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Tēnā koe 

Request for information 2023-248 

I refer to your request for information dated 27 September 2023, which was received by Greater 
Wellington Regional Council (Greater Wellington) on 27 September 2023. You have requested the 
following: 

“The pilot for snapper on the Johnsonville line highlighted a number of short-comings of the design 
and delivery of the snapper 'service'. These shortcomings were ignored and snapper was 
subsequently rolled out across the remainder of the rail network. These shortcomings have been 
greatly exacerbated following the rollout, including: having to show your ticket (at least) 3 times for 
each journey; excessive queuing at start and end of journey; snapper machines sited at unprotected 
sites requiring queuing in poor weather; poor latency of the technology solution; customers being 
fined due to poor operation of the services (such as machines not registering transactions and journey 
times being longer than software allows for). 

OIA Request - please provide detailed plans for how and when these significant shortcomings in the 
services will be rectified. If there are no plans then please provide the agenda, papers and minutes 
for ALL meetings associated with the running, management or governance of snapper in particular 
all decisions relating to the acceptance of the significantly poor service and the decisions why 
addressing these shortcomings won't be happening.” 

Greater Wellington’s response follows: 

By way of introduction, we note that the matters you identify as shortcomings of the electronic 
ticketing system are generally aspects that are different compared to the previous paper ticketing. 
We have moved to electronic ticketing to bring the system up to date. Some aspects you identify are 
inherent in electronic ticketing on a public transport network like Wellington’s. As mentioned in our 
previous responses (LGOIMA 2023-047 and LGOIMA 2023-174), Snapper on Rail is an interim 
solution towards achieving the National Ticketing Solution (NTS). Electronic ticketing provides 
invaluable data regarding how our rail services are being used which helps us to improve future rail PROACTIVE R
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service planning. We value the lessons learned during this time, which will help to inform how NTS 
is implemented. 

On Tuesday 3 October 2023, we emailed you for clarification around the shortcomings you 
mentioned in your request. We have included your response below: 

“These questions are based on the documents already provided to me from OIA requests. 

Regardless if snapper is an interim solution or not it required a significant capital cost. As there was 
no business case, benefits case or benefits realisation, I’m wanting to determine the level of 
governance there has been in regard to the decision, deployment and operation of snapper on trains. 
Consequently, it is only right that the minutes of the relevant meetings are forthcoming. 

With respect to the specific questions - these are again highlighted in the summary report from the 
pilot on the Johnsonville line as previously provided. To answer your questions specifically: 

1. Where have you experienced having to show your Snapper card at least three times? This 
seems to be by design, once at arrival at the station, at least once, occasionally twice on the 
train and then again at the arrival station. I do wonder if the only financial benefit is fare 
recovery, which hasn’t met the targets anticipated.  

2. Where have you experienced excessive queues and at what time(s)? Peak time most 
mornings at Wellington station - just go to Wellington rail station during peak times especially 
when the Kapiti and Hutt trains arrive on adjacent platforms at the same time. Compare that 
with what happened prior to snapper. The machines are probably in the wrong place as a 
minimum.   

3. Can you please provide the location of the unprotected Snapper machines where there have 
been queues in poor weather as this may require further investigation from our team. Try 
Paramata Station, Plimmerton station, Waikanae station for starters.   

4. Can you please expand further on your comment regarding “poor latency of the technology 
solution” There is a lag between presenting your snapper card and it confirming the 
transaction has happened. This increases when the system is busy and compounds the 
queuing at the stations, particularly during peak times. 

5. Can you please provide an example of “Customers being fined due to poor operation of the 
services”. It has happened to my wife once and me twice to my knowledge. All times it was 
for bus replacements which appear to take longer than the ‘travel’ time set in the system. 
However, you do need to go onto the app after travel to ensure that it has been recorded 
properly. It is incumbent on Snapper and Trans metro to do the analysis, however 
inconvenient the results may be. PROACTIVE R
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Regardless if Snapper is an interim solution or not, its implementation and operations has been poorly 
architected and managed. IF this is deemed as good template for the future then the NTS solution 
will also be nothing short of a dogs breakfast. The points I raise are two fold  

1) There is a seeming lack of governance and senior management oversight  

2) The pilot highlighted a number of issues, which were seemingly ignored in the rush to rollout 
snapper across all train lines. 

In the meantime the level of service experienced by all train customers has deteriorated, at a time 
when every effort should be put into encouraging the use of public transport.” 

Our response to your comments is set out below: 

1. The electronic ticketing system in Wellington, and in most cities globally, is designed so that 
a tag on is required at the beginning and then the end of your journey. This ensures a correct 
fare is charged for each journey. Given Wellington does not have a gated system which 
prevents people accessing the network without having tagged on, a necessary part of 
ensuring that all passengers correctly tag on and off (and therefore pay their correct fare) is 
to undertake checks by public transport staff on the services itself. The design of these 
revenue protection checks is that these are random checks across a range of services each 
day. The extent of these checks will depend on where in the transition to electronic ticketing 
we are and potentially any specific issues identified on a service.  

2. As part of the design of the Snapper on Rail system we undertook passenger flow analysis to 
determine the appropriate location and number of validators throughout the network. It is 
acknowledged that, as in every other network in the world that uses electronic ticketing, at 
peak times there will be some degree of queuing. Wellington station does not have the space 
available, nor is it economically viable, to provide sufficient validators to prevent queues at 
peak times. However, we are always willing to review any specific issue in relation to a specific 
location and in addition will be doing this in the future across all stations when we confirm 
the validator requirements for the National Ticketing System (NTS). 

3. We appreciate that waiting in poor weather to tag on/off can be frustrating, however the 
electronic ticketing was introduced into stations that have been previously designed for a 
paper network. In addition, many of our stations have multiple exit points and the validators 
need to be located at the best location for passenger flows. As some of our stations are 
heritage listed, we are limited by the work we can do on these stations. In the future, 
electronic ticketing validator locations will be a consideration for future station design.  
 PROACTIVE R

ELE
ASE



 

  Page 4 of 6 

4. We are not aware of a significant issue regarding latency, we will however pass this 
feedback on to Snapper.  
 

5. At the commencement of Snapper on Rail, the travel time set in the system was set for the 
likely maximum journey of each line. In the weeks following, this was revised to account for 
any unexpected events which may have delayed journeys. We are confident that the 
maximum journey of each line is now set at an appropriate level. In the event there are delays 
on the network, which results in the maximum trip time being exceeded, Snapper will 
automatically refund any default fares. For your information, the maximum journey time is 
90 minutes for the Johnsonville Line and the Melling Line, 120 minutes for the Kāpiti Line and 
180 minutes for the Hutt Valley Line and the Wairarapa Line. 

In response to your request for information on the matters you have identified as ‘shortcomings’, 
we have included the following attachments which refer to the lessons learnt from the Johnsonville 
trial: 

 Please refer to Attachment 1 which includes the minutes from the Greater Wellington NTS 
Project Steering Group on 21 March 2022.  

 Please refer to Attachment 2 which includes the Johnsonville Line Snapper on Rail closure 
report.  

 Please refer to Attachment 3 which includes supporting information for the closure report. 

 Please refer to Attachment 4 which includes the Snapper on Rail Lessons Learned brief. 

We have deleted information from Attachment 4 as it outside scope of your request.  

We have withheld information from Attachment 1 and Attachment 2 under section 7(2)(b)(ii) of the 
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 (the Act), where making the 
information available would be likely to prejudice the commercial position of Snapper or Greater 
Wellington.  

We have considered whether the public interest in the requested information outweighs Greater 
Wellington’s need to withhold certain aspects of the requested information. As a result, we do not 
consider that the public interest outweighs Greater Wellington’s reason for withholding parts of the 
document under the grounds identified above. 

We are refusing your request for “the agenda, papers and minutes for ALL meetings associated with 
the running, management, or governance of snapper” under section 17(f) of the Act, on the basis 
that the information requested cannot be made available without substantial collation or research.  PROACTIVE R
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Snapper has been a provider of ticketing services to Greater Wellington for over seven years. In the 
past three years since the Snapper on Rail discussion began, we have thousands of documents 
related to the running, management, or governance of Snapper and to go through each one to 
decipher whether it meets the requirements of this request would take a substantial amount of time. 
This could involve over 200 hours' worth of work for our officers, which would be months of work, 
in addition to their current workload, of which involves the running and management of other 
Metlink projects.  

Before deciding to refuse your request under section 17(f) of the Act, we are required to consider 
the following actions: 

 Consulting you to refine the scope of your request 

 Extending the timeframe for making a decision 

 Charging you for the supply of the information in scope 

In this instance, we have endeavoured to consult you (as outlined above), and offered to meet to 
discuss your request (more on this below). We have also considered extending the timeframe for 
making a decision, and charging you for the supply of the information. However, extending or 
charging would not resolve the considerable impacts that meeting your request would have on 
Greater Wellington’s operations. 

We apologise that the in-person meeting was cancelled, and the alternative dates could not be met, 
but we would be happy to set up a new date that you can come and speak with our officers who are 
happy to discuss with you any specific concerns you have with the Snapper ticket system.  

We are also refusing your request for “all decisions relating to the acceptance of the significantly 
poor service and the decisions why addressing these shortcomings won't be happening”, and 
“detailed plans for how and when these significant shortcomings in the services will be rectified” 
under section 17(g)(i) of the Act, on the basis that the information requested is not held by Greater 
Wellington and we have no grounds for believing that the information is held by another local 
authority, department, Minister of the Crown or organisation.  

If you have any concerns with the decision(s) referred to in this letter, you have the right to request 
an investigation and review by the Ombudsman under section 27(3) of the Local Government Official 
Information and Meetings Act 1987.  

Please note that it is our policy to proactively release our responses to official information requests 
where possible. Our response to your request will be published shortly on Greater Wellington’s 
website with your personal information removed. 
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Nāku iti noa, nā 

Samantha Gain 
Kaiwhakahaere Matua Waka-ā-atea | Group Manager Metlink 
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JVL Snapper on Rail Pilot close out report 

NTS Governance Group 

21 March 2022 

For Noting 

Snapper on Rail Pilot: Johnsonville Line Close Out 

Purpose 

1. This paper summarises the Snapper on Rail Pilot and recommends closure of the 
project, with outstanding actions handed over to BAU or to the NTS project team.   

2. The project was initiated as a result of the 17 September 2020 council paper, which 
identified a need to develop contactless electronic payment options for the rail 
network, in order to increase resilience and preparedness of fare payment systems and 
support the transition to NTS. 

3. The initial plan proposed a pilot implementation date of 18 April 2021 and a full network 
roll out of contactless payment systems to the Metlink rail network by Q1 2022. 

4. Project gateway reviews on 23 December 2020 and 18 February 2021 were undertaken 
to assess technical feasibility and ability to meet proposed timelines.  From these 
reviews, scope was adjusted to focus on Pilot implementation on Johnsonville Line only, 
and revised timelines of Go Live in November 2021 agreed. 

5. The project was delivered through the Covid-19 pandemic, including a period of 
lockdown in August 2021, which affected the delivery of the civil infrastructure.   

6. Snapper on Rail Pilot went live on 14th November 2021 as planned, with subsequent 
deployment of additional 30-day passes functionality delivered on schedule on 25th 
January 2022. 

7. Passenger uptake has been strong, with just over 50% of all journeys paid for using 
Snapper.  Passenger feedback from a December 2021 onboard survey, confirmed that 
92% of passengers would recommend the Snapper payment system. 

8. The project has contributed significantly to enhancing the ability of Metlink to prepare 
for the introduction of the NTS, specifically in the areas of civil works; customer 
experience, communications and needs; data and insights; as well as revenue 
protection. 

9. It is recommended that the Pilot project be closed, and any outstanding actions 
absorbed into BAU activities within Metlink, or be taken on by the NTS Project team. 

Project Objectives 

10. The key project objective was to confirm viability of extending Snapper onto the rail 
network, through an iterative program of piloting and testing of Snapper on a limited 
part of the network in Q1 2021. It was designed to: 
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• enhance Metlink preparedness and resilience to operate in a COVID-19 
environment by reducing requirement to collect cash fares. 

• contribute to Metlink readiness for future transition to the NTS. 

• be customer centric, simple and flexible, and does not deter customers from using 
public transport. 

• enhance Metlink service provision by strengthening ability to collect fares and 
improve quality and extent of patronage data. 

• be implemented within existing budgets. 

What we did 

11. The project was established with six major workstreams, each with a lead, and a team 
drawn from across the Metlink structure. 

• Proof of Concept 

• Commercial     Alard Russell 

• Rail and Platforms    Matt Chote / Mitchell Davis 

• Customer and Communications  David Boyd / Cheryl Klaui 

• Revenue Protection (Operating Model) Emmet McElhatton 

• System Requirements    David Lewry 

12. The project was carried out in partnership with Snapper and Transdev, and utilised 
funding from Waka Kotahi as part of the work program to support transition to NTS. 

13. A total of 35 ticket validators were installed across all stations servicing the Johnsonville 
Line, including 6 validators at Wellington station and a further 2 installed at the Stadium 
walkway.  During the preparatory civil works, additional ducting was provided to cater 
for future data cabling needed for NTS. 

14. A revenue protection function, including suitable office accommodation in proximity to 
the station, was established. 

15. A customer education campaign was established to inform customers about the pilot, 
and utilised multiple channels.  A soft transition was planned, allowing all existing forms 
of payment to continue to be used, after introduction of Snapper. 

16. Rail replacement fare collection functionality was enabled by allowing passengers to tag 
on and off Snapper fitted buses operating rail replacement services. 

17. Basic performance reporting tools were created to allow the business to monitor usage 
and performance. 

What we found 

18. The Johnsonville Pilot has been successful, was delivered in accordance with the agreed 
program and with all intended functionality. 

19. There are high levels of customer satisfaction and a rapid uptake of customers switching 
to using Snapper, with around 80% of journeys previously paid for using single or ten 
trip tickets, now migrated to Snapper.  There has been very little negative feedback 
received. 
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31. There is a significant lack of operational data available currently on rail patronage and 
fares.  This project demonstrates the opportunity that exists through electronic 
ticketing to gain valuable insights into customer behaviours. 

32. Although BRT (Buses Replacing Trains) payment functionality was delivered, the 
responsible team was only engaged around 4 months prior to GoLive, and required 
background changes to be implemented by Intergen.  Including a workstream to look at 
system changes and data requirements as part of the project would have been 
beneficial. 

33. In the early part of the project, there was a lack of clarity about internal responsibility 
and accountability within Metlink for the project.  This improved following approval to 
proceed in May 2021 and with the appointment of a single sponsor for the project. 

34. The implementation of a revenue protection team, including accommodation, 
uniforms, equipment, and operating procedures, was a significant requirement that was 
not adequately resourced until late on in the project. 

Outstanding Issues 

35. Following up from the project team close out discussion (14/02/22), the following 
outstanding actions were recommended to be handed over as follows. 

• Follow up passenger survey   (BAU activity) Customer team 

• Tactile installations on platforms  (BAU activity) Rail assets team 

• Stadium validators    (BAU activity) Rail assets team 

• Portable validators    (BAU activity) Rail assets team 

• Reporting and insights    (NTS project) Data and Insights 

• BRT processes (planned / unplanned) (NTS project) Ops team 

• Revenue Protection team (contracts) (BAU activity) Ops team 

• Native Cards     (NTS project) Customer team 

• Police MOU     (NTS project) Emmet 
McElhatton 

• Payment Notices     (BAU activity) Ops team 

• Baseline Reporting    (NTS project) Data and Insights 
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Snapper on Rail (Johnsonville Line)

Some supporting information for Closure Report
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