Centre as 
a result of the removal of heavy vehicles and through traffic from the existing 
Newell Highway alignment. 

Long term 
+ve 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 7.13 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

Factor Impact 

b)  Any transformation of a locality? 

Comments: 

The preferred activity would result in new road being constructed in the rural 
section and the northern part of the urban section.  14 dwellings would be 
demolished. 

-ve 

c)  Any environmental impact on the ecosystems of the locality? 

Comments: 

The preferred activity would directly impact upon a stand of the TSC Act listed 
endangered ecological community Carbeen Open Forest in the Darling Riverine 
Plains and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions’.  Relocation of the Gwydirfield link 
road would result in a 33% reduction in the loss of the endangered ecological 
community ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the Darling Riverine Plains and Brigalow 
Belt South Bioregions’.  A Revegetation Management Plan would also be 
implemented to minimise long term impacts. 

Short term 
-ve 

d)  Any reduction of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other 
environmental quality or value of a locality? 

Comments: 

The alignment of the preferred activity is located within a corridor that is 
generally degraded with minimal visual value.  The preferred activity would 
result in improvements in visual amenity along the majority of the alignment. 

Long term 
+ve 

e)  Any effect on a locality, place or building having aesthetic, 
anthropological, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, 
scientific or social significance or other special value for present or 
future generations? 

Comments: 

Several properties to be demolished within the north Gosport Street 
residential precinct have been assessed to be of some heritage significance 
because of their streetscape value as a group representing the railway 
architecture at the turn of the century.  Thorough photographic archival 
recording, and measured drawings would be obtained prior to demolition.   

Part of the Steel Bridge aboriginal campsite would be directly impacted by the 
bypass alignment and bridge crossing. 

-ve 

f)  Any impact on the habitat of any protected or endangered fauna 
(within the meaning of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974?) 

Comments: 

No 

Nil 

g)  Any endangering of any species of animal, plant or other form of 
life, whether living on land, in water or in the air? 

Comments: 

No 

Nil 

h)  Any long-term effects on the environment? 

Comments: 

No long-term negative effects on the environment are expected as a result of 

Nil 



7.14 Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

Factor Impact 

the preferred activity. 

i)  Any degradation of the quality of the environment? 

Comments: 

The preferred activity would not result in any degradation of the quality of the 
environment. 

Nil 

j)  Any risk to the safety of the environment? 

Comments: 

Pedestrian access to the town centre for East Moree residents would be 
maintained and adequate lighting would be provided to ensure that the bypass is 
safe for pedestrians and motorists. 

Nil 

k)  Any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment? 

Comments: 

The preferred activity utilises degraded railway land not considered useful for 
other purposes. 

+ve 

l)  Any pollution of the environment? 

Comments: 

The rail land to be used as part of the preferred activity may be contaminated.  
Exposure of contaminated land could result in pollution of nearby land and 
water systems.  This potential impact would be minimised with mitigation 
measures proposed in Table 7.4.1 of this assessment. 

-ve 

m) Any environmental problems associated with the disposal of 
waste? 

Comments: 

Some contaminated waste may be produced as a result of excavation within the 
rail corridor.  Mitigation measures outlined in Table 7.4.1 of this assessment 
would be implemented to minimise any potential impacts. 

-ve 

n)  Any increased demands on resources, natural or otherwise which 
are, or are likely to become in short supply? 

Comments: 

The modifications would utilise locally sourced materials where possible.  No 
materials that are, or are likely to become in short supply would be used. 

Nil 

o)  Any cumulative environmental effect with other existing or likely 
future activities? 

Comments: 

Cumulative impacts of the Gwydirfield Link Road and possible future 
Gwydirfield subdivision is addressed in section 20.3.1 of the EIS.  The 
proposed modifications would not result in any  negative cumulative impacts 

Nil 
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Table 7.3.4: Compliance with Commonwealth EPBC Act Requirements. 

Factor Impact 

a)  Any environmental impact on a World Heritage property?  

Comments:  

There are no world heritage properties within the vicinity of the Proposal. Nil 

b)  Any environmental impact on wetlands of international 
importance? 

 

Comments:  

Gwydir Wetlands are located approximately 60km west of the Proposal and 
would not be impacted by the preferred activity. 

Nil 

c)  Any environmental impact on Commonwealth listed threatened 
species or ecological communities? 

 

Comments:  

There are no Commonwealth listed threatened ecological communities and 11 
listed threatened species potentially occurring within 10km of the proposed 
works.  With the introduction of safeguards as outlined in Table 7.4.1 of this 
assessment, it is not anticipated that there would be any negative impact on a 
Commonwealth listed threatened species. 

Nil 

d)  Any environmental impact on Commonwealth listed migratory 
species? 

 

Comments:  

There are 4 migratory species that have been recorded within 10km of the 
study area.  However, the preferred activity would not impact upon these 
species. 

Nil 

e)  Does any part of the Proposal involve a nuclear action?  

Comments:  

The preferred activity would not involve a nuclear action. Nil 

f)  Any environmental impact on a Commonwealth marine area?  

Comments:  

No Commonwealth marine areas are located near the preferred activity Nil 

In addition, any impact on Commonwealth Land?  

Comments:  

There would be no impact on Commonwealth Land. Nil 

7.3.3 Justification of the Preferred Activity 

In accordance with Section 112(4)(b)(i) of the EP&A Act, the RTA has examined the activity and has 
determined that it would detrimentally effect the environment.  Accordingly, the EIS Proposal has 
been modified where possible to reduce the impact on the environment.  The modified Proposal as 
described and assessed in this chapter and Appendix G, in conjunction with the mitigation measures 
outlined in Table 7.4.1 below form the Preferred Activity.  

The proposed modifications described in this Preferred Activity Report have been assessed in their 
own right and considered comparatively with the EIS Proposal in relation to the provisions of 
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Section 112(4)(b)(i) of the EP&A Act.  No substantial environmental impacts additional to those 
discussed in the EIS have been identified as a result of this assessment. 

Consideration of the modifications has resulted in proposed additional mitigation measures and 
other commitments.  The proposed modifications would reduce the detrimental impact of the 
activity. 
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7.4 Measures, Controls and Commitments for the Preferred Activity 
Note:  The mitigation measures below incorporate measures taken from the EIS and commitments made during the representations report process.  The 
following measures, controls or commitments would be included in the environmental management plans for the design, construction, maintenance and 
operation of the Proposal. 

Table 7.4.1: Measures, Controls and Commitments for the Preferred Activity. 

Issue Mitigation Measures 

General  • Preparation of PEMP and CEMP, incorporating obligations of the EIS and approval conditions. 

Noise and Vibration • A noise and vibration management plan would be prepared as part of the CEMP.  The plan would be designed to ensure that 
vibration levels would not exceed that which would cause architectural damage to nearby dwellings or would be likely to 
cause adverse comment. 

 • Early work would concentrate on grading and levelling the areas closest to residences. 

 • Respite/remission periods with low noise/vibration producing activities would be included in the construction program. 

 • Noisy works would be undertaken in the middle of the day, i.e. between 9am and 3pm. 

 • Where possible, acoustic enclosures or screens to stationary plant would be provided. 

 • Where architectural treatment is proposed for dwellings directly fronting Gosport Street, treatments would be implemented 
as early as possible, so construction noise impacts would be minimized. 

 • All plant and equipment would be checked to ensure that they produce minimal noise, and fit residential grade exhaust 
silencers. 

 • Where practical, machines would be operated at low speed or power and switched off when not in use. 

 • All plant and equipment would be regularly inspected to ensure compliance with industry best practice regarding noise levels, 
and repairs or modifications would be carried out where necessary. 
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 • Impact wrenches would be used sparingly, particularly in elevated locations. 

 • Noise monitoring would be undertaken during and post construction. 

 • Construction activities would be limited to the hours between 7.00am and 6.00pm Monday to Friday and 8.00am to 1.00pm 
Saturday. 

 • Pile driving activities would be limited to the hours between 9.00am and 3.00pm Monday to Friday and 9.00am to 1.00pm 
Saturday. 

 • Dilapidation surveys would be conducted on all structures within 100m of the route both pre- and post- construction. 

 • Only one vibrating roller would be used at any one time within 50m of any receiver. 

 • Where practicable, compaction would be achieved through use of heavy non-vibrating rollers. 

 • Simultaneous attended vibration monitoring would be conducted during initial stages of pile driving and when construction 
activities are near sensitive receivers. 

 • Simultaneous attended vibration monitoring would be conducted at the nearest residence when two vibrating rollers are 
used at any one time over any part of the construction site. 

 • Moree Plains Shire Council would be requested to impose covenants and/or notifications on Planning Certificates on all 
properties within the 55/50dB(A) zone, requiring acoustically designed facades and sensible design and layout for all new 
dwellings. 

 • Residents would be notified of intended construction timetable, and keep them informed as work progresses. 

 • An environmental responsibilities officer would be assigned on the site to discuss issues with residents and respond to 
complaints. 

 • A complaints hotline would be established and maintained. 

 • A complaints handling procedure would be developed. 
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 • Environmental noise awareness inductions would be conducted for all contractor employees and subcontractors. 

 • Ongoing on the job training would be conducted for each specific job task. 

Air Quality  • Air quality measures / management would be included as part of the CEMP. 

 • An air quality monitoring program would be implemented including provision of dust monitoring equipment at the potentially 
most affected residences. 

 • Prior to works being undertaken, potentially affected residents would be notified that some dust generation would occur. 

 • Ongoing consultation with residents would be undertaken during the entire construction process. 

 • Water sprays and tankers would be employed, especially during hot, dry, windy days, to stabilise (unsealed) roads, stockpiles 
and other open areas. 

 • All open trucks transporting spoil and fill to and from the site would be covered. 

 • Vehicles would be washed to remove mud prior to leaving the construction site. 

 • All stockpiled materials would be covered or dampened to ensure proper stabilisation. 

 • All exposed areas would be stabilised through progressive revegetation or similar means. 

 • Burning of timber and other combustible materials would be prohibited. 

 • All construction equipment would be regularly inspected and maintained to reduce potential for excessive emissions. 

 • Construction activities would cease if extreme wind conditions prevail. 

Hydrology and 
Flooding 

• Advisory warning signage would be provided at the detention basin. 

 • Regular inspections and maintenance of the drainage systems would be undertaken. 

 • The buried chamber under the detention basin would be regularly cleaned including the trash rack, especially after storm 
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events. 

 • Weirs and table drains would be maintained, particularly during the construction phase. 

Traffic and 
Transport 

• Traffic and transport management measures would be included in the CEMP. 

 • Local residents and businesses would be notified of potential disruptions in access and traffic flow with both advertising and 
correspondence. 

 • Certain works would be prioritised to ensure that overall disruptions to local traffic and access to adjoining properties is 
minimised. 

 • Temporary private and public accessways would be constructed where necessary. 

 • Adequate traffic management would be provided during construction, including temporary speed restrictions, precautionary 
signs, illuminated warning devices, manual traffic control and provision of temporary barriers and markers. 

 • Access to Moree Railway Station would be maintained at all times. 

 • Measures would be implemented to ensure minimal disruption to rail services during the construction period (to be 
developed in conjunction with State Rail Authority). 

 • A screening fence would be constructed between the Bypass and the modified Gwydirfield Link Road to minimise the 
impacts of headlight sweep. 

Flora and Fauna  • Flora and fauna management measures would be included in the CEMP. 

 • Clearing of vegetation would be minimised, particularly established mature trees including the scalloping out of work areas, 
whilst retaining adjacent bushland. 

 • Large trees in the Carbeen community would be identified, marked and retained where practicable. 

 • Any cleared vegetation would not be bulldozed into adjacent bushland.  Similarly, topsoil and mulched vegetation would not 
be stored or dumped in adjacent areas. 



 

Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 7.21 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

 • Clearing below the proposed bridge deck would be minimised, and lower understorey vegetation would be maintained 
beyond identified pier sites.  One access track would be established and the vegetation within the identified pier sites would 
be ‘scalloped’ out. 

 • Where possible, the vegetation that occurs adjacent to the identified pier sites, beyond a safe work area, would be retained. 

 • Site boundaries would be fenced to prevent spread or encroachment of work. 

 • A stand of vegetation would be retained between the proposed river crossing and the existing railway bridge.  This area 
would be fenced to prevent disturbance during bridge construction. 

 • Woodland stands to be retained would be identified and fenced off prior to construction. 

 • Construction vehicle movements would be restricted to the existing road network or previously disturbed areas. 

 • Site offices or compounds would be located away from existing drainage lines. 

 • Branches of shrubs and trees removed from the Carbeen Woodland stand would be spread over adjacent areas so that any 
seeds can provide additional propagules for regeneration. 

 • A continuous ground cover and understorey layer would be retained under the bridge and between woodland stands to 
permit movement patterns of native animals. 

 • Removal of mature trees that support hollows would be minimised to that suitable to accommodate a safe construction and 
working environment. 

 • Hollow bearing trees would be checked for presence of bird nestlings and arboreal mammals before felling or pushing.  
Animals found would be relocated by a qualified ecologist to a riparian habitat. 

 • Tree hollows would be checked for animals after felling or pushing and injured animals would be taken to a local vet or the 
wildlife rescue service would be notified. 

 • Tree trunks removed by clearing activities would be retained on site for potential habitat use by fauna. 

 • Logs, dead trees and stumps would be included in landscaping works. 
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 • A Weed and Bushland Management Plan would be prepared and implemented. 

 • Weed contaminated topsoil would be segregated from reusable topsoil during excavation and disposed of at an approved 
waste facility. 

 • Water velocities or flow rates within the Mehi River would not be altered. 

 • Snags encountered during bridge construction works would not be removed.  If possible, snags would be retained or 
relocated along the river bank. 

 • Where feasible construction would be undertaken in the vicinity of the Mehi River, including bridge construction, outside of 
fish spawning periods (during autumn/winter months) and when water velocities and flow rates are low. 

 • The site would be revegetated as soon as possible after completion of construction activities. 

 • Cleared native vegetation would be mulched and reused in rehabilitation and erosion control works. 

 • All reusable topsoil would be stockpiled on site and reused in rehabilitation works. 

 • A qualified bushland regeneration organisation would be engaged to carry out the revegetation of areas disturbed during 
construction.  Special consideration would be given to regeneration of areas adjacent to the Carbeen Woodland stand 
proposed to be removed. 

 • Seeds would be collected from the Carbeen Woodland stand to be removed and used in regeneration of adjacent areas. 

 • Only identified suitable species would be used in the regeneration of Carbeen Woodland (as detailed in the Flora and Fauna 
Assessment prepared by LesryK). 

 • Revegetation works would include a 12 month maintenance period. 

 • Impacts of construction activities on flora and fauna would be monitored as required by NPWS. 

 • Prior to construction, construction vehicles would be washed down to minimize weed invasion. 

 • Post-construction the riparian community would be rehabilitated, this including the placement of logs, dead trees, stumps, 
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mulch and the establishment of native grasslands. 

 • Post-construction, in relation to any compacted tracks or work areas that occur within the riparian woodlands, prior to their 
revegetation, these would be ripped.  The grading of these areas would loosen the soils thereby making them suitable for the 
burrowing, tunnelling and long-term dispersal needs of the Five-clawed Worm-skink. 

Land Use • The provisions and procedures set out in the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 and the RTA Land 
Acquisition Policy would be complied with. 

 • Land owners directly affected by acquisition would be consulted.   

Economic • Signage would be provided on the Bypass to advertise access routes to the town centre and facilities available. 

Social • Information would be provided to the community and property owners would be notified of the likely timeframe for 
construction activities. 

 • Residents would be informed of potentially disruptive activities well in advance. 

 • Avenues for communication would be provided between the community and the project team, including contractors. 

Urban Design and 
Landscaping 

• A detailed landscape design would be developed and implemented in accordance with the principles, treatment types and 
landscape concept plan outlined in EIS Working Paper 21. 

 • A range of locally occurring native shrubs, trees and ground cover plants would be incorporated into the landscape design.  
Additionally some exotic non-invasive plant species may also be used in the Heritage Precinct. 

 • Existing natural vegetation and bushland remnants would be incorporated in the landscape design. 

 • Views of the Bypass would be screened from various sensitive locations.  Where screening would not be possible or effective 
within the road reserve, complement roadside treatments with planting to sensitive view locations, eg. around rural 
properties.  Such treatments would be subject to negotiation between the RTA and the land owner. 

 • Bridge approaches would be complemented with suitable riparian landscaping to create a strong visual setting and a balance 
between natural elements and the built elements of the road. 
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 • Street tree selection would be developed in line with MPSC’s Moree Township Main Roads Street Tree Masterplan 
document. 

 • Elements such as noise attenuation walls, guard rails, pedestrian railings etc. would be designed and finished to achieve the 
best visual solution for these elements. 

 • Liaison would be undertaken with MPSC, the community and property owners regarding the gateway entry statements at the 
southern and northern intersections. 

 • Landscape planting with appropriate native species would be provided between the Bypass and the modified Gwydirfield Link 
Road to provide a visual screen between the Bypass and the Gwydirfield Homestead. 

Heritage • Consultation with the LALC would be ongoing regarding an informal viewing area with interpretive signage and visitor 
information at the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Fringe Campsite area. 

 • Moree LALC would be consulted during the development of the Construction EMP. 

 • Applications would be made for relevant Consents to Destroy for identified Aboriginal places, including Steel Bridge 
Aboriginal Fringe Campsite, as required prior to construction. 

 • Archaeological monitoring of earthworks would be undertaken in the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Fringe Camp, Mehi River PAD, 
‘ephemeral overflow’ channel network area and Skinners Creek PAD area by a representative of the Moree LALC and/or a 
qualified archaeologist. 

 • If artefacts or relics are uncovered, work would cease in the immediate area until NPWS, Moree LALC are advised and the 
site/artefact/relic is assessed. 

 • Particular care would be taken in the vicinity of the Moree Spa Baths during construction to ensure that damage does not 
occur to the site from indirect development related disturbance, such as vibration. 

 • RTA project staff and contractors and their employees would be advised of their legal responsibilities under the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 and the Heritage Act 1977. 

 • A Plan of Management for the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Fringe Campsite would be prepared in conjunction with Moree LALC. 
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The Plan of Management would make provision for an appropriate memorial. 

 • Care would be taken to minimize impacts when undertaking works in the vicinity of identified heritage items, particularly the 
Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel. 

 • Architectural modifications for noise mitigation to listed and potential heritage items would be undertaken in a sensitive 
manner to ensure minimal impact on heritage significance listed items. 

 • Archival photographic records would be taken, including measured drawings, prior to demolition for all buildings identified as 
having potential heritage significance. 

 • Interpretative signage would be provided for the former Wool Store site and the Railway Institute Tennis Court. 

Water Quality • A comprehensive Soil and Water Management Plan and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would be prepared and included 
in the Construction EMP. 

 • Culverts and catch drains would be constructed as early as possible to ensure transverse drainage is in place during the early 
stages of construction. 

 • Permanent waterway protection works would be completed as soon as possible. 

 • Temporary erosion and sediment control structures such as straw bales and silt fences would be implemented to minimise 
the potential for sediment laden runoff to enter watercourses. 

 • Disturbed areas would be progressively stabilised and revegetated. 

 • Bunding would be provided to areas for storage of oils and other hazardous liquids during construction. 

 • All erosion, sedimentation and pollution control devices, would be regularly monitored and maintained particularly after any 
significant rainfall event, to ensure effective operation, especially during the construction phase and until disturbed areas are 
stabilised and/or properly vegetated. 

 • An ongoing maintenance program would be developed and implemented for the Bypass, including regular inspections and 
cleanouts of detention basins to remove potential pollutants. 



 

Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report, October 2003 7.26 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology Branch 

 • In the event of a chemical or sediment escape from site it would be cleaned up to a state, which is no less than its condition 
prior to discharge. 

 • The effectiveness of the mitigation measures would be regularly monitored. 

 • Buffer strips would be identified to minimise disturbance to the surrounding area. 

 • Mulching and retention of vegetation and topsoil would be undertaken for final site rehabilitation and landscaping. 

 • Site personnel would be educated for the implementation of sediment and erosion control plans. 

Energy • Waste generation would be minimised, particularly waste construction material. 

 • Locally obtained construction material would be used where possible to minimise transport energy use. 

 • Construction equipment would be well maintained and operated in an efficient manner. 

Topography, 
Geology and Soils 

• Plasticity of clay soils would be addressed in detailed design and Construction EMP. 

 • Detailed geotechnical assessment and appropriate design measures would be implemented to address reactive nature of soils. 

 • Appropriate soil testing would be undertaken prior to commencement of works to determine the presence of any 
contaminants. 

 • Should the investigation reveal that contaminants exist above guideline criteria for the intended land use, then a contaminated 
land management plan (CLMP) would be prepared as part of the CEMP for the Proposal.  Any remediation works that are 
required would be completed under the conditions of a remedial action plan (RAP) that would be prepared by a qualified 
consultant.  Any planning approvals or licenses required for remediation works would be identified in the RAP and sought 
prior to remediation works commencing. 

 • The CLMP and/or RAP would detail environmental controls and incident management procedures for any works in 
contaminated areas. 

 • Gypsum would be applied to flocculate soils when necessary to minimise soil dispersion. 
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 • Regulatory requirements for addressing contaminated land would be detailed in the Construction EMP, to deal with instances 
where contamination is identified during the construction process.  Contingency measures would be included where 
necessary. 

 • The disturbance and exposure of soils would be minimised. 

Hazards and Risk • Hazard and risk management and contingency measures would be included in the Construction and Operation EMPs. 

 • Appointed contractors would need to be appropriately accredited, and undertake their work in accordance with an accepted 
OH&S Management Plan. 

Waste Management • A detailed Waste Management Plan would be prepared as part of the Construction EMP. 

 • The use of rainforest timbers would be prohibited. 

 • Project earthworks would avoid unnecessary material imports or exports. 

 • Construction materials with recycled content would be used where such materials are available, cost-competitive with other 
materials, and RTA specifications allow their use. 

 • The EPA’s Environmental Guidelines: Assessment, Classification & Management of Liquid and Non-liquid Wastes would be 
followed in the event that hazardous or contaminated waste is generated, such as contaminated soil or asbestos waste. 

 • Stockpiles would be managed according to the RTA’s Stockpile Site Management Procedures, which details the methodology 
for assessing, planning, establishing and managing stockpile sites. 

 • Workers would be briefed on the waste management principles and procedures that would operate on the site. 

 • The final destination for each waste type would be determined based on Table 3.1 of Working Paper 25 of the EIS.  In all 
cases, the destination listed first would be preferentially used unless prevented by technical or economic considerations. 

 • Waste materials would be placed into individual bins or skips that are clearly labelled, so that waste materials may be kept 
segregated during collection and storage. 

 • All office and mixed wastes would be source-segregated to meet the requirements of Council for their municipal recycling 
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scheme.  Appropriately labelled and colour-coded bins would be available for this purpose. 

 • Waste material would be transported off-site, whether for reuse, recycling or disposal by a licensed waste contractor where 
required by legislation.  All waste transport would be conducted in an environmentally sound manner. 

 • As part of the Waste Management Plan, the Contractor would be required to maintain a Waste Management Register, 
detailing type of waste picked up, amounts, date/time, by whom, and where it was disposed. (A sample waste recording form 
is included in Appendix A of EIS Working Paper 25). 
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8 Conclusion 

8.1 Conclusion 
This Representations Report demonstrates that: 

• statutory obligations have been met (Chapter 2); 

• the RTA has considered the EIS (Chapter 2); 

• the RTA has considered all issues arising from the representations and additional 
correspondence since the EIS and provided written responses to the issues (Chapters 3 
and 4 and Appendices B and C); 

• in responding to these issues and to other correspondence, additional studies have been 
undertaken which include consideration of likely impacts and the measures which might be 
used to mitigate these impacts (Chapters 5 and 6 and Appendices D and F); 

• having considered the representations received, the RTA is satisfied that the Proposal, as 
described in the EIS, would detrimentally affect certain aspects of the environment and as a 
result modifications have been undertaken within the original study corridor which 
singularly and / or collectively  reduce the identified impacts (Chapter 7 and Appendix G); 
and 

• the impacts of the modifications have, themselves, been considered and it has been 
determined that any further environmental impacts as a consequence of these design 
modifications are minor (Chapter 7 and Appendix G). 

In consideration of the above, it is concluded that, if the Chief Executive of the RTA decides to 
proceed with the Proposal, that decision should be based on the Proposal as described in the 
Preferred Activity Report and inclusive of the mitigation measures and other commitments outlined 
in this Representations Report.  
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Community Consultation Program 



 

Table A-1: Consultation Program for the Moree Bypass 

Community Consultation Key Activities 

ACTIVITY DATES COMMENTS 

1997 

Newsletter No 1 July 1997 Provided during the initial Environmental Overview Study as part 
of the Initial options study, prior to the Route Selection phase. 

1998 

Value Management 
(VM) Workshop 1 

21 and 22 
December 
1998 

Draft project objectives and VM workshop objectives agreed. 

Presentations by participants with a structured answer and 
question time. 

An evaluation of the four presented options was undertaken. 

A preliminary risk assessment of the preferred option was 
undertaken. 

Design notations and other items were identified and later 
developed into a specific action plan. 

Representatives of the residents, businesses, Aboriginal 
community, transport groups, DOTARS, RTA and Egis were 
present. 

1999 

Newsletter No 2 April 1999 

 

Provided information on public display of all bypass options 
commencing Thursday 22 April 1999. 

Included Moree Hotline telephone number, and RTA contact. 

Distributed to Moree residents, businesses and post office boxes. 

Advertisement April 1999 Advert was placed in the Moree Champion Newspaper  

Informed community of commencement of route selection and 
EIS process, and commencement of exhibition 22/04/99 

Press Release from 
Moree Plains Shire 
Council 

21 April 1999 Advising of the Moree Bypass Exhibition, and commencement of 
public consultation. 

Public Display 
Update 1 

Outer and Inner 
Bypass Route 
Corridor Options 

 

from 22 April 
1999 – 7 July 
2000 

Displayed at RTA Motor Registry, Balo Street, Moree, with ‘mini’ 
exhibitions at Moree Council and Moree LALC offices. 

Included community response sheets (re interest in CCC), and 
survey of importance of identified environmental issues. 

Exhibition staffed Thurs 22 April to Sat 24 April 99 (119 visitors). 

Meetings with 
Community 
Interest Groups 

13 to 15 May 
1999 

Meetings with the Chamber of Commerce, MPS Council, 
Residents south of Gwydir Hwy, River St Residents, Friends of 
Jellicoe Park, Gwydirfield Residents. 

Involved consultation re formation of CCC. 

Sought nominations for CCC. 

Newsletter No 3 June 1999 Included information on the study process and progress. 

Provided a description and maps of the corridor options. 

Informed the community of formation and role of the CCC. 

Distributed to Moree residents, businesses and post office boxes. 
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ACTIVITY DATES COMMENTS 
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CCC Meeting No 1 

 

3 June 1999 Explain role and duties of CCC. 

Agree on optional routes. 

Discuss and agree objectives for evaluation of routes. 

Took place at Moree Spa Village Motor Inn. 

CCC Meeting No 2 

 

17 June 1999 Consider draft evaluation criteria. 

Consider Frome St North (Option 8). 

Update on work program (including business impact, traffic 
surveys, flooding, Benefit Cost Ratio calculations). 

Took place at Moree Spa Village Motor Inn. 

Newsletter No 4 August 1999 

 

Outline the work of the CCC. 

List the CCC agreed objectives / selection criteria, for 
comparison of the route options. 

Notice of Value Management workshop 2 and on-going 
consultation. 

Inform community of forthcoming concept design stage of project 
and opportunities for community input.  

Distributed to Moree residents, businesses and post office boxes. 

VM Workshop 
(VM2) 

3-4 August 
1999  

Evaluation of route options using criteria established by the CCC 
and value management. 

Option 6(a), variation to Bolla Bolla option, nominated as 
preferred option of the VM workshop group. 

Took place at Gwydir Conference Centre. 

Representatives of the residents, businesses, Aboriginal 
community, transport groups, DOTARS, RTA and Egis were 
present. 

CCC Meeting No 3 

 

14 October 
1999 

Special meeting of the CCC and others, convened by Council, 
chaired by the Mayor, and attended by Regional Manager of RTA 
(Parkes). 

Considered cost implications of the 6(a) route / need for railway 
overpasses / pros/cons of Gosport Street. 

Took place at Moree Council Chambers. 

CCC meeting No 4 

 

6 July 2000 Informed CCC of the outcome of the ‘Preferred Route Corridor 
Selection Report’ March 2000. 

Provided information on the EIS process and opportunities for 
input. 

Presented an update of benefit cost ratios, traffic estimates. 

Discuss four Sections (A to D) within proposed Corridor, 
alignment and road treatment options. 

Took place at Gwydir Conference Centre. 

Public Display 
Update 2 

Gosport S ree
Corridor display 

t t 

7 July 2000 –
November 
2000 

Occurred at the RTA Motor Registry and Joblink Centre, Balo 
Street, Moree, with mini exhibitions at Moree Council, Moree 
LALC offices, and East Moree Post Office. 

Provided information on the commencement of EIS process and 
d il d d i d l
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ACTIVITY DATES COMMENTS 

detailed design development. 

Call for feedback from community on alternative alignments and 
treatments within the corridor, and issues to address in EIS. 

Copy of Options Report available for viewing at the RTA Registry 
exhibition. 

Planning Focus 
Meeting (PFM) 

 

19 October 
2000 

The PFM was organised to facilitate consultation with relevant 
Government Agencies in accordance with the DUAP EIS 
guidelines. 

Issues to be addressed and areas of concern were raised at the 
PFM and are included in Working Paper 1. 

Took place at Gwydir Conference Centre. 

Newsletter No 5 November 
2000 

Provided information on the public display of Gosport Street 
Corridor and Alignment options. 

Included a response Sheet (regarding environmental). 

Distributed to residents, businesses and post office boxes. 

Meetings 15 to 17 
November 
2000 

Meetings were undertaken with invited residents, representatives 
of industries, businesses, and community interest groups.  

Involved presentation of the ‘Preferred Alignment and Related 
issues’ display material, receipt and recording of issues. 

Outline and discussion of the assessment/approvals process. 

CCC Meeting No 5 

 

16 November 
2000 

Presentation of the ‘Preferred Alignment and Related issues’ 
display material. 

Outline of work undertaken since July 2000. 

Discussion of preferred alignment and road treatment, and key 
environmental issues. 

Took place at Moree Spa Village Motor Inn. 

Public Display 
Update 3 

Preferred 
Alignment and 
Related issues 
display  

From Friday 17 
November 
2000 – 
October 2001 

Occurred at the RTA Motor Registry and Joblink Centre, Balo 
Street, Moree, with mini exhibitions at Moree Council, Moree 
LALC offices, and East Moree Post Office. 

Provided information on the preferred alignment. 

Indicated the property to be acquired as part of the roadworks, 
listed and potential heritage items, additional land to be assessed, 
and main pedestrian movements. 

Council briefing 
with Moree Plains 
Shire Council  

3 October 
2001 

Provided information on the preferred scheme, allocation of 
costs, rezoning issues etc. 

Described further work undertaken in developing the concept. 

Provided advance briefing of Council staff in advance of 8 
November Workshop. 

Meeting with 
Railway authorities  

6 November 
2001  

 

Meeting sought to resolve outstanding matters regarding the 
impact of the proposed Bypass on railway land and operations. 

Letters to all 
Corridor 
Residents/Property 

3 - 23 October 
2001 

To inform them of the forthcoming exhibition update. 

To indicate their unique property identifier number used in the 
Property Inventory developed as part of the EIS background
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Community Consultation Key Activities 

ACTIVITY DATES COMMENTS 

occupants Property Inventory developed as part of the EIS background 
work. 

To identify those elements of the proposal and/or potential 
environmental impacts likely to be of most interest to them. 

Meetings in Moree  24 October 
2001 

Meetings included residents of Gwydirfield Homestead, Council’s 
engineering staff, Council’s planning staff, and mini exhibitions to 
the Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC). 

Described further work undertaken in developing the concept. 

Provided advance briefing to Council staff of the 8 November 
workshop. 

Advertisement  October 2001 Advert appeared in the Moree Champion Newspaper. 

Informed community of the commencement of exhibition of the 
initial concept design. 

CCC Meeting No 6 

 

24 October 
2001 

CCC 6 held the night before the commencement of Public 
Display Update 4, to allow all to become acquainted with the 
updated details. 

Presentation of, and discussion on detailed design issues, road 
treatment, noise mitigation, urban design issues. 

Took place at the Moree Spa Village Motor Inn. 

Public Display 
Update 4 

Preferred Concept 
(pre-EIS exhibition) 

 

From 25 
October 2001 

Displayed initial concept design. 

Sought community feedback on initial concept design, further 
developed detailed design issues, and assessment/approval 
process. 

Exhibition staffed 25 and 26 October 2001 at the RTA project 
offices at Balo Street. 

Mini exhibitions at Moree Council and Moree LALC offices. 

This exhibition would be updated at the time of the EIS release. 

Meetings  

 

8 November 
2001 

Meetings with Local Area Traffic Committee members, Council’s 
engineering and planning staff, representatives of the Rural Lands 
Protection Board and the Moree Racecourse Trust. 

Described further work undertaken in developing the concept, 
and the content of the public exhibition. 

Provided advance briefing to Council staff of the afternoon 
workshop. 

Discussed and agreed the preferred treatment of the traveling 
stock route and Racecourse. 

Urban Design 
Workshop 

8 November 
2001 

Focussed on a discussion of urban design issues related to the 
overall project, and nominated action areas within the corridor.  
Involved Council officers, community reps and Councillors. 

Workshop outcomes were documented and where appropriate 
addressed in the proposed design (see Appendix to WP 21). 

Held at Council offices. 
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Organisation Senders List 
Surname Given name Organization Representation 

No. 
Section Where Issues Are Addressed 

Anonymous  Chesterfield Moree 2 3.3.2 

Anonymous  Environment 
Australia 

6 3.2.2 

McDonald Wal Gwydir Carapark & 
Thermal Pools 

17 3.3.2; 3.7.2; 3.8.4; 3.9.1; 3.10.1; 3.10.3 

Morris Robert Country Energy 20 3.7.7 

Mitchell Neville & 
Helen 

Barwon Timbers & 
Tiles 

33 3.3.2; 3.7.2; 3.8.4 

Tramby Mark M&G Travel Pty Ltd 37 3.3.2; 3.5.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.5; 3.9.3 

O'Hern Robert NSW EPA 53 3.4.3; 3.5.1; 3.6.1 

Gunasekara Bhati Moree Plains Shire 
Council Transport 
Services 

57 3.1.2; 3.2.3; 3.4.3; 3.5.1; 3.7.2; 3.8.2 

Matthews Robert Wj's Matthews 
(Holdings) Pty Ltd 

60 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.6.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.9.3; 3.10.3 

Atkins John Moree & District 
Chamber of 
Commerce & 
Industry Pty 

65 3.3.2; 3.6.4; 3.7.2 

Hurst Des State Emergency 
Service 

76 3.2.3 

Anonymous  No Gosport Street 
Committee 

77 3.2.2; 3.2.3; 3.2.4; 3.2.5; 3.3.1; 3.4.1; 3.4.2; 3.4.3; 3.5.1; 
3.6.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.7.6; 3.8.4; 3.9.1; 
3.9.2; 3.9.3; 3.10.2 

Robson David NSW National 
Parks and Wildlife 
Service 

78 3.2.2 

Ward David NSW Fisheries 80 3.2.3; 3.6.4; 3.7.2 

Assef Paul Traffic Authority 
Local Committee 

82 3.3.2 

Provest John & Glenn McDonalds Family 
Restaurant Moree 

86 3.5.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.3; 3.7.6; 3.8.3; 3.9.1; 3.9.3; 3.10.1 

Briggs-Smith Noeline Moree Aboriginal 
Corporation for 
Historical Research 

88 3.2.4; 3.8.2; 3.9.3 

Steel C Moree Showground 
Reserve Trust 
Board 

90 3.2.1; 3.2.5; 3.4.3; 3.5.1; 3.8.1; 3.9.1; 3.9.2; 3.10.3 

Dillon Ken J.T. Fossey (Trucks) 91 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.9.1; 3.10.1; 3.10.3 

Reiner Leo Gwydirfield Past. 
Co. 

95 3.6.2; 3.6.3; 3.7.4 

Aber David Moree Plains Shire 
Council 

96 3.1.2; 3.2.1; 3.2.5; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.5; 3.7.6; 3.8.3; 
3.9.1; 3.10.1;  3.10.3; 3.10.4 

Brock Danny The People of East 
Moree 

98 3.9.2; 3.10.1; 3.10.3 

Leaver Bruce Australian Heritage 
Commission 

109 3.2.4 
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Individual Senders List 
Surname Given name Organization Representation 

No. 
Section Where Issues Are Addressed 

Morris Garry Individual 1 3.6.1; 3.6.4; 3.7.4 

Hefferman P.A. Individual 3 3.3.2 

Wheeler M.E. Individual 4 3.7.3; 3.7.4; 3.7.5 

McCormick B.W. & R.E. Individual 5 3.3.2; 3.10.1 

Humphries Katrina Individual 7 3.2.5; 3.3.1; 3.6.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.8.3; 
3.9.2; 3.9.3 

Thomas Lynette Individual 8 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.3; 
3.9.2; 3.9.3 

Trelund - Individual 9 3.2.3; 3.4.2; 3.6.1; 3.7.4 

Matthews Claude Individual 10 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.4; 3.8.4; 3.9.3 

Bunce Wendy Individual 11 3.3.2; 3.9.1 

Stirton P.M. Individual 12 3.5.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.9.2; 3.10.1; 3.10.5 

Williams Narelle Individual 13 3.3.2; 3.9.2 

Schneebeli Henry Individual 14 3.4.2; 3.7.2; 3.10.1; 3.10.5 

Frey Heather Individual 15 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 3.3.1, 3.4.2; 3.4.3; 3.7.1; 3.7.2;  

Wannan Warwick & 
Roslyn 

Individual 16 3.2.1; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.4; 3.8.3; 3.9.1; 3.10.1; 
3.10.4 

Cusack Stella M. Individual 18 3.2.1; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.9.1; 3.9.2; 3.10.1; 3.10.3; 
3.10.4 

Madden Bernadette Individual 19 3.2.1; 3.3.2; 3.4.2; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.9.3 

Lowe Barry Individual 21 3.3.2; 3.8.1 

Ireland Geoff Individual 22 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 3.4.2; 3.7.1 

Williams Larry Individual 23 3.3.2 

McPhie Murray Individual 24 3.7.2 

White Russel & 
Phyllis 

Individual 25 3.3.1 

Halls J.M. Individual 26 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Wheeler R.V. Individual 27 3.3.1; 3.6.4; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.10.3 

Harborne H.R. Individual 28 3.3.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.3; 3.8.4; 3.9.2 

Martyn Clive Individual 29 3.1.1; 3.1.2; 3.2.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 
3.10.5 

Steuens Lynette Individual 30 3.7.4 

Halls A.G. Individual 31 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Lee Sylvia Individual 32 3.2.1; 3.4.2; 3.6.1; 3.9.3 

Bate Kath & Alf Individual 34 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.6.1; 3.7.4 

Humphries Maureen & 
Trevor 

Individual 35 3.1.1; 3.3.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.1; 3.7.4 

Swayn Pam Individual 36 3.2.1; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.4; 3.8.3; 3.9.3 

Partridge Edna Individual 38 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.1 

Phelps E.M. Individual 39 3.3.1; 3.8.1; 3.9.3 

Smith Mervyn Individual 40 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.6.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.3; 3.9.3 
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Surname Given name Organization Representation 
No. 

Section Where Issues Are Addressed 

Carroll Anela Individual 41 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Macey K.A. Individual 42 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Ross Gwendoline Individual 43 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Anderson K. Individual 44 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Jeffers Susan Individual 45 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Holland G.J. Individual 46 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Kennedy Gay Individual 47 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Morris Pat Individual 48 3.7.4 

Robinson Jean Individual 49 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Macey Dean Individual 50 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Hitchins E.J. Individual 51 3.7.4 

Atkins John Individual 52 3.3.2; 3.6.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4 

Mead Kerry Individual 54 3.3.1; 3.6.1; 3.9.2; 

Holland Geraldine Individual 55 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Holland Daniel G. Individual 56 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Ashenden W. Individual 58 3.7.4; 3.9.3 

Campbell N.W. & G.A. 
& N.D. & D.J. 

Individual 59 3.2.1; 3.3.1; 3.4.1; 3.4.2; 3.4.3; 3.6.1; 3.7.1; 
3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.8.1; 3.8.3; 3.9.1; 3.9.2; 3.9.3; 
3.10.3 

Neeves Noel Gordon Individual 61 3.7.4; 3.8.1 

Marsden Marilyn Individual 62 3.2.1; 3.7.4; 3.10.3 

Jamieson Reginald 
Joseph 

Individual 63 3.2.1; 3.5.1, 3.6.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.9.2; 
3.9.3; 3.10.3 

Hobday Darcey Individual 64 3.7.4 

Murray Wallace & 
Daphne 

Individual 66 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.5.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.10.2 

Berger K.L. & G. Individual 67 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.4.3; 3.7.1; 3.9.2; 3.9.3 

Reibelt J. Individual 68 3.7.4 

Hewat Elizabeth M. Individual 69 3.3.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.9.3 

Fletcher D & R Individual 70 3.2.1; 3.3.1; 3.6.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.4 

Bailey Doreen Individual 71 3.3.1; 3.7.4; 3.9.2 

Taylor Julie & Eric Individual 72 3.2.1; 3.4.2; 3.4.3; 3.6.1; 3.7.2; 3.8.2; 3.9.2; 
3.10.3 

Anonymous  Individual 73 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.8.4; 3.9.3 

Nugent Jean Individual 74 3.5.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.10.2 

Nugent J.B. Individual 75 3.2.2; 3.2.4; 3.4.1; 3.5.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 
3.7.5; 3.9.3; 3.10.2 

Heinrich V.W. & L.M. Individual 79 3.6.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.4; 3.10.3 

Lysaught Sue & Doug Individual 81 3.3.2 

Assef Paul Individual 83 3.3.2; 3.7.2; 3.7.6; 3.7.7; 3.9.3 

Maynard Patricia Individual 84 3.2.3; 3.2.4; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.6.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 
3.9.3 

Rickman Patricia Individual 85 3.3.1; 3.6.1; 3.6.3; 3.8.3; 3.9.2; 3.9.3 
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Surname Given name Organization Representation 
No. 

Section Where Issues Are Addressed 

Reynolds Pam & Ron Individual 87 3.3.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.1; 3.9.3 

Hunt T.M. Individual 89 3.2.5; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 
3.7.5; 3.9.1; 3.10.1 

Caban Robyn Individual 92 3.2.5; 3.7.4; 3.8.1; 3.9.1; 3.10.1 

Dillon Meryl Individual 93 3.6.2 

Anonymous  Individual 94 3.7.4; 3.9.1; 3.9.2. 3.10.5 

Anonymous  Individual 97 3.4.2; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.6; 3.8.1; 3.9.1; 3.10.2; 
3.10.3 

Mckee Dulcie Individual 99 3.2.1; 3.4.3; 3.8.1; 3.10.1 

Little Ian Individual 100 3.3.2; 3.10.4 

Moore F.Y. Individual 101 3.3.1; 3.7.4; 3.7.5 

Ryan Rosemary Individual 102 3.5.1; 3.6.4 

Bignall David George Individual 103 3.3.2; 3.7.2 

Anonymous  Individual 104 3.3.2; 3.6.3; 3.9.2; 3.10.1 

Anonymous  Individual 105 3.3.2; 3.6.3 

Grott S. Individual 106 3.3.1; 3.7.4 

Sims Lachlan Individual 107 3.3.2; 3.6.3; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.9.1 

Carroll Mark Individual 108 3.3.2 

Ireland A. Individual 110 3.6.1; 3.8.3 

Hancock Leslie Individual 111 3.2.1; 3.2.3; 3.3.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4 

Burgess Faye Individual 112 3.2.3; 3.2.5; 3.4.1; 3.4.2; 3.5.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 
3.7.4; 3.9.2; 3.9.3; 3.10.2 

Anonymous  Individual 113 3.2.3; 3.6.3; 3.7.4 

Anonymous  Individual 114 3.3.2; 3.10.1 

Scott A.H. Individual 115 3.3.2; 3.6.4 

Hutchins R.J. Individual 116 3.5.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.4; 3.7.5; 3.9.2 

Anonymous  Individual 117 3.2.1; 3.6.3; 3.7.4; 3.9.3 

Thomas L Individual 118 3.7.4; 3.9.3 

Anonymous  Individual 119 3.2.1; 3.2.2; 3.2.3; 3.2.4; 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.4.3; 
3.5.1; 3.7.1; 3.7.2; 3.7.5; 3.9.1; 3.9.2; 3.9.3; 
3.10.1; 3.10.2; 3.10.3 

Shult S. Lorrane Individual 120 3.7.4 

Fry Glenys Individual 121 3.2.1; 3.7.4 

White Margharet Individual 122 3.7.4 

Bell Terry Individual 123 3.1.2; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.9.3 

Anonymous  Individual 124 3.2.1; 3.9.1; 3.9.2 

Marsden Marilyn Individual 125 3.3.1; 3.4.2; 3.7.1; 3.7.4; 3.9.1; 3.9.2; 3.9.3; 
3.10.3 

Sweeney Don Individual 126 3.3.2; 3.7.2; 3.9.1; 3.9.3 
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Detailed Issues List 

Construction Representation No 

General 
There is gravel available at Munros pit on Sollings Lane, which is in the vicinity of the Wee Bolla Option. 29 

The external bypass would certainly cause less disruption and be much easier and quicker to construct. 35 

Noise and Vibration 
Heavy machinery could be used more extensively out of town where there are no noise and vibration considerations. 29 

What are the precautions going to be taken to avoid cracking spa bath pool structure due to vibration generated from construction plant? If cracks appeared during construction  57 
works, how the problems going to be rectified with minimal disturbance to the spa users. 

It is assumed that the pool complex is structurally sound. Given the black soil that the pool complex is built on and the instability of this soil particularly when it has been a very  96 
dry season and with the increased vibration that would occur during the construction of the bypass, it is envisaged that some structural damage to the pool complex would  
occur.  Who will be responsible for this damage and cost implications of repairs? What are the "further mitigation measures" that would be implemented should the current  
measures fail to stop damage?  We suggest than an audit of the Complex be undertaken pre-construction. 

It is common sense that vibrating rollers will damage in ground concrete pools and the heritage listed railway buildings and platforms. 123 

Environmental Issues Representation No 

Air Quality 
Also dust. 8 

Dust factor. 10 

I will be effected by pollution from stock transport and dust 15 

The local spa baths would not benefit from the dust. 16 

There will be dust pollution, smells 18 

Dust pollution does not belong in a residential area 19 

There will be over 50 homes where the quality of life will be seriously impaired by additional dust and fumes 22 

A large section of town will be very disadvantaged by pollution 29 
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The pollution and dust will be moved from Balo Street to Gosport Street. 32 

The dust level is very high and the smell from animals being transported is awful at times 36 

Weekends and evening BBQ's etc will be made very unenjoyable because of the noise as well as the intrusion of vehicle emissions and dust. 59 

Then there are the heavy vehicle emissions and dust pollution, which will no doubt, affect our washing. 59 

The alternative route still leaves the noise pollution and air pollution problem in town. 62 

I am concerned about the increased traffic causing pollution. 63 

The impacts on residents of Gosport St will be catastrophic in as much as diesel fumes, traffic noise that will affect their health. 70 

The proposed road noise and stench that goes with trucks will be unbearable and for those of us who cannot afford to relocate wonder for how long we can keep our sanity  72 
and our health. 

We both suffer from asthma and bronchial problems now and we have been assured that we will only get worse with the effects of emissions from the trucks not to mention  72 
the related diseased from cattle trucks. 

Insufficient attention has been given to the aspect of air pollution particularly at the Caretakers Cottage.  It will be particularly affected in adverse weather conditions. 90 

The impact of light pollution on the Showground tenants and stabled horses has not been adequately addressed. Patrons of the camping ground would also be impacted. 90 

The EIS does not indicate any procedures that will be implemented with regards to reducing air pollution at the Baths, should the current mitigation factors fail and air pollution  96 
levels exceed relevant standards? 

I am an asthmatic and will find the increase in the levels of exhaust fumes and dust as a result of the increase in traffic intolerable. 99 

The pollution to the town from the stock transport and compression breaking. 111 

To get all pollution out of town. 117 

There will be an added impact of dust and particle pollution due to the fact that the road edges will not be scaled or kerb and guttered unlike the existing route. The effect of  119 
traffic using the road shoulder will contribute significantly to the problem and the impact will be greater than disclosed in the EIS.  It is unacceptable that it should be imposed on a  
residential area. 

If you take a look at the flags flying in the main street after a week the particle pollution is horrendous let alone the possibility of the non visible pollutants. 119 

The impact of air pollution on residents in the area of the bypass is not acceptable. It is not acceptable to move a problem from one area of the community and impose it on  119 
another. 

No excess pollution up the main street causing distress to people, shopkeepers must be driven insane, discouraging visitors to linger a while longer. 121 

Please consider diesel fumes. 124 

Health hazard for the residents in town regarding fumes. 124 
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Environmental Issues  Representation No 

Ecological Impacts 
No referral necessary under the EPBC Act 6 

Route 6a gets away from impinging on and desecrating half a hectare of delightful Carbeen Woodland. 75 

The significance of the Carbeen tree removal must be looked at in the context of actions being taken by the NP&WS and other departments under land clearing legislation,  77 
particularly the Native Vegetation Conservation Act.  Land owners are being forced to lock up large tracts of land, not use it, and still pay rates and taxes on it.  If we are to have  
double standards, it is extremely likely that the Moree Bypass will provide an excellent defence against future charges against land owners for clearing. 

The RTA and DOTARS would be in breach of the TSC Act by removing 0.5ha of Carbeen Woodland despite the conclusions of the 8-part Test. 77 

The table (Table 4) assessing the impacts on threatened species is incomplete, and does not address all of the parts of the 8-part test. The use of this table and the 'generic'  78 
8-part test for threatened fauna is not considered to adequately address the requirements of the EP&A Act. 8-part tests should be completed for all threatened species,  
populations and ecological communities likely to occur in the study area.  Species can be assessed separately, or as groups of similar species based on taxonomic similarity  
and/or habitat specialisation. 

8-part tests should include consideration of the edge effects of the proposed bridge, including potential increase in invasive species such as birds, and likelihood of road kill. 78 

An 8-part test is required for the Five-clawed Worm Skink (Anomalopus mackayi). 78 

Clarification is required for the location and extent of the proposed regeneration in order to fully define and evaluate the use of this measure to compensate for the removal of  78 
part of the Carbeen Woodland. 

Harp traps should be utilised to catch bats for identification not Anabat II electronic detection methods which cannot identify one of the threatened bats likely to occur - the  119 
Greater Long Eared Bat Nictophylus timoriensis. 

The eight part test for Carbeen makes some sweeping statements in relation to 0.1% being conserved in Boomi, Boomi West and Boronga reserves where in fact it is rare in  119 
these reserves.  Due to Carbeen's association with soil types and geological structures it is not simply possible to go out and disburse some seed to generate an area. In arid  
areas it is extremely difficult to do such things as rehabilitation and restoration.  Once it’s gone its gone. 

Some sweeping statements in relation to the Carbeen community, there is no attempt to give description of the area of Carbeen COMMUNITY to be cleared in detail. Hollow trees  119 
etc. 

Concerns that inadequate attention has been given to the possibility of Koala habitat, which will require a Koala Management Plan. 119 

Threatened species such as Five Clawed Worm Skink should be considered likely to be found. Requires an SIS. 119 

It is vital to carry out field surveys when flora and fauna species can be found. If carried out at inappropriate times some species not found should be considered likely to be  119 
found. 

The EPBC Act list of threatened species should be considered including the EPBC test of significance.  There is no consideration of these except to say that none are likely to  119 
occur. 
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No pit trapping was used in the survey. Pit trapping is the best way to sample small fauna on the floodplain, species such as Striped Faced Dunnart will not be found otherwise. 119 

The veracity of the report is questioned by the mistake of cutting and pasting a section from some other report that refers to subdivision. 119 

The eight-part tests - each species should be considered separately. A generic test on fauna in general fails to consider specific habitat requirements of each threatened  119 
species. 

Environmental Issues  Representation No 

Hydrology & Water Quality 
Floods are another thing that need to be looked at with the build up of the roads, we will be in a much worse position than we are now. 8 

The flood study was not taken on the biggest flood. 9 
Who is going to pay for the damage when we have a major flood? 
The storm water retention basin in the middle of a residential area only brings the problem of disease. 

Floods which will be worse than before with the build up of water by the new road formation which will send more water this way. 10 

I will be affected be higher floods. 15 
I am gravely concerned about the floodwaters, as the RTA doesn't seem to realise the existing extent of water in our area, I feel that it has been gravely underestimated. 
Flood data given in the proposal documents do not seem to tally with local residents. 

I would formally like to request more information on the proposed "retention basin" please. 22 
Given that stock droppings have proven to be a major cause of disease it would be interesting to know if the health implications have been studied. 

Why would your authority base its flood study on 1974 levels when a more accurate benchmark such as the 1:100 year is readily available? 22 

How we will be affected in a flood with the build up of the roads it will force more water this way, which will cause bigger flood here. 40 

Water will supposedly discharge from the detention basin near the Victoria Hotel through a series of gravel weirs on the shoulders of Gosport and River Street. Wouldn't the  57 
gravel erode with water spilling over it? 

None of the bypass options of Moree need to be flood free, given that during a flood the Highways are impassable anyway, and the existing route through Moree is still  66 
available. 

There will be storm water lying in this [the sedimentation pond] area, long grass will constantly be there, and it will become a rubbish dump.  The area will be a breeding ground  67 
for sandflies, mosquitos, a haven for snakes, and a great drinking spot for those who want to use it. 

Locating the bridge over the river close to the existing railway bridge may force floodwaters into East Moree.  It would seem logical to locate the new bridge as far as possible  76 
from the existing railway bridge. 

During the 1955 flood, water came overland from land to the east of the racecourse and drained the general area of the proposed highway.  The rail line was damaged as was  76 
the existing highway.  I am concerned that the proposed highway to the east of the racecourse may affect the build up of water notwithstanding the culverts. 
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The EIS has used the 1974 flood as a benchmark and I believe it may have misinterpreted information regarding this flood. The 1974 flood was alleviated to a great extent by the  76 
completion of the Copeton Dam wall.  The effect of this flood was therefore not as great as other floods such as 1950, 1955, 1971 and 1976. There have been eight other floods 
 in excess of the levels attained in 1974. 

If the outer route was chosen, it is believed that the effect would not be as great and because it is further upstream, it would allow for the dissipation of the flood waters rather  77 
than the town feeling the effect of flooding almost immediately, as it would under the Gosport Street proposal. 

The use of the 1974 flood as a benchmark is misguided. 77 
Other floods have occurred which were larger and caused damage to the Highway. 

The second bridge near the rail bridge as proposed could also act as an impediment to flow, which would result in higher levels being experienced in the area known as East  77 
Moree. 

Fisheries would like the opportunity to comment upon sediment and erosion control plan and would like more information regarding proposed use of coffer dams 80 

A storm water retention basin in the middle of a residential area will be a source of sandflies, mosquitos, sags, snakes, and a rubbish tip, for the area. 84 

The flood studies used are based on the 1974 flood levels, not the biggest in Moree. 1955, 1950 or 1976 all of which were bigger than 1974. 84 

Flood data do not seem to tally with the local residents. 111 

In the summarised version Section 4 Selection of the Preferred Route - Para 5 says the preferred route (Gosport St) reduces the potential flooding impacts - nothing could be  112 
further from the truth as any restriction in town does not have the 'lag time' to equalise flows as would a more eastern bypass. 
The stormwater detention basin will be a potential hazard in town for children when full and a potential for snakes and other vermin when dry or drying. 112 

Flooding if road is built as high as rail line. 113 

Insufficient detail has been given to the impact of the water flows on the community including the cumulative impact of the build up of flood east of the corridor, the impact of  119 
future installation of kerb and guttering which will be required to deal with storm water from the road surface and putting pollution into the river or storm-water system. 

Environmental Issues  Representation No 

Indigenous Heritage 
Route 6a gets away from impinging on sacred sights and their desecration. 75 

The EIS states that a Consent to Destroy permit must be obtained and that further consultation with the LALC and Aboriginal community be undertaken.  This must be a public  77 
inquiry. 

Local Aboriginal people have demanded that they accompany equipment laying pipes for the "Pipes and Bores" scheme, at substantial costs to the land owners, yet these same  77 
people are writing off heritage listed land without a second thought.  Once again we have double standards. 

Five listed Aboriginal Heritage sites, five existing and sixteen other items of potential heritage, have been found but discarded on the altar of short-term expediency. 84 

I feel not enough thought, consideration or consultation has been evident with the most important consideration, that being the Aboriginal people themselves. 88 
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To say that this bypass will not directly impact Aboriginal heritage is wrong. 88 

Whilst the indigenous values of the baths are related to the 1965 Freedom Ride the Commission believes that any impact on the Baths that would affect the use of the place as a  109 
poll would be considered an adverse affect on the heritage values. 

Discussions with the Moree LALC indicated that they continue to oppose any impacts on the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Fringe Camp site. 109 

All potential impacts to indigenous heritage values need to be identified, managed and assessed in consultation with the Traditional Owners, Native Title Claimants and any other  109 
indigenous people with rights and interests in this area. 

Any injury or desecration of a place significant within Aboriginal tradition may attract an application for protection under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage  109 
Protection Act 1984.  Any such application may affect the proponent's ability to undertake activities within the identified area. 

There has been a cynical attempt by supporters of the Internal Bypass to silence the aboriginal community from making adverse comment on the proposal by linking it with the  119 
possibility of the town of Moree acquiring a "National Reconciliation Centre".  They have been told that if they get the Bypass they will get a reconciliation centre erected in the  
vicinity of the Steel bridge Camp Area.  They have even indicated that the site shown on the plans for some form of parking is the site. The message has gone out don't complain  
about the loss of the Steel Bridge Site or anything else or you won't get the reconciliation Centre.  It is an intolerable situation and a further form of oppression. 

Environmental Issues  Representation No 

Non-indigenous Heritage 
I feel the destruction of heritage listings is deplorable 7 

The EIS, in section 6.5.2, clearly indicates that the Hotel would not survive major highway construction and use. 77 

The two-storey Hotel will be a direct recipient of air and noise pollution from the highway, in light of the fact that the prevailing north east winds blow directly from the highway  77 
into the hotel. 

The 100 year old Victoria Hotel is a heritage precinct, and must be maintained as such. 77 

The Moree Spa Baths will be severely affected by the bypass.  The peace and quiet will now be severely affected by noise pollution, air quality, greenhouse gasses and  77 
vibration. 

No recognition is made in the EIS that the Spa Baths were constructed in 1931-2 with unemployment relief funds. 77 

The future development of the Spa Baths is designed to occur on adjoining land to the south, even closer to the existing highway. 77 

Claims that the Gosport Street bypass will benefit tourism and the Baths because of its close proximity to the Newell Highway are misguided.  There is no direct access to the  77 
baths. 

The Spa baths are concrete, of a prescribed quality at the time, but of comparatively poor quality by today’s standards, some 70 years late, and could well be in jeopardy. 77 

The bypass will cut through the heritage around the Moree Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel. 89 
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No consideration has been given to the fact that the showground houses several heritage listed buildings and that the Council are currently doing their 2000 LEP, which includes  90 
the proposal to list the whole of the Showground as a heritage area and adopt a DCP for the area.  The Wool Pavilion and the Members Bar and the south eastern corner of the 
showground are of particular heritage significance and were not assessed in the EIS. 

No consideration of the showground appears in the study. 92 

The impacts of the proposed soundproofing works to the Victoria Hotel could have a major impact on the significance of the building.  It is the only Heritage listed timber hotel in  96 
Moree and would require far greater extent of noise insulation than a brick building. 

The impact on the amenity of the spa pools is of concern.  It is an outdoor structure and cannot be soundproofed.  Relocation of the highway further east could alleviate the  96 
impacts. 

The height and construction of any proposed noise barriers and the effectiveness of establishing a heritage precinct adjacent so close to the bypass when the noise would  96 
make it unusable. 

No details have been provided about the proposed "Heritage Precinct" so it is difficult to make any comment about any positive heritage impacts that may offset some negative  96 
aspects to the proposal. 

The damage to the heritage listed Moree Artesian Baths and the Victoria Hotel would be irreparable, as these cannot be replaced. 112 

General Position Representation No 

Object to Proposal 
I wish to oppose the project completely. 7 

I would like to submit my objection to the Moree by-pass. 8 

I would like to lodge my objection. 10 

The bypass should be out of town. 15 
If it is not good enough for the main street, it is not good enough for the residents. 
86-98% of votes at the three public meetings have been against the proposal. 
Only a minority of main street businesses want the Gosport Street bypass. The majority of residents do not want it. 

We are totally against the Gosport Street bypass 16 

I support putting the bypass out of town. Putting it down Gosport Street isn't out of town. 25 

I would like to voice my object to the Proposal. Move it right out of town and don't divide our town. 26 

Please record my objection to the current plans. 27 

Strongly object to the Proposal via Gosport Street 28 

I value my towns future so I say NO to the proposal 31 
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I protest against the creation of a bypass in Gosport Street. 34 

My husband and I totally reject and oppose the Gosport Street Bypass. 35 

I strongly disagree with this Bypass going ahead. 36 

This is a letter of protest re building the bypass down Gosport Street 38 

I wish to advise that I strongly object to the proposed Gosport Street by-pass in Moree 39 

I would like to state my objection to the proposed bypass in Moree 40 

I would like to voice my objection to the Proposal. 41 

I would like to voice my objection to the Proposal. 42 

I would like to voice my objection is to the proposed route 43 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 44 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 45 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal 46 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 47 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 49 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 50 

I wish to lodge my objection to the proposed Moree Bypass along Gosport Street, and the EIS that goes with it. 54 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposal. 55 

I would like to voice my objection to the Proposal 56 

My family and I are totally opposed to the Gosport Street option. 59 

We reject the proposal to divert the Newell Highway from its current route to a route along Gosport Street, Moree. 66 

We wish to lodge an objection to the EIS put forward in support of the Gosport Street proposal, and request that proposal not be proceeded with. 67 

I am strongly against the proposed Gosport Street bypass. 69 

My husband and I are totally opposed to the proposed Gosport Street by-pass. 70 

I am writing to place on record my opposition to the above i.e. Gosport Street being used as an alternative route for heavy vehicles. 71 
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My opinion is that it is against the will of the people of Moree and that will has been publicly expressed and people should not be bought out. 73 

We the undersigned members of the No Gosport Street Committee reject the EIS and call upon Minister Refshauge as consenting Minister to reject the EIS and this proposed  77 
Gosport Street Bypass Proposal. 

I am writing to object to the proposed Gosport Street bypass and to ask that it be taken out of town. 84 

I am writing to protest and object to the proposed and ridiculous bypass of Moree along Gosport Street. 85 

We strongly object to the Moree 'bypass' being placed in Gosport Street 87 

I wish to lodge an objection to the proposed Gosport Street "bypass" of Moree Town Centre, and to the EIS, which supports it. 89 

The proposal is unsatisfactory as it is not a bypass in the true sense. 101 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposed route. 106 

The truth is that the large majority of Moree residents do not want the inner bypass. 111 

I fully reject the internal option. 119 

I have conducted numerous conversations with members of the Moree Community on the subject of the Bypass. The overwhelming response has been against the proposal.  119 
Most have expressed a view that they do not want an internal route for the bypass. 

Surely by now someone in towers of power can see that this is just a proposal put forward by vested interests in the Moree Plains Shire Council and backed by the Chamber of 125 
Commerce.  This is not wanted by the majority of the community.  Get this thing out of town. 

General Position Representation No 
Support Proposal 
The best possible alternative.  Commence at once. 2 

I am very impressed. 3 

Excellent.  Commence as soon as possible. 5 

Moree desperately needs the Gosport Street Bypass. 11 

I would like the RTA to be aware that the huge majority of members of our community do wholeheartedly support the Gosport Street bypass option. I urge the RTA not to be  11 
influenced by a small vocal group of opponents 

I think it is an excellent proposal and long overdue. 13 
The CBD should be people friendly and this is very difficult with the constant stream of heavy vehicles. 

We are in full support of the general concept of the Gosport Street By-pass Route 17 
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I support the bypass - crucial to the safety in Moree's main street. 19 

It is essential for the future of Moree to see the alternative bypass. It would greatly improve the image of the town. 21 
It will also greatly improve the southern side of Moree infrastructure. 
The quicker it is up and functioning the better for the town after so long a wait. 

Absolutely fantastic.  Cannot wait to be able to stand and have a conversation in the main street without being plastered with dust and foreign smells.  Also much safer for families  23 
and elderly people. 

We are in support of the Proposal. 33 

Having people stop is one of the main reasons why I am so strongly supportive of an inner rather than outer bypass. 37 

The proposal is an excellent choice without rail crossings, through principally non-residential zones, receptive to a vast majority of Gosport property owners, serves the  52 
maximum volume of traffic (both through and local). 

At its recent General Meeting 2002 Moree Chamber of Commerce & Industry unanimously continued its support for the chosen Gosport Street Route as a matter of urgency. 65 

We both think the Gosport Street Bypass is the way to go.  You have picked the best route.  It is good for our town, as it’s not out of our town. 81 

The TALC moved and passed a motion that it supports, in broad and general terms, the EIS and proposed bypass. 82 

Excellent route chosen. 83 

Keen to see it go ahead as soon as possible. 100 

Don't be mislead by self interest groups objecting who do not want any bypass and are happy to see 99.9% of the population disadvantaged for their own selfish commercial or 100 
private advantage. 

This project will be a great infrastructure improvement for Moree and a cost saving to the general public over time as per the cost benefit ratio.  I feel you have the support of the  103 
majority of Moree in this project. 

I believe the proposal gives the best of both worlds, we will have a CBD that is people friendly while not fully losing the passing trade from visitors. 103 

This proposal seems logical because it involves so few homes, doesn't cross the railway and involves streets that need fixing up. 104 

Its really good that many routes were considered and I think Gosport St is the best route because it doesn't totally bypass Moree.  We don't want the town to disappear. 105 

Overall I am in favour of the proposed Moree Town Centre bypass, and prefer this option to other possible wider ranging bypass routes. 107 

Bring it on - the sooner the better. It is essential to the future development of the town. 108 

Relieve traffic congestion in Balo St and spread traffic flow Mon + Thurs by encouraging business development + is best for the future of Moree. 114 

Cannot go ahead quickly enough. 115 

Do not let personal reason and fights between the "No Gosport St Party" and John Anderson stand in the way. 126 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report B.15 
Detailed Breakdown of Representations 

I feel that it is a great proposal. 126 

Noise Representation No 

Level of Assessment (non-construction) 
The EIS indicates that no noise readings were taken from within the area bounded by Jones Ave, Alice St, Frome St and Tycannah St, which I believe to be a gross omission on  59 
the part of the consultants. 

No sound decibel readings are listed for current traffic in Balo or Frome Street for comparison with projected decibel readings in Gosport Street. 75 

The EIS admits increasing pollution, but does not guarantee increasing noise abatement remedies 77 

The failure of the EIS to include existing noise levels from Balo and Frome Street, yet create future hypothetical levels for Gosport Street, is inconsistent with sound logic. 77 

At least 85 homes will have noise impacts greater than exists today, although no specific figures are presented to substantiate the claims. 77 

Noise readings were taken on my verandah 8m from the pavement of the road.  These are included in the submission.  Similar readings were taken by others 77 
and are also included in the submission.  These readings show levels far in excess of any indicated for Gosport Street. 

No noise decibel readings were listed for current traffic in Balo or Frome Streets for comparison with readings for Gosport Street. A local committee has taken checks from  112 
Frome St and Boggabilla Road and it is believed these are higher than estimated noise levels for Gosport Street. 

Noise Representation No  

Operation Noise and Vibration 
Noise is another thing that we are worried about. 8 

The noise we will have 24hrs a day, which will increase as the years go by.  Not much thought has gone into this question. 9 

Noise which we will have twenty four hours a day 10 

Unnecessary stopping of road trains and cars (at the traffic lights) causes too much extra noise and pollution. 14 

Why should residents have to put up with heavy vehicle noise 24 hours a day 7 days a week?  I will be affected by noise. 15 

The local spa baths would not benefit from movement underground. 16 

There will be noise pollution. 18 

Noise pollution does not belong in a residential area 19 

There will be over 50 homes where the quality of life will be seriously impaired by additional noise and vibration 22 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report B.16 
Detailed Breakdown of Representations 

It seems somewhat ironic that as Moree Council attempts to attract more tourist dollars from the Spa Baths complex, your authority is contemplating a noise polluting bypass just  22 
next door. 

A large section of town will be very disadvantaged by noise, vibrations 29 

We get a few wheat trucks in harvest time and this causes a lot of vibrations windows rattling to the house which is not good for the foundations 32 

The noise will be moved from Balo Street to Gosport Street 32 

It would cause a great problem for those people whose homes are in that street and who would have heavy vehicle traffic roaring past their homes 24 hours a day. 34 

It is completely unsuitable to have these enormous trucks thundering past our home, day and night. 36 

The noise level is so high one cannot hear the TV with the door open. 36 

I am living only one block from Gosport Street and the trucks that go past my home already have put multiple cracks throughout my building 38 

Also, noise 24 hours a day seven days a week.  We already suffer the noise from the Gwydir Highway no more that 200m south of our homes, this bypass will cause more noise 40 
from the north and west. 

The noise levels that will be generated will destroy our current lifestyle. 59 

Noise pollution of Gosport Street and surrounding streets 60 

Sleep deprivation. 72 

Vibrations already experienced by Dover Street residents. 73 

The admission in the EIS of increasing noise levels at night is the basis for the noise objection to the proposal. 77 

Businesses in Frome and Balo Streets are affected by noise only when they are open, at most 11 hours a day, after which business people return to the peace and quiet of  77 
their own homes.  The Proposal moves the noise into a residential area and lifts pollution levels from 11 hours in Balo Street to 24 hours in Gosport Street. 

Pollution and noise levels will increase yearly, as trucks get bigger, noise barriers break down, and mass loads increase. 84 

The noise, pollution and vibration will destroy the amenity of Moree's major tourist attraction, the Moree Spa Baths. 84 

Noise barriers won't prevent noise and pollution at the Baths, and in summer will create an oven around the swimming area.  The verandahs on the Hotel will be unusable. 89 

The increase in noise levels at the Spa Baths is considered unacceptable. The Proposal should be realigned to provide for a greater separation distance between the proposed  96 
bypass corridor and the Spa Bath Complex. 

Noise impacts to our property along Morton Street have not been duly considered. The EIS mentions that the increase in noise is within the criteria however we argue that the  97 
enjoyment and amenity of our property will be detrimentally impacted upon by the proposal. 

I live in Heber Street behind the Services Club is a quiet residential area and believe the noise emanating from the bypass will greatly affect the serenity of the neighbourhood. 112 
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There is a further possibility of structural issues to the Hot Mineral Baths and other buildings along the route due to constant vibrations. 119 

The impact on the Moree Hot Mineral Baths has been given too light a consideration.  It is after all a tourist attraction and a recreation facility.  Noise will be detrimental to the  119 
operation and viability of the facility. 

Vibrations from construction following completion, vehicular traffic will cause damage to baths and heritage buildings. 125 

It forces elderly women and others to live with excessive noise and diesel fumes. 125 

Noise Representation No  

Treatment 
I have not been approached by anyone to quote on the sound proofing.  How can they give a price when my house has not been thoroughly inspected? 15 

More detail needs to be developed in relation to the specifics of attenuation works to be implemented.  During and post construction noise monitoring should be planned to assist  53 
in assessing the effectiveness of the works and identify any modification needed to address unexpected or unresolved noise impacts. 

The document does not address when the sound protection works to be done. It is therefore suggested for the well being of public living in the construction site neighbourhood,  57 
to carry out noise insulations to properties, prior to the commencement of works.  Likewise provide additional temporary noise barriers for the higher noise levels expected  
during construction. 

How does the RTA propose to stop the noise from funnelling up streets such as Warialda St, Jones Ave, Adelaide St etc. 59 

There is no indication that any noise remediation work will be done to our house so that we will be able to sleep at night.  We have evaporative air cooling which requires  59 
windows to be open to work effectively 

The noise and air pollution will turn a quiet street into one requiring architectural alterations, which have yet to be defined, but regardless of what it will be, we will not be able to  67 
have our windows open to get fresh air. 

We have been told we are too far away from the bypass path noise zone. We won't 'need', nor are we entitled to compensation. 72 

Double glazed windows - that will be a problem. With a flat roof and one small air conditioner. 72 

Sound barriers: we believe these will be provided for us and one does wonder just what they will be.  Will you please send us in writing what it is that will be 'appropriate'. 72 

In order to provide noise abatement, alterations to homes will occur which will prevent the premises being open to the cool air at night. 77 

To reduce pollution, trees would be needed which would screen the baths from the road. Tree roots, leaves etc are not conducive to a clean, non-cracking, high quality water  77 
swimming environment.  If trees are not used, than the noise barrier as listed in the EIS will have the same effect, and block cool easterly breezes and spoil the amenity of the  
Baths setting. 

We are not convinced that appropriate amelioration proposals have been included to address the issue of the Caretaker's cottage, it is going to be a difficult building to soundproof. 90 

The primitive camping ground in the showground will be impacted by the noise - it is a little difficult to sound proof a tent or caravan. Therefore we see that the current fence  90 
would need to be upgraded to provide sound barriers and these should have been included in the Proposal. 
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There will be an increase in noise levels from through traffic, especially large vehicles, and even though noise mitigation measures may be proposed for my residence I will find  99 
these unsatisfactory as I require full ventilation from opened windows all round my house. 

Insufficient attention is being given to the means of dealing with noise.  There are significant areas, which will not have the protection of a mound, vegetation or noise barrier.  The 119 
 impact will make Moree a noisy town.  The existing areas will not be significantly reduced and the impact is being spread into other areas. 

Other Representation No 

Other 
The preferred route was an out of town option, Bolla Bolla.  This was discounted because of cost due to several railway overpasses required because of NSW Government  12 
Policy, which is opposed to level crossings.  This latest proposal provides for a level crossing at Alice Street for use of the bypass, cross-town east-west traffic, pedestrians  
and the railway line, all together, and it will perpetuate level pedestrian crossings at Anne and Adelaide Street. 

You will relocate the problem it is supposed to eradicate a couple of blocks away. 18 

I would like to congratulate Egis on the work done on the EIS, whilst it has taken many years to get to this point I applaud them for the end result, it’s a first rate document. 37 
Congratulations for the fantastic job they have done on this very very comprehensive plan. 

The activities of constructing this bypass do not fall within Schedule 1 of the PoEO Act.  As a result, the EPA will not be a determining authority for this activity. 53 
The RTA and Moree Plains Shire Council will need to comply with the relevant guidelines in relation to environmental issues for this activity. 

The EIS mentions former Newell Highway sections between the Bypass and Alice Street and Heber and Carnarvon Highway will be handed over to the MPSC and classified as  57 
local roads.  It does not clearly explain whether these sections going to be handed over with existing condition or rehabilitated prior to handing over.  Please explain. 

The EIS as presented is not accurate and therefore should not be used. 60 

The EIS as presented is not accurate and therefore should not be used. 63 

We call upon the Minister for Planning to reject the EIS and advise the Member for Gwydir and Minister for Transport and Regional Services, the Hon John Anderson, that the  66 
proposal is unacceptable from community, social, economic, roads and future of Moree, points of view. 

One of the most obnoxious parts of the EIS is the demand of the Rail Access Corporation for overpasses of the rail lines east of Moree, within an outer bypass. This gives the  66 
impression that the overpass issue is being used as an excuse for not having an outer bypass.  The Minister has the power to overrule the demand for high level overpasses,  
as I did at the Narrabri West crossing.  If the north/south rail line was built, the overpasses could be built as needed. 

An ICAC inquiry should be held into the decision to create alternative heavy vehicle routes in Moree. 66 

Disruption to peoples lives cannot be measured therefore environmental matters are merely secondary to the fact. 73 

I urge the people making the decision on this much needed facility to do so with our best interests both now and in the future. 74 

The logic of requiring railway overpasses will not stand in comparison and investigations. 75 

No indication of defined requirements of council and their costs so Council on behalf of the ratepayers is voting on an open cheque. 75 
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The fact that the EIS allocates 6 lines to the TSR is a disgrace, and proof of the poor quality of the whole document. 77 
It is clear that Egis failed to consult the Rural lands Protection Board. 

It is inconsistent to demand railway overpasses of the bypass when there are many level crossings along the Newell Highway, and on newly proclaimed highways (Carnarvon  77 
and Queensland). 

What the EIS does not take into consideration is the residue from stock transports using the highway, and its effect on human life. Professor Clem Boughton and John Duncan of 77 
 Commonwealth Serum Laboratories highlighted the problems of stock droppings from road transports, especially Q-fever. Whilst accepting the problem occurs on Frome and  
Balo Streets, transferring it to Gosport Street can not be justified if for no other reason than that there are far more residences in Gosport Street. Add to this the lack of storm  
water drainage, kerbing and guttering, and bitumen shoulders to the highway, then there is a real health problem. 

An inquiry should be held into an out of town bypass. 77 

The State Minister has the power to overrule the Department in relation to level crossings, which occurred in respect to Narrabri West. 77 

There is no money in Moree to challenge the EIS in court. Not even the Environmental Defender can afford to represent us. 77 

The only alternative to this stock route is for stock to cross at the Boolooroo Bridge on the Newell Highway north of Moree. With the bridge curve limiting the line of sight, this is  77 
dangerous, and can hold up traffic for long periods. 

The EIS should be an objective document, giving equal investigation to all issues surrounding a Bypass. It is obvious that this document falls well short of this requirement. 86 

There are many other level railway crossings on the Newell Highway. Why is one necessary at Moree? The Minister has the power to overrule this requirement, and has done  89 
so at Narrabri-West. 

No consideration of the ongoing stress factors on horse’s stables from noise and light pollution has been undertaken. 90 

Council would like to formally request continued communication and feedback regarding any proposed amendments or alterations in regards to the proposed bypass design after 96 
the formal exhibition period has officially closed.  We would also like to actively participate in the detailed design phase of the project, providing the team with local knowledge,  
experience and feedback on design proposals.  We request the opportunity to provide additional comments when other significant concerns or issues arise. 

We need to get the heavy vehicles out of the CBD for safety and road condition, so the sooner the bypass starts being constructed the sooner business etc. can look into the  102 
future long-term. 

You can't please all the people all the time but people do adjust to change once it is implemented. They just don't like the thought of change. 102 

Generally speaking the summarised version gives the impression that no matter what alterations are made, some benefits to the people affected and the people of Moree will  112 
result from a Gosport Street bypass - it is felt that some of the flowery statements are written more with literary licence to sell and unwanted product rather than be based on  
real facts of to conform to the people's wishes. 

The government should not have double standards and the requirements for environmental protection in the relocation of pipelines for bore drains is an example of where  112 
woodlands and sacred sites are protected at Bore Trust expense. 

If a level crossing will suffice at Bulluss Drive over the busiest line why has one disused line and one seasonally used line to be overpassed. 112 

Who maintains this bypass, the government or local council?  One can only assume local council seeing it is merely a widened street in our town, so up go our rates. 116 
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There has also been a scare tactic used that if some of the people who wish to obtain compensation don't keep quiet they will not get any compensation from the RTA. 119 

It has been a very contentious issue in our community with a very concerted effort by the Chamber of Commerce and the National Party to ensure that the political option is  119 
achieved. 

If a vote was taken at the Moree Plains Shire Council at the moment I believe that there would be two additional votes in favour of the external route and rejecting this option  119 
making it at least 5 against and 6 for.  A close contest even considering the backgrounds of those involved. 

The added impact of having highway lighting in the area will no doubt be of annoyance to many residences the cumulative impact of the highway on people of the area will be  119 
highly significant. 

The change in planning provisions required in Moree will be considerable and will require Council to employ considerable resources to address the issue equitably and properly. 119 

The cumulative effect of an inappropriate concept for the town of Moree is going to lead to many problems (not that Moree doesn't have its fair share of problems at the  119 
moment).  The impact on the community is not acceptable and the 'bypass' needs to GET OUT OF TOWN. 

Many people in Moree have expressed the view that it is beyond their ability to have any influence by making a comment. Many have expressed the view that if they don't take  119 
this proposal then they won't get anything and they cannot do anything to influence the decision. 

Planning Process Representation No 

Community Consultation 
Nobody listens to me anyway. 1 
We are disgusted with how this project has gone on with regards to dealing with the people who are affected. 
I believe your department needs someone who can help people through these situations. 

Why has a public meeting not been called? 7 

It does not matter what people want. 9 

I understood people living in Gosport Street would be told personally how the bypass would affect their life style. No one came to see me. 32 

I do hope a fair hearing will be given to our protests. 34 

The people on the east side of town have not been considered just forgotten. 40 

Final discussions should be held with community representatives. 52 

Care will need to be exercised in consulting with the affected community to ensure that impacts are addressed in a sensitive and agreeable manner. 53 

No one has been near me in regard to getting out. 54 

Every public meeting on the issue voted overwhelmingly for an out of town solution. However, the people of Moree have been totally ignored. 59 

In the circumstances a public meeting should be held so that those people who will be adversely affected if the proposal proceeds, can question representatives of the RTA and 59 
EGIS about the EIS report. 
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Complete disregard for the wishes expressed by the people of Moree as demonstrated at two public meetings. 60 

Complete disregard for the wishes expressed by the people of Moree as demonstrated at two public meetings. 63 

We request a referendum so that all persons in the Moree Shire can have a fair vote on what route is taken. 70 

The chamber of commerce will not even consider a public meeting on this matter. 70 

A referendum would have been more fitting, so the 'good of all' could be determined by 'all'!. 72 

No one listens. No one cares. No one talks to us. 72 

We have not had consultation from you at RTA or Moree Council, 72 

From the very first meeting there has been no community input. 72 

The EIS also fails to mention the number of public meetings held in regard to the Proposal. 77 
The RTA & Egis took no notice of the public meeting held in Moree on Sunday 9 July 2000, when 325 people and 188 separate petitioners said "no" to Gosport Street, or the  
meeting called by Council in the Cascades Theatre which voted 80 to 8 "No Gosport Street", or the services Club Meeting of 30 June 1966 when in the words of the Moree  
Champion, "The meeting saw about 150 people vote almost unanimously to support a full bypass". This is another case of "the people do not count", and they should. 

The EIS states that there is community support for the Gosport Street bypass. This is a lie. 77 

There seems to have been a lack of concern shown by authorities towards friends who live in Gosport Street. 79 

As the elected leaders are no listening to the public, may I ask that you pause, visit the area, speak to the little people, and show these public figures that they do not have a  84 
mandate to do as they like, without regard to the citizens of Moree. 

It is about time that the people in power and those that want this bypass, listened to the voice of the Moree people and they have spoken that they do not want this bypass going 85 
down Gosport Street. 

You have not answered any of the questions I put to you in my other submission. I would like answers. 110 

Planning Process Representation No 

Exhibition Period 
Due to the minimal exhibition period I anticipate your favourable response to my request for my delayed submission to be accepted. 93 

I am unable to complete my submission by the due date and would appreciate an extension of time. 95 
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Planning Process Representation No 

Project Justification 
We feel very little was done on the study of the external bypass. 35 

The approval of the Moree Plains Shire Council and the Moree Chamber of Commerce was based on the threat by Minister Anderson that if the proposed $18M (at that time)  66 
Gosport Street project was not accepted, there would be no alternative for a long time into the future. 

The construction of the Gosport Street Bypass of Moree is a 4.4km, $35M construction based on short term political expediencies. 66 

The traffic flow through Moree is not sufficient in volume to warrant the construction of the bypass.  Advice provided to me as Minister for Roads in 1992-1993 clearly indicated  66 
this fact, and the traffic flow has not increased sufficiently in the interim. 

The Moree Bypass project has been substantially moved up the priority list of bypasses in Australia, at the direction of the Minister, for political purposes, regardless of the  66 
requirements of the other towns, or the needs of the people of Moree who will be grossly disadvantaged by this action. 

When Council first considered a bypass an outer route was envisaged.  The need for an outer bypass has not changed. 74 

If the Newell Highway is such a scourge to Balo and Frome Streets, why will it not be a similar scourge to Gosport Street? 77 

The RTA pays nothing towards the bypass, in fact shows a profit, yet is has supported a cost conclusion over the social conscience of the community. 77 

If the traffic is not good enough for Balo Street then it is not good enough for Moree. 79 

The impacts from the bypass will be constant while the main street only suffers 8 hours a day and no weekends. 85 

If businesses cannot tolerate the noise and pollution between 9 and 5, why then should it be inflicted on the residents 24hrs per day, 365 days per year. 87 

The bypass merely shifts the problem to those least able to deal with it. 89 

If the traffic is such a problem for Balo Street why is it so good for Gosport St? 95 

I am very keen to see the trucks taken out of the main street and travelling on a road purpose built for them. 104 

It would be good to get most of the trucks out of the main street, because they're really dangerous turning at the lights. 105 

I am pleased to see priorities being given to projects that will attempt to alleviate the pressures of long-distance heavy vehicle and through traffic from small and large towns. 107 

The bypass should be out of residential areas if it is not good enough for the main street why is it good enough for Gosport St. 111 

The EIS has indicated that the Gosport St option is not the best for all concerned. 113 

 It will affect residents of the area and no real benefits. 117 
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Planning Process Representation No 

Timing 
I have had my life on hold for over four years due to our house being in the line of the proposal.  Make a decision so we can get on with our lives. 1 

The hold up to commencing the proposed by-pass for Moree is getting absurd.  The planning, studying, consulting etc must be costing a mint. 27 

Moree Chamber urges all parties concerned to proceed with the Gosport Street Project as a matter of absolute urgency and as near to schedule as now possible. 65 

The EIS gives no indication of the timing of the works.  Fisheries suggests that the timing is sympathetic to the spawning schedule of native fish (Spring-Summer). 80 

This proposal needs to happen.  Stop beating around the bush and get on with the bypass or another 30yrs will pass without anything happening. 102 

I believe this is long overdue as I work in the CBD and the noise smell is unbelievable. 115 

Project Design Representation No 

Costs 
The costs have blown out 8 

Kerb and guttering not costed.  If Moree Plains Shire Council is going to pay for this it is another rate payer expense. 15 

Can you confirm the costings for this project have already doubled to $35m? 22 
Are you able to assure taxpayers that this blow out may worsen? 
As a ratepayer, I wish to know what extra costs Moree Plains Shire Council will burden us with for extra work on the road corridor. 

A bridge will be needed wherever the road goes, and the cost of constructing the highway out of town will be money well spent on a road only, not on noise reduction,  29 
pollution, relocating ratepayers, beautification etc. 

The external Wee Bolla bypass would be comparable in cost to the Gosport bypass (or even cheaper it has been suggested!). 35 

The costs for Gosport Street has blown out of all proportion from about $14,000 to $35,000 and its not even started. 38 

The cost of the Gosport St option has already increased from the original price of $27M to some $35M. By the time it is finished, it is most likely going to be in the region of $50M. 59 

John Anderson stating that funds were not available for an outer bypass, the choice of the people of Moree, when the $35million now quoted is double the original estimate and  60 
almost the outer bypass cost. 

John Anderson stating that funds were not available for an outer bypass, the choice of the people of Moree, when the $35million now quoted is double the original estimate and  63 
almost the outer bypass cost. 

What a waste, $35million for 4.4km, for a single lane each way road that cannot be expanded to four lanes because of the limitations caused by lack of land. 67 

As a rate payer, we will be up for unknown amount of money for Council to service the bypass. 70 
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Cost should not be a consideration since Double-taxation Agreement Bill of 1953 bestowed naturalising status on foreign companies. 73 

Compare the costs in detail Route 6a without rail overpasses with the current Gosport Street estimate, add to this the requirements of Council and then see how unreasonable is 75 
the community's request for an outer bypass. 

It is difficult to compare the costs with and without railway overpasses to the Gosport Street costs. 77 

The return of the current highway sections will be at the cost to Council. 77 
What will this cost be? 
Before any agreement can be reached, these points must be answered. 

It is puzzling to understand how only approximately $18M was available last year, but this year the amount has doubled. Why? 87 

The costs will be spread. Those suffering from the Gosport Street route will meet much of their own costs, Moree Plains Shire Council will have to bear the cost of bitumen to  89 
the gutters, and access ramps and footpaths. 

We as rate payers are concerned about the cost implications for Council and ultimately the community. 97 

Kerb and guttering not costed. 111 

Some explanation is required to show why railway crossings on the Community preferred route cost $4M each while railway crossings on all other routes are $3M. 112 

Prepare a detailed estimate of Route 6a without railway overpasses. Compare it to the estimated cost of Gosport Street including comparative BCRs based on the amended  112 
Route 6a design and as the community have preferred we would have an out of town bypass without causing all the misery and inconvenience to the local residents as will  
happen with Gosport Street. 

Where has the extra $15M come from? It will work out cheaper out of town, having no compensation to pay anyone. 116 

There has been no acknowledgment in the Benefit Cost Ratios of the additional cost to Moree Plains Shire Council of the adaptations that will be required to be made to integrate 119 
the development into the community.  These will be of high cost and it is not a cost that the community of Moree either can or should bear. 

The Wee Bolla Bolla route will work out cheaper.  No houses, commercial premises to be compensated. 123 

It is a deviation or alternative route within the town making ratepayers responsible for kerb and guttering etc and maintenance thereof. 125 

Project Design Representation No 

Design Details 
The narrow corridor for the stock route is totally unacceptable and extremely dangerous, and I feel that very little thought has been put into this area. 7 

I am even more upset because the roundabout junction is a much better alternative to the sweeping junction. I do feel that the roundabout junction is better because it will slow  12 
the vehicles down instead of having them speed, at - I am told - 100km/h. 

A roundabout option would allow the motor car tourist traffic access to the road into Moree to bring the tourist dollar into town. 12 

I would urge the designers not to have full traffic lights at the intersection near the railway crossing. 14 
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There is no need for fancy trimmings on the Newell Highway. 14 

A roundabout at the Frome Street/Alice Street intersection shows that a roundabout can easily handle the traffic, especially as most of the local and peak hour traffic would  14 
stay in Frome Street. 
The roundabout would have to be flat without a raised centre circle. 
Traffic lanes within the roundabout could be shown with different coloured concrete. 
The centre circle should be kept as small as possible. 

South of Frome and Alice Streets intersection the highway should have a common centre turning lane like in Frome Street but without any traffic islands. If at all needed, they  14 
should be painted onto the road, so it is legal to drive over them if necessary. 

I suggest a red flashing light should be suspended over the centre of the intersection of Frome and Alice Streets, connected to the lights at the railway crossing, with signs  14 
saying: "If red light flashes give way to traffic from railway crossing and don't block the intersection". 

I am concerned with the narrow corridor for stock movement. 15 

A roundabout was suggested at the last Moree Bypass Technical Workshop. 17 

A service road should be located at (one way only) on the southern end of Gosport Street so delivery trucks, vans and motorists are able to come off the highway rather than  24 
having to wait at the lights to come back into Gosport Street. 

I would like to see a divided highway as the truck sizes of the future are expected to increase. 27 

Without a roundabout the flow of traffic will be slowed considerably because of large trucks trying to turn with insufficient room to do so safely. 33 

It appears that a turning lane may be supplied for vehicles heading south. The turning lane to enter would not be far enough from the corner to allow a truck to stop and not block 33 
 access to Thompson Avenue/Gosport Street. 

The current plans on display do not show a roundabout and this is of great concern to me. 33 
The proposed roundabout would alleviate some of these traffic safety difficulties. 

I have felt from day one that a roundabout at the southern entrance was by far the best option. 37 

Lack of an exit to the spa baths.  A slipway to allow passing traffic to exit to the Spa Baths would I feel be a great addition to the Proposal. 37 

Maybe a consideration to more direct access to Spa Baths rather than via Alice Street 52 

Maybe a consideration to a south roundabout. 52 

Is there any possibility for a connection between Anne St and the Bypass to be incorporated into the design?  It would be beneficial to the use of the spa baths if a slip lane  57 
was included in the design. 

Moree Spa Bath Complex is one of the major tourist attractions in town. Directional signs to this valuable asset are to be erected on the highway where appropriate. 57 

The road surface north of the river is proposed to be graded asphalt. It has a shorter life span because of the clogging of air voids over time. Trucks in Moree carry reasonable  57 
volumes of dust and fine granular particles, which can clog air voids over time.  Therefore, the use of open graded asphalt is not a suitable noise mitigation measure. 
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A considerable number of members seem to favour a roundabout south side rather than lanes with the possibility of a future western bypass although, these in general are  65 
unqualified opinions. 

It appears that the approach and access turn to the right from Gosport Street into Frome Street by heavy vehicles could be difficult to negotiate. 65 

A more direct and convenient access by patrons to the Spa Baths rather than via Alice Street. 65 

The Gosport Street option will not be adequate in years to come and it will require more lanes to carry 'the ever-increasing' trucking traffic. 72 

Ignoring of the Lands and Protection Boards stipulation that nothing less than a 30m stock route is needed. 74 

No fence is allowed for between the Stock Route and the road in a 30m reserve. 75 

The lack of provision for a 30m TSR shows the total lack of stock management knowledge and recognition that stock routes are an integral part of rural life. 77 

The pylons to the bridge appear to be on the edge of the bank at normal water level. Increasing the length of the span may avoid scouring and erosion around the pylons and  80 
remove the necessity for cofferdams. 

Additional structures such as high flow culverts built on the northern section of the proposed Bypass may need to be built so to allow fish passage through the structures and  80 
across the floodplain.  Contractors need to refer to the Departments policies and guidelines regarding culverts. 

Fisheries are concerned with the use of weirs and detention basins to control stormwater runoff on the floodplain, especially as this increases blockages to fish passage  80 
during flood events.  Fisheries prefers these structures to be removed once rehabilitation is complete and the table drains have been established. 

Kerb and Guttering ought to be provided through Urban and Residential sections of the bypass. 83 

The TSR route beside the racecourse is too narrow. The highway is to be unfenced: how dangerous and stupid. 84 

The evaluation of intersection treatments does not adequately analyse roundabout options but rather gives a bias support of Tee intersections, which do not encourage light  86 
vehicle traffic to enter town.  Having a roundabout will give light motorists an option/opportunity to access the town, rather than be the exception to the rule. 

It is suggested that Council allow adequate signage on all three major access points into the town. 86 

Insufficient distance for trucks waiting to enter Bullus Drive, particularly road trains. 91 

Problems with dust on road shoulders, need to be sealed from kerb to kerb and kerbs installed. 91 

Jones, Adelaide and Anne Streets - no additional information regarding signage or lighting of the refuge has been included as part of the EIS.  Council strongly recommends that: 96 
1) adequate lighting of the pedestrian refuge to the appropriate AS; 
2) surface of the refuge including the verges and pathway leading to the refuge must be constructed of an appropriate hardstand material; 3) appropriate signage advising the community  
that pedestrians must give way to traffic.  CPTED principles should be taken into consideration.  Council requests that it be given the opportunity to review the design and provide  
additional comments. 

It is essential that a left-hand slip lane from the Bypass into Anne St be introduced into the design. 96 

Railway Station & Gosport Street - It is considered that the proposed refuge for this location is inappropriate due to the high number of pedestrians using this access point and  96 
community profile of these persons (young and elderly).  It is requested the refuge be upgraded to a more formalised pedestrian crossing facility. 
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Pathway linking Railway Station and car park to Gosport Street - should be designed in accordance with CPTED, and incorporated the following: 1) adequate lighting of the  96 
whole path and relocated railway parking area, including the pathway from the railway station to Morton Street, to the appropriate AS; 2)surface of the pedestrian pathway to  
be constructed of an appropriate hardstand material, to ensure ease of access for the whole community; 3) the width of the pedestrian pathway to be a minimum of 3m to  
ensure pedestrians feel comfortable and safe using the area; 4) any vegetation proposed for this area must facilitate natural surveillance and not create concealment or  
entrapment opportunities for would be offenders.  Vegetation must not obstruct sight lines or reduce surveillance of the area. 

We expect that the standard of services and facilities on the new bypass be the same as the existing. Therefore this includes sealing the street gutters and not just the two  97 
lanes of traffic, provision of adequate lighting in accordance with the relevant Australian Standard. 

Also a roundabout at the southern approach to cater for a proposed western bypass down Amaroo Drive 103 

A one-way off ramp at the corner of Anne and Gosport St for ease of access to our most important tourist attraction. 103 

A 50km/h speed limit is an unacceptable speed limit for a major highway through an urban area.  I believe this road should be designed to carry a speed limit of 70-80km/h.  107 
Modifications to the design could make this possible. Utilising the railway land along the entire corridor would create a wider path for the proposed road. The residences along  
the railway line would experience lowered values and living conditions having a railway out the back and highway out the front.  Moving the fuel depots would be inconvenient  
but would improve the long-term viability of the proposed bypass.  The existing Gosport St could become a service road for residences and businesses. This would achieve  
desired economic impacts on South Moree and industrial areas while achieving a free flowing higher speed bypass.  This would also prevent unnecessary building up of the  
bypass route creating dangerous direct access and congestion problems in the future. 

The design of the road should include extended sections of 4 lane conditions either side of the signalised Gwydir Highway intersection.  This would improve the intersection's  107 
capacity and assist in the movement of heavy and light vehicles through the intersection. 

In addition to the pedestrian crossings at the proposed signalised intersection, the construction of a pedestrian overpass structure, or the provision for one at a later date, could  107 
improve the longer term use of this project and reduce the impacts of community division by the proposed road.  The pedestrian overpass could be incorporated into the Moree  
railway station and be designed in such a way as to not detract from the heritage values of the surrounding area. 

I am surprised that no provision will be made for pedestrians/cyclists on the proposed bridge over the Mehi River. A pedestrian/cyclist crossing facility incorporated into the new 107 
bridge could be linked to existing streets around the Moree Showground.  This would provide pedestrian and bicycle access to the Aboriginal heritage sites and also convenient  
pedestrian or bicycle access to Moree for residents of any proposed rural residential  subdivisions on the northern side of the Mehi River. 

The corridor for stock movement is too narrow. 111 

The PP Board requested a minimum of a 30m Stock Route, they were given 20m without a fence separating the Stock Route from the proposed road - an impossible task of  112 
keeping stock off the roadway has been set. 

Are we going to have lights or roundabouts both ends of this bypass on the Newell and Gwydir Highways, the Newell being the main link between NSW QLD and Victoria is  116 
extremely busy both ways. 

What happens to our show ground? 116 

There needs to be continued access either into or out of Anne Street from Gosport Street. 119 

The study developed by Amanda Flint for the Qld Department of Transport in conjunction with the RTA stated that Moree would need a four-lane road corridor within a very  119 
short time.  How can the RTA ignore its own reports? 

Leave proposal as it is. 126 
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Project Design Representation No 

Project Objectives 
Getting the trucks out of the main business centre should not be the only focus. 4 

The Project Objective does not, and never has, included removing traffic from Frome Street (south), even though the EIS suggests this. 86 

Project Design Representation No 

Route Selection 
"Out of town" 1 

The enormous cost of a partial by-pass would go a long way towards funding the full by-pass Wee Bolla Bolla Route. 4 

The bypasses of most other towns I have seen have been well clear of the towns. 4 

The environmental considerations would be less if an external bypass was taken up as there would be a lot more room to plan an optimal route. 4 

The outer bypass would have a lot less disruption to the people and businesses involved. 4 

The only solution to this debate is to take the by-pass out of town. 7 

The bypass needs to go out of town 8 

Put it out of town or past Chamber of Commerce or Councillors homes see if they like it. 9 

I always thought bypasses went outside towns not divided them in half. 10 

I urge you to reconsider the out of town route 12 

Moree needs an out of town bypass. 16 

I am writing to lodge my objection to the proposed routing of the Moree Bypass via Gosport Street.  It needs to BYPASS the town not to BISECT the town. 19 

It has only moved three streets over so remove it and the trucks right out of town and do not divide our town. 26 

The wee Bolla Bolla option is probably no more expensive that the current plan under scrutiny and could be more cost effective because it could be started sooner with little  27 
disruption to the town. 
The Wee Bolla Route would have very little impact on the town. 
Gosport Street is not an option, it is a stop-gap solution to the major problem that I feel could be a big disappointment in the near future. 

More than 25 years ago efforts were made to have the Bypass to the east of Moree through Wee Bolla Bolla and Sollings Lane 28 
The majority of citizens, especially the elderly prefer the outer bypass with the additional costs (if any) to be spread over the next one or two years. 

Gosport Street taking the huge volume of heavy traffic is just shifting the problem, not solving it. 29 
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We want the Bypass out of town. A bypass in town is no bypass at all. 30 

Take the trucks out of town and do not divide our town. 31 

I can see no logical reason why the bypass should not be taken around our township, the Wee Bolla option seeming to be the most obvious choice. 34 

The Gosport Street so-called bypass is only shifting the problem from one part of Moree to another. 35 

The Town Bypass should be out of town - to the north through open countryside and to the west via Wallonoll Road.  I feel the "NEW" bypass should be completely out of town. 36 

The majority of people are against it going through town and feel it best to go outside town like all bypasses not divide it. 40 

Move the bypass totally out of town 41 

Move the bypass totally out of town 42 

Move the bypass totally out of town 43 

Move the bypass totally out of town 44 

Move the bypass totally out of town 45 

Move the bypass totally out of town 46 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town 47 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town 48 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town 49 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town 50 

I would like to voice my objection to the proposed route. Move the bypass totally out of town. 51 

I agree with the route. 52 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town and do not divide our town. 55 

Remove it and the trucks right out of town. 56 

It should be out of town. 58 

Even if Moree has to wait a little longer for a true bypass (one the likes of Goondiwindi's), it is a more preferable option than to have a white elephant. 59 

An outer bypass could be constructed cheaper, easier, faster and would pose a lot less danger to the residents of Moree. 60 

Bypass should be kept out of town. 61 
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The best route for a bypass is via Wee Bolla Bolla because it does bypass Moree 62 

An outer bypass could be constructed cheaper, easier, faster and would pose a lot less danger to the residents of Moree. 63 

Out of town where it was going to go back in 1958. 64 

We request that the Minister be told that the present highway should remain in use until such time as the Newell Highway can be provided with an outer bypass of the town of  66 
Moree. 

Please consider the alternative Bulluss Drive Bypass, as it would be of greater benefit for the future of our town. 68 

I think it should be out of town. It should go through the Wee Bolla route. 69 

The bypass should be built out of town. 70 

Please reconsider taking heavy vehicles out of the town of Moree and not just along another Moree street. 71 

Alternative out-of-town option(s) for both south + west Moree suggested. 73 

My opinion is that the proposed bypass is not being put in the right place and should be east of the town on the preferred route by the majority of the people of this town. 74 

The outer route would be away from any Aboriginal sites, stock route and town residents. Noise, smell and dust from the heavy vehicles would not pollute the town  74 
environment. 

My preferred route is route 6a. It will not uproot or upset many long time residents or the long established businesses, the railway, tennis courts that have been a part of Moree. 74 

The costs saved by not moving, compensating, soundproofing and the making of extra parklands on the Gosport Street route would be substantial and could be used to cover  74 
the slightly extra length and cost on the outer route.  The Alice street rail crossing would not need to be expensively upgraded if the route was further east. 

The route chosen is wrong, it interferes too much unnecessarily with the amenities of people in one area compared to another. 75 

Route 6a Bulluss Drive Wee Bolla Bolla to the Newell Highway with no overbridges and all level crossings.  If a level crossing will suffice on the busiest line at Bulluss Drive, there  75 
is no logical reason to demand overpasses on one disused line and one seasonally used line. 

The No Gosport Street Committee supports the removal of the Newell Highway by way of an out of town bypass. 77 

Action should be taken for an outer bypass, linking the Gwydir Highway west to the outer bypass at Bullus Drive, then west of Wee Bolla Bolla Oval, over the Mehi River and up  77 
the proclaimed road on the boundary of the Gwydirfield subdivision and "Wee Bolla Bolla" to the Newell Highway north of Moree.  This route has never been investigated or costed. 

I would be very grateful if you would consider alternatives to the proposed bypass (diversion). 79 

The bypass should be as follows: cross the railway line at Bullus Drive, cross the Gwydir Highway west of the Wee Bolla Bolla Football ground, and use the dedicated road on  84 
the boundary of Gwydirfield and Wee Bolla Bolla, and on to the Newell Highway. 

It has been made abundantly clear that the town of Moree wants a heavy vehicle route right out of town, and want the Bypass to use the preferred outer Bolla Bolla route. 89 

The highway should either stay where it is or be an external route. 91 
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The bypass should be as first proposed, a complete out of town by pass to the east of Moree. 92 

A bypass should by-pass the whole town. Not merely disadvantage a number of businesses but we should all be in the same situation. 94 

The ultimate solution would be a Ring Road, with the first stage being Option 6a forming half the ring. In this way, $35M++ would not be wasted on a temporary 'solution' and the  95 
traffic problems would not again become an issue in the near future. 

My suggestion is the Bolla Bolla route. It is an out of town bypass (N.B. Goondiwindi), less social impacts, less pedestrian problems + noise, acquisition of properties. 101 

Move the bypass totally out of town and do not divide the town. 106 

One concern I had with the route options study was that suggestion was made indicating that a wider ranging bypass of Moree may be desired in the long-term. Based on this,  107 
the shorter and more economical route proposed by the EIS appears to indicate that it is only a short-term solution and that it may become obsolete in the future if Moree is  
bypassed fully.  I believe several modifications could be made to this project that would give it durability in the long-term and possibly prevent the need for a further bypass of  
Moree in the future. 

The obvious route is the Bolla Bolla route. To protect the residents first, an outer route is more enviro friendly. 111 

My suggested alternative route is Route 6a. Route 6a should be followed without railway overpasses as recent events have proved by the Government's action that  112 
overpasses are not deemed necessary by the RTA themselves and further the State Minister for Transport has the authority to override Rail Access Corporation in demanding  
rail overbridges 

The proposed bypass should be made a real bypass by placing it out of town where businesses, people's houses and the environment should not be upset for the sake of  112 
generating more traffic noise and all the other "ills" which accompany heavy traffic. 

Do it right the first time. Get it out of town. 113 

Best option is James St option. Balo St is the current route, effects minimal residents. Leave it as is or James St. 113 

I just feel this is not a bypass but simply an alternative route, which we already have down Edward St, which is nothing but a headache. 116 

It should go right out of town, because this is a short term solution. 117 

The bypass should go out of town and not through it. 118 

Take it out the Wee Bolla Bolla. 120 

The Wee Bolla Bolla route is the best alternative affecting the least number of people. 121 

This is not a bypass.  It only removed the issue from our street into another.  Take the bypass outside of town, the Wee Bolla Bolla way. 122 

It would make more sense to me that the road branch off just north of Gwydirfield subdivision and go to the river just east of Wee Bolla Bolla Oval. 123 

Take this out via Wee Bolla Bolla and no one will be inconvenienced. 125 
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Project Design Representation No 

Strategic Planning 
It makes sense to do the best job not just to alleviate a problem.  Solve it for the long-term. 4 

The new plan does not cater for east-west cross traffic between Inverell and Collarenebri, which must still traverse the town. 12 

I believe consideration has not duly been given to the proposed "East-West Distributor" which will link the Gwydir Highway to the West with the Gwydir Highway to the East.  I  37 
understand that the "East-West Distributor" proposal hasn't even been considered yet, and perhaps cannot be taken into account when planning for this Proposal. 

In light of the new railway line between Melbourne and Brisbane, any bypass proposal should be delayed and looked at in conjunction with the rail construction as there is likely  59 
to be mutual cost savings to be made if the rail and road were constructed together. 

It will not meet future traffic needs of Moree, which in about ten years will require a four-lane road, which can service the full internal, and through traffic needs of the area. 66 

The creation of the new highway will cause a demand for rezoning on the new route.  It is understood that the RTA is making overtures to Council for rezoning surplus RIC land  66 
despite the fact that it is supposed to be parklands beautified with trees. 

No action for the approval of the EIS should be granted by the Department of Planning until clear guidelines have been set down for future development. Ribbon development that 66 
 may occur would be distasteful, and new businesses must not be given an advantage over the old firms on the Highway as a result of new zoning laws. 

There has been no forward planning to develop a link from the Gwydir Highway west of Moree to the Newell Highway bypass. There are several options: (a) Brewery Flat to  66 
Amaroo Drive; (b) Brewery Flat to the northern end of the Aerodrome/Blueberry Road area; (c) Wallanol Road from the Gwydir to the Newell Highway, via "Carroll". 

The chosen route offends most town planning principles causing separation, inconvenience to pedestrians and vehicular movements. 75 

The preliminary claim by the RTA to rezone the area west of the proposed highway so it may be sold is a clear signal that the government, especially the Department of Planning  77 
and RTA, are in favour of strip highway development, one of the worst forms of development that can be allowed in any town. 

Before any final plans are released, a clear and precise policy must be put in place by the Department of Planning and RTA and Moree Plains Shire Council, as to what the future 77 
 zoning laws will be. 

Similarly, provision must be made for a west/east link over the Gwydir Highway to Bulluss Drive, via Brewery Flat and Amaroo Drive. 77 

It is essential to plan a bypass route that will serve the town of Moree for many years to come. 89 

The southern end of the bypass is too narrow and cannot be widened without resumption of land from residents, businesses, or the railway, requiring demolition. 89 

No proper thought has been given to planning ahead to accommodate an east/west vehicle route, although a western detour down Amaroo Drive has been mooted.  The Bolla  89 
Bolla proposal would fit in with this, and also allow for a link from the east. 

Given experience in trucking industry it seems incredible that no consideration is given for western traffic from Moree west which is increasing. 91 

The benefits of the proposed bypass in terms of land usage are overstated in some sections (eg no new corridor created, increase in visibility of key buildings). 96 
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Council does not support the land between the Spa Baths and Alice Street being used for commercial purposes and prefer the option of this area being retained as open space.  96 
Moree lacks open space, which is compounded by the loss of the tennis courts. 

The proposal does not allow for the future expansion of the town eastward. 101 

Why put the bypass down Gosport St when in 4 years we will have the new rail link seems so stupid to me. 116 

There has been no consideration given to the impact on the planning restrictions relating to the area except for the RTA to ask if Council would approve a change in zoning to  119 
either commercial or light industrial. 

Project Design Representation No 

Urban Design, Visual and Landscape 
Nowhere in the EIS is the upgrading of Gosport Street to full bitumen, kerbing and guttering, stormwater drainage, footpaths, property access, and tree growing, spelt out and  77 
costs, nor whose responsibility it will be to provide these facilities. 
It is understood that Moree Council would pick up the costs for this. Such an act of duplicity is unacceptable, and an unauthorised and unbudgeted charge on ratepayers. 

Watering system and landscaping should be paid for by Federal Government for the associated parklands alongside the bypass. 83 

It is important that landscaping around the town entrances be completed at the same time as the bypass to encourage motorists to enter the town. 86 

Council request additional time to undertake a detailed assessment and investigation of the landscape section and will forward detailed comments within 3 weeks of the close of 96 
the formal exhibition period.  Essentially we would like to have consultation with the design team during the design phase of the project. 

The landscaping needs to be carefully assessed as some trees shown on the artists impression (eg palms) are inappropriate species for the climate and conditions. 96 

May we suggest that the inclusion of tree plantings along Morton Street and the railway corridor be considered in an attempt to address the visual and noise problems of the  97 
area. 

Project Design Representation No 

Utilities 
Country Energy has no objections to the construction of the proposed bypass provided the cost to relocate any of its assets is borne by the RTA or its agents. 20 

All overhead powerlines associated with Bypass route should be relocated underground. 83 
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Safety Representation No 
General 
I dispute that Gosport Street is a safer option. 7 

Safety issues for this community would be exacerbated. 19 

It will greatly improve the safety of the town. 21 

A large section of town will be very disadvantaged by safety concerns 29 

With fuel depots along the proposed route, the possibility of a horrific accident is alarming 39 

There will be additional dangers to businesses in Gosport Street, especially the fuel depots. 59 

Danger to residents in the event of a Sydney-style tanker accident with two fuel depots on the proposed route. 60 

Two highway crossings at railway level crossing 61 

Danger to residents in the event of a Sydney-style tanker accident with two fuel depots on the proposed route. 63 

There are danger areas through Gosport Street. 69 

To bring traffic any closer to the caretaker’s cottage on a right angle bend, given that a toilet exists near the fence, would have serious consequences. 90 

The intersection between Gosport Street and the Gwydir Highway is placed so closely to the traffic lights and the railway crossing, that it becomes difficult to negotiate and not  90 
a usual occurrence in a country town.  The level of expertise of country drivers will be severely challenged. It is an unsafe aspect of the Proposal. 

Community safety will become an issue at the Showground. 92 

Morton St also provides less supervision and therefore the safety of users is placed at risk. 97 

Adjacent to my home there are a number of very large fuel tanks belonging to a fuel depot, which I believe to be extremely dangerous to have on a heavy-vehicle bypass route. 99 

Safety Representation No 
Incident Management 
It is important for EIS to address the detail risk management procedures to be taken in hazardous chemical or oil spill to protect the water quality, both during construction and  57 
operational stages of Bypass. 

The two petrol depots are a profound worry to say the least. Are our emergency services 'up to' scratch in a situation as what happened in Sydney recently? 72 

How will the fire trucks attend a fire on the eastern side of Moree with a rail line and a highway to manoeuvre? 88 
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Safety Representation No 
Pedestrians 
Children from the lower socio-economic area are unable to go and buy a loaf of bread without risking their young lives crossing the highway. 7 

Every time we go out we will have to cross the highway. 8 

Residents east of Gosport Street would have to cross the bypass to get to town and this is not practical. 16 

Danger to pedestrians in proximity to Spa Baths, railway station, Cascade Theatre 28 

Why put their children at risk having to cross the Highway to get to school? 36 
Not a thought has been given to the safety of the children who live in this area. 

Every time we leave the street to go shopping or doctors we will be forced on to the highway with all the heavy trucks, and for people walking and school children will be very  40 
dangerous. 

A lot of children living east of Gosport Street walk to school because they are not entitled to free bus travel. Having Gosport Street as the alternate route will significantly  59 
increase the danger to these children. 

The people who are living over the railway line are going to have to negotiate a railway crossing and a highway bypass to come to town. 85 

The EIS does not adequately address the amount of pedestrian traffic that occurs from the railway yards across to Jones Ave, Thompson St Ave and Adelaide St. In addition, a  86 
lot of this traffic occurs at night.  The provision of simple refuges would do little in overcoming these potential safety problems. Substantial upgrade of pedestrian facilities should  
be incorporated. 

The EIS does not provide detailed information/data on the amount of pedestrian traffic using each of the pedestrian desire lines. Without this data, it is difficult to determine  96 
whether the proposed pedestrian refuges are appropriate. 

The volume of traffic will increase in the coming years, it will be a hazard to all to go shopping as we will have to cross the railway line and a so called bypass to do it. 110 

Safety Representation No 
Road Users 
I will be forced on the highway (when driving to the chemist or groceries) every day, which worries me. 10 

Crossing of these roads is hazardous and lead to lengthy delays, which in turn could create some serious traffic incidents. 17 

All heavy vehicles that enter Moree from the north and then return north or take the Gwydir Highway west will need to turn at the new intersection and as  17 
they are very slow to accelerate they therefore require long  sight distances to pull across. 

The 60-80 caravans and all other traffic that leave our premises daily during peak holiday seasons will have a similar problem entering the traffic flow to travel further south. 17 

Danger to traffic in proximity to Spa Baths, railway station, Cascade Theatre 28 
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The reversing of large trucks out onto the bypass has the potential to be extremely dangerous for the truck and driver as well as the motoring public. 33 

Danger of Gwydir Highway - Alice Street traffic. 73 

If a mob of 300 head of cattle, or 3,000 sheep tried to negotiate a lane 20m wide between a road train and a fence there would be disaster. 77 

Socio-economic Impacts and Costs Representation No 
Economic 

Moree has been held back from developing to its full potential because of anti-Gosport Street proponents 11 

The businesses in Goondiwindi have thrived since the out of town bypass has been built. 16 

We can see serious delays to people attempting to turn into our premises and we are fearful that this will affect our patronage and certainly have a major impact on Moree's  17 
tourism. 

Cause great inconvenience to Gwydir Industries 18 

In regard to the cost/benefit analysis, this needs to be looked at on a long term basis and not in the short term "quick fix" solution being espoused by the EIS. 59 

Two well established businesses are to be demolished to satisfy other well established business demands.  The Government has no right to destroy two businesses for the  77 
benefit of other businesses. 

The EIS downplays the adverse economic impacts of the bypass and actively promotes the benefits. This shows a bias in the EIS towards the building of a bypass and that  86 
being Option 2. 

The Business Impact Statement suggests that the Council should encourage new businesses to relocate into Moree to counter the loss in trade. The logic behind this statement  86 
defies common sense.  We are prepared to accept that this statement was made in error, and expect our council to support existing businesses in readjustment. 

There is very little support from businesses to move the bypass from Frome Street (south). It is understood that the majority of the $17M loss would be from businesses on  86 
Frome Street (South). 

The Proposal will not only see the loss of $13.4-16.8M but two to three times with the multiplier effect. Our estimates (based on other McDonalds who have experienced similar  86 
Bypasses) suggests that the reduction in sales will see approximately 25% of our workforce becoming redundant.  These will be our casual employees who are predominantly  
teenagers.  The Business Impact Statement does not address employment in different age groups and the resulting effect. 

The noise and vibrations will severely impact on tourism in the area. Not good for business, losses and cost foisted upon its owners. 89 

No consideration of the additional and altered signage has been included in the EIS, and the showground trust does not have spare funds to attend to all these items. 90 

No consideration of the impact on the viability of the Showground has been addressed in the EIS. 90 

The bypass will have a negative impact on business.  An external bypass would have at least allowed those trucks entering town a view of our stock, which is displayed on the  91 
highway.  We have no means by which to move onto the bypass. 
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The benefit/cost ratio appears questionable. 91 

Country shows are struggling to survive as it is, any negative impacts on our events will be hard to absorb. 92 

As secretary of Moree Show Society I see major impacts on events conducted at the Moree Show Ground 92 

Who will counteract the loss of our business built up over many years thru passing traffic. 94 

Wait and see the small business closure from the highway area as it is now. This is not a total by-pass proposal. Why are we disadvantaged, 94 

What about our money spent on large signage to attract that passing travellers/holiday makers trade? 94 

Whilst several negative impacts of the Bypass on economic activity have been identified, there does not appear to be an overall positive economic result for Moree Township.  96 
However, appropriate signage at the right points directing light vehicles and tourist traffic into the town should minimise the impacts. A safer and quieter environment for visitors  
to the town centre would increase patronage and encourage business growth.  Less heavy traffic would add to the amenity of the area. It is believed that the entire benefit of  
the street beautification project will not be realised until the bypass is operational.  Businesses along Gosport and Alice Streets should benefit enormously from the project. The  
future economic growth of the Moree Township will be based primarily on its perception as a safe and comfortable place to visit.  This perception will be difficult to promote  
without the construction of this bypass. 

This bypass is a short term solution to Moree's traffic problems and will not allow Moree to grow and will need to be readdressed in the future because the problems we are  97 
facing currently will also impact upon this internal bypass. 

I believe that this bypass can assist businesses that rely on highway and tourist traffic and also act as a greater impulse for motorists to stop. 107 

The flight of business from Frome Street into Gosport Street, to other areas of the town or onto other areas of the external highway will cause Frome Street to become less  119 
viable and continue to fragment the commercial and industrial areas of what is supposed to be a rural service centre. 

There are many impacts on business that the bypass will bring about, not simply of having the road servicing Gosport Street closed during the construction phase, which will  119 
affect the business directly in the bypass area. 

The cost to businesses in Frome Street in particular will be greater with this option than with an external option and no estimate has been made of this. 119 

If this bypass is approved many residents will move out of town. No good for business/unemployment rate. 124 

If the deviation/alternative route will take business from those on the Frome St section of the highway and jobs will be lost. 125 

I am the owner of a smash repair shop that is on the route for the bypass.  I employ nine men and two office staff.  The problem I have if the bypass goes out of town I will find it  126 
hard to keep my staff as we get most of our work off the highway.  Out of town is not the way to go. 

Socio-economic Impacts and Costs Representation No 
Property 
The cost of relocation to a lot of elderly people will mean that they have to go to a lesser social area as they will not be able to afford to go further up-market. 7 

Older people have to lose their homes and start again. 8 
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The Proposal would very substantially affect the liveability of the house. 12 

My concern is that the residents of Gosport Street are well compensated & supported in any way they need. 13 

It will devalue property 18 

The trauma and pressure on older residents having to sell their homes and relocate. 28 

I am not moving, and should you wish to demolish my house, which the EIS says you are going to do, you will have to do it with me in it.  You will have to forcibly evict me  54 
because I am not going.  No one has been near me in regard to getting out, other than a requisition saying my home was worth $98000: what a joke, where do you think I am  
going to get another house for that. 

Our property value will be substantially eroded with no compensation being offered. 59 

The air pollution would impact on real estate values and I demand compensation also a guarantee from you pollution will not increase with time. 63 

We have purchased Nos 284, 286, 290 and 294 Gosport Street. Our son has bought 292 Gosport Street. We live at 287, and I will receive title to No 281 following my parents  67 
death.  The RTA have offered a miserable amount of money for 284 Gosport Street, and we will not accept it. 

To my knowledge, Moree has been waiting for a bypass for over forty years, surely by now there should be sufficient funds allocated so that the residents in the Gosport  71 
Street area do not have to leave their family homes. 

We will be affected by your decision at/from RTA to have the Bypass go through Gosport Street and almost through our bedroom. 72 

The valuation of our home.  Who will want to buy a home with a bypass on top of it? 72 

Ten homes will be demolished. At the time of writing no firm offer had been made. 77 

Are the residents who are going to lose their homes going to be given proper and substantial valuation on their homes, to be able to buy another house in a reasonable part of  85 
town. 

Impact of land acquisition on showground - due to restricted space we cannot obtain further land at this location.  We cannot afford to lose a centimetre. 90 

The Showground Trust would like to make some alterations to the Caretakers Cottage. This Proposal is limiting our actions as we have not had any discussions in relation to  90 
potential impacts. 
As one of the most impacted participants in the proposal our board would anticipate being allowed to make a further submission if we become aware of additional points. 

No consideration has been given to many different aspects of this route. Un-developed sites in Gosport St increase in value while our developed sites decrease. We paid top  94 
dollar for land on the highway, now our land drops in value and undeveloped land along Gosport St rises in value.  Our rates are higher, will they decrease? 

The bypass will have an effect on the property values as East Moree will be more isolated from the main part of the town by a railway line and now with a busy highway on top 98 
of it. 
I hope adequate care and consideration will be taken for people in Gosport Street who are unable or unwilling to move. 104 

An out of town bypass would not require the removal of residents from their long established homes nor the protection of residences against noise in this hot climate. 112 

What exactly is going to happen to the residents of Gosport, no compensation would ever cover 40 years of living and health problems it would cause these older people. 116 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report B.39 
Detailed Breakdown of Representations 

The cumulative effect on the value of land in the impact area has to be assessed. 119 

Bypass important. So no changes will be made moving residents. 124 

It forces elderly women to sell up their homes. 125 

Socio-economic Impacts and Costs Representation No 
Socio-economic 
The Gosport Street bypass cuts off a large proportion of people from the shops. 7 

No consideration has been given to the residents living east of the highway. 8 
It seems that the people east side are not considered, and we will be left like second class citizens. 

Elderly people living in this area (east of the highway) will have their lives affected. 8 
We will have difficulty even going out for a paper or a stamp because there is nothing east of the highway. 

Inconvenience of getting to town. 10 

We say we promote reconciliation in this community. We need to act reconciliation. It should be noted that the community most disadvantaged by the Gosport Street proposal is  19 
predominantly aboriginal. 

The proposed route would separate off a section of this community already socially separated. 19 

Also we cannot hear phone conversations, talking to visitors or television when one of the vehicles drives past.  This will be a big affect to our lifestyle. 32 
We have a sheltered workshop for the disabled people in Gosport Street, they are worthy citizens in our community, please consider their well being. 
My youngest son attends the workshop, he rides his bicycle to work each day. This is the only independence he has, with the bypass this will be taken away from him. 

Why separate the residents east of the Bypass from the CBD? 36 

An inner bypass will create an environment for travellers to stop, enjoy the sights and hopefully stay in Moree as they pass through. 37 

I am greatly concerned at the affect on the area, its residents, businesses and industries. 39 

We feel we will be very disadvantaged by this bypass as everyone living east of it will be. 40 

It will split the town in half. 58 

The proposal effectively splits the town in two and will create more problems than it will solve. 59 

No thought given to the Moree sheltered workshop and the danger the proposed route poses to the establishment. 60 

No thought given to the Moree sheltered workshop and the danger the proposed route poses to the establishment. 63 

We are now faced with our future being destroyed by a nonsensical bypass proposal that may last for ten years, and then have to be moved out of town anyway. 67 
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Plus it will divide and ruin our town. 69 

Apparent loss of the institution of the railway tennis courts appears not to have been factored. 73 

Disturbance of home life of Edward Street residents. 73 

The therapeutic-peace factor of the Moree Spa Baths. 73 

Interferes with the established rights of the community and is against public interest. 75 

The movement of the highway to Gosport Street will combine the division of the rail and road, thus making a definitive division of the town at the highway and railway line. 77 
Further division of the town is very real.  A large number of Aboriginal people live in East Moree. The Proposal would destroy all the reconciliation done by creating a physical  
barrier between east and west Moree. 

There are no shops, schools, services or entertainment east of the proposed highway. 77 

Moree Tennis Club should be given finance to build 4 new tennis courts to replace the loss of Railway courts. 83 

The biggest part of the Aboriginal population in Moree lives east of the highway - so much for integration. 84 

It is moving the problems from Balo Street to a residential street, affecting people 24hrs/day and not 10 hours, as is the case now. 84 

Moree will be further split by a railroad and major federal highway running tandem through it. The people of east Moree will have no shops, schools or public amenities, no  84 
pedestrian crossings and no future. 

This bypass is going to divide this town in two.  The people of East Moree are going to be disadvantaged by this bypass. 85 

Moree has experienced juvenile crime, and employment of teenagers has been important in reducing this crime.  Reduction in traffic from Frome Street (South) will see a loss of  86 
sales and a reduction in teenage employment, thereby seeing a return of the issues that we have all fought to overcome. 

We read with interest that using the part of the park would interfere with "recreation land" - yet not one conscionable thought for people being thrown out of their homes! 87 

The bypass will divide our town. 87 

Has there been any though given to those who will have to cross a railway line and soon, a bypass highway (especially children) to get to facilities? 88 

The bypass would cut Aboriginal families living in East Moree from their relatives living in South Moree. 88 

The James St option was rejected because it was supposed to divide the town.  Gosport Street will divide the town more because it is now coupled with the railway line and a  112 
supposed "transport corridor".  If James St was going to divide, surely Gosport St must widen this division. 

The distress this has already caused some people is unnecessary. 117 

My concern and most people here is of the inconvenience and hardship it will place on the people that live in the area, it appears that this is of no concern to anyone, all they are 118 
 worried about is noise in main street, but it doesn't matter what happens to the rest of the town. 

The removal of the Railway Tennis Courts and not replacing them will have consequences. 119 
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The impact on the mostly pedestrian traffic that crosses the railway line in many spots will be restricting.  When you walk you tend to look for the shortest possible route.  This  119 
will have the effect of discouraging a lower economic group from full participation in the community.  It will not only erect a physical but a mental barrier. 

The impact on the Moree Hot Mineral Baths a major tourist facility in Moree, which has considerable numbers of businesses reliant on it for their livelihood, is of concern.  With the  119 
implementation of the bypass the luxury of a quiet vacation will be removed, there will be constant traffic noise, air pollution, a constant flow of cars and trucks allowing people  
to look into the area affecting the privacy of the patrons and more difficulty accessing the area for the many people who visit Moree for extended periods to use the facility. 

One of the churches has constructed a facility in the cut off area for the use of the youth of Moree for social activities, which attracts a large number of participants.  The  119 
highway while benefiting the 'big end of town' to get traffic out of the Main Street will disadvantage attendance at their youth functions and further effect youth activities.  This is  
directly in conflict with some of the Council's and Chamber's stated aims to deter unacceptable youth behaviour in the CBD. 

The impact of the road in conjunction with the rail corridor will in effect divide the town in two.  A comment from the Aboriginal Community is that despite their fight to become a  119 
respected part of the community, "They will become fringe dwellers once again". 

Children residents on the highway will be faced with restrictions on their activities.  Whether it is traffic dangers, noise, pollution or 'stranger danger' their quality of life will  119 
decline markedly.  Where do they go to play if they can't play in their own street? 

This proposal is only pseudo bypass and will only lead to the residents east of the bypass feeling isolated. 123 

The town will lose its railway tennis courts, which are in high demand. 125 

It will put some life back into East Moree (new roads - parks - buildings). 126 

Traffic Representation No 

Access 
We require access from the north of our home (Newell Highway, on the southern end of the bypass) as well as from the south. 5 
This access can easily be achieved by extending the overtaking lane. 

Moreover, the Carnarvon Highway junction with the Newell Highway would be greatly improved by access to the junction at the roundabout. 12 

Access from Gosport Street should not be cut off at the highway unless people living and working in that area request so and this should apply everywhere along the bypass. 14 

It would be difficult to weave through all the traffic to do our jobs. 16 

We can see large problems developing with tourist vehicles, road trains and other heavy vehicles, plus lighter traffic, attempting to cross two lanes of fast-flowing traffic i.e. the 17 
new bypass and existing road, into the CBD on the southern approach to Moree. 

Limit access to small businesses. 18 

Moree is stated to be an appropriate driver reviver location, and with a slip lane, Tee intersection and traffic lights as the only entrance to town, Moree could not be reasonably  86 
considered to have ease of access. 

Our experience shows that the assumption that the majority of visitors enter Moree from the south is incorrect. It is therefore important that ease of access from both the North  86 
and South is provided. 
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The bypass will leave businesses with access problems for supplies and sales. 89 

It does not address the issues of access to industrial area and bulk grain handling facilities. 91 

The bypass proposed will create major traffic and safety issues around Moree showground. Large trucks, machinery, horse trailers and pedestrians will find access difficult. 92 

We have major concerns in relation to the continued operation of Barwon Timber and Tiles and Williams Grain Depot.  In regards to Barwon Timber and Tiles the proposed bypass 96 
is going to significantly impact upon businesses loading and unloading facility.  Due to site constraints delivery vehicles are forced to reverse out of the loading bay area onto  
Gosport Street. What measures have been implemented to reduce the potential conflict between the Bypass traffic and reversing vehicles from this business? 

The maintenance of access to all existing residence, business and industries needs to be preserved and protected to ensure vehicle movements into and out of these existing  96 
sites are not adversely impacted upon. 

It also will be a problem going to the swimming pool, paper shop etc. as we then have to cross the highway to get there. This railway crossing is the only crossing for East  98 
Moree residents and the people commuting to and from Inverell and the townships in between. 

My driveway has only front access which means I will be reversing my car directly onto a very busy highway in order to exit and then I will find entering from the northern route 99 
extremely dangerous. 

I hope proper consideration has been made for safety, access, noise prevention and unsightliness of the road near the sheltered workshop and if people ride to work there, I  104 
hope they will still be able to do so. 

Present route will provide easy access + joining of Gwydir Highway. 114 

Access to and around the showground will be impeded. 119 

The Moree Services Club unfortunately had the impression as with some of the businesses in the CBD that traffic will be able to come off the end of the bridge down past the  119 
showground and along Albert Street into the town centre and felt that would be a good outcome. 

The Amaroo Drive, Bullus Drive, Railway Crossing and bypass intersection needs considerable re-engineering, and traffic entering and exiting Bullus Drive need to be better  119 
provided for large traffic volumes at particular times in conjunction with the rail.  There will be added problems with increased traffic in Gosport Street, including reduced sight  
lines and backup over railway line crossing is a prescription for disaster. 

Traffic Representation No 

Level of Assessment 
The traffic flow figures (Tables 9.4-9.5) in the EIS are badly flawed, and it will seriously affect other parts of Moree besides Gosport Street, in both the short and long term. This  66 
means that the basic requirements for a bypass have not been met, so therefore the whole EIS is flawed. 

Errors in the traffic quoted for the Year 2003. 74 

The predicted traffic flows 2003 figures 9.4 and 9.5 are in total error and should be dismissed. 75 

Figure 9.4 and 9.5 in the EIS do not add up and are in direct conflict with each other. The EIS should therefore be thrown out because traffic data is fundamental to justification  77 
for a bypass. 
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Traffic counts are wrong and need to be checked. 97 

The predicated traffic flows on pages, 9.4 and 9.5, which were totally incorrect have been amended by further issue but what is to say the amended document is any more  112 
accurate than the original. 

Not enough consideration has been given to the amount of quite legitimate pedestrian traffic that uses the area on the northern end of Gosport Street and Morton Street around  119 
the back of the showground either to go to the Services Club or the main area of the CBD. 

No attempt has been made to explain the workings of the proposal and how traffic will flow. It has unnecessarily been vague and indistinct causing confusion and people to  119 
jump to conclusions. 

Traffic Representation No 

Local Impacts 
Construction materials come from the north and will also need to cross both traffic flows to access the large residential developments that are Moree's future growth areas,  17 
therefore adding further congestion to the proposed layout 

The end result will be another traffic problem in the future. 18 

A road through the town with its associated local traffic, speed restrictions, roundabouts, lights, pedestrians is counter productive. 27 
Increased traffic through any part of it has to have a negative impact on all areas adjacent to such highway. 

The proposed "bypass" will impact adversely on the school and town bus runs. 59 
The Proposal will, I have no doubt, lead to greater traffic problems and noise in streets such as Warialda St. 

The potential disaster you will create at Alice Street rail crossing and proposed bypass crossing. 60 

This is not a bypass. It is an alternate route.  Eastbound traffic on Alice Street can, on a busy day, back up almost to Dover St corner when trains are using the level crossing  62 
area.  How much worse will this be if the area becomes part of the "by-pass" 

The potential disaster you will create at Alice Street rail crossing and proposed bypass crossing. 63 

Please do not tell us the trucks will slow down either. They have to earn a living and slowing down just inhibits this. 72 

I am very concerned about the traffic flow in Warialda Street, especially in the area from the Shell Depot to the Newell Highway and proposed bypass. The state of the road  79 
from Jones Ave to Adelaide Street has already deteriorated and there is very little bitumen left. 

Access to the Moree Showgrounds will be severely altered in relation to the Proposal.  No consideration of the costs associated with the suggested changes have been made.  In  90 
particular, access for cars, trucks (including road trains) and pedestrians during events held at the showground. 

As a truckie this road does not offer any improvement to the difficulties of travelling through Moree. 91 

The relocation of the Railway Station parking to Morton St poses additional pressures on the local residential road system.  The existing condition of Morton St is considered  96 
inappropriate to cater for any increase in traffic movement and would need to be widened as a consequence of relocation of the car park. 

The relocation of car park to Morton St is a problem, as the road system has not been designed to cater for increased traffic that will result as a consequence of the proposal.  97 
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At times, the shunting during operations of the pass+goods trains we already have lengthy delays at the Railway crossing in Alice Street with traffic backing up to well past  98 
Gosport St on one side and up to Cross St on the eastern side.  The proposed bypass will increase this problem many times over. 

The arrangement of the railway crossing, intersection with traffic lights and the intersection to the northern end of Gosport Street will produce a further black spot and is far  119 
from optimal. 

Residents of Dover Street already complain that they sometimes have difficulty accessing their street from Alice Street when the railway crossing is closed because of traffic  119 
back-up. 

Residents of Morton Street often have to go via Bullus Drive when they are in a hurry and the line is closed. We know the theory says that this should not have an impact but  119 
with changed habits there will be significant increased impact. 

The Showground is a high volume traffic flow area at intermittent periods during the year when functions are held, this presently doesn't impact but with added traffic flows and 119 
 restrictions this will become a hazard. 

It will also cause extreme traffic jams on Alice St, Dover St, Warialda and Oak Sts. 125 

Traffic Representation No 

Parking 
It was easier to park in Goodiwindi than in Moree 16 

Make access to parking for Council Artesian Baths difficult 18 

The design of the car park at the Station needs to be modified to provide a design that can cater for the current requirements of the Station.  It is clear that the current design  96 
does not cater for buses that regularly use the site in the morning and evening, nor does the proposal provide adequate lighting, and the replacement of existing facilities such  
as telephones.  It is considered essential that these issues are addressed and the parking area be redesigned. 

Access to parking at railway on western side could be a problem. Need to encourage parking on eastern side. 100 

Traffic Representation No 

Regional Impacts 
There is talk about a western corridor leading out of Moree to the west. It is not included in your proposals. 12 

There should be a sensible connection and early construction of the east-west bypass of the Gwydir Highway. 14 

It is expected the Wee Bolla route would speed up the journey around Moree, which when multiplied by the number of trucks using the road is a major saving of both time and  29 
fuel. 

No overall thought has been given to traffic travelling to the west of the town. 94 
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Introduction 
DIPNR (formerly PlanningNSW) have raised a number of issues pertaining to traffic and 
passing trade.  The Department is concerned that the EIS conclusion that the majority of heavy 
vehicles would use a bypass and not continue to travel through the town centre may not be 
realised.  The following is in response to the issues raised and expands on the rationale and 
rigor that has in actuality been applied throughout the corridor and route assessment and EIS 
phases. 

Background to the Traffic Assessment 

The traffic assessment study for the bypass was not a static study.  The project commenced in 
1999 and was not completed until 2002 and throughout this 21/2-year period the study was 
updated as traffic conditions and project scope changed.  For example, rail bridges rather than 
level crossings as initially presumed were included in the outer options assessment, and in the 
town centre, traffic congestion changed with the completion of the beautification and 
associated roadworks thereby increasing travel times on the Newell Highway. 

The traffic assessment study has been structured to ensure a genuine comparison of options 
(inner and outer options) and to realistically reflect the differing behavioural patterns between 
cars and the problem articulated trucks. 

Highway Network Model 

The highway network model used for the prediction of traffic flows on the main road network 
(Newell, Gwydir and Carnarvon Highways) was a 24-hour model.  The model took into 
consideration: 

• Average annual daily traffic flow (AADT); 

• Historic growth in traffic on each highway approach; 

• Cars and articulated trucks (separately considered); 

• Night and day travel (separately considered); 

• Traffic speed variation by hour of day; 

• Travel congestion (travel time, trip duration); 

• Changes in traffic congestion over time; 

• Delay at new bypass intersections; and 

• Trip purpose for both ‘local’ and ‘through’ traffic (stopping and non-stopping). 

The network model used external traffic flow data reported on each highway approach and an 
O-D traffic volume distribution matrix calibrated to AADT flows and traffic flow at the control 
intersection of Frome and Alice Streets.  This latter intersection was important to 
understanding articulated truck movements at Moree as all north/south 
(Goondiwindi/Mungindi – Narrabri) and north/east (Goondiwindi/Mungindi – Warialda) 
articulated trucks must pass through this intersection. 

The network model is an external traffic generation model and excludes internal township 
generated and circulatory traffic.  If this internal traffic were included, then the central Balo 
Street AADT of 12300 vehicles per day is expected reduce to some 8440 vpd with the 
introduction of the bypass, an overall 31% reduction in total flow in the town centre. 

EIS Route Model 

The EIS route model was primarily a peak hour/capacity assessment model used to establish 
peak hour flows and the type and layout of intersections and the midblock zones.   
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The EIS peak hour route model: 

• Used the relationship of hourly to daily traffic flow established by the week-long highway 
and Gosport Street classification surveys to establish peak hour flows; 

• Used the network model predictions for main road, highway and bypass flows; 

• Took local area generated and circulatory traffic along the Gosport Street route 
(midblock, key intersections) into consideration; 

• Assessed car, articulated truck and pedestrian movements; 

• Undertook sensitivity testing for fluctuations in flow; and 

• Analysed performance using ‘INTANAL’, a specialist intersection computer model and 
‘AustRoads’ procedures for midblock assessments. 

Definition 

By definition, the 94% reduction in “trucks” in Balo Street is an articulated truck only 
prediction that relates to the reduction in the number of articulated trucks from within the 
very heart of the town centre, that is, the specific section of Newell Highway between Heber 
and Gwydir Streets.  The heavy vehicle volumes mentioned exclude the smaller single unit 
trucks. 

Articulated trucks from the Collarenebri (Gwydir Hwy west) direction are also not reported 
for this inner town centre section of Moree as those vehicles use the alternative heavy vehicle 
routes of Jones Avenue/Edward Streets in the south and Gwydir Street in the north.  
Articulated trucks travelling to or from Collarenebri (Gwydir Hwy west) tend to avoid the 
inner town centre section between Alice and Gwydir Streets because of the difficulty that 
large vehicles can experience when executing turn movements (left or right) at the Newell 
Highway intersection of Balo and Heber Streets. 

Project Need and Alternatives 

1. It is understood that the key objective of the proposal is to remove the through traffic 
(particularly heavy vehicles) from the main street to the bypass.  What is not understood is 
how it can be concluded that the majority of through vehicles (94% trucks) will use the bypass 
(p 9-23) when it is predicted that 70% (60% of trucks) currently stop in town (p 9–11).  The 
Department needs further justification for how the traffic modelling is showing extensive use 
of the bypass.  This justification should include details of inputs and assumptions used in the 
traffic modelling. 

RTA Response 

Duration of stay predictions  

The 1999 Origin/Destination (O-D) survey of highway traffic recorded both traffic volumes 
and direction of travel as well as time taken for vehicles to pass through Moree.  It was from 
the sample of journey times (reported as ‘duration of stay’) and associated volumes that the 
predictions mentioned on page 9-11 of the EIS (Table 9.3) were extrapolated.  

As a stand alone input the Table could suggest that: 

• A large proportion of heavy vehicle highway traffic that pass through the town break their 
journey at Moree (up to 60%); and 

• By extension, a bypass may not attract as much heavy vehicle traffic as thought; and 
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• The traffic predictions and benefits of the bypass mentioned in the EIS could be 
overstated. 

Understanding how heavy vehicles would be attracted to the bypass or use the existing road 
network is therefore crucial to this study. 

Background to heavy vehicle distribution 

Before determining heavy vehicle distribution on the main road network and all bypass options 
(including the EIS option and the 4 inner and 3 outer corridor options) consideration was 
given to the range of contributing factors that influence transport vehicle/driver behaviour: 

Limitations in sole reliance on the extrapolated O-D predictions regarding heavy articulated 
vehicles (Table 9.2, p 9–11).   

• Heavy vehicle sample size; 

In relation to the Newell Highway, the dominant carrier of articulated trucks (80% and the 
main issue of the study), the O-D sample size from the one day survey was considered too 
small for reliable results (less than 5% sample size - Goondiwindi to Narrabri 24 combined 
single unit and articulated sample versus 537 articulated only; Narrabri to Goondiwindi 24 
vs. 528); 

• Distinction between the different truck classes;  

The heavy vehicle O-D trip duration survey combined the articulated and single unit vehicles 
into one group and defined them as heavy vehicles (articulated trucks are by definition in the 
EIS referred to as heavy vehicles).  The latter group of smaller vehicles was thought to be 
more likely to stop in Moree and bias a conclusion;  

• Survey period;  

The O-D trip duration survey was considered to be unrepresentative of 24 hours as the 
survey was conducted during daylight hours (11-hour period).  Night travel when Moree 
tends to be closed accounts for 40% of the articulated traffic travelling the Newell Highway. 

• Data collected;  

The O-D survey collected volume data on externally generated vehicles (heavy and light) for 
through highway and Moree destined traffic.  Trip travel times were also sampled for each 
highway.  The reason why (or where) vehicles broke their journey and stopped was not a 
part of this survey.  

Other influences impacting the determination of articulated vehicle assignments included: 

• Discussions with transport operators in Moree 

Transport operators confirmed that the factors that they believed would influence their 
choice of route were: 

a) Directness of the route (distance, alignment, grade); 

(The Newell Highway bypass as the main through alignment maintains the directness of 
the highway as the through route) 

b) Travel time (speed and disruption to journey); 

(On the EIS bypass the time spent within a low speed 50km/h town zone is halved and 
the friction from on-street parking is substantial less - more than halved with significantly 
reduced number of parkers, parallel rather than the more disruptive rear angle as on 
Balo St.) 

c) Ease of travel (number of intersections, gear changes involved); 

(Number and complexity of intersections reduced - no roundabouts along bypass 
compared to 3 in town compared to one signalised intersection at Alice Street); and 
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d) Maintenance of a competitive edge. 

• Reasons for articulated vehicles stopping that also influence the route selected: 

a) Rest break;(Not necessarily route specific, designated stops exist outside of Moree, 
transport operators also confirmed that Moree was not a journey rest location - 
supported by field observations) 

b) Toilet stop; 

(Not necessarily route specific) 

c) Food stop; (Food outlets with frontage parking suitable for articulated vehicles on the 
existing Newell Highway are located outside of the town centre in Frome Street south.  
These outlets tend to operate during daylight hours only and could attract heavy 
vehicles though the expenditure/stopper survey recorded only one truck visitation 
during the daylong survey.  Fast food outlets are concentrated at the northern end of 
Frome Street south and can be easily reached from Alice Street.  It was assumed that 
with the introduction of a bypass that the existing driver behaviour could change and 
food stops reduce.  Refer business impact assessment); 

d) Fuel stop;(Discussions with all service station operators along Balo St and Frome St 
south confirmed that Moree is not a regular fuel stop for articulated vehicles travelling 
the Newell Highway, also supported by field observations); 

e) Emergency, tyre or load check;(Not route specific); and 

f) Stopover destination in Moree;  

(Drop off or collection destinations by articulated trucks within the CBD area are not 
common. An allowance of 14 articulates per week over 52 weeks in the year has been 
made in the study (Sec 2.3.2, p 2-7, WP 18).  Discussion with local operators, members 
of the Chamber of Commerce and Council officers confirmed that if articulated vehicles 
were to stop then the destinations were more likely to be located in the commercial 
and industrial areas of Moree’s south.  All of these areas are more than accessible from 
the EIS bypass.  

Of all the above reasons for heavy articulated vehicles to stop in Moree the drop off and 
collection of freight was considered in the study as most probable and that the destinations 
were very accessible from the EIS inner route bypass.   

It is worthwhile noting that with stopover destinations located in southern Moree inner route 
options tend to be advantaged over the outer bypass options. 

Further Considerations 

• The vehicle distribution model used in the assignment of cars on the main road network 
was not considered an appropriate model for heavy vehicles.  That algorithm being best 
suited for determining the journey to work, shopping and tourist related traffic 
movements where choice tends to be based upon proximity (distance and travel time); 
and 

• The parking provision in Moree is the product of behaviour and demand and indicative of 
how the town operates.   Parking in the town centre is for cars whereas parking in Frome 
Street south can accommodate both cars and trucks and is within easy reach of the 
bypass. 

It was for these reasons that sole reliance was not placed upon the O-D trip duration table 
when determining the heavy vehicle assignment. 

Post EIS sensitivity testing of the heavy vehicle assignment 

Sensitivity testing of the assignment model for possible greater use of the existing highway 
(refer Table below) confirms that a substantial reduction in the number of heavy vehicles from 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report C.5 
Response to DIPNR issues 

within the town centre can still be expected (76% reduction vs 94% EIS if in the north south 
(Goondiwindi/Narrabri) direction) the bypass use is 80% rather than the 100% as anticipated.   

The sensitivity test demonstrates that the traffic model is robust and that most articulated 
trucks travelling the Newell Highway would use a bypass.  Should the level of use described in 
the EIS not be achieved the reduction in heavy vehicle traffic from within the town centre 
would still be significant with noticeable improvements in township amenity.   

Table 1.1 Heavy Vehicle (Articulated) Bypass Attraction 

Bypass Attraction 

Sensitivity Test Assignment 

Origin Destination 

EIS Assignment 

(Table 2.3, p 2-7 of WP 
18) 

Day Night 

Warialda 85% 70% 30% Mungindi 

Narrabri 90% 70% 30% 

Warialda 95% 95% 95% Goondiwindi  

Narrabri 100% 80% 80% 

Narrabri Choice algorithm applied 
between bypass and 
Tycannah Street 

Same as 
previous 

Same as 
previous 

Mungindi 90% 70% 30% 

Warialda 

Goondiwindi  95% 95% 95% 

Mungindi 85% 70% 30% 

Goondiwindi  100% 80% 80% 

Narrabri 

Warialda 100% 100% 100% 

2. Further to Point 1, the estimate on p12-3 that only approximately 10% of heavy vehicles were 
recorded during the day, as stopping in town would appear to contradict the estimates from 
the O-D survey where it was found that over 60% of heavy vehicles stopped in town.  Please 
clarify. 

RTA Response 

This issue was discussed in the response on traffic issues, previously provided.  Further 
investigations have been undertaken following our discussions with DIPNR on the number of 
trucks that appear to stop in Frome Street south. 

We have contacted freight operators in the area and have had discussions with individual truck 
drivers who use the Newell Highway.   

The advice from freight operators is that interstate trucks generally do not stop in Moree, as 
the town is “unfriendly” for truck drivers.  There are no truck parking areas in Moree, and the 
unofficial truck parking area near Amaroo Drive is unsealed, which causes problems in the wet.  
Most interstate truck drivers would stop at Goondiwindi or Coonabarabran for services. 

Individual truck drivers that the RTA has spoken with indicated that some trucks occasionally 
stop in Moree, particularly on Frome Street south, as there are sealed shoulders where they 
can pull over and check their loads and complete their logbooks before heading over the 
NSW/Queensland border.  Trucks do not generally stop in Moree for fuel, as there is no 
dedicated truck fuel facility. 

We have also contacted businesses in Frome Street south who confirm that truck drivers 
make up a very small proportion of their business. 
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In order to quantify the numbers of trucks stopping in Frome Street south, RTA has 
conducted a survey commencing Thursday 29 May.  The results of this survey to date are 
attached (final survey results are contained in Appendix F of this Representations Report), and 
confirm that the actual numbers of trucks stopping in Frome Street south is relatively small. 

3. The “Survey of Through Motorists” in the Moree business Impact Assessment (Appendix A of 
Working Paper 9) notes that 78% of respondents currently stopping and 74% of respondents 
currently staying in town indicated that they would continue to stop and stay in Moree even if 
there was a bypass built.  Given this response, how can it be concluded that the majority of 
through (94% of trucks) would use the bypass (p 9-23). 

RTA Response 

There are two quite separate issues here.   

Firstly the ‘stoppers’ and ‘stayers’ surveys show that the majority of respondents arrive by car 
and not truck (one articulated through truck respondent reported in the stopper survey).  The 
network model of car traffic does in fact model this behaviour.  Take for example the 
distribution results for daytime car traffic predicted for the year 2003: 

Table 2.1 Daytime Light Vehicle Distribution 2003 

Split Movement 

Exist 
highway 

Bypass 

Goondiwindi to Narrabri 19 275 

Goondiwindi to Warialda 3 96 

Goondiwindi to Collarenebri 170 0 

Goondiwindi to Mungindi 4 0 

Goondiwindi to town centre 184 64 

Goondiwindi to Moree South (Frome 
St south industrial area) 

19 47 

Goondiwindi to Moree industrial 4 12 

TOTAL 403 494 

Proportion 45% 55% 

 

Secondly, in relation to heavy vehicles if those vehicles travelling through Moree break their 
journey and stop they are more likely to do so to drop off or collect a load (refer discussion in 
Issue 1 above).  Most destinations associated with this activity are readily accessible from the 
bypass.  The network assignment and intersection models used in the assessment of externally 
generated through travelling heavy articulated vehicles reflect this. 

4. To assist in the justification of the proposal the Department needs a detailed Cost Benefit 
Assessment comparing the proposal with the do nothing, ‘Do Minimal’ and the community 
preferred outer route option.  In undertaking this assessment realistic estimated traffic levels 
need to be included. 

RTA Response 
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A CBA was undertaken for all options (inner and outer routes including the EIS Option 2 and 
the community suggested variation Option 6a1) where road user costs were compared to a 
‘do-nothing’ base case.  In the preferred route study and later EIS the CBA was updated to 
incorporate changes in travel times, increases in construction costs (extended project scope) 
and a later date for project opening.  

The Do Minimal Option was not considered a suitable option, as it would not meet the 
primary objective of this project, that is, “reducing the amount of articulated trucks travelling 
through the town centre”.  

While Value Management #2 review concluded that Option 6a1 was the preferred outer 
bypass Option this option is not without difficulty.  Despite strong support from some sections 
of the Moree community the option is not considered practical.  The VM2 conclusion was 
premised on the understanding that level crossings over Moree’s two active rail lines would 
suffice and that the resultant project cost would not be too dissimilar from inner route option 
2.   

Subsequent re-commissioning of the Inverell stub (now a siding access for Agripark and the 
nightly storage of the Moree to Sydney passenger train), recent construction of an extension 
to the main line rail siding and new freight depot on the southern line plus the RIC 
requirement for bridge crossings challenges the validity of the VM#2 conclusion.   

BCR option analyses: 

Table 3.1 Benefit Cost Ratio Summary 

Benefit Cost Ratio 

Pre town centre 
works completion 

Post town centre works completion 
(longer in town travel time) 

Option 

2003 opening 2003 opening 2005 opening 

Option 1 – James Street <0.7   

Option 2 – Gosport Street 1.1 1.3*2 1.4*4 

Option 3 – Parklands <0.9   

Option 4 – River Street <0.9   

Option 5 – Gwydirfield <0.9*1   

Option 6 – Bolla Bolla 1.0*1 1.1*1, 0.9*3  

Option 6a1 – Wee Bolla 
Bolla 

0.8*1 0.9*1, 0.7*3  

Option 7 – Sollings Lane 1.1*1   
*1 Two rail bridges and one level crossing.  Note: with the recommissioning of the Inverell rail line three bridges may be required. 
*2  Project scope increased to include Bulluss Drive intersection upgrade and a sweeping bend at the northern end. 
*3  Three rail bridges.  
*4  Refined to individual year assessment rather than linear distribution using two select years.  

The BCR as shown in Option 2 (EIS option) is disproportionately benefited by increases in 
travel time in the town centre compared to the outer options.  The inner bypass option has 
better network utilization by attracting more local traffic use than the outer options. 

5. Ancillary objectives in the EIS include a “20 year design life” (p 3-5), however Working Paper 6 
indicates a ”30 year design life” (p 1-3, WP 6).  Working Paper 7 discusses 30 year scenarios.  
Which is correct? 

RTA Response 
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In this study both midblock road and intersection capacity was assessed for a 20 year 
operational life, i.e. operational ‘Level of Service’ not exceeding LoS ‘D’ when an upgrade could 
be considered.  The design life referred to in p 1-3, WP6 should read 20 not 30 years (also 
refer WP 18, p 7-5,7,8,9 & p 9-1,2).  

Across the floodplain the bypass has been designed to be flood free for a recurrent storm 
event of 1 in 20 years (p 2-20 WP 7). 

Benefit Cost analyses have been assessed in accordance with RTA procedures using a 30 year 
period. 

6. Northern connection to the Newell Highway (Section D).  How will a right turn encourage 
light vehicles into Moree particularly with a bias to a new bypass)?  Given that on p 9-21 of the 
EIS it is indicated that a roundabout would be required at the intersection if traffic levels were 
slightly higher than predicted why hasn’t this been included as part of the project?  A 
roundabout would clearly encourage more motorists travelling south to take a break in Moree 
compared to a right turn? 

RTA Response 

The analysis mentioned on p 9-21 of the EIS refers to Bulluss Drive and Frome Street set of 
intersections that are located in south Moree.  When the intersection arrangements were 
sensitivity tested for a possible 20% variation in peak hour traffic flow 20 years after opening, 
the analysis showed reduced intersection performance and a possible need for improvements.   

While a roundabout was mentioned in the EIS as a solution for the Frome Street intersection, 
the close proximity of Bulluss Drive necessitates that the two intersections be treated in an 
integrated way.  The EIS should have mentioned this and that the best overall arrangement is 
dictated by the Bulluss Drive intersection where traffic signals coordinated with the nearby rail 
line crossing require signalisation as the effective method of control.  

The priority sign controlled intersections as shown in the EIS would provide good service for 
some time.  To facilitate installation of traffic signals at a later date cable ducts could be easily 
installed at this stage for little cost. 

In reference to the last part of the question motorists travelling south on the bypass have 
ample opportunity to exit at Gwydir Highway/Alice Street (promoted and encouraged by 
signage) and at the numerous side roads south of the Spa Baths before reaching the southern 
intersection.   

7. It appears that the proposal requires the total acquisition of 15 residential properties (14 of 
which would be demolished) and the noise attenuation of a further 54 properties.  This is a 
significant impact.  A comparative assessment of the existing number of residential properties 
with noise above criteria levels and the number of properties for the preferred outer route 
option is required. 

RTA Response 

Table 7.1 Comparison of Predicted Criteria Exceedances 

Route Existing Newell Highway Outer Route Option 
6a1 

No. of Residential Properties with Noise 
Levels above Criteria 

38 NIL 

There are 28 residential dwellings and 10 Motels located along the existing Newell Highway 
alignment. This only includes properties with direct frontage to the Newell Highway (on the 
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basis that it is reasonable to assume that those properties with frontage to the highway would 
exceed the noise criteria, while those set back may not). 

General 

8. There are a number of inconsistencies in the document that need to be clarified.  
Inconsistencies include: 

a) Reduction of heavy vehicles varies between “one vehicle every 13 minutes on Balo and 
Frome Streets“ to “one vehicle every 17 minutes on Balo Street”. 

b) Amount of heavy vehicles predicted to use the proposed bypass varies from 91% to 94%; 
and 

c) The BCR for the proposal varies from 1.1 to 1.4. 

RTA Response 

The supposed inconsistencies are not inconsistencies.  As the study progressed over the 21/2-
year study period the latest information (increase in travel times and town centre congestion, 
project impacts and extent of work, refinement of option costings) was fed back into the 
assessments to ensure that what was reported was current and enabled a fair and reasonable 
comparison to be made between alternatives.  

The lower values are quoted from earlier studies based upon a travel time survey taken prior 
to the completion of traffic works in the town centre.  The latter figures were the result of 
update surveys and reassessments undertaken during the WP’s and EIS phases. The updated 
values take into consideration natural traffic growth on the highway network, the effect of the 
increase in travel times in the town brought about by the now completed traffic works 
(additional roundabouts, formalised pedestrian crossings and increased congestion) and 
increase in scope of work and project costings. 

Regarding the BCR, the rise in project cost was more than compensated by benefits accrued 
from an increase in travel time.   

9. The property inventory table (1.2) does not contain data for Property Reference Numbers D2, 
U1, V1, V2 and V3.  Please supply this information. 

RTA Response 

Table 9.1 Additional property information for Table 1.2 of the EIS 

Reference No. Address  Land Use 

D2 Morton Street Telstra Depot 

U1 Frome Street Crown Land 

V1 Frome Street Chesterfield (John Deere Dealership) 

V2 Newell Highway Caravan Park 

V3 Newell Highway RTA depot 
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Planning Context 

10. Given that a large proportion of the proposal uses land zoned 5 – Special uses (Railways) 
which prohibits roads the Department requires an update on the status of the rezoning 
required under the Moree LEP 1995.  The rezoning needs to have occurred prior to seeking 
the Minister’s approval. 

RTA Response  

Noted 

The Proposal 

11. Why does the proposal footprint extend north adjacent to Morton Street? 

RTA Response 

The “proposal footprint”, which actually represents the extent of acquisition required, includes 
a portion of railway land that extends north adjacent to Morton Street.  This land was 
previously used as a railway siding for the former woolstore.  RIC have advised that where 
acquisition would sever a portion of land from the existing railway (as occurs in this case), then 
RTA is obliged to acquire the severed portion.  In this regard, following construction, this 
portion of land would be residue and disposed of accordingly.  The bypass proposal itself does 
not encroach on the siding. 

12. Where will construction facilities/compounds, including heavy machinery parking, be located? 

RTA Response 

A number of options would be considered during detailed design and documentation as 
follows (Property identifiers refer to the Property Inventory in Section 1.2.3 of the EIS): 

• Property Q1 (Existing Smash Repairs Workshop) would be fully acquired as part of the 
proposal; 

• There are a number of industrial zoned business premises located along Gosport Street 
from Bullus Drive to Adelaide Street. Some of these premises would be suitable for 
parking of construction plant and storage of materials. Such arrangements would be 
subject to commercial agreement between the construction contractor and the relevant 
landowners; 

• Properties M3, M4 and M5 would be acquired as part of the proposal. The residual 
portion of these properties would be made available to the contractor for setting up a 
temporary construction compound. The existing residential dwelling (M4) would be 
considered for use as a site office; 

• Property D1 (former woolstore site) – owner has contacted RTA and has expressed 
interest in leasing this property to the RTA for use as a temporary construction 
compound.  This is the most likely location of the site compound for the bridgeworks 
contractor; 

• On the TSR (C2) south east of the Moree Racecourse; 

• Lease arrangement with Moree Racecourse for land north of Skinners Creek (A3); 
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• Lease arrangement with adjacent property owners east of the bypass (B1, B3, B4, B5, B6, 
B7). 

13. Please provide more details of the permanent detention basin proposed at the end of Gosport 
St (north)? Confirmation that it would be a dry basin is required? How often will it be 
inundated? Will it be fenced? What are the safety implications? 

RTA Response 

The permanent detention basin would consist of two separate sections: 

An underground storage tank (including a spill containment area and water quality screen); and 

An aboveground storage area for surcharge flows from the underground storage tank. 

The basin is designed to provide detention in events up to the 20 yr ARI flood level in the 
Mehi River. 

The design of the detention basin would be such that low flows would be directed into the 
underground tank before reaching the above ground storage area. The above ground storage 
volume would not contain water till the underground storage was filled.  Modelling indicates 
that the aboveground section of the detention basin would not store water until at least a 1 in 
5 year ARI flood i.e. the invert of the aboveground detention storage would be dry the 
majority of the time.  A subsoil drainage system would be provided to ensure that the basin 
invert remains dry.  

In Section 3.2 of Working Paper 16, the maximum basin depth is specified as 0.6m, of which 
0.5m is water storage and 0.1m is freeboard. Section 4.3.5 specifies that the total volume in 
the basin is 1025m3 and that water would be in the basin for a period of up to 4 hours.  The 
internal basin slopes are 1 Vert: 6 Horiz.  Given the shallow side slopes allowing easy egress, 
the shallow depth and the relatively infrequent inundation, no fencing is required.  

14. Lighting – is night-time pedestrian traffic high enough to pose a safety risk and therefore 
require lighting along the entire bypass south of the river? 

RTA Response 

Lighting would be provided in accordance with AS/NZS 1158.1.1:1997 Vehicular traffic 
(Category V) lighting – Performance and installation design requirements. 

Part 12 of the AUSTROADS Guide to Traffic Engineering Practice (Roadway Lighting) provides 
guidance on generalised warrants for route lighting. Warranting criteria include a minimum 
traffic volume requirement of 10,000 AADT.  The predicted traffic volumes on the urban 
section of proposed bypass at time of opening is 4360 AADT (refer Section 7.3.1 of WP18).  A 
separate warrant exists for intersection lighting where AADT > 1000. 

The EIS proposal includes installation of Category V3 road lighting in accordance with AS/NZS 
1158.1.1:1997 – Vehicular traffic (Category V) lighting – Performance and installation design 
requirements at the southern and northern intersections of the bypass with the existing 
Newell Highway and at the intersection of Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) and the proposed 
bypass. 

Category V3 street lighting would also be included at each of the intersections located in the 
urban section of the bypass, viz Jones Avenue, Thompsons Avenue, Adelaide Street and Anne 
Street. 
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15. The description of the energy used for transport (p 4-35) is misleading.  From Working Paper 
17, trip lengths of 25 km is used for one material, trip lengths of 4km or less are used for most 
materials (a reasonable trip length).  By increasing all trip lengths to 25km (a conservative trip 
length) energy expended for construction transport increases by about 88,700MJ. 

RTA Response 

The trip length of 25km was for quarry material located outside of town.  All other material 
sources are within 4km such as the railway yard or within the industrial areas of Moree south 
and Tycannah St.  Increasing all trip lengths to 25km in our view would be unreasonably 
overstating the situation. 

16. Are investigations continuing into acquisition of Austrac land that would allow additional open 
space opportunities around the Moree Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel?  If the Austrac land was 
acquired, will landscaping and design for this area be possible as part of the proposal?  Any 
preferred road design should be updated in the Reps Report. 

RTA Response 

Realignment of the proposed Bypass is proposed in the vicinity of the Austrac land.  This will 
be included in the Representations Report.  The Bypass would be located further east from 
the Moree Spa Baths.  As a result, additional open space in the vicinity of the Spa Baths and 
Victoria Hotel would be available.  This would provide opportunities for a revised urban design 
and landscape design concept as part of the detailed design phase.  

17. Indicative height of the proposed noise walls based on a cost-effectiveness assessment in 
accordance with the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management Manual is required to 
adequately assess noise and headlight impacts. 

RTA Response 

A cost-effectiveness assessment would be undertaken in accordance with the RTA’s 
Environmental Noise Management Manual (ENMM) during the detailed design phase of the 
project.  Table 9.10.2 of the EIS Working Paper 13 provides the predicted achieved noise 
attenuation (at 5m) for various barrier heights.  The ENMM states that barriers achieving less 
than a 5dB attenuation are not regarded as cost-effective.  The minimum height that achieves 
an attenuation of 5dB is 2.9m.  Therefore the noise wall would be at least 2.9m in height. 

18. The design of the bridge should ensure that the piers are set back from the riverbank. Please 
confirm this design requirement. 

The EIS indicates that the piers are located at the edge of the riverbank (Figure 4.4 and 
Working Paper No. 15 – Water Quality Management Report, Section 4.1.3), where the 
riverbank is defined as the steeply graded section between the river channel and the floodplain. 

The pier location shown on Figure 4.4 corresponds to a span across the Mehi River of 32m.  
GHD’s bridge engineers have confirmed that for this type of bridge construction (Super-Tee) 
the maximum allowable span has recently been increased to 35m i.e. the bridge can be 
extended to be 1.5m clear of the riverbank on either side (or 3m on one side).  To increase 
the bridge span further (and hence to move the piers further from the bank) would require 
that the Super-Tee type of construction be replaced by continuous segmental construction 
with incremental launching.  This type of construction is approximately 40% more expensive 
than the Super-T type of bridge construction, and would equate to an additional construction 
cost of $1.4million or 4.2% of the estimated project cost.  The increased construction cost 
would have the impact of reducing the Benefit Cost Ratio.  Thus the preferred option 
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identified in the EIS is for the Super-T type bridge, with the piers as far from the river as 
possible. 

It is noted that all of the potential bypass routes identified in the EIS propose the use of Super-
Tee type bridge construction to cross the Mehi River. Changing the type of bridge 
construction would add the same construction cost to all options thus reducing the benefit 
cost ratio for each option. 

Noise and Vibration 

19. The extent of noise impacts detailed in Table 6.4 is of concern given the existing quiet noise 
environment in these areas near the proposal.  It is noted that architectural treatment is 
proposed for most properties to allow for continued property access to the proposal.  The 
Department requires further evidence that this is appropriate particularly as such treatment 
has limited benefit for timber or weatherboard properties.  It is also noted that a number of 
properties even with a 10dBA reduction in noise would be above the relevant ECRTN criteria.  
What else could be done for these properties to reduce noise? 

RTA Response 

The issues raised by Planning NSW are recognised as being legitimate.  It is acknowledged that 
the options for treating weatherboard or fibro constructed dwellings are extremely limited, 
particularly where noise walls are not considered due to access issues.  Architectural 
treatment may not be appropriate for some of these residences and in some cases the 
provision of fresh air ventilation may be the only feasible or reasonable form of treatment.  It 
is also acknowledged that in some cases all feasible and reasonable treatments may not achieve 
reductions to below the ECRTN criteria. 

It should also be noted that the criteria that applies to this Proposal is considerably lower than 
that which would apply to an existing road.  There are also a large number of residences (at 
least 28) that would benefit from reductions in traffic noise by the splitting of through traffic 
with that which has a specific reason for travelling through the town centre. 

It is considered that there are no other feasible options for attenuation aside from 
architectural treatment.  Noise walls or mounds are not feasible where access is to be 
maintained and acquisition would not be possible due to the lack of direct impact on the 
affected properties.   

While the predictions of the report in Working Paper 13 of the EIS are not questioned, it 
should be noted that these are likely to be conservative predictions and that there are likely to 
be issues, which would arise within 10 years that would result in the predicted noise levels not 
being achieved.  For example, changes in the vehicle fleet and changes to Australian Design 
Rules may result in quieter passby noise levels of heavy vehicles.  A proposal to use Stone 
Mastic Asphalt (SMA) as the wearing surface may also reduce the predicted noise levels at 
receiver locations, as the passby noise level of SMA is less than that of Dense Graded Asphalt 
(DGAC). 

20. Please confirm the location of noise monitor number 4.  Discussion and analysis in the EIS and 
Working Papers refers to the location on Gosport Street, south of the Spa Baths, however 
Maps in both the EIS (see Figure 6.1) and Working Papers indicate the monitoring location is 
on Frome Street. 

RTA Response 
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The figures in the EIS and Working Paper 13 identifying the location of noise monitor no. 4 are 
incorrect.  Noise monitor no. 4 was located on Gosport Street, 50m south of the Spa Baths, 
not Frome Street.  A figure showing the correct location of logger 4 is provided in Appendix I. 

21. Will permanent or temporary noise walls be constructed before construction begins?  It is 
suggested that if feasible temporary noise walls protecting residences on Gosport Street and 
the Spa Baths should be in place before construction noise levels exceed appropriate 
standards. 

RTA Response 

The Construction Noise Assessment is presented in Working Paper No. 13 of the EIS. 

For assessment purposes, the proposal was broken up into sections.  The construction noise 
criteria for each section was determined in accordance with Chapter 171 of the EPA 
Environmental Noise Control Manual as follows (refer to Working Paper 13 Table 4.1-2): 

Table 21.1  

Location Background Noise 
Level - dB(A) 

Level Restrictions Criteria 
(LA10) 

Gosport Street – south of 
Alice St 

36 Background + 10 dB 46 

Alice St to Mehi River 38 Background + 10 dB 48 

Gwydirfield 30 Background + 10 dB 40 

Newell Hwy north 37 Background + 10 dB 47 

The predicted worst case construction noise levels were then assessed and compared to the 
criteria for the worst affected receivers within each section (refer to WP13 Table 5.4-1): 

Table 21.2  

Location Receiver Criterion Exceedance dB(A) 

Gosport Street – south of 
Alice St 

Q5, K3 46 41-44 

Alice St to Mehi River H18, H19, H8a 48 33-36 

Alice St to Mehi River G10 (pile driving) 48 19-22 

Gwydirfield B1 40 39-42 

Gwydirfield B1 (pile driving) 40 34-37 

Newell Hwy north B8 47 36-39 

It should be noted that the above figures refer to worst-case scenarios and intermittent 
events. 

Gosport St – south of Alice Street 

This section is zoned “Industrial” from Frome Street to Adelaide Street and “Business” from 
Adelaide Street to Alice Street on the western side, and “Special Uses – Railway” on the 
eastern side, of the proposed bypass. 

The construction plan would allow for the maintenance of access at all times to properties 
fronting the bypass.  Furthermore, there is restricted space for temporary structures to be 
located between the proposed bypass and the adjacent property boundaries along the 
proposed bypass between Frome Street and the Spa Baths where the proposed bypass 
deviates from the existing alignment of Gosport Street. 
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For any temporary noise wall to be effective in reducing construction noise impacts it would 
need to be continuous and at least 3m high.  Any temporary noise wall would require gaps to 
maintain access to properties, which would render the noise wall ineffective. 

The feasibility of erecting temporary noise barriers on the western side of the bypass between 
the Spa Baths and Alice Street within land acquired from Rail Infrastructure Corporation (RIC) 
would be investigated during detailed design and following consultation with noise affected 
landholders, business operators and with RIC.  If feasible and supported by the local 
community, the temporary barriers would be installed prior to major road construction 
commencing in this area.  Where necessary, relocation and demolition of railway buildings 
would be completed prior to the installation of any temporary noise barriers. 



C.16 Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report 
Response to DIPNR issues 

22. How many residences are potentially affected by sleep disturbance noise events in each of the 
three impacts identified (page 6-23)?  Are all residences affected by sleep disturbance noise 
events included in Table 6.4 (mitigation measures)? 
 
Table 22.1 Properties that are potentially affected by sleep disturbance. 

Identified Impact Properties potentially 
affected 

Total 

Any building within 40 metres of the proposed Bypass 
in the urban section (50km/h zone) is likely to be 
subject to sleep disturbance; 

G8, G7, H8A, H9, H10, H18, 
H19, K3, K4, K5, K6, K7 (motel), 
K8, Q2, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8, R2, R5, 
R6. 

21 

Any building within 100 metres of the proposed Bypass 
in the rural section (80km/h zone) is likely to be subject 
to sleep disturbance; and 

B1, B3, B7 and B8. 4 

Dwellings located in the vicinity of the proposed 
Bypass/Alice Street (Gwydir Highway) intersection 
would be subject to sleep disturbance from 
compression brakes. 

G1 (Moree Hotel), N11, N12, 
N13, I1 (Spa Inn Motel). 

5 

All of the potentially affected dwellings listed in the table above are included in Table 6.4 
(Mitigation Measures) except for B8.  In the case of B8 sleep disturbance impacts may 
currently be experienced in the existing situation.  The dwelling is located closer to the 
existing Newell Highway alignment than to the proposed bypass alignment.  Given that the 
bypass is not expected to increase the number of heavy vehicles using the Newell Highway 
compared with the do nothing option it can be concluded that the bypass would not 
exacerbate any sleep disturbance impacts experienced at this location.  In fact the proposed 
bypass may improve the situation from the existing given that the bypass alignment is further 
away and that the speed zone would decrease from 100km/h to 80km/h rather than a current 
situation of 100km/h to 60 km/h in this location.  As such less braking impacts would be 
reasonably expected.   

The ECRTN concedes that “at the current level of understanding, it is not possible to establish 
absolute noise level criteria that would correlate to an acceptable level of sleep disturbance.”  
However, “this does not mean that we should avoid considering maximum noise levels.”  The 
ECRTN then goes on to state that:  “Information on maximum noise levels can be used to 
assess the relative impacts on sleep of different options for new roadway developments, and to 
rank maximum noise level impacts on residences so that noise control measures can be 
prioritised.”   

The RTA has adopted this approach in the Environmental Noise Management Manual (ENMM).  
As such, where treatment has been deemed appropriate using the criteria, the information on 
maximum noise levels, which is included in Appendix A of WP 13 of the EIS, would be 
considered in the prioritisation of treatments for those dwellings. 
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23. Please clarify whether open graded asphalt would be used to reduce traffic noise levels north 
of the Mehi River (refer to p6-24). 

RTA Response 

Due to its limited effectiveness (particularly in terms of lifespan) in a rural setting, open graded 
asphalt would not be used to reduce traffic noise levels north of the Mehi River.  Dense 
graded asphalt would be used, which may in itself result in reduced noise levels compared to 
bitumen seal. 

A proposal to use Stone Mastic Asphalt (SMA) as the wearing surface may also reduce the 
predicted noise levels at receiver locations, as the pass by noise level of SMA is less than that 
of Dense Graded Asphalt (DGAC). 

24. Will bored piles rather than impact-driven piles during construction of the bridge be 
considered as a noise mitigation measure? 

RTA Response 

Geotechnical investigations for the bridge foundations indicated the presence of underlying 
sands and gravels.  The most cost effective type of foundation for the sub-surface conditions is 
driven piles.  Accordingly, bored piles are not proposed and would not be considered as a 
noise mitigation measure. 

25. Page 6-35 – residence “H8a” should be “H8b”. 

RTA Response 

The correct property reference number on page 6-35 is H8a.  As per the property inventory 
in Section 1, H8a is a residential dwelling, while H8b is the adjacent vacant block of land in the 
same ownership.  Tables 6.12 and 6.14 are incorrect and H8b should be amended to read H8a.  
The corrected property inventory is included in Appendix H of this report. 

Air Quality 

26. Dust generated during construction is likely to have a significant impact unless adequately 
controlled.  Mitigation measures are described; however what are the predicted dust 
deposition levels?  How often will this be monitored and where? 

RTA Response 

The EIS and Working Paper did not contain a quantitative assessment of construction air 
quality impacts.  As such, predicted dust deposition levels have not been determined. 

It is considered that the implementation via the Construction EMP of best practice measures 
to minimise dust generation, as outlined in the EIS, would minimise any potential short-term 
construction air quality impacts. 

It should be noted that monitoring of air quality in a rural setting such as Moree would be 
difficult, as ambient dust levels would vary considerably over time depending on a number of 
factors, including seasonal factors (such as drought), ploughing and other agricultural practices, 
and lack of seal and/or stable ground cover in urban areas.  As such, the identification of target 
dust deposition levels would be extremely difficult. 
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In any case, monitoring is not considered to be an appropriate management measure, as it 
would be a reactionary measure only, and would not indicate that work should cease at a 
particular time.  Standard construction procedures, such as those outlined in the EIS as 
mitigation measures, would be more effective at minimising the amount of dust generated 
during construction. 

27. Will progressive/temporary re-vegetation be used to minimise exposed ground below a certain 
area?  Will clearing of vegetation be staged to minimise exposed ground below a certain area?  
If so, what is the maximum area that will be exposed? 

RTA Response 

Progressive/temporary revegetation would be used, and clearing of vegetation would be staged 
to minimise exposed ground.  This will be clarified in the Representations Report. 

However, it is too early at this stage to provide specific details regarding the areas that would 
be exposed at any one time, as the construction methodology has not yet been determined.  
This would be carried out during the detailed design phase. 

As the southern urban section does not involve a significant amount of clearing, the maximum 
area that would be exposed at any one time would be the whole of the northern rural section. 

28. To what extent has the construction air quality assessment taken into account air quality 
impacts on sensitive receivers? (eg, Spa Baths, Victoria Hotel, local schools). 

RTA Response 

Again, the construction air quality impact assessment in the EIS was qualitative only.   

The mitigation measures included in the EIS would minimise dust impacts on all sensitive 
receivers, including the Spa Baths and Victoria Hotel.  The nearest school is some 600m from 
the proposed Bypass, on the western side of the existing Newell Highway. 

Flooding And Drainage 

29. Has spill containment during operation been considered? Please provide details. 

RTA Response 

The issue of spill containment has been addressed in the following sections of the EIS: 

Working Paper No. 15– Water Quality Management Report, Section 5.2 

Earth drains along the side of the proposed Bypass would concentrate flow into basins and 
chemical spillage ponds. 

Working Paper No. 16, Section 3.2 

Located on the upstream side of the detention basin, a buried chamber that is specifically 
designed to filter sediment and contain chemical spillage during a first flush storm event would 
be used to maintain good control over water quality. 

The chamber would be cleaned by placing a supersucker inside.  This would suck the waste 
out including sediments and water. 

To the north of the Mehi River, there are no special drainage systems proposed in the rural 
area, other than cross drainage culverts at the major channels and longitudinal open channels 
located on either side of the bypass. A series of weirs would be installed in the longitudinal 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report C.19 
Response to DIPNR issues 

drains to control the quality of surface water runoff. Where the proposed Bypass crosses the 
Gwydirfield flood plain to the north of the rural section, water would shed off the Bypass to 
table drains on either side. It is intended that the weirs be placed in these drains to control 
water quality and contain any chemical spillage during a first flush storm event. 

In summary, for operation of the road, in urban areas south of the spa baths the existing 
drainage system is to be retained and this drainage system does not contain spill containment. 
In the urban areas north of the spa baths, spills would be directed to a buried tank upstream of 
the detention basin north of Alice Street.  The EIS does not specify a volume of storage for 
spills, but a reasonable allowance would be 50,000L equivalent to a B-Double. In the area 
north of the Mehi River, spills would be contained in open drains beside the proposed bypass. 

30. Is Council likely to be responsible for maintenance of the drainage network? 

RTA Response 

No.  RTA would be responsible for maintaining the drainage network. 

31. Detail is required on risk management and appropriate mitigation measures in the event of a 1 
in 20 ARI flood event during construction. 

RTA Response 

The 20yr ARI flood event has a 5% chance of occurring in any year.  Section 4.7.1 of the EIS 
describes the construction period of the bypass as being 18 months.  Thus there is a 5-10% 
chance of a 1 in 20 year ARI flood during the construction period.  The predicted Gwydir – 
Mehi River 1 in 20 yr ARI flood reaches a level of RL 207.70.  The historical 1 in 20 yr ARI 
flood (pre-construction of Copeton dam) reached a level of RL 208.20. 

The EIS indicates in Figure 2.3 of Working Paper 16, that the urban area through which the 
bypass passes is located above the 1 in 20 year ARI flood level.  Thus no additional mitigation is 
required in the event of a 1 in 20 year ARI flood where the bypass is in urban areas, as the 
bypass is being built above the predicted flood level. 

In the area north of the Mehi River, the construction area would be inundated in a 1 in 20 yr 
ARI flood.  In this location, construction should be undertaken in accordance with the 
guidelines in the NSW Department of Housing “ Managing Urban Stormwater”, 1998.  In 
summary key controls would be: 

• Minimise the area of exposed soil as much as possible to prevent erosion.  This would 
involve undertaking site clearing immediately before bulk earthworks commences and 
sealing the soil as soon as possible after bulk earthworks; 

• Construct cross drainage culverts as soon as possible to allow upstream water to escape; 
and 

• Provide bunding around fuel and materials storage areas to a level higher than the 20 year 
ARI. 

Traffic and Transport 

32. Following on from point 1, further justification/details are required as to how the traffic flow 
estimates in Table 9.6 (p 9-16) were arrived at? 

RTA Response 
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Discussions above, particularly responses to Issues 1, 2 and 3 are relevant to this query. 

In response the flow estimates in Table 9.6 are the summation of individual local and through 
traffic vehicle trips on each main road link.  A brief summary of the methodology used is as 
follows: 

Distribution matrices of externally generated traffic were established for both heavy and light 
vehicles and each highway approach using the weeklong classification and O-D surveys 
calibrated to historic AADT growth patterns.  These calibrated distribution matrices where 
separated into light and heavy vehicles and quantified as daily traffic load on each highway 
approach.  The network traffic model distinguished between day and night travel to reflect 
hour of day changes in network congestion and travel speeds that occur throughout the day. 

Vehicles travelling the highway network have different trip destinations and the traffic model 
separately identified: 

• Local traffic – that is traffic that has Moree only as its destination; and 

• Through traffic – that is traffic that passes through Moree in a day (24-hour period).  This 
traffic was further subdivided into trips that do and trips that do not stop in Moree. 

Light vehicles (cars) were distributed on the network using a choice algorithm that assigned 
trips after consideration of link distances and link travel times.  Local traffic and through 
‘stopping’ cars were distributed to activity centre destinations within Moree and through ‘non-
stopping’ traffic to external destinations.  Again, consider the example below for daytime only 
light vehicle traffic projected to the year 2003: 
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Table 32.1 Daytime Light Vehicle Distribution 2003 
Split Movement 

Exist highway Bypass 

Goondiwindi to Narrabri 19 275 

Goondiwindi to Warialda 3 96 

Goondiwindi to Collarenebri 170 0 

Goondiwindi to Mungindi 4 0 

Goondiwindi to Moree central 184 64 

Goondiwindi to Moree South 19 47 

Goondiwindi to Moree industrial 4 12 

 403 494 

 45% 55% 

Heavy vehicle trip movements were also distributed over the main road network using an 
assignment method rather than the choice algorithm model used in the light vehicle 
assessment (see below).  The assignment model took into consideration the O-D survey, field 
observations (vehicle following), expenditure survey and discussions with transport operators, 
Chamber of Commerce, Council and the RTA and an assessment of the bypass alignment, 
grades and intersection configuration and an assessment of trip purpose (refer previous 
discussion relating to Issue 1). 
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Table 32.2: 24 Hour Heavy Vehicle Bypass Assignment Matrix used in the EIS and Option Assessments 

Option 

Origin Destination 1 2 3 4 5 6 6a1 7 

Mungindi  Narrabri 90% 90% 90% 90% 50% 20% 25% 0% 

Mungindi Warialda 90% 85% 80% 80% 80% 25% 30% 5% 

Goondiwindi Warialda 95% 95% 95% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Goondiwindi  Narrabri 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Warialda Goondiwindi 95% 95% 95% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Warialda Mungindi 90% 90% 85% 80% 50% 25% 30% 15% 

Warialda  Narrabri 100% Existing Existing Existing 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 Narrabri Mungindi 90% 85% 80% 80% 80% 20% 25% 0% 

Narrabri Goondiwindi 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 Narrabri Warialda 100% Existing Existing Existing 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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33. Could the proposed southern intersection arrangement result in access or safety problems for 
heavy vehicles (particularly B-doubles) crossing the bypass from Frome Street to Bulluss Drive? 

RTA Response 

Between the Frome Street connector and Bulluss Drive there is 130 metres of separate left 
hand turn lane for the storage of Bulluss bound vehicles.  The length of lane provided is 
sufficient to accommodate 6 semis or 4 B-doubles or 3 road trains. 

If this left lane were fully occupied, as could be expected at various times during the wheat and 
cotton harvesting seasons, vehicles can safely store in Frome Street, as currently is the case.   

The Tee intersection layout as proposed in the EIS is considered to be less likely to block than 
a roundabout. 

34. In Section 9.7.1 details of reduced vehicles traveling on Balo and Frome Streets are provided.  
It appears that between 40% and 50% of light vehicles are also attracted to the proposed 
bypass.  Is this correct? 

RTA Response 

For the EIS bypass yes.  See Goondiwindi example in Issue 32 above.  

The EIS reported changes to Newell Highway flow are changes predicted for the highway 
network rather than absolute changes in flow within the town centre.  If Moree’s internal 
township and circulatory traffic were to be included then the central Balo Street AADT of 
12300 vehicles per day is expected reduce to some 8440 vpd with the introduction of the 
bypass, a 31% reduction in overall flow. 

35. Have access arrangements been resolved for the Williams Grain Depot and Barwon Timbers 
on Gosport Street?  Please provide details. 

RTA Response 

Discussions have been ongoing with both Williams Grain Depot (now Guy Roberts 
Commodities) and Barwon Timbers. 

Guy Roberts Commodities 

Currently there is one access point off/onto Gosport Street.  Each year, they would have a 
maximum of 40 trucks entering the site, mostly semi-trailers.  The busiest times of year are 
November and December and March to May.  The trucks mostly arrive in the middle of the 
day and are travelling north/south.  At the moment the trucks reverse onto Gosport Street to 
exit the site.  However, there is room for a truck to enter the site and drive around behind 
the office, if another access point was provided to get back onto Gosport Street.   

Based on this, the RTA envisages that the existing access conditions of Guy Roberts 
Commodities would remain.  However, the RTA would consult further with Guy Roberts 
Commodities during detailed design and would include an additional access to the property if 
the owner wishes. 

Barwon Timbers 

Due to the large number of trucks, an unloading/loading bay is proposed.  The bay would be 
adjacent and parallel to the proposed Newell Highway.  It would allow northbound trucks to 
veer off the proposed Newell Highway and park out the front of the Barwon Timbers 
entrance (off the main carriageway).  A forklift can then go between the bay and the shed for 
loading and unloading purposes.  The trucks can re-enter the northbound lane in what should 
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be a reasonably smooth merge.  The bay would be constructed of the same pavement as the 
proposed Highway.   

Barwon Timbers are happy with this solution.  Further discussions with them would occur 
during detailed design, to ensure an appropriate solution that fully meets their needs.  

36. What route is heavy vehicle traffic expected to use when travelling from the south (Newell 
Highway) to west (Gwydir Highway)?  Will they be encouraged to use the existing heavy 
vehicles route on Edward Street or will they continue to the new intersection and then use 
Alice Street?  If the latter, have the impacts (safety noise amenity, access) of this additional 
traffic on Alice Street been considered?  Similarly what additional traffic from the south might 
use Frome Street then Alice Street to access the northern part of the bypass? 

RTA Response 

This project is a north/south bypass and it is anticipated that heavy vehicles heading south to 
west would continue to travel via Frome St south and the designated Jones Ave/Edward St 
alternate vehicle route.  The distance, travel time being less than other alternatives. 

While Alice Street would continue to be an important highway link, the amount of heavy 
vehicle traffic between Frome Street and the bypass is expected to lessen as the bypass is a 
more attractive alternative for the eastern Warialda traffic. 

37. Why was it assumed in Table 2.2 of WP 18 that 100% of through light vehicle volumes taking 
less than 60 minutes to traverse town would use the bypass in the future. 

RTA Response 

Not all (100%) of the through light vehicles would use the bypass though all may consider 
doing so.  Light vehicle ‘through’ traffic in the 60 minute or less group was distributed over the 
network using the choice algorithm assignment mode.  Vehicles taking longer than 60 minutes 
to travel through Moree were considered to always stop in town and were not given any 
choice in the matter being directly assigned to activity destinations within the township (Moree 
Central, Moree South and Tycannah Street industrial).  See resultant distribution given in 
response to issue 32. 

38. How were the proportions of heavy vehicles using the bypass as shown in Table 2.3 of WP 18 
estimated particularly given the O-D and stopper surveys? 

In relation to heavy vehicles sole reliance was not placed on the O-D survey because the O-D 
survey did not identify the purpose of the stops.  Further the stoppers survey recorded only 
one heavy vehicle respondent in the daylong survey thereby reinforcing the conclusion that a 
food stop was not a major reason for Newell Highway transports to stop in Moree.   

The study has concluded that the main reason for stopping has more to do with freight and 
freight delivery and that the main centres for this activity are located in south Moree and the 
southern Moree industrial centre, all of which are more than readily assessable from the 
bypass, refer previous Issue 1 discussion. 

Should heavy vehicles stop for food or rest areas that are mostly located in south Moree, then 
Alice Street provides a good alternative less trafficked access than Balo Street. 
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Flora and Fauna 

39. Consideration is required of potential impacts on downstream RAMSAR wetlands. 

RTA Response 

Sixty-three of Australia’s wetlands are currently listed as being of International Importance 
(RAMSAR sites), these covering a total area of approximately 7.3 million hectares 
(Environment Australia 2002). Through the consultation of the Environment Australia’s Online 
Database and Interactive Map, none of these RAMSAR listed wetlands occur in the vicinity of 
the proposed Bypass alignment. Consultation of these data sources indicated that the nearest 
RAMSAR listed wetlands to the study area are the Gwydir Wetlands, these occurring on the 
Gingham and Lower Gwydir (Big Leather) watercourses. These watercourses drain into the 
Mehi River, downstream of the township of Moree. Through the consultation of the 
Environment Australia’s Online Database and Interactive Map, it is noted that the Gwydir 
Wetlands occur approximately 60 kilometres north west of the proposed Bypass alignment. 
Given their locations and the drainage patterns exhibited by those watercourses that occur in 
this region, it is considered that the proposed Bypass would not have either a direct or 
indirect impact on these Gingham and Lower Gwydir watercourses or Gwydir wetlands. 

The artificial lagoon that occurs north of the proposed river crossing was identified during 
both the overview investigation (LesryK Environmental Consultants 1997) and route 
assessment study (LesryK Environmental Consultants 2002) as being of high conservation value 
due to the diversity of resources provided by this habitat type.  The undertaking of the current 
bypass alignment, in association with the adoption of those mitigation measures proposed, 
would ensure that this habitat type is not directly or indirectly affected.  As such, the 
resources provided by the lagoon for the roosting and breeding needs of a number of water-
associated species (including any migratory water birds that may occasionally utilised this 
habitat type) would not be affected by the proposed bypass option. 

The adoption of the proposed Bypass route would ensure that the artificial lagoon is retained 
in its current condition. 

40. There appears to be a small wetland located adjacent to the proposed Bypass on Gwydirfield 
Road. What are the potential impacts on this wetland and any fauna that may utilise the 
wetland? Was fauna surveyed in this wetland? What mitigation measures are in place to ensure 
water quality in the wetland is not affected? 

RTA Response 

A wetland was not recorded at this location during any of the field investigations undertaken. 
Consultation of current aerial photography similarly did not reveal the presence of a wetland 
at this site (Airview 2003). The descriptions of those habitat types traversed by the proposed 
Bypass route are provided in the initial overview report (LesryK Environmental Consultants 
1997).  

Fauna surveys were undertaken along each route option during the initial overview report, 
particularly within any habitats likely to be of value for native species (i.e. wetlands). During the 
field surveys, the majority of resident fauna species were recorded, these including a number 
of water associated animals. 

The adoption of those mitigation measures proposed within the flora and fauna working 
papers (Egis Consulting 2002, LesryK Environmental Consultants 2002), these including the use 
of sediment control structures, would ensure that none of the habitat types that occur 
adjacent to the proposed route alignment are either directly or indirectly affected by the 
works. 
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41. In view of the small size of the existing remnant, the threat of further clearing and other 
known threats, further assessment of the impacts of clearing the Carbeen Woodland 
community as a result of the Gwydirfield Link Road is required.  To this end, the eight-part 
test should be repeated without consideration of rehabilitation measures proposed as part of 
the Bypass.  Mitigation measures are required to reduce or offset impacts and cannot be used 
to justify a reduced impact.  The community is not adequately represented in conservation 
reserves (part(f)).  The insignificance of this needs to be explained. 

RTA Response 

The revised location and design of the Gwydirfield Link Road to the eastern side of the 
proposed Bypass would further reduce the impacts of the Bypass on the remnant Carbeen 
Woodland in the area.  The redesign locates the Gwydirfield Link Road within an exotic 
grassland, leaving only the bridge approach embankment and possibly two bridge piers in the 
area included within the Carbeen Open Woodland community as described in the EIS 
Working Paper. 

As assessed in the Working Paper, the Gwydirfield Link Road would have resulted in the 
removal of the largest portion of the total Carbeen Woodland to be removed for the 
proposal.  With the relocation of the link, approximately 1650m2 of the best quality remnant 
Carbeen Woodland would be retained (assuming a link road disturbed area width of 15 
metres and length of 110 metres).  The Working Paper calculated approximately 5000m2 of 
Carbeen Woodland would be removed.  The revised eight-part test is included in Appendix D 
of this report. 

As assessed in the Working Paper, the Carbeen Woodland in this area is equivalent to 
approximately 0.1% of the Carbeen Open Forest known to be conserved in the region.  The 
extent of unconserved amounts of this community, such as the remnant at Moree, is unknown.  
The eight-part test for the community is undertaken below without consideration of the 
proposed rehabilitation of other areas of the Carbeen community around the Bypass.  

42. The Mehi River and associated riparian vegetation forms an important wildlife corridor.  The 
amount of clearing due to the Gwydirfield Road link is a concern, particularly in light of the 
1997 flora and fauna assessment that considers the removal of riparian vegetation alone (i.e. 
not considering the Carbeen Woodland) would compromise the value of the Mehi River 
corridor. The eastern design of the Gwydirfield Road link would minimise such impacts. The 
impacts of vegetation clearing would also appear to be inconsistent with the Draft Moree 
Vegetation Management Plan prepared under the NVC Act. 

In light of the impacts on the Mehi River corridor and the Carbeen Woodlands, a more 
comprehensive assessment of trade-offs between the two options for the Gwydirfield Road 
link is required. 

RTA Response 

The proposed Gwydirfield Link Road has been relocated to the eastern side of the Bypass as 
part of the modifications to the EIS Proposal.  The modification is proposed to reduce impacts 
upon vegetation, in particular Carbeen Woodland.  The relocation of this road would reduce 
the extent of native vegetation clearance required by approximately 33%. 

The corridor value of the riparian woodland has repeatedly been identified and discussed in 
each of the working papers prepared as part of this project.  Based on current estimates, the 
proposed river crossing would require the removal or temporary disturbance, of 
approximately 0.8 hectares of this habitat type. To ensure that the long-term value of this 
environment is not compromised, appropriate mitigation measures have been presented.  
These mitigation measures include the scalloping out of work areas, whilst retaining adjacent 
bushland, the minimisation of vegetation removal, the retention of a vegetated ‘island’ between 
the existing rail bridge crossing and the proposed road bridge crossing and the revegetation 
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and habitat restoration of the construction site(s) post-development.  The incorporation of 
suitable fauna underpasses, similar to those currently exhibited by the railway bridge, would 
meet the movement needs of those ground and lower shrub traversing animals that are 
moving through this region, these species already expected to be adaptable to negotiating the 
existing bridge structure. The rehabilitation of the site post-construction would also meet the 
needs of any animals traversing along this corridor. 

With the adoption of those mitigation measures proposed, for those native fauna species 
recorded or considered to potentially occur, giving consideration to their life cycle histories 
and their abilities to negotiate urban infrastructures and some areas of open space, it was not 
considered that the proposed Moree Bypass would compromise the corridor value of the 
riparian woodlands. 

While vegetation clearing is inconsistent with the Moree Vegetation Management Plan, the 
clearing of native vegetation from the riparian corridor is unavoidable. 

43. Will large trees in the Carbeen community be identified, marked and retained where 
practicable? 

RTA Response 

Yes.  Working Paper 10 – Flora and Fauna Report, Section 6.3, page 6-2, sixth dot point states 
“Woodland stands to be retained would be identified and temporary fencing would be 
provided to these stands”.  The second dot point also states “Clearing of vegetation, 
particularly established mature trees, would be minimised”.  These mitigation measures were 
specifically identified in the EIS (Section 10.5 and Table 21.1). 

However, an additional mitigation measure specifically stating “Large trees in the Carbeen 
community are to be identified, marked and retained where practicable”, will be included in 
Chapter 7 of the Representations Report. 

44. Will enough seed be able to be practically collected from the Carbeen Woodland for 
regeneration of adjacent areas? If not, what seed will be used? 

RTA Response 

Enough seed would be available from the area to be cleared and adjacent areas to revegetate 
already disturbed areas either as one planting, or as plantings over several years. 

45. Are the proposed revegetation works likely to be self-sufficient after twelve months or will 
occasional maintenance be required? Who will undertake any maintenance? 

RTA Response 

The following recommendation was made in the project’s flora and fauna assessment report 
“Revegetation works should be undertaken by appropriate, qualified personnel and these 
works should include a maintenance period until such times as an effective native ground cover 
has become established.  A maintenance period of up to twelve months should be adopted, 
during which time any dead or dying plants should be removed and replaced“ (LesryK 
Environmental Consultants 2002).  The adoption of this recommendation would ensure that 
there is ongoing maintenance of the revegetation works with any dead or dying plants being 
removed and replaced.  The recommendation also makes the assumption that the revegetation 
works would be undertaken until such time as an effective native ground cover has established, 
no time frame for the establishment of this being identified. Too many variables such as the 
current drought could affect the success of the replanting, so that regular assessment should 
be undertaken to address any problems. 
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The Bypass route would be a dedicated public road under the management of the RTA.  The 
RTA, or its designated contractors, would be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of 
revegetation works. 

46. The following additional mitigation measure is recommended to be included in Representation 
Report: Cleared vegetation should not be bulldozed into adjacent bushland. 

RTA Response 

Noted.  The following mitigation measure is included in Chapter 7 of this Representations 
Report.  “Any cleared vegetation would not be bulldozed into adjacent bushland.  Similarly, 
topsoil and mulched vegetation would not be stored or dumped in adjacent areas.” 
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47. What erosion and sedimentation controls would be implemented to protect aquatic 
ecosystems? Will settling ponds or filter fencing be used? 

RTA Response 

The preparation of an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan to protect those terrestrial and 
aquatic habitats that occur beyond the development area was recommended (LesryK 
Environmental Consultants 2002). The recommendation that no polluted or sediment laden 
runoff be permitted to flow directly in to the Mehi River was also made. The flora and fauna 
assessment report recommended the use of filter fencing or other appropriate sedimentation 
control structures to protect the adjacent habitat type (LesryK Environmental Consultants 
2002). 

 Details regarding proposed erosion and sediment controls, including preparation of an 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, are contained in Sections 8 and 17 of the EIS and 
Working Papers 15 and 16. 

Land Use 

48. What are the detailed design requirements to ensure access to fuel depots along Gosport 
Street?  Does the road design meet appropriate standards for setback from the fuel tanks?  
Please provide details. 

RTA Response 

Table 48.1: Existing fuel depots and details: 

Depots Details 

Caltex/Ampol  Stores petrol, kerosene and heating oil.  Tanks are presently a minimum of 
12m from Gosport Street. 

Boral/Origin 
Energy  

42,000 litre above ground LPG tank, and a number of other smaller tanks 
and cylinders.  LPG tank set back at least 10m from Gosport Street. 

Shell  Did not provide information. 

 

Existing access arrangements to these fuel depots would not be impacted by the proposed 
Bypass.  Existing setbacks to the fuel depots would also be maintained. 

Specific reference was made to Australian Standard 1596:2002 Storage and Handling of LP Gas 
(relevant only to the Origin Energy Depot).  For a 42,000 litre tank, the minimum setback to a 
public place is 4.5m.  The existing setback of at least 10m would not be impacted and is well in 
excess of the AS requirement. 

Other Australian Standards relating to fuel tanks do not contain prescriptive numeric controls 
for setbacks to roads. Instead they are performance based.  As the setback to the fuel depots 
would not change under the Bypass proposal, there would be no change to the setback to fuel 
tanks themselves. 
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49. It is unclear what is proposed for the vacant land between the Spa Baths and Alice Street.  
Would a commercial development here be compatible with the creation of a heritage precinct 
and with the objectives of the proposal?  What is the opinion of Council? 

RTA Response 

The land on the eastern side of Gosport Street between the Anne Street (Spa Baths) and Alice 
Street is currently owned by RIC and is currently occupied by the Moree Railway Station car 
park, the Railway Tennis Courts and Railway storage sheds.  This land is currently zoned ‘5 - 
Special Uses – Railway’.  There is also a separate privately owned residential dwelling on the 
southeastern corner of the Alice Street/Gosport Street intersection.  This land is currently 
zoned ‘2a – Residential’. 

All of this land, which extends from the eastern side of Gosport Street to the railway line 
would be acquired as part of the Bypass proposal but would be surplus to requirements.  It is 
proposed that the land would be placed under control of Council by an order published in the 
Government Gazette (Roads Act 1993 – Section 159(1)).  While the order is in force, the land 
would be a public reserve within the meaning of the Local Government Act 1993. 

The future zoning of the land would be a matter for Council.  

50. The comments on pages 11-6 about new businesses on Gosport Street appears to contradict 
with the comments at the top of page ix of the EIS.  It would appear that to allow service type 
commercial businesses to establish in Gosport Street would be counterproductive to the 
purposes of the bypass.  Refer also to p 12-4. 

RTA Response 

Page ix of the EIS (Executive Summary) states: 

“The proposed Bypass would also facilitate the revitalisation of business areas along Gosport 
Street and Alice Street (Gwydir Highway), contiguous with south Frome Street, where most of 
the present highway-related activities are located.  Directing Newell Highway heavy vehicle 
traffic away from the town centre would improve the amenity of the town centre, and its 
attractiveness to visitors.  Passing trade would be encouraged to stop, particularly as Moree is 
an appropriate ‘driver-reviver’ geographical location.” 

Page 11-6 (Land Use) states: 

“Council may wish to restrict fast food outlets locating into the Gosport Street business zone 
to avoid detracting from existing commercial activity within Frome Street south, and to 
minimise other activities (currently permissible within the zone), which may conflict with the 
operation of the proposed Bypass.” 

The comments on page ix do not imply that service type commercial businesses would be 
allowed to establish in Gosport Street, and therefore do not contradict the comments on page 
11-6.  It is implying that the presently run-down and limited commercial area in Gosport Street 
could be revitalised due to increased visibility resulting from the Bypass.  The comments 
regarding encouraging passing trade to stop refer to the encouragement of through traffic to 
stop in Moree generally (and not Gosport Street specifically), particularly the town centre 
where amenity would be considerably improved as a result of the Bypass. 

The comments on page ix are therefore still relevant, notwithstanding the comments on page 
11-6, and Council should consider restricting certain types of businesses from locating in 
Gosport Street, to ensure that impacts on both the operation of the Bypass and on existing 
businesses in Frome Street south are minimised. 
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51. It is not clear how it can be argued on p11-7 that the demolition of buildings, introduction of 
1300 trucks per day and need for noise treatments required on the north Gosport Street 
precinct would be compensated by the provision of a potential park and a detention basin. 

RTA Response 

The last dot point on page 11-7 is discussing land use impacts only and refers to the 
counterbalancing of the loss of residential dwellings by the provision of a dual purpose park 
and detention basin from a land use perspective.  In this regard, the dot point is suggesting that 
the removal of the dwellings to provide a park to be used by the public would have an element 
of public benefit. 

It is not suggested that the provision of the park and detention basin would compensate for 
the introduction of additional heavy vehicle traffic and consequent need for noise treatments. 

Economic Impacts and Social Issues 

52. Is the estimate of a 27-40% reduction in highway trade directly based on the business surveys 
(p 12-4)?  If all through traffic was diverted to the bypass where would the remainder of trade 
come from for those businesses that are highway reliant? 

RTA Response: 

The estimate of reduction in highway trade has been separately determined for the light and 
heavy vehicle groups.  The light vehicle assessment is based upon both the business surveys 
undertaken and the calibrated light vehicle distribution matrix for local and through traffic.  For 
heavy vehicles a similar method was applied except that only 10% of through traffic was 
concluded as stopping after review of the stopper/stayer and business surveys and operational 
factors mentioned in issue 1 above.  The summary Table below shows how the business 
expenditure was derived. 

Table 52.1: Daytime Traffic Flow Frome Street South (Extract from Table 4.6 Appendix A WP 9) 

Light Vehicle Heavy vehicle 

Local Through Local Through 

56% 91% 

Non stopping Stopping Non stopping Stopping 

44% 

14.6% (26%) 41.4% (74%) 

9% 

81.9% (90%) 9.1% (10%) 

The conclusion reached during the business survey reviews was that business trade is more 
dependent on cars and not articulated trucks.  The traffic model shows contrary to the 
intimation above that a large proportion of externally generated through car traffic would 
continue to travel into Moree.  Traffic signage at the Alice Street intersection directing traffic 
into town would also encourage those who may have missed turning at the town outskirts.  

While the affect on some businesses may be more than others they are not solely highway 
dependent (service station more reliant on tourists and passing trade than the local food 
takeaway outlets – eg interviews with Macdonald’s and ‘Fishabout’ indicated that local patrons 
make up the larger proportion of their trade). 

53. How was the loss of 10 to 15 jobs arrived at (directly from the business surveys)?  Are there 
any proposed compensatory measures for affected persons proposed? 

RTA Response 
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The loss of 10 to 15 jobs was estimated conservatively in the Business Impact Assessment 
(Appendix A of Working Paper 9).  This was arrived at after a consideration of all relevant 
background information, including ABS data and studies undertaken of other bypasses, and the 
surveys undertaken, including the Business Survey, Stopper Survey, Stayers Survey and Origin-
Destination survey. 

Compensatory measures for affected persons are not proposed.  

54. Table 12.2 should be revised so that the starting date is 2003 (the first year that construction 
begins) and with the inclusion of additional operational costs. 

RTA Response 

Table 12.2 does have the starting date as 2003. 

Table 12.2 Bypass Benefit Cost Ratio (2005 opening) 
Year Discount 

Factor (7%) 
Road User Cost 
Savings 

Discounted Road 
User Cost Savings 

Construction Cost Discounted 
Construction 
Cost 

2002      

2003 0.935   $12,250,000.00 $10,699,624.42 

2004 0.873   $22,750,000.00 $18,570,776.70 

2005 0.816 $2,579,990.85 $2,106,041.05   

2006 0.763 $2,515,575.06 $1,919,120.17   

2007 0.713 $2,604,123.06 $1,856,703.75   

2008 0.666 $2,869,544.53  $1,906,101.60   

2009 0.623 $2,960,837.18  $1,843,860.59   

2010 0.582 $3,064,650.91  $1,783,654.73   

2011 0.544 $3,171,791.53  $1,725,244.44   

2012 0.508 $3,282,509.48  $1,668,661.37   

2013 0.475 $3,397,115.70  $1,613,945.20   

2014 0.444 $3,515,341.70  $1,560,853.76   

2015 0.415 $3,637,718.09  $1,509,523.68   

2016 0.388 $3,763,926.49  $1,459,715.59   

2017 0.362 $3,894,306.51  $1,411,475.89   

2018 0.339 $4,030,695.08  $1,365,335.88   

2019 0.317 $4,169,841.74  $1,320,065.11   

2020 0.296 $4,315,328.05  $1,276,749.86   

2021 0.277 $4,463,888.68  $1,234,302.42   

2022 0.258 $4,619,043.65  $1,193,648.66   

2023 0.242 $4,777,419.40  $1,153,809.31   

2024 0.226 $4,942,852.17  $1,115,666.81   

2025 0.211 $5,113,315.08  $1,078,637.88   

2026 0.197 $5,289,688.91  $1,042,844.29   

2027 0.184 $5,469,820.48  $1,007,809.92   
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2028 0.172 $5,657,808.17  $974,249.07   

2029 0.161 $5,851,473.32  $941,679.75   

2030 0.150 $6,053,460.47  $910,453.85   

2031 0.141 $6,259,866.48  $879,904.46   

2032 0.131 $6,473,388.96  $850,390.45   

2033 0.115 $6,693,803.99  $768,054.62   

2034 0.107 $6,992,539.94  $742,336.49   

DISCOUNTED BENEFITS $41,220,840.61 COSTS  $29,270,401.12 

 

BENEFIT COST RATIO 1.4  FIRST YEAR RATE OF RETURN 7.2% 

55. The school aged pedestrian traffic across the proposed bypass is relatively significant.  Are the 
pedestrian refuges adequate and safe for school age pedestrians?  Will appropriate warning 
signs be put in place? 

RTA Response 

Yes, the pedestrian refuges are adequate and the design safe. 

Yes, appropriate signage would be used. 

56. Was there consideration of a pedestrian overpass south of the Gwydir Highway? 

RTA Response 

No, the at-grade crossing provided opposite the railway station meets safety and volume 
warrants prescribed by Australian Standards and the signalised crossing at Gwydir Highway 
(Alice Street) is within 150 metres. 

57. Access to open space (page 13-6).  An assessment of open space should include impacts on the 
Showground and access to open space around the proposed bridge over the Mehi River.  The 
loss of open space (tennis courts, etc) should be assessed and balanced with additions and 
better access to open space around Gosport Street north.  Please provide more detail on 
impacts to access to open space. 

RTA Response 

Access to the showground would not be adversely affected by the proposed Bypass.  Vehicular 
access to the showground would continue to be provided via River Street and Morton Street.  
The northern part of Gosport Street would continue to provide access to these streets from 
the south and east.  Further, the proposed signalised crossing at the Gwydir Highway would 
enable continued pedestrian access. 

There is no formal “open space” around the Mehi River rather it is vacant land.  The proposed 
bypass itself would not impact on access to this “open space”, as several pedestrian tracks 
exist. 

The only loss of existing formal open space (as opposed to vacant land) resulting from the 
proposed Bypass is the loss of the Railway Institute Tennis Courts.  There are other tennis 
courts in Moree, adjacent to Taylor Oval on Albert Street.  Discussions have been held with 
the current “manager” of the tennis courts and there does not seem to be any opposition to 
the loss of the courts. 
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There would actually be an increase in the amount of open space in the immediate locality 
following completion of the Bypass.  The detention basin/park would be provided as open 
space, and following discussions with Council, it is likely that residual land in the vicinity of the 
existing Gosport Street commercial zone would be retained as open space. 

58. Who are the expected users of the proposed open space in the Gosport Street heritage 
precinct?  Will there be any local parking impacts?  How will tourists access this area?  Is there 
adequate parking for cars and potentially buses?  Is there adequate pedestrian access? 

RTA Response 

There is no “open space” proposed as part of the Gosport Street heritage precinct.  The 
heritage precinct is intended merely as recognition of the heritage values of the buildings in 
that location.  This recognition would take the form of new urban and landscape design 
treatments to “visually strengthen the heritage grouping and integrate the proposed Bypass 
into the township in this location” (Section 5.2 of WP12).  A combination of sculptured 
landforms and tree and shrub planting would be used to provide screening and a framework 
for the recognition of the Moree Heritage Precinct (section 14 of the EIS).  It does not involve 
the creation of a “destination” that tourists or locals may wish to access. 

As such, there would be no local parking impacts and no incentive for tourists to access this 
area specifically (they may wish to access the Spa Baths, Victoria Hotel and railway station 
separately, however). 

Landscape, Visual and Urban Design 

59. Section 14.4 is unclear as to which landscape measures are included as part of the proposal or 
only recommended by the EIS for others to implement.  Section 14.4 lists a very limited set of 
landscape, visual and urban design measures.  Of particular concern is the lack of commitment 
to the two town entry statements, the steel bridge car parking area, the bus parking facility off 
Morton Street, and landscaping arrangements for the detention basin.  Please provide further 
details. 

RTA Response 

Figures 14.5 – 14.7 indicate the landscape measures proposed by the RTA as part of this 
proposal.  These are shown coloured on these figures, while measures to be implemented by 
others are uncoloured. 

The town entry statements, bus parking facility and landscaping of the detention basin are all 
included as measures that would be provided by the RTA. 

Following the relocation of the Gwydirfield Road connection to the eastern side of the bypass, 
the provision of a formal car park area within the Steel Bridge Camp area is no longer included 
in the proposal.  The Moree Local Aboriginal Land Council was consulted about this proposed 
design modification on 3 April 2003. The Land Council representatives agreed that some sort 
of cultural commemorative feature should be developed at the site with input from a suitable 
design consultant satisfactory to the Land Council.  It was agreed that while vehicular access to 
the site would be provided, a formal car parking area was not required. The final layout of the 
access and the proposed cultural commemorative feature would be developed during detailed 
design following further consultation with the Land Council. 
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60. What materials are likely to be used in the design of the noise walls (earth, recycled material)? 

RTA Response 

The EIS and Working Papers state that the materials to be used in the design of the noise wall 
would be defined in the detailed design phase, following consultation with affected residents 
and Council.  As stated in Section 14.3.4 of the EIS, the design of the noise wall would reflect 
the local setting of the heritage precinct and provide the opportunity for integrated urban 
design initiatives with the local community.  

Indigenous Heritage 

61. The western option for the Gwydirfield Link Road will have a larger impact on Steel Bridge 
Camp than the eastern option.  Has this been discussed with the Moree LALC?  Has the 
carpark been discussed with the LALC?  What are their thoughts? 

RTA Response 

The Gwydirfield Link Road has been realigned to the eastern side of the proposed Bypass.  A 
meeting with the Moree LALC was conducted 3 April 2003 to discuss the relocation of 
Gwydirfield Road.  The LALC indicated they were pleased with the proposal to relocate the 
Gwydirfield Road intersection due to the reduced impact on the Steel Bridge Camp site. 

Options were discussed for the design and construction of an appropriate Aboriginal Cultural 
Feature that would commemorate the existence of the Steel Bridge Camp.  It was agreed that 
the site would not be a formal Rest Area for through traffic but that vehicular access from the 
highway would be provided. 

It was agreed that the RTA would arrange for the engagement of a suitable consultant to work 
with the Moree community to develop the concept and design of the commemorative feature.  
The feature would then be constructed as part of the bypass proposal. 

European Heritage 

62. Please check with the Heritage Office that the proposed works in the vicinity of the railway 
station do not require an approval under the Heritage Act.  Also clarify that no other heritage 
items affected by the proposal are on the State Heritage Register or are likely to be listed 
prior to seeking the Minister’s approval.  Any approvals for State Registered items under the 
Heritage Act must precede any other approvals for the proposal. 

RTA Response 

Comments from the Heritage Office have been requested numerous times and are expected 
at the end of May 2003.  Verbal advice has been given by the Heritage Office that an approval 
under the Heritage Act is not required, as the works are proposed outside the curtilage of the 
listed railway station buildings (identified in the State Heritage Register entry as being 10 
metres from the edge of the platform).  
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63. Please be aware that impacts to any EPI listed heritage items requires Development Consent 
from Council (review Caretakers Cottage near Showground and noise attenuation at the 
Victoria Hotel). 

RTA Response 

This is noted and indeed was indicated in the EIS. 

Water Quality 

64. What is the indicative size and location of sedimentation ponds for the entire Bypass? Will 
they be temporary of permanent? 

RTA Response 

The EIS does not specifically specify what criteria would be used for sizing and locating 
sedimentation ponds in the bypass.  The sizing criteria would be obtained by determining the 
most conservative design from either: 

• Section 8 – Erosion and Sedimentation, RTA Road Design Guide 1993; or 

• Managing Urban Stormwater – 3rd Edition, Department of Housing 1998. 

The size of sedimentation ponds would be based upon soil types in the area.  Table 18.1 of the 
EIS suggests that the soils may be highly dispersive which would require Type D ponds. The 
volume of the pond is based upon the volume of the settling and sedimentation Zone.   

Ponds would be located at or near low points and prior to discharge points. Locations would 
be provided in the Contractors Construction Environmental Management Plan. 

These ponds would be generally temporary structures, in place until 6 months after the road is 
opened.  It is noted that NSW Fisheries has indicated that they do not want the ponds 
retained as permanent water holding structures.  North of the Mehi River, the sedimentation 
ponds can be retained as permanent dry structures with provision for spill containment. 

Table 64.1 indicates the indicative chainage and size of the sedimentation basins for the 
project.  These basin sizes and locations are indicative only and may be varied by the 
Contractor to suit the Contractor’s construction methodology. 

Table 64.1 Proposed Location and Size of Water Quality Basins  

Road Section Pond Chainage (m) Catchment Area (ha) Pond Volume (m3) 

1 (Existing Road) 0-1350 See below See below 

2 1450 0.592 75.45 

3 1900 1.01 128.7 

4 2880 3.54 451 

5 3200 1.5 191.1 

6 3750 1.65 210.2 

7 4200 1.05 133.8 

For the existing road (section 1), a water quality basin would not be provided.  Sediment in 
this area would be managed using other methods identified in the document “Managing Urban 
Stormwater – 3rd Edition, Department of Housing”, such as sediment fences, diversion drains 
and other similar methods. 
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Topography, Geology and Soils 

65. What are the likely or potential measures that would be used to address the constraints listed 
in Table [1]8.1?  At least a general idea of the actions that will be contained in various plans is 
required in the Reps Report. 

RTA Response 

A number of recommended actions are listed in Table 18.1 to address potential impacts. 

The following additional actions are now listed: 

Constraint Potential Impacts Recommended Actions 

Plasticity of clay 
soils when wet 

Poor trafficability 
Reduced support of loads 
Construction difficulty due 
to poor workability 

RTA Earthworks Specification provides for 
maintaining good drainage during 
construction of earthworks. 
Pavement design to take into account in-
situ strength of subgrade. 
RTA Earthworks Specification provides for 
lime stabilisation of subgrade material 
where necessary to create a working 
platform during construction. 

Softness of top 3–
4m of soil 

Initial settlement under 
increased load 

Geotechnical investigations confirm that 
soft soils are not present within the 
proposed bypass corridor. 

Poor germination 
and establishment 
of grasses on 
cracking clay soils 

Difficulty in revegetation 
following disturbance 

If necessary, introduce gypsum into the 
sowing process. 

Erosion potential 
of unprotected 
soils 

Loss of soil during rainfall 
events and floods 
Excessive turbidity in 
receiving waterways 

The Project Environmental Management 
Plan would require all erosion and 
sedimentation control practices to be 
consistent with the requirements of the 
RTA Code of Practice for Water 
Management 1999 (copy attached). 

Potential 
contaminated land 

Need to comply with 
regulatory requirements 
Need to modify 
construction practice 

Undertake contaminated site assessment 
where acquired land contains potential 
contaminated lands (eg railway land). 

Hazards and Risks 

66. The risk assessment needs to be consistent with the requirements of SEPP 33 and 55.  Update 
in Reps Report with regard to actual commitments. 

RTA Response 

SEPP 33 relates to hazardous and offensive industry.  The proposed Bypass is not an industry 
and accordingly, the requirements of SEPP 33 would not impact on the proposal. 
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SEPP 55 relates to contaminated land.  The Topography, Geology and Soils section of the EIS 
indicated that contamination of the Bypass route is generally not expected, having regard to 
previous land uses. 

Contamination could potentially occur within the railway land. The State Rail Authority has 
advised that SRA’s Environmental Projects Unit would need to undertake a site contamination 
assessment of any railway land to be acquired by RTA prior to acquisition proceeding. RTA has 
requested SRA to proceed with the site contamination assessment. 

Site contamination assessments are also being arranged for the land to be acquired from the 
old Woolstore and the Mazda Car Dealership in Gosport Street. 

67. Has the need for and feasibility of spill containment measures during operation been 
investigated? 

RTA Response 

A review of the EIS and working papers has identified the following sections where the need 
for and feasibility of spill containment measures are discussed. 

EIS, Section 19.3.4 

A potential hazard/ risk includes the potential spillage of hazardous or chemical material that 
could enter the Mehi River. The risk of spillage is considered to be low. 

EIS, Section 19.4.2 

The risk of spillage resulting from the transportation of dangerous goods is assessed to be 
slight, as the number of accidents involving vehicles transporting dangerous goods is small. The 
risk is quantified by the following studies: 

10 major fuel spills and 3 major chemical spills occur on NSW roads every year (PPK and SKM, 
2000). 

Risk of heavy vehicle accidents is 1 in 67 million heavy vehicle kilometres (PPK and SKM, 
2000). 

In the event of a petrol tanker accident, there are the following risks: 

• 1 in 2, that a spillage may occur; 

• 1 in 20, that a fire may occur; and  

• 1 in 250, that there would be a major LPG release, (PPK and SKM, 2000). 

For details of the spill containment system refer Issue 29 above. 

Cumulative Impacts 

68. Is the Gwydirfield Link Road designed to adequately cater for potential increases in traffic due 
to maximum development of the rural/residential zone?  Has the cumulative traffic impacts of 
the proposal and Gwydirfield subdivision been assessed (refer to p20-3)? 

RTA Response 

The Gwydirfield Link Road is designed to cater for current traffic movements.  The 
rural/residential zone and the Gwydirfield subdivision is a matter for Council approval and 
management.  Indeed, the current zoning of the Gwydirfield area does not permit such a 
subdivision. 
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As such, cumulative traffic impacts have not been considered, other than the general discussion 
on page 20-3.  A detailed traffic impact assessment of the Gwydirfield subdivision would be the 
responsibility of Council if and when they rezone the land, or individual property developers 
when development applications for subdivision are lodged. 

Environmental Management 

69. The Contractor EMP would need to address the energy management and flooding risk.  Energy 
management measures are described in Working Paper 7 (Section 3.2).  Please ensure these 
are implemented. 

RTA Response 

The above comment has been noted and energy management measures would be included in 
the Contractor EMP. 

70. In Table 21.1 the use of the term “considered” should be omitted in all instances.  Update in 
Reps Report in regard to actual commitments. 

RTA Response 

An updated Table of proposed mitigation measures is included in the Representations Report. 

71. Noise mitigation measures in Table 21.1 do not include measures identified in Section 6.6.4 – 
respite/remission periods, cessation of noisy work outside of period 9am-3pm, and early 
architectural modifications.  These need to be updated in Reps Report. 

RTA Response 

The above comment is noted and measures identified in section 6.6.4 will be included in 
Chapter 7 of the Representations Report. 

72. The flora and fauna mitigation measures in Table 21.1 includes “Minimise number of mature 
trees that support hollows to accommodate a safe construction and working environment”.  
This should read, “Removal of mature trees that support hollows would be minimised to that 
suitable to accommodate a safe construction and working environment”.  This needs to be 
updated in the Reps Report. 

RTA Response 

The above mitigation measure is noted. 

73. Waste management in Table 21.1 should prohibit use of rainforest timbers. 

RTA Response 

Mitigation measures for waste management would include ‘Prohibit use of rainforest timbers’. 
The use of recycled materials would be encouraged and the principles of the Waste Avoidance 
and Resource Recovery Act 2001 implemented.  This would be updated in Chapter 7 of the 
Representations Report. 
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1. Introduction 

The NPWS recommends that eight-part test be complete for all threatened flora and fauna 
species, endangered populations and ecological communities known or likely to occur within the 
study area. Species can be assessed individually or as groups of similar species based on 
taxonomic similarities and/or habitat specialisations. 

None of the threatened plant species listed in the Working Paper as potentially occurring in the 
study area were or are considered likely to occur in the study area, and none were located 
during the field surveys.  All of those threatened plant species would have been obvious during 
the survey if they had occurred in the study area, and therefore no limitations to the detection of 
these species were identified. 

Based on their previous recordings or possible occurrences in the region, the eight part tests 
have been conducted on the following species: 

 

BIRDS 
Australasian Bittern (Botaurus poiciloptilus) 
Australian Bustard (Ardeotis australis) 
Black-breasted Buzzard (Hamirostra melanosternon) 
Black-necked Stork (Ephippiorhynchus asiaticus) 
Blue-billed Duck (Oxyura australis) 
Brolga (Grus rubicundus) 
Brown Treecreeper (Climacteris picumnus) 
Bush Stone-curlew (Burhinus grallarius) 
Diamond Firetail (Stagonopleura guttata) 
Eastern Grass Owl (Tyto capensis)  
Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos) 
Grey-crowned Babbler (Pomatostomus temporalis) 
Hooded Robin (Melanodryas cucullata) 
Magpie Goose (Anseranas semipalmata) 
Masked Owl (Tyto novaehollandiae) 
Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta) 
Painted Snipe (Rostratula benghalensis) 
Regent Honeyeater (Xanthomyza phrygia) 
Square-tailed Kite (Lophoictinia isura) 
Superb Parrot (Polytellis swainsonii) 
Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor) 
Turquoise Parrot (Neophema pulchella) 
MAMMALS 
Black-striped Wallaby (Macropus dorsalis)  
Greater Long-eared Bat (Nyctophilus timoriensis) 
Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus)  
Little Pied Bat (Chalinolobus picatus) 
Long-haired Rat (Rattus villosissimus) 
Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat (Saccolaimus flaviventris) 
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In conducting the eight part tests, species have either been grouped based on their taxonomic 
similarities and/or habitat specialisations, or assessed individually. Where required, the habitat 
requirements of those threatened species assessed in the eight part tests can be found with in 
the various flora and fauna working papers prepared as part of this project. 

Based on the outcomes of the following eight part tests, it was concluded that the proposed 
Bypass of the township of Moree, this resulting in the removal of a maximum of 0.8 hectares of 
native habitat, would not have a significant effect on any threatened species, their populations, 
ecological communities, or habitats. No viable populations of any of the threatened birds or 
mammals listed above were considered to occur as resident animals within, or adjacent to the 
proposed Bypass alignment, such that the undertakings of the works would cause the local 
extinction of these species. The preparation of a Species Impact Statement was not 
recommended. 

The findings of the following eight part tests are consistent with the generic assessment 
provided in the working papers, and the individual, tabular test provided in Table 4 of the LesryK 
Environmental Consultants June 2002 report (though it is noted that this was not reproduced 
accurately in Volume 3 of the Moree Bypass Working papers, this table missing the Section 5A 
assessment column). 

2. Eight – Part Test for “Wetland associated birds” 

 Magpie Goose (Anseranas semipalmata); 

 Blue-billed Duck (Oxyura australis); 

 Painted Snipe (Rostratula benghalensis); 

 Black-necked Stork (Ephippiorhynchus asiaticus); and 

 Brolga (Grus rubicundus). 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

No habitats significant for the life cycle requirements of any of the five threatened wetland 
associated birds is present within, or in close proximity to, the alignment of the proposed Moree 
Bypass. Suitable habitat is present in association with the artificial lagoon that occurs north west 
of the proposed development area, this not considered to be either indirectly or directly affected 
by the proposed road works. 

The current proposal would require the removal or temporary disturbance (i.e. once the piers 
have been established birds can again utilise the banks of the Mehi River and the open 
expanses of water that occur under the bridge) of less than 0.04 hectares of those aquatic 
environments that occur within the study area. When assessing the size and quality of these 
habitats, in-comparison with the remainder of the Mehi River and the nearby artificial lagoon, it 
is not considered that the environments to be removed or temporarily disturbed are critical for 
the life cycle needs of any of the threatened wetland associated birds previously recorded or 
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potentially occurring within the study region. Beyond the limits of the development footprint 
larger and more valuable habitat occurs for these species, in particular the lagoon 200 metres 
north west of the proposed bridge crossing. During the field survey, none of the wetland 
associated birds were recorded within, or adjacent to, the study area. All of the wetland 
associated bird species have the ability to fly and can easily traverse open spaces and as such, 
the undertaking of the proposed road works is not considered to disrupt the life cycle 
requirements of any of the wetland associated birds, such that the viability of a local population 
of that species is likely to be placed at risk of extinction.  

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed road works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The habitats present within the boundaries of the study area are not of sufficient size  
(approximately 0.04 hectares) and quality to be considered significant for the lifecycle needs of 
any of the threatened wetland associated birds. Beyond the limits of the development footprint 
larger and more valuable habitat occurs for these species, in particular the lagoon 200 metres 
north west of the proposed bridge crossing. During the field survey, none of the wetland 
associated birds were recorded within the study area. The undertaking of the proposed road 
works is therefore not considered to constitute a significant area of regional habitat available to 
the life cycle needs of these species.  

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

All of the wetland associated bird species have the ability to fly and can easily traverse open 
spaces. If traversing along the Mehi River, the birds are expected to be easily negotiating the 
existing railway bridge, the proposed road bridge not having an adverse cumulative impact 
when associated with this structure. The current proposal will not present a barrier within the 
Mehi River and therefore will not fragment the habitat for any of the wetland associated birds. 
The wetland birds are expected to be able to traverse over and under the existing railway 
bridge, these animals expected to adapt their moments to accommodate the new bridge. The 
ability to fly over and under the bridge would reduce the incidents of any vehicles hitting these 
birds during their movement periods. As such the proposed works will not affect these species 
such that they will become isolated from other habitat beyond the limits of the study area.   

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of the threatened wetland associated birds 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  
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(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

Threatened species and their populations are known to be present within the region’s 
conservation reserve system, particularly the Gwydir Wetlands (Environment Australia 2002) 
though whether they are adequately represented in these areas is unknown. Although this is the 
case, it is not expected that any threatened species would significantly rely upon the 0.04 
hectares of habitat that will be permanently or temporarily affected by the current proposal, such 
that the further disturbance of these resources would compromise the viability of any resident 
local populations. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, these being: 

 Alteration to the natural flow regimes of rivers and streams and their floodplains and 
wetlands; 

 Anthropogenic climate change; 

 Bushrock removal; 

 Clearing of native vegetation; 

 Competition and grazing by the feral European Rabbit; 

 High frequency fire resulting in the disruption of life cycle processes in plants and animal 
and loss of vegetation structure and composition; 

 Importation of Red Imported Fire Ants (Solenopsis invicta); 

 Invasion of native plant communities by Chrysanthemoides monilifera; 

 Loss and/or degradation of sites used for hill-topping by butterflies; 

 Predation by Mosquito Fish (Gambusia holbrooki); 

 Predation by the European Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes); and 

 Predation by the Feral Cat (Felis catus). 

Of these identified Key Threatening Processes, the ‘clearing of native vegetation’ could 
potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population of threatened animals 
was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and Wildlife Service’s 
Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key threatening processes 
only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, ecological communities or 
their habitats. 

Within the study area, no threatened species, populations or ecological communities (Carbeen 
Woodland is a threatened ecological community) were recorded. Similar, no habitats within the 
proposed development footprint were identified that are critical to the life cycle of any potentially 
occurring threatened wetland associated species. 
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The loss or temporary disturbance of approximately 0.04 hectares of aquatic habitat with, and 
(based on a precautionary approach) immediately adjacent to the proposed Bypass alignment, 
is not considered to have a significant impact on any of the threatened wetland associated birds 
previously recorded or expected for the study region. The loss or temporary disturbance of 
some wetland habitat would not result in the overall decline of the regions biodiversity. Given 
the proximity of larger more valuable habitat, none of the threatened wetland birds are expected 
to be adversely affected by the proposed road works. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The south western limit of the Black-necked Stork and Magpie Goose is in the vicinity of the 
township of Moree. All the remaining wetland associated birds are known to occur beyond the 
study area and therefore are not at the limits of their distributions. 

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on those threatened wetland associated birds 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New South Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of any of the threatened wetland associated birds potentially occurring or previously recorded in 
the study region. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact (including both 
direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the conservation and 
preservation of any of these species. No water bird dispersal or movement corridors would be 
disturbed, and no significant areas of local or regional habitat would be removed or isolated. 
During the field survey, none of the threatened water birds identified during the literature review 
conducted as part of the ecological study were recorded within, or adjacent to, the study area. 
As such, no locally viable populations of these species are considered to be present. Therefore, 
the expected impacts associated with the proposed road works on any of the potentially 
occurring threatened water birds are considered to be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of 
a Species Impact Statement is not considered necessary. 

3. Eight – Part test for “Riparian woodland associated birds” 

 Australasian Bittern (Botaurus poiciloptilus); 

 Australian Bustard (Ardeotis australis); 

 Bush Stone-curlew (Burhinus grallarius); 

 Square-tailed Kite (Lophoictinia isura); 

 Black-breasted Buzzard (Hamirostra melanosternon); 

 Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos); 

 Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor); 

 Superb Parrot (Polytellis swainsonii); 

 Turquoise Parrot (Neophema pulchella); 

 Masked Owl (Tyto novaehollandiae); 
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 Brown Treecreeper (Climacteris picumnus); 

 Grey-crowned Babbler (Pomatostomus temporalis); 

 Hooded Robin (Melanodryas cucullata); 

 Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta); 

 Regent Honeyeater (Xanthomyza phrygia); and 

 Diamond Firetail (Stagonopleura guttata). 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

The removal and temporary disturbance of a small percentage of the riparian community is not 
considered to place a locally viable population of any of the threatened riparian woodland 
associated birds at risk of extinction. In regards to the temporary disturbance of the vegetation 
communities, the adoption of the recommendation to only scallop out the minimum amount of 
vegetation under the bridge deck that is necessary for safe working practices,  (Revegetation 
cannot be used to justify a non-significant impact), would ensure that sufficient understorey and 
ground cover vegetation is retained within the study area post-construction. The loss or 
temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland, in-comparison with the extent of 
similar habitats being retained beyond the road corridor is not considered to limit the overall 
amount of habitat available for these species. The proposed road would not disrupt the life cycle 
requirements of any of these species, these birds not considered to be solely dependant on the 
0.8 hectares of riparian woodland to be removed or temporarily disturbed. 

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the regional distribution of any potential woodland associated birds. The 
portion of riparian woodland to be removed is not considered to constitute a significant area of 
regional habitat available to the life cycle needs of these species. Beyond the limits of the work, 
similar woodland areas occur along the length of the Mehi River. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

All of the woodland associated bird species have the ability to fly and can easily traverse open 
space areas. Giving consideration to the information presented within standard texts on these 
species, these birds are expected to easily fly over or under the open space areas produced by 
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the proposed road crossing. If traversing along the riparian woodlands, the birds are currently 
expected to be negotiating the existing railway bridge. Given the habits of these birds, they are 
expected to be traversing over, or under the railway bridge, this structure not presenting a 
barrier to their movement patterns. The retention of vegetation between the railway bridge and 
the proposed river crossing would reduce the width of the open space areas these birds would 
need to negotiated, thereby providing sheltering opportunities and vegetation islands during 
their dispersal periods. The abilities of these birds to fly over or under existing bridge structures, 
is considered to reduce the potential for any vehicle strikes. The retention of some vegetation 
under the bridge deck would also provide opportunities for the unrestricted movement of the 
lower shrub traversing birds. As such the proposed works will not fragment the habitat of these 
species such that they will become isolated from other habitat beyond the limits of the study 
area.  

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

Threatened species and their populations are known to be present within the region’s 
conservation reserve system, though whether they are adequately represented in these areas is 
unknown. Although this is the case, it is not expected that any threatened species would 
significantly rely upon the 0.8 hectares of riparian woodlands that will be permanently or 
temporarily affected by the current proposal such that the further disturbance of these resources 
would compromise the viability of any resident local populations. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of threatened animals was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service’s Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key 
threatening processes only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities or their habitats. 

Within the study area, no threatened species, populations or ecological communities were 
recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to the life cycle of any potentially occurring threatened  
riparian woodland birds were identified. 

The loss or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
have a significant impact on any of the native woodland associated bird recorded or potentially 
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occurring in the study region. The loss of this habitat would not result in the overall decline of 
the regions woodland bird biodiversity. Given the proximity of larger more valuable and 
regionally extensive riparian woodland habitats, no native woodland birds are expected to be 
adversely affected by the proposed road works. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The northern limit of the Superb Parrot and Regent Honeyeater and the western limit of the 
Masked Owl is in the vicinity of the township of Moree. All the remaining woodland associated 
birds are known to occur beyond the study area and therefore are not at the limits of their 
distribution ranges. 

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on those threatened riparian woodland associated 
birds 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of any of the threatened riparian woodland associated birds potentially occurring or previously 
recorded in the study region. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact 
(including both direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the 
conservation and preservation of any of these species. No woodland dispersal or movement 
corridors would be significantly modified or disturbed, and no areas of locally or regionally 
important habitat would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, none of the threatened 
riparian woodland birds identified during the literature review conducted as part of the ecological 
study were recorded within, or adjacent to, the study area. As such, no locally viable populations 
of these species are considered to be present. Therefore, the expected impacts associated with 
the proposed road works on any of the potentially occurring threatened riparian woodland birds 
are considered to be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is 
not considered necessary. 

4. Eight – Part test for “The Eastern Grass Owl (Tyto capensis)” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

Though spotlighting was undertaken during the field survey conducted as part of the overview 
study, no individuals of this species were observed (LesryK Environmental Consultants 1997). 
Similarly, none were heard calling (LesryK Environmental Consultants 1997). 

The restriction of the proposed highway to the identified road corridor north of the Mehi River 
would ensure that no habitats suitable for the life cycle needs of this species are removed or 
significantly altered. The proximity of urban areas and domestic pets/livestock, along with the 
likely farming activities undertaken in this region (i.e. ploughing/slashing), is expected to negate 
the presence for this species in the study area. The presence of extensive pasture grasslands 
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beyond the limits of the works would ensure that potentially suitable habitat remains for this 
species in the study region if this Owl is present. The mobility of the Eastern Grass Owl would 
ensure that it is not reliant on an existing road reserve that was noted to be regularly mown and 
maintained. Therefore the proposed road works are not considered to impact on the viability of a 
local population of the Eastern Grass Owl.  

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The restriction of the proposed highway to the existing road corridor north of the Mehi River 
would ensure that no regionally significant habitats suitable for the life cycle needs of this 
species are removed or altered. In the region, the Eastern Grass Owl is not considered to be 
solely reliant on the mown and maintained road side vegetation that occurs to the north of the 
Mehi River and adjacent to a racecourse. As such the proposed road works is not considered to 
modify or remove a significant area of regional habitat available to the life cycle needs of this 
species. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The Eastern Grass Owl has the ability to fly and can easily traverse open spaces. As such the 
proposed works will not fragment any habitat of this species such that they will become isolated 
from other habitat beyond the limits of the study area. The proposed construction and operation 
of the Bypass would not significantly increase the number of Eastern Grass Owl vehicle strikes, 
this animal (if present) considered to be adaptable to the existing network of major roads that 
occur in this region. 

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

Threatened species and their populations are known to be present within the region’s 
conservation reserve system, though whether they are adequately represented in these areas is 
unknown. Although this is the case, it is not expected that the Eastern Grass Owl would rely 
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upon any of the habitats present within the proposed Bypass alignment. Therefore further 
disturbance of these areas would not affect the regional occurrence this species.  

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of threatened animals was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service’s Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key 
threatening processes only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities or their habitats. 

Within the study area, no threatened species, populations or ecological communities were 
recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to the life cycle of the Eastern Grass Owl were identified. 

The restriction of the proposed highway to the existing road corridor north of the Mehi River 
would ensure that no habitats suitable for the life cycle needs of this species are removed or 
significantly altered. Therefore there would be no impact on the presence or life cycle needs of 
the Eastern Grass Owl as a result of the proposal.  

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The Eastern Grass Owl is known to occur far beyond the limits of the study area, and therefore 
is not at the limit of its known distribution.  

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on the Eastern Grass Owl 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of the Eastern Grass Owl. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact 
(including both direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the 
conservation and preservation of this species. No owl dispersal or movement corridors would be 
significantly modified or disturbed, and no areas of locally or regionally important habitat for the 
presence of this species would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, no individuals of 
this species were observed or indicated within, or adjacent to, the study area. As such, no 
locally viable populations of the Eastern Grass Owl are considered to be present. Therefore, the 
expected impacts associated with the proposed construction and operation of the Moree Bypass 
is considered to be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is not 
considered necessary. 
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5. Eight – Part test for “Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus)” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

During the field investigations undertaken as part of the overview study, though targeted, no 
evidence to suggest the presence of the Koala within, or adjacent to, the proposed Bypass 
alignment was obtained (LesryK Environmental Consultants 1997). Similarly, no individuals 
were observed during either the diurnal or nocturnal surveys, and no published accounts 
obtained whilst consulting known literature and data sources (LesryK Environmental 
Consultants 1997). Therefore, it was not considered that a resident population of this species 
occurs in association with the riparian woodlands. 

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

Based on the outcomes of the field survey, combined with the consultation of published 
literature and data sources, it is not considered that a locally viable population of the Koala is 
present. Though the habitats present within the study area would be considered to constitute 
potential Koala habitat, no individuals of this species were observed or indicated during the field 
surveys.. As such, the riparian woodland to be removed is not considered to constitute a 
significant area of known Koala habitat within the region.(The use of the term Core Koala 
Habitat infers the use of SEPP 44 definitions to justify our conclusions.  NPWS are not likely to 
accept the use of SEPP 44 terminology). 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The Koala is known to traverse open space areas, and will also use fauna underpasses. If any 
transient individuals are moving along the riparian woodland, the provision of a bridge that 
replicates the existing character of the fauna underpasses provided by the railway bridge would 
ensure that the dispersal needs of these species are met. The inclusion of vegetation within the 
underpass, and the retention of a vegetated area between each bridge crossing would also 
meet the sheltering requirements of any transient animals should they be confronted by a 
predator species (i.e. domestic dogs). The provision of fauna underpasses similar to those 
currently in existence under the railway bridge would ensure that no areas of potential Koala 
habitat are isolated or fragmented. 

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  



 

D.12 Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report 
Additional Eight–part tests 

 

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

Koalas are known to be present within several of those conservation reserves that occur 
throughout the region, though whether they are adequately represented in these areas is 
unknown. Although this is the case, it is not expected that the Koala would significantly rely 
upon the 0.8 hectares of riparian woodlands that will be affected by the current proposal such 
that the further disturbance of this woodland would compromise the needs of any transient 
individuals. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of threatened animals was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service’s Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key 
threatening processes only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities or their habitats. 

Within the study area, no threatened species, populations or ecological communities were 
recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to the life cycle of any potentially occurring threatened 
species were identified. 

The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the life cycle requirements of the Koala. No populations of this species were 
recorded within the site and none are considered to occur on a regular basis. The clearing of a 
percentage of the riparian woodland would not threaten the regional presence of this species. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The Koala is known to occur far beyond the limits of the study area, and therefore is not at the 
limit of its known distribution.  

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on the Koala 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of the Koala. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact (including both direct 
and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the conservation and preservation 
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of this species. No Koala dispersal or movement corridors would be significantly modified or 
disturbed, and no areas of locally or regionally important habitat for the presence of this species 
would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, no individuals of this species were 
observed or indicated within, or adjacent to, the study area. As such, no locally viable 
populations of the Koala are considered to be present. Therefore, the expected impacts 
associated with the proposed construction and operation of the Moree Bypass is considered to 
be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is not considered 
necessary. 

6. Eight – Part test for “Black-striped Wallaby (Macropus 
dorsalis)” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

The removal and temporary disturbance of a small percentage of the riparian community is not 
considered to place a locally viable population of the Black-striped Wallaby at risk of extinction. 
The loss or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland, in-comparison with the 
extent of similar habitats being retained beyond the road corridor, combined with the 
revegetation of those areas that occur under the bridge deck, is not considered to limit the 
overall amount of habitat available for this species.  

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the regional distribution of any Black-striped Wallaby habitat. The portion of 
riparian woodland to be removed is not considered to constitute a significant area of regional 
habitat available to the life cycle needs of this species. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The Black-striped Wallaby is a highly mobile species and can easily traverse open spaces. In 
some parts of Queensland, this species is considered to be an agricultural pest species (NPWS 
1996), thereby implying that this animal is able to utilise and occupy open pastoral areas. the 
retention of areas of ground cover and lower shrub vegetation, ,  satisfy the needs of any 
individuals of the Black-striped Wallaby that occurs in this region. Being able to traverse open 
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space and woodland areas, if present in the study region, this species is expected to easily 
negotiate the fauna underpass provided by the existing railway bridge. The replication of this 
underpass in the design of the new river crossing, combined with the adoption of those 
mitigation measures proposed, would ensure that no areas of habitat available to this species 
are isolated or fragmented. The provision of a fauna underpass would also reduce the incidents 
of vehicle strikes. In comparison with the existing network of major roads in this region, the 
proposed Bypass is not considered to have an adverse cumulative impact on the occurrence of 
this animal in the region due to an increase in vehicle strikes.   

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

The Black-striped Wallaby has not been recorded within any of those conservation reserves or 
other protected areas that occur in the study region. This species is known to occur within the 
following conservation areas: the Brigalow Park and Girrahween Nature Reserves and the 
Gibraltar Range, Richmond Range and Tooloom National Parks (NPWS 1999) though whether 
it is adequately represented in these is unknown. Although this is the case, it is not expected 
that the Black-striped Wallaby would be significantly reliant upon the 0.8 hectares of riparian 
woodlands that will be affected by the current proposal such that permanent or temporary loss 
of this area would compromise the viability of any resident local or regional populations. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ has been identified as the main threat to the occurrence of this species 
(NPWS1996) 

Within the study area, no Black-striped Wallaby individuals, populations or ecological 
communities were recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to the life cycle need of this species 
were identified within, or inclose proximity to, the study area.  

The loss of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to have a significant impact on 
any populations or individuals of the Black-striped Wallaby. The loss or temporary disturbance 
of this habitat, combined with the retention of some vegetation under the bridge deck, would not 
result in the overall decline of the Black-striped Wallaby from the region. Given the proximity of 
larger more valuable habitat, no of the Black-striped Wallaby individuals or populations are 
expected to be adversely affected by the proposed road works. 
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(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The Black-striped Wallaby is considered to be a marginal inhabitant of the Western Zone of 
New South Wales, not occur any further west than the Liverpool Plains (NPWS 1997). The 
Moree Plains region could therefore be considered to constitute the western limit of this species 
distribution pattern, with the main core area being in north-eastern New South Wales (NPWS 
1997). 

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on the Black-striped Wallaby 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of the Black-striped Wallaby. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact 
(including both direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the 
conservation and preservation of this species. No wallaby dispersal or movement corridors 
would be significantly modified or disturbed, and no areas of locally or regionally important 
habitat for the presence of this species would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, 
no individuals of this species were observed or indicated within, or adjacent to, the study area. 
As such, no locally viable populations of the Black-striped Wallaby are considered to be present. 
Therefore, the expected impacts associated with the proposed construction and operation of the 
Moree Bypass is considered to be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact 
Statement is not considered necessary. 

7. Eight – Part test for “Microchiropteran Bats” 

 Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat (Saccolaimus flaviventris); 

 Greater Long-eared Bat (Nyctophilus timoriensis); and 

 Little Pied Bat (Chalinolobus picatus) 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

Though their distribution patterns include the Moree Plains region, none of the three potentially 
occurring threatened bats have been recorded in the study region (NPWS 1996, NPWS 2003). 
Of these three bats, both the Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat and Little Pied Bat have been 
recorded within the wider Moree Plains Local Government Area, these animals being detected 
20 kilometres to the south, 70 kilometres to the south-east and 50 kilometres to the west of the 
township of Moree respectively (NPWS 2003). Though targeted through the use of 
echolocations detectors during the field survey, none of the potentially occurring 
microchiropterans were recorded (LesryK Environmental consultants 1997). As such, no locally 
viable populations of these species are considered to be present within the study area. If 
present on occasion, the loss of several hollow bearing trees from the proposed Bypass 
alignment, in-comparison with the extent of similar habitat being retained beyond the road 
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corridor, is not considered to limit the overall amount of habitat available for either the Yellow-
bellied Sheathtail Bat or Greater Long-eared Bat.  

Within the proposed Bypass alignment, no caves or suitable cave substitutes were recorded 
Little Pied Bat. As such, if present, the Little Pied Bat would only be foraging through the 
riparian woodland, the disturbance of a percentage of this not considered to affect the feeding 
requirements of this species. 

During the initial overview investigation, hollow dependant bats were detected through use of 
the echolocation detectors, these bats considered to be common to abundant throughout the 
surrounding region. The hollow dependant species would be occupying those hollow bearing 
trees that occur in association with the riparian woodlands, the trees being present at a number 
of locations either side of the Mehi River. In relation to the regional distribution of these hollow 
bearing trees, the loss of several of these to permit the construction of the river crossing not 
considered to have a significant impact on the regional diversity of any microchiropteran 
populations. 

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The loss of several hollow bearing trees is not considered to reduce the number of potential 
roosting or breeding sites available for either the Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat or Greater Long-
eared Bat. Within the study region, hollow bearing trees are common in association with the 
riparian woodlands, this habitat feature not being restricted to the study area. No caves or 
crevices suitable for the roosting requirements of the Little Pied Bat occur within the study area. 
The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the regional distribution of habitat suitable for any of these three threatened 
bats. The portion of riparian woodland to be removed is not considered to constitute a significant 
area of regional habitat available to the life cycle needs of these species. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat, Greater Long-eared Bat and Little Pied Bat have the ability to 
traverse over and negotiate human infrastructures during their foraging and dispersal periods. 
The ability of these animals to fly and traverse open space areas is expected to negate any 
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposal.  As such, no areas of 
known habitat available for the foraging or roosting needs of these species are likely to become 
isolated or fragmented. 

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  
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No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

Consultation of the National Parks and Wildlife Service’s Atlas indicate that the Little Pied Bat 
has been recorded in the vicinity of both the Gwydir wetlands and Mount Kapatar National Park 
(NPWS 2003). The records for the Yellow-bellied Sheathtail Bat were not made near any major 
conservation reserve (NPWS 2003).  

Given the limited amount of microchiropteran work undertaken in this part of New South Wales, 
it is not known if any populations of threatened microchiropterans are adequately represented in 
those conservation reserves or other protected areas that occur in the region. Although this is 
the case, it is not expected that any threatened species would significantly rely upon the 0.8 
hectares of riparian woodlands that will be either permanently or temporarily affected by the 
current proposal such that the further disturbance of these resources would compromise the 
viability of any resident local populations. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of threatened animals was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service’s Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key 
threatening processes only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities or their habitats. 

Within the study area, no threatened microchiropteran species, populations or ecological 
communities were recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to the life cycle of any potentially 
occurring threatened microchiropteran were identified within the proposed Bypass alignment. 

The loss of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to have a significant impact on 
any of the potentially occurring threatened microchiropterans whose distribution patterns include 
the study area. The loss of this those hollow bearing trees that occur in this habitat would not 
result in the overall decline of the regions microchiropteran biodiversity. Given the proximity of 
larger more valuable areas of habitat, no threatened species of microchiropteran are expected 
to be adversely affected by the proposed road works. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 



 

D.18 Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre Representations Report 
Additional Eight–part tests 

 

The Yellow-bellied Sheathtail bat, Greater Long-eared Bat and Little Pied Bat are known to 
occur beyond the study area and therefore are not at the limits of their distributions. 

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on threatened microchiropterans 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of any of the threatened microchiropterans potentially occurring or previously recorded in the 
Moree Plains Local Government Area. No habitats were observed within the area of possible 
impact (including both direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the 
conservation and preservation of any of these species. No microchiropteran dispersal or 
movement corridors would be significantly modified or disturbed, and no areas of locally or 
regionally important habitat for these bats would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, 
no threatened microchiropterans were recorded through use of the echolocation detectors. As 
such, no locally viable populations of these species are considered to be present within the 
study area. Therefore, the expected impacts associated with the proposed road works on any of 
the potentially occurring threatened insectivorous bats are considered to be minimal, and 
therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is not considered necessary. 

8. Eight – Part test for “Long-haired Rat (Rattus villosissimus)” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

Consultation of the National Parks and Wildlife Service’s Atlas of NSW Wildlife conducted 
during the preparation of these eight part tests did not identify any records for this species within 
the Moree Plains Local Government Area (NPWS 2003).  

While the analysis of those carnivore scats collected indicated that a variety of native and exotic 
species have been predated upon, no evidence to suggest the presence of the Long-haired Rat 
was obtained (LesryK Environmental Consultants 1997). According to information provided 
within the National Parks publication of the threatened species of Western New South Wales, 
this animal normally occurs in low abundances, with heavy rainfall events triggering plague 
outbreaks (NPWS 1996). Giving consideration to the documented needs of this species, the 
removal and temporary disturbance of a small percentage of the riparian community is not 
considered to place a locally viable population of the Long-haired Rat at risk of extinction if it 
were to occur in low numbers. The loss or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian 
woodland, in-comparison with the extent of similar habitats present beyond the road corridor is 
not considered to limit the overall amount of habitat available for these species from either the 
study area or surrounding region.  

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  
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There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the regional distribution of either the Long-haired Rat or its habitat areas. The 
Long-haired Rat is widely distributed throughout western New South Wales, central Australia 
and into the Kimberley’s (NPWS 1997). The portion of riparian woodland to be removed is not 
considered to constitute a significant area of regional habitat available to the life cycle needs of 
these species. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The Long-haired Rat is expected to be able to traverse over large distances of dry land during 
drought periods (NPWS 1997). If present in the region, the movement of Long-haired Rats 
during these periods is expected to ensure that they encountered the network of existing roads 
and transport infrastructures. As such, these animals are expected to be able to negotiate these 
structures, thereby accessing any suitable habitat areas, if moving through the region.  

If present within the riparian community, the Long-haired Rat is expected to easily negotiate the 
underpasses created by the existing railway bridge. The replication of this underpass, including 
the provision of suitable sheltering site and vegetated areas, will ensure that no possible habitat 
areas available for this species are isolated or fragmented.  

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitats considered critical to the life cycle needs of those threatened fauna species 
previously recorded in the region occur within, the boundaries of the study area. The area is not 
listed as critical habitat under Part 3 Division 1 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation 
Act 1995.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

It is not known whether the Long-haired Rat is adequately represented in any of the regions 
conservation reserves or other protected areas. The lack of records for this species on the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service’s Database would imply that it isn’t adequately represented 
in the region. If present in the study region on occasion, it is not expected that the Long-haired 
Rat would significantly rely upon the 0.8 hectares of riparian woodlands that will be permanently 
or temporarily affected by the current proposal such that the further disturbance of this 
woodland would compromise the viability of any populations of this animal. 
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(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of the Long-haired Rat was present.  

Within the study area, no populations of the Long-haired Rat were recorded. Similarly, none 
were identified as having been previously recorded in the region during the undertaking of the 
literature review process. The habitats within the proposed Bypass alignment are not 
considered to be important to either the local or regional needs of this species. The loss of a 0.8 
hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to have a significant impact on the Long-haired 
Rat. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The eastern limit of the Long-haired Rat’s known distribution is in the vicinity of the Liverpool 
Plains and Walgett (NPWS 1996). As such, the township of Moree could be considered to occur 
in the general vicinity of the eastern limit of this species. 

Conclusion of the eight part test conducted on the Long-haired Rat 

The proposal to construct a bypass to the east of the township of Moree, New south Wales, 
would not disturb, remove, modify or fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements 
of the Long-haired Rat. No habitats were observed within the area of possible impact (including 
both direct and indirect impacts) that would be considered significant for the conservation and 
preservation of this species. No rodent dispersal or movement corridors would be significantly 
modified or disturbed, and no areas of locally or regionally important habitat for the presence of 
this species would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, no individuals of this species 
were observed or indicated within, or adjacent to, the study area. As such, no locally viable 
populations of the Long-haired Rat are considered to be present. Therefore, the expected 
impacts associated with the proposed construction and operation of the Moree Bypass is 
considered to be minimal, and therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is not 
considered necessary. 

9. Five Clawed Worm Skink 

The NPWS recommends that an eight-part test for the Five-clawed Worm Skink Anomalopus 
mackayi be completed. 

The Five-clawed Worm-skink is distributed along the western slopes of the Great Dividing 
Range and south-eastern Queensland. In NSW it essentially occurs in an area that is bounded 
by Inverell in the east, Brewarrina in the west and the Namoi River to the south, with records 
being made over the last twenty years near Inverell (Wallangra), Narrabri (Wee Waa) and the 
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NSW – Queensland border (Mungindi) (NPWS 1999). The Five-clawed Worm-skink is usually 
associated with open woodland areas that have established on deep cracking red-black to black 
clay-loam soils, these woodlands generally supporting a cover of low grasses (grass height 5 to 
10 centimetres) and scattered eucalypts (NPWS 1996, NPWS 1999). Within these woodlands, 
the Five-clawed Worm-skink uses fallen logs and timber as sheltering sites, particularly where 
these are well-embedded into the ground, and digs into loose soil to create permanent tunnel 
like burrows (NPWS 1999). The unconsolidated character of the loamy soils appears to be an 
important characteristic of the sites where this species occurs (NPWS 1996). The presence of 
leaf litter and ground cover material also appears to be important to the burrowing requirements 
of the Five-clawed Worm-skink, by maintaining soil moisture conditions (Sadlier, Pressey and 
Whish 1996). When this vegetation and cover is removed, it is presumed that the Five-clawed 
Worm-skink occupies deep cracking clays when the near-surface region dries out (NPWS 
1996). Though little is known on the diet and ecology of this species, it is thought that the Five-
clawed Worm-skink forages above ground at dusk feeding on mealworms (Hoser 1996, NPWS 
1996). It is not known whether the Five-clawed Worm-skink moves between habitat areas over 
ground, of through the network of created and pre-existing tunnels (Sadlier, Pressey and Whish 
1996, NPWS 1996). 

Threats to the occurrence of this species include the destruction, compaction and modification 
of the soil structure, the removal of refuge sites (particularly fallen and imbedded logs), the 
removal of ground cover material and the loss of habitat areas (NPWS 1999). 

Though not identified as having been recorded in the Moree region during any previous 
ecological surveys undertaken in this area, the 1997 flora and fauna report did consider the 
potential for the Five-clawed Worm-skink to be present within the study area, based on both a 
precautionary approach and the consultation of its known distribution patterns. The potential for 
this species to occur within the study area was identified as being low to moderate, with the 
riparian community being the most likely location for its presence if it was present. To consider 
the possible impacts associated with the removal of a portion of the riparian woodland on this 
species, an assessment using the criteria provided under Section 5A of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (commonly referred to as the ‘eight-part test’) has been 
conducted. The assessment has been undertaken based on a precautionary approach, no 
records for this species within the study region being identified during any of the literature 
reviews or database consultations previously undertaken.  

It is noted that, during the course of the current investigation, the National Parks and Wildlife 
Service’s Atlas of NSW wildlife was again searched for records of this species. Based on the 
consultation of this database, it was identified that there is one record for the Five-clawed 
Worm-skink within the Moree Local Government Area, this being made north west of the study 
area near the township of Weemelah (NPWS 2003). 

New mitigation measures that have been introduced in the 8-part test below should be 
announced in a paragraph here before the 8-part test.  It should be noted that they are 
proposed as a result of the issue of the Five-Clawed Worm Skink being raised by NPWS after 
exhibition of the EIS.   
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10. Eight – Part test for the “Five Clawed Worm Skink” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

The removal and temporary disturbance of a small percentage of the riparian community is not 
considered to place a locally viable population of the Five-clawed Worm-skink at risk of 
extinction if it is present. The loss or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian 
woodland, in-comparison with the extent of similar habitat being retained beyond the road 
corridor is not considered to limit the overall amount of habitat available for this species if it is 
present.  

The placement of logs, dead trees and stumps, would meet the sheltering, foraging and 
dispersal needs of this species. The placement of mulch and the establishment of native 
grasslands would also provide resources for this species if present.  

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  

There are no listed endangered populations on the site or within the sphere of influence of the 
proposed works.  

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

No individuals of the Five-clawed Worm-skink have been recorded in the vicinity of the township 
of Moree. The removal or temporary disturbance of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not 
considered to significantly affect the regional distribution of any potential Five-clawed Worm-
skink habitat. The portion of riparian woodland to be remove is not considered to constitute a 
significant area of regional habitat available to the life cycle needs of this species. 

The adoption and implementation of those mitigation measure proposed will ensure that, post-
construction, no potential habitat available for this species is affected.  

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

Post-construction, the presence of the bridge piers are not considered to present a barrier to the 
movement needs of this species. Similarly, the bridge piers are not considered to prevent the 
interbreeding of any Five-clawed Worm-skink populations. The retention of vegetated areas 
under the bridge decking, the provision of logs and other suitable ground debris and the 
treatment of areas of compacted soil would permit the dispersal of any Five-clawed Worm-skink 
individuals that may be traversing along the riparian woodlands. 

The provision of habitat features under the bridge deck would provide opportunities for the 
dispersal of any Five-clawed Worm-skinks, the river crossing acting as a fauna underpass. The 
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provision of this underpass within the likely habitat area of this species if present would 
significantly reduce to potential for any vehicle strikes. 

In the vicinity of the riparian woodlands, the undertaking of the works during the winter months 
(when reptiles are known to be less active) is considered to reduce the disturbance on, or 
mortality of, any transient individual species. 

Therefore, the proposed bypass would not further isolate any currently interconnecting or 
proximate areas of habitat for the Five-clawed Worm-skink, its population or ecological 
communities. No corridors or habitat areas used during the Five-clawed Worm-skinks critical 
movement periods would therefore be fragmented.  

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

No habitat critical to the survival of the Five-clawed Worm-skink, its population or community 
would be affected by the proposed road works. No listed Critical Habitat occurs within the study 
area or the locality.  

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

The Five-clawed Worm-skink has not been recorded within any conservation reserves or other 
protected areas (NPWS 1999) As such, this species is not adequately represented in these 
area. 

Although this is the case, the removal of 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not considered to 
significantly affect the occurrence of this species in the region. The Five-clawed Worm-skink is 
not considered to be reliant upon this area of habitat such that its further disturbance would 
compromise the viability of any resident local populations. 

(g) "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

Currently twelve threatening processes for mainland New South Wales are listed under 
Schedule 3 of the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, the majority of which are 
not applicable to the current proposal. Of the twelve key threatening processes, the ‘clearing of 
native vegetation’ could potentially be applicable to the current proposal if a resident population 
of threatened animals was present. Based on discussions held with the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service’s Threatened Species Unit (pers.comm. 22/11/2001), it is noted that key 
threatening processes only relate to their impacts on listed threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities or their habitats. 

Within the study area, no Five-clawed Worm-skink were recorded. Similar, no habitats critical to 
the life cycle of this species was identified. 

The loss or temporary disturbance of approximately 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland is not 
considered to have a significant impact on any populations of the Five-clawed Worm-skink. The 
loss or temporary disturbance of this vegetation would not result in the overall decline of any 
areas of possible suitable habitat for this species. Given the proximity of similar woodland areas, 
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and the adoption of those mitigation measures proposed, it is not considered that, if present, the 
proposed road works would cause the local extinction of this species. 

(h) "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

Giving consideration to the information presented within the standard texts, the Five-clawed 
Worm-skink is not at the limit of its known distribution range in the vicinity of the township of 
Moree. 

Expected impact of the undertaking of the proposed Moree bypass on the Five-clawed Worm-
skink 

The proposed bypass of the township of Moree, this resulting in the removal or temporary 
disturbance of around 0.8 hectares of riparian woodland, would not disturb, remove, modify or 
fragment any habitats critical to the life cycle requirements of the Five-clawed Worm-skink. The 
portion of riparian woodland likely to be affected by the works would not be considered 
significant for the conservation and preservation of any local populations of this species. The 
grading of any compacted areas, will ensure that no Five-clawed Worm-skink dispersal routes 
or corridors are disturbed, and that no significant areas of local or regional habitat for this 
species would be removed or isolated. During the field survey, no Five-clawed Worm-skink 
individuals were recorded, and none have been detected in the surrounding region over the 
past 20 years (NPWS 1999). As such, the expected impacts associated with the proposed 
bypass on the Five-clawed Worm-skink are considered to be minimal, the works not considered 
to have a significant impact on this threatened species, its population, ecological community or 
habitats. Therefore, the preparation of a Species Impact Statement is not considered necessary. 

A recovery plan is being prepared for the Five-clawed Worm-skink (NPWS 1999). The 
construction and operation of the proposed Moree Bypass would not have an adverse impact 
on the conclusions and recommendations of this document. 

11. Eight – Part test for “Carbeen Woodland” 

(a) "...in the case of a threatened species, whether the life cycle of the species is likely to be 
disrupted such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk of 
extinction..."  

No plant species listed on the schedules to the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, or 
the list of Rare Or Threatened Australian Plants (Briggs and Leigh 1996) were located during 
any of the field surveys, and given the condition and history of disturbance of the habitats 
present, none are likely to occur. 

(b) "...whether the life cycle of the species that constitutes the endangered population is likely to 
be disrupted such that the viability of the population is likely to be significantly compromised..."  
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No endangered population of plant species listed on the schedules to the Threatened Species 
Conservation Act 1995, are known to occur in the area and no threatened species were located 
during the field survey. 

(c) "...in relation to the regional distribution of the habitat of a threatened species, population or 
ecological community, whether a significant area of known habitat is to be modified or 
removed..."  

The stand of Carbeen Woodland to be removed is equivalent to less than 0.1% of the area 
known to be conserved within protected areas.  These conservation areas are the Boomi, 
Boomi West and Boronga Nature Reserves, all of which are located near the NSW / 
Queensland border, approximately 120 kilometres north of Moree.  The addition of the 
grassland areas that may contain a soil seed bank and the potential to regenerate to Carbeen 
Open Forest community increases this percentage to less than 0.2% of the stands known to 
occur in conservation reserves. The area of Carbeen Open Forest outside these reserves is 
unknown but would reduce this figure (the percentage of the total extant community) further.  In 
the area of the Bypass, other stands of Carbeen Woodland in similar condition occur to the east 
and west of the site, adjacent to the Mehi River.  The grassland area known as Steel Camp and 
other grasslands in the area also have the potential to regenerate to Carbeen Open Forest 
community, if a viable soil seed bank exists, or assisted revegetation is undertaken. 

In the context of the regional distribution of the Carbeen Open Forest community, the removal of 
approximately 3350m2, of degraded Carbeen Woodland (equivalent to less than 0.1% of the 
area the community known to be conserved) is not considered to constitute a significant loss or 
modification of habitat. 

(d) "...whether an area of known habitat is likely to become isolated from currently 
interconnecting or proximate areas of habitat for a threatened species, population or ecological 
community...” 

The construction of a road formation of up to 20 metres wide would not cause a disturbance to 
the cross-pollination or dispersal ability of any of the plant species occurring in the study area 
since all or most pollination vectors such as insects, birds and wind would still be able to 
operate. 

(e) "...whether critical habitat will be affected..."  

The bypass corridor does not occupy land that is, or is part of, critical habitat currently listed 
under Part 3 Division 1 of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. 

(f) "...whether a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitats, are 
adequately represented in conservation reserves (or other similar protected areas) in the 
region..."  

The Carbeen Open Forest community is not considered to be adequately represented in 
conservation reserves or other similar protected areas in New South Wales (NPWS 2001).  The 
remnant potentially affected by the Moree Bypass Proposal however is a degraded stand of 
about 3350m2, representing the equivalent of less than 0.1% of the total area of the community 
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currently protected in conservation reserves or similar areas.  The Proposal would not alter the 
amount of Carbeen Woodland currently in conservation reserves in the region.  

(g)  "...whether the development or activity proposed is of a class of development or activity that 
is recognised as a threatening process..." 

The “loss of biodiversity as a result of loss and/or degradation of habitat following clearing and 
fragmentation of native vegetation” has been listed as a key threatening process under 
Schedule 3 of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995.  The definition of clearing 
includes clearing at any scale, including areas less than 2 hectares in extent that may have 
significant impacts on biodiversity. 

Apart from the Carbeen Woodland community, the vegetation occurring in the Moree bypass 
corridor is generally widespread in the locality and the region, and the removal of that vegetation 
would not cause significant impacts on biodiversity. 

The loss of part of the stand of Carbeen Woodland community represents a small proportion of 
the known regional distribution of the community within conservation reserves.  The removal of 
this small area is unlikely to result in the extinction or contraction of the community’s range, or 
the loss of genetic diversity, at either the local or regional level.  

(h)  "...whether any threatened species, populations or ecological community is at the limit of its 
known distribution...” 

The exact distribution of the Carbeen Open Woodland community has not been mapped.  The 
Final Determination however lists the community as occurring on the Mehi, Gwydir, MacIntyre 
and Barwon Rivers (NPWS 2001). The Mehi River is the furthest river south where the 
community is known to occur. Therefore, the study area could be considered to occur at the 
southern limit of the Carbeen Open Woodlands known distribution and may occur at the limit of 
its actual distribution. 

Expected Impact On Threatened Flora 

On balance, given the small area of Carbeen Woodland to be removed in proportion to the 
known size of Carbeen Open Forest conserved within conservation reserves, the construction of 
the proposed bypass would not result in a significant impact on the remaining area of Carbeen 
Open Forest in the Brigalow Belt South Bioregion or in the local area.  A flora Species Impact 
Statement is therefore not considered to be required.  

12. NPWS Issue 3 

The NPWS requests clarification of the proposal (Special consideration should be given to the 
assisted regeneration of areas adjacent to the Carbeen Woodland stand proposed to be 
removed…the seeds should be propagated and seedlings used in the revegetation of adjoining 
lands that would have supported Carbeen Open Forest) in order to fully define and evaluate the 
use of this measure to compensate for the removal of part of this endangered ecological 
community. 
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The best method for revegetation would be determined by a specialist bush regeneration firm or 
organisation.  However, the following broad methods would be relevant.  Seed could be 
expected to be collected from the area of Carbeen Woodland to be cleared and adjacent areas 
containing plant species diagnostic of the Carbeen Open Forest ecological community.  If 
sufficient seed is not available, the search area would be widened upstream and downstream 
for about 500 metres until sufficient seed is collected.  This would maintain the local genetic 
integrity of the stand.  If sufficient seed is not immediately available in the first collection year, a 
smaller area would be initially replanted and more seed collected the following year.   

Where revegetation does not interfere with the Aboriginal Steel Camp heritage site, those areas 
currently vegetated by pasture or weed grasses would be slashed and seedlings planted 
according to the most appropriate method for the site and protected from grazing and wind 
desiccation.  The areas between the plantings would be kept mown or slashed until the native 
plantings are above the height of the weed species.  The plantings would then be maintained 
through watering and potentially weed suppression, as long as is required. 
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Appendix F 

 

Moree Truck Parking Survey 



MOREE BYPASS

Trucks Parking on Newell Highway from Amaroo Drive to Joyce Avenue.

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

9.30am 0 1 0 8.45am 1 0 0

3.30pm 0 0 0 2.00pm 0 0 0

7.30pm 0 0 0 7.00pm 0 0 0

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

10.45am 0 0 1 6.00pm 0 0 1 8.00am 0 1 0 3.30pm 0 0 0

11.00pm 2 1 1

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

8.30pm 1 1 0 7.45am 0 0 0 7.15am 1 0 1 8.00am 0 1 3 8.00am 0 0 0 11.30am 0 1 0

2.00pm 0 0 0 10.20am 0 0 0 3.30pm 0 0 0 2.00pm 0 1 0 2.00pm 2 0 0

7.15pm 0 2 2 6.30pm 0 0 0 6.45pm 0 1 0

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

8.00am 0 0 0 7.00am 0 1 2 7.00am 0 0 2 8.00pm 0 0 2

7.00pm 0 0 2 8.30pm 1 1 2 11.20am 0 0 2

5.20pm 0 0 1

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

6.30am 0 0 0 7.30am 0 0 0 5.30am 1 0 0 7.00am 0 0 0 5.30am 0 1 0 5.00am 0 1 0 7.00pm 0 0 0

9.00am 0 0 0 9.00am 0 1 0 7.00pm 1 0 0 6.00pm 0 1 0 6.00pm 1 1 0

8.00pm 0 0 0

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

6.30am 0 0 0

1.30pm 0 0 0

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route Time Northbound Southbound Stock Route

Monday 02 June 2003 Tuesday 03 June 2003 Wednesday 03 June 2003 Thursday 05 June 2003

Thursday 29 May 2003 Friday 30 May 2003 Saturday 31 May 2003

Saturday 07 June 2003

Sunday 01 June 2003

Sunday 08 June 2003

Monday 09 June 2003 Tuesday 10 June 2003 Wednesday 11 June 2003 Thursday 12 June 2003 Friday 13 June 2003 Saturday 14 June 2003 Sunday 15 June 2003

Friday 06 June 2003

Monday 16 June 2003 Tuesday 17 June 2003 Wednesday 18 June 2003 Thursday 19 June 2003 Friday 20 June 2003 Saturday 21 June 2003 Sunday 22 June 2003

Friday 27 June 2003 Saturday 28 June 2003 Sunday 29 June 2003Monday23 June 2003 Tuesday 24 June 2003 Wednesday 25 June 2003 Thursday 26 June 2003

Monday 30 June 2003 Tuesday 01 July 2003 Wednesday 02 July 2003 Thursday 03 July 2003 Friday 04 July 2003 Saturday 05 July 2003 Sunday 06 July 2003

Monday 07 July 2003 Tuesday 08 July 2003 Wednesday 09 July 2003 Thursday 10 July 2003 Friday 11 July 2003 Saturday 12 July 2003 Sunday 13 July 2003

Friday 18 July 2003 Saturday 19 July 2003 Sunday 20 July 2003Monday 14 July 2003 Tuesday 15 July 2003 Wednesday 16 July 2003 Thursday 17 July 2003
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1. Introduction 

This report has been undertaken to identify the environmental impacts of the proposed 
modifications to the EIS Proposal for the Newell Highway bypass of the Moree Town Centre. 

1.1 Background 

Project Description 

The EIS Proposal was described in Chapter 4 of the EIS and an overview is provided in Figure 1.1 
below.  Details of the Proposal in the EIS included primary design considerations, such as alignment, 
carriageway design and crossings, intersections and access arrangements, property adjustments and 
acquisitions, and construction details.  The use of energy and materials was also described.  Further 
detailed project description was included within Working Paper No. 7 of the EIS – Project 
Description, Locality Maps and Plans (EIS WP7). 

The proposed Bypass is a 4.4 kilometre length of road, which would connect existing points on the 
Newell Highway between Bulluss Drive, to the south of the town centre, and a position to the 
north-east of the Moree Racecourse, to the north-east of the town centre.  Details of the Proposal 
are illustrated in figure 1.7 to figure 1.12.  The concept as presented in the EIS incorporates: 

• a staggered T-intersection at the Newell Highway connection (south); 

• an upgraded Bulluss Drive intersection; 

• a bypass alignment that follows the existing railway line between the Spa Baths and the Mehi 
River; 

• a four-way signalised intersection with the Gwydir Highway, including an integrated railway 
level crossing; 

• a new road bridge over the Mehi River; 

• a bypass alignment that generally follows the existing Gwydirfield Road; 

• a new connection of Gwydirfield Road and closure of the Webb Avenue link; and  

• a T intersection at the Newell Highway connection (north), with a bias favouring this 
section of the bypass. 

The configuration of the Bypass has been designed to be sympathetic with the three discrete sections 
through which it passes i.e. the urban section south, the urban section north and the rural section.  
The EIS Proposal is described below from south to north. 

1.1.1 Urban Section South 

This section extends from Bulluss Drive to the Spa Baths (chainage 00 to 1380) and has a length of 
1.38 kilometres.  It is essentially industrial/commercial in nature with a number of residences (12 in 
total) interspersed throughout. 

The extent of work within this urban north section includes: 

• Combined intersection upgrade at Bulluss Drive, Frome Street and Amaroo Drive; 

• Reconstruction of central traffic lanes in Gosport Street from the Newell Highway 
intersection works to Jones Avenue; and 

• Reconstruction of central traffic lanes and the addition of a common use central turn lane in 
Gosport Street between Jones Avenue and the Spa Baths. 
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Figure 1.1: Overview of Bypass Proposal 
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1.1.2 Urban Section North  

This section extends from the Spa Baths to the Mehi River (chainage 1380 to 2270) and has a length 
of 0.89 kilometres.  Within this section, the Bypass continues in a northerly direction from the Spa 
Baths, before deviating from the existing alignment of Gosport Street and travels to the west of, and 
parallel to the railway, to the Mehi River.  This section changes from commercial to residential (north 
of Alice Street), and then to open space and vacant land (former wool stores area).  The interface 
between urban and rural essentially occurs at the Mehi River, and would be demarcated by the new 
bridge. 

The extent of work within this urban north section includes: 

• Spa Baths to Gwydir Highway (Alice Street); 

• Gwydir Highway intersection; 

• Gwydir Highway to the Mehi River; and 

• Enhancement of Railway/Spa Baths Precinct. 

1.1.3 Rural Section 

This section extends from the Mehi River Bridge to the Newell Highway (north) (chainage 2270 to 
4400) and has a length of 2.13 kilometres.  Travelling in a northerly direction via the proposed new 
bridge over the Mehi River, the Bypass would follow Gwydirfield Road and a lane to the rear of the 
Moree racecourse before connecting with a sweeping curve onto the existing Newell Highway to the 
north east of the Moree Racecourse.   

The works within this section would comprise the following: 

• Mehi River crossing; 

• Mehi River to the Newell Highway; 

• Gwydirfield Road connection; 

• Travelling Stock Route (TSR); and 

• Intersection with existing Newell Highway. 

1.2 Design Modifications 

As a result of representations received, additional studies undertaken and ongoing design of the 
Proposal a number of modifications are proposed by the RTA.  The design modifications proposed 
for the project involve: 

• Increasing the distance between the proposed bypass alignment and the Moree Spa Baths; 

• Reducing the impact upon the Carbeen Woodland Stands located on the northern banks of 
the Mehi River in the vicinity of the bypass alignment.  The ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the 
Darling Riverine Plains and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions’ is listed as an endangered 
ecological community on Schedule 1 Part 3 of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 
1995. 

• To improve access to the Moree Town Centre and safety at the northern entrance to the 
Bypass. 

These modifications are each subject to environmental assessment in the following chapters, plus an 
overall cumulative impact assessment.  This environmental impact assessment forms part of the 
RTA’s Representations Report to DIPNR for its assessment.  Any further modifications or additions 
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to the Moree Bypass Proposal during detailed design would be subject to further environmental 
impact assessment. 
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2. Environmental Impact Assessment – Realignment 
through Austrac railway land. 

2.1 EIS Proposal 

The EIS Proposal in this section was described as follows: 

The Bypass deviates through railway land between the Spa Baths and the Gwydir Highway from 
chainage 1300.00 to 1600.00.  Within this section the Bypass would be constructed as a new and fully 
kerbed carriageway.  This section would consist of two through traffic lanes with parking lanes on 
either side.  In addition, storm water drainage would be provided and piped to a detention basin 
located in acquired land north of the Gwydir Highway. 

2.2 Description of proposed modification 

This modification involves a change in the deviation of the alignment through the railway land (refer 
to Figure 2.1).  Further land that was not previously available has become available.  The modified 
Proposal involves a straightening of the deviation through the railway land so that the proposed 
alignment rejoins Gosport Street further to the south than in the EIS Proposal.  A slip lane to Anne 
Street (for northbound traffic only) is also part of the RTA Proposal in this modification. 

2.3 Justification 

Moree Plains Shire Council (MPSC) raised the issue that there may be opportunity for the RTA to 
obtain further rail corridor land in the vicinity of the Moree Spa Baths.  It was suggested that moving 
the bypass further away from the Spa Baths would minimise potential socio-economic and visual 
impacts resulting from the Proposal.  Further discussions with Rail Infrastructure Corporation 
revealed that the opportunity had become available for the RTA to obtain this land.  As such the 
modified Proposal involves a revised alignment in the vicinity of the Spa Baths.  The section also 
incorporates a slip lane into Anne Street for traffic heading north to access the Spa Baths.  This was 
also incorporated in response to access concerns raised by MPSC.   

2.4 Environmental Impacts 

The potential environmental impacts relevant to this modification have been detailed below: 

2.4.1 Planning and Land Use 

The area of the proposed modification is within Railway owned land zoned 5 Special Uses – 
Community Purposes.  Roads  were  prohibited within the Special Uses – Community Purposes 
zone.  Council  resolved to prepare the required LEP amendment to amend clause 34A of the Moree 
LEP to expressly include roads as permissible with development consent.  This amendment has 
occurred and was gazetted on 12 September 2003.  

2.4.2 Traffic and Transport 

The proposed modification in alignment in this section would not result in any detrimental changes 
to traffic conditions and there would be an improvement through the provision of an access to Anne 
Street and the Spa Baths.  The straightening of the alignment through this section would result in a 
higher design speed.  However posted speed would remain at 50km/h throughout the entire urban 
section as was prescribed in the EIS Proposal.  
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2.4.3 Noise 

Improvement in noise impacts would be experienced for properties located on the eastern side of 
Gosport Street in the vicinity of the proposed modification.  The alignment change would not result 
in any further properties being in exceedence of the ECRTN criteria due to the distance of the 
proposed modification from the nearest dwellings located in Morton Street, East Moree. 

2.4.4 Heritage 

Three items of heritage significance are located within the vicinity of the proposed modification. 

Table 2.7: Heritage Listed Items 

Ref No. Item Address  Heritage Listing 

K11 Moree Spa Baths  corner Gosport Street 
and Anne Street 

Register of the National Estate. 

M2 Moree Railway 
Station Group 

Gosport Street State Heritage Register and State 
Rail Section 170 Register. 

J1  Victoria Hotel 339 Gosport Street Moree Plains LEP 1995 and National 
Trust. 

The proposed modification was developed to minimise potential noise impacts on the Moree Spa 
Baths and the Victoria Hotel.  The modification moves the alignment further away from the Spa 
Baths and Hotel.  As a result potential impacts including noise and vibration, and visual amenity 
would be minimised. 

2.4.5 Water Quality and Hydrology 

There will be no additional impacts to water quality resulting from this modification. 

2.4.6 Contaminated Land 

The railway land through which the Proposal would travel contains potentially contaminated land.  As 
part of the current negotiations for the land RIC is undertaking an assessment to determine the 
existence of contaminated land.  Should contaminated land be identified a contaminated land 
management plan would be developed as part of the CEMP for this project.  The costs of any 
remediation would be borne by RIC. 

2.4.7 Visual Quality and Landscape Character 

The proposed realignment is minor and traverses a highly disturbed section of rail corridor.  There 
will be no additional impacts to visual amenity resulting from this modification.  The overall Proposal 
would result in an improvement in the amenity of this part of Moree. 

 



Newell Highway Bypass of Moree Town Centre - Assessment of Modifications  G.7 
RTA Operations, Environmental Technology 

 
Figure 2.1: Proposed modification 1 – Realignment through Austrac railway land. 

Realignment of Bypass in vicinity of 
Moree Spa Baths and the Victoria Hotel. 
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3. Environmental Impact Assessment - Relocation of 
Gwydirfield Link Road. 

3.1 EIS Proposal 

The EIS Proposal in this section was described as follows: 

Connection of Gwydirfield Road onto the Bypass, via a new link under the new road bridge, and 
closure of the Webb Avenue link (south of the Racecourse). 

3.2 Description of proposed modification 

This modification involves a link road located on the eastern side of the proposed bypass.  The link 
road would be located to the north of the Gwydirfield Homestead  (refer to Figure 3.1).  The 
modification would enable the lowering of the proposed bridge by approximately 500mm as the link 
road would no longer travel underneath the bridge.   

3.3 Justification 

In the responses to the EIS questions were raised regarding the impacts of the Proposal on the 
endangered ecological community ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the Darling Riverine Plains and Brigalow 
Belt South Bioregions’ (or Carbeen Woodland).  It was suggested that the impacts upon this 
community could be minimised by relocating the link road.  Further investigations revealed that an 
eastern link road was possible.  In this modified Proposal only the bypass alignment directly impacts 
on the Carbeen Woodland community.  The relocation of this road has therefore reduced the 
extent of native vegetation clearance required by approximately 33%. 

3.4 Planning and Land Use 

The area of the proposed modification is located within land zoned 1(a) General Rural Zone.  Roads 
within land zoned 1(a) General Rural Zone are permissible with development consent.  Clause 11C 
of SEPP 4 would operate to remove this consent requirement as the proposed works are for the 
purposes of a classified road as defined by the NSW Roads Act 1993.  Therefore the RTA would not 
require consent from Moree Plains Shire Council for this proposed modification.  This modification 
has therefore been assessed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

3.5 Environmental Impacts 

The potential environmental impacts relevant to this modification have been detailed below: 

3.5.1 Traffic and Transport 

The proposed modification would involve an AUR type intersection allowing a free flow of traffic 
along the bypass even when vehicles are turning right off the bypass onto the Gwydirfield Link Road.   
Headlight impacts were identified as a potential problem associated with the proposed modification.  
Screening would be provided between the link road and the bypass to prevent confusion caused by 
headlights.  Landscape plantings would also be used. 

3.5.2 Noise 

The proposed modification would result in the Gwydirfield Link Road being located closer to the 
Gwydirfield Homestead than in the EIS Proposal.  However, the link road would be located on its 
existing alignment.  As the bypass would not increase the amount of traffic using the link road the 
proposed modification would not increase the noise impacts in this location that have been assessed 
in the EIS.  Noise impacts from the bypass were assessed in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  During further 
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consultation with the owner of Gwydirfield Homestead regarding this modification it was specifically 
requested that no architectural treatment be undertaken until actual noise levels are determined 
after opening. 

3.5.3 Heritage 

Although not listed on any heritage registers the EIS concluded that the Gwydirfield Homestead is of 
Heritage significance.  In section 16.4.2 of the EIS it is stated that ‘Gwydirfield House has been 
assessed to be of rare regional historical significance, rare regional aesthetic/creative significance, rare 
regional technical/research significance, and rare regional social significance’.’ 

The proposed modification would not impact upon the heritage significance of the Gwydirfield 
Homestead.  The modification would not alter the existing situation in relation to the Gwydirfield 
Homestead, as the link road would join the existing link road.  Landscape planting would be provided 
between the bypass and the Gwydirfield Link Road. 

3.5.4 Flora and Fauna 

This modification would result in the minimisation (33% reduction) of impacts upon the endangered 
ecological community ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the Darling Riverine Plains and Brigalow Belt South 
Bioregions’.  In particular the impacts upon the Mehi river riparian corridor would be greatly 
reduced, as the link road would no longer enter this corridor at all.  A small number of planted pine 
trees would be removed from the north western corner of the Gwydirfield Homestead property to 
enable the turning circle for the Gwydirfield Link Road. 
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Figure 3.1: Proposed modification 2 – Relocation of Gwydirfield Link Road. 

Relocation of Gwydirfield Link 
Road to eastern side of 

proposed Bypass 
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4. Environmental Impact Assessment – Improvements to 
intersection at northern entry to bypass. 

4.1 EIS Proposal 

The EIS Proposal in this section was described as follows: 

A sweeping curve intersection linking the existing north eastern section of the Newell Highway with 
the Bypass.  The existing north western section of the Newell Highway (north of the Racecourse and 
linking through to the Broadwater Bridge), is connected to the Bypass at a Tee intersection (refer to 
figure 4.1).  In the EIS Proposal the Tee intersection involved a protected right for traffic exiting the 
bypass. 

4.2  Description of proposed modification 

The design modification involves the provision of a "Seagull Type" intersection layout instead of the 
"protected right turn" intersection contained in the EIS proposal.  The "Seagull Type" intersection 
provides a merging lane for traffic that has turned right onto the bypass at this intersection.  The 
proposed modification also involves a larger noise wall on the eastern side of the sweeping curve. 

4.3 Justification 

This design modification has been included in response to stakeholder concerns about the safety of 
heavy vehicles turning right onto the bypass in a rural speed environment.  The Seagull Intersection 
would result in safer turning movements at the intersection by providing for separation between 
through traffic and traffic turning right from the Carnarvon Highway onto the bypass. 

4.4 Planning and Land Use 

The area of the proposed modification is located within land zoned 1(a) General Rural Zone.  Roads 
within land zoned 1(a) General Rural Zone are permissible with development consent.  Clause 11C 
of SEPP 4 would operate to remove this consent requirement as the proposed works are for the 
purposes of a classified road as defined by the NSW Roads Act 1993.  Therefore the RTA would not 
require consent from Moree Plains Shire Council for this proposed modification.  This modification 
has therefore been assessed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

4.5 Environmental Impacts 

The potential environmental impacts relevant to this modification have been detailed below: 

4.5.1 Traffic and Transport 

The proposed modification would result in safer turning movements at the intersection by providing 
for separation between through traffic and traffic turning right from the Carnarvon Highway onto the 
bypass. 

4.5.2 Noise 

Noise impacts were assessed in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  No further impacts are likely as a result of the 
proposed modification.  Extension of the noise wall on the eastern side of the curve would improve 
noise levels at the ‘Stormont’ property. 

4.5.3 Heritage 

No items of heritage significance are located in this section of the Proposal. 
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Figure 4.1: Proposed modification 3 – Improvements to intersection at northern entry to bypass. 

Seagull type intersection providing 
protection for traffic entering 

Bypass at this intersection. 
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5. Environmental and Cumulative Impacts 

5.1 Summary of Environmental Impacts  

Environmental impacts identified in the preceding 3 Chapters above are summarised in Table  5.1 

Table 5.1: Summary of environmental impacts 

Proposed 
Design 

Modification 

Environmental Impacts compared with EIS 

 = beneficial impact 

0 = neutral/negligible impact 

x = minor adverse impact including mitigation 

 

 Planning 
Land 
Use 

Traffic Noise Air Heritage 
Water 
Quality 

Flora 
Fauna 

Socio- 
Economic 

Visual / 
Landscape 

Hazard 
Risk 

1 

Realignment 
at Moree Spa 

Baths 

0   0  0 0  0 0 

2 

Gwydirfield 
Link Road 

0  0 0  0  0  0 

3 

Northern 
Intersection 

0   0 0 0 0  0 0 

5.2 Cumulative Impacts for Proposed Design Modifications 

The proposed design modifications would be constructed and operational within the same timeframe 
as detailed in the EIS.  

The proposed design modifications would increase the overall land take of the proposal (land take 
within rail corridor along Gosport Street).  However this land is currently a disused rail corridor in a 
highly disturbed state.  The proposed modification would provide a beneficial use for otherwise 
degraded land. 

The modified Gwydirfield Link Road would improve access to Gwydirfield.  In the modified Proposal 
access would not be obtained via a link road under the proposed bridge.  Therefore no height 
restrictions would apply. 

In addition, the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) would be met with regard 
to the proposed design modifications, as follows: 

• The precautionary principle would be met as the environmental assessment has concluded 
that any potential impacts associated with the proposed design modifications would be 
reduced.  Mitigation measures are available to manage the minor negative impacts; 

• Equity issues are met by continuing to enhance opportunities for the development of public 
transport and pedestrian movements, access, safety and travel efficiency; 

• Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity will be unchanged by the 
proposal; and 

• No economic impacts would result from the proposed modifications. 
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6. Environmental Management and Safeguards 

6.1 EIS Environmental Safeguards 

An outline was provided of the environmental management processes and legislative requirements 
required to effectively mitigate potential environmental impacts associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed bypass.  The responsibilities of the RTA and its contractors to implement 
environmental management processes and specific monitoring, auditing and reporting requirements 
along with a summary of the mitigation measures was detailed in Chapter 21 of the EIS.  That would 
form the basis for the Project Environmental Management Plan (PEMP) to be developed by the RTA.  
The PEMP allows the RTA to maintain, monitor and evaluate environmental controls throughout the 
project. 

6.2 Environmental Safeguards for Design Modifications 

Additional mitigation measures required for the proposed modifications are as follows: 

6.2.1 Modification 1 

• Appropriate soil testing would be undertaken prior to commencement of works to 
determine the presence of any contaminants; 

• Should the investigation reveal that contaminants exist above guideline criteria for the 
intended land use, then a contaminated land management plan (CLMP) would be prepared 
as part of the CEMP for the Proposal.  Any remediation works that are required would be 
completed under the conditions of a remedial action plan (RAP) that would be prepared by 
a qualified consultant.  Any planning approvals or licenses required for remediation works 
would be identified in the RAP and sought prior to remediation works commencing; 

• The CLMP and/or RAP would detail environmental controls and incident management 
procedures for any works in contaminated areas; and 

• Clause 34A of the Moree LEP has been  amended, to expressly include roads as permissible 
with development consent. The amendment to the LEP was gazetted on 12 September 
2003. 

6.2.2 Modification 2 

• A screening fence would be constructed between the bypass and the modified Gwydirfield 
Link Road to minimise the impacts of headlight sweep; 

• Landscape planting with appropriate native species would be provided between the bypass 
and the modified Gwydirfield Link Road to provide a visual screen between the bypass and 
the Gwydirfield Homestead; and 

• Supplementary landscaping would be required in the open space areas behind Olympia Road 
to ensure that the impacts on privacy caused by cyclists are minimised. 
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7. Commonwealth and State Environmental Factors 

7.1 NSW EP & A Regulation, 2000 – Clause 228 Factors 

In assessing the impact of the proposed design modifications for the purposes of Part 5 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, the following Clause 228 factors consider the 
likely impact of these modifications on the environment, and are summarised in Table  7.1 below. 

Table 7.1: Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 - Clause 228 Factors 

Factor Impact 

a)  Any environmental impact on a community? 

Comments: 

There would be an improvement in the noise impacts at the Moree Spa Baths 
(community facility).  There would also be a decreased impact on the heritage 
quality of the spa baths as a result of moving the alignment further away.   

Long term 
+ve 

b)  Any transformation of a locality? 

Comments: 

There would be decrease in the amount of new pavement created as a result of 
the modified Gwydirfield Link Road compared with the EIS Proposal. 

Long term 
+ve 

c)  Any environmental impact on the ecosystems of the locality? 

Comments: 

Relocation of the Gwydirield Link Road would result in a 33% reduction in the 
loss of the endangered ecological community ‘Carbeen Open Forest in the 
Darling Riverine Plains and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions’. 

Long term 
+ve 

d)  Any reduction of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other 
environmental quality or value of a locality? 

Comments: 

The change in alignment, in the vicinity of the Spa Baths, is located with a highly 
disturbed rail corridor and would not have a negative impact upon the  current 
amenity of that area.  Movement of the bypass further away from the Spa Baths 
would improve their aesthetic and recreational quality compared with the EIS 
Proposal.  The relocation of the Gwydirfield Link Road would result in 33% 
reduction in the removal of Carbeen Woodland and in less construction of 
pavement in this area. 

Long term 
+ve 

e)  Any effect on a locality, place or building having aesthetic, 
anthropological, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, 
scientific or social significance or other special value for present or 
future generations? 

Comments: 

Modification 1 would improve the noise impacts at both the Spa Baths and the 
Victoria Hotel.  Modification 2 would result in new pavement being constructed 
near the Gwydirfield Homestead that would join the existing link road.  View of 
the new pavement would be screened from Gwydirfield Homestead by existing 
plantings on the grounds of the homestead. 

+ve 
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Factor Impact 

f)  Any impact on the habitat of any protected or endangered fauna 
(within the meaning of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974? 

Comments: 

The modifications would not impact on the habitat of any protected or 
endangered fauna. 

Nil 

g)  Any endangering of any species of animal, plant or other form of 
life, whether living on land, in water or in the air? 

Comments: 

The modifications would not result in the endangering of any species. 

Nil 

h)  Any long-term effects on the environment? 

Comments: 

No long-term negative effects on the environment are expected as a result of 
the modifications. 

Nil 

i)  Any degradation of the quality of the environment? 

Comments: 

The modifications would not result in any further degradation of the quality of 
the environment. 

Nil 

j)  Any risk to the safety of the environment? 

Comments: 

There would be no risk to the safety of the environment 

Nil 

k)  Any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment? 

Comments: 

The modified alignment in the vicinity of the Spa Baths uses more land than the 
EIS Proposal, however this rail land is highly degraded and not considered useful 
for other purposes. 

+ve 

l)  Any pollution of the environment? 

Comments: 

The rail land to be used in modification 1 may be contaminated.  Exposure of 
contaminated land could result in pollution of nearby land and water systems.  
This potential impact would be minimised with mitigation measures proposed in 
Section 6.2 of this assessment. 

-ve 

m) Any environmental problems associated with the disposal of 
waste? 

Comments: 

Some contaminated waste may be produced as a result of excavation within the 
rail corridor.  Mitigation measures outlined in section 6.2 of this assessment 
would be implemented to minimise any potential impacts. 

-ve 

n)  Any increased demands on resources, natural or otherwise which 
are, or are likely to become in short supply? Nil 
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Factor Impact 

Comments: 

The modifications would not increase demands on resources, natural or 
otherwise, that are or are likely to become in short supply. 

o)  Any cumulative environmental effect with other existing or likely 
future activities? 

Comments: 

Cumulative impacts of the Gwydirfield Link Road and possible future 
Gwydirfield subdivision is addressed in section 20.3.1 of the EIS.  The 
proposed modifications would not result in any negative cumulative impacts 

Nil 

7.2 Commonwealth EPBC Act, 1999 

The factors which need to be taken into account when considering the environmental impact of an 
activity on matters of National Environmental Significance (NES) under the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999 are listed and considered in 
Table  7.2 below. 

Table 7.2:  EPBC Checklist 
Factor Impact 

a)  Any environmental impact on a World Heritage property?  

Comments:  

There are no world heritage properties within the vicinity of the Proposal. Nil 

b)  Any environmental impact on wetlands of international 
importance? 

 

Comments:  

Gwydir Wetlands are located approximately 60km west of the Proposal and 
would not be impacted by the proposed modifications. 

Nil 

c)  Any environmental impact on Commonwealth listed threatened 
species or ecological communities? 

 

Comments:  

There are no threatened ecological communities and 51 listed threatened 
species potentially occurring within 10km of the proposed works.  With the 
introduction of safeguards as outlined in Section 6.2, it is not anticipated that 
there would be any negative impact on a Commonwealth listed threatened 
species or ecological communities. 

Nil 

d)  Any environmental impact on Commonwealth listed migratory 
species? 

 

Comments:  

Ten (10) migratory species have been recorded within 10km of the study area.  
However, the EIS concluded that the Proposal would not impact upon these 
species.  The modifications would not increase impacts upon migratory species. 

Nil 

e)  Does any part of the Proposal involve a nuclear action?  

Comments:  
The Proposal would not involve a nuclear action. Nil 
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Factor Impact 

f)  Any environmental impact on a Commonwealth marine area?  

Comments:  

No Commonwealth marine areas are located near the Proposal.   Nil 

In addition, any impact on Commonwealth Land?  

Comments:  

There would be no impact on Commonwealth Land. Nil 
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Table H.1: Gosport Street Property Inventory 

Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

Section 1: Newell Highway South to Jones Avenue 

Q 

Q1 488 Frome Street Don’s Smash Repairs 

Q2 460 Gosport Street Residential 

Q3 Gosport Street Vacant (railway land) 

Q4 448 Gosport Street Vacant (railway land) 

Q5 446 Gosport Street Residential 

Q6 444 Gosport Street Residential 

Q7 442 Gosport Street Residential 

Q8 42 Gosport Street Residential 

T 

T1 Frome Street Vacant 

T2 457 Gosport Street Vacant 

T3 453 Gosport Street Origin Energy Depot 

T4 & T5 468 Gosport Street Moree Header Sales 

T6 441 Gosport Street Gwydir Industries 

T7 Gosport Street Moree Header Sales 

T8, T9 & T10 431 Gosport Street Grainland Pty Ltd 

U 

U1 Frome Street Crown Land 

V 

V1 Frome Street Chesterfield (John Deere Dealership) 

V2 Newell Highway Caravan Park 

V3 Newell Highway RTA depot 

Section 2: Jones Avenue to Anne Street 

K 

K1 373 Gosport Street Moree Aluminium and Glass 

K2 371 Gosport Street Moree Milk Depot 

K3 369 Gosport Street Residential 

K4 367 Gosport Street Residential 
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Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

K5 365 Gosport Street Residential 

K6 363 Gosport Street Residential 

K7 361 Gosport Street Hot Springs Motel 

K8 359 Gosport Street Residential 

K9 Gosport Street Unmade Laneway 

K10 Gosport Street Vacant / Car park 

K11 20 Anne Street Moree Spa Baths 

O 

01 356 Morton Street Residential 

02 356 Morton Street Residential 

03 354 Morton Street Residential 

04 352 Morton Street Residential 

05 350 Morton Street Residential 

06 348 Morton Street Residential 

07 346 Morton Street  Residential flats 

08 344 Morton Street Residential 

09 342 Morton Street Residential 

010 340 Morton Street Residential 

011 338 Morton Street Residential 

012 336 Morton Street Residential 

013 334 Morton Street Residential 

014 332 Morton Street Residential 

015 330 Morton Street Residential 

016 328 Morton Street Residential 

Q 

Q9 & Q10 400 Gosport Street Williams Grain 

Q11 & Q12 Gosport Street Mobil Depot 

Q13 & Q14 Gosport Street Ampol Depot 

Q17 Gosport Street Former Caltex Fuel Depot 

R 

R1 1 Thompson Ave Barwon Tiles and Ceramics 
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Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

R2 395 Gosport Street Residential 

R3 391 Gosport Street Moree Timbers and Hardware 

R4 389 Gosport Street Moree Powdercoaters 

R5 387 Gosport Street Residential 

R6 383 Gosport Street Residential 

R7 & R8 375-381 Gosport Street Shell Depot 

S 

S1, S2 & S3 407 Gosport Street B&W Rural 

S4 397-399 Gosport Street Barwon Timbers 

Section 3: Anne Street to Alice Street 

J 

J1 339 Gosport Street Victoria Hotel 

J2 337 Gosport Street Faulkners Newsagency 

J3 335 Gosport Street Heffernans 

J4 325 Gosport Street Cascades Theatre and Restaurant 

J5 321 Gosport Street Berger and Cobcroft Auto Repairs 

J6 317 Gosport Street Plumbing Supplies 

J7 315 Gosport Street Lowrey’s Motors 

J8 301-307 Gosport Street Northern Air Conditioning Supplies 

J9 301-307 Gosport Street Clifford Riddle Kitchens of Distinction 
Eric Scott Electrical and Air Conditioning 

J10 & J11 14-18 Alice Street Former take away shop 

M 

M1 Gosport Street Railway yards and Austrac loading facility 

M2 Gosport Street Railway yards and station buildings 

M3 Gosport Street Railway Institute Tennis Courts 

M4 12 Alice Street Residential 

M5 Gosport Street Railway Sheds 

N 

N1 326 Morton Street Residential 

N2 324 Morton Street Residential 

N3 322 Morton Street Residential 
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Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

N4 320 Morton Street Residential 

N5 318 Morton Street Residential – Moree Respite House 

N6 316 Morton Street Residential 

N7 314 Morton Street Residential 

N8 312 Morton Street Residential 

N9 310 Morton Street Residential 

N10 308 Morton Street Residential 

N11 306 Morton Street Residential 

N12 304 Morton Street Residential 

N13 302 Morton Street Residential 

Section 4: Alice Street to Mehi River 

D 

D1 Morton Street Site of Former Wool Stores 

D2 Morton Street Telstra Depot 

E 

E1 56 Morton Street Residential 

F 

F1 Corner of Morton Street and River Street Moree Showground and Caretakers Cottage 

G 

G1 298-300 Morton Street Moree Hotel 

G2 296 Morton Street Residential 

G3 294 Morton Street Residential 

G4 292 Morton Street Residential 

G5 290 Morton Street Residential 

G6 288 Morton Street Residential 

G7 286 Morton Street Residential 

G8 284 Morton Street Residential 

G9 Morton Street Sewerage Pump Station 

G10 3 Oak St Residential 

G11 5 Oak St Residential 

G12 7 Oak St Residential 
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Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

G13 9 Oak St Residential 

H 

H1 15 Alice Street Mazda/Nissan Dealership 

H2 298 Gosport Street Residential 

H3 296 Gosport Street  Residential  

H4 294 Gosport Street Residential 

H5 292 Gosport Street Residential 

H6 290 Gosport Street Residential 

H7 288 Gosport Street Residential 

H8a 284 Gosport Street Residential 

H8b 286 Gosport Street Vacant 

H9 14 River Street Residential 

H10 12 River Street Residential 

H11 River Street Laneway 

H12 10 River Street Residential 

H13 8 River Street Residential 

H14 6 River Street Residential 

H15 Morton Lane Residential 

H16 Morton Lane Railway Land 

H17 Morton Street Vacant Railway Land 

H18 73 Morton Street Residential 

H19 71 Morton Street Residential 

H20 Morton Street Vacant 

H21 Morton Street Vacant 

I 

I1 21 Alice Street Spa Inn Motel 

I2 295 Gosport Street Residential / Moree Family Day Care 

I3 Gosport Street Laneway 

I4 293 Gosport Street Residential 

I5 291 Gosport Street Residential 

I6 289 Gosport Street Vacant 
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Property 
Reference 
No. Address Land Use 

I7 287 Gosport Street Residential 

I8 285 Gosport Street Residential 

I9 283 Gosport Street Residential 

I10 281 Gosport Street Residential 

I11 279 Gosport Street  Residential 

Section 5: Mehi River to Racecourse 

B 

B1 Gwydirfield Homestead Rural 

B2 Torelliana Rural 

B3 Hi-Fields Rural 

Section 6: Racecourse (south) to Newell Highway (north) 

A 

A1 Gwydirfield Road Moree Racecourse 

B 

B4 Longlands  Rural 

B5 & B6 Katanning Rural 

B7 Stormont Rural 
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Corrected logger location 

 
Figure I.1: The location of noise logger 4. 
 
EIS Figure 6.1 incorrectly presented the location of noise logger number 4 as being on Frome Street.  
The correct location of noise logger number 4 is provided above. 
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