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Your response

Question Your response

Question 3.1: Do you agree with our Confidential? — N
reasoning on the impact of consolida-
tion? Please set out your reasons and

supporting evidence for your re- Members hold differing views on the extent to which consoli-
sponse. dation across the fibre sector should influence the assessment
of competitive conditions in the leased line access market.
Some members emphasise that leased lines and FTTP operate
in fundamentally distinct markets with different deployment
models, performance characteristics and customer require-
ments. They note that enterprise-grade leased lines rely on
dedicated, resilient and highly interconnected networks capa-
ble of providing guaranteed bandwidth, symmetrical perfor-
mance and enhanced security. On this view, consolidation
among FTTP builders does not alter the dynamics of the
leased-lines market and should not be considered indicative of
future competitive constraint.

Other members consider that consolidation can, in certain
cases, accelerate the development of the scale, capability and
service maturity needed to compete more broadly in business
connectivity markets. These members point to the five-year
duration of the review period, during which newly established
or merged entities may expand network coverage, acquire op-
erational capability or develop wholesale offerings that bring
them closer to enterprise markets. They also note that the
boundaries between delivery models are gradually evolving,
including through the emergence of LL-equivalent services de-
livered over shared fibre platforms, and believe that the
framework should retain sufficient flexibility to reflect such de-
velopments.

We have received feedback from some members of a shared
interest in ensuring that Ofcom’s approach does not pre-judge
the competitive potential of the market over the full review
period. If consolidation — members say - is defined too nar-
rowly, there could a risk that the framework embeds a static
view of competitive conditions and places significant weight
on historic market positions that may not remain stable. Con-
versely, members also recognise that proximity to FTTP assets
does not, in itself, equate to meaningful competition in enter-
prise-grade services, and that network scale, financial resili-
ence, interconnection, service wrap and go-to-market capabil-
ity will continue to play a central role in determining competi-
tive outcomes.




Question Your response

Considering these differing perspectives, members agree that
Ofcom should adopt an approach that is transparent, evi-
dence-based and capable of reflecting material market devel-
opments over the lifecycle of the review.

Question 3.2: Do you agree with our Confidential? — N

revised proposals relating to the
buffer distance? Do you have a view Members hold a range of views on Ofcom’s proposal to in-

on the most appropriate value of the crease the buffer distance used to determine whether com-

buffer distance? Please set out your
reasons and supporting evidence for
your response.

peting networks are within reach of serving a given premise.
While there is broad recognition that the current 50-metre
threshold no longer fully reflects the role of PIA in enabling
longer customer-specific network extensions, concerns remain
about the extent to which a fixed distance can reliably capture
the real-world drivers of build behaviour. Indeed, some mem-
bers warn that reliance on distance thresholds risks overstat-
ing competition in some locations while understating it in oth-
ers.

Some members highlight that the number of leased-line net-
work extensions has fallen materially in recent years, even as
the overall market has grown and despite operators increas-
ingly making use of both newly built duct and PIA infrastruc-
ture. These members argue that this decline suggests a re-
duced propensity to build out to new enterprise sites, reinforc-
ing the view that physical proximity alone may overstate the
competitive significance of nearby networks. They note that
technical reach does not guarantee that a provider can or will
serve an individual premise, particularly where there are con-
straints related to wayleaves, route complexity, build costs or
limited commercial incentives.

Other members underline that modern deployment models,
including the use of shared-fibre platforms to deliver equiva-
lent services, have expanded the feasible reach of some opera-
tors beyond what was typical in previous review periods. They
also highlight evidence of operators undertaking network ex-
tensions well beyond 50 metres where commercially justified
and argue that the modelling should reflect these evolving ca-
pabilities rather than relying exclusively on historic behaviours.

Across these differing perspectives, there is agreement that an
extended buffer distance should not, on its own, be treated as
evidence of effective competition, nor should it replace a
more holistic assessment of actual competitive conditions.
Members also consider that any adjustment to the buffer dis-
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tance must be supported by robust evidence and should be ac-
companied by clear visibility on how Ofcom intends to treat
emerging LL-equivalent delivery models in the final frame-
work.

We welcome an approach that acknowledges the operational
impact of PIA and evolving deployment practices, while also
recognising the limits of a single-distance metric. Ensuring that
the final market boundaries reflect both the practical realities
of network extension behaviour and the broader commercial
and technical context will be essential to producing a propor-
tionate and accurate assessment of competition between
2026 and 2031.

Question 4.1: Do you agree with our
revised approach to the application of
discount rate when calculating the
charge control for simplified lead-in
duct?

techUK is not responding to this question.

Question 5.1: Do you agree with our
revised proposals relating to charge

controlling active LLA services in LLA
Area 3 and dark fibre services in the

LLA and IEC markets?

techUK is not responding to this question.

Question 6.1: Do you agree with our
revised proposals relating to the esti-
mation of Openreach sales product
management costs within our dark fi-
bre charge controls?

techUK is not responding to this question.

Please complete this form in full and return to tar2026consultation.re-

sponses@ofcom.org.uk.
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