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Executive summary 

Introduction 
In 2013 Roads and Maritime completed a Preliminary Feasibility Assessment study for the New 
England Highway at Singleton. The study determined a bypass was feasible and that there was 
merit in carrying out further investigations and planning for the Singleton bypass.  

In 2014 the NSW Government allocated funding for Roads and Maritime Services to progress 
planning for a New England Highway bypass at Singleton. Work started in November 2014 on a 
route options assessment to identify a preferred corridor option.  

The route options assessment has involved reviewing the corridor options identified in the 
preliminary feasibility assessment and investigating new options previously not considered.  

The assessment considered multiple corridor and route options across the township of Singleton 
and surrounding suburbs to the east and west, including Gowrie, Singleton Heights, Glenridding, 
Whittingham, Hunterview and Darlington.  

The assessment included detailed traffic investigations, environmental and flooding evaluations, 
strategic designs, cost estimates and economic analysis of proposed routes. Community feedback 
on the preliminary feasibility study has also been considered.  

Each option was assessed against a range of factors including functionality, performance, 
constructability and social and environmental factors. 

The purpose of this report is to: 

• Document issues, impacts, and constraints relating to traffic flow through Singleton. 

• Describe the potential options identified. 

• Evaluate the options. 

• Summarise the investigation process that led to the final options for further investigation 
including strategic design. 

• Detail the next step in the options assessment. 
 

Three corridor options have been shortlisted for community comment and are shown in Figure 1. 
All options include a two lane New England Highway bypass at Singleton with provision for a future 
upgrade to four lanes. The shortlisted project options range in length and are proposed to provide 
a variety of connections to the existing road network around Singleton.  

Option A    

This route departs the New England Highway adjacent to the Mount Thorley Railway Spur, heads 
west across the Main Northern railway line and skirts around the Hunter River floodplain. It 
continues north over Putty Road and the Hunter River, west of town before crossing the New 
England Highway west of Gowrie Gates and rejoining the highway north of McDougalls Hill.  

Option B  
This route departs the New England Highway near Newington Lane and heads west over the Main 
Northern railway line and then across the floodplain, over Putty Road close to the town centre. It 
continues over the Hunter River, west of the town before crossing the New England Highway west 
of Gowrie Gates and rejoining the highway west of McDougalls Hill.  

Option C  
This route departs the New England Highway near Newington Lane and heads east across the 
Hunter River floodplain. It then crosses the Hunter River south of Gresford Road and follows the 
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eastern bank of the Hunter River north through Singleton Heights crossing over Bridgman Road, 
crossing over the Main railway line and rejoining the highway north of Rixs Creek Road. 

Roads and Maritime will consider feedback received to refine the shortlisted options and identify a 
preferred option. The preferred option is expected to be displayed for community comment in 
2016. 

 
Figure 1 New England Highway bypass at Singleton – Corridor route options 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Project overview 
The New England Highway is part of the National Land Transport Network and is a major freight 
and commuter route forming part of the inland Sydney-Brisbane corridor.  

The highway passes through Singleton and forms the main road access through the town and to 
the CBD. Over 25,000 vehicles a day travel on the highway through Singleton and across the 
Hunter River. Traffic volumes are predicted to increase to over 30,000 vehicles per day over the 
next 25 years. Forecast traffic growth is based on residential population growth forecasted by the 
Bureau of Transport Statistics, future land developments outlined in the Singleton Council Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) and the possible upturn of the mining sector. 

With planned future developments within Singleton and the continual growth in regional freight 
movements, the resulting traffic growth is likely to further impact on the functionality of the New 
England Highway in this area. It has been recognised that the proposed bypass could benefit the 
area by reducing freight traffic through the town centre, which would provide opportunity to 
optimise existing infrastructure and to improve the amenity through the Singleton town centre. The 
proposed bypass would also maintain the economic viability of the freight corridor.  

In 2013 Roads and Maritime completed a Preliminary Feasibility Assessment Study which 
determined that there was merit in carrying out further investigations and planning for the Singleton 
bypass. In 2014 the NSW Government allocated additional funding to progress planning of the 
New England Highway bypass at Singleton. 

Work started in November 2014 on a route options assessment to identify a preferred corridor 
option. The route options assessment has involved reviewing the corridor options identified in the 
preliminary feasibility assessment and investigating new options previously not considered.  
 

1.2 Study area 
The assessment considered multiple corridor and route options across the township of Singleton 
and the surrounding suburbs to the east and west, including Gowrie, Singleton Heights, 
Glenridding, Whittingham, Hunterview and Darlington. A map of the assessment area is presented 
in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 Diagram of study area

 

Singleton has a population of about 24,000 and is located in the Upper Hunter region, 80 
kilometres northwest of Newcastle and 47 kilometres southeast of Muswellbrook. Landmarks 
include the Singleton Military Area located 14 kilometres south of Singleton, the Hunter coalfields 
to the southwest, Mount Thorley to the west and Warkworth and Rixs Creek to the northwest. 
Singleton is located at the geographic heart of the Hunter Valley and major industries in the district 
include coal mining, power generation, light industry, vineyards, horse breeding and cattle 
production. 

The town of Singleton is situated on relatively flat land while steeper topography lies to the north. 
The Hunter River divides the town and its floodplains encompass the Central Business District 
(CBD) forming a key constraint to development in the area. Singleton is subject to periodic flooding 
from the Hunter River, with significant flooding occurring in 1955. Since this time an embankment 
has been constructed to protect the town against future flooding. 
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The New England Highway currently forms the main road access through Singleton and to the 
CBD. Access to the town from the southwest is provided by Putty Road and the Golden Highway, 
which is the main inland route between Newcastle and Central West NSW. Gresford Road to the 
east provides access to smaller communities in the Upper Hunter region. 

The Great Northern Railway also provides access to Singleton, flanking the town’s western 
boundary. The New England Highway passes under the railway via a narrow rail underpass on the 
north side of Singleton, known as the “Gowrie Gates”. 

Over 25,000 vehicles use the highway through Singleton each day with around 15 per cent of 
these being heavy vehicles. The highway provides direct access to the town centre and strategic 
trips through Singleton north to Muswellbrook and to the south toward Newcastle and Maitland. 

The New England Highway through Singleton serves diverse purposes. Key road users include: 

• Town centre shoppers and workers 

• Singleton and Singleton Heights residents 

• Mining staff driving to a number of mines located around Singleton 

• Freight and construction vehicles servicing mines around Singleton 

• Commercial and general public motorists using the New England Highway through Singleton to 
access locations along the Sydney-Brisbane corridor. 

1.3 Strategic context 
The New England Highway forms part of the inland Sydney-Brisbane Corridor of the National Land 
Transport Network (NLTN). This transport network is funded by the Australian, State and Territory 
governments and is recognised for its strategic importance to national and regional economic 
growth, development and connectivity.  

The New England Highway is recognised as a major freight and commuter route with around 15 
per cent of all traffic movements being heavy vehicles. The route allows for the transport of goods 
to domestic and international markets via the ports of Newcastle, Sydney and Brisbane. Due to 
mining activities in the region, the route also accommodates the transport of mining equipment and 
vehicles, which are often classed as oversize and/or over-mass vehicles under national law 
regulations applicable to heavy vehicles. 

Traffic flow along this route is currently impeded by heavy vehicle traffic between Maitland and 
Scone and the capacity and amenity of the road is expected to be put under further pressure if 
regional growth continues.  

The bypass seeks to address the following Transport for NSW strategic goals and objectives for 
the New England Highway: 

• Reduce fatalities and serious injuries by upgrading sections of the network 

• Support freight and long distance travel, which is important to the NSW economy 

• Providing or improving arterial road access to serve residential and employment growth areas 

• Providing localised improvements to address specific congestion issues 

• Improve urban amenity by building town bypasses and measures to mitigate traffic impact. 

The NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan 2012 is the product of the most extensive integrated 
transport planning process ever undertaken in NSW. Part of the Plan aims to deliver new roads 
and upgrades to support population and employment growth in regional cities and areas, which will 
boost the demand for road travel, bus services and freight transport. The Plan also highlights the 
need to reduce the impacts of freight movements on centres such as Muswellbrook and Singleton. 
The proposed bypass of the New England Highway at Singleton would be designed to 
accommodate population and employment growth and the associated increase in demand for 
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commuting and freight transport. The bypass would also significantly reduce the impacts of freight 
movements on the town of Singleton.  

The bypass also provides opportunities to address the need for improved flood management in 
and around Singleton. Flooding is a major constraint to commuter, tourist, local community and 
freight movement through the region. The bypass has the potential to provide both emergency 
access out of Singleton and a route around the town in the event that the area is flooded. A bypass 
around Singleton would mitigate potential disruption to the Sydney-Brisbane road corridor in times 
of flooding. This is important for the movement of people and goods between the Upper and Lower 
Hunter and significant for the continued functioning of mining operations within the Hunter Valley.  

1.4 Need for the project 

Safety 
Within the study area there were a total of 292 crashes, 3 fatalities and 118 injury crashes between 
2009-2013. 

The crash severity index was higher than the State average (1.24 between 2008-2012) for several 
sections along the New England Highway corridor including: 

• From Rixs Creek to Bridgman Road = 1.27 

• Range Road to Golden Highway = 1.34 

The crash rates per 100 million vehicle kilometres travelled indicates that the section of New 
England Highway within the Singleton town centre between Bridgeman Road and Waddells Lane 
has a higher number of injury crashes (30.2) than the NSW average (28). 

Congestion 
The New England Highway is predicted to operate poorly in the future without an upgrade. Travel 
times between Bell Road, Belford and Rixs Creek Road, McDougalls Hill are predicted to increase 
4-12 minutes on average by 2032 in the peak direction of flow. 

Urban amenity  
The bypass options provide alternative routes for traffic through Singleton township. The current 
New England Highway route and the location of the Hunter River dissect the town centre and the 
growing population centre of Singleton Heights. 

Current estimations indicate that traffic volumes along the New England Highway corridor through 
Singleton could reduce by up to 35 per cent (location dependant). 

1.5 Project objectives 
Key objectives for the project include: 

1) Improve travel reliability and times on the New England Highway through Singleton, particularly 
for road freight supporting the operations of the coalfields located in the Upper Hunter and the 
North West New England Region. 

2) Improve the amenity of Singleton by removing freight traffic from the town centre.  

3) Improve road safety for through and local traffic in Singleton. 

Project objectives of note that do not have quantitative measures include: 

4) Provide best value for money over the project life-cycle 

5) Provide clarity for Singleton Council and the future development of Singleton through 
identification of the corridor 

6) Potentially provide for improved flood amenity and/or evacuation routes for Singleton. 
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1.6 Purpose of this report 
This report documents the work involved in refining the corridor options identified in the 2013 
preliminary feasibility study and the investigations into new options previously not considered.  

The purpose of this report is to: 

• Document issues, impacts, and constraints relating to traffic flow through Singleton. 

• Describe the potential options identified. 

• Evaluate the options. 

• Summarise the investigation process that led to the final options for further investigation 
including strategic design. 

• Detail the next step in the options assessment. 

1.7 Current project status 
The corridor options have been developed to a minimum 50 per cent strategic design to allow for 
appropriate assessment during this stage of the project. 

During this phase it has been found that the designs are sensitive to flooding, requiring an 
increased level of design detail to provide certainty of cost estimations.  

1.8 Bypass option naming 
For historical consistency this report uses the numerical system from the 2013 Preliminary 
Feasibility Assessment report. The bypass option names have been simplified in the Section 8 and 
community display materials by using option A, B and C.  
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2 Environmental constraints 
2.1 Summary of environmental constraints 
Provided below is a summary of key environmental constraints which were considered during the 
development of the route options. A map of key constraints used in the workshop is provided at 
Appendix A. 

2.1.2 Indigenous heritage 
The study area contains more than 900 sites of indigenous heritage significance according to the 
Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) searches undertaken in January 
2015. Observed sites are concentrated to the north and southeast of Singleton and along the 
banks of the Hunter River. The AHIMS is not an exhaustive list of all sites and the absence of 
heritage records does not necessarily indicate an absence of heritage value. Indigenous heritage 
sites are likely to be located in higher, steep vegetated areas and also along the banks of the 
Hunter River. These sites are a potential constraint for all options. 

2.1.2 European heritage 
Heritage listings for historic (non-indigenous) heritage items were identified within the study area 
on both the State Heritage Register of NSW and under Schedule 5 of the Singleton LEP 2013 and 
are generally located within the Singleton town centre and along major roads (including the New 
England Highway) leading into Singleton. 

Items of European heritage potentially affect each of the identified options. Routes selected in the 
Southern or Central corridors would potentially have a less significant impact to heritage in 
comparison to a route selected in the Northern corridor, depending on their final alignment. This is 
because the central and southern corridors provide greater opportunity to avoid heritage items in 
any future route alignment when compared to the northern corridor. The northern corridor is 
constrained in the north by heritage at Rixs Creek (Coke Ovens) and to the southwest of 
Clydesdale (Greenwood and Woolpack Inn).  

Central Option A has been placed to pass to the west of a private grave site located south of 
Gowrie.  

2.1.3 Topography, geology and soils 
Route options are constrained by hilly regions in the north of the study area, increasing the overall 
footprint of the earthworks. Soils and geology may be an issue within the study area as options 
that traverse the floodplain (Quaternary alluvial soils) could require additional earthworks to settle 
soils prior to any construction works. Route options to the west of the study area traverse the 
Patrick Plains mine subsidence district. Mines subsidence in the area could form a constraint to 
options.  

2.1.4 Land ownership and use 
Existing land ownership and use within the study area has been found to include: 

• Singleton Military Area – Located approximately eight kilometres south of the township of 
Singleton. The property has an area of 14,375 hectares and is owned by the Commonwealth. 

• Singleton Airport – Located approximately four kilometres south of the township of Singleton 
near the intersection of Range Road and the New England Highway.  

• Rixs Creek Mine – An open cut coal mine located approximately five kilometres northwest of 
Singleton. The mining lease for operations at Rixs Creek covers an area of approximately 2500 
hectares.  

• Coal and petroleum titles – The western extent of the study area contains a number of coal titles 
while the entire study area is covered by an existing petroleum title. 
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• Mine Subsidence District – The study area is bounded by the Patrick Plains mine subsidence 
district to the west. 

• Strategic Agricultural Land – Land identified as biophysical strategic agricultural land under the 
Upper Hunter Strategic Regional Land Use Plan is located on the floodplain of the Hunter River. 

• Residential Growth Centres – The Singleton Landuse Strategy (PWA, 2008) identified three key 
areas for future residential growth to cater for future population increase in the study area. 
These are Singleton North East, Singleton West and Singleton North. 

Potential opportunities and constraints due to the existing land use and ownership have been 
identified as follows: 

• The Central Corridor has the potential for a bypass route to be located through areas of 
environmental conservation as well as residential, recreational, commercial/mixed use and 
biophysical strategic agricultural land.  

• The Southern Corridor is located through areas of environmental conservation as well as 
residential, recreational, commercial/mixed use, biophysical strategic agricultural and defence 
land. Construction of a bypass on land owned by the Australian Government would trigger 
additional environmental assessment in accordance with the requirements of the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999).  

• The Northern Corridor has the potential for a bypass route to be located through areas of 
residential land, a future residential growth area and strategic agricultural land.  

• Interactions with future development represent a potential constraint to the bypass either 
through conflicting land use or potential delays during the planning application approval stage. 
The Northern Corridor has the greatest potential to interact with planned expansion due to its 
proximity to proposed residential growth centres of northeast Singleton. Relatively new 
expansions within Singleton Heights and surrounding area may also represent a constraint to 
the Northern Corridor. The Central and Southern Corridors pass through the proposed Gowrie 
development lands which will form a constraint on these corridors. 

Based on the above existing uses, opportunities and constraints, the route option assessment has 
considered the following recommendations where practicable: 

• The bypass should avoid unnecessarily sterilising land by isolation, fragmentation or reducing 
the workable area of sections to the point where they are no longer economically viable to 
maintain.  

• The bypass should align to existing property boundaries where feasible to minimise the 
potential of isolating or fragmenting agricultural land. 

• Ongoing consultation should be maintained with Singleton Council during the refinement of 
corridor options to ensure that the preferred options corridor considers interactions with 
proposed and potential future development activity within the study area. 

• The objectives of the Upper Hunter Strategy should be provided full consideration as part of 
further detailed environmental assessment undertaken for any preferred bypass route. 

2.1.5 Ecology 
Local ecology is a potential constraint to project options within the study area. Threatened species 
and Endangered Ecological Communities (EECs) are concentrated in the north and southwest of 
the study area with the greatest potential impact on ecology in the north. Central and southern 
options which are closer to Singleton are of potentially lower ecological effect when compared to 
the Northern Option.  
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2.1.6 Noise and vibration 
Noise and vibration is a potential constraint for the project both during the construction phase and 
through relocation of traffic during operation of the bypass. Northern and central corridors present 
more of a noise and vibration constraint as they are closer to residential areas. Noise and vibration 
is considered a relatively low constraint for the project.  

2.1.7 Air quality 
Air quality is a potential constraint for the project both during the construction phase and through 
relocation of traffic during operation of the bypass. Northern and Central corridors present more of 
an air quality constraint as they are closer to residential areas. Air quality is considered a relatively 
low constraint for the project. 

2.1.8 Contamination 
Three sites of potential contamination were identified within the study area and include Singleton 
Gas Works on John Street, the BP service station on George Street, and the Shell Coles Express 
Service Station also on George Street. The Singleton Gas Works site is a registered contaminated 
site while both of the service station sites have been notified to the EPA. All of these sites are 
within the town of Singleton and are not considered constraints to any of the bypass routes.  

2.2 Rail operations 
Singleton is serviced by the Main Northern Railway which skirts the western side of town as 
indicated in Figure 2. Within the study area it runs parallel to the New England Highway between 
the Golden Highway and Singleton Airport intersection. From Singleton Airport it crosses John 
Street, west of Singleton, then crosses the Hunter River northwest of Rose Point Park. The Main 
Northern Railway crosses the New England Highway west of Dunnolly heading north out of the 
study area towards Muswellbrook. Singleton is serviced by a single passenger station (Singleton 
Station) located west of the CBD on the edge of the town between Munro Street and Victoria 
Street. The Main Northern Railway services freight (predominantly coal trains) and passenger 
trains.  

Currently passenger train movements are scheduled for four per day each way on weekdays (two 
of each in the mornings and two in the afternoons/evenings). This is reduced to two each way on 
weekends (one of each in the morning and one in the afternoon). 

Coal train movements through Singleton have been estimated at 88 round trips per day (Australian 
Rail Track Corporation, 2014). These numbers for the Camberwell to Whittingham section of the 
Hunter Valley Corridor are expected to remain unchanged to 2019.  

2.3 Air operations 
Singleton Airport is located immediately northwest of the intersection between the New England 
Highway and Range Road, and provided regular public transport air services to and from Sydney 
until 2001.  

Construction of the third railway track and associated Range Road overpass at the end of the 
runway has limited access to twin-engine aircraft at the airport which further impacts viability of 
public transport services at the airport.  

Currently the site will still be used for aviation on a limited basis, however it is understood that the 
owner has reported that they were considering their options with the 32 hectares. 

2.4 Surface water and flooding 
Flooding is a significant issue for Singleton and is an important constraint on bypass options. A 
modelled flood flow distribution indicating major flood features presented in Figure 3.  

Special attention has been required due to flooding within Doughboy Hollow which if obstructed 
would force additional flow around the north and east of Singleton and increase flooding in 
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residential areas. This was found to be a significant issue for all of the options within the Central 
corridors.  

Flooding is also an issue within the Hunter River floodplain which all the options except the 
Northern corridor cross on the north-western edge of Singleton. The Northern corridor crosses the 
Hunter River floodplain on the south eastern side of Singleton. 

Managing the impact that the bypass has on flooding has been a key aspect of the 50 per cent 
strategic design, and the impact of flooding has been the predominant factor in shaping the 
changes to the route alignments. The design process required significant interaction between the 
flood modelling and road design teams in order to achieve a satisfactory outcome. Each route 
option has had its own challenges which are provided in summary form in Section 4 of this report.  

Provision of flood evacuation routes during a large event do not form part of the design brief, 
however most of the options considered would improve emergency access to some extent.  
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Figure 3 Singleton flood features during a modelled one in 100 flood event  
(BMT WBM, 2015) 
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3 Development of options 
3.1 Preliminary feasibility assessment 
Initial identification of options for the New England Highway bypass at Singleton began with the 
2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment Study. This study considered potential route options and 
the feasibility of the New England Highway bypassing Singleton. The study determined there was 
merit in further investigating potential bypass options. For further information on the feasibility 
study visit rms.nsw.gov.au/projects.  

During the Preliminary Feasibility Study, 15 route options were considered within four broad. 
These corridors and options were identified through review of previous constraints mapping, 
preliminary traffic assessment and design. The corridors and the route options are presented in 
Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively. 

The four corridors were named and classified as follows: 

• The Northern Corridor – includes all route options which would bypass the town on the eastern 
and northern side and link back into the New England Highway to the south of Rixs Creek (north 
of Singleton), and near Whittingham (south of Singleton) 

• The Central Corridor – includes all route options which traverse through all or part of the 
existing urban area of Singleton 

• The Southern Corridor – utilises the Golden Highway then turns north before Mount Thorley 
along Putty Rd and across the Hunter River at various locations to the west of Singleton 

• The Western Corridor – utilises the Golden Highway and extends further west than the 
Southern Corridor, before turning north and travelling through Hambledon Hill or Gouldsville. 

The 15 route options were assessed using a multi criteria analysis (MCA) at an assessment 
workshop held on 28 March 2012. This workshop included representatives from Roads and 
Maritime, Singleton Council, Transport for NSW and AECOM. Each of the options were presented 
as high level strategic options and were assessed in terms of its performance against the following 
criteria: 

• Travel time and route attraction 

• Improvements to road safety, the road network and local accessibility 

• Heritage impacts 

• Flooding impacts 

• Environmental impacts 

• Social and amenity impacts 

• Land use and ownership impacts 

• Engineering constraints and cost.  

From the workshop, six routes were identified, in which there were two pairs of similar options. 
These pairs of options were reviewed and combined into single options, resulting in four options for 
further development. The four options identified are presented in Figure 6 and were identified 
according to the corridor within which they were contained as: 

• Central Option 

• Northern Option 1 

• Northern Option 2 

• Southern Option. 
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Figure 4 Corridors considered as having potential in the 
2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment Study 
  

 

Figure 5 Route options considered within the corridors in 
the 2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment Study 
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Figure 6 Options shortlisted during 2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment Study

 
 

3.2 Corridor options assessment study  
At the initiation of the options assessment, a review of the 2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment 
report was undertaken alongside new and updated information. This information included: 

• Updated aerial imagery and property boundaries 

• Results of flood modelling undertaken on the four options identified in the preliminary feasibility 
assessment (BMT WBM, 2014) 

• Updated design criteria for road geometry. 

At the end of the review, a total of 12 options were identified within the North Central and Southern 
corridors; five in the Northern corridor, five in the Central corridor and two in the Southern corridor. 
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3.2.1 Northern corridor options 
Northern corridor options are shown in Figure 7 and included: 

• Northern Option 1 – This option is similar to Northern Option 1 from the 2013 Preliminary 
Feasibility Assessment with some smoothing of horizontal curves to improve the safety and 
comfort of motorists, and to be suitable for a design speed of 110 km/h. 

This option was discounted as it would require a major bridge to cross the floodplain and is cost 
prohibitive. 

• Northern Option 2 – This option is similar to Northern Option 2 from the 2013 Preliminary 
Feasibility Assessment with some smoothing of horizontal curves to improve the safety and 
comfort of motorists, and to be suitable for a design speed of 110 km/h. 

This option was discounted as it would require a major bridge to cross the flood plain and is cost 
prohibitive. 

• Northern Option 3 – This option was based on Northern Option 2 but has been modified to 
avoid impacting existing residential properties in the Singleton Heights and Hunterview areas 
where possible.  

This option was discounted as it would require a major bridge to cross the flood plain and is cost 
prohibitive. 

• Northern Option 4 – This option was based on Northern Option 3 but has been modified to 
depart the New England Highway closer to Singleton, to reduce the impact on the Hunter River 
floodplain. Note that an interchange is not practicable at Gresford Road due to the topography. 
It has also been found through the traffic study that an interchange at this location was not 
warranted. 

This option was found to have potential and has been developed through to 50 per cent 
strategic design. 

• Northern Option 4b – This alignment was based on Northern Option 4 but has been located in 
the Hunter River floodplain to minimise the impact on the residential properties in the 
Clydesdale and Fern Gully areas. This option also included a potential interchange at Gresford 
Road. 

This option was discounted as the increase in bridge length to cross the Hunter River floodplain 
significantly increased the cost of the option. It was also found that an interchange at Gresford 
Road was not warranted. 

• Northern Option 4c – This alignment was based on Northern Option 4 although the bypass was 
moved further the west and included an interchange at Gresford Road. 

This option was discounted as the need for an interchange at this location was not justified by 
traffic assessment which indicated the interchange would be too far from Singleton to attract 
sufficient traffic. Moving the alignment to the west also significantly increased the earthworks. 

• Northern Option 5 – This option is based on Northern Option 4 but has been further modified to 
pass around the northern side of the Wattle Ponds community, avoiding segregation between 
the Wattle Ponds and Singleton Heights communities.  

This option was discounted as the increase in bypass length decreased the attractiveness to 
traffic using the bypass. The increase in length also increased the cost of the option without 
providing tangible benefits. 
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Figure 7 Northern corridor options considered
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3.2.2 Central corridor options 
Options within the central corridor are shown in Figure 8 and included: 

• Central Option 1 – This option is similar to the Central Option from the 2013 Preliminary 
Feasibility Assessment with some smoothing of horizontal curves to improve the safety and 
comfort of motorists, and to be suitable for a design speed of 110 km/h. The alignment was 
located near Rose Point Park, to the west of the Hunter River and the rail corridor to avoid the 
heritage pump house located on the bank of the Hunter River west of Rose Point Park.  

This option was found to have potential and has been refined further and presented as Option 5 
below. 

• Central Option 2 – This was a new alignment developed to closely follow the edge of the 100 
year flood extent through Doughboy Hollow, and as a result it features the shortest bridge over 
the Hunter River floodplain (two kilometres long). The intent of this alignment was to provide a 
bypass close to Singleton that minimised interaction with the floodplains. The alignment is 
positioned to the south of Gowrie to avoid impacting the private cemetery on the Northern side 
of the Hunter River in Gowrie. The alignment was determined to minimise impact to the Gowrie 
Golf Course. 

This option was found to have potential and has been developed through to 50 per cent 
strategic design. 

• Central Option 4 – This option is similar to Central Option 2, however it turns to the north after 
passing the cemetery at Whitingham. From this point it runs northwest across the floodplain, 
parallel to a sewer easement and maintains a closer proximity to Singleton. The alignment was 
located between the Hunter River and the rail corridor near Rose Point Park. This alignment 
was found to impact the heritage pumps; however discussion with Singleton Council indicated 
that the pumps could be relocated and placed on display. 

This option was found to have potential and has been developed through to 50 per cent 
strategic design. 

• Central Option 5 – This option is based on Central Option 1 but was modified to avoid flood 
affected areas by departing from the New England Highway closer to Singleton and then 
running parallel to the rail line. This option was also located closer to town and passed through 
the Glenridding community to minimise interaction with the Doughboy Hollow floodplain and 
facilitate a reduction in bridge length. The alignment was located between the Hunter River and 
the rail corridor as described in Central Option 4. 

This option was discounted due to its significant impact on the Glenridding community, which 
was considered to outweigh any benefits gained by the reduction in flood impact. It was also 
found that a potential interchange with Putty Road would not be practical due to the close 
proximity to the rail corridor. 

• Central Option 5b – This option is based on Central Option 5 but was modified to include a 
potential interchange with Putty Road, and avoid impacting properties in Glenridding. 

This option was found to have potential and has been developed through to 50 per cent 
strategic design. 

• Central Option 6 – This option was based on Central Option 5 but was modified to suit a 
potential interchange with Putty Road. The alignment was located to the west of the Hunter 
River and the rail corridor near Rose Point Park to avoid the heritage pump house located on 
the bank of the Hunter River. 

This option was discounted due to the residual impact on the properties in south Glenridding 
adjacent to the Hunter River. 
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Figure 8 Central corridor options considered
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3.2.3 Southern corridor options 
Options within the Southern corridor are shown in Figure 9 and included: 

• Southern Option 1 – This option is the Southern Option from the 2013 Preliminary Feasibility 
Assessment, modified where possible to meet the updated design criteria outlined in Section 
3.1. This option departs the New England Highway and follows the Golden Highway before 
turning north onto Putty Road. Modifications are required to both of these existing roads to suit 
the design speed of the bypass. As with the Central Options, once over the river the corridor 
ascends the hill to the west of Singleton between the rail line and Gowrie, then crosses the 
highway before tying back onto the New England Highway at Rixs Creek. 

This option was discounted as it was found that Southern Option 3 better achieved the project 
objectives. 

• Southern Option 2 – This option was based on Southern Option 1 but has been modified to 
cross the Hunter River further upstream to reduce the floodplain crossing length by over 600 
metres. This significantly reduced interaction with floodwater and associated bridge length. 
Another major difference was that the alignment passed to the north of the properties which 
front the Golden Highway.  

Crossing the Hunter River further upstream was found to have potential and was further 
developed as Southern Option 3. 

• Southern Option 3 – This option was based on Southern Option 2 but has been modified to 
follow the Golden Highway. 

This option was found to have potential and has been developed through to 50 per cent 
strategic design. 
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Figure 9 Southern corridor options considered
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3.3 Options assessment workshop 
Each of these options was considered at the Options Assessment Multi Criteria Assessment 
(MCA) Workshop held on 6 February 2015, which was attended by representatives from Singleton 
Council, Roads and Maritime BMT WBM and AECOM. Each of the 12 options was assessed 
against the following criteria as a part of the MCA: 

• Travel time/attraction 

• Improvement to traffic through town/ accessibility to town 

• Environment impact – flooding 

• Environment impact – heritage 

• Environmental protection (impact on environmentally sensitive communities) 

• Social and amenity 

• Land use and ownership 

• Engineering Constraints. 
 

At the conclusion of the MCA, the following outcomes were agreed:  

1) Northern Options 2, 3, and 4 are essentially the same corridor. 

2) A hybrid of Northern Options 2, 3 and 4 would be further investigated. 

3) Central Options are relatively similar. 

4) Three routes in the Central corridor would continue to be assessed including Central Option 2 
which skirts the floodplain and Central Options 4 and 5 which encroach on the floodplain. 

5) Suitability of the Southern options was questionable in relation to travel time and attractiveness 
so further traffic assessment was needed. 

From these outcomes the 12 options were reduced to five distinct options and renamed as follows: 

• Central Option 2 

• Central Option 4 

• Central Option 5 (Hybrid of Central Options 1, 5 and 6) 

• Northern Option 4 (hybrid of Northern Options 2, 3 and 4 (see numbers (1) and (2) above) 

• Southern Option 3. 
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4 Description of options selected for 50 per cent strategic design 
The five options determined from the MCA workshop to be further developed are described in 
Table 1, including their defining characteristics. The options were developed to 50 per cent 
strategic design and included further traffic modelling and cost estimating.  

Table 1 Summary of key aspects 

Route option Length Bridge Summary 

Central Option 2 13.0 km Seven bridges (Including 2 km long floodplain 
bridge) 

Central Option 4 11.4 km Six bridges (Including 3.3 km long floodplain 
bridge) 

 
Central Option 5 8.9 km Six bridges (Including 3.1 km long floodplain 

bridge) 

 

Northern Option 4 

 

11.9 km Eight bridges (Including 2.3 km long floodplain 
bridge) 

Southern Option 3 21.2 km Seven bridges (Including 2 km long floodplain 
bridge) 

 

4.1 Central Option 2 
Central Option 2 at 50 per cent strategic design is shown in Figure 10. 

Figure 10 Central Option 2 at 50 per cent strategic design 
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4.1.1 Route description 
Central Option 2 is approximately 13 kilometres long and bypasses Singleton to the west. This 
option starts south of Singleton deviating from the existing New England Highway at Range Road.  

Initially heading north, the alignment curves to the west and is raised on an embankment to pass 
over the Main Northern Railway line. A half interchange is provided at the southern end with a 
northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp. The northbound off-ramp passes underneath the 
bypass immediately before the bypass crosses the Main Northern Railway. The bridge structure 
therefore spans both the ramp and the rail line. The ramp connects back to the New England 
Highway north of where the bypass deviates from the highway and the southbound on-ramp 
reuses the existing New England Highway. 

After crossing the Main Northern Railway, the bypass continues in a westerly direction before 
curving to the northwest. Near the mid-point of the curve the bypass crosses Army Camp Road, 
which will be placed on a bridge structure to pass over the bypass.  

The bypass continues on an embankment to the northwest until reaching the edge of the Hunter 
River floodplain where the bypass would be located on a bridge structure until reaching the 
northern side of the Hunter River floodplain. While on the structure, the bypass crosses Putty Road 
at a half interchange. This interchange will have both a northbound on-ramp and a southbound off-
ramp, and the height of the ramp embankments has been minimised to limit impact on floodwaters. 

After crossing the Hunter River the bypass curves towards the northeast and then back to the 
north before crossing the New England Highway immediately west of the existing Gowrie Gates 
rail overbridge. A southbound on-ramp connects the bypass to the New England Highway at this 
point. From here, the alignment continues in a northerly direction, and is positioned between the 
Main Northern Railway on its east and the New England Highway on its west. A full interchange is 
located prior to the northern connection of the bypass to the New England Highway. The 
interchange has a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp located at an extension of 
Magpie Street which will maintain connection with the McDougalls Hill industrial precinct. The 
northbound on-ramp is provided by reusing the section of the New England Highway between 
Magpie Street and the bypass, and the southbound off-ramp requires a bridge to pass over the 
bypass and connect to the New England Highway immediately north of Magpie Street.  

4.1.2 Developments since the MCA workshop 
Central Option 2 was refined based on findings from at the MCA workshop as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2   Central Option 2 refinements since the MCA workshop 

Item Design refinement 

Horizontal 
alignment 

• The northern tie-in point has been moved south of Rixs Creek 
Road intersection to reduce length. 

Flooding impact 
(Whittingham) 

• A large structure was proposed near the start of Central Option 2 
to minimise impact to the flood runner near Whittingham, 
however: 
o The structure has a significant cost (>$40 million). 

o While the inclusion of a bridge structure in this area reduced 
the increase in flood level to the northeast, there was an 
adverse effect of increasing the levels over the Main Northern 
Railway. 

o Large drainage structures were also evaluated in this area 
but it was found that that this did not significantly change the 
flood levels to the northeast, and has a more significant 
impact on the railway and area to the southwest. 
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4.1.3 Strengths, weaknesses and opportunities 

Strengths  
• Due to the overbridge embankment near Whittingham diverting floodwater there is a potential 

reduction of peak flood levels along railway south of the bypass and the area immediately to the 
southwest. 

• Future extension of the bypass to the south can be easily undertaken without the need for 
viaducts and would be flood immune in the one in 20 year flood event. 

• Majority of the route follows the one in 100 year peak flood boundary, so has minimal impact to 
floodwater. 

• Route does not impact on the military area to the south. 

• Shortest flood viaduct of all of the five options developed at two kilometres long. 

• Flood viaduct has been designed with sufficient height to allow farm vehicles to travel beneath, 
to try to minimise property severance. 

Weaknesses 
• Potential increase in peak flooding levels northeast of the bypass overbridge near Whittingham 

(<50 millimetres). 

• Requires significant import of fill (approx. 1.2 million cubic metres) to construct an embankment 
across low lying areas and northern interchange. 

• Half interchange at Putty Road. 

• The longer overall alignment length is likely to cause more property severance when compared 
to shorter options. 

Opportunities 
• Further development of the vertical alignment could reduce the required fill import volume. 

• Further development or relocation of the northern interchange could reduce the required fill 
import volume. 

• While the traffic study results did not warrant a full interchange at Putty Road, north facing 
ramps could potentially be included in the design subject to flood impact modelling. 
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4.2 Central Option 4 
Central Option 4 at 50 per cent strategic design is shown in Figure 11. 

Figure 11 Central Option 4 at 50 per cent strategic design 

 

4.2.1 Route description 
Central Option 4 is approximately 11.4 kilometres long and bypasses Singleton to the west. This 
option commences south of Singleton deviating from the existing New England Highway at Range 
Road.  

Similar to Central Option 2, it initially heads north then curves to the west and is raised on an 
embankment to pass over the Main Northern Railway. A half interchange is provided at the 
southern end with a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp. The northbound off-ramp 
passes underneath the bypass immediately before the bypass crosses the Main Northern Railway. 
The bridge structure therefore spans both the ramp and the rail line. The ramp connects back to 
the New England Highway north of where the bypass deviates from the highway and the 
southbound on-ramp reuses the existing New England Highway.  

After crossing the Main Northern Railway, the bypass continues in a westerly direction then curves 
to the northwest before reaching the edge of the Hunter River floodplain. It continues across the 
floodplain on an embankment until passing west of the Singleton Wastewater Treatment Plant at 
Whittingham where faster flowing and deeper floodwater requires a bridge structure to the northern 
side of the Hunter River floodplain. While on the bridge structure, the bypass crosses Putty Road 
where a full interchange will be located, consisting of a northbound on-ramp and off-ramp, and a 
southbound on-ramp and off-ramp. The height of the ramp embankments has been minimised to 
limit impact on floodwater. 

After crossing the Hunter River the route heads northeast and then back to the north before 
crossing the New England Highway immediately west of the existing Gowrie Gates rail overbridge. 
A potential southbound on-ramp could connect the New England Highway to the bypass at this 
point. 

From there, the alignment continues in a northerly direction and is positioned between the Main 
Northern Railway on its east and the New England Highway on its west. A full interchange is 
located prior to the northern connection of the bypass to the New England Highway. The 
interchange has a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp located at an extension of 
Magpie Street which will connect with the McDougalls Hill industrial area. The northbound on-ramp 
is provided by reusing the section of the New England Highway between Magpie Street and the 
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bypass, and the southbound off-ramp will require a bridge to pass over the bypass and connect to 
the New England Highway immediately north of Magpie Street.  

4.2.2 Developments since the MCA workshop 
Central Option 4 was refined based on findings from at the MCA workshop as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3   Central Option 4 refinements since the MCA workshop 

Item Design refinement 

Horizontal 
alignment 

• The northern tie-in point has been moved south of Rixs Creek 
Road intersection to reduce length. 

Flooding impact 
(Whittingham) 

• As discussed in Central Option 2, a large structure (680 metre) 
was considered near the start of Central Option 4, but for the 
same reasons an embankment has been adopted for the design. 

Flooding impact 
(Glenridding) 

• It was found that the peak floodwater levels in Doughboy Hollow 
were highly sensitive to the bridge pier skew, which had the effect 
of pushing more water to the south. 

• The one in 100 year flood model outputs for the two scenarios 
modelled, indicate   that the area of floodwater level change (>20 
millimetres) is significantly reduced by adopting skewed bridge 
piers. 

4.2.3 Strengths, weaknesses and opportunities 
Strengths  

• Potential reduction to peak flood levels along railway south of the bypass overbridge near 
Whittingham, and the area immediately to the southwest. 

• Future extension of the bypass to the south can be easily undertaken without the need for 
viaducts and would be flood immune in the one in 20 year flood event. 

• Full interchange at Putty Road. 

• Flood viaduct has been designed with sufficient height to allow farm vehicles to travel 
underneath and minimise property severance. 

• Shorter lengths of embankment and overall alignment are likely to cause less property 
severance when compared to longer options.  

• Route does not impact on the military area to the south. 

Weaknesses 

• Potential increase in peak flooding levels northeast of the bypass overbridge near Whittingham 
(<50 millimetres). 

• Route crosses a significant length of floodplain so is more complex to construct and susceptible 
to flooding during construction. 

• Longest flood viaduct of all of the five options developed (3.27 kilometres). 

• Requires import of fill (approx. 0.5 million cubic metres) to construct embankment across low 
lying areas, and northern interchange. 

Opportunities 

• Further development of the vertical alignment could reduce the required volume of fill material to 
construct the embankment. 
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• Further development or relocation of the northern interchange could reduce the required fill 
import volume. 

4.3 Central Option 5 
Central Option 5 at 50 per cent strategic design is shown in Figure 12. 

Figure 12 Central Option 5 at 50 per cent strategic design 

 

4.3.1 Route description 
Central Option 5 is approximately 8.9 kilometres long and bypasses Singleton to the west. This 
option commences south of Singleton deviating from the existing New England Highway south of 
Newington Lane and initially heads west.  

A half interchange is provided at the southern end with a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-
ramp. The northbound off-ramp passes over the bypass before connecting back to the New 
England Highway slightly north of where the bypass deviates from the highway. The southbound 
on-ramp reuses the existing New England Highway. 

The main alignment continues west and crosses over the Main Northern Railway then curves back 
to head north along the western side of Singleton. Approximately two kilometres of this route is 
located in the Doughboy Hollow floodplain and is therefore on bridge structure to minimise impact 
on the floodwaters. While on the bridge structure, the bypass crosses Putty Road where a full 
interchange will be located, consisting of a northbound on-ramp and off-ramp, and southbound on-
ramp and off-ramp. The height of the ramp embankments have been minimised to limit impact on 
floodwater. 

After crossing the Hunter River floodplain the bypass curves towards the northeast and then back 
to the north before crossing the New England Highway immediately west of the existing Gowrie 
Gates rail overbridge. A potential southbound on-ramp connects the New England Highway to the 
bypass at this point. 

From there, the alignment continues in a northerly direction and is positioned between the Main 
Northern Railway on its east and the New England Highway on its west. A full interchange is 
located prior to the northern connection of the bypass to the New England Highway. The 
interchange has a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp located at an extension of 
Magpie Street which will connect with the McDougalls Hill industrial area. The northbound on-ramp 
is provided by reusing the section of the New England Highway between Magpie Street and the 
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bypass, and the southbound off-ramp will require a bridge to pass over the bypass and connect to 
the New England Highway immediately north of Magpie Street. 

4.3.2 Developments since the MCA workshop 
Central Option 5 was refined based on findings from at the MCA workshop as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4   Central Option 5 refinements since the MCA workshop 

Item Design refinement 

Horizontal 
alignment 

• The northern tie-in point has been moved south of Rixs Creek 
Road intersection to reduce length. 

Flooding impact 
(Whittingham) 

• The route has been realigned to minimise impact in the more 
critical flow of the Doughboy Hollow flood runner. 

• The southern tie-in point has been moved north to avoid 
impacting the Doughboy Hollow flood runner.  

• While these changes were implemented primarily for flooding, 
they have the benefit of reducing the angle of skew where the 
bypass crosses over the railway, which reduces the structure 
complexity and improves constructability. 

4.3.3 Strengths, weaknesses and opportunities 

Strengths  
• Full interchange at Putty Road. 

• Flood viaduct has been designed with sufficient height to allow farm vehicles to travel 
underneath and minimise property severance. 

• Shorter lengths of an embankment and overall alignment are likely to cause less property 
severance when compared to longer options.  

• Route does not impact on the military area to the south. 

Weaknesses 
• Future bypass extension to the south that provides flood immunity in the one in 20 year flood 

event will be complex and expensive as the current southern interchange and tie-in is located 
within the floodplain. 

• Potential increase in peak flooding levels southwest of the bypass overbridge near Whittingham 
(>100 millimetres) as floodwater becomes trapped behind the road embankment. 

• Second longest flood viaduct of all of the five options developed (3.05 kilometres). 

• Majority of the route is in reasonably close proximity to urbanised areas and road noise could be 
an issue. 

• Requires import of fill (approx. 0.5 million cubic metres) to construct an embankment across low 
lying areas, and northern interchange. 

• Route crosses a significant length of floodplain so is more complex to construct and susceptible 
to flooding during construction. 

Opportunities 
• Further development or relocation of the northern interchange could reduce the required fill 

import volume. 

4.4 Northern Option 4 
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Northern Option 4 at 50 per cent strategic design is shown in Figure 13. 

Figure 13 Northern Option 4 at 50 per cent strategic design 

 

4.4.1 Route description 
Northern Option 4 is approximately 11.9 kilometres long and bypasses Singleton to the east. This 
option commences south of Singleton deviating from the existing New England Highway south of 
Newington Lane and initially heads northeast. The connection to the New England Highway is 
located within the Doughboy Hollow Floodplain, and the main alignment has been placed on 
structure as soon as is practicable. 

A half interchange is provided at the southern end with a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-
ramp. The southbound on-ramp passes under the bypass using the floodplain bridge before 
connecting back to the New England Highway north of where the bypass deviates from the 
Highway. The ramp has been designed to follow the existing surface as much as possible to 
minimise impact on the floodwater flows. The northbound off-ramp uses the existing New England 
Highway. 

The main alignment heads northwest on a bridge structure across the Doughboy Hollow floodplain 
and the Hunter River floodplain. The structure has been designed with sufficient vertical clearance 
to allow local road and farm traffic to pass underneath and minimise severance of properties. After 
crossing the Hunter River north of Racecourse Road, the alignment is topographically constrained 
and curves towards the north through Clydesdale and Fern Gully, then runs adjacent to the left 
bank of the Hunter River passing over Gresford Road.  

The route remains constrained by topography and curves to the northwest to pass between 
Hunterview and Wattle Ponds, and then heads west passing to the north of Singleton Heights. In 
this length the bypass travels over Gresford Road, then under Pioneer Road, Wattle Ponds Road 
and Bridgman Road. A full interchange has been located north of Singleton Heights at Bridgman 
Road, which consists of a northbound on-ramp and off-ramp, and southbound on-ramp and off-
ramp. 

North of Singleton Heights there is a crossing over the Main Northern Railway before re-joining the 
New England Highway north of Rixs Creek Road.  

A full interchange is located prior to the northern connection of the bypass to the New England 
Highway. The interchange has a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp located at Rixs 
Creek Lane which will connect with the McDougalls Hill industrial area. The northbound on-ramp is 
provided by reusing the existing section of the New England Highway, and the southbound off-
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ramp will require a bridge to pass over the bypass and connect to the New England Highway north 
of Rixs Creek Road. 

4.4.2 Developments since the MCA 
Northern Option 4 was refined based on findings from at the MCA workshop as shown in Table 5. 

Table 5   Northern Option 4 refinements since the MCA workshop 

Item Design refinement 

Horizontal 
alignment 

• In the north, the alignment has been pulled southwards on the 
approach to the northern interchange to enable the northern tie-in 
to occur before the Rixs Creek Mine overbridge 

Flooding Impacts • The route has been realigned to minimise impact across the 
Hunter River floodplain. 

• The southern tie-in point has been moved north to avoid 
impacting the Doughboy Hollow flood runner. 

4.4.3 Strengths, weaknesses and opportunities 

Strengths  
• Full interchange at Bridgman Road. 

• Flood viaduct has been designed with sufficient height to allow farm vehicles to travel 
underneath and minimise property severance. 

• One of the shorter flood viaduct options developed at 2.32 kilometres. 

• Route does not impact on the military area to the south. 

Weaknesses 
• Future bypass extension to the south that provides flood immunity in the one in 20 year flood 

event will be complex and expensive as the proposed southern interchange and tie-in is located 
within the floodplain. 

• Potential increase in peak flooding levels east of the southern interchange near Whittingham 
(+100 to +200 millimetres) as floodwater becomes trapped behind the proposed road 
embankments. 

• Majority of the route is in reasonably close proximity to urbanised areas and road noise could be 
an issue. 

• The route is constrained by passing between the suburbs of Hunterview and Wattle Ponds 
which could adversely affect future development of this area. 

• Requires import of fill (approx. 0.5 million cubic metres). 

• Route crosses a significant length of floodplain so is more complex to construct and susceptible 
to flooding during construction. 

Opportunities 
• The majority of the route is in undulating terrain, so there may be opportunity to achieve more 

balanced earthworks. 

  

34  New England Highway Singleton bypass – Route Options Identification Report 
 



4.5 Southern Option 3 
Southern Option 3 at 50 per cent strategic design is shown in Figure 14. 

Figure 14 Southern Option 3 at 50 per cent strategic design 

 

4.5.1 Route description 
Southern Option 3 is approximately 21.2 kilometres long and bypasses Singleton to the west. This 
option commences south of Singleton and uses the existing New England Highway and the 7.6 
kilometre section of the Golden Highway (from the rail overbridge) before deviating to the north 
approximately 1.5 kilometres from the intersection with Putty Road. The existing 650 metre section 
of the Golden Highway between the New England Highway and the rail overbridge has not been 
considered in the design as it has recently been realigned, and an interchange bridge is being 
considered as part of a separate project that would be constructed prior to the Singleton Bypass. 

The existing section of the Golden Highway has a posted speed of 100 km/h, however there are a 
number of curves and crests which currently have warning and guidance signs to reduce vehicle 
speed. The proposed option has modified these locations so that speed reductions are not 
required. The existing bridge structures at Emigrant Creek and Mudies Creek would need to be 
widened to suit the additional road width. 

Where the alignment deviates from the Golden Highway, approximately 1.5 kilometres from the 
intersection with Putty Road, a half interchange will be provided with an eastbound on-ramp and 
westbound off-ramp. From this point the alignment curves, heads north and crosses over the 
Mount Thorley Rail Spur before continuing along the existing Putty Road corridor where a half 
interchange will be provided, which is proposed to include with an eastbound on-ramp and 
westbound off-ramp. The bridge over the Mount Thorley Rail Spur has been increased in length to 
pass over the westbound off-ramp.  

The bypass utilises the three kilometre section of Putty Road before deviating to the north near 
Glenridding across the Hunter River floodplain where a half interchange will be provided with an 
eastbound off-ramp and westbound on-ramp. The existing section of Putty Road has a posted 
speed of 100 km/h, however it would appear from the survey that the vertical alignment requires 
smoothing to meet the project design criteria.  

Should this option be taken forward to the 80 per cent strategic design phase, numerous property 
accesses along this section of the Golden Highway would need to be considered. 

A bridge structure would need to be built to cross the Hunter River floodplain. After crossing the 
Hunter River floodplain the bypass curves towards the northeast and then back to the north before 
crossing the New England Highway immediately west of the existing Gowrie Gates rail overbridge. 
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A potential southbound on-ramp connects the bypass to the New England Highway to the bypass 
at this point. 

From this point, the alignment continues in a northerly direction, and is positioned between the 
Main Northern Railway on its east and the New England Highway on its west. A full interchange is 
located prior to the northern connection of the bypass to the New England Highway. The 
interchange has a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp located at an extension of 
Magpie Street which will maintain connection with the McDougalls Hill industrial precinct. The 
northbound on-ramp is provided by reusing the redundant section of the New England Highway 
between Magpie Street and the bypass, and the southbound off-ramp requires a ‘fly-over’ bridge to 
pass over the bypass and connect to the New England Highway immediately north of Magpie 
Street. 

4.5.2 Developments since the MCA workshop 
Southern Option 3 was refined based on findings from at the MCA workshop as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6   Southern Option 3 refinements since the MCA workshop 

Item Design refinement 

Horizontal 
alignment 

• The southern entry point to the bypass is proposed to be located 
at the rail overbridge near the Golden Highway and New England 
Highway Intersection. The existing 650 metre section of the 
Golden Highway between the New England Highway and the rail 
overbridge has not been considered in the design as it has 
recently been realigned and an interchange bridge is being 
considered as part of a separate project. 

4.5.3 Strengths, weaknesses and opportunities 

Strengths  
• Future extension of the bypass to the south can be easily undertaken without the need for 

viaducts and would be flood immune in the one in 20 year flood event. 

• Majority of the route is outside of the one in 100 year peak flood boundary and would have 
minimal impact to floodwater. 

• Route does not impact on the military areas. 

• Second shortest flood viaduct of all of the five options developed at 2.03 kilometres. 

• Flood viaduct has been designed with sufficient height to allow farm vehicles to travel 
underneath and minimise property severance. 

• As the alignment follows significant lengths of existing road corridor, property severance could 
be reduced when compared to other options. 

Weaknesses 
• Requires significant import of fill to construct road embankments (approx. 0.7 million cubic 

metres). 

• Numerous property accesses along this section of the Golden Highway and Putty Road have 
not been considered at this stage.  

Opportunities 
• Further development of the vertical alignment could reduce the size of the embankments and 

required fill import volume. 
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5 Major structures 
Bridges have been designed to Austroads design standards to achieve a minimum 6.5 metre 
vertical clearance over the bypass (to allow for very high clearance vehicles). Local roads have 
been provided with a minimum 5.3 metre vertical clearance. 

Bridges over the railway line have been designed to meet ARTC heavy haul guidelines and include 
5.15 metre minimum vertical clearance. 

Extent of flooding is a significant constraint on the floodplain bridges. The floodplain bridges have 
been designed to minimise the impacts on the flood characteristics by developing road alignments 
so that the underside of the bridge is clear of the predicted 100 year flood level. 

The use of this form of structure is in line with recent projects which found super-T to be the most 
efficient option, such as the Pacific Highway Kempsey Bypass. 

Bridges form a significant component of the bypass options which have been presented and in 
summary: 

• Central Option 2 requires seven bridges, including a two kilometre long floodplain bridge. The 
estimated cost of bridges for this option comprises approximately 50 per cent of the total 
expected construction cost. 

• Central Option 4 requires six bridges, including a 3.3 kilometre long floodplain bridge. The 
estimated cost of bridges for this option comprises approximately 65 per cent of the total 
expected construction cost. 

• Central Option 5 requires six bridges, including a 3.1 kilometre long floodplain bridge. The 
estimated cost of bridges for this option comprises approximately 70 per cent of the total 
expected construction cost.  

• Northern Option 4 requires eight bridges, including a 2.3 kilometre long floodplain bridge. The 
estimated cost of bridges for this option comprises approximately 50 per cent of the total 
expected construction cost. 

• Southern Option 3 requires seven bridges, including a two kilometre long floodplain bridge. 
The estimated cost of bridges for this option comprises approximately 40 per cent of the total 
expected construction cost. 
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6 Traffic assessment 
The purpose of this component of the options assessment was to evaluate the relative merits of 
the five proposed bypass options. The traffic assessment broadly involved crash data analysis, 
traffic modelling, review of planning initiatives and traffic studies, and collaborative consultation 
with relevant government agencies to forecast the traffic conditions for years 2022 (potential year 
of opening), 2032 and 2042.  

Over 25,000 vehicles a day travel on the highway through Singleton and across the Hunter River. 
Traffic volumes are predicted to increase to over 30,000 vehicles per day over the next 25 years. 
Forecast traffic growth is based on residential population growth forecasted by the Bureau of 
Transport Statistics, future land developments outlined in the Singleton Council LEP and the 
possible upturn of the mining sector. 

With planned future developments within Singleton and the continual growth in regional freight 
movements, the resulting traffic growth is likely to further impact on the functionality of the New 
England Highway in this area. It has been recognised that the proposed bypass could benefit the 
area by displacing freight traffic through the town centre, which will provide opportunity to optimise 
existing infrastructure and to improve the amenity through the Singleton town centre.  

6.1 Existing crash statistics review 
A detailed crash analysis was conducted inside the study area from 1 January 2009 to 31 
December 2013. During this five year period there were a total of 292 crashes, including three 
fatalities and 118 injury crashes. Table 7 shows a breakdown of the crashes by road section and 
severity.  

Table 7 Location and severity of crashes 

Road Section Fatal Injury Non-
casualty 
(tow away) 

Total 

Bridgman 
Road 

New England Highway to 
Retreat Road 

0 12 16 28 

Golden 
Highway 

Putty Road to 8.3 km west of 
New England Highway 

0 1 5 6 

Golden 
Highway 

8.3 km west of New England 
Highway to New England 
Highway 

0 16 11 27 

New England 
Highway 

Rixs Creek to Bridgman Road 1 16 20 37 

New England 
Highway 

Bridgman Road to Waddells 
Lane 

0 35 63 98 

New England 
Highway 

Waddells Lane to Haggartys 
Lane 

0 0 4 4 

New England 
Highway 

Haggartys Lane to Range 
Road 

0 2 7 9 

New England 
Highway 

Range Road to Golden 
Highway 

2 21 20 43 

Putty Road Queen Street to Carrington 
Street 

0 8 12 20 

Putty Road Carrington Street to Heuston 0 0 0 0 
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Road Section Fatal Injury Non-
casualty 
(tow away) 

Total 

Lane 

Putty Road Heuston Lane to 0.95 km north 
of Golden Highway 

0 3 5 8 

Putty Road 0.95 km north of Golden 
Highway to Golden Highway 

0 0 5 5 

Queen Street New England Highway to 
Dyrring Road 

0 4 3 7 

Study Area  3 118 171 292 
 

Of the different sub-sections, Singleton town centre had the greatest number of crashes with 98 of 
the total 292 crashes. However, further north and south of New England Highway, fatal crashes 
are recorded for the sections from Rixs Creek to Bridgman Road and Range Road to Golden 
Highway within the study area. In comparison, no fatal crashes have been recorded for Singleton 
town centre. 

Crash rates per 100 million vehicle kilometres travelled (100 MVKM) are shown in Table 8. These 
crash rates are calculated using the volume of traffic and distance travelled along a route, 
therefore offering a measure of risk per kilometre travelled. 

 

Table 8 Crash rates per 100MVKM (2009-2013) 

Road Section Length 
(km) 

Annual 
Average 
Daily 
Traffic  

Fatal Injury Non-
casualty 
(tow away) 

Crashes per 
100 MVKM 

Bridgman 
Road 

New England 
Highway to 
Retreat Road 

4.6 15,538 0 9.3 12.3 21.6 

Golden 
Highway 

Putty Road to 
8.3 km west of 
New England 
Highway 

1.7 5,946 0 5.5 27.7 33.2 

Golden 
Highway 

8.3 km west of 
New England 
Highway to New 
England 
Highway 

8.3 6,113 0 17.2 11.8 29.1 

New 
England 
Highway 

Rixs Creek to 
Bridgman Road 

4.2 28,027 0 7.5 9.4 17.4 

New 
England 
Highway 

Bridgman Road 
to Waddells 
Lane 

2.9 21,994 0.5 30.2 54.3 84.5 

New 
England 

Waddells Lane 
to Haggartys 

1.6 21,994 0 0 6.4 6.4 

 
39 

 



Road Section Length 
(km) 

Annual 
Average 
Daily 
Traffic  

Fatal Injury Non-
casualty 
(tow away) 

Crashes per 
100 MVKM 

Highway Lane 

New England 
Highway 

Haggartys Lane to Range 
Road 

3.5 21,994 0 1.4 5.0 6.4 

New England 
Highway 

Range Road to Golden 
Highway 

4.8 18,586 1.2 12.9 12.3 26.4 

Putty Road Queen Street to Carrington 
Street 

2.0 16,466 0 13 19.5 32.6 

Putty Road Carrington Street to Heuston 
Lane 

2.2 16,466 0 0 0.0 0.0 

Putty Road Heuston Lane to 0.95 km 
north of Golden Highway 

3.6 16,466 0 2.8 4.6 7.3 

Putty Road 0.95 km north of Golden 
Highway to Golden Highway 

1.0 16,466 0 0 17.5 17.5 

Queen Street New England Highway to 
Dyrring Road 

3.7 7,300 0 8.1 6.1 14.2 

NSW (1 January 2013 to 31 December 2013) 0.5 28   

 

The crash rate per 100 MVKM indicates that the section of New England Highway within the 
Singleton town centre has a higher number of injury crashes per 100 MVKM than the NSW 
average. The sections of New England Highway from Rixs Creek to Bridgman Road and Range 
Road to Golden Highway have a higher rate of fatal crashes (0.5 and 1.2 respectively) than the 
NSW average, but a lower number of injury crashes than the NSW average (7.5 and 12.9 
respectively). This is consistent with the higher than average cash severity observed within the 
same areas. 

6.2 Traffic modelling results 
Testing of the proposed bypass route options had been carried out by imposing the forecast traffic 
demands for each modelled year to drawn comparison with the baseline ‘Do Minimum’ scenario.  

6.2.1 Travel times 
Key performance indicators such as travel time forecast along New England Highway and the 
proposed bypass routes are provided in the following sections. 

6.2.2 New England Highway travel times 
The average travel times in the morning (7am to 8am) and evening (4pm to 5pm) peak periods on 
New England Highway for southbound and northbound directions in each of the options and 
horizon years are shown in Figure 15 and Figure 16 respectively.  
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Figure 15 Southbound New England Highway travel times 

 
*Travel time modelled for the section of New England Highway between Bell Road and Rixs Creek 
Road, with the exception of Northern Option 4 which terminates further north at Rixs Creek Bridge. 

 
Figure 16 Northbound New England Highway travel times 

 
*Travel time modelled for the section of New England Highway between Bell Road and Rixs Creek 
Road, with the exception of Northern Option 4 which terminates further north at Rixs Creek Bridge. 

• Under the ‘Do Minimum’ scenario, the northbound peak direction in the morning has been 
observed with high travel times of approximately 34 minutes and over an hour in horizon years 
2032 and 2042 respectively. This is primarily due to increasing traffic demands along the New 
England Highway single traffic lane through the town centre. 

• Both Central Option 2 and Central Option 4 are observed to have the most consistent reduction 
of travel times for traffic traversing along New England Highway in all peak periods and horizon 
years. The travel time reduction in horizon year 2042 is between two minutes and 55 minutes. It 
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also appears that Central Option 4 allows the most efficient traffic operation with the proposed 
infrastructure provision, with Central Option 2 trailing marginally. 

• It is observed that in some instances, Central Option 5 and Northern Option 4 appear to have 
resulted in slightly higher travel times for New England Highway traffic in 2042 when compared 
with the ‘Do Minimum’ scenario. This is due to a combination of the following: 

• Because there are 2 lanes merging at the southern connection this creates additional delays, 
offsetting a certain amount of the expected travel time savings from the bypass. 

• It is also important to note that the reported travel times for Northern Option 4 include the 
section between Rixs Creek Road and the Rixs Creek Bridge, adding approximately one 
extra minute to the results. 

• Southern Option 3 is observed with approximately 54 minutes of travel time for New England 
Highway northbound traffic in the morning peak of horizon year 2042. Observation of the traffic 
modelling suggests that relatively long delays are experienced by New England Highway traffic 
travelling from Bell Road to the Golden Highway. This would occur due to traffic accessing the 
bypass, saturating the left turn movement at the New England Highway/Golden Highway 
intersection. 

6.2.3 Bypass travel times 
The average travel times in the morning (7am to 8am) and evening (4pm to 5pm) peak periods 
using the bypass for southbound and northbound directions in each of the options and horizon 
years are shown in Figure 17 and Figure 18 respectively.  

 

Figure 17 Southbound bypass travel times 

 
*Travel time modelled for the section between Bell Road and Rixs Creek Road via the Bypass, 
with the exception of Northern Option 4 which terminates further north at Rixs Creek Bridge. 
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Figure 18 Northbound bypass travel times 

 
*Travel time modelled for the section between Bell Road and Rixs Creek Road via the Bypass, 
with the exception of Northern Option 4 which terminates further north at Rixs Creek Bridge. 

• The bypass travel times of Southern Option 3 are observed to be the longest for the majority of 
the time which would be due to the longer travel distance of the bypass option. 

• Funnelling of bypass and New England Highway southbound traffic into a single traffic lane in 
2042 evening peak at the southern connection have also contributed to the relatively higher 
travel times recorded for Central Option 5 and Northern Option 4 as shown in Figure 17. 

6.3 Summary 
In summary, the assessment indicates that operation of the road network within the study area is 
expected to gradually deteriorate with the projected traffic growth. Average travel times along New 
England Highway, between Rixs Creek and Bell Road, are forecast to increase from existing 20 
minutes during peak periods to potentially over an hour in 2042. Significant traffic congestion along 
New England Highway could also prohibit traffic from efficiently accessing Singleton via the New 
England Highway. 

The introduction of an alternative bypass route is estimated to have varying degree of benefits 
depending on the configuration of the route and connectivity with the existing road network. Global 
network statistic outputs from option modelling suggest the following benefits: 

• Time spent travelling within the study network by road users could be reduced by up to 44 per 
cent in 2042 during peak periods. 

• Travel time savings along New England Highway, per direction, ranges between 2 to 55 
minutes in 2042. 

• Average heavy vehicle volumes along New England Highway near the Hunter River crossing 
could be reduced by up to 67 per cent in 2042.  

The results based on traffic modelling indicate that bypass Central Option 2 and Central Option 4 
could potentially provide the most significant operational improvements from a traffic and transport 
perspective. In particular, Central Option 4 not only achieves an improved overall network 
operation, when compared to the existing network, but also has the potential to realise other 
benefits when measures such as the displacement of freight trips and provision of improved 
accessibility to Singleton are taken into consideration.  
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Amongst the five proposed options, Central Option 4 results in the greatest reduction in heavy 
vehicle volumes along the New England Highway and the highest volumes along the bypass. This 
is partially related to the better connectivity of interchanges with close proximity to the Singleton 
town centre and the provision of higher capacities at the southern point where the bypass connects 
with New England Highway. It can also be concluded that Southern Option 3 provides the least 
improvement as it is the least desirable option overall from a traffic attraction perspective. As a 
result, this option would not alleviate the predicted traffic congestion through the town as traffic 
would continue to use the existing New England Highway. 
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7 Economic analysis 
As part of the Singleton Bypass Options Assessment, AECOM undertook a cost-benefit analysis of 
the bypass options for the New England Highway at Singleton. 

7.1 Cost-benefit analysis framework 
The base case and the five bypass alignment options described in Section 4 were considered in 
the cost-benefit analysis. The base case was specified as a ‘do minimum’ requiring minimal capital 
expenditure. 

It should be noted that in the traffic modelling, upgrading of the Golden Highway and New England 
Highway intersection has been assumed as being carried out under a separate project prior to 
bypass construction, so this capital expenditure has not been included in the cost-benefit analysis 
of the bypass. Also, the minimal capital expenditure required in the base case would be 
undertaken in all the bypass options so it has not been included in the cost-benefit analysis. 

The cost-benefit analysis is an assessment of whether the incremental benefits over a 30-year 
period of the operation of a bypass would exceed the whole-of-life costs of the bypass. 

Incremental benefits would comprise: 

• Savings in travel time costs as a result of traffic moving from the New England Highway (which 
is increasingly experiencing congested conditions and has sections with a posted speed limit of 
60 km/h) to the bypass 

• Savings in vehicle operating costs as a result of traffic moving from the New England Highway 
(which is increasingly experiencing stop-start driving conditions) to the bypass 

• Savings in crash costs as a result of traffic moving from the New England Highway to the 
bypass. 

7.2 Main cost-benefit analysis results 
The results of the cost-benefit analysis are presented in Table 9. The analysis was undertaken 
over a three year project construction period and 30 year economic benefit period. 

The economic indicators show that: 

• All the Central Options and Northern Option 4 are economically viable, with substantial positive 
Net Present Values (NPV) and Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR) between 1.7 and 1.9. 

• Southern Option 3 is only marginally economically viable and provides low value for money. 

• An indicative economic ranking of the bypass alignment options at 50 per cent strategic design 
is: 

1 Central Option 5 

=2 Central Option 2 

=2 Central Option 4 

4 Northern Option 4 

5 Southern Option 3 
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Table 9 Results of cost-benefit analysis for Singleton bypass options (2014/15 prices) 

 Incremental to Base Case 

 CO2 (a) CO4 (b) CO5 (c) NO4 (d) SO3 (e) 

Present value 

Infrastructure 
costs $350M-$400M $450M-$500M $400M-$450M $350M-$400M $400M-$450M 

Road user 
benefits $736M $819M $802M $712M $467M 

Economic indicators 

Net present 
value $350M $349M $392M $317M $24M 

Benefit-cost 
ratio 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.1 

First year rate 
of return 7% 6% 8% 6% 5% 

Internal rate of 
return 12% 11% 13% 12% 7% 

(a) CO2 – Central Option 2; (b) CO4 – Central Option 4; (c) CO5 – Central Option 5; (d) NO4 – Northern Option 4; (e) 
SO3 – Southern Option 3. 

7.3 Sensitivity analysis 
Sensitivity testing was conducted on the main assumptions of the cost-benefit analysis, including 
the discount rate, project capital costs, the annual expansion factor and travel time cost savings. 
Two future scenarios(after 2032) were also analysed to assess what influence increasing 
congestion would have on the economic results and it was found that this did not change the 
findings of the main analysis. 

7.4 Findings 
a) The main cost-benefit analysis showed that Central Option 2 and 5 and Northern Option 4 are 

economically viable, with substantial positive NPVs and BCRs between 1.7 and 1.9. Southern 
Option 3 is only marginally economically viable and provides marginal value for money. 

b) Table 4 shows that when ranked the options from least to most cost are: 

1) Central Option 2 and Northern Option 4 

2) Central Option 5 

3) Southern Option 3 

4) Central Option 4 

c) Bridge construction is a significant component of the overall construction cost, ranging from 40 
to 71 per cent of the total construction cost.  

• The total costs of the bridges themselves are heavily influenced by the length of the floodplain 
structure, with Central Option 4 the longest at 3.3 kilometres compared to three kilometres for 
Central Option 5, 2.3 kilometres for Northern Option 4 and two kilometres for Central Option 2. 

• Earthworks are the next key influence on cost with substantial quantities of material required. 
Approximately 1.2 million cubic metres for Central Option 2 and Central Option 4, and  
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approximately 0.5 million cubic metres for Central Option 5 and Northern Option 4. A better 
balance is achieved for Northern Option 4 as there is a greater ability to vary the height of the 
alignment in the hills. Central Option 2 and Central Option 4 have limited opportunity to gain 
substantial cut volumes as they lie predominantly in the floodplain. 

8 Conclusion 
8.1 Shortlisted options 
Based on the assessment carried out to date, three route options (refer Figure 19) showing 
potential interchange locations have been shortlisted for community feedback: 

Option A (Central Option 2) 

This route departs the New England Highway adjacent to the Mount Thorley Railway Spur, heads 
west across the Main Northern railway line and skirts around the Hunter River floodplain. It 
continues north over Putty Road and the Hunter River, west of town before crossing the New 
England Highway west of Gowrie Gates and rejoining the highway north of McDougalls Hill.  

Option B (Central Option 5) 

This route departs the New England Highway near Newington Lane and heads west over the Main 
Northern railway line and then across the floodplain, over Putty Road close to the town centre. It 
continues over the Hunter River, west of the town before crossing the New England Highway west 
of Gowrie Gates and rejoining the highway west of McDougalls Hill.  

Option C (Northern Option 4) 

This route departs the New England Highway near Newington Lane and heads east across the 
Hunter River floodplain. It then crosses the Hunter River south of Gresford Road and follows the 
eastern bank of the Hunter River north through Singleton Heights crossing over Bridgman Road, 
crossing over the Main railway line and rejoining the highway north of Rixs Creek Road. 

All options would provide one travel lane in each direction based on forecast traffic demand. The 
corridor width would allow for widening to two travel lanes in each direction if required in the future. 

Table 10 below provides a comparison summary of the three shortlisted route options. 
 
  

 
47 

 



Table 10: Comparison summary of shortlisted route options for a future New England 
highway Bypass at Singleton 

 Option A 
(Central Option 2) 

Option B 
(Central Option 5) 

Option C 
(Northern option 4) 

Length 13km 8.9km 11.9km 

Number of bridges 7  
(including 2km 

floodplain bridge) 

6 
(including 3.1km 
floodplain bridge) 

8 
(including 2.3km 
floodplain bridge) 

Number of 
Interchanges 

Range Rd (Half) 
Putty Rd (Half) 

Gowrie Gates (Half) 
Magpie St (Full) 

Waddells Ln (Half) 
Glenridding Rd (Full) 
Gowrie Gates (Half) 

Magpie St (Full) 

Waddells Ln (Half) 
Bridgeman Rd (Full) 
Rixs Creek Rd Full) 

Travel times on bypass 
20 years after opening 
(estimation) 

14 mins 12.5 mins 15 mins 

Travel time on New 
England Highway 20 
years after opening 
with bypass 
(estimation) 

14-18 mins 14-20 mins 17-30 mins 

Travel time on New 
England Highway 20 
years after opening 
without bypass 
(estimation) 

35+ mins 

Cost (2015$) $350M-$400M $400M-$450M $350M-$400M 

Benefit Cost Ratio 1.9 1.9 1.8 

Advantages • Future extension of 
the bypass to the 
south can be easily 
undertaken. 

• Flood immune in the 
one in 20 year flood 
event. 

• Shortest flood 
viaduct. 

• Majority of the route 
follows the one in 
100 year peak flood 
boundary. 

• Shorter 
embankment lengths 
and overall 
alignment. 

• Likely to cause less 
property severance. 

• Full interchange at 
Putty Road. 

 
 

• Full interchange at 
Bridgeman Road. 

• One of the shorter 
flood viaduct 
options. 

 

Disadvantages • Potential increase in 
peak flooding levels 
northeast of the 
bypass overbridge 
near Whittingham. 

• Requires significant 
import of fill for 
earthworks. 

• Future bypass 
extension to the 
south will be 
complex and 
expensive. 

• Potential increase in 
peak flooding levels 
southwest of the 

• Future bypass 
extension to the 
south will be 
complex and 
expensive. 

• Potential increase in 
peak flooding levels 
east of the southern 
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 Option A 
(Central Option 2) 

Option B 
(Central Option 5) 

Option C 
(Northern option 4) 

 bypass overbridge 
near Whittingham. 

• Longest flood 
viaduct. 

• Majority of the route 
is reasonably close 
to urbanised areas. 

• Route crosses a 
significant length of 
floodplain. 

interchange near 
Whittingham. 

• Majority of the route 
is reasonably close 
to urbanised areas. 

• Route crosses a 
significant length of 
floodplain. 
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Figure 19 New England Highway bypass at Singleton route options 

 
 

The options from the 2013 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment that have not been considered for 
short listing included: 

• Central Option 4 as it would have required major structural enhancements over the floodplains 
and showed a relatively high cost at that early stage of assessment. 

• Southern Option 3 showed low benefits to traffic in regards to travel times and a relatively high 
cost at that early stage of assessment and low economic benefits. 
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8.2 Next steps 
The community is invited to comment on the shortlisted options during September and October 
2015. Roads and Maritime will consider feedback received to refine the shortlisted options and 
identify a preferred option. The preferred option is expected to be displayed for community 
comment in 2016.  
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Appendix A - Environmental constraints 
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