
 

 

TCF Response to the Proposed Amendments to the National 
Environmental Standards for Telecommunications Facilities 

 

1. The New Zealand Telecommunications Forum (the TCF) generally supports the 
proposed amendments to the National Environmental Standards for 
TelŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ CŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όάb9{¢CέύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ 
amendments to better achieve the intention of the proposed review, suggests some 
tighter definitions and proposes limits to some of the changes where they appear 
more permissive than is necessary.   

 

2. ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦C. Ǌƻƭƭ-out, 
and the rural broadband initiative (RBI).  Notably, the Government has recently 
announced an intention to increase its investment to extend both of these 
initiatives.  The industry is also undertaking significant investment in fixed line and 
mobile infrastructure.  These investments are necessary if New Zealand is to achieve 
the economic and social benefits expected to result from the productivity gains from 
improved telecommunications networks.  The economic benefits to New Zealand 
from ultra-fast broadband alone have been estimated to be approximately $32.8 
billion over 20 years1.  

 

3. These economic benefits can be achieved only through efficiently delivered 
infrastructure.  The NESTF provides an important level of consistency across local 
councils for the development of telecommunications infrastructure.  The draft 
changes to the NESTF reflect the infrastructure requirements of modern 
telecommunications equipment and will permit infrastructure upgrades to existing 
sites and, in some cases, remove the need to develop new sites.  The proposals also 
recognise current practice already permitted in some local council areas. 

 

4. The TCF wishes to make the following points in its submission: 
  

 Efficient development of telecommunications infrastructure is essential 
if the possible economic benefits of the UFB and RBI to New Zealand are 
to be fully realised; 

 The NESTF will provide a consistent approach to developing 
telecommunications infrastructure across all local council areas; 

 The proposed changes to the NESTF will not result in a burgeoning of 
telecommunications infrastructure being built; 

 The TCF proposes amendments to permit telecommunication 
infrastructure in natural hazard zones within the NESTF; 

 The TCF supports the proposed amendments to extend the NESTF to 
include aerial and underground deployment of telecommunication 

                                                           
1
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new-zealand-increase-social.pdf# 

http://www.tmcnet.com/tmc/whitepapers/documents/whitepapers/2013/6687-building-benefits-broadband-how-new-zealand-increase-social.pdf
http://www.tmcnet.com/tmc/whitepapers/documents/whitepapers/2013/6687-building-benefits-broadband-how-new-zealand-increase-social.pdf
http://www.tmcnet.com/tmc/whitepapers/documents/whitepapers/2013/6687-building-benefits-broadband-how-new-zealand-increase-social.pdf


 

 

cables within the road reserve and the associated lead-ins to private 
premises as a permitted activity; 

 The TCF supports the inclusion of regulations within the NESTF that 
permit aerial deployment of telecommunication cables where there is 
an existing overhead network; 

 The TCF supports the proposal to provide for underground cabling, 
including ancillary equipment, as a permitted activity; 

 The TCF proposes refined and modified definitions of masts, antenna 
and support structures are proposed in order to achieve consistency 
and meet the requirements of modern equipment and trends; 

 The TCF supports the incorporation of the New Standard AS/NZS 
2772.2:2011 Radiofrequency Fields Part 2: Principles and Methods of 
Measurement and Computation 3kHz to 300 GHz however, further 
amendments are ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ 
unnecessary operational testing; and, 

 The TCF proposes minor changes are proposed to definitions and the 
structure of the NESTF to assist in clarity and ease of compliance. 

 

5. Each of these points are expanded below. 
 

Telecommunications Infrastructure Contributes to Economic Growth 

6. Telecommunications is a vital cornerstone of the NZ economy.  As noted by MBIE in 
its 2014 Briefing for the Incoming Minister, the use of communications services has 
the ability to lift productivity across all sectors of the economy.  The Productivity 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΥ άL/¢ ƛǎ ŎŀǘŀƭȅǎƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ 
comparable to those resulting from previous breakthrough technologies such as 
steam power, the internal comōǳǎǘƛƻƴ ŜƴƎƛƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΧΦ {ǳŎƘ ōǊŜŀƪǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 
technologies occur rarely ς ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ  wŜŎŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
notes that if firms currently making low use of internet services became more like 
high use firms, it could be worth an additional $32 billion in productivity impacts to 
the economy.   
 

7. The telecommunications industry not only contributes to the New Zealand economy 
indirectly via the services it provides, but it also contributes directly by creating jobs 
and investment.   
 

8. An explosion in the number of end-user devices, the increasing consumption of high 
ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǾƛŘŜƻΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨōƭǳǊǊƛƴƎΩ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
are increasing demand for more consumer choice and ubiquitous connectivity, which 
translates to demand for infrastructure.  There has also been significant growth in 
the transfer of data between devices (Machine to Machine (M2M) communication) 
and this demand is expected to increase rapidly over the next few years. 
 

9. Consumers and businesses increasingly demand that their telecommunications 
services are always available, and able to be connected from anywhere; at home, at 



 

 

work and at play.  This demand requires that both fixed line and mobile networks are 
widespread and also resilient, that is, able to withstand disasters, accidents and 
failures. 
 

10. Resilience comes from a variety of sources: 
 

 multiple networks (different providers offering alternative networks); 
 multiple technologies (fibre fixed networks available alongside mobile 

networks); 
 providers building their own networks with resilience in mind (building 

redundancy into their networks so that network component failures 
have a minimum impact). 

 
11. Telecommunications services play an important role in supporting the New Zealand 

economy.  These services can meet consumer demand for resiliency and ubiquitous 
connectivity if the industry is able to roll-out infrastructure efficiently, and this 
requires the consistency offered by having a coherent NESTF. 

NESTF Provides Consistent Approach by Local Councils 

 

12. The proposed NESTF will provide an important level of consistency across local 
councils for the development of telecommunications infrastructure.  Inconsistent 
rules or inefficient local council processes increase the cost of network builds and 
upgrades, and delay the realisation of economic benefits. 

 

13. The existing National Environmental Standards for Telecommunications Facilities 
came into effect in 2008 and, among other things, set the baseline for what is 
permissible.  It includes rules on RF emissions and size and noise standards relating 
to putting facilities on road reserves (antennas, utility structures, and cabinets). It 
has facilitated the rollout and upgrade of new networks as well as market entry by 
new network providers. In particular it has aided in streamlining the consent process 
for infrastructure in residential areas; areas in which demand for services has driven 
an increased presence. 
 

14. Telecommunications technology has changed considerably since 2008 and will 
continue to evolve rapidly in the future.  Examples of changes include: 
 

 UFB fibre access networks being rolled out across the country providing 
ultrafast broadband services alongside existing copper networks; 

 RBI upgrading fixed and mobile networks in rural areas and schools; 
 Mobile network providers rolling out 4th Generation (4G) networks 

today (with an eye to 5G networks in the future), all of which use very 
different technology to the second generation (2G) networks which 
were in place in 2008; 

 New public networks such as WiFi are being rolled out in urban areas by 
a range of providers. 

 



 

 

15. Technology innovation means the NESTF needs to adjust to keep pace with the 
changes in technology to ensure that it is fit for purpose.  This adjustment to the 
NESTF will provide a national best practice for councils and assist in removing the 
variation in practice between different council jurisdictions. 

 

16. National rules mean providers can apply the same solution across the country.  This 
consistency reduces equipment cost, as well as reducing the time required to install 
and commission new or upgraded infrastructure. 

 

17. The NESTF allows District Plans to introduce more stringent rules than the NESTF 
conditions.  These include conditions protecting trees and vegetation, historic 
heritage values, visual amenity values, and coastal marine areas. 

 
18. We recognise that these sensitive/special areas may require different approaches in 

some areas.  However, the onus should be on the council to justify why it needs to 
vary its rules from the standard NESTF conditions in those areas and should be 
obliged to minimise the differences from the NESTF conditions as much as possible.  
It is proposed that these special areas will only apply in regard to Regulation 6 if the 
special areas are established in accordance with the definitions of special areas in 
the NESTF; see Appendix 1 of this submission.  

 
19. Tight drafting of the final NESTF text will assist consistent implementation at council 

level by providing a more consistent interpretation.  The Industry authored a 
guidance document to help councils interpret the current NESTF when it was 
introduced.  The TCF would like to be involved in an update to this guidance 
document to reflect the proposed amendments to assist with interpretation. 

 
20. Practical interpretation requires a certain degree of understanding of how fixed and 

mobile infrastructure is designed and built, and what it looks like in practice. The 
industry is prepared to assist MfE and MBIE run a series of roadshows to educate 
local councils on the practicalities of the NESTF changes and what this means for 
infrastructure deployment (with examples of the equipment telecommunications 
providers will be installing). 

 

The NESTF Change Will Not Result in Unnecessary Increases in Infrastructure 

21. Providers take their community relationships very seriously.  Neighbourhoods are 
made up of potential customers and are the reason that the network is being 
ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŜŘΦ  Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǘƻ ōŜ 
reasonable when selecting locations to install network infrastructure. 

 
22. Providers engage with communities around changes which are likely to have more 

than a trivial impact on residents.  The TCF has Community Engagement Guidelines 
for New Wireless Telecommunications Facilities with similar communication 
principles being applied as part of the UFB rollout. 
 

23. Further, there are natural limits to how much infrastructure is likely to be in place.  
Providers do not want to over-invest in networks and it is usually more efficient to 



 

 

upgrade existing facilities than build new infrastructure which needs to be installed 
and maintained.  The updated NESTF will encourage better use of existing 
infrastructure, but should not rule out further efficiencies through things like 
infrastructure sharing. 
 

24. We note that some of the amendments are drafted wider in scope than necessary.  
Where relevant, we propose wording to provide clarification and certainty to the 
terms introduced through appropriate definitions and/or to ring-fence the 
amendments to remove concerns about the rules being too broad in scope.  

 

Natural Hazard Zones 

25. We disagree with the proposal to include natural hazard zones/areas within the list 
of areas where more stringent rules can be introduced.  Providers build networks to 
meet demand.  The number of areas deemed hazardous can be quite extensive and 
is increasing as knowledge and research occurs into natural hazards.  It is common to 
find residential developments, business premises and leisure locations covered by 
these natural hazard classifications.   

 
26. Telecommunications consumers still live and work in many of these areas and have 

an expectation of receiving service when they are in these areas.  Further, 
telecommunications infrastructure is often relied upon when there are incidents and 
disasters as a way to contact emergency services and coordinate response.  This is 
the one area where the amendments reduce the incentive to invest. 
 

27. Providers should be able to make their own commercial decisions on placing 
equipment in hazardous areas based on their own risk analysis.  Providers will not 
want to regularly replace equipment which is waterlogged or suffers other damage 
so will naturally take steps to protect their equipment without the need for external 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǳƴŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ΨƻǾŜǊ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊŜŘΩ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
 

28. There is a question about what value is added through requiring resource consent in 
hazard zones, particularly within the road reserve.  The NZUAG has developed a code 
for works in the road reserve and the special conditions that road controlling 
authorities can impose on Works Access Permits (WAP) can include requirements 
related to geotechnical supervision, stormwater management and timing of works 
(as relevant). 
 

29. Where resource consent is required, there is a crossover of responsibilities.  The 
ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ councils often do not work together, 
resulting in a requirement for two sets of supervision (in accordance with WAP and 
Resource Consent conditions) involving two separate contacts within council.  This 
problem is further exemplified by a reluctance within council to internally share 
information.  We are aware of multiple examples of councils refusing to provide a 
single point of contact, meaning the telecommunications operator was required to 
coordinate responses and the distribution of information to multiple council 
departments, each with different timeframe requirements and expectations on the 



 

 

level of content required.  This is inefficient and it is difficult to establish what 
benefit this approach provides.  Further, there is potential for conflicting advice to 
occur which can give rise to compliance issues. 
 

30. We consider that the duplication of costs associated with complying with both 
district plan requirements in addition to those under the Utilities Code in particular is 
unjustified.  We are aware of a recent example whereby resource consent was 
required for works in a natural hazard zone (land stability) where significant 
additional time delays and costs were incurred due to the coordination required to 
manage discussions between different council departments (the road corridor 
manager and the resource consent department).  This included ensuring conditions 
imposed on the resource consent did not conflict with requirements of the Utility 
Access Code and that the required monitoring could be managed to meet both WAP 
and consent obligations.  
 

31. While we recognise that it is prudent to avoid siting new building and structures in 
areas subject to natural hazards, it is not practical to avoid these areas.  The 
equipment associated with telecommunications infrastructure generally has a small 
footprint, is non-habitable and where necessary the telecommunications operator 
will design mitigation measures to protect their asset.  A number of our members 
are active in submitting on District Plan provisions seeking exemptions for network 
utilities, in particular telecommunications infrastructure, with respect to natural 
hazard rules.  There has been a good level of success with respect to this approach, 
however it is ad hoc and requires significant time and costs (submissions, hearing 
attendance and discussions). 
 

32. We consider there is significant benefit in having a nationally consistent approach 
that recognises that small scale telecommunication facilities and infrastructure do 
not affect natural hazards and/or the effects can be managed through alternative 
means (such as through the Utilities Access Code).  Accordingly, we have amended 
the control so that it is a permitted activity subject to there being a technical, 
operational or functional need to provide services to customers within existing and 
new natural hazard areas.  

Telecommunication Cables 

33. The TCF supports the proposed amendments to extend the NESTF to include aerial 
and underground deployment of telecommunication cables within the road reserve 
and the associated lead-ins to private premises as a permitted activity.  The 
proposed amendments would deliver national consistency in a manner that provides 
deployment flexibility and efficiencies while ensuring that potential environmental 
effects are appropriately managed. 

 

34. ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǘŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŀōƭŜǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 
regulations as it affords the necessary flexibility with respect to potential future 
technological advancements, while also providing for fibre and copper lines. We 
consider that the term could benefit from being defined (without limiting the intent) 



 

 

ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƭƛƴŜέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘ нллм 
to provide further clarity. 

 

35. As recognised in the Discussion Document fibre-optic cables can be deployed either 
overhead (aerial) or underground.  Aerial deployment is designed to be 
complementary to underground deployment and, in the case of the UFB rollout, in 
any given area a mix of these two methods will generally be utilised. It is appropriate 
for the proposed regulations permitting these activities to be subject to conditions 
to control potential effects but not impose undue constraints that negate the 
benefits of the regulations.  To ensure consistent interpretation and remove the 
potential for ambiguity the proposed regulations should be supported by clear 
definitions.  

Aerial Cabling 

36. The TCF supports the inclusion of regulations within the NESTF that permit aerial 
deployment of telecommunication cables where there is an existing overhead 
network.  The extent to which aerial deployment of overhead telecommunication 
cables is provided for under current district and unitary plans throughout the 
country, varies significantly. In many cases, where aerial deployment is permitted, 
the rules and/or associated performance standards have been drafted in a way that 
results in ambiguity and leaves them open to interpretation.  Our experience shows 
that this less regulated approach has not lead to a proliferation of aerial networks, 
either for telecommunications or electricity. 

 

37. There have been a number of instances where the activity status has been disputed 
due to differing interpretations and application of performance standards.  In one 
example, the council Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ƛǘǎ ά/ƻŘŜ ƻŦ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ {ǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ [ŀƴŘ 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ tƭŀƴΣ ǘƻ 
apply.  As a consequence, the requirements associated with new subdivisions, in 
particular those relating to undergrounding of services, are deemed to apply, 
therefore triggering the need for resource consent for aerial deployment of UFB.  
The time and costs incurred trying to resolve this matter were significant with the 
outcome being that efforts to deploy aerially were abandoned, despite this being the 
more efficient and practical solution. 

 

38. !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ . ƻŦ ǘƘŜ WŀŎƻōǎ {Ya ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ά9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¦ƭǘǊŀ-
Cŀǎǘ .ǊƻŀŘōŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ aƻōƛƭŜ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ όс aŀȅ нлмпύ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜl 
review of a number of district and unitary plans throughout New Zealand, indicating 
the status of activities within each district.  It does not purport to be a detailed 
analysis of specific provisions and we consider it understates the variability of the 
rules with respect to aerial deployment.  Our assessment of this table has 
determined that up to 30% of areas are wrongly identified as permitting aerial 
deployment, with closer review and actual experience showing that resource 



 

 

consents would be or have been2 required.  This degree of variability in 
interpretation is one of the primary reasons we consider that national consistency in 
the treatment of aerial deployment is appropriate and would deliver significant 
benefits.  The proposed additions to the NESTF would provide greater certainty and 
efficiency for telecommunication lines infrastructure providers in the delivery and 
operation of telecommunications networks and services. 

 

39. Undergrounding is not always the most practical methodology for deployment of 
new cables.  There are a number of constraints that can affect underground works.  
These include issues associated with archaeology, Maori sites of cultural significance 
which maybe of tangible and intangible value, geological constraints (such as hard 
sub-surface rock), land stability (slope hazard areas) and potential effects on amenity 
planting (particularly in areas of dense vegetation or around significant specimen 
trees).  In such cases the ability to consider suitable alternatives, such as aerial 
deployment where an overhead network exists, without the uncertainty of rule 
interpretation and outcome in addition to the costs and potential time delays 
associated with the resource consent process, would enable the telecommunications 
infrastructure provider to make early, and site appropriate, decisions on the most 
efficient way to deliver services.  A clear set of nationally consistent rules will have 
benefits not only for the industry but also for councils and the community. 

 

40. We understand that there may be concerns that deploying aerially eliminates or 
reduces the opportunity to underground utilities in the future.  This is not an 
accurate assumption.  In reality, in those areas where there are undergrounding 
programmes in place such programmes involve discussions between companies, 
councils and other stakeholders to identify the feasibility of undergrounding all 
overhead assets and coordination of this work.  There are many factors involved in 
undergrounding multiple utilities and the merits and feasibility of these need to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis.  The addition of the proposed regulations 
permitting aerial deployment would not negate any future undergrounding 
initiatives or discussions in this regard. 

 

41. The TCF considers that the proposed regulations permitting aerial 
telecommunication cables have been drafted to provide an appropriate balance 
between providing for deployment flexibility while setting suitable conditions to 
mitigate potential adverse effects.  In particular the following points are noted: 

  
 Poles tend to be the most prominent elements of overhead infrastructure and 

additional poles that extend the overhead network have the potential to 
generate adverse visual effects.  It is therefore accepted that these should be 
excluded. 

 Deploying aerial cables on poles that have existing cabling (electricity, 
telecommunications or other) will ensure that the new cables are not visually 
prominent as they will be viewed within the context of an existing overhead 

                                                           
2
 Resource consents have been obtained for aerial deployment in Wellington City, Gisborne and Auckland 

where the Jacobs SKM report has incorrectly indicated that this would be a permitted activity.  



 

 

network. Previous visual impact assessments undertaken in support of 
resource consent applications for aerial deployment have concluded that the 
level of prominence of existing aerial infrastructure does not increase 
proportionately in relation to its complexity (i.e. the number of lines) ς rather 
it is more a situation of being present or not being present. 

 Line diameter has been identified as being a key design factor that can affect 
visual sensitivity.  The proposed maximum cable diameter of 30mm is 
considered to be an acceptable threshold that provides for a variety of cable 
types, including strengthened sheaths that are designed to withstand rubbing 
and impacts from tree limbs (therefore removing the need for trimming) and 
hybrid (copper/fibre) cables.  The proposed maximum diameter is consistent 
with, and in many cases less than, the diameter of other existing overhead 
cables (electricity and telecommunication) and will therefore not result in 
new aerial cables becoming visually dominant. 

 Creating new road crossings and corridors (i.e. installing new cables where no 
existing cables currently exist) has the potential to result in overhead 
infrastructure becoming more visually prominent within the streetscape.  
Road crossings are unavoidable without installing a network corridor down 
each side of the road (which has its own set of effects).  Therefore, a 
condition requiring the use of existing corridors and crossings to manage the 
effects by ensuring that a proliferation of crossings does not occur is 
appropriate. 

 

42. In addition to the conditions proposed in the discussion document, we propose an 
additional condition with respect to the colour of cables.  In our experience, nearly 
all existing electricity and telecommunication cables are black.  We consider 
imposing a condition requiring new cables to be a dark, recessive colour (either black 
or dark grey) would minimise prominence by ensuring consistency and visual 
coherence. 

 

43. ²Ŝ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŀƴŎƛƭƭŀǊȅ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 
respect to both aerial cables and underground cables.  The examples given are an 
accurate representation of the type of equipment that is often installed to support 
the effective operation of a telecommunications network.  The reference to ancillary 
equipment as currently drafted does not impose a limitation on what this equipment 
Ƴŀȅ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨŦǳǘǳǊŜ-ǇǊƻƻŦΩΦ  This is essential within 
the telecommunications industry where new and improved architecture is constantly 
being developed in response to different deployment scenarios. 

 

44. Providing a clear regulation around pole replacement and relocation activities is 
supported.  The main scenarios where poles require relocation or replacement are: 

 

 where the existing pole is rotten or at the end of its useful life and/or would 
not meet the necessary health and safety requirements for access; 

 where the existing pole has been damaged (for example by a vehicle); 

 to meet the minimal clearances set out under the Telecommunications Act 
2001 (5.5 metres for road crossings and 4.25 metres elsewhere); and, 



 

 

 The utility operator receives a third party request to move the existing pole 
from its current location (for example where a developer subdividing a 
section wants to put in a driveway where a pole is located, or a farmer wants 
to accommodate new agricultural infrastructure). 

 

45. Most pole replacement and relocation activities are carried out under existing use 
rights.  However, we are aware of instances where existing use status has been 
disputed by councils causing delays to necessary and planned pole replacement 
programmes.  Providing for pole replacement as proposed would ensure that 
telecommunications network operators can plan for and undertake pole 
replacement in a timely manner in order to respond to safety requirements. 

 

46. Having flexibility to position the replacement pole within 3 metres of the original 
location as proposed in the discussion document is supported.  When working on 
poles located in the road reserve the network utility operator is required to obtain 
approval from the road controlling authority under the National Code of Practice for 
¦ǘƛƭƛǘȅ hǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ !ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΦ  Often, as part of this approval 
process, the road controlling authority will request that poles be relocated from kerb 
to boundary for traffic safety reasons.  Our members have encountered situations 
where this request has been in contradiction to advice from the same councilΩǎ 
planning department that determined that this would trigger the need for resource 
consent.  This inconsistent approach can cause significant delays and uncertainty as 
attempts to reach a resolution are undertaken. 

 

47. The positioning of cables on poles with existing infrastructure (namely electricity) 
must be undertaken to meet the necessary safety requirements associated with 
separation between cables.  In the case of road crossings, a minor increase in pole 
height may be necessary in order to meet road clearance requirements.  Accordingly, 
we seek that the proposed regulation be amended to allow replacement poles to be 
increased in height by 1 metre as a permitted activity.  Limiting this increase to 1 
metre, together with pole location to 3 metres, would ensure that the scale and bulk 
of a replaced or relocated pole would remain the same or similar, therefore ensuring 
potential visual effects are minimal. 

 

48. We concur with the assessment undertaken on Page 33 of the discussion document 
that concludes that the aerial deployment of telecommunications cables in 
accordance with the proposed new standard would have less than minor effects on 
cultural or historic heritage values and would not be affected by natural hazards.  We 
accordingly reiterate that the proposed new condition with respect to natural 
hazards should not apply and, furthermore, an exclusion should be applied with 
respect to aerial deployment in road reserve within historic heritage areas (where 
arguably overhead networks are more likely to exist).  We do not seek that this 
exclusion extend to connections to heritage buildings, where the individual 
characteristics of a building may need to be considered as part of a more controlled 
process (which may include compliance with a best practice document). 

 

49. Overall we consider the proposed regulations for aerial cables are appropriate and, 
subject to the amendments discussed above and further described in Appendix 1, 



 

 

provide an acceptable balance between allowing deployment flexibility and 
managing potential effects.  We concur with the Discussion Document that the 
proposed regulations will not result in a proliferation of new infrastructure (in this 
case cables), on the basis that: 
 

o The standards be limited to network operators; 
o The total number of cables deployed on a pole is self-limiting as a result 

of the pole design (i.e. structural capacity of a pole); and 
o Within New Zealand it is unlikely to be the economically viable for 

another provider to establish an entirely new aerial 
telecommunications network.  
 

Underground Cabling 

50. We support the proposal to provide for underground cabling, including ancillary 
equipment, as a permitted activity.  While most district plans already provide for the 
installation of underground cables as a permitted activity we consider that having 
this included as a single nationally consistent rule is appropriate.  The proposed 
regulation removes any ambiguity with respect to the application of earthworks 
rules when installing underground cables.  These rules are generally drafted for site 
specific ground excavation/disturbance and do not anticipate the requirements for 
installing a linear telecommunications network. 

 

51. The location and depth (and therefore extent of ground disturbance) of 
telecommunications cables within road reserve is subject to the approval of the road 
controlling authority, with the Utility Access Code affording these authorities the 
ability to impose reasonable conditions on WAPs.  These conditions impose 
standards in regard to earthworks, reinstatement of surface, undertaking temporary 
works in hazard areas.  With respect to the application of the Regulation 6 conditions 
we note the comments made in paragraph 29 above (Natural Hazard Zones) that 
identify the frustrations with duplication of process between the requirements of 
the Utility Access Code and the District Plan.  For the reasons described in this 
submission, we seek an exclusion for underground cabling from the proposed 
natural hazard zone condition.  

Mobile ς support structures and antennas 

52. Antennas are required to be elevated above surrounding buildings/structures, or 
other objects, to achieve line of sight to the intended coverage areas.  Antennas 
therefore need to be mounted to a support structure.  If an existing structure (such 
as a building rooftop) cannot be used then a mast structure is required.  It is 
important to accurately define antennas and support structures such as masts.  
Where masts are utilised, they form the larger visual component of a 
telecommunications site, but antennas are the most important functioning 
component. 

 



 

 

53. The existing NES already shapes equipment design and selection, but only with 
respect to the equipment within the road reserve.  Antenna size is dictated by 
technology and all are designed overseas, but a New Zealand operator will use the 
NES criteria as part of the equipment selection criteria.  A wider NES design criteria 
will positively incentivise operators to select equipment that meets NES 
specifications, wherever possible.  National consistency for nationwide rollouts is 
valuable, as it provides certainty.  Of greatest benefit would be provisions that allow 
larger antennas and cabinets at mobile facilities as it is inevitable that these types of 
equipment will continue to expand in size due to technology requirements.  With 
approximately 4000 wireless facilities already in place, broader provisions in the 
NESTF will have wide application for technology upgrades. 

 

54. We welcome the proposed regulation controlling the provision of antennas on multi-
storey buildings.  Being able to establish antennas on buildings is critical to the 
deployment of mobile networks.  The buildings selected by the network operator 
often provide sufficient elevation to provide good coverage, and are located within 
areas where people require the service.  We have proposed amendments to re-
organise the controls related to buildings in the various areas, such as residential and 
commercial areas.  The amendments provide clarity around the controls for 
antennas on multi-storey residential buildings, such as apartments, that are well 
suited to antennas without generating visual or other impacts.  We have also 
suggested that more lenient rules should apply for buildings in residential areas that 
are not used for residential activities, such as local dairies.  In addition, where 
buildings are located in business, commercial and industrial zones, we have 
suggested more lenient controls should apply. 

 

55. It is important to note that a number of councils do not provide for the attachment 
of antennas to buildings as a permitted activity.  An example of this is Porirua District 
Council, where the attachments of antennas to existing buildings in the suburban 
zone (not projecting above the highest point of the building) are a non-complying 
activity.  However, the establishment of a 12m high mast not exceeding 2.0m in 
diameter is a permitted activity, not requiring consent.  We would argue that the 
environmental impact associated with the permitted mast could be seen as greater 
than the attachment of antennas to existing buildings. 

 

56. In part, we support the regulation controlling the deployment of antennas and masts 
within rural areas.  With food and agri-business products contributing up to two-
thirds of New Zealand's export earnings, the benefits of encouraging deployment of 
modern networks within rural areas are significant, as can be seen by the recent 
deployment of RBI.  The proposed amendments seek to clarify the proposed 
ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άǊǳǊŀƭέ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ 
the rural community, through permitted standards. 

 

57. We support the regulation controlling the replacement of antennas at existing 
telecommunications facilities.  Upgrading existing facilities is an efficient way to 
deploy new technology and also has the least impact on the environment and local 
communities.  The proposed amendments provide clarity around the dimension for 



 

 

panel antennas as diameter rules can be open to interpretation.  We also suggest 
amendments to the regulation controlling additional antennas, these proposed 
amendments clarify dimension controls and seek to restrict the provision to exclude 
replacement utility structures within predominantly residential areas.  We view the 
current provision to be inappropriate within these areas. 

 

58. We welcome the NESTF including provision for Small Cell Technology.  The 
deployment of this technology is likely to become more prevalent as the 
requirement to provide contiguous coverage in small localised areas increases.  We 
have suggested clarification of the definition of the ancillary equipment associated 
with the technology, in order to ensure that the equipment deployed remains within 
the permitted standards. 

 

59. The TCF suggests a number of amendments to the proposals, in order to provide 
clarity.  In some cases, the proposals appear to be more permissive than originally 
intended.  The proposed amendments are summarised below: 

  
 New masts in a predominantly residential road reserve: 

 ֙ Clarify the location of the existing structure that is to be used as the 
benchmark for the dimension rule when establishing standalone 
masts; and, 

 ֙ Reinstate the revised dimension rules and ensure ancillary 
equipment is provided for. 

 The TCF proposes a new provision relating to standalone masts within 
road reserves within commercial and industrial zones.  These areas are 
often important business hubs that require access to the latest 
telecommunication services.  Currently, the NESTF does not allow for 
standalone masts within these areas.  However, masts and cabinets 
within these areas are more able to be accommodated in terms of size 
and visual impact due to the nature of the activities in the area.  In 
general, the road reserves within these areas are larger than residential 
areas and therefore can accommodate larger structures. 

 A 5m height allowance above the zone height has been requested as 
antennas need to be located above the general building heights for a 
particular zone so that the signals can reach consumers.  Masts and 
cabinets are generally permitted within these zones and therefore this 
should also be extended to the road reserve. 

 Regulation 8 of the NESTF contemplates that these areas are able to 
accommodate cabinets of a larger dimension than those in residential 
areas, the TCF seek that this should be extended to the establishment of 
masts within road reserves. 

 The TCF supports the proposed dimension control for antennas on 
replacement utility structures and suggests that these should be applied 
to structures within the road reserve.  We propose that these 
dimensions should also be applied to existing replacement utility 
structures (established sites) where existing replacement utility 
structure dimensions are less than allowed under these new NESTF. 



 

 

Under the existing NESTF, if an operator wishes to change antennas at 
an established site, for example deployment of additional technology, 
they are restricted to the existing height of the structure and therefore 
need to apply for consent for these changes.  Being able to upgrade 
existing sites within the road reserve is an efficient way of deploying 
new technology, and has the least impact on the environment and local 
communities.  

 

Radio Frequency Standard 

60. The TCF supports the incorporation of the new standard AS/NZS 2772.2:2011 
Radiofrequency Fields Part 2: Principles and Methods of Measurement and 
Computation 3kHz to 300 GHz.  However, further amendments are required to 
ensure that this doesƴΩǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ.  The TCF has 
commissioned an independent expert in this field to provide the scientific rationale 
for the proposed amendments, a detailed discussion of the issues and recommended 
amendments are set out in Appendices 1 & 3.  

 

61. The Standard is based on the current best practice techniques and provides for a 
more comprehensive and scientific method of calculating Radiofrequency Field 
[ŜǾŜƭǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ¢/C ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ wC 
field levels be incorporated into an amended Regulation 4 of the NETSF.  Including 
the standard will provide certainty in the calculation of RF field levels and determine 
if further post-installation testing is required, based on an appropriate and pragmatic 
assessment of the level of risk. 

 

62. The trigger for whether operational testing is required is important, as in-field 
testing can be impracticable and consumes significant time and resources.  It is 
proposed to provide an option in which the single, simplified threshold of 25% is 
replaced by one based on the uncertainty in the exposure calculation contemplated 
in the new standard.  It is important that the 25% threshold remains as an 
alternative to undertaking uncertainty analysis, as there are some instances where 
this is a more efficient method of calculating compliance. 

 

Other Amendments 

63. ²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊƻŀŘ ǊŜsŜǊǾŜέ ŀǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řiscussion 
document differs from that included in the current NESTF.  We support the definition 
included within the discussion document, which is taken from the 
Telecommunications Act 2001, and seek that this replace the current definition 
included within the NESTF.  Alignment with relevant legislation is important and will 
avoid confusion or the potential for conflicting interpretations.  Use of the 
Telecommunications Act definition is also consistent with that used for 
telecommunications under the Utilities Access Code. 

 

64. In relation to the Proposed Amendments set out in Appendix C of the discussion 
document, the TCF would like the permitted activities be reordered to align with the 
following categories: 



 

 

  

¶ Recognition of the existing network 
¶ Buildings 
¶ Masts in the Road Reserve (i.e modifications to the existing NES) 

¶ Rural Masts 
¶ Antennas 
¶ Co-location 
¶ Small Cells 
¶ Masts in the Road Reserve (i.e modifications to the existing NES Reg 7) 

  

65. Set out in Appendix 1 are the amendments the TCF recommends in relation to the 
proposed amendments along with the rationale for those changes.  The category 
referred to in the table reflects the proposed reordering outlined above. 

Conclusion 

66. The TCF supports the aim of the proposed changes to the NESTF, which is to remove 
unnecessary local variations in rules and processes for investing in new 
infrastructure.  National consistency facilitates efficient network investment which in 
turn will improve consumer choice, increase coverage, provide better resilience, and 
improve the quality of service provided.  All of which will encourage investment and 
result in economic and social benefits to New Zealand. 

 
 



 

 

Appendix 1 
 
Table 1:  Proposed new permitted activities (with associated standards) 
 
 

Term  Proposed Drafting Rationale/Background 

Definitions  

Telecommunications 

Cables  
means a line, wire or a conductor of any 

other kind (including a fibre optic cable) 

used or intended to be used for the 

transmission or reception of signs, 

signals, impulses, writing, images, 

sounds, instruction, information, or 

intelligence of any nature by means of 

any electromagnetic system; 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ όŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻύ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƭƛƴŜέ ŀǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ р ƻf the Telecommunications Act 2001.  It is considered that having a 

ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ά¢ŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ /ŀōƭŜέ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƴŜǿ ŎŀōƭŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƭled under the revised NESTF. It is further considered that this definition 

does not limit it to current architecture and is therefore future proof.  

Road Reserve Includes Roads as defined under the 

Telecommunications Act 2001, as set 

out below, and includes all land from 

boundary to boundary (including the 

Berm and Carriageway). 

 

(a) a street and any other place to which 

the public have access, whether as of 

right or not; and 

(b) land that is vested in a local 

authority for the purpose of a road as 

shown on a deposited survey plan; and 

(c) all bridges, culverts, ferries, and fords 

that form part of any road, street, or 

any other place referred to in paragraph 

(a) or paragraph (b) 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǊƻŀŘέ ŀǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ¢ŜƭŜŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ !Ŏǘ нллм ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Utilities Access Code. The current definition for road reserve under 

the NESTF does not align with either of these pieces of legislation. We consider that maintaining consistency with other relevant legislation is essential. In this case we consider that the 

Telecommunications Act 2001 and Utilities Access Codes to be the most relevant to activities being undertaken under the NESTF.  

Ancillary Equipment  Equipment required to support the 
technology and frequencies deployed at 
a site or an underground or aerial 
telecommunications network. Ancillary 
equipment may include for example,  
but is not limited to:  power distribution 
unit, microwave unit, DC and surge 
arrestor/units, cables, remote radio 
unit, fibre access terminals,  fibre coils, 
protection guards, ducting, aerial to 
underground connections, feeder 
breakout points, hand holes and plinths.  

 

By its nature a telecommunications network, whether this be a fixed line network (fibre or copper) or mobile network, is made up of many constituent parts. It is considered appropriate for the 
NESTF to recognise and provide for ancillary equipment required to support the core/ primary facility or infrastructure. The ¢/C ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ άŀƴŎƛƭƭŀǊȅ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘέ 
to a set list. This ensures that future advances in technology and architecture design(which are often smaller and more efficient) are not excluded and therefore inadvertently deemed to fall 
outside the NESTF and trigger the need for resource consent.  

Rural 

 

A zone/s which provides predominantly 
for rural type activity/businesses.  

 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ άǊǳǊŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇlication of the current NESTF. In particular land used for rural residential/ 
countryside living purposes is deemed by some councils to be a rural land use while being considered residential to others, therefore resulting in  an inconsistent application of the standards. 
Incorporating definitions for these zones will assist in providing clarity and certainty on which conditions apply to these different areas. 
 



 

 

 
 

 

Rural residential 
 

A property in a rural area for the 
purpose of a very low density residence 
with opportunity for a small rural 
productive activity.  
 

As above 

Residential  A zone/s which provides for 
predominantly forms/types of 
residential housing/accommodation and 
does not include land zoned for rural 
residential or countryside living 
purposes.  
 

As above 

Commercial  A zone/s which provides for 
predominantly retail, commercial and 
business type activities.  
 

Newly proposed standards by the TCF reference these zones, therefore it is appropriate to include definitions.  

Industrial A zone/s which provides predominantly 
for businesses and industry both light 
and heavy 
 

As above 

Special Areas Special areas means: 
ǒ Scheduled/notable trees - 

notable trees identified in a 
Unitary/District Plan 
determined through 
appropriate expert 
professional assessment 
process that are significant for 
amenity-related matters (size 
and age of tree or uniqueness 
of the species) or may have a 
historic connection to a 
location or significant person. 

 
ǒ Historic heritage defined 

areas (Archaeological site, 
Historic place, Historic area, 
{ƛǘŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ aņƻǊƛΣ ²ņƘƛ 
ǘŀǇǳΣ ²ņƘƛ ǘŀǇǳ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƴŘ 
²ņƘƛ ǘǹǇǳƴŀύ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga 
Act 2014 or in a 
Unitary/Regional/District Plan 
determined through 
appropriate expert 
professional assessment 
process to be of significance 
to people on account of 
historical, physical (i.e., 
technological, archaeological, 
architectural) and cultural 
values.   

 
ǒ Outstanding Natural 

Landscape or Outstanding 
Natural Feature  or 

Without clear controls and definitions of what each of the special areas are, and how they can be established there is the potential for local communities to use broad application and interpretation of 
the current terms set out under Regulation 6 to restrict the ability for new telecommunication technology to be introduced.  

We recognise that these sensitive/special areas may require different approaches in different areas.  However, the onus should be on the council to justify why it needs to vary its rules from the 
standard NESTF conditions in those areas and should be obliged to minimise the differences from the NESTF conditions as much as possible.  It is proposed that these special areas will only apply in 
regard to Regulation 6 if the special areas are established in accordance with the definitions of special areas. 

The proposed definitions in the preceding column set out the framework we consider appropriate for special areas to qualify under Regulation 6 of the NESTF.  They require that the special area or 
feature be determined based on expert and professional assessment in association with a set of suitable criteria.   

 



 

 

Outstanding/Significant 
ecological areas (ONL, ONF, 
OEA/SEA) are defined areas in 
a Unitary/Regional/District 
Plan determined through an 
appropriate expert 
professional assessment 
process that identifies 
whether the sum of its values 
equates to it being considered 
outstanding, conspicuous, 
eminent, especially because of 
excellence or remarkable.  

 
ǒ Natural hazard areas are 

defined areas related to 
(earthquake, stability, 
flooding, Geothermal activity, 
coastal and climate change 
hazards) in a 
Unitary/Regional/District Plan 
determined through an 
appropriate expert 
professional assessment 

process.   
 

 
  



 

 

 

Section Category Proposed Drafting Rationale/Background 

Recognition of the existing network  

Existing 

telecommunications 

and support networks  

Existing 

Networks 
The use, operation, maintenance, repair 

and replacement of existing 

telecommunications networks including 

those supporting other network utilities in 

existence at the date of the NES or which 

has been lawfully established or  granted 

a resource consent  

Recognition of the existing networks is a critical and fundamental planning essential.  This will provide confidence to enable and encourage further investment in maintaining the assets 

Aerial cabling   Aerial placement of telecommunications 
cables by a telecommunications operator 
is permitted, including any necessary 
ancillary equipment, subject to the 
following conditions: 
ǒ no additional poles are installed 
ǒ there is existing aerial cabling 

using the poles to be used for 
the new telecommunications 
cables (for electricity or 
telecommunications or other 
utilities) 

ǒ the diameter of the new cabling 
does not exceed 30 mm 

ǒ cables use existing crossings and 
corridors (ie, no new road 
crossings may be installed). 

ǒ new cables are black or dark 
grey in colour.  

Associated earthworks and ancillary 
equipment may include (but is not limited 
to) fibre access terminals, fibre coils or 
loops, protection guards, ducting, and 
aerial to underground connections. 

Ongoing operation and maintenance of 
the network is permitted. 

Relocation and/or replacement poles 

where necessary for structural or safety 

reasons may be up to 3 m from the 

original location and be increased in 

height by 1m from the tallest point of the 

existing pole up to a maximum height of 8 

m. 

The conditions set out under Regulations 

X (natural hazard zones) and 6(2) (historic 

heritage values) shall not apply to the 

activities described in Regulations X (being 

those described above) except as 

Regulation X relates to aerial connections 

to scheduled heritage buildings.  

 

 

Visual Impact Assessments undertaken in support of resource consents for aerial deployment have concluded that black/ dark grey cables are consistent with the existing overhead network and 
therefore more visually recessive.  

 

The below pictures demonstrate what the proposed standard would permit (Chorus New Zealand  aerial deployment of UFB, Levin):  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

An increase in pole height by one metre to achieve safe clearance distances would not generate adverse visual effects and provides a simple and effective way of achieving compliance.   

The picture below shows in a schematic what the proposed addition would permit.  The increase in height could be achieved by replacing the existing pole with a higher (by 1 metre) pole or through 

the addition of a gantry arm as shown.  

 

Underground cabling  Existing Underground placement of Reordered the wording to clarify the intention 



 

 

Network telecommunications cables and 

underground ancillary equipment, 

including (but not limited to) ducting, 

feeder breakout points, and hand holes or 

plinths by a telecommunications operator 

is permitted, including any necessary 

trenchless  and trenching activities and 

associated earthworks. 

 

The conditions set out under Regulation X 

(natural hazard zones) shall not apply to 

the activities described in Regulations X 

(being those described above).  

[Previous wording: Underground placement of telecommunications cables by a telecommunications operator is permitted, including any necessary drilling and trenching and associated earthworks and 

underground ancillary equipment, including (but not limited to) ducting, feeder breakout points, and hand holes or plinths.] 

Buildings  

Antennas on multi-

storey buildings 

including buildings 

such as apartments in 

areas zoned 

residential (see 

proposed definition) 

Buildings The placement of antennas on the roof or 
side of a building is permitted, subject to 
the following conditions: 
ǒ the building is no less than 15 m 

high  
ǒ rooftop antennas do not extend 

5m beyond the part of the 
building to which they are 
attached.  If attached to a 
sloping roofline 5m beyond the 
lowest point of attachment 

ǒ the face of the antenna does not 
exceed a surface area of 1.5m²2 
and the diameter of the dish 
antenna at its widest point does 
not exceed 0.8m or 1.2 m. 

Lightning rods may extend beyond the 
height of the antennas. 

Associated cabinets with a footprint of no 
more than 2 m2 and no more than 2 m 
high and any associated earthworks 
including any necessary trenching or 
underground works are permitted. The 
permitted dimensions for cabinets shall 
apply to each additional operator where 
there is already an operator on the site. 

All other equipment necessary for the 

operation of the antennas, such as the 

mast or other support structure, feeder 

cables and ancillary equipment antennas, 

is permitted. 

Being able to establish antennas on buildings is critical.  The amendments re-organise the controls related to buildings in the various areas.  Where buildings are in predominantly residential areas there is 

a greater degree of control as opposed to buildings in business, commercial and industrial zones.  Multi-storey residential buildings such as apartments provide reasonable tall and dominant buildings that 

are well suited to antennas without generating visual amenity or other effects. 

The further amendments will ensure that: 
- ²ƘŜƴ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǊƻƻŦ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀƴǘŜƴƴŀ ƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ΨǎǇǊŜŀŘΩ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƻŦΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǘŜƴƴŀǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŜȄǘŜƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀn 5m above some points of attachment. 

- Panel antennas and dish antennas are suitably controlled by respective surface area and diameter size controls. 

- Other works necessary to establish the site such as underground works near the building and ancillary equipment are adequately provided for. 

 

Example Photo of what the proposed standard will permit 

 

 

Antennas on non- Buildings The placement of antennas on the roof or Additional Rule Proposed 



 

 

residential buildings 

in residential zones 
side of a building is permitted, subject to 
the following conditions: 
ǒ the building is used for 

predominantly non-residential 
activities and not zoned 
residential 

ǒ rooftop antennas do not extend 
5m beyond the part of the 
building to which they are 
attached.  If attached to a 
sloping roofline 5m beyond the 
lowest point of attachment 

ǒ the face of the antenna does not 
exceed 1.5m2 and the diameter 
of the dish antenna at its widest 
point does not exceed 1.2 m. 

Lightning rods may extend beyond the 
height of the antennas. 

Associated cabinets with a footprint of no 
more than 2 m2 and no more than 2 m 
high and any associated earthworks 
including any necessary trenching or 
underground works are permitted.  The 
permitted dimensions for cabinets shall 
apply to each additional operator where 
there is already an operator on the site. 

 

All other equipment necessary for the 
operation of the antennas, such as the 
mast or other support structure, and 
ancillary equipment is permitted. 

It is common for antennas to be established on local/neighbourhood commercial buildings.  Generally these have ensured that providers do not need to establish roadside solutions in many residential 

areas.  It is considered that this solution or option should be encouraged as they often provide good coverage with a low visual impact. 

Example Photo of what the proposed standard will permit 

 



 

 

 

 

Antennas on 

buildings in locations 

that are not in 

residential zones. 

Buildings The placement of antennas on the roof or 
side of a building is permitted, subject to 
the following conditions: 
ǒ the building is used for 

predominantly non-residential 
activities and not zoned 
residential 

ǒ rooftop antennas do not extend 
5m beyond the part of the 
building to which they are 
attached.  If attached to a 
sloping roofline 5m beyond the 
lowest point of attachment 

ǒ the face of the antenna does not 
exceed 1.5m2 and the diameter 
of the dish antenna at its widest 
point does not exceed 1.2 m. 

Lightning rods may extend beyond the 
height of the antennas. 

Associated cabinets with a footprint of no 
more than 2 m2 and no more than 2 m 
high and any associated earthworks 
including any necessary trenching or 
underground works are permitted.  The 
permitted dimensions for cabinets shall 
apply to each additional operator where 
there is already an operator on the site. 

 

Additional Rule Proposed 

It is common for antennas to be established on commercial and industrial buildings.  The NETSF should provide for this option as it will encourage providers to explore and evaluate a wider range of site 

options. 

Example Photo of what the proposed standard will permit 



 

 

All other equipment necessary for the 

operation of the antennas, such as the 

mast or other support structure, and 

ancillary equipment is permitted. 
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Rural Masts  

Antennas in rural 

areas 

 The placement of antennas in an area 
zoned rural in the relevant district plan is 
permitted, subject to the following 
conditions: 
ǒ the total height (of the mast and 

antennas) does not exceed 25 m 
ǒ the diameter of the structure at 

its widest point (excluding the 
concrete plinth) does not 
exceed 6 m 

ǒ the site is not a scheduled site 
or area subject to any special 
rules (eg, landscape provisions 
for outstanding natural 
landscapes or outstanding 
natural features) 

ǒ the antennas is not located 
closer than 50m from the 
boundary of an area zoned 
residential and excluding rural 
residential  

ǒ the antenna is not located closer 
than 50 m from the closest 
external wall of a dwelling in a 
sensitive land-use area 

ǒ lightning rods may extend 
beyond the height of the 
antennas 

ǒ all equipment necessary for the 
operation and security of the 
antennas and ancillary 
equipment, such as the mast or 
other support structure, casing 
or coverings, feeder cables, , 
ancillary antennas, cabinets, 

The amendments including the proposed definitions of rural and rural residential clarify and enable the establishment of antennas and masts in rural areas to deliver efficient and effective services to 

the rural community, through permitted standards. Masts with a reasonable height achieve wider coverage and are essential outside the urban environment and are key to ensuring that operators are 

able to provide coverage to areas with low population densities. The majority of RBI facilities are 25m in height, in some cases where terrain and vegetation affects the coverage footprint 30-40m high 

towers have been deployed. 

The further amendments will ensure that: 
- Rural residential areas (which are obviously most commonly found adjacent or within Rural areas) are excluded from the 50m boundary rule, as use within many of these areas will form the 

purpose for the proposed Rural site. Given increased data use and the increased importance of proximity to a site providing service, it is expected that sites will increasingly be required nearer to 

where people live and work. 

- Ancillary equipment that is essential to enabling the facility to operate is adequately provided for. 

- The colouring of a site is determined by what is most suitable on a site to site basis. Grey or green for example may not be suitable in an alpine environment. The important aspect is that the site 

is recessive in colour, and does not reflect the light. 

- Rural areas tend to have an abundance of trees that obstruct signals for our sites, in many cases tree removal and trimming is required to ensure that our sites can operate effectively. Therefore 

controls around tree removal and trimming should be limited to the effect of the proposal on trees that are Scheduled within the District Plan.  

- Controls around proximity to water bodies and vegetation removal are suitably addressed.   

- Unrealistic timeframes around reinstatement are not imposed. 

- Provision of clear definitions of residential and rural residential  

 

Larger masts as permitted by the proposed changes are also essential to ensure that co-location can occur on those masts in the future. 

 

Example Photos of what the proposed standard will permit (Rural Masts large enough to support co-location of a number of operators)



 

 

security equipment, fences, 
handrails, and steps or ramps, is 
permitted 

ǒ the support structure shall have 
a recessive colour  coloured 
recessive grey or recessive 
green 

ǒ any associated earthworks 
required for the establishment 
of the site including the any 
trenching or underground works 
are permitted subject to  

ǒ if any earthworks are required 
to prepare the site: 
ǒ sediment control 

measures shall be in 
place to ensure 
sediment runoff does 
not enter a water 
course or stormwater 
system the earthworks 
do not occur closer 
than 20 m from the 
nearest water body 
the ground or other 
surfaces being 
reinstated within 
72 hours 

ǒ if any vegetation clearance 
(trimming or removal) is 
required to prepare the site: 
ǒ the tree(s) must not 

be scheduled 
ǒ any indigenous vegetation must 

be reinstated or replaced within 

the practicable vicinity of the 

site. 

   

 

Antennas  

Replacement of 

existing antennas to 

improve service or 

operate on additional 

or new spectrum 

bands such as the 

new 700 MHz 

spectrum band 

Antennas Replacing existing antennas with a larger 
antennas capable of operating over 
additional or new spectrum bands is 
permitted, subject to the following 
conditions: 
ǒ the total height of the 

replacement infrastructure 
(mast and antennas) is no more 
than 2m higher than the total 
height of the existing 
infrastructure 

ǒ the face of the antenna does not 
exceed 1.5m2 and the diameter 
of the dish antenna at its widest 
point does not exceed 1.2 m.  

ǒ the diameter of any existing 
mast is extended no more than 
the diameter of the existing 
mast, plus 30 per cent 

ǒ the existing mast and antennas 
are lawfully established (ie, 
authorised by a regulation, plan 

Larger antennas allow the operator to either control more frequency bands through that antenna (such as those used for LTE technology), or achieve better control of frequency, such as delivering it to a 

more targeted area.  

Referencing the antenna dimension rule to the face of a panel antenna is a more practical method of defining panel antenna size and will provide consistency in interpretation. 1.5m2 provides for antennas for 

current and future technologies. 

Dish antennas have been specifically included and have been referenced as a diameter rule as is the Industry standard. 

Controls around proximity to water bodies and vegetation removal are suitably addressed.  The focus should be protected scheduled trees rather than any vegetation. 

 

 

 

 

 


