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The project will help deliver a world-class walking and cycling link between Auckland’s city centre 
and Auckland’s North Shore, with scope to further extend the corridor to the north.  With potential 
to attract over 3,500 daily cyclist trips and 2,000 daily pedestrian trips by 2046, the link will 
change how Aucklanders get around the city.  It will provide a viable and safe transport choice for 
people travelling to, from and within Auckland’s North Shore, and will offer visitors and residents 
alike a unique opportunity to explore the harbour and surrounds. 

Key project risks relate to property acquisition, associated with providing an elevated continuous 
route linking to SeaPath, and the usual challenges that arise during consenting.  Whilst it is 
envisaged that much of the project can be consented by varying the existing SkyPath consents, 
new designations and consents will also be required to provide a continuous link.  The consenting 
approach developed for the project proposes direct referral to the Environment Court. 

The structure itself utilises traditional techniques and materials similar to the existing Auckland 
Harbour Bridge. As such, construction methodologies are relatively well known. However there 
remains the scope for innovation in design and delivery, and an Alliance model is therefore 
proposed for the delivery phase of the project. 

The Transport Agency proposes the link will largely operate under the same conditions as those of 
the SkyPath consent, albeit there is no longer a requirement to control access in relation to 
crowding and load capacity. Allowance has been made within the project scope for physical and 
technological measures to operate the facility safely.  However, a more detailed operational plan 
will need to be developed in the next stage of the project as part of pre-implementation planning. 

The expected estimate of the project is $232.0m (P50) to $266.8m (P95) including project 
development, pre-implementation and Net Property Costs.  

 with whole of life maintenance and operating costs estimated to be 
circa $9m (Net present value). 

The economic benefits of the project have been calculated to be $253.1m made up mostly of 
travel time, health and decongestion benefits (90%) with the remaining benefits made up of 
Agglomeration benefits ($23m NPV) and benefits from tourism ($2m NPV). 

The Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path is a city-shaping piece of infrastructure which will close 
a significant gap in Auckland’s walking and cycling network and minimise the barrier to cross-
harbour active mode travel.  Consequently, the project has been assessed as having a very high 
results alignment against the Transport Agency’s Investment Assessment Framework, given the 
activity addresses a critical missing link in a strategic network or multi-modal interchange in 
Auckland (a major metro). Coupled with the Shared Path project’s BCR (1.3), the overall priority for 
the activity is proposed to be rated 1, given its very high results alignment. 

It is therefore recommended that the NZ Transport Agency approve $232.0m of funding for the 
next phases of the project, namely the pre-implementation, implementation and property 
acquisition phases for Option 10, a 5m wide shared path built on separate pier brackets attached 
to the existing bridge piers.  The shared path will be positioned at the same level as the car deck 
of the main bridge and include three observation decks to allow for views of Auckland and the 
Waitematā Harbour.  These decks are up to 100 metres long and at their maximum, 4.2 metres 
wide.  They are terraced down from the shared path to create a safe, sheltered seating area for 
cyclists and pedestrians alike. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This Detailed Business Case is for a shared walking and cycle pathway across the Auckland 
Harbour Bridge. This project forms part of a wider continuous shared path project linking 
Westhaven to Esmonde Road, Takapuna, with the remainder of the connection being delivered 
through the SeaPath project.  In August 2018, the Government announced that cross-harbour 
walking and cycling will be fully funded by the Government if a detailed business case confirms 
the economics of the project.  The funding is part of a $390 million package of investment in 
walking and cycling projects around the country over the three-year period 2018-2021.  

This Detailed Business Case has been prepared which sets out the case for investment, along with 
the economic assessment of a recommended option and an implementation strategy for the next 
steps.   

There have been investigations into how to provide a shared pathway access over the Auckland 
Harbour Bridge in 2001, 2006, 2007 and ongoing since 2011, when the SkyPath Trust was formed 
to advocate and lead the development of a walking and cycling facility.  This led to resource 
consents being granted for SkyPath in 2016.  

In parallel, the NZ Transport Agency and partners have been developing the case for investment in 
the SeaPath, a proposed four-kilometre shared walking and cycling path along the Northern 
Motorway corridor from the Auckland Harbour Bridge to Esmonde Road, Takapuna. 

In developing the Business Case for the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path, the Transport 
Agency has used existing relevant analysis prepared for the complementary detailed business case 
for SeaPath. 
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STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

The Auckland context 
Since 2010, Auckland’s population has increased by over 250,000 with annual growth in excess of 
40,000 people per annum, making it one of the fastest growing cities in the developed world. 
Statistics NZ projections suggest that over the next 30 years the population of Auckland could 
increase by up to one million more.  The city centre is New Zealand’s fastest growing residential 
neighbourhood, use of public transport has tripled since the mid 1990’s and, most recently, 
Aucklanders are rapidly taking up cycling where quality infrastructure is provided.  

However, the scale and pace of growth, coupled with a history of under-investment and insufficient 
housing construction means that Auckland faces significant transport and urban form challenges 
including: 

• Poor travel choice beyond private vehicles, especially in lower income areas 

• A near doubling of deaths and serious injuries on roads since 2012 

• The need to reduce the transport system’s environmental impact 

• Enabling and supporting a rapid acceleration in the rate of housing construction 

• The need for streets to play a growing role in creating vibrant and inclusive places 

 

The critical role of transport in supporting a successful Auckland is recognised by Government and 
Auckland Council through the Government Policy Statement (GPS) on land transport1 and the 
Auckland Plan2.  Both the Government and Council have a shared view that investment in transport 
must deliver broad economic, social, environmental and cultural benefits to both Auckland and 
New Zealand by providing safe, reliable and sustainable access to opportunities by: 

• Easily connecting people, goods and services to where they need to go 

• Providing high quality and affordable travel choices for people of all ages and abilities 

• Seeking to eliminate harm to people and the environment 

• Supporting and shaping Auckland’s growth 

• Creating a prosperous, vibrant and inclusive city 

 

Walking and cycling in Auckland 
Auckland is one of the most car dominated cities in the world – in 2013 around 70 percent of all 
journeys to work were made by car3, compared to only 4% by walking and a little under 1% by 
cycling. 

Both Auckland Council and the Government recognise there are many opportunities for walking 
and cycling to play a more substantial role in improving access and contributing to an effective 

 

1 https://www.transport.govt.nz/multi-modal/keystrategiesandplans/gpsonlandtransportfunding/ 
2 https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/auckland-
plan/Pages/default.aspx 
3 Stats New Zealand, Census 2013 
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transport system for Auckland, and in recent years have increased investment into cycling in 
Auckland from under $20 million a year in 2013 to around $40 million in both 2016 and 2017.   

The Auckland Transport Alignment Project 2018 (ATAP) strengthened this commitment by placing 
greater weight on public transport, walking and cycling to support the realisation of the city’s 
environmental, health and growth outcomes.  The resulting ATAP walking and cycling investment 
package, together with the Auckland Cycle Programme Business case has shaped the next ten 
years of investment priorities for cycling and walking across the city.   

Auckland Regional Land Transport Plan 2018-20284 (RLTP) includes a ten year $685m walking and 
cycling programme aimed at increasing walking and cycling mode share and reducing deaths and 
serious injuries among pedestrians and cyclists.  The programme includes $60 million per annum 
(or $600 million over the ten-year programme period) for network development funded by 
Auckland Transport and the NZ Transport Agency, together with $3.5 million per annum (or 
$35 million over ten years) on complementary initiatives.  

Key initiatives proposed for investment include:  

• a shared path across the Auckland Harbour Bridge;  

• SeaPath (a complementary shared path between Esmonde Road and the Auckland Harbour 
Bridge) as well as broader walking/cycling programmes such as the Urban Cycleways 
Programme (to complete the programme which started in 2015 - for example completion 
of Glen Innes to Tamaki Drive shared path); and  

• a targeted walking and cycling programme to achieve maximum impact for short trips to 
the city centre, public transport interchanges, schools, and local and metropolitan centres. 

 

Figure 1 provides an overview of the three main ‘spines’ of the Auckland programme (North-west 
cycleway, Glen Innes-Tamaki and SeaPath/Auckland Harbour Bridge) to which future walking and 
cycling connections can feed into.  All three spines interconnect through the CBD network. 

 

4 https://at.govt.nz/about-us/transport-plans-strategies/regional-land-transport-plan/ 
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Figure 1 – Main spines of Auckland Cycling Programme 

 

The walking and cycling programme in the RLTP was guided by the Auckland Cycling Programme 
Business Case (PBC)5, which was approved by Auckland Transport and the NZ Transport Agency in 
2017.  Indicative network planning found that $600 million investment can deliver at least 150km 
of high-quality, safe cycling facilities and associated intersection upgrades. This will add to a 
network of approximately 380km of facilities, to provide a total network of approximately 530km 
of dedicated cycling facilities by 2028.  

The PBC identified a number of focus areas for ‘early construction starts’ during the 2018-21 
period, including network development in the city centre and Fringe linked to cross-harbour 
walking and cycling, and in selected suburban hubs including Mangere and Henderson. This will 
improve accessibility to major jobs and education centres, fill network gaps and build off recent 
investment.  

 

5 Auckland Cycling Programme Business Case, Auckland Transport, September 2017 
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Importance of a cross-harbour connection 
This project seeks to complete an important missing cycling and walking link identified in the 
Auckland Cycle Network (ACN), which is illustrated in Figure 2 below. 

 

 

https://at.govt.nz/media/1152675/Proposed-Auckland-Cycle-Network.pdf 

Figure 2 - Proposed Auckland cycle network 

 

This link has been shown in legacy councils’ cycling and walking documentation for over 15 years 
and has been consistently prioritised and ranked highly for its strategic importance in terms of 
increasing the modal share for cycling in Auckland because of the critical role a cycling and 
walking connection over the Waitematā Harbour would have. 

A key issue for cycling in Auckland is the lack of connected networks along key routes and, as 
noted above, completing networks is important to support transport or commuter cycling, as well 
as for pedestrian movement. A recent example of the impact of completing networks is with the 
opening of the LightPath which connects the Northwestern cycle way to the CBD and has seen a 
daily average of 841 cycle journeys across the link leading to an estimated 200% growth in people 
cycling on Nelson Street during weekdays. This issue is important to the discussion around a 
cycling and walking connection over the Waitematā Harbour because it is a key connector between 
the North Shore and the city centre or Isthmus area. 

By providing a connected cycling and walking network, Auckland would significantly increase the 
active mode share as it becomes a valid transport choice for commuting. Developing a well-
connected cycle network will also provide the community with improved access to recreational and 
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educational facilities such as parks, libraries and further education centres. A cycling and walking 
connection over the Waitematā Harbour would have a key role in this by providing connectivity 
between the city centre and the North Shore and is complementary to the SeaPath project. 

Growth drivers and potential users 

Both the city centre and Takapuna are identified as high urban growth areas with the proportion of 
working age (15-64) and over 65’s expected to increase in the future. The growth in employment 
and residential population is expected to be concentrated in and around key business areas and 
existing metropolitan centres such as Takapuna, Akoranga, Northcote and the city centre and 
inner west suburbs as shown in Figure 2 below. 

 

 

(Source: SeaPath Detailed Business Case) 

Figure 3 - Forecast population and employment growth (30 year) 

 

The population and employment figures above relate to the Northcote and Takapuna suburbs 
only, not the green and purple shaded areas (which have larger populations and offer more 
employment opportunities by comparison, as shown below). 
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Work completed to date 
Investigations into the provision of walking and cycling access over the Auckland Harbour Bridge 
have been undertaken on behalf of various central and local government organisations in 2001, 
2006 and 2007.  At the time these investigations identified a number of technical constraints to 
the development of cross- harbour walking and cycling facilities6 however, these matters have now 
been largely addressed by advances in structural engineering techniques and materials. 

In 2011, the SkyPath Trust was formed to lobby for, and support, the development of a walking 
and cycling facility across the Waitematā Harbour.  The Trust, with the support of consulting firms 

(including structural engineering firms and architects), developed the SkyPath concept design. As 
part of this work, several design options and locations on the Auckland Harbour Bridge were 
considered. For instance, it was identified that SkyPath should be attached under the eastern clip-
on lane of the Harbour Bridge due to more capacity on that side. This capacity exists because 
heavy vehicles are generally travelling south (to the Port) empty. 

Since 2011, Auckland Council, Auckland Transport and NZ Transport Agency have been working 
with the Trust on the feasibility of constructing and operating a walking and cycling facility on the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge. 

In August 2011, the initial concept design for SkyPath was publicly launched. It was a steel 
structure with two or three viewing platforms (which were two storeys) and semi-transparent 
screening material. It would be a 4m wide shared pathway for cyclists and pedestrians. 

Issues with loading weight across the central, and most critical, span of the Harbour Bridge meant 
that in 2012, aluminium (instead of steel) was proposed for this span. However, the Trust revised 
the design in mid-2013 with the use of a lighter design through the proposed use of composite 
material for the structure.  That change was anticipated to reduce the self-weight by approximately 
30%. The viewing deck’s configuration and other materials also changed at the same time.  It was 
at this stage that it was proposed there would be five viewing decks, 6m wide, with extra supports 
off the piers of the Harbour Bridge and the use of rods or louvres (rather than screening material) 
for the outside of the structure. 

That design was taken forward into detailed concept design, for which resource consents were 
obtained.  Key elements of the consented SkyPath concept include: 

• a 4m wide walking and cycling pathway, which is approximately 1km long designed with 
viewing platforms   

• pathway fixed to the underside of the eastern clip-on (southbound) of the Harbour Bridge, 
which will offer extensive views for users over the Waitematā Harbour and the city 

• two architecturally designed landing points – one at Westhaven and one at Northcote Point 

• compliance with relevant design standards and wheelchair friendly 

• CCTV monitoring along the length of as well as having an active security presence. 

 
 

 

6 Auckland Waitematā Harbour Cyclist and Pedestrian Access Study, 2 October 2008, Maunsell/AECOM. 
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Investment priority 
In August 2018, the Government announced that cross-harbour walking and cycling will be fully 
funded by the Government - if a detailed business case confirms the economics of the project.  
The funding is part of a $390 million package of investment in walking and cycling projects 
around the country over the next three years.  The Government’s announcement was based upon 
an understanding that the capital cost of the project was $67 million, with funding to come from 
the National Land Transport Fund.  

For the project to be considered for funding from the National Land Transport Fund, the next 
stages of development were for the Agency to lead development of a public sector business case 
for the concept. 

When assessed against the NZ Transport Agency’s Investment Assessment Framework7 the Shared 
Path project has a Very High results alignment.  That is, the project is highly aligned to the 
outcomes sought from the Government Policy Statement in terms of safety, access and 
environment.  This is due to the project addressing a critical missing link in a strategic network in 
a major metro (as defined by the Investment Assessment Framework).  Subject to the cost benefit 
appraisal for the activity being greater than, or equal to, 1.0 the activity is considered the highest 
priority for funding. 

Subject to the findings of this business case, there is a desire to proceed with delivering a cross-
harbour facility as soon as practicable, as the first phase of delivering a shared path linking 
Westhaven to Esmonde Road.   

  

 

7 https://nzta.govt.nz/planning-and-investment/planning-and-investment-knowledge-base/2018-21-nltp-investment-
assessment-framework-iaf/ 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



 

 

NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY  Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path - SSBC  //  21 

PROBLEMS, OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 

Programme problems, opportunities and investment objectives 
The Auckland Cycling Programme, of which cross-harbour walking and cycling is a component, 
identifies problems at the programme level and the benefits of overcoming these problems.  It 
outlines the alignment to investment partners’ strategies and goals and identifies other issues and 
constraints that may affect the programme.  

The key problems identified at the programme level were: 

• Problem 1: Cycling is perceived as unsafe and unattractive, resulting in it not effectively 
contributing to Auckland’s transport system (45%) 

• Problem 2: Relatively low levels of cycling and high dependence on private vehicles results 
in poor environmental, place and health outcomes (25%) 

• Problem 3: The current transport system often fails to meet the needs of people using 
bikes, resulting in them being over-represented in deaths and serious injuries (30%). 

 

The four potential benefits of addressing these problems at the programme level are: 

• Benefit 1: Cycling plays a greater role in meeting Aucklanders’ transport needs (30%) 

• Benefit 2: Improved access to opportunities, particularly for people with low levels of 
transport choice (20%) 

• Benefit 3: Improved environmental, place and health outcomes (20%) 

• Benefit 4: Increased safety for people using bikes (30%) 

 

These reflect the expected outcomes from investment in a cycle programme and are linked to five 
programme level investment objectives: 

• Triple cycle mode share from 1% to 3% of total journey to work/education trips by 2028; 

• Triple jobs and education opportunities accessible by short cycle trips for people with 
lower levels of transport choice by 2028 

• Triple cycle volumes in dense activity centres by 2028 

• Increase rates of participation in regular cycling activity from 13% to 25% by 2028 

• Reduce deaths or serious injuries involving people using bikes by 20% by 2028 

 

Activity level investment objectives 
Activity specific objectives have been informed by the programme level problems, benefits and 
investment objectives.  These aim to be well aligned with the programme but uniquely reflective of 
the goal of providing an Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path.  Two investment objectives have 
been derived from two strategic problems as shown in Table 2 below.  This investment framework 
was developed by the project team, and informed by the programme level problems, benefits and 
investment objectives. Rele
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Problem/opportunity 1 

The lack of a cross-harbour cycling and walking connection limits mode choice for trips to and 
from the North Shore and Auckland’s city centre resulting in it not effectively contributing to 
Auckland’s transport system. 

Earlier chapters of this business case have explored the strategic importance of a cross-harbour 
walking and cycling connection to deliver the missing link in the walking and cycling network 
between the city centre and North Shore. This connection will provide an alternative to private car 
travel and public transport. As a result, any mode shift in favour of walking and cycling will 
provide additional capacity to the existing motorway. 

The lower North Shore has a low level of walking and cycling currently but has been identified as 
an area with significant potential to serve short to medium distance trips, together with the city 
centre and inner west areas which abut the Auckland Harbour Bridge southern landing.   

Census commuting data indicates that there are around 3,500 people commuting within a 9km 
catchment of the northern landing of the Auckland Harbour Bridge, including trips to/from the city 
centre and lower North Shore. Of these, less than 100 people currently commute by bicycle. 

 

 

(Source: SeaPath Detailed Business Case) 

Figure 4 – Current and future commuter trips between the North Shore and city 
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Problem/opportunity 2 

The lack of a safe and appropriate cycle and pedestrian connection across the Harbour Bridge is 
reducing the opportunities for residents and visitors to experience a world class harbour. 

Proposals to build new walking and cycling bridges often cite additional recreation and tourism as 
an expected development benefit. However, there is little robust analyses that quantifies the level 
of uplift in tourism. Work undertaken by MR Cagney9 in preparation for this business case 
identified a business case for a proposed Rotherhithe pedestrian bridge in London, which 
illustrates common practices. That is, it states that it expects the Rotherhithe bridge will attract 
visitors who will “bring considerable additional economic benefits,” but does not attempt to 
quantify these benefits.10   

From MR Cagney’s review of global examples, there are several key factors that influence the 
effectiveness of walking and cycling bridge infrastructure as a tourist attraction, including: 

• Iconic design. Iconic architectural destinations such as the Golden Gate Bridge in San 
Francisco draw hundreds of thousands of walkers and cyclists per year as a premier tourist 
attraction.11   

• Views of the city. Visibility of the city is often a key reason for attracting tourists, 
particularly as pedestrians.   

• Connectivity to existing walking, cycling, and tourist infrastructure. For example, the 
pedestrian and cyclist Millennium Bridge in London – a popular tourist destination in its 
own right – connects tourist destinations including St. Paul’s Cathedral and the Tate 
Gallery.  

 

A new walking and cycling link across the Waitematā Harbour will provide an attractive walking 
and cycling environment with striking city and harbour views. It would be well connected through 
existing walking and cycling infrastructure to the popular tourist neighbourhoods of Wynyard 
Quarter and the Viaduct Basin. A cross-harbour shared path will form part of a cohesive and 
continuous waterfront walking and cycling route connecting SeaPath, the Westhaven Boardwalk, 
the Wynyard Quarter, Te Wero Bridge, Quay Street and Tamaki Drive. This presents leveraging 
opportunities for walking and cycling tourism along the waterfront rather than an isolated cross-
harbour tourist attraction. 

The value of proximity to inner city tourist neighbourhoods is significant in the context of 
Auckland’s thriving tourism industry.  The central city attracts large visitor numbers, with around 
300,000 cruise ship passengers passing through the Ports of Auckland cruise ship terminals 
annually12.  Over half of the region’s commercial accommodation capacity is in the central city13, 
with key central city tourist attractions continuing to draw significant visitors (e.g. 931,000 visitors 
to Auckland Museum in 2017/18 and 155,000 visitors to the NZ Maritime Museum in 2015/16).  

 

9 Wider economic benefits of a new walking and cycling link across the Waitematā Harbour, MR Cagney 
10 
https://www.sustrans.org.uk/sites/default/files/file_content_type/sustrans_thames_cycle_bridge_chapter_2_business_case
_web.pdf  
11 http://goldengatebridge.org/visitors/  
12 Heart of the City website – Cruise tourism’s contribution to the New Zealand economy 2017, Market Economics 
Consulting report for the New Zealand Cruise Association, August 2017 
13 MBIE commercial Accommodation Monitor June 2019 – Auckland (table 6.1) 
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The substantial growth forecast in Auckland tourism14, together with the proximity of the Harbour 
Bridge to the inner-city tourist neighbourhoods, would indicate there is potential to generate latent 
demand for recreational and tourist trips across the Waitematā Harbour.   

As part of their analysis of cycle demands and cycle user benefits, Flow Transportation Specialists, 
estimated the number of recreational and tourist trips that a new walking and cycling link may 
attract. They drew primarily on a comparison with the San Francisco Golden Gate Bridge, adjusted 
for differences between the Auckland and San Francisco contexts. 

Based on this analysis, Flow Transportation Specialists suggest that a cross-harbour walking and 
cycling connection could result in approximately 2,370 recreational user trips and 550 tourism 
trips per day in 2026 growing to 4,240 combined recreational and tourism trips by 2046.   

This is a small share of Auckland’s tourists at around 1%, which seems plausible. Research cited by 
MR Cagney9 shows that around 0.5% of international and domestic tourists currently participate in 
cycle touring.  However, it is noted this forecast could be conservative considering anticipated 
tourism growth in Auckland.   

 

14 By 2025 4.1m international visitors are expected annually, with significant increases expected in cruise ship visits (171 
visits - up more than 50% on current levels) and overnight guest stays (10.2million, an increase of nearly 40%).  Source: 
Destination Auckland 2025, Auckland Tourism, Events and Economic Development 
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OPTIONS ASSESSMENT 

Through a two stage multi-criteria assessment process, completed with input from a range of 
technical experts, a long list of twelve options was reduced to four.  A recommended option was 
then identified through further analysis and assessment.   

The assessment criteria included alignment with investment objectives, implementability 
considerations and an assessment of effects.  

Options identified 
Twelve options were identified and assessed as described below and shown in Appendix C: Long-
List Options. 

Option 1: Underslung option (as designed by the SkyPath Trust) 

An underslung shared path is supported off the eastern box girder. Option 1 is the base option for 
comparison with other options. The option is constructed of a prefabricated Fibre Reinforced 
Polymer (FRP) structure. The shared path is 4m wide and is open on the eastern edge with anti-
throw screens built in. 

Option 2A: Deck level shared use path with structural widening (on southbound box)  

A deck level 4m wide shared path created by narrowing existing traffic lanes and constructing a 
1.9m wide pedestrian extension onto the existing structure. 

Option 2B: Separate deck level walking and cycleway 

A 2.5m walkway on the eastern box girder and a 2.5m cycleway on the western box girder are 
supported on the existing cross girders with an additional steel extension to the box girder 
cantilevers. Traffic lanes are reduced to 3.35m wide (from 3.65m) with a new traffic barrier 
separating SH1 from pedestrians and cyclists. 

Option 3: Shared path on extension bridge lane 

A 4m shared path on the outer lane of the eastern extension bridge replaces one traffic lane, with 
a new traffic barrier separating SH1 from pedestrians and cyclists. 

Option 4: Shared path on truss bridge lane 

A 3.5m shared path on the outer lane of the truss bridge replaces a traffic lane, with a new traffic 
barrier separating SH1 from pedestrians and cyclists. 

Option 5: Shared path inside box girder 

A 4m shared path inside the east extension bridge on a new deck constructed in the box girder 
structure. 

Option 6: Separated low level walkway and cycleway beneath extension bridges 

A 2.5 m walkway on the east and a 2.5m cycleway on the west sides suspended below the box 
girders pass between the trestle legs on each pier. 
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Option 7: Low level shared path through truss 

A 4m shared path suspended below the truss which passes through interior bracing members. 

Option 8: High level shared path above truss overarch 

A 4m shared path supported on frames above the truss structure above SH1.  The shared path 
passes over the top of the truss overarch at the navigation span. 

Option 9: Independent shared path structure on pier brackets 

A separate 4m shared path supported on a new structure spanning between supports on 
southbound pier brackets. 

Option 10: Independent shared path structure on concrete piers 

A separate 4m shared path supported on a new structure spanning between supports fixed to 
southbound concrete piers. 

Option 11: Totally independent shared path bridge on new foundations 

A separate bridge carrying a 4m shared path on new foundations and piers aligned with existing 
bridge piers.   

Multi-criteria assessment framework process 
A two stage multi-criteria assessment (MCA) process was selected as the preferred method of 
options assessment.  

Stage 1 was an initial screening of options to identify a reasonably practicable short list to which a 
more detailed MCA was applied. 

Initial screening - long list to short-list assessment 
Because Option 1, the underslung option, was already consented (developed by the SkyPath Trust), 
the initial screening process of the long list options was carried out against criteria which focussed 
on the most significant differentiators between options relative to Option 1.  The process focused 
on six key criteria: 

• Alignment with the overarching project investment objectives: 

o Increasing the mode share of walking and cycling travel to work trips across the 
Harbour Bridge 

o Increasing the number of walking and cycling recreation and tourism trips across 
the Harbour Bridge 

• Constructability – the ease of construction of an option (e.g. simple or complex) and the 
risks posed during construction and design.  The risks include risks to road users and 
contractors’ personnel, potential damage to existing infrastructure, potential unforeseen 
circumstances leading to scope creep, and design complexity. The criterion also relates to 
the expected construction programme e.g. an extended construction programme would 
result in a prolonged impact on road users during construction 

• The requirements for additional strengthening – the extent of strengthening of the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge required to support an option resulting from the increased loads 
imposed on the Bridge. The areas on the Auckland Harbour Bridge that may require 
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Table 4 - Long list assessment 
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Outcome of long list assessment 
Options 4-9 were discarded from further consideration as they contained fatal flaws.  Option 2B 
was also discarded at this point as the benefits are largely similar to Option 2A but Option 2B 
requires duplicate paths on both sides of the Auckland Harbour Bridge with associated costs 
including duplication of safety barriers and customer facilities.  It would also require new consents 
on the western side as this is clearly outside of the footprint of the consented SkyPath option as 
designed by the SkyPath Trust.  These issues are not as complex for Option 2A. 

Option 10 was taken forward as it was felt to perform well from delivering to the objectives of the 
project and was one of only two options which would not require some form of operational 
management associated with load capacity risk.  Option 11 was the other option, however, a new 
completely separate structure within the harbour was deemed to have a significant consenting risk 
when there is a feasible option (Option 10) which could achieve the same objectives with lesser 
impact. 

Therefore, four options were taken forward for further assessment from the long list based on the 
balance of pros and cons from the assessment and consideration of key areas around alignment to 
objectives, implementability and value for money. The four options taken forward were: 

• Underslung option as developed by the SkyPath Trust (Option 1); 

• A deck level shared use path with structural widening on the southbound box (Option 2A); 

• A shared path on the southbound extension bridge lane (Option 3); and 

• An independent shared path structure connected to the southbound concrete piers 
(Option 10). 
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SHORTLIST EVALUATION 

A detailed MCA analysis of the shortlisted options was undertaken by the project team and 
Transport Agency specialists against more detailed sub-criteria covering the investment objectives, 
implementability, effects of the options and value for money.  Unlike the approach taken for the 
long list assessment, status quo (i.e. do nothing) provided the baseline for comparing options. 

The assessment against each criterion is included in Appendix D: Shortlist MCA15 and 
summarised below, with further information contained in Flow’s technical report (refer footnote 8 
for details).  

Option 1: Underslung option (as designed by the SkyPath Trust) 
Option 1 provides a significant increase in pedestrian and cycling capacity over the status quo 
although demand will need to be increasingly managed due to the width of the facility and 
increased levels of crowding, coupled with load carrying capacity constraints (see below). The 
option is largely sheltered from the weather.  However, there will be noise and vibration from 
overhead traffic which could undermine the user experience. 

Patronage forecasts predict 4,500 daily trips in 2026 and 935 hourly trips during the busiest peak 
hour (95th percentile weekday).  Austroads design guidance recommends minimum widths for 
shared use paths of 4.5m, although widths of greater than 4.5m may be warranted to mitigate 
additional safety concerns associated with walking/cycling on a gradient and associated downhill 
speeds of cyclists.  As such, there is a risk that this 4m option cannot safely accommodate 
potential demand and access controls may be required. 

Because Option 1 is supported from the existing southbound box girder, it affects the girder’s 
load-carrying capacity.  As such, Option 1 would require ongoing monitoring and assessment of 
the impacts on loading on the Harbour Bridge, with potential operational constraints put in place 
on the pedestrian/cycle crossing and southbound traffic lanes in the future. 

Option 1 relies on a modern material called ‘fibre reinforced polymer’ (FRP).  This material has not 
been used in bridge structures elsewhere to the extent proposed (for reference, it is more 
commonly used in boat building).  As such, there are several engineering/constructability 
complexities and uncertainties with Option 1.  The whole of life implications of this option are also 
unknown, although the Agency’s engineering consultants consider that the design life of Option 1 
will be substantially shorter than for Option 10 (approximately 50 years versus 100 years). 

Whilst Option 1 is already consented by the SkyPath Trust16, the Agency’s engineering advice is 
that the design would need to be altered to enable delivery of a technically achievable scheme. The 
extent of the design changes are likely to be sufficient that variations to the consents would be 
needed, pursuant to s127 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) – at the very least a 
change to the conditions is likely to be required to change the references in conditions to any 
substitute plans.  Importantly, if the proposal removed the constraints on access numbers, a 
change of condition would be needed and the effects of such a change would need to be assessed 
as part of the s127 application.  The Transport Agency would also need to hold those existing 

 

15 Option 3 is not included in Appendix C as it was discarded before the multi-criteria assessment following more detailed 
consideration and modelling of operational impacts on cross-harbour movements 
16 It is understood the SkyPath Trust resource consents have been transferred to Auckland Council. 
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consents (these may be transferred to the Agency, by the consent holder, under the relevant 
provisions of the RMA).  

Option 2A: Separate deck level walkway and cycleway 
Whilst Option 2A provides a significant increase in pedestrian and cycling capacity over the status 
quo, walking/cycling user numbers would need to be restricted.  Traffic lane width reductions on 
the two southbound lanes of the Harbour Bridge would impact traffic capacity.  The user 
experience would be less pleasant than for Options 1 and 10, being directly adjacent to live 
vehicle lanes, exposed to the elements, and subject to associated noise, vibration and pollutants. 

As part of the shortlist evaluation process, operational analysis was undertaken by Flow 
Transportation Specialists to understand the implications of reducing lane widths on the Harbour 
Bridge to accommodate a shared facility (relative to capacity reductions proposed under Option 3). 

Option 2A is predicted to result in negligible changes in network operations, overall, relative to the 
status quo however, the economic effects of this alternative configuration have been assessed, to 
quantify general traffic travel time, vehicle operating cost, and congestion (driver frustration) 
disbenefits.  These benefit streams have been capped beyond 2036. 

The resulting discounted traffic disbenefits have been estimated to be $113 million, discounted 
over the 40-year evaluation period. Whilst not a fatal flaw, this is a significant disbenefit of 
Option 2A. Notably: 

• The $113m disbenefit outweighs the project benefits for the worst-case economic scenario 
tested, of $76m. There is the possibility that Option 2A would deliver zero, or negative, 
project benefits. 

• The $113m in disbenefit was based on zeroing the effect after 2036, as it was assumed the 
Additional Waitematā Harbour Crossing (AWHC) would make the reduced capacity on the 
existing Harbour Bridge redundant. If the AWHC was not built by 2036, or its form is 
limited to public transport, that disbenefit would be higher. 

 

Option 2A also involves widening the existing deck so that it extends further over the coastal 
marine area (CMA), and altering the landings, on the land at either end. The resulting design 
would extend beyond the consented footprint and potentially give rise to effects outside the 
envelope of the existing SkyPath resource consents (or potentially not considered in the granting 
of those consents).  While this option would require increased occupation of the CMA, the adverse 
effects associated with the proposed increase would be minimal.  In particular, the support 
structures for the shared path would be attached to the Bridge and would largely not extend below 
sea level, therefore the implications on coastal processes, ecology and navigation/safety are likely 
to be negligible.  

Notwithstanding the above, it is understood the primary points of contention in the original 
resource consent application were around the effects on the respective landing sites at Northcote 
Point and Westhaven.  Because Option 2A is at deck level (compared to the consented Option 1 
which is an underslung structure), it is likely to require an amendment to the consented design 
and location of the northern landing – due to engineering constraints and user experience 
requirements.  A new landing site is likely to impact Stokes Point Reserve in Northcote Point, which 
has recognised heritage value. Rele
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This option is connected to the existing southbound box girder and will almost certainly affect the 
girder’s load-carrying capacity at some point in the future.  As such, Option 2A would require 
ongoing monitoring and assessment of the impacts on loading on the Auckland Harbour Bridge.  
There will be operational constraints (e.g. limiting access numbers) put in place on the 
pedestrian/cycle crossing and potentially limitations on traffic lanes on the southbound Auckland 
Harbour Bridge box girder in the future. 

Option 3: Shared path on extension bridge lane 
Option 3 provides a significant increase in pedestrian and cycling capacity over the status quo.  
However, the operational analysis carried out by Flow Transportation Specialists (as referenced 
under Option 2) demonstrated that where a Bridge lane is dedicated to walking and cycling, this 
reduces capacity on all forms of cross-harbour movement, including freight and public transport, 
creating a significant impact on the transport system.  

The assessment of Option 3 included options for operating the Harbour Bridge in different 
configurations to minimise those impacts, as outlined below: 

• Scenario 1: Devote one traffic lane for walking and cycling, and operate the remaining 
lanes in a four/three configuration during the peaks, with three southbound lanes in the 
inter peak; 

• Scenario 2: Devote one lane for walking and cycling, and operate the remaining lanes in a 
five/two configuration during the peaks, with three southbound lanes in the inter peak. 

 

The analysis indicated that Scenario 2 was predicted to have significantly greater overall network 
impacts than Scenario 1, due to the widespread redistribution of traffic across the network in the 
former.  However, no scenario provided an appropriate balance of safe levels of service for all 
users.  This finding was considered to be a fatal flaw, and no further analysis was completed on 
Option 3 under the MCA shortlisting process.  

Option 10: Independent shared path structure on concrete piers 
Option 10 provides a significant increase in pedestrian and cycling capacity over the status quo 
without affecting existing traffic capacity.   

Unlike Option 1, Option 10 does not connect to the existing southbound Harbour Bridge box 
girder and does not affect the girder’s load-carrying capacity.  There would be no requirement to 
limit users or place future restrictions on traffic using the Harbour Bridge as a result of providing a 
walking and cycling connection.  Option 10 would not require further strengthening of the 
southbound box girder, which would be complex, cause disruption to road users and would limit 
options for future strengthening.  However, Option 10 would require modification to the existing 
pier structures, and it likely that some strengthening, and repair works will be required. 

Option 10 has a better user experience than Options 1 and 2, from a traffic noise and vibration 
perspective. This is because it is an independent bridge structure supported on separate box 
columns attached to the Harbour Bridge piers.  As a result, users will not be subject to the 
significant vertical movement caused by vehicular traffic crossing the eastern extension of the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge. Enhanced viewing platforms would provide a better user experience for 
visitors. Rele
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Option 10 uses materials and technology akin to the existing Auckland Harbour Bridge box 
girders, which are known, tried and tested, with an enduring design life of approximately 
100 years (noting potential engineering complexity with attaching the structure to the Auckland 
Harbour Bridge piers). 

There are consenting risks associated with Option 10.  Whilst Option 10 shares some similar 
characteristics with Option 1 (such as following the same alignment), some design and operational 
details differ, including the method of structural support with the consequence of capacity 
constraints changing.  The Transport Agency would need to hold the existing consents to vary 
them. Subject to the consents being transferred, a s127 change of conditions could be sought, 
which would mean only the effects of the changes to conditions changes would be considered, not 
effects of the shared path activity as a whole.  New Notices of Requirement to designate and 
authorise land use activities beyond Stokes Point to 9 Princes Street (the northern-most extent of 
the project) would also be required.   

Recommended option 
The conclusion from considering the relative merits and disbenefits of the options, as identified in 
the MCA, coupled with consideration of the timing for implementation and indicative costs and 
benefits of the options, is that Option 10 (an independent shared path structure supported on the 
southbound concrete piers) is recommended.   

Whilst there are consenting risks associated with Option 10, when compared to other options 
assessed, it rated the highest against a number of detailed sub-criteria outlined in Appendix C, 
including user experience and safety, perception of safety and ease of walking and cycling, 
residual risk and urban design and landscape.  The remainder of the Business Case discusses the 
future refinement and assessment of Option 10 and sets out the financial, commercial and 
management cases for this option. 
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Ramps located in the vicinity of 9 Princes Street and Sulphur Point Boat Ramp are preferred as they 
balance addressing resident concerns with maximising safe access to the facility for users.  A 
summary of the northern landing locations and configurations considered is provided in Appendix 
E: Design Refinement – Northern Landing Design and Location. 

Further work on the optimal design of an access ramp and wider urban design improvements in 
the vicinity of 9 Princes Street will need to be undertaken during the pre-implementation phases of 
the project.  This will include a targeted engagement programme to ensure the views of iwi, 
affected residents, landowners and key stakeholders are understood and appropriately considered 
in the design process.  The likely cost of this work, including the engagement programme, has 
been included in the project cost estimates.   

In the meantime, two concept designs (indicative only) have been explored for Princes Street in the 
development of the Business Case, to demonstrate the overall feasibility of a solution and for the 
purpose of providing a suitably robust cost estimate, as shown in the figures below. 

The scope of this Detailed Business Case precludes the extension of the shared path beyond 9 
Princes Street but is designed to facilitate a seamless deck level shared path through to Shelly 
Beach and SeaPath.  The continuation of the shared path to Shelly Beach/ Sulphur Point Boat Ramp 
(including associated costs) forms part of the scope of work for the SeaPath project. 

 

 

Figure 8 – Indicative landing Option 1 in vicinity of 9 Princes St, Northcote Point 
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Figure 9 – Indicative landing Option 2 in vicinity of 9 Princes St, Northcote Point 

 

The southern landing is proposed to extend across Curran St and descend to ground level near the 
Curran St / Westhaven Drive intersection. 

 

Figure 10 – Indicative southern landing at Westhaven Drive 
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In developing the recommended option, the potential role and scope of technology has been 
considered in relation to supporting operations and maintenance or enhancing customers 
experience.  Technology options are proposed which support several operational dimensions, 
including speed management, personal safety, benefit monitoring, capacity control and mode shift 
outcomes. Further details are outlined in Appendix G: Integrated Technology. 

Operating the facility 
An Operations Plan will be developed by the Transport Agency and its pre-implementation supplier 
in the pre-implementation phase of the project and will include as a minimum: 

• Management techniques to address safety and security for users 

• The provision of traffic management measures 

• A signage and wayfinding strategy 

• A media strategy 

• Processes for ongoing liaison with the community; 

• Processes for ongoing liaison with the key stakeholders of Auckland Council, Auckland 
Transport, and Panuku Development Auckland; 

• Provision of a feedback register which records feedback from the surrounding community 
and how these matters have been addressed 

 

The recommended option will not be tolled.  Whilst tolling was considered in the initial 
investigations it was subsequently discounted due to the lack of an engineering need and the 
desire to maximise the opportunities to facilitate cross-harbour walking and cycling.  

Maintaining the shared path facility 
The recommended option has known maintenance requirements that apply to steel bridges, 
similar to the maintenance tasks of the existing Harbour Bridge. Typical maintenance activities 
include: 

• Regular inspection inside and outside the box girder 

• Replacement of lights 

• Maintenance of electrical equipment such as audio-visual equipment, CCTV and security 
systems 

• Maintenance of accessways and gates 

• Re-instatement of deck surfacing. 

 

In addition, there are some long-term maintenance activities that occur approximately every 
15-25 years such as: 

• Re-painting 

• Replacement of bearings 

• Replacement of expansion joints. 
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determining how any adverse environmental effects could be mitigated.  Further discussion of the 
consenting strategy is contained in the Management Case. 

Property impacts 
There are potential property requirements associated with providing the deck level shared path 
between Stokes Point Reserve and No. 9 Princes Street, affecting up to 6 titles.  At this early stage 
of project development there is uncertainty with respect to construction and operational impacts, 
consequently, a conservative approach has been adopted for the purpose of considering the 
property impacts of the project for the purpose of the Detailed Business Case.  

 
 

 

Given the desired delivery timelines for the project it is proposed to approach each of the 
landowners on a willing seller / willing buyer basis, with compulsory acquisition processes being 
an option in the future.  The project staging and costings developed for the DBC factor in the 
timing of property acquisition and associated risks. 

Safety in design 
A safety in design (SiD) workshop was held with designers, the Auckland Harbour Bridge Alliance, 
and the risk manager and asset managers to identify risks and mitigation measures that can be 
put in place through design. The SiD process assessed construction, operation and maintenance 
phases of the project and identified respective owners of the risks at each stage.  

Construction stage risks identified included the potential for contractors to drop loads or plant to 
impact the Harbour Bridge with mitigation plans for control of crane lifts and isolation of marine 
vessels during construction. Residual construction risks will be allocated to contractors to 
mitigate, through safe working methods to be identified in Construction Management Plans. 

Operational risks assessed included the potential for conflict between modes on the bridge, and 
for pedestrians/cyclists exposed to vehicular traffic at the landings. Mitigation measures such as 
delineation, barriers and speed control systems for bikes are proposed to be developed in the pre-
implementation phase. Security of bridge users was addressed, with measures such as CCTV and 
security staff proposed, although the facility has the advantage of passive surveillance by 
motorway users. 

Risks associated with maintenance include falls from height over water and safe access provisions 
are to be designed into the Shared Path bridge for inspection and painting crews. 

It is intended that the SiD register will remain a live document that informs each stage of project 
development. 

Operability 
While the AHB Shared Path does not have any impacts on the operation of SH1 over the Harbour 
Bridge (as assessed in the MCA), it would have several extra operational requirements over and 
above that required for shorter, more standard footbridges. A key operational requirement will be 
for opening and closing the gates to the public in the event of emergencies for example. This will 
require CCTV and warnings to evacuate the bridge prior to any closing of the gates. CCTV 
surveillance is also proposed for security purposes and monitoring of the CCTV system will be 
necessary. 

s 9(2)(i)
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There is no requirement for ticketing the facility, however, it is proposed to maintain a system for 
counting the number of users, applying similar technology to that used at railway stations.  These 
systems can be used to activate gates in the event of emergencies or overcrowding. This system 
would also require monitoring. Other smart systems integrated into the design for operation of 
the Shared Path, such as speed controls, messaging systems or automated lighting displays would 
have operational requirements none of which are particularly unique or complex or pose any 
particular risk to the project.  Operational planning will be developed as part of the pre-
implementation stage of the project. 

Complementary investments 
Auckland Transport has an ongoing programme of investment in walking and cycling 
infrastructure with a particular focus on connecting the east of the city into the core cycle network 
spine through Glen Innes to Tamaki (GI2T) shared path which forms a key strategic link in 
Auckland’s cycle network. The GI2T shared path project will provide a key connection for 
pedestrians and people on bikes from the eastern suburbs into the city, creating a “spine” to which 
future walking and cycling connections can feed into, matching those from the west (NW Cycleway) 
and the north (proposed SeaPath/AHB Shared Path). Figure 11 below shows these spines in the 
context of future investment. 

 

 

Figure 11 – Key cycleway spines & priority investment areas 

The strategic cycling network shown above is interconnected through the CBD cycling network to 
Northshore, East Auckland and West Auckland. There are several cycleways which forms the CBD 
network which is part of the Urban Cycling Programme (UCP). 

The cycling projects which form the CBD network and their current delivery status are shown in 
Figure 12. 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

Economic assessment 

Methodology 

The economic benefit evaluation has been based on Simplified Procedures 11 (SP11) from the 
New Zealand Transport Agency’s Economic Evaluation Manual (EEM). Recognising however that 
SP11 is intended for evaluating projects with capital costs under $5 million, and that SP11 
contains a number of simplistic approximations, the SP11 procedures have been extended, 
primarily by using the 2026 and 2046 Auckland Cycling Model (ACM) to inform a full economic 
procedure, rather than using SP11’s default demand estimation tool. SP11 has been used for the 
analysis of the shared path as there are presently no more complex methodologies defined for 
assessing walking and cycling projects within the EEM. 

Cycling benefits for intermediate years have been interpolated from the two forecast years. This 
differs from SP11, which typically considers only a single opening year, and applies a growth rate 
for cyclist predictions to future years. In this way, the methodology used is more robust. 

The project has been assessed with a 40-year evaluation period. A two-year construction period 
beginning in January 2021 has been assumed, during which time no benefits accrue, followed by 
a 38-year benefit period. 

The economic evaluation has been carried out using the EEM’s most recent update factors 
(1 December 2018), including: 

• 1.21 for walking, cycling and public transport benefits 

• 1.50 for travel time cost savings 

• 1.07 for vehicle operating cost savings 

• 1.06 for crash costs. 
 

Benefit Streams 
The following benefit streams have been assessed for the recommended option: 

• Cyclist Travel Time Benefits – calculated using the EEM’s SP11 and informed by ACM 
outputs 

• Health Benefits for Cyclists – calculated using a modified procedure developed from the 
EEM’s SP11, informed by ACM outputs 

• Health Benefits for Pedestrians – calculated using the EEM’s SP11 and informed by ACM 
outputs 

• Safety Benefits – assumed to be negligible 

• Road Traffic Reduction Benefits – calculated using standard economic evaluation 
procedures to quantify vehicle travel time, congestion and operating cost benefits, 
informed by the Northern Corridor Improvements SATURN models 

• Agglomeration Benefits – provided by MR Cagney 

• Tourism Benefits – provided by MR Cagney 
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COMMERCIAL CASE 

Purpose of this section 
The primary focus of this section is to summarise an assessment of potential contractors and 
operators’ ability to deliver and maintain the project.  It particularly focuses on the specialist skills 
required with respect to using new materials, and the significant construction safety risks 
associated with working over the Waitematā Harbour. 

Market analysis 
It is envisaged that several NZ-based contractors have the capability to fabricate and construct the 
proposed Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path. The majority of the Auckland Harbour Bridge 
Shared Path spans the harbour, and therefore, much of the construction work would be carried out 
from barges, with supply boats to deliver materials and equipment. The type of plant and 
equipment required is available in New Zealand and is used for projects, such as the AC36 and 
Ports of Auckland wharf extensions. 

Steel fabrication could be carried out by overseas suppliers to cater for the large quantities of 
welded steel sections, and this may be a cost-effective method of procurement. 

After the consenting stage it is expected that some form of early contractor involvement would be 
likely for a project of this size to limit project risk. This form of procurement would allow the 
contractor to input the relevant expertise into construction methodology and programme, to 
validate the assumptions made before proceeding to detailed design. 

Procurement Plan 
From a delivery perspective, the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path is deemed to be relatively 
complex, with increased scope for innovation, a need for flexibility and greater Transport Agency 
involvement, and a definite need for early engagement with the contracting industry. SeaPath, by 
comparison, is relatively simple and lower risk. 

While both the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path and SeaPath projects have different histories, 
construction challenges, risks and timelines, they are intimately related and reliant on each other 
to deliver their respective project benefits. Due to this, a combined procurement approach has 
been adopted by the NZ Transport Agency in anticipation of the Business Case being approved. 

SeaPath pre-implementation activities have already been procured competitively and therefore it is 
proposed to extend the scope of that commission to include pre-implementation activities for the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path. 

When considering the possible options for procuring physical works, the two projects have been 
assessed using the Transport Agency’s Procurement model selection matrix. The outcome of this 
assessment recommends a traditional delivery model for SeaPath and a more collaborative style of 
delivery model for the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path, as illustrated in Figure 13.  
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Figure 13 - Delivery Model selection 

 

For the Shared Path, a collaborative style model that allows for early contractor involvement in the 
detailed design is recommended, i.e. Early Contractor Involvement (ECI) and Alliance models.  A 
Hybrid Alliance type model is preferred. This model is designed to retain the commercial benefits 
of a competitive process while ensuring focus on the quality of outcomes. Under a Hybrid Alliance 
model an allowed budget or target cost is specified, and the evaluation focuses on qualitative 
factors offered within the specified budget.  This model is well suited to the shared path project 
because it provides the benefits of an Alliance with the commercial focus of a target cost 
constraint. 
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FINANCIAL CASE 

The purpose of this section is to outline the following: 

• Cost assumptions: It identifies the capital expenditure and operating assumptions used; 

• Project revenues and cashflow: discusses any potential project revenues; and 

• The whole-of-life cost of the project 

 

Design and construction assumptions 
The cost of the proposed Shared Path bridge is greatly influenced by the construction 
methodology and programme for implementing the works. The supply of fabricated box girder 
segments and reinforced concrete materials for the piers forms a relatively small proportion of the 
cost compared to provision of access and temporary works to carry out the installation. Therefore, 
in order to provide a basis for cost estimation, a construction methodology, installation sequence 
and programme for the works was developed.  

A programme of 24 -30 months was assumed. This includes approximately 12 months for pier 
strengthening and substructure fabrication and installation, and 12 months for superstructure 
installation.  

It is assumed that a large New Zealand-based contractor will carry out the work with fabrication of 
steelwork in New Zealand. 

Construction will be carried out over water to avoid impacting operation of State Highway 1, and it 
is assumed that steel will be transported to site by sea. Large barge mounted cranes are required 
for erection of steelwork.  These cranes come at very high hire rates, so assumptions on durations 
for installation of the main members were made.  It was assessed that only one large crane was 
required to meet the programme. 

A coffer dam solution was proposed for Piers 5 and 6 for works below high tide level. As discussed 
above there are inherent risks associated with this methodology and alternative independent piers 
could save time and money if authorised by resource consents. It is assumed that temporary piles 
for support of box girder sections will be required. The project is, however, at feasibility/concept 
design stage.  Therefore, further design development and early involvement of contractors in the 
design process is required to validate the assumptions made on methodology and programme. 

 
 

  The Net Present Value (NPV) of operating and maintenance 
costs is anticipated to be approximately $9m  

 
 

 

Project revenues 
Tolling is not proposed for the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path and no revenue streams are 
envisaged. 

s 9(2)(i)

s 9(2)(i)
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Given the significant public interest in the SkyPath Project, together with the continuous path 
concept, public notification of this suite of NoRs and consent applications is recommended.  

Section 127 change to SkyPath consent conditions  

A s127 change to consent conditions would limit the assessment of effects to the effects of the 
proposed changes, as opposed to the effects of the Bridge section in its entirety.  

The proposed design and operational changes will require variations to condition 1 of the SkyPath 
consents to substitute updated design plans and technical reports. Some other changes to 
operational conditions will be required as a result of the Transport Agency operating the path. 
Changes to conditions of consent may also be required as a result of changes in adverse effects or 
new adverse effects that have not previously been assessed.  

Continuous dedicated path  

The Transport Agency’s preference is to continue the elevated path from the Bridge section to 
connect with the proposed SeaPath, with ramp access in the vicinity of 9 Princes Street (via NoR2), 
rather than the ramp under the Bridge in the s127 application.  

 
 

 
  

Direct Referral  

As an important project to Auckland, the Shared Path will likely attract high volumes of public and 
political interest. To expedite the consenting process, it is anticipated that the application 
documents will be lodged with Auckland Council and direct referral to the Environment Court be 
sought. This process involves the Environment Court hearing all the applications in a single 
hearing, rather than a Council hearing and then an Environment Court hearing, if there are 
appeals. Rights of appeal of the Environment Court decision to the High Court are limited to points 
of law. 

Operational planning 
An operational plan for the Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path will be developed by the 
NZ Transport Agency and its pre-implementation supplier as part of the next phase. 

In addition to the matters outlined on page 47, the Plan will include consideration of elements 
such as: 

• Managing opening and closing of the facility 
• Events management 
• Emergency planning 
• Speed management 
• Optimal whole of life considerations 
• Stakeholder and community feedback 

 

 

s 9(2)(i)
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Cost management 
Financial management shall be undertaken in accordance with the relevant Transport Agency 
procedures. As a minimum the consultant/contractor shall provide the following information in 
each month of the respective contract(s) for the Transport Agency Project Manager to update 
internal financial systems (e.g. SAP) and to support its claims: 

• Budgeted cashflow (baseline and risk adjusted baseline) 

• Value of work completed in the preceding month and contract to date (including rates and 
quantities for all items within the contract) 

• Forecast value of work completed and revised cashflow through to project completion 

• Exception reports outlining the reasons for not meeting any financial targets 

 

The proposed target performance measure on a monthly basis is that the claim should be within 
+/- 5% from the previous month’s forecast, and within the boundary of the cash flow set in the risk 
adjusted baseline programme. 

Stakeholder engagement 
The development of a Communications and Engagement Plan will form the starting point for 
ongoing engagement. 

Mana Whenua 

Mana Whenua hold strong cultural associations with the project area and have been active 
participants in identifying areas of cultural significance and informing design development. The 
project team is working with mana whenua to identify an artist of their choice to ensure that iwi 
aspirations are embodied in the design as early as possible. 

Mana Whenua engagement is ongoing, mainly through the Transport Agency’s monthly hui, 
workshops, site visits and project days. Cultural recognition throughout the development of the 
project, including naming, is sought and will be explored in more detail during the next phase. 

Strategic Advisory Group 

A Strategic Advisory Group has been established with Bike Auckland and the SkyPath Trust.  In the 
next phase it is anticipated that the Group will be focused on helping the Agency to optimise the 
path for users. 

Community Liaison Group 

Given the high level of interest from a range of groups and individuals in the project, it is planned 
to establish a Community Liaison Group framework in the next phase of the project. The 
framework will likely reflect the different interests of various groups and establish a process for 
people to work together and interface with each other in areas of common interest. This forum is 
required by the SkyPath resource consent conditions. 

Property owners 

The Transport Agency will continue to work with property owners in Northcote Point and the wider 
Northcote area as the project moves forward. Rele
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Key stakeholders 

In addition to the stakeholders engaged in development of the Business Case, as the design 
progresses in more detail, additional stakeholders are likely to become more actively involved in 
the project. Specific issues already raised by stakeholders will be explored in more detail. 

Memoranda of Understanding with Auckland Council, Auckland Transport and Panuku 

A series of MoUs will be established with partner agencies to formalise working arrangement to 
support delivery of project outcomes. It is expected these MoUs will be formalised in the next 
phase of work. 

Wider community / future users 

There is high interest in this project and the SeaPath project from the wider community and future 
users, and it is intended to continue to seek feedback and to provide information. 

Change control and issues management 
A change control and issues register shall operate as an extension to the risk register and track 
issues as they arise. It is anticipated that a change control and issues management process will be 
included in the contract documents for the project. 

Change control and issues management will be undertaken in accordance with: 

• The Transport Agency’s Significance Policy 

• The Transport Agency’s Corporate Risk Management Policies 

• Conditions of contract for project specific issues 

 

Each issue shall be logged in an issues register, which includes the following information: 

• Title and description of the issue 

• Date raised 

• Status (open, escalated, transferred to risk register, resolved) 

• Primary impact area for the issue (project, personnel, health and safety, corporate risk, 
stakeholder management etc.) 

• Delegated authority for closing out the issue (in accordance with the project management 
structure) 

• Whether the issue is a project specific issue or other issue 

• Level of significance (in accordance with the Transport Agency’s Significance Policy) 

• Whether the issue requires transferring to the project Risk Register 

• Remedial action proposed to address the issue 

• Date that the issue has been resolved  
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CONCLUSION – SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path Detailed Business Case has confirmed the investment 
case for a new continuous walking and cycling link between Takapuna and Auckland’s city centre. 
It will be a city-shaping piece of infrastructure, which will close a significant gap in Auckland’s 
walking and cycling network and minimise the barrier to cross-harbour active mode travel.   

With potential to attract over 3,500 daily cyclist trips and 2,000 daily pedestrian trips by 2046, the 
link will provide a viable and safe transport choice for people travelling to, from and within 
Auckland’s North Shore, and will offer visitors and residents alike a unique opportunity to explore 
the harbour and surrounds. 

The project has been assessed as having a very high results alignment against the Transport 
Agency’s Investment Assessment Framework, and consequently has the highest possible funding 
priority. 

It is therefore recommended that the NZ Transport Agency approve $232.0m of funding for the 
next phases of the project, namely the pre-implementation, implementation and property 
acquisition phases for Option 10, a 5m wide shared path built on separate pier brackets attached 
to the existing bridge piers.  The shared path will be positioned at the same level as the car deck 
of the main bridge and include three observation decks to allow for views of Auckland and the 
Waitematā Harbour.  These decks are up to 100 metres long and at their maximum, 4.2 metres 

wide.  They are terraced down from the shared path to create a safe, sheltered seating area for 
cyclists and pedestrians alike. 
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and is informed by the Auckland Macro Strategic Model (MSM, previously the Auckland Regional 
Transport Model, ART). 

The model represents morning and evening peak period (two hour) cyclist demands for each 
forecast year.  Estimates of daily cyclist demands have been derived by factoring the morning and 
evening peak period forecasts in order to replicate the off-peak and weekend profiles currently 
observed on Tamaki Drive and anticipated to similarly apply to a future cross-harbour walking and 
cycling connection.  

The following figure illustrates the predicted average annual daily cyclist trips (utility and 
recreational trips). 

 

 

Figure 14 - 2026 Forecast daily cycle trips (utility and recreational trips) 

 

Approximately 2,780 daily cyclist trips are forecast on the proposed cross-harbour walking and 
cycling connection in 2026.  Of these, 40% or 1,020 trips are estimated to be utility trips (i.e. 
mostly commuter trips likely to be making return trips, therefore 510 people) and 1,530 are 
estimated to be recreational trips.  

The existing mode share for commute to work trips by bicycle in the Auckland region is in the 
order of 1%17, and this reflects the lack of appropriate cycle infrastructure at the time of the 2013 
census.  In terms of Auckland Council Local Board areas, the Kaipatiki Local Board has one of 

 

17 New Zealand Census, 2013 
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APPENDIX B: ASSUMPTIONS AND UNCERTAINTIES 
UNDERPINNING DEMAND FORECASTS 

Reference case 

The 2026 Reference Case includes: 

• The proposed Northcote Safe Routes (a combination of shared use paths and on street 
cycle facilities on Northcote Road, Lake Road and Queen Street) 

• New cycle on-street cycle infrastructure on Princes Street and Alma Street in Northcote 
Point, connecting the Northcote Safe Routes project to the Waitematā Harbour Bridge 

• Completion of the Auckland Urban Cycleways programme, which includes a network of 
cycle infrastructure within the city centre and inner suburbs, including connections to the 
Waitematā Harbour Bridge 

• The Transport Agency’s proposed cycle infrastructure included in the Northern Corridor 
Improvements project, which include shared paths parallel to SH1 (Oteha Valley Road to 
Constellation Drive) and SH18 (SH1 to Albany Highway) 

 

In addition to the 2026 assumptions above, the 2046 reference case includes limited future cycle 
infrastructure projects that while not committed, are considered the ‘bare minimum’ level of 
ongoing cycle investment over the next 30 years. If no further background investment was 
assumed, this would unrealistically limit the long-term connectivity of the proposed cross-harbour 
shared path. Infrastructure in the 2046 reference case includes:  

• A future shared use path parallel to SH1, from Constellation Drive to Esmonde Road 

• Within the west of the North Shore, cycle infrastructure on Glenfield Road, Mokoia Road, 
Waipa Street and Birkdale Road (either a quality shared path or protected cycle lanes), 
connecting with the existing shared path on Onewa Road 

• Within the east, cycle infrastructure around Lake Pupuke (Kitchener Road, Hurstmere Road 
and Killarney Street, to the same standard as above), connecting with existing shared paths 
on Fred Thomas Drive and Esmonde Road 

• The Auckland Cycle Network (ACN) long-term network of cycle infrastructure contains 
significantly more investment than described above, with dedicated cycle infrastructure on 
all arterial routes and parallel to all motorways and rail corridors. Sensitivity tests were 
undertaken with the full ACN completed and is discussed further in section 13.6. 

 

The above assumptions are consistent with the Auckland Cycling Programme Business Case and 
the SeaPath Detailed Business Case.  

Micro-mobility 

The demand forecasts presented in Appendix A are estimates only, and like all future forecasts 
they come with uncertainty associated with input assumptions, methodology limitations and future 
unknowns.  Mention should be made however of the future of ‘micro mobility’, and the risks and 
opportunities this may present to the above forecasts.  Micro mobility is a term used to group 
recent new technologies in small scale, motorised travel including e-bikes, e-scooters and other 
modes.   
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Approximately 20% of existing pedestrians along Tamaki Drive, when surveyed in November 2018 
were wheeled pedestrians.  Many of these were on e-scooters, either privately owned or rented 
through an e-scooter app.  This is a significant finding, given Lime e-scooters had only launched in 
Auckland one month prior, and e-scooters have only been commercially available for a short 
number of years.   

There is significant uncertainty around the future of e-scooters and their ongoing use on 
Auckland’s footpaths and cycleways.  Indeed, Lime e-scooters and other dockless operators have 
been banned in a small number of cities internationally, including Madrid, and have had 
restrictions imposed in others such as San Francisco.  Maximum speeds have been suggested in 
New Zealand and elsewhere.  Their current popularity within central Auckland may be somewhat 
due to the novelty factor, but equally may be the start of an increasing trend. 

The extremely rapid rise of this technology should be considered a signal that the future of micro 
mobility – be that e-scooters or some other future technology – is rapidly changing.  This may 
particularly be the case for relatively long-distance active mode trips, such as those across any 
future cross-harbour walking and cycling connection.  It may be that future micro mobility options 
make walking or cycling trips across the harbour less attractive, and indeed make short car, bus or 
ferry trips across the harbour less attractive.  This may have the effect of reducing the overall 
demand on the proposed facility but would more likely increase demand.  A possible implication 
of this scenario, however, is that if more trips on the proposed facility are motorised rather than 
self-propelled, fewer people will benefit from the health benefits of physical exercise.  The effects 
of this on the project’s economic evaluation have been assessed in a sensitivity test. 

Clearly, there is significant uncertainty surrounding the future of micro mobility, and this presents 
both risk and opportunity to the project.  
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APPENDIX C: LONG-LIST OPTIONS 
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Option 1: Underslung option (as designed by the SkyPath Trust) 

An underslung shared path is supported off the eastern box girder. The option is constructed of a prefabricated Fibre Reinforced 
Polymer (FRP) structure. The shared path is 4m wide and is open on the eastern edge with anti-throw screens built in. 
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APPENDIX E: DESIGN REFINEMENT – NORTHERN 
LANDING DESIGN AND LOCATION  

Irrespective of the longer-term priority to establish a continuous link between Westhaven and 
Akoranga, the value of a northern landing (or landings) is recognised by several stakeholders.  It 
would provide benefits in terms of catchment potential, connectivity with the Northcote Point ferry 
terminal and local businesses, together with local community access and recreation opportunities.  
These benefits were recognised by some during public engagement on the Business Case, but 
were tempered by concerns about the location and execution of any proposed northern 
landings/connections, particularly from property owners in the vicinity of the proposed sites. 

Through option refinement, several landing configurations at the northern end were considered (in 
addition to the direct connection to SeaPath):  

A. One landing only - in the vicinity of Sulphur Beach Boat Ramp (i.e. similar location as 
expected connection point to SeaPath) 

B.  One landing in the vicinity of Sulphur Beach Boat Ramp and one landing in the vicinity 
of 9 Princes Street 

C.  One landing in the vicinity of Sulphur Beach Boat Ramp and one landing in the vicinity 
of Stokes Point Reserve  

A landing in the vicinity of the Sulphur Point Boat Ramp, in the approximate location where the 
Auckland Harbour Bridge Shared Path will connect with SeaPath, will provide direct access to local 
recreation opportunities and connectivity with local cycleways (particularly the Northcote Safe 
Cycle Route).  It is expected that the principle of a local connection at this point will be further 
explored in the pre-implementation phase of the SeaPath project. 

It is considered that these opportunities could be further enhanced by providing a second landing 
towards the southern end of Northcote Point.  This would, amongst other things, provide a direct 
link with the ferry terminal, enhance local catchment potential and connectivity with local 
businesses. 

Whilst a landing in the vicinity of Stokes Point Reserve has already been consented in the SkyPath 
proposal, further analysis concluded that landings under the Harbour Bridge (i.e. in vicinity of the 
Reserve) are likely to be perceived as less safe for customers, and have less potential to create 
visual amenity and architectural character, compared to the 9 Princes Street option.  Steeper 
gradients would be required for a landing near Stokes Point Reserve, which could compromise the 
customer experience, particularly for tourists and recreational users, and create speed conflicts 
between users.   

Furthermore, amenity, cultural and heritage impacts on Te Onewa Pa and the Stokes Point Reserve 
(including a significant Pohutukawa tree) are likely to be greater the closer the connection is to the 
Reserve.   

Consideration was also given to an elevator and stair system versus ramps and landings.  Whilst 
the elevator/stair system is potentially appealing on the grounds of customer experience, 
particularly for tourist or recreational users, it was discounted due to considerations relating to the 
ongoing maintenance and operational costs.  Concerns were also raised about the potential for 
adverse impacts on heritage, cultural and archaeological values of Stokes Point Reserve. 
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On balance, it is considered that the 9 Princes Street ramp connection (in addition to the Sulphur 
Point connection) provides a more enduring and effective solution and is more likely to be 
acceptable to residents and wider stakeholders.  Indicative concept designs for Princes St are 
shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9, with further work on the optimal design expected to be 
completed during the pre-implementation phase.  
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APPENDIX F: DESIGN REFINEMENT - PATHWAY 
WIDTH 

5 metre versus 4 metre option 
Through option refinement the recommended option now includes for a 5m wide shared path as 
opposed to the 4m option from the short-listing process.   

Further discussion on the costs and benefits of a 5m versus a 4m option are contained in the 
following section including: 

• Capacity constraints and levels of service 

• Customer feedback 

• Cost impacts 

• Implications for consenting 

Capacity and levels of service 

The proposed Option 10 has been amended to include a shared path with 5m clear width between 
barriers. The 5m wide option has greater capacity than a 4m wide option and significantly 
improves safety by separating cyclists from pedestrians. There is potential for conflict between 
fast-moving bikes and people on foot in a 4m wide facility particularly due to the length (over 
1km) and 5% gradient. The risk of conflict between cyclists and pedestrians is exacerbated by the 
number of recreational users and tourists estimated to use the facility. 

Austroads produces a design guide27 offering recommended widths for shared use paths as a 
function of pedestrian and cyclist volumes, shown in Figure 15 and Figure 16. The recommended 
widths shown in these tables have been developed based on a desirable Level of Service (LOS) for 
cyclists, defined as twelve or fewer delayed passing instances per hour. The estimated 2026 95th 

percentile weekday and weekend peak hour demands are overlaid on these figures. 

 

 

27 Cycling Aspects of Austroads Guides; Austroads; August 2013 
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Figure 15 – Austroads shared path design width, 75/25 directional split 
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Figure 16 – Austroads Shared Path Design Width, 50/50 Directional Split 

 

Applying this method to the 2026 weekend peak hour demands of 480 cyclist trips and 295 
pedestrian trips, as well as the 50/50 weekend directional split, Austroads recommends a facility 
width of 4.5 m. The 2026 weekday peak hour demands of 580 cyclist trips and 360 pedestrian 
trips, and the estimated 70/30 directional split, similarly results in a recommended facility width 
of 4.5 m. 

It is noted that the Austroads method does not account for the gradient of the Auckland Harbour 
Bridge, and cyclists may require more space when traversing gradients, whether this is downhill 
and faster or uphill and more unstable. 

Other documents referred to in the Transport Agency’s National Cycle Network Design Guidance 
do not provide design widths for shared path facilities with anticipated demands as high as the 
proposed cross-harbour facility. 
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Analysis has been undertaken to estimate if the Austroads LOS criteria may be exceeded, for 
different shared path widths. Figure 17 below illustrates this, showing the predicted demand on 
the 99th percentile hour (i.e. demand is predicted to be exceeded on approximately 90 occasions 
per year). This demand has been shown as a shaded band, showing a range of ±20% demand 
estimates in 2026, rising to ±40% in 2046; this reflects the uncertainty in forecasting pedestrian 
and cycle demands, particularly longer term. Also plotted on this figure are the approximate 
demand thresholds for 4 m and 5 m wide paths, above which the LOS would fall below the 
Austroads LOS criteria. 

 

 

Figure 17 – Shared Path Peak Demand vs LOS Criteria 

 

The forecast peak demands on the facility are predicted to exceed the Austroads LOS criteria for a 
4m wide path (i.e. the LOS criteria would be exceeded on more than 90 occasions per year). When 
considering a wide range in demand estimates (the shaded grey area in Figure 17), this is 
expected to remain the case longer term, with these occasions potentially increasing significantly. 
Demands are however predicted to remain below the LOS threshold for a 5 m path, even when 
considering the upper range demand estimates. 

The following figures illustrate the frequency per year that the proposed cross-harbour shared 
path is predicted to exceed the level of service criteria. The first of these in Figure 18 illustrates 
the frequency in terms of the number of hours per year (from a total of 8,760 hours each year). 
The second in Figure 19 illustrates the frequency in terms of the number of days per year (i.e. the 
number of days where the LOS or capacity criteria are predicted to be exceeded at least once that 
day). 

In these figures, shaded bands have been used to illustrate the forecast demand range of ±20% in 
2026 and ±40% in 2046, reflecting the uncertainty in the predicted demands. 
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Figure 18 – Hours per year LoS criteria exceeded 

 

 

Figure 19 – Days per year LoS criteria exceeded 
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Firstly, it is clear from the above figures that the assumed ranges in demand estimates result in 
considerable future uncertainty in how the LoS criteria will affect the proposed facility. This is 
evident in the width of the coloured bands in the figures above. 

Nonetheless, the above figures illustrate that: 

• a 4 m wide shared path is predicted to fall below Austroads’ LoS criteria during busy 
periods, potentially affecting many hours and days per year 

• a 5 m wide shared path is generally predicted to comply with Austroads’ LoS design 
criteria, only exceeding it infrequently beyond 2035 and only in the upper demand 
estimate range. 

Customer feedback 

The 5m wide shared path is preferred over a 4m width by stakeholders such as Bike Auckland 
because it has the potential to separate walking and cycling by providing a 3m lane for cyclists 
and 2m for pedestrians.  However other stakeholders felt that a shared space is safer as it creates 
a lower speed environment overall.  It is expected that the issue of separation will need to be 
considered further in the next phase of the business case process.  

Cost impacts 

Providing for a 5m wide shared path has cost disadvantages over a 4m wide shared path and 
applies more load effects to the existing piers. Additional land is also required for wider approach 
structures at Northcote Point and Westhaven, although there is space available to construct a 5m 
wide structure. 

Consenting considerations of a 5-metre option 

The move to a 5m wide facility versus a 4m wide facility, whilst not assessed in detail, is likely to 
raise additional environment effects associated with overlooking and shading impacts of the path 
on neighbouring properties between Stokes Point Reserve and No. 9 Princes Street.     
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APPENDIX H:   

 

s 9(2)(j)

9(2)(j)
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APPENDIX I: BUSINESS CASE REVIEWS AND 
AUDITS  

As part of the development of the business case, and to support the investment 
assurance process, several discreet reviews and audits have been undertaken to improve 
the confidence in the project. 

Structural Peer Review (ARCADIS) 
A peer review of the design of the shared path structure has been carried out by Arcadis 
in the UK. Members of the peer review team have international expertise in this type of 
steel box girder structure and knowledge of the AHB structures from previous peer 
reviews. Initial comments from the peer reviewer have identified similar risks associated 
with the long-span bridges and mitigation measures as highlighted by the design team 
including the following: 

Aerodynamic response to wind: the potential for susceptibility to wind-induced vibrations 
to be investigated in wind tunnel testing. 

Pedestrian-induced vibration: this is critical to the comfort of users and mitigation is a 
detailed investigation of the synchronous pedestrian response which is likely to require 
the installation of multiple damping devices and controls on people numbers in major 
events. 

Construction of Pier 5 and 6: these will be difficult to construct because of their height 
relative to sea level. 

Safety audits 
A safety audit has been undertaken with no significant findings.  The NZ Transport 
Agency is in the process of preparing its response to audit with accepted 
recommendations proposed to be integrated into the next phase of the project. 

Parallel estimate (Bond CM) 
A parallel estimate was carried out by Bond CM who used the quantities supplied by the 
design team, but independently estimated programme, construction methodology and 
material supply rates.  After reconciliation the parallel estimate agreed closely with the 
cost estimate. 

DBC Peer Review (Commute) 
A peer review of the DBC has been undertaken by Commute including a detailed 
consideration of the multi-criteria assessment of the long and short-listed options. Overall 
the review concluded that the DBC reads well and tells a compelling story of the process 
undertaken, the results of this process and the way forward. Recommendations with 
respect to providing greater clarity of option selection and funding have been 
incorporated into the final DBC. 
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Other Peer Review 
In addition to the above EY has completed a review28 of both the wider economics analysis 
developed by MR Cagney9 and the demand forecasting and modelling work undertaken by 
Flow8. 

EY’s peer review of the wider economic benefits concluded that:  

 
“The methodological approach undertaken by MR Cagney reflects a 
reasonable application of standard methodologies and practices. Overall, 
conservative assumptions have been applied in the absence of specific 
information.  

The authors have disclosed areas where uncertainties are present and 
further work may be needed to refine estimates.  

The authors may wish to consider some restructuring [of their report] in 
terms of how the information is presented, in order to make it easier for 
the reader to understand key calculations that are specifically related to 
the project.” 

In relation to the demand forecasting and economic benefit evaluation, EY’s peer review 
concluded: 

“The methodological approach undertaken by Flow, reflects a reasonable 
application of standard methodologies and practices in most instances. 
The authors have applied formulae and parameters as per contained in 
the Economic Evaluation Manual (EEM) guidance, when applicable.  

While some parameters may carry some level of uncertainty (for example, 
there is little evidence available on the effect of e-scooters over cycling 
demand given that this mode is fairly new), the authors have conducted 
sensitivity assessments to provide confidence that the overall results are 
not likely to change significantly given changes in these parameters.  

The authors may wish to consider updating these parameters once more 
evidence becomes available to refine the assessment.” 

 

 

 

28 Peer Review: economic benefits of a cross-harbour walking and cycling link (including wider economic benefits 
– WEBS), EY, June 2019 
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