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Present Allan Woods  
Bill Grose 
Brian Mansfield 
Claudia Gall 
Col Thomas 
Murray Erbs (for David Aber) 
Doug Lysaught 
Henri Schneebeli 
John Tramby 
Leo Reiner 
Lou Swan 
Meryl Dillon 
Neville Mitchell 
Paul Assef 
Peter Strang 

Sue Lysaught 

Steve O’Rourke  - Environmental 
Management Representative (EMR)

Servaes van der Meulen – guest, 
EMR 

Jeff Hall – RTA 
Peter Dearden – RTA 
Robert Ausling – RTA 
Tom Thurlow – SKM  
Carolyn Stone – PPM Consultants 
Felicity McDonald - SKM 

Apologies Tammy Elbourne  

Distribution All above  
Belinda Pring 
Peter Cooper 
Karen Shearer 

Lloyd Munro 
Sally Mishell 
Rodney Brazel 
File 

Item  

1 Welcome and Agenda 
a) The group was welcomed and introduced to Carolyn Stone, the new chairperson 

for the CLG; Jeff Hall, RTA Project Manager replacing Matthew Francisco; Peter 
Dearden, Project Services Manager from the RTA; Tom Thurlow, SKM Project 
Manager; and Servaes van der Meulen, who will be replacing Steve O’Rourke 
(EMR) while on leave for a month.  

b) The group was invited to introduce themselves and each member explained their 
background and interest in the group. 

c) An apology was received from Tammy Elbourne. Lloyd Munro, Rodney Brazel and 
Sally Mishell were not present. 

d) This meeting will focus on a project update since the previous meeting on 14 
September 2006.  

2 Report on actions from last meeting 
a) CLG members – advise of ongoing participation in the CLG. Complete – Twenty 

members will continue, while Belinda Pring, Karen Shearer and Peter Cooper will 
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receive information only. 
b) FNapolitano – consider the impacts of noise mitigation barriers on local flooding. 

Progress – will be considered during detailed design. 
c) MFrancisco – address Councillors on project progress. Complete – MFrancisco 

addressed Councillors on 2 November 2006.  
d) MFrancisco – meet with Council to discuss post-construction beautification, 

drainage issues and funding. Complete – meeting held with Council on 2 
November 2006. 

3 Confirmation of acceptance of meeting notes 
a) No issues were raised and the meeting notes have been adopted. 

4 Other comments and feedback arising from last meeting and actions 
a) No feedback from last meeting.   

5 CLG membership and Terms of Reference  
a) The response to the letter sent to members in August 2006 regarding a review of 

participation during the construction phase was that twenty members have decided 
to continue their participation. Belinda Pring, Karen Shearer and Peter Cooper 
have chosen to receive information only. 

b) The CLG Terms of Reference that were developed by the group during the first 
CLG meeting in December 2004, and distributed with the first CLG meeting notes; 
have been updated to reflect current membership and the project team. Two items 
have been added regarding provisions for guests and observers to attend 
meetings, as agreed in earlier CLG meetings. The updated draft will be sent to 
members with the meeting notes of this meeting. 

c) The Minister’s conditions of approval state that the CLG must include 
representatives from the construction contractor. Three new members from the 
successful contractor will join the CLG following the award of the Stage 1 tender.  

6 Project progress update 
a) A brief history of the project was outlined in order to revise the project progress to 

date. The group was encouraged to comment on Jeff Hall’s perspective on the 
project. 

b) An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared in July 2002. The 
Representations Report, which summarises and responds to the comments on the 
EIS, was prepared in October 2003. The Preferred Activity Report (October 2003) 
describes the option selected and the changes as a result of submissions. 

c) Planning approval of the Moree Town Centre Bypass was given on 20 July 2004, 
subject to seventy-seven conditions. These conditions are not negotiable unless it 
can be demonstrated to the Department of Planning (DoP) that the conditions are 
not feasible or practical. 

d) The CLG was established in November 2004 and has been meeting since 
December 2004. The CLG is a major part of the consultation process for a range of 
issues on the project and has provided valuable local information. The CLG was 
heavily involved with the preparation of the Urban Design and Landscape Report. 
The Minister’s conditions of approval state that the Urban Design and Landscape 
Report must be prepared in consultation with relevant Councils and the CLG.  

e) The project will be constructed in two stages for two reasons. The first is to allow 
the earliest possible start to the project because there are some issues with 
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contamination and rail that have slowed the development of the southern section 
(Stage 2) of the Town Centre Bypass. The second reason is to have a more 
competitive market for the construction work as there is a lot of work for the larger 
contactors, with less work for medium sized contractors. 

f) Approval to call tenders was received on 31 August 2006. Tenders were called for 
Stage 1 on 18 September 2006. Stage 1 is for the northern section including Mehi 
River Bridge.  

g) Tenders for Stage 1 closed on 8 November 2006. Tenders were received from four 
companies (Western Road Services, Ridge Consolidated, Reed Constructions and 
Seymour White). The tender assessment committee consists of 3 people; two from 
RTA (Jeff Hall and Peter Dearden) and one person from outside the RTA, who in 
this case was from Moree Plains Shire Council (David Aber, General Manager). 

h) The contract is expected to be let in April 2007 with work expected to commence 
on site in May. The delay between tenders closing and award of contract is to allow 
the RTA to include the preparation of management plans as part of the tender 
assessment criteria. The requirement for detailed management plans was imposed 
in the conditions of approval. 

i) Stage 2 tenders are expected to be called this financial year. Work on Stage 2 is 
expected to commence in late 2007. 

j) The Urban and Landscape Design Report, into which the CLG has had extensive 
input, provides information on town entry statements, landscape elements, street 
furniture, Mehi River Bridge, Indigenous heritage items, European heritage and 
noise treatments. Graphical images of the north, south and Gwydir Highway town 
entry statements were shown. 

k) It is proposed to reinstate areas of the Carbeen/ Coolabah woodland vegetation in 
rural sections to link fragmented pockets of the remaining indigenous woodland. 
Species used will include Belah (casuarina cristate), Carbeen (Corymbia 
tessellaris), River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) and Poplar Box 
(Eucalyptus populnea). 

l) The Landscaping Plan for Stage 1 was shown and it was noted that screening to 
Moree Racecourse and the Steel Bridge Aboriginal Campsite would occur. 

m) The process for determining noise mitigation requirements will be in accordance 
with the RTA’s Environmental Noise Management Manual. The process follows 
these steps: 

1. The noise from the road is modelled. 
2. The reasonable and feasible traffic noise management measures are 

included in the model. 
3. The noise from the road is modelled with the noise mitigation 

measures (e.g. noise mounds or barriers). 
4. The costs of noise mounds/walls are compared to the cost of 

architectural treatments. 
5. The most cost effective solution or combination of solutions is selected. 
6. The noise mitigation measures are then implemented in consultation 

with the property owners (if architectural treatments are used).  
n) There has been a change to access arrangements near Amaroo Drive. As a result 

of consultation with Chesterfield, B-double access will be maintained.  
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7 Discussion on project progress presentation  
a) The CLG enquired if there has been any decision on noise mitigation measures in 

Stage 2 (southern section). JH acknowledged the diverse views of the community 
on this issue and outlined that is it necessary for the group to continue the dialogue 
and give consultation feedback.  

b) SKM’s noise consultant has made recommendations based on the Department of 
Environment and Conservation’s (DEC) noise criteria. Figure 3.1 of the Draft 
Operational Noise Management Report recommends: 

1. Noise walls and/or mounds on both sides of the Town Centre Bypass 
from Alice Street north to the Mehi River Bridge; 

2. South of Alice Street, a noise wall on the eastern side of the railway; 
and 

3. South of Alice Street, a noise mound or architectural treatment on the 
western side of the Town Centre Bypass. Based on consideration of 
the issues and discussions with Council, architectural treatments to 
approximately eight residences west of Gosport Street are preferred by 
the RTA.  

c) The CLG commented that a noise wall south of Alice Street on the eastern side of 
the railway may not be compatible with existing pedestrian crossings. Concern was 
expressed that there had been no consideration of previous discussions on 
existing pedestrian patterns and safe pedestrian access provision. JH commented 
that pedestrian access was discussed in CLG meeting 3. RTA have taken a holistic 
view with Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) and have commissioned a 
Pedestrian Access Management Plan (PAMP) to investigate what pedestrian 
facilities need to be provided in relation to the project and how a noise wall would 
affect crossings. The PAMP will involve survey work and consultation with the 
CLG, Council and other stakeholders. 

d) RTA are also considering a staged approach to noise mitigation for the north -
western noise wall, where a 2.5m vegetated mound may be constructed first and 
depending on results of further noise modelling upon opening, a 1m wall may be 
added.  

e) JTramby commented on railway fencing in Gurley village and suggested that this 
could occur in Moree. JH advised that ARTC have agreed to wait until the PAMP is 
completed before decisions are made, so that positive outcomes for rail, the Town 
Centre Bypass and the community can be reached.  

f) The CLG enquired if there has been a change in noise criteria which have resulted 
in noise barriers being proposed in the southern area of Stage 2. JH advised that 
the original alignment was subject to lower noise criteria as it was the 
redevelopment of an existing road.  The modified alignment (Option 4) has to meet 
more stringent noise criteria because it involves the construction of a new road. A 
noise wall or mound is required to protect sensitive receivers from noise, to the 
degree required by the criteria.  

g) The CLG enquired about what protection the northern noise barriers provide. JH 
advised the noise walls and/or mounds are required to protect residents affected 
by greater noise levels due to the elevation and gradient (accelerating/braking) of 
this part of the Town Centre Bypass. The CLG noted their preference for omitting 
noise barriers from this area. This would then allow a vista for the townscape from 
the Mehi River Bridge and approaches.  
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h) The CLG recommended architectural treatments be used instead of a noise mound 
on the western side of the Town Centre Bypass, south of Alice Street. This would 
allow visual exposure of businesses along the Bypass. Local residents represented 
on the CLG also voiced their preference for architectural treatment.  

i) Some members of the CLG recommended where a noise mound and/or wall is 
required, that a vegetated mound is preferred. The CLG also noted that noise walls 
are an urban solution that does not fit in with the landscape and character of 
Moree.      

j) The CLG enquired if businesses would receive architectural treatment. JH advised 
that the noise criteria only apply to “sensitive receivers”.  

k) The CLG enquired if architectural treatment could be used the whole way along the 
Town Centre Bypass. JH advised that noise barriers are the most effective and 
beneficial protection for local receptors, while architectural treatment only offers 
protection while inside the house. 

l) The CLG enquired about responsibility for the maintenance of noise mounds, walls 
and landscaping following construction. JH advised that any landscaping within the 
road reserve must be maintained by the RTA to its design standard for the life of 
the Moree Town Centre Bypass (condition of approval no. 69). 

m) The CLG enquired if there will be flood culverts in Oak Street. PD advised that 
there will be no culverts as the embankment will be lower than the railway line. The 
view is to take drainage back to the Mehi River. The effects of noise mounds 
and/or walls on flooding impacts will be considered further during detailed design.   

8 Correspondence relating to project 
a) A letter from the Board of Tourism Moree was received in early January. It is 

addressed to the CLG, care of Jeff Hall. The letter is from Katrina Humphries, 
Chairperson of the Board and registers their profound concern regarding the RTA’s 
recent recommendation for the installation of a 3.5m soundproofing wall as a part 
of the Moree Town Centre Bypass project. The letter states four main concerns; 
graffiti, access to affected business properties, concern for local wildlife and 
straying stock that could be trapped within the noise walls, and the concentration of 
fumes. The Board states their preference for architectural treatments and 
vegetation screening and believes the proposed noise wall would be 
overwhelmingly detrimental to the community.  

b) The CLG commented that they hold similar concerns with regard to graffiti and 
access to affected properties.  

9 Other comments and feedback arising from this meeting 
a) The CLG commented on the challenges of balancing noise mitigation with 

severance, safety and amenity issues. 
b) The CLG enquired about the generation of pot holes in Stage 1. JH advised that 

the pavement type to be used in Stage 1 was selected on the basis of suitability 
and cost-effectiveness. 

c) The CLG commented that there appears to be different opinions regarding town 
entry statements; however the graphics presented at the meeting were an accurate 
representation of what was discussed in earlier meetings. JH commented that the 
theme of the town entry statements is a community issue. 

d) The CLG commented that some members of the community believe the tender for 
Stage 1 has already been awarded. JH advised that it had not. 

e) The CLG enquired if a construction completion period will be publicised following 



Community Liaison Group Meeting #14 
12 February 2007 

 

       

 Page 6 of  6 

the award of tenders. PD advised that the contract is for a 60 week period, 
however extensions are provided for.  

f) The CLG asked what the construction start time would be. PD advised this would 
be dependent upon Government approvals.  

10 Actions arising from this meeting 
a) CLG members – please advise any comments on the updated CLG Terms of 

Reference by contacting Felicity McDonald via the project information line (Ph: 
1800 052 425) or email moree@skm.com.au 

b) FMcDonald – confirm the CLG agreement in earlier meetings regarding the 
application of the artesian themed town entry statements. Complete – The CLG 
agreed in meeting no. 7 (2/6/05) that the northern town entry statement should 
include a cattle theme; while the southern town entry statement should include a 
water theme, with an artesian bore head image incorporated into the design. This 
is consistent with the images shown at this meeting on 12/2/07. 

c) TThurlow – discuss local flooding concerns in more detail with Bill Grose.  
d) TThurlow – assess noise mitigation measures against flooding impacts and 

pedestrian access strategies.  
e) JHall – identify location of flooding studies in EIS for Claudia Gall. Complete – 

Section 8 of the Proposed Newell Highway Bypass of the Moree Town Centre 
(2002) addresses flooding and drainage.  

11 Actions from previous meetings – in progress or outstanding 
a) Note – all items that have been noted as ‘to be considered during detailed design 

phase’ are being collated on a separate register which the design team will refer to 
once detailed design commences.  

b) FMcDonald – send CLG members a copy of any media releases relating to the 
project that are released prior to the next CLG meeting. Outcome - no media 
releases available to date. 

c) DAber – arrange a meeting with RTA to discuss plans for Gosport Street (CLG 
meeting 12). Progress – awaiting notification of meeting. 

d) FMcDonald – provide a copy of the final (approved) urban and landscape design 
report for viewing at a future meeting. Progress – FM will provide report when 
available. 

e) MFrancisco – forward copy of the draft project update to Council. Complete – 
Draft project update provided to Council on 2nd November 2006.  

f) DAber – respond to the draft information on behalf of Council. Complete – Council 
responded to the information at the meeting on 2nd November 2006.  

12 Details of next meeting 
a) Date to be confirmed. Suggested for Monday 23rd April 2007 at 5.30pm. An agenda 

will be circulated prior to the date. 
b) If the Stage 1 tender is awarded before the next meeting, three members of the 

construction contractor will be present at the next meeting.  
c) It was agreed that noise mitigation would again be discussed in CLG meeting 15.  

 


