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Tēnā koutou, 

Enable welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft Recommendation to the Minister for Media and 
Communications on Fibre Voice Services  (the “Draft Recommendation”).  

Enable’s recommendations are: 

1) Having further considered the work required for cost allocation, we think there is a low-cost approach 
that seems acceptable to our auditors. Given this, while we acknowledge the costs and benefits are 
finely balanced, we support deregulation of voice services (assuming the Commission does not have an 
issues with our proposed cost allocation approach).  

2) With the decision being finely balanced, we consider the influence of other services potentially being 
deregulated could have an impact. We recommend the Commission delays making a final decision on 
voice services until the other deregulation decisions are made, and considers the complete package.  

3) If the Commission decides not to deregulate voice services, we recommend it considers making voice 
services information disclosure optional by amendment of the Fibre Information Disclosure 
Determination.  

Background to Enable’s voice services  

Enable bundles ATA voice services with its bitstream PON service. We only charge end-users if they require 
a second ATA port or a stand-alone voice service. Of Enable’s ~163,000 connections, ~[   ] end users pay 
~$30 a month for a stand-alone voice service, earning ~[      ] per year ([    ] of Enable’s revenue in FY25).  

As at 11 November our systems tell us that [       ] end users had an active connection to an ATA port (i.e. 
using the bundled service). We have no way of measuring the data or frequency used by the ATA ports.  

We do not consider there to be any direct costs associated with providing bundled voice services. The ATA 
port is part of the ONT we’d supply anyway, the software is used by our bitstream PON system, the data 
that voice services use is so small it has virtually no impact on capacity, and the administration processes 
are part of the bitstream PON process. The stand-alone service is priced similarly to bitstream, with the 
lower price representing the service available.  
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Evidence of the costs and benefits of deregulation  

Costs: When making our submission to the Reasonable Grounds Assessment Draft Decision a year ago, we 
were concerned about the work required and uncertainty of cost allocation of the bundled voice/ bitstream 
service when we had very limited cost allocation options.   

In exploring options and high-level discussions with our auditor, we think there is a straightforward cost 
allocation approach, which will take around 30 minutes of time to action a year and have little impact on 
our audit fee. This would be using voice revenue as a proxy cost allocator by: 

• Removing voice services revenue from Enable’s regulated revenue (~[   ] a year) 

• Using the voice services revenue percentage of total revenue as a proxy cost allocator (~[    ] of 
costs) 

• Removing quality data related directly to voice services from quality reporting (a filter is already set-
up in our systems for this so straight forward) 

• Removing voice services from the pricing disclosure (Schedule 25). 

We note this proposal is based on our interpretation of the Cost Allocation Input Methodology. If the 
Commission does not think our approach is in line with this, then there is no other obvious cost allocation 
approach to us that can be implemented relatively easily.   

We note the Commission’s concern in paragraph 1.61.2 of the potential excess profitability risks if cost 
allocation is applied incorrectly. We consider the approach above is conservative, as we’re not attempting 
to allocate revenue and costs from the bundled ATA service. We would only remove a very small amount of 
cost and revenue for the small number of end-users of voice only services.   

We note the Commission’s concerns in paragraph 2.61.1 that if voice services are removed from 
information disclosure, LFCs may be incentivised to increase prices and some consumers may not be willing 
or able to switch to an alternative. This risk would only apply to the stand alone voice services and the 
second ATA port in Enable’s case, and given the ease of consumers switching away from this, there are 
significant forces on us to keep prices low.  

Benefits: We agree with the Commission’s analysis that the voice services market is competitive. An end-
user can easily plug a device into the RSP’s modem, rather than use Enable’s ATA port, or use a mobile.  

Given Enable is only subject to Information Disclosure regulation, the benefits are the reduced 
administrative cost of completing information disclosure. By removing voice services, the main benefit is 
we’d not have to add the information to Schedule 25 on pricing.    

Given we’re proposing a low-cost mechanism for cost allocation, we’d prefer to deregulate voice services. 
We consider there are wider benefits of the Commission deregulating services that are competitive, and 
avoid the perception of not deregulating a service that is widely regarded and easily understood as 
competitive.  

We agree with the Commission that this is a finely balanced decision and also acknowledge that the 
Commission need to consider the position of other LFCs. It is clear that for Enable, there is no risk of end-
users paying higher prices due to the costs of the cost allocation process, given the amount is so small.  

 

 



 

 
 
 

Alternative option: Optional Information Disclosure Regulation 

If the Commission decides not to deregulate voice services, we recommend it amends the Fibre 
Information Disclosure Determination to allow disclosure of voice services as optional. This allows an LFC to 
choose their approach, based on their own cost benefit analysis.  

Delaying the decision – Considering how the costs and benefits would be influenced by other services 
being deregulated 

Enable recommends the Commission delays making a final decision on voice services until the other 
deregulation decisions are made.  

Given decisions are finely balanced, we think it is worth waiting to consider the whole package and how it 
would work. For example, point to point services are a more significant service, and how Enable 
approaches this cost allocation if deregulation were to occur may impact voice services cost allocation.  

 

Thank you for considering the points raised in this submission.  

 




