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Public Transport Voice
Public Transport Voice is dedicated to giving a voice to public transport users, so 
their perspective is reflected in decisions made on the public transport system.

Report 11.14: Real Time Passenger Information System and Integrated 
Ticketing Project Updates

Real time information
We welcome the continued commitment of Greater Wellington to RTI.  

This service is an essential one for passengers, particularly given that reliability is 
currently very low on most of the network, and many passengers are using services 
with a low frequency.  

Not only will the information provided directly to passengers help them, but so will 
the fact that for the first time Metlink and the operators will actually know what is 
happening out there.  At the moment if a passenger rings Metlink, they will be told 
that Metlink does not know what is happening. Metlink may then put them through to 
the operator, who is also likely to advise the passenger that they have no information.  
Although the buses owned by NZ bus all have GPS to run snapper, the people who 
answer Metlink calls do not have access to that information, and cannot say anything 
more than “the bus left the depot on time”, unless the bus driver has radioed in with a 
problem. The same applies to the trains – it is dependent on the driver radioing train 
control, and them advising the platform. Or the guard phoning the platform.  

Most of the information currently being provided to passengers is inaccurate. The 
screens at the railway station are inaccurate – they say what the timetable intends, not 
what is actually happening. Trains are often marked as “departed” when they are still 
on the platform. The same applies to the automatic voice announcements, which go 
on announcing services that have already been cancelled.  The bus replacement 
timetables provided by Metlink over the summer were immediately inaccurate –
everyone knew that bus replacement can’t run to Text information to passengers at 
bus stops is also only what the timetable says, not reality. And the information 
provided to the RTI reference group shows that the bus timetable is a complete 
fiction.  Few buses run to timetable, and they can be anything up to 40 minutes late or 
30 minutes early.  Differences of less than 10 minutes appear to be relatively rare.

We urge you to make rapid progress with rail RTI information. This is critical, not 
just for rail passengers, but also for those using connecting bus services, and for the 
operators seeking to make connections happen despite problems with rail services.  At 
present, we know of instances where buses have left without passengers because the 
driver did not know that the train was only a couple of minutes away, with the result 



that passengers were then stranded at the station, in some cases having just missed the 
last bus to their destination.

We were alarmed when informed by KiwiRail at a recent meeting with them that 
there is no firm timetable for RTI for rail, and it might not even happen. We are 
therefore pleased to see the confirmed commitment in this paper, but would like to see 
a firm timetable also provided.

It is also important that the arrangements for businesses wishing to distribute RTI 
information are agreed and consistently reported. One of our members has been 
looking at that, and the advice he had from Metlink and what was stated in other 
documents seemed inconsistent.

Integrated ticketing
We believe that GW’s work would be more transparent if you distinguished between 
electronic and integrated ticketing. By definition it is not possible to have a rail only 
integrated ticketing system.

Resolving both issues is urgently needed. It needs to be looked at in a broader fare 
structure context.  

A key priority for ticketing systems is to reduce dwell time.  Poorly designed 
electronic ticketing will not achieve that (Mana’s system increased dwell time when 
first introduced).  In contrast a system one of our members saw being used overseas, 
where passengers clipped their own paper tickets when they entered the bus (clipping 
as many tickets as needed for their trip), resulted in no delays in boarding at all.

A key priority of a fare structure is to provide incentives for passengers to increase 
their use of PT.  So the ticketing system needs to be able to provide discounts for 
advance purchase (monthly passes), discounts for multiple trips in a day (day passes), 
or other TDM measures.

Key priorities for integrated ticketing are to make transfers easy and fast, to remove 
any hassles for passengers using multiple modes or operators (e.g. the need to carry 
multiple electronic cards), to ensure that passengers choosing a cheaper fare type (e.g. 
day pass) are not restricted in the services they can use it on for the area covered, and 
to ensure that the price for a journey is the same regardless of whether it involves 
transfers or not.

We look forward to seeing progress in this work.

Report 11.16:  Regional Public Transport Plan – updated and revised terms of 
reference

PTV welcomed the RPTP discussion document last year, which represented a major 
step forward towards an effective, integrated passenger transport network. We were 
disappointed that the ideas were not then rapidly progressed.

It will not be possible to solve major problems of the PT system, including poor 
reliability of bus services and affordability, if we do not have a more efficient 



network. It also does not make sense to move forward on reviews of matters such as 
light rail, bus services, etc, in the absence of a clear view of what sort of network is 
being built.  

We therefore suggest that GW takes early decisions to adopt the layered approach 
proposed in the discussion document, with the subsequent work then being able to 
focus on the finer design features.  The status quo is not working, and the sooner it is 
formally rejected as an option the better the review work will be.

Report 11.17: Wellington City Bus Review – updated terms of reference

As set out in our comments on 11.16, we believe that there should be an early 
adoption of the proposed PT Network form, which would then form the basis for the 
review of the bus services.  So that would then be added into the first set of bullets 
under “scope”.

We would recommend that the objectives explicitly include factors relating to service 
quality.  Issues such as communication with passengers, the smoothness of driving, 
whether the kneeling facility is used or not, the buses being used for the service, and 
so on are critical matters for the attractiveness of PT.  GW contracts should more 
directly address these, and key concerns of users should be identified in this process.  
There should be clear contractual conditions that are measurable, covering the whole 
passenger experience.

We note that there is only one mention of interaction with user representatives, and no 
mention of direct interaction with passengers themselves.  We would urge the council 
to consider a broader reference group arrangement, as was successfully used for the 
RTI process.

We would also recommend having direct meetings with users in particular areas, 
rather than relying on residents associations, which generally do not have good 
connections to the full range of residents.  The public meeting in Happy Valley to 
discuss issues with their bus service was a good example of how this could be done.

We offer our full support to this process, and will help in any way that we can.


