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Acronyms and Glossary 

dB(A) Decibel (A weighted)
 

DEC Department of Environment and Conservation (NSW)
 

DECC Department of Environment and Climate Change (NSW)
 

DECCW Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (NSW)
 

DGEAR Director-General’s Environmental Assessment Report (DoP)
 

DPI Department of Planning and Infrastructure(NSW)
 

EA Tintenbar to Ewingsdale Environmental Assessment (RTA 2008)
 

ECRTN Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (EPA 1999)
 

ENMM Environmental Noise Management Manual (RTA, 2001)
 

EPA Environment Protection Authority
 

HV Heavy vehicle 

LAeq(period) Equivalent sound pressure level over a specified period of time, that would 
produce the same energy equivalence as the fluctuating sound level actually 
occurring 

LA90(period) The sound pressure level exceeded for 90% of the measurement period 

LA1(period) The sound pressure level exceeded for 1% of the measurement period 

LAmax The maximum sound level recorded during the measurement period 

LAeq(15hr) The LAeq noise level for the period 7 am to 10 pm 

LAeq(9hr) The LAeq noise level for the period 10 pm to 7 am 

LAeq(1hr) The highest hourly LAeq noise level during the day and night periods 

OEH NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 

ONMR Operational Noise Management Report 

RBL The rating background level which is the overall single-figure background level 
representing each assessment period (day/evening/night) over the whole 
monitoring period. 

RMS Roads and Maritime Services 

T2E Tintenbar to Ewingsdale 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Tintenbar to Ewingsdale Project (the Project) involves the upgrade of 16.3 km of Pacific 
Highway to Class M status. The Project consists of a 434 m long tunnel through St. Helena 
hill, three interchanges with the local road network at Ross Lane, Bangalow and Ewingsdale, 
six twin bridges over creeks and existing roads, three local road underpasses and two 
overbridges. 

This Operational Noise Management Report (ONMR) provides a noise study of the road 
design for the Project. This report has been prepared to meet the requirements of 
Schedule 2 of the Minister’s Condition of Approval (MCoA) for the Project. In line with the 
Project requirements, this report has been prepared with consideration to the NSW 
Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (ECRTN) (EPA, 1999) and the Roads and 
Maritime Services Environmental Noise Management Manual (ENMM) (2001). 

This report details the methodology used in assessing operational noise from the Project, 
including the operational design noise criteria, noise model predictions, impact assessment 
and design of noise mitigation measures. 

1.1	 The Approved Project 

The upgrade of the Pacific Highway between Tintenbar and Ewingsdale is part of the Pacific 
Highway Upgrade Program, being implemented by NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
(RMS). The upgrade is an important part of the Pacific Highway Upgrade Program as on its 
completion, the Pacific Highway will be dual carriageway from Ballina to the Queensland 
border. The Project will deliver safer driving conditions and improve the Pacific Highway’s 
capacity to move people and freight between capital cities. 

The Project site is located approximately 10 km to the north of Ballina. The Project involves 
the construction of approximately 16.3 km of highway from Ross Lane at Tintenbar and 
extends north to the existing Ewingsdale interchange, near Ewingsdale. At Ross Lane, the 
upgrade alignment will connect to the northern end of the recently completed Ballina bypass. 
Generally, the alignment will be in close proximity to the existing highway corridor from Ross 
Lane to the Bangalow bypass. The existing highway will be maintained for local and regional 
traffic. 

From Bangalow, the upgrade alignment will diverge to the northeast through Tinderbox 
Creek valley. From there, the upgrade alignment will avoid the steep grades of St Helena Hill 
by way of a tunnel approximately 434 m long and 45 m below the ridge line. North of the 
tunnel, the alignment will be located immediately to the east of the existing highway before 
tying into the Ewingsdale interchange. 

Key components of the approved Project include: 

•	 Four-lane divided carriageways (two lanes each way), with a wide median allowing for 
the future addition of a third lane in each direction. 

•	 Connection to the northern end of the completed Ballina bypass at the Ross Lane 
interchange. A new northbound on-ramp and a new southbound off-ramp would be 
provided. The remainder of this interchange has been constructed as part of the 
Ballina bypass project. 

•	 Upgrading of the existing Ewingsdale interchange to provide full access between the 
modified local and regional road network and the highway. 

•	 A half interchange at Bangalow. South-facing ramps would provide access between 
the local road network, including to Bangalow and Lismore, and the proposed upgrade 
to the south. This arrangement would replicate the arrangement with the existing 
Bangalow bypass which also has south-facing ramps only. 
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•	 A number of twin bridges, two local road underpasses and two overbridges. These 
would include twin bridges above Byron, Emigrant and Skinners creeks and the 
existing Casino-Murwillumbah railway on the northern side of Byron Creek. 

•	 Twin parallel tunnels under St Helena ridge (one tunnel for each carriageway). The 
tunnels would each be about 434 m long and about 45 m below St Helena Road. 

•	 Retention of the existing highway as a continuous road for local and regional traffic. 

•	 Installation of signage providing clear directions for traffic on approach to and at the 
Ross Lane, Bangalow and Ewingsdale interchanges. 

• Relocation of a number of public utilities and services. 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 provide an overview of the Project location. 
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Figure 1 Project overview 
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Figure 2 Project overview (continued) 
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3.1.5 Active Recreation Areas 

Active recreation areas are characterised by sporting activities and activities which generate 
their own noise or focus for participants, making them less sensitive to external noise 
intrusion. Along the Project route, the following active recreation areas have been identified: 

• Bangalow Oval and Sports Fields, off Bangalow Road, Bangalow. 

3.1.6 Passive Recreation Areas and School Playgrounds 

Passive recreation areas are characterised by contemplative activities that generate little 
noise and where benefits are compromised by external noise intrusion, for example, reading 
and meditation. 

Newrybar Public School grounds and the recreation area of Macadamia Castle have been 
identified as fitting into this receiver category. 

3.1.7 Community Centres 

Ewingsdale Community Hall is located off Old Pacific Highway in Ewingsdale. The site is 
approximately 120 meters from the edge of the works (Ewingsdale Interchange on-ramp). 

Newrybar Community Hall is located off Old Pacific Highway in the village of Newrybar. 

These community centres are shown in Appendix A. 

3.2 Noise Monitoring Methodology 

Road traffic noise monitoring was undertaken at 14 locations along the Project work area 
during March 2012. 

Noise monitoring was undertaken for a period of 10 days to obtain useable data for at least 
one week from 6 March to 15 March 2012 at the 14 locations shown in Table 4. The 
locations of the noise monitoring are also identified in the Appendix A maps. Each location 
was exposed to road traffic noise from the existing Pacific Highway. Road traffic noise 
monitoring was undertaken with consideration to Australian Standard AS 2702 Acoustic 
Methods of measurement of Road Traffic Noise. 

Noise monitoring was previously undertaken at 14 residential locations along the existing 
Pacific Highway as part of the Environmental Assessment for the Project during March 2011. 

Where possible, noise monitoring was undertaken at the same locations during March 2012 
in order to supplement this previous data. The monitoring locations were chosen to be as 
close as possible to the March 2011 locations. These locations were selected as they were 
exposed to existing levels of road traffic noise. They also provided safe and secure locations 
for the noise monitoring equipment. 

Noise monitoring was undertaken using Rion NL-21 and Acoustic Research Laboratories 
(ARL) Pty Ltd EL-315 environmental noise loggers that were within calibration. The 
instruments were programmed to accumulate road traffic noise data continuously over 
sampling periods of 15 minutes for the entire monitoring period. 

Field calibration checks were undertaken immediately before and after the monitoring period 
using a Rion NC-73 acoustic calibrator. All instruments were found to be within calibration 
following the monitoring period. 

Measured noise data was reviewed and filtered to exclude any anomalous data and data 
potentially affected by adverse weather conditions during the monitoring period. 
Meteorological data for the monitoring period was sourced from two weather stations 
operated by RMS along the Project. Weather data from these weather stations were 
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Minimum length and height of noise walls and noise mounds are as follows: 

•	 Noise barrier, Ewingsdale: 

•	 North of the tunnel on the east side of the southbound carriageway and merges in with 
the noise mound (described below). 

•	 4.5 m high and 580 m in length 

•	 Transparent to retain landscape views of Cape Byron with trees, shrubs and grasses 
planted on the lower slopes 

•	 Noise mound, Ewingsdale: 

•	 Merges in with the noise wall on the edge of the southbound carriageway. 

•	 8 m high and 945 m in length 

•	 Designed to be integrated with the natural landscape, densely vegetated on both sides 
to provide a visual buffer to Ewingsdale and to retain the dominance of the scenic 
landscape. 

•	 The initial 280 m portion of the existing transparent noise wall running parallel to the 
northbound lanes of the Pacific Highway from St Helena Hill to Ewingsdale is to be 
reinstated as part of the Project Design. At the time of writing this report, the design for 
this wall is yet to be finalised. 

•	 Noise mound, Clover Hill (Bangalow): 

•	 5.5 m high increasing to 11 m high then dropping down to 2.5 m high 

•	 515 m in length running parallel to the existing Pacific Highway 

•	 Designed to be concealed by landscape planting on both sides 

•	 Noise mound, Newrybar: 

•	 4.5 m high and 405 m in length running along the northbound carriageway 

•	 Designed to integrate with the natural landform and vegetation pattern 

5.4.2	 SMA Pavement Surfaces 

SMA low noise pavement wearing surfaces have been provided on the Main Carriageways 
and Ramps from: 

•	 Chainage 18450 (southern approach slab of twin bridges over Minor Creek) to 
Chainage 21600 (northern approach slab of twin bridges over Skinners Creek). 

•	 Chainage 23000 (dual carriageway overpass south of Bangalow) to Chainage 25700 
(northern approach slab of bridge over Tinderbox Road) (through Bangalow area). 

•	 Front face of the northern portal of St Helena Tunnel to the northern extent of the 
Project (Ewingsdale area). 

5.4.3	 Architectural Treatments 

Architectural treatments have been provided by RMS to a number of residences along the 
Project. 

5.5	 Predicted Design Noise Levels (based on road design model) 

5.5.1	 Residential Receivers Assessed Against ECRTN and ENMM 
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Future development road traffic noise levels for the years of Project opening (2014) and 10 
years after Project opening (2024) have been predicted using the verified road traffic noise 
model and input data detailed in Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. 

The predicted day and night-time road traffic noise levels for all sensitive receivers are shown 
in Appendix R, along with an assessment against the ECRTN criteria. Appendix R provides a 
comparison of the existing, project opening and future road traffic noise levels. Appendix R 
also identifies those receivers that are predicted to exceed the ECRTN base criteria or 
allowance criteria (i.e. increase by more than 0.5 dB(A)) as well as any receivers predicted to 
exceed the ‘acute’ noise criteria. 

From Appendix R, for the Project Year 2024, 40 residences were predicted to exceed the 
acute noise criteria and 93 residences were predicted to exceed the ECRTN base or 
allowance criteria. Of these receivers predicted to exceed the acute noise criteria or ECRTN, 
all have received at-residence acoustic treatment, except for fourteen properties. These 
receivers are listed below in Table 20. 

Day and night-time noise contour plots for the Year 2014 and 2024 Design are shown in 
Appendix S. Traffic noise contours are provided at 1.5 metres (ground floor level). All noise 
levels include the corrections detailed in Table 14 as well as the calibration adjustment and 
risk allowance. 
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Additional discussion regarding the six receivers (894-HO3, 897-HO6, 897-HO8, 897-HO9, 
898-HO1 and 898-HO5) within Bangalow that are predicted to exceed the ECRTN is provided 
below. 

An initial investigation into additional noise barrier/mound requirements to meet the ECRTN at 
these six receivers was undertaken with consideration to Practice Note (iv) of the ENMM. This 
investigation revealed that an increase in the height of the design Clover Hill noise mound did 
little to reduce the Design noise levels at some of these receivers. This result indicates that the 
traffic noise affecting these receivers is primarily coming from south of the noise mound. 

Considering the natural topography in the area south of the Clover Hill noise mound, an 
additional barrier would need to be a substantial height to intersect the line-of-sight and be 
effective at reducing noise levels. Investigations reveal that a noise barrier of up to 100m in 
length and between 2m - 4m in height would be required to meet the ECRTN targets at these 
six affected receivers. It is estimated that the costs associated with a noise barrier of this size 
would be in the order of $1M. 

Furthermore, with consideration to the ENMM, the six affected receivers are a relatively small 
group. In this situation, the recommended approach for additional treatment would be in the 
form of architectural treatment, since it is likely to be more cost effective than a noise barrier. It 
is estimated that the cost per residence for architectural treatment would be in the order of 
$20,000 per residence, far less than the cost of the required noise barrier. 

Based on the above cost analysis and considering the required reduction in 2024 Design 
noise levels is in the order of 0.5 - 1.0 dB(A), architectural treatment would be the more 
reasonable approach in this case, with consideration to the ENMM. 

Due to the marginal predicted exceedances for the 2024 Design noise levels, which are well 
within the noise model risk allowance, negotiations for architectural treatment at these six 
receivers will not be commenced at this stage. Compliance noise monitoring will be 
undertaken at these locations to assess the adequacy of the traffic noise modelling and 
mitigation measures implemented as part of the Project in the first instance. Should 
exceedances be identified, further mitigation measures would then be considered. 

5.5.2	 Maximum Noise Level Assessment 

A maximum noise level assessment has been undertaken to assess the potential for night-
time sleep disturbance events from road traffic noise. 

The ECRTN does not provide specific criteria relating to sleep disturbance events, however 
does recommend that an assessment of maximum noise levels from road traffic be 
undertaken where impacts may occur during the night. 

The ECRTN provides a literature review of international sleep disturbance research, which 
indicates that: 

•	 Maximum internal noise levels below 50-55 dB(A) are unlikely to cause awakening 
reactions, and 

•	 One or two noise events per night with maximum internal noise levels of 65-70 dB(A) 
are not likely to significantly affect health and well-being. 

Practice Note (iii) of the ENMM states: 

At locations where road traffic is continuous rather than intermittent, the Leq(9hr) (night) target 
noise levels should sufficiently account for sleep disturbance impacts. 

However, where the emergences of Lmax over the ambient Leq is equal to or greater than 15 
dB(A), the Leq(9hr) criteria may not sufficiently account for sleep disturbance impacts. 

A “maximum noise event” can therefore be defined as any pass-by for which 

Lmax – Leq(1hr) ≥ 15 dB(A) 
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Predictions of future Project maximum noise levels were then made at all sensitive receivers. 
The results are detailed for each receiver in Appendix R. It is important to note that the 
predicted maximum noise level of an individual truck passby will not change from Project 
opening (2014) to 10 years after Project opening (2024), however, based on the projected 
traffic volume increases, the number of maximum noise level events per night will increase. 

An analysis of the projected hourly traffic volumes supplied for the Project indicates that there 
will be approximately 100 heavy vehicle passbys per hour during the night time period on the 
main carriageway for the year 2024. Assuming 30% of heavy vehicles use engine braking and 
reach the adopted maximum noise level, this equates to approximately 30 events per night 
reaching the predicted maximum noise levels. 

A comparison of heavy vehicle volumes on the existing Pacific Highway and the projected 
volumes for this road after the Project development (where it will become a service road) 
indicates a reduction of approximately 77% in the number of heavy vehicle passbys for areas 
north of Bangalow and a reduction of approximately 96% for areas south of Bangalow. That is, 
sensitive receivers located within proximity to the existing Pacific Highway will experience a 
significant decrease in the number of maximum noise level events per night as a result of the 
Project. 

The results of modelling, including the at-road noise mitigation requirements of the Project 
design, indicate that approximately 70% of receivers are expected to experience maximum 
noise levels of less than 65 dB(A). Of the receivers that are predicted to exceed 65 dB(A) Lmax, 
a large proportion of these are located adjacent to the existing Pacific Highway in areas where 
the Project will move traffic further away and also reduce heavy vehicle traffic on this road, 
resulting in a significant decrease in the magnitude and/or number of maximum noise level 
events per night. 

There are also predicted to be a number of receivers that will be exposed to significant 
increases in maximum noise levels from the Project which exceed the LAeq(9hr) road traffic 
noise level by more than 15 dB(A). All of these receivers have received acoustic treatment in 
the form of architectural treatment to the dwelling or noise mounds/walls located adjacent to 
the Project in this area. 

5.5.3	 Other Sensitive Land Uses Assessed Against ECRTN and ENMM 

A discussion of each sensitive land use is provided below: 

•	 The noise levels at the Newrybar Public School and the Newrybar Public School 
sporting grounds are predicted to reduce as a result of the Project. Acoustic treatment 
has been provided in this area in the form of a noise mound adjacent to the northbound 
carriageway. Additional mitigation measures are not required. 

•	 The noise levels at the Macadamia Castle are predicted to reduce. Modelling of existing 
road traffic noise levels indicate that the ECRTN passive recreation criterion of 55 dB(A) 
LAeq(15hr) is currently exceeded in the recreational area of the Macadamia Castle 
premise. Noise levels in the western part of the recreational area will increase as a 
result of the new alignment being located closer than the existing one. However, in the 
central and eastern parts of the site traffic noise levels are not predicted to change 
significantly as a result of the new alignment at Project opening (2014). Mitigation 
measures are not required at commercial premises. 

•	 The noise levels at the Feros Village Bangalow are predicted to reduce therefore 
mitigation measures are not required. 

•	 The noise levels at the Ewingsdale Community Hall and The Church of Columbia are 
predicted to increase and exceed the ECRTN noise criteria. Acoustic treatments of 
upgraded windows have been provided by the RMS. 
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5.6.3	 Minimising Road Gradients 

Reducing the road gradient can minimise road traffic noise levels through creating smoother 
traffic flows and reducing acceleration noise and engine/exhaust brake noise. The ENMM 
states that a “5% reduction in road gradient will reduce Leq traffic noise levels by about 1.5 
dB(A)”. 

The Project design has minimised road gradients as much as possible, particularly in areas 
such as St Helena hill and significantly reduces the road gradients when compared to the 
existing Pacific Highway. 

5.6.4	 Low-Noise Bridge Joints 

The Project has six twin bridges and two overbridges. Bridge joints have been designed and 
selected to reduce vehicle noise impacts. 

Standard bridge joints have been designed in accordance with RMS Bridge Technical 
Direction BTD 2008/10, which considers the noise impacts of joints. The joints have been 
designed to be flat and provide a smooth transition from the bridge deck to the approach 
slabs. 

Further details are provided below: 

•	 Finger plate expansion joints are provided at the abutments to accommodate the 
movement of the twin bridges. A fingerplate joint type is selected due to the skew angle, 
as this joint type can be easily manufactured to suit the skew, without gaps occurring 
between the fingers. The rigid fixing of the joint to the deck and abutment, combined 
with the single steel contact surface means that the vibrations due to vehicular use are 
minimal and the noise emitted is limited. 

•	 Strip seal joints are used where justified by the movement range and skew of the 
bridge. The effect of racking of the gland due to the skew has been discussed with the 
joint manufacturer and is not detrimental to the performance of the joint. The rigid fixing 
of the joint to the deck and abutment, combined with the single steel contact surface 
means that the vibrations due to vehicular use are minimal and the noise emitted is 
limited. 

5.6.5	 Roadside Noise Mounds and Noise Walls 

Acoustic barriers and noise mounds provide immediate reductions in road traffic at the 
shielded properties. To gain maximum effectiveness the noise wall or noise mound must 
intersect the line-of-sight between the traffic noise sources and sensitive receiver. The closer 
its location to the noise source or receiver, the greater the attenuation provided. 

With consideration to Practice Note (iv) of the ENMM, earth mounds and noise walls should 
generally only be considered as reasonable and feasible when a group of 3 or more affected 
sensitive receivers exist. In addition, earth mounds and noise walls are most effective when 
the receiver is close (e.g. within 100 meters) to the traffic noise source and are subject to 
adequate space within the corridor and access to fill material. For an individual receiver, 
architectural treatment would generally be the recommended option. 

The design of noise walls and mounds were provided in the detailed design of the Project, as 
detailed in Section 5.4.1, which includes the use of earth mounds and/or noise walls at 
Ewingsdale, Bangalow and Newrybar. These noise mitigation measures have been included in 
the noise model and predictions of future Project noise levels. 

All noise walls and earth mounds shall be constructed as soon as possible during the 
construction phase. 

5.6.6	 At-Residence Treatment 
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Individual house treatments can be provided where the external road traffic noise criteria (as 
prescribed in the ECRTN) will be exceeded and other mitigation measures are impractical or 
not cost-effective. Architectural treatments may also be required in conjunction with other 
mitigation measures such as low-noise pavements or noise barriers if reasonable and feasible. 

With consideration to the ENMM, “mitigation measures should be designed to achieve the 
internal noise levels that would have prevailed had the external traffic noise criteria been able 
to be achieved. Most buildings will achieve an internal noise level 10 dB(A) below the external 
noise level with the windows open, without providing additional treatment.” 

Approaches to the acoustic treatment of buildings include: 

•	 Improved window glazing and door construction in the facades exposed to the road. 

•	 The installation of fresh air ventilation systems, which allows windows and doors to be 
closed. 

•	 The installation of courtyard walls. 

The RMS has identified a number of residences as requiring architectural treatment and has 
carried out negotiations with the community. Theses residences are generally isolated and 
have not benefited substantially from at-road noise mitigation. A list of the treated residences 
is provided in Appendix R. 

5.7	 Delayed Opening 

This report is based on the Project opening in 2014. Should the opening occur in 2015, traffic 
volumes may differ from those adopted in this assessment. On the basis of a traffic volume 
increase by 3% between 2014 and 2015 (which can generally be associated with developing 
areas), the increase in noise levels compared to those predicted in this report would be in the 
order of 0.1 dB(A). This is considered insignificant and would not affect the findings of this 
report. 

6	 POST CONSTRUCTION NOISE MONITORING 

Schedule 2 – 3.3 of the MCoA specifies that: 

“No later than one year after commencement of operation of the project, or as otherwise 
agreed by the Director General, the Proponent shall undertake operational noise monitoring to 
compare actual noise performance of the project against noise performance predicted in the 
review of noise mitigation measures required by condition 2.19 and prepare an Operational 
Noise Report.” 

Monitoring of operational noise shall be undertaken with consideration to the ENMM and 
Australian Standard AS 2702 Acoustic Methods of measurement of Road Traffic Noise. 
Classified traffic monitoring shall be conducted simultaneously with the noise monitoring to 
identify traffic flows and mixes. 

The primary aim of the monitoring will be to assess the adequacy of the traffic noise mitigation 
measures implemented as part of the Project. Where the operational noise monitoring 
indicates that actual noise levels exceed the predicted Project noise levels for opening year 
(2014), the adequacy of noise mitigation measures will be reviewed in accordance with the 
ENMM. Additional noise treatments may be required to achieve the design noise levels, where 
this is feasible and reasonable. 

Noise monitoring locations should be selected to provide a reasonable distribution along the 
Project length and be focused on the potentially most affected noise receivers. Noise 
monitoring locations will be selected through consultation with RMS. 
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An operational noise monitoring report will be prepared within 60 days following the noise 
monitoring, which will meet the requirements of Schedule 2 – 3.3 of the MCoA (as detailed in 
Item 2 of Table 3). 

7 CONCLUSIONS 

An assessment of the operational noise impacts has been undertaken for the Tintenbar to 
Ewingsdale Pacific Highway Upgrade Project. 

This report is provided as a Final Design Operational Noise Management Report. Noise 
modelling and predictions have been based on the current Detailed Design of the alignment. 

The following points summarise the results of the assessment: 

•	 An assessment of the Project noise levels against the ECRTN identified a number of 
receivers that are predicted to exceed the ECRTN base or allowance noise criteria. All 
of these receivers have received at-residence treatment, except for fourteen receivers, 
as listed and discussed in Table 20 and Section 5.5.1. 

•	 A maximum noise level assessment identified a number of receivers that would be 
exposed to maximum noise level events. All of these receivers have been provided with 
acoustic treatment in the form or at-residence treatment of noise mounds/walls within 
the design corridor. 

•	 A discussion on noise mitigation measures provided as part of the Project is provided in 
Section 5.6. 
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Appendix A – Receiver Maps 
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Appendix C – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L01 
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Appendix D – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L02 
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Appendix E – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L03 

G00- NW01-RPT-0135-G 
PACIFIC HIGHWAY UPGRADE – TINTENBAR TO EWINGSDALE 























      

   

     

          

  

PACIFIC HIGHWAY UPGRADE Tinterbar to Ewingsdale Design Report 

Appendix F – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L04 
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Appendix G – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L05 
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Appendix H – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L06 
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Appendix I – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L07 
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Appendix J – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L08 
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Appendix K – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L09 
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Appendix L – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L10 
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Appendix M – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L11 
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Appendix N – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L12 
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Appendix O – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L13 
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Appendix P – Noise Monitoring Charts – Noise monitoring location L14 
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Appendix Q – Traffic Count Data 
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Appendix R – Predicted Noise Results at all Sensitive Receivers, LAeq and Lmax dB(A) (All 
receivers at 1.5m) 
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Appendix S – Detailed Design Noise Contour Plots (5 dB increments) 
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regards to noise mitigation.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
Question: A lot of what you are saying about noise is construction noise. The 
source of the noise for the majority of residents is from trucks. Some of the 
trucks along the highway are as loud as jumbo jets, because that’s what they 
sound like. When is RMS going to phase out some of these engine brake control 
vehicles? 
Peter Borelli advised that the project team has to work with the current road rules.  
He advised that this topic would be mentioned later in the slides regarding what RMS 
is doing at an industry level. There are two things that can be done to manage noise. 
Certain things can happen at a project level and then some wider longer-term things 
that RMS can work on with the industry. It is well recognised that over the years, or 
over the longer term, truck fleets across the whole country improve their regulations 
and new standards are applied that truck fleets must comply with; these changes to 
policy take time to implement.  
 
Comment: We have had the compression braking problem for years. What we 
get away with in this country would never happen in Europe. I cannot see or hear 
that there has been much change. 
Peter Borelli advised that the presentation will outline what is being done at a project 
level that will make a difference, now, in real time, rather than some of the longer-term 
things that are happening in the industry.   
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions or comments for session 2 

 Sleep disturbance – maximum noise assessment 
Peter Borelli provided an explanation of maximum noise assessment, including 
mitigation measures implemented on the project. 
 
Questions and comments — 26 March (session 1) 
No questions or comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions or comments for session 2 

PB 

 Heavy vehicles 
Peter Borelli explained mitigation measures for heavy vehicle noise impacts, including: 

 Inspections 
 Compression Brake Sign Education Strategy 

 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
Comment: I think they take that as a challenge [compression braking signs]. 
Peter Borelli commented that RMS has found compression braking signage often has 
the opposite effect; there are some drivers who see the signage as an opportunity to 
test what their brakes sound like. Signage is only the first step in the education 
program; RMS is slowly educating drivers, that this sort of behaviour is unacceptable.   
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions and comments for session 2 

PB 

 Mitigation measures PB, JO’C 



Page 5 of 14 
Community Information Session #13 notes - Tintenbar to Ewingsdale 

Peter Borelli provided an overview of the three key stages of the upgrade where 
operational noise mitigation measures are identified and implemented, these stages 
are: 

 Route selection 
 Environmental assessment / concept design 
 Detailed design 

 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
Comment: Just going back to twelve months after the opening; you are 
indicating to me that the further you go down the track, the less options you 
have to rectify any problems. So twelve months after the road is open, the 
chances of rectifying any problems, are very slim.  
Peter Borrelli explained that the diagram he was referring to showed the project’s 
ability to be able to affect noise outcomes. Relative to the point at the beginning of the 
table [route selection phase] the project team’s ability [to change noise outcomes] is 
reduced by the time it gets to the detailed design stage. The project team does a lot of 
work to get it right in the beginning. Once the road has been built, the route cannot be 
changed, the road cannot be redesigned and at that point in time the project team is 
forced to look at what other measures can be taken, such as at-residence treatment, 
noise barriers, earth mounds etc. The diagram doesn’t mean nothing can be done, but 
that the ability to change the outcome and get the greatest impact is during the early 
stages of the project.  
 
Question: How significantly is noise abatement worked in to the route selection 
and design concept? I find it hard to believe that economically noise gets much 
of a rating in the design concept when you’ve got all the other cost benefit 
factors of ground suitability, topography and everything else. Is noise 
considered during the design phase? 
Peter Borrelli advised that it is a very important factor; noise and noise abatement is 
certainly taken in to consideration.  
 
Question: Is the noise abatement coincidental to the route that was chosen? The 
route was chosen based on economics, the cut and fill and how flat you can 
make the alignment. Is there a point where it gets to ‘enough is enough’; we’ve 
done as much cut and fill as we can and coincidentally lowered the noise? How 
much does noise factor in to it?   
Peter Borrelli advised that noise abatement was an integral part of the route selection, 
particularly in the later stages of submission. 
 
James O’Connor used the roll plot to demonstrate that the area adjacent to Newrybar 
(at Minor and Emigrant Creek) experiences a lot of existing truck noise leading up to 
Newrybar. By having a lower grade [or road] in that area, peak noise events from 
trucks braking, would be reduced. 
 
Comment: By lowering the road I think the noise is going to be increased [at 
Newrybar] because you’ve got the hill at the back and the noise is being pushed 
to the east. 
James O’Connor advised that low noise pavement through Newrybar will be installed 
(from Minor Creek bridge to Skinners Creek).   
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
Question: Is that happening [low noise pavement] in terms of where we are 
here?   
Peter Borelli advised that the areas receiving low noise pavement will be covered in 
the presentation. 
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Question: What is it [the alignment] like around Ross Lane?  
Peter Borelli referred to the roll plot, advising that the Ross Lane interchange will not 
be as erratic; with less acceleration and deceleration than before.  There are still some 
flatter and steeper sections as the climb onto the bridge has to continue, but that the 
grade had improved. 
 
Comment: The Ross Lane section has finished three meters higher than it 
should have. So we are now in the line of sight where we live at the top of 
Fernleigh Road. We experience a lot of noise in Fernleigh Road and I notice that 
on these maps, Fernleigh Road isn’t even included. The noise goes up. You 
don’t seem to understand. 
Peter Borelli clarified that he was not saying that people won’t hear the highway, but 
that the noise from the highway will comply with the criteria and the guidelines. It might 
be the case that some residents were not happy with the criteria and with the limits. 
 
James O’Connor commented that in terms of the height of the road, nothing had 
changed since the Environmental Assessment. The idea that the height of the road 
had been changed is incorrect. He advised that what people are talking about when 
they say it is three meters higher, or different, is the difference between the existing 
road and the new grade level, but this is not a change from the EA.    
 
Comment: But we are in line of sight now, which we were not before. The noise 
is far, far greater. You talk about truck noise; you come up here [to Fernleigh 
Road] at 1 o’clock in the morning. The truckies obviously drive as loud as they 
can and the noise just booms up the hill. Last night was a very good example of 
that.  
James O’Connor asked if they were talking about noise from the south of the cutting; 
from Ross Lane?  
 
Comment: No I’m talking about noise to the north.  
James O’Connor advised that the noise from the north is from trucks driving up the hill 
towards the water tower at Knockrow, rather than the difference in the road height. The 
new alignment provides a much flatter grade to the north, which should reduce the 
noise. 
 
Comment: We are higher than Friday Hut Road, what you don’t seem to 
understand is the way the noise goes up. Think of a theatre, look at the orchestra 
pit, where is it? In a theatre, the noise goes up. And it just booms up; we used to 
hear noise from the Tintenbar Hill, yes it was very noisy, yes we’d shut our 
windows and doors. When the new road opened, all the noise went from one end 
of the house to the other and it’s getting steadily worse.   
Peter Borelli advised that the project must comply with the noise criteria. Once the 
highway is completed, the project team will come back and monitor the noise, and, if 
for some reason the forecast is wrong, it will be investigated. Highway noise may be 
loud in some areas, and the residents may not like it, but the levels will comply with the 
approved criteria.  
 
Comment: If you come back in twelve months’ time, basically nothing will be 
done. You’ve already said that it’s all too late to do anything.  
Peter Borrelli advised that the noise would comply with approved criteria, and some 
residents may not agree with those criteria. 
 
Comment: Perhaps you should change the guidelines. 
Peter Borelli advised that if the community would like to change the guidelines they 
would need to submit their request to the government. If residents can hear the 
highway noise, this does not mean noise levels do not comply with the guidelines. It is 
well understood that residents would prefer levels to be lower, or not to be able to hear 
the road at all, but this may not be practical.  
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Question: Well, are the noise guidelines different here to other parts of the state?  
Peter Borelli advised that the government had set a policy and made it equitable 
across the whole of the state. People in the city would have the same issues and the 
same noise.  
 
Comment: Yes, but you have so many great big buildings [in cities].  
Peter Borrelli commented that they also had a lot more traffic; it’s not an easy process.  
 
Comment: We had somebody come and check the noise at our house; they were 
there for about 10 mins at about 10.00pm at night, probably the quietest time.  
Peter Borelli advised that these comments would be kept in mind. The project team is 
required to come back within twelve months and, if noise levels do not comply, 
mitigation measures must be implemented.   
 
Question: What is the gradient at the cutting south of Ross Lane? 
Peter Borelli advised that the gradient is 6.5%. 
 
Question: What is the gradient coming out of the tunnel south? 
Peter Borelli advised that the gradient is 4.5%. 
.  
End of questions and comments for session 2 

 Operational noise scope – of EA assessment 
Peter Borrelli explained the scope of the Environmental Assessment with regards to 
operational noise. This included how many residences were potentially affected by 
noise.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
 
Question: Does noise modelling include the possibility of B-triples? 
Peter Borrelli advised that the noise modelling did not include the possibility of B-triples 
and that it was completed on traffic as it is known today.  
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
 
Comment: Some issues came out of our [operational noise] meeting; I would like 
to raise two issues. What people need to know is relative change, what noise 
levels people are getting in the ‘do nothing’ case, what they are getting now, and 
what they will get in 2024. It is this relative change that is important to them, 
otherwise the numbers mean nothing. 
The next thing I think is important is that you approach some people within the 
guidelines for treatment and that’s fine. But there are people that are within 
those lines that you have not approached. I think you should approach them and 
tell them why they aren’t receiving treatment. Like myself for instance, I’m not 
going to receive treatment, but I don’t know why. It’s better to tell us now, rather 
than in 6 months or twelve months’ time when problems start arising. 
Peter Borelli advised that in terms of the relative noise, the project has the ‘do nothing’ 
[2014] noise levels and in addition, there are point receiver results for forecasted 
individual properties that can be provided. RMS is unaware of other residences that 
are due and right for at-residence treatment but would be happy to hear from any 
residents who believe they may have a noise problem.  
 
Comment: The point is that people may be within those lines but they don’t know 
it. It would be better to be proactive and to go and tell them that they are within 
the lines, but for these reasons you won’t get treatment. Otherwise they will 

PB 
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discover later on that they were within the lines and will wonder why you didn’t 
go and speak with them.  
Peter Borrelli advised that some residents are within the contour lines but are within 
the approved noise level criteria.  
 
Comment: Well in my case I am within the line and I don’t know why I’m not 
receiving treatment. 
Peter Borelli commented that it might be better to have that discussion individually.  
 
Question: Thank you for giving the [operational noise] presentation last week. I 
have an excerpt from a piece of research which states that guidelines from the 
World Health Organisation recommend an average of less than 40 dB(A) outside 
the bedrooms to prevent negative health effects from night noise. Now, that is 
the first time that I’ve been able to track down research that is less than the 
Australian standard. The research goes on to say that figures from the European 
Union show that about 30% of the population in EU countries is exposed to road 
traffic noise at night at levels exceeding 55 dB(A). It is obviously becoming an 
issue in Europe, and there are now an increasing number of legal cases where 
people are actually saying that the standards being delivered are against the 
health interests of the community. The other thing that suddenly struck me, and 
tell me if I am wrong, is that dB(A) is a logarithmic scale so that a 5 dB reduction 
in noise from say 55 to 60 is a lot more of a reduction of sound. It’s not 10%, it’s 
actually much more than that.  
Vincent Chavand confirmed that this [dBA is logarithmic] is correct.  
 
Comment: In your presentation, it might be worth explaining that it’s not about 
1dB or 2 dB differences, it’s actually a lot bigger. By the same token of course, 
increases are a lot louder.  
Vincent Chavand commented that in this instance people are talking about the 
perception of noise. A double of sound energy represents a 3dB(A) change, so 5dB(A) 
would be a significant reduction of noise, in terms of energy.  
 
Comment: I don’t know that the layman actually understands that. The difference 
between the 55dB contour and the 50 is quite substantial. What would you say 
that the difference is in percentage? 
Vincent Chavand advised that 5dB(A) might be 30% or 40%. 
  
Peter Borelli advised that they are the guidelines set by the EPA; if government 
decides to change the guidelines the project will work with those changes. A change in 
the guidelines would mean a greater cost for projects; resulting in less projects 
statewide. Without doing anything to the road, there would be 398 people putting up 
with more noise. The 50 and 55 dB9A) levels that the government applies are fair 
levels to apply across the state. The EPA looks at health and the community.  
 
Comment: It’s like smoking, it used to be trendy and then scientists discovered 
that it was having a serious impact on people’s health and making the cost of 
health care higher. The same thing is likely to happen with noise.  
 
Comment: 398 houses is a huge number. 
Peter Borelli advised that 398 was not a significantly large number for the scale of the 
project. If the project was in the city, that number could be 10 times this amount. After 
after noise abatement treatment, that number has been reduced to 117. 
 
Question: Is the NSW criteria the same as the other states? Is NSW higher or 
lower? 
Vincent Chavand advised that noise regulations were different from state to state but 
that generally all states are around the same mark. 
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Question: The 398 residences identified, does that include the 80 houses you’ve 
demolished? 
Peter Borelli advised that he didn’t believe 80 houses had been demolished and that 
demolished properties were not included in the 398 property figure. 
 
End of questions and comments for session 2 

 Operational noise assessment process 
Kevin Sweeney provided an explanation of the operational noise assessment process 
in terms of predicted traffic volumes and noise modelling methods. 
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
No questions or comments for session 1 
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions or comments for session 2 

KS 

 Contour plans  
Kevin Sweeney referred to the noise plots to provide an overview of the 2024 night 
time contour plans and noise contours within the project zone.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
Question: The monitoring stations were following the road alignment, is your 
contour line [50dB] an extrapolation from the data collected on the road line? 
Kevin Sweeney advised that the contours were developed from the mathematical 
model which takes in to account topography and predicted traffic volumes. The 
mathematical model extrapolates what the noise pressure will be at a given location 
and is calibrated back to the physical measurements taken from the road alignment. 
The noise modelling used to create the contour map involved building the highway 
virtually, and then using the actual monitoring results to calibrate the model.  
 
Q. When you go back to verify [within twelve months of opening] what is your 
record of accuracy? 
Kevin Sweeney advised that the record of accuracy is generally quite good; however, a 
mathematical model is never perfect. Correction factors were applied to the model to 
combat inaccuracy. The project team overestimate, generally, so the measurements 
often come back lower than predicted.  
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
 
Question: Thank you Peter for putting this on. I live in the line of sight of 
Skinners Creek. How high is the monitoring device?  
Kevin Sweeney advised that the monitor is 1.5m. [for a single storey dwelling] 
 
Question: So, it is sitting at the existing level of the highway and then you 
model?  
Kevin Sweeney advised that modelling is undertaken at 1.5m and 4.5m. [for single 
storey and double storey respectively] 
 
Question: The new bridge at Skinners Creek is sitting 10m above the existing 
road? How do you compensate for that in terms of sound? 
Kevin Sweeney explained that the area being referred to (just north of the Skinners 
Creek bridge) was higher than the existing highway. He advised that he couldn’t read it 

KS 
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clearly on the map on screen but could use the hard copy roll plots to explain after the 
presentation was complete. There may be some changes to noise levels than what is 
currently experienced, although the natural topography of the cutting will act as a noise 
barrier. 
 
Question: The 1.5m meter (of the monitor) is this adequate for a house? We have 
stumps on one side but our living area faces the road, and takes the house down 
low and gradually slopes towards the highway. I’m just not sure how the 1.5 
would work for our house. 
Peter Borrelli commented that he wasn’t sure if monitoring was undertaken at that 
specific property, however, point receiver information can be given for that area.  
 
Question: Who says it has to be 1.5 meters? 
Kevin Sweeney advised that 1.5 metres is the guideline in the ECRTN. This criterion is 
applied on every project in New South Wales consistently across the state.  
 
Comment: I take your point but if the monitors were 2 meters you would get a 
different result.  
Kevin Sweeney advised that there is a potential for differences depending on the road. 
Consistency across the state is required; the project has criteria that must be applied 
consistently. In order for the criteria to change, the project would need the change 
implemented through government policy. 
 
Comment: I understand that your hands are tied, but anecdotally with the 
heights of different houses, I think you might find something different.  
   
End of questions and comments for session 2 

 Road pavement surfaces 
Kevin Sweeney provided an overview of the road pavement surfaces to be adopted on 
the main carriageways and ramps in areas with densely clustered residential areas.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
No questions or comments for session 1 
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions or comments for session 2 

KS  

 Noise barrier and mounds 
Kevin Sweeney explained how noise barriers and mounds mitigate operational noise, 
outlining their locations within the project.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
No questions or comments for session 1 
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
Question: Compared to the use of concrete, can you give us a cost ratio for stone 
mastic asphalt (SMA)? So, SMA is X times more expensive than concrete.  
Kevin Sweeney advised that this was a complicated question because it includes initial 
installation costs as well as maintenance costs over a 50 year period.    
 
Question: I understand that there is a maintenance cost in the future. But is that 
saying concrete lasts forever?  
Kevin Sweeney reiterated that the greatest impact would come from future maintenance 
costs.  
 

KS 
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Question: What are Class 1 and Class 2 vehicles? 
Peter Borelli advised that Class 1 vehicles are those carrying explosives and Class 2.1 
vehicles are those carrying explosives or flammable gasses. 
 
Question: So, fuel tankers cannot use the tunnel? 
Peter Borrelli advised that fuel tankers were approved to use the tunnel.  
 
Question: Are there 2 different types of concrete finishes you can use?   
Kevin Sweeney advised that there is one concrete finish that includes both techniques 
[transverse tining and longitudinal hessian drag] displayed in the photographs.  
 
Question: Is it different to the surface at Ballina? 
Kevin Sweeney advised that the textured surface in Ballina was a trial of longitudinal 
tinning; running in the direction of traffic. The trial was conducted to test for noise 
reduction advantages and the results demonstrated that there were no real noise 
benefits away from the road but there was a minor reduction in vehicle cabin noise.  
These trials were being conducted in a few locations; theory being that longitudinal 
tinning might produce noise reduction benefits, but that hasn’t been the case.  
 
Question: With the noise monitoring; there were no receivers placed down 
through the Tinderbox Valley at all. Why is that? 
Kevin Sweeney explained that noise monitors are used for calibration and need to be 
near the source of noise [the existing highway].  
 

 Post opening 
Kevin Sweeney provided an explanation of additional noise and traffic modelling to be 
carried out within 12 months of the project opening to traffic.  
 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
 
Comment: I would just like to voice for the local community that what is being 
done to the land is really disturbing for many people. I’ve got a number of friends 
that can’t even drive south of here because they’re just so upset over what has 
been happening. They drive past the school at Newrybar and it’s really 
disturbing to see what’s happened to the land. I appreciate your talk, but what 
you’ve done with your project, I’d just like you to know that it’s really disturbing 
for me and for my friends and family.   
Kevin Sweeney explained that the current state of the landscape is very much a 
temporary situation. The project team are taking local seeds and vegetation to increase 
biodiversity, and providing fauna passages to protect wildlife in the area. The project 
team is also working with RMS and Rous Water to develop riparian zones within the 
project to try and encourage animals through there as well.   
 
Question: I just wanted to ask about the concrete surface; you talked about 
running the tines across the surface, and I presume that’s when the concrete is 
nearly dry. On parts of the Ballina Bypass, they’ve got tines that run with the 
direction of the road. These ones run across don’t they? Which way are the tines 
going? 
Kevin Sweeney explained that a trial was conducted of tining ‘in the direction of travel’ 
[longitudinal] on the Ballina Bypass.  We are applying tines transversally ’90 degrees to 
the direction of travel’ 
 
Comment: I just don’t understand the difference.  
Peter Borrelli explained that at Ballina and in other parts of the state, RMS is trying 
different things to improve the tining process. The Ballina Bypass road treatment was a 
trial to test what effect the longitudinal tining had on noise abatement. There are two 
types of tining, transverse and longitudinal tining. Roads must be a smooth ride in the 

KS 
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car and rough enough to provide skid resistance. To achieve this roughness, a 
transverse tine (running across the road) and a hessian drag, which is a micro texture, 
will be used, since the trial of longitudinal tining showed little effect on the skid 
resistance and although it is a bit quieter in the car, it does not have a significant noise 
impact further away.  
 
Question: Why when they pour the concrete surface, don’t they put in an 
expansion joint? You see often after they’ve laid the road, they hire a contractor 
to come and saw cut the paving.  
Peter Borelli advised that the of type of concrete pavement used on the project was 
continually reinforced concrete pavement, which is designed to hold any cracks in the 
pavement together as closely as possible. Using saw cuts is used as a ‘crack 
enhancer’ to force concrete surfaces to crack in a specific location, which helps with a 
smooth ride.  
End of questions and comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
No questions and comments for session 1 

 Ewingsdale interchange – proposed design refinements 
Peter Borelli provided information about the Ewingsdale interchange proposal, 
including: 

 Proposed design refinements 
 Construction of new north facing on-ramp 
 Connection of Woodford Lane  
 Features and benefits  

 
Questions and comments – 26 March (session 1) 
Question: I think the locals are happier with that arrangement but they are also 
more concerned about the old highway. Locals are under the impression that 
there will still be more traffic coming down St Helena hill than there will be going 
through the tunnel. In the absence of a Bangalow Bypass, are there crossovers 
designed on the highway to allow one portal of the tunnel to be used, as is now 
currently done at Cudgen, to at least reduce the impact on that interchange in 
the future?  
Peter Borrelli explained that there are crossovers either side of the tunnel. There will 
be times when traffic will need to be diverted via the interchange during planned 
maintenance, a significant maintenance event or a major incident in the tunnel. 
Crossovers will mean there is greater flexibility to switch traffic from one side to the 
other, if necessary.     
 
Question: Exactly where would they be placed? Will they be done as part of the 
construction? 
Peter Borelli advised that the crossovers for the tunnel are north of the interchange, 
and similarly on the other side of the tunnel, within 500m of the tunnel portal. They will 
be built as part of construction for the project.   
 
Peter Borrelli commented that in terms of traffic using the existing highway (as referred 
to in the previous question) there is still an element of debate as to how much traffic 
will come off at Ewingsdale to go to Lismore via Bangalow. In the long term, when the 
T2E section of the highway is open, the lower grade and flatter alignment may mean 
that trucks and most people will realise that even though T2E is slightly longer in 
distance, it would be better to stay on T2E and go to Lismore via the Bruxner Highway; 
travelling the longer distance at 110km/h. 
 
Comment: We should be doing traffic counts as part of that exercise now and 
then when the highway is open.  
Peter Borelli advised that there are traffic counts conducted throughout the project as 

PB 
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well as post operational, when the noise and traffic data will be collected again.  
 
Comment: I don’t think that will happen, people will still go up through 
Bangalow. I’m a resident of the road leading up to Teven and people are still 
taking that exit off to Ross Lane. There is more traffic than there has ever been. 
Peter Borelli advised that the majority will use the new highway, but it will take time. 
 
Comment: It will probably depend what signage you have.  
Peter Borrelli agreed but also commented that he believed the existing highway will not 
carry as much traffic as that of the new highway. 
 
Comment: I believe you can fit a brake to trucks for about $450, which reduces 
the compression braking noise. Is there any way that RMS can force the trucking 
industry to fit them? 
Peter Borrelli advised that the question would be taken on notice. Government 
agencies try to avoid forcing people to do things, preferring to work with people and 
encourage people to change behaviour over time.  
 
Question: Just a question about lighting on the highway, is there criteria to 
determine what or if these roundabouts [Ewingsdale interchange] are lit? 
Peter Borrelli advised that roundabouts on the project will have lighting for road safety 
reasons. Low-level, shielded, directional lighting is used to direct light down onto the 
pavement.      
 
Comment: I asked because at the Banora Point upgrade there is very low-level 
lighting, it surprises me that it’s not lit.  
Peter Borrelli advised that the roadway is not usually lit, but key intersections generally 
are. The roundabout at Banora is lit as the run-in to the roundabout at the underpass. 
 
Comment: Yes, but in the actual cutting you’d think it would have been an 
exercise to have some suspended lighting as it quite dark.  
Peter Borrelli confirmed that the question was referring to the cutting; this area was lit 
for architectural and aesthetic reasons.   
 
End of questions and comments for session 1 

Questions and comments – 26 March (session 2) 
Comment: It is always very confusing to turn south when you need to head 
north. 
Peter Borrelli commented that this has been consistent feedback received by RMS 
over the years. While the project was being undertaken, it was a good opportunity to 
review the design of the interchange.  
 
Question: The double lane road at the top of the map. How do you use that? 
Peter Borrelli explained that there will be two north bound lanes and two south bound 
lanes. The northbound off ramp allows drivers to turn left to head up to St Helena or 
right into Byron Bay.  The existing highway would become a local road.   
 
Question: Does that take you back onto the existing highway? 
Peter Borrelli confirmed that it does take motorists onto the existing highway. 
   
Question: Will the [St Helena] speed camera go? 
Peter Borelli advised that it wouldn’t, though it may be reviewed. It is likely to be 
retained for road safety reasons.  
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Comment: It creates noise with brakes. 
Peter Borelli advised local traffic will primarily use the existing highway, with the bulk of 
heavy traffic using the new highway, which should help reduce some of the braking 
noise.  
 
Question: If you’re coming from the north and going to Lismore do you come off 
the exit and go through both roundabouts to get there? 
Peter Borelli advised that there were two options – if motorists are travelling south on 
the Pacific Highway, they can either stay on the highway and travel down to Ballina 
and along the Bruxner highway into Lismore, which is the way RMS would prefer to 
signpost it, or take the exit at Ewingsdale, through the two roundabouts at the 
interchange and travel up and over the hill. 
 
 Question: And the road on the left there, behind the noise mound, is that a local 
road? 
Peter Borelli explained that the road in question was the southbound on-road ramp for 
vehicles leaving Byron Bay and heading to Ballina. He explained that it was a one-way 
entry onto the highway.  
 
Question: Heading south approaching Ewingsdale, the RMS preferred route to 
Lismore is via Teven. Are you going to encourage the traffic to follow that route 
with signposting?  
Peter Borrelli advised the preferred route for vehicles is to remain on the highway and 
travel to Lismore via the Bruxner Highway. It was the intention of RMS to signpost it 
this way, however, there has been a representation from the Lismore City Council for 
signposting to Lismore to be installed at the Ewingsdale interchange.  
 
Comment: No right turn from Ewingsdale would be very safe. 
 
Comment: There is a piercing beep from the machines rather than the quack. 
When they shift the screen for the crushing plant it takes about ½ hour and it 
beeps continuously. 
Peter Borelli advised that beepers are installed on all plant for safety reasons; it is a 
legal requirement. The project team does try to minimise reversing beeping. 
 
End of questions and comments for session 2 

 Conclusion (SS) 
Susan Scott thanked everyone for their attendance, questions and comments and 
invited them to remain for a discussion with the project team. 

 

 Session 1: Formal presentations finished at approximately 1.50pm; discussion groups 
concluded at approximately 2.10pm. 
Session 2: Formal presentations finished at approximately 7.28pm; discussion groups 
concluded at approximately 7.45pm. 
 
** Copy of the PowerPoint presentation and video from session one is available on the 
RMS website. 
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