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Purpose 

1. To provide information regarding the outcomes of the targeted engagement for the 
Telecommunications Regulatory Review (the Review). This information will now be used 
to inform the Review’s key findings and options. 

Recommended Action 

We recommend that you: 

a. note the contents of this briefing 

b. refer a copy of this briefing to the Minister for Media and Communications 

Background  

2. On 3 June 2025, Cabinet approved the Terms of Reference for the Review (TOR) [CAB-25-
MIN-0010].  

3. Phase One of the engagement strategy, as outlined in the forward plan [MFR2025-119], 
focused on direct engagement with stakeholders to inform the development of 
regulatory options. Phase Two will be public consultation on the final options, which is 
scheduled to begin the final week of August 2025.  
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Engagement Approach 

4. From 9 to 30 June, the Review team engaged with 19 stakeholder groups and businesses, 
primarily through online meetings. These included broadband retail service providers, 
local fibre companies, satellite providers, wireless internet service providers, mobile 
virtual network operators, industry bodies, consumer and user groups, and dispute 
resolution organisations. A full list is provided in Appendix A.  

5. Engagement is still pending with Rural Women and Federated Farmers. Consumer NZ 
and Business New Zealand indicated they will engage during the public consultation 
phase. 

6. Follow-up meetings are now being arranged to clarify specific feedback and examples 
provided during initial discussions. Information to inform the costs and benefits is also 
being sought from stakeholders.  

7. The Review team is reviewing all information received and will seek further information 
from the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE), the Commerce 
Commission (Commission) and other relevant parties to independently verify the issues 
raised.  

Key Outtakes 

8. Stakeholder feedback has been grouped into six overarching themes: 

• Regulatory burden 
• Open access and competition 
• Rural connectivity 
• Simplification and transparency of levies 
• Consumer protection and dispute resolution 
• Technology neutrality & support for emerging technologies. 

9. The themes are further grouped by the areas of inquiry that were specifically identified as 
in scope of the Review as indicated in the TOR.  

10. Stakeholders generally agreed that regulation is necessary for the telecommunications 
sector and noted both areas for improvement as well as aspects of the regulatory 
framework that are functioning well.   

Areas for improvement requiring further inquiry   

11. There was consistent support for targeted refinements to remove outdated or 
burdensome regulations that hinder innovation and investment, and whose costs appear 
to outweigh their intended benefits. 

12. Stakeholders often disagreed on what aspects of the regulatory framework were 
burdensome or needing change. In general, regulated parties tended to support aspects 
of the framework that did not directly affect them, while expressing concerns about 
regulations that did.  
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13. Larger stakeholders and smaller stakeholders often had different views. For example, 
there were many different views about the Retail Service Quality guidelines – whether 
they stifle innovation or are beneficial and supportive of fair competition. There was 
similar disagreement regarding information requests – while some smaller providers said 
they were manageable, and even beneficial, larger providers found them burdensome 
and costly.  

Positive stakeholder feedback 

14. There were positive comments about MBIE related to regulatory support and several 
positive comments about the Commission, particularly from smaller providers who 
mentioned the Commission works with them to ease disclosure requirements and treats 
them equally to larger companies.   

15. International providers, drawing on their experience across multiple jurisdictions, 
offered comparative insights. They expressed positive views about New Zealand’s 
regulatory framework, describing it as reasonable from a compliance standpoint. One 
noted that, among the many countries they operate in, New Zealand’s system is among 
the most advanced. They highlighted transparency, predictability, and well-established 
processes as key strengths, and remarked that New Zealand is welcoming to new 
technologies and investors.   

Summary of Stakeholder Feedback 

16. While not exhaustive, the table in Appendix B details a range of stakeholder 
perspectives, which sometimes conflict due to their differing interests. Some feedback 
provided is also out of scope of the Review, including that regarding: 

• Resource Management Act 1991 – barriers to infrastructure deployment 
• Radiocommunications Act 1989 – access to radio spectrum 
• Vertical separation of wholesale and retail fibre services 
• Specific projects that could be funded by the Telecommunications Development 

Levy (TDL). 

17. These issues will be referred to the appropriate agencies. For completeness, they have 
been included in Appendix B to reflect the range of matters expressed through the 
engagement. 

18. Information provided in Appendix B does not reflect the Review team’s analysis, which 
will be provided to you in August. 

Direction of Travel 

19. Due to the semi-structured nature of the engagement discussions, feedback received 
from stakeholders generally aligned with the Review team’s analytical workstreams. 
These workstreams are based on the submissions received during the targeted 
engagement on the draft TOR.  
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The workstreams are: 

• Fibre regulation (excluding wholesale/retail vertical separation) 
• Telecommunications Service Obligations (TSOs) 
• Retail Service Quality (RSQ) regulation 
• Levy methodology 
• Monitoring and information-gathering powers. 

20. Stakeholders also raised some new issues, including: 

• Regulatory burden of legacy reporting obligations relating to the provision of copper 
services, which are being phased out 

• Impracticality of processes related to obtaining an exemption from the restrictions 
on providing services above Layer 2 and providing end-to-end services. 

21. The Review team is now conducting research, analysis, and clarification of stakeholder 
feedback in preparation for briefing ministers on potential findings and options 
in August.  

22. Noting that not all issues raised by stakeholders will be able to be addressed, initial 
insights suggests that several areas warrant deeper exploration, including: 

• Considering the merits of phasing out the TSO, recognising declining service 
demand 

• Considering simplifying the methodology for determining the telecommunication 
levies 

• Considering reducing the layers of fibre regulation, specifically overlapping 
constitutional, contractual, and legislative regulation of local fibre companies, 
including removing redundancies within the regulatory framework and with other 
legislation (for example, the Overseas Investment Act 2005) 

• Considering how the Commission implements its information gathering powers 
under the monitoring provisions of the Telecommunications Act 2001, excluding 
information gathering in connection with compliance investigations  

• Considering how regulatory burden can be lessened, where possible, with a specific 
focus on publication of information and the RSQ provisions. 

Next Steps 

23. We will be providing our first substantive analysis to Joint Ministers in the first week of 
August, prior to Ministers meeting on 13 August. This advice will include a summary of 
key issues, findings, and initial options to inform the upcoming public consultation, due 
to begin in the final week of August. 
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Appendix A: Stakeholder summary 

From 9 to 30 June the Review team engaged with stakeholders though multiple online and in-
person meetings. The table below identifies the type of stakeholder groups that met with us. 

Type of Stakeholder Group Invited Met 

Broadband retail service providers 4 2 

Dispute resolution groups 2 2 

Energy retailers offering broadband 2 2 

Industry groups 4 3 

Local fibre companies (LFCs) 4 4 

Mobile virtual network operators 2 1 

Rural consumer groups 2 0 

Satellite service providers 2 2 

User & consumer groups 4 2 

Wireless Internet Service Providers 1 1 

Total 27 19 
 
The review team met with the following stakeholders: 

• Amazon Kuiper 
• Chorus 
• Contact Energy 
• Enable 
• Mercury 
• New Zealand Relay 
• Northpower Fibre 
• NZ Technology Forum (TCF) 
• One NZ 
• Primo 
• Rocket Mobile 
• SpaceX 

• Spark 
• Technology Users Association of New 

Zealand (TUANZ) 
• Telecommunications Dispute 

Resolution 
• Tuatahi First Fibre 
• Tū Ātea / Māori Spectrum Working 

Group 
• Utilities Disputes Ltd (UDL) 
• Wireless Internet Service Providers 

Association of New Zealand (WISPA)
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• Prevent fibre wholesalers from offering customer support services to improve 
customer experience with fibre  

Constitutional restrictions 

• Are outdated regulatory controls that overlap with Fibre Deeds and 
Telecommunications Act 

• Legacy constraints that limit ability to innovate and expand  
• Ministerial approval required for many common corporate functions, slow and 

uncertain 
• Changes are slow and expensive - must use MBIE lawyer - could do same in-house for 

no cost with lawyers on staff 

Shareholder Cap & Government Share 

• Ownership restrictions create uncertainties and disincentivise investment 

Regulatory Design 

• Definitions of “non-retail” and “telecommunication services” need clarity on where the 
line between retail and non-retail sits 

• Business line restrictions go further than necessary to preserve the retail / wholesale 
structural separation 

Monitoring and information gathering 

• Reporting and oversight designed in 2011 related to structural separation of Telecom is 
now unnecessary, driving compliance overhead without benefit 

Annual monitoring report 
• Have high compliance costs: preparing, auditing, and submitting data required in 

specific formats 
• Reporting requirements are extensive and often misaligned with outcomes-based 

regulation 

Repetitive and overlapping data requests 
• Multiple overlapping regulations require similar data reporting 
• Changes can be costly and time-consuming, often with short timeframes, often 

straining limited resources 
• Data requests are increasingly manageable but still burdensome due to frequent 

changes 
• Support having a centralised register for customer switching data to improve access to 

data, transparency, and competition 
• Current reporting is manageable but appears to lack strategic insight as the 

requirements change annually  
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• Data requests are sometimes rebranded (e.g., rural connectivity study) without clear 
rationale 

• Most requests are reasonable 

Challenging data requests 
• Fault data not collected uniformly across industry [This is because smaller providers and 

wireless providers do not hold this information.] 
• Some data collected raise privacy concerns 

Value to End-users 
• Data like average town-level usage is not meaningful to individual consumers 
• Service availability maps are often a year out of date and potentially misleading 
• Commission does not appear to assess the cost of data collection against consumer 

benefit 

Benefits to providers 
• Encourages better internal data collection and business intelligence 
• Helps smaller providers gain visibility and credibility in national policy and funding 

discussions 
• Benchmarking reports valuable for comparing performance and demonstrating 

competitiveness 

Retail Service Quality 

Interventions 

• Threshold for intervention appears low (and unpredictable) in practice 
• Limited transparency around evidence of problem magnitude before regulatory action 

(for example, debt and affordability) 
• Providers not always consulted or asked to provide data to inform monitoring (for 

example, switching data)  
• The Commission’s evolving role may need clearer boundaries regarding the scope of 

future RSQ investigations 

Layering and inefficiencies 
• Commission issues guidelines that the Telecommunications Forum converts into 

industry codes, creating a layered and indirect regulatory structure, which is less 
effective and lacks enforcement clarity 

Impact for end-users 
• Customers often ignore or forget the mandated information, suggesting a 

misalignment between regulatory requirements and consumer needs 
• Some compliance-heavy requirements have negligible impacts on user experience (for 

example, broadband marketing) 
















