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Why it matters to consumers 
Connectivity and telecommunications services are essential for consumers to fully 
exercise their rights and engage in a Digital Society. The EU’s telecommunications 
rules have been one of the biggest success stories for consumers, from free 
roaming to more affordable and better services, creating a market where 
competition and consumer welfare go hand in hand.  The review of these rules via 
the Digital Networks Act is key to ensure connectivity remains a priority while 
ensuring that consumer protections are safeguarded and improved upon, helping 
consumers to better understand their rights, setting standards for quality of service 
and transparency of information, and promoting fair competition to boost 
innovation and ensure consumers receive the best quality service for a fair price.   

https://www.beuc.eu/
https://www.beuc.eu/about-beuc/members
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Summary 

Over the past three decades, the EU telecommunications rules have been a success 
story, moving Europe towards a system that promotes competition, innovation, and 
protects consumers. The European Electronic Communications Code (EECC) 
established clear principles that have shaped competition, the internal market, and the 
safeguarding of consumer rights within telecoms markets.   
 
Reviewing and bringing together the EECC, the BEREC Regulation and core parts of the 
Open Internet Regulation into the Digital Networks Act (DNA) presents both opportunities 
and risks. If done right, the DNA can improve upon earlier success stories in consumer 
protection, promoting fair competition, and empowering regulators to effectively monitor 
markets, enforce the rules and develop new standards relating to the 
telecommunications sector.   
 
However, from a consumer perspective, the DNA proposal to “modernise” telecom rules 
falls significantly short of that threshold. Instead, the proposal risks rolling back existing 
consumer (or end-user) protections and raises significant concerns for competition and 
regulatory independence.   
 
The DNA disproportionately limits Members States’ powers to protect consumer rights, 
whilst compromising the delicate balance between fair competition and promoting 
connectivity for all. Also, the proposal could undermine the independence of the EU’s 
Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC).  
 
We are also concerned by the proposed reopening of the Open Internet Regulation, which 
could undermine the principle of net neutrality. We therefore suggest the below changes 
to ensure consumer rights remain protected as we prepare the EU’s communications 
market for the future.  
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 BEUC RECOMMENDATIONS

1 

Protect and strengthen end-user rights in telecoms 
services 
Harmonisation should not remove Member States’ rights to establish 
higher, more specific protections.  
 
End-user rights should be expanded to include limitations on pressure 
selling by phone, enforcing minimum internet speeds, and limiting 
contracts to 12 months to enable consumers to switch to better tariffs 
without penalties.  

2 

Secure net neutrality to protect the right to an open 
internet   
The Open Internet Regulation must be removed from the scope of the 
DNA and remain a standalone legislation to protect net neutrality.  
 
Changes to the IP interconnection, specialised services and a voluntary 
conciliation mechanism must be removed to avoid similar measures to 
“network fees” that will negatively impact consumers. 

3 
Preserve the independence of Europe’s telecom 
oversight bodies   
The independence of BEREC and national regulators must be preserved 
and protected. The creation of the Office for Digital Networks should 
support, not co-opt or undermine, BEREC’s functions. 

4 

Access to essential telecom services must be 
strengthened  
Universal Service Obligations (USO), providing connectivity to vulnerable 
end-users, must be protected and expanded. National Regulators must 
retain flexibility to determine procedures for enforcing USO. 

5
Competition remains essential for consumer welfare  
Access rules and Significant Market Power (SMP) regime must remain in 
place to ensure fair competition and enable challenger operators.   
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1. Protect and strengthen end-user 
rights  

1.1.  Harmonisation must not reduce a high level of 
consumer protection 

The protection of end-users in the telecoms market has always been essential to ensure 
mobile and internet access for all consumers. Given the sector’s tendency towards 
oligopolistic structures, horizontal consumer protections are not sufficient to address 
the specific challenges of the telecoms sector and protect consumers.  

BEUC therefore welcomes that the DNA proposal incorporates key provisions on end-
user rights from the European Electronic Communications Code (EECC) and reiterates 
the need for sector specific consumer protection rules, which are complimentary and 
build on top of EU horizontal consumer law.   

However, in harmonising the rules across the EU, the Commission’s proposal should 
keep a higher level of consumer protection, which prevents any rollback of legal 
protections and acquired rights by consumers. Unfortunately, we believe that the DNA 
proposal does not clear this critical threshold, as it would effectively lower the levels of 
protection that consumers currently enjoy in the majority of the EU Member States. 
 
As a Regulation, the DNA would use maximum harmonisation, leaving Member States 
without flexibility would prevent Member States from using further safeguards to 
maintain a high level of consumer protection (so-called “gold-plating.”)1 By removing the 
discretion of Member States to address consumer harms in their respective markets, the 
DNA risks weakening consumer protections by rolling back certain legal tools at national 
level based on the EECC, making it more difficult for telecoms rules to keep their 
necessary flexibility to address the different national market realities.  
 
This concern is also shared by the EU telecoms regulators: the Body of European 
Regulators of Electronic Communications (BEREC), which has warned that the maximum 
harmonisation of EU telecoms rules foreseen in the DNA proposal would “undermine the 
existing national protections, without putting in place appropriate provisions to replace 
the national measures”2, removing a critical safety net for consumers. 
 
BEUC is also concerned that the DNA proposal goes beyond the mere harmonisation of 
end-user rights at the EU level: it significantly empowers the European Commission in 
this regard, via implementing acts, in clear detriment of the present competences of 
Member States, but also the discretionary powers of independent telecoms regulators. 
This centralisation raises concerns of potential bottlenecks, hindering telecoms 
regulators’ ability to react swiftly to new technologies developments and market 

 
1 Arts.95(7), 96(2), 97(6), 98(4), 100(7), DNA proposal. 
2 BEREC, Early assessment of the Digital Networks Act, 2026 p.10. 
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structures and market realities (e.g. growing deployment of AI tools, fibre transitions, 
network developments as 6G, D2D satellite connectivity), possibly resulting in negative 
consequences for consumers.  

1.2. Preserving existing rights for consumers 
From a consumer perspective, there are clear instances where additional national 
regulation has provided real benefits and protections for end-users. These include 
contract summaries that clearly inform consumers of their connection speeds, and 
increased interoperability between services.  

BEUC's member organisations have identified the following examples where NRAs 
further clarified the rights for end-users and obligations for operators in a way that offer 
substantial protections and benefits that should be preserved:   

In Belgium, the Belgian NRA (BIPT) has introduced a price comparison tool to assist end-
users in finding the best product for them3, alongside an obligation for network providers 
to inform end-users if a better tariff is available4. Further, BIPT has implemented an “Easy 
Switch” system that assists end-users in switching providers by delegating specific 
actions to the operator, namely cancelling a previous contract and transferring a number 
to a new provider if requested.5  
 
In the Netherlands, operators are obliged to provide users with information, on an 
annual basis, about the cheapest rates available to them.6 Furthermore, the Dutch NRA 
(ACM), is currently working on guidelines for operators to meet their obligation to provide 
information on pricing towards the end of a contract7, and exploring possible legislation 
to prevent “sleeping” consumers from unwarranted price increases, ensuring t adequate 
information is shared in advance. where BEUC’s Dutch member Consumentenbond 
points out that these requirements are of particular concern in the Netherlands, as an 
effective “duopoly” infrastructure market shared by major operators KPN and Ziggo has 
negatively affected the retail market, with consumers paying higher prices and low 
switching rates for fibre connections.8 
 
In Germany, the EECC rules on transparency and the obligation to provide contract 
summaries have been clarified and strengthened. German law requires operators to 
provide standardised product information sheets (Produktinformationsblatt, or PIB) 

 
3 BIPT, Enquête sur la perception des télécommunications – Edition 2025. 
https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/e2d9ba0272fe18200cef0055fcd60744977c6b6a/enquet
e-consommateurs-2025.pdf , p. 8 
4Ibid, p.9 
5 Ibid, p.20 and 21. 
6 This builds upon Recital 265 of the EECC, by fully implementing the right for end-users to “compare the prices of various services 
offered on the market easily on the basis of information published in an easily accessible form.”  Article 7.2ab, 3. of the 
telecommunicatiewet, ” De aanbieder geeft de eindgebruiker ten minste een keer per jaar informatie over de voordeligste tarieven.”, 
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0009950/2025-09-01 
7 Art.7.2ab of the Dutch Telecomunicatiewet. 
8 Consumentenbond, "Al jaren te hoge internetprijzen door gebrek aan concurrentie”, July 2024, 
https://www.consumentenbond.nl/internet/al-jaren-te-hoge-internetprijzen-door-gebrek-aan-concurrentie 

https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/e2d9ba0272fe18200cef0055fcd60744977c6b6a/enquete-consommateurs-2025.pdf
https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/e2d9ba0272fe18200cef0055fcd60744977c6b6a/enquete-consommateurs-2025.pdf
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0009950/2025-09-01
https://www.consumentenbond.nl/internet/al-jaren-te-hoge-internetprijzen-door-gebrek-aan-concurrentie
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which must be provided to consumers from the outset of marketing activities. According 
to a recent survey by BEUC’s German member vzbv, 88% of German consumers use 
product information sheets or consider important that these are made available to them 
to compare tariffs.9 Such requirement would cease to apply if a corresponding opening 
clause is not included in the provisions on information requirements in Article 95 of the 
DNA. 
 
German law also extends the special termination period after a contract is concluded 
from one to three months in case of unilateral amendments to a contract. If the DNA 
is adopted as proposed, the period under Art. 97 (3) DNA would have to be reduced from 
the current three months to one month as Member States would have to abide by 
maximum harmonisation.  

 

Therefore, BEUC recommends that the DNA proposal should ensure that end-user 
provisions are complemented, at the very least, with opening clauses, allowing Member 
States the necessary flexibility to keep their consumer protections or implement tailored 
measures to address concrete, localised harms. The DNA should follow the logic of the 
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), which also contains targeted national 
flexibilities.10 

1.3. Strengthening and expanding end-user protections 
More importantly, the DNA proposal should be an opportunity to improve and expand 
the scope of end-user rights ahead of future developments. In particular: 

 Guarantee minimum Internet speeds: BEUC recommends introducing 
provisions to guarantee consumers a minimum level of advertised internet speed 
as defined under the Open Internet Regulation, as recommended by BEREC.11  

 Shortening contract duration periods: the maximum contract durations should 
be limited to 12 months as opposed to the present 24 months. This would help 
prevent consumers from being subject to price increases without their knowledge.  

 Better protections against unilateral contractual changes:  Consumers must 
be protected against unilateral price increases through stronger notification rules 
for operators to notify, and more lenient timeframes for consumers to consider 
alternate tariffs. Under Art. 105(4) EECC, providers have been allowed to 
unilaterally modify contractual conditions through simple notification, imposing 
price increases on consumers during the term of their contracts. Notifications of 
price increases have often been presented as marketing communications instead 

 
9 vzbv, “For a fair, open, and user-friendly digital network in Europe,” p.6 (May 2026)  https://www.vzbv.de/sites/default/files/2026-
04/26-04-14_vzbv_position%20paper_DNA.pdf 
10 For example, Art. 28 , General Data Protection Regulation. 
11 BEREC Guidelines on the Implementation of the Open Internet Regulation, BoR (22) 81, para. 144 

https://www.vzbv.de/sites/default/files/2026-04/26-04-14_vzbv_position%20paper_DNA.pdf
https://www.vzbv.de/sites/default/files/2026-04/26-04-14_vzbv_position%20paper_DNA.pdf
https://www.vzbv.de/sites/default/files/2026-04/26-04-14_vzbv_position%20paper_DNA.pdf
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of contractual information, making it difficult for consumers to understand. As a 
result, many consumers only became aware of the changes after being charged. 

In France, BEUC member UFC – Que Choisir reports how providers relied on this 
mechanism to implement widespread increases to both mobile and fixed internet 
subscriptions, often ranging from €1 to €3 per month.12 While consumers formally 
retained the right to terminate their contracts, this remedy offered limited practical 
protection, as equivalent tariffs were frequently no longer available on the market. 

 
 Tackling fraudulent use and spam: BEUC welcomes the ambition in the DNA to 

tackle fraud and spam issues, alongside the Payment Services Regulation (PSR). A 
European Commission survey from 2020 found that 56% of European adults had 
experienced fraud13 - a number likely to rise as phishing, smishing, and generative 
AI use becomes more sophisticated. As consumers increasingly rely on the digital 
economy in their daily lives, the DNA should address the interplay between 
Payment Service Providers (PSPs) and Internet Service Providers (ISPs), ensuring 
that responsibility for tackling fraud is shared and that end-users are protected 
both from fraudulent communications and payment-related fraud. We also 
welcome that the proposal calls on BEREC to work with ENISA and the EDPB to 
develop guidelines to ensure that the fundamental principles of privacy of 
communications are respected. 

 

Recommendations  
BEUC calls to preserve existent end-user rights in the DNA proposal: end-user 
provisions must be complemented, at the very least, with opening clauses, allowing 
Member States the necessary flexibility to keep their consumer protections, whilst 
regulators retain the flexibility to safeguard end-users. 

End user rights must also be expanded to cover emerging challenges (e.g. mandatory 
minimum speeds for internet access, limiting contracts to 12 months, protections 
against unilateral contract changes, fraud prevention).   

 
12 UFC Que Choisir, “Encore des augmentations de 3 € par mois !", December 2020. 
13 European Commission factsheet, "Scams and fraud experienced by consumers” (January 2020) 

https://www.quechoisir.org/actualite-tarifs-sfr-encore-des-augmentations-de-3-eur-par-mois-n86427/
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&opi=89978449&url=https://commission.europa.eu/system/files/2020-01/factsheet_fraud_survey.final_.pdf&ved=2ahUKEwiqiOaN6IGUAxV_R_4FHck7KjkQFnoECDcQAQ&usg=AOvVaw1AAPlIglunCfqVLMKe6HlM
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2. Secure net neutrality to protect 
consumers’ right to open internet 

2.1. Open Internet Regulation: a success story 
The Open Internet Regulation (OIR)14 and the principle of net neutrality remain essential 
for ensuring end-users have free and fair access to the content and services they wish to 
use online. Over the past decade, the OIR has proven to be one of the most important 
consumer protection instruments in the digital ecosystem, preventing internet access 
providers from exploiting their gatekeeper position to favour certain services, 
applications or business models over others.  
 
The OIR has demonstrated its value in practice through both regulatory enforcement and 
judicial scrutiny. It has provided a robust legal basis to prohibit discriminatory 
commercial practices such as zero-rating offers, which favour selected applications or 
services by exempting them from consumers’ data allowances, thereby distorting 
consumer choice and competition. The Regulation has also ensured that traffic 
management measures are based exclusively on objective technical requirements rather 
than commercial considerations. Compared with jurisdictions where net neutrality 
protections are weaker or absent, the EU framework has delivered tangible benefits for 
consumers by safeguarding equal access to online content, services and innovation. 
 
BEUC is therefore concerned by the proposal to integrate the OIR into the DNA. While this 
may appear to simplify the regulatory framework, it risks undermining the legal certainty 
and established body of interpretation that has developed around the OIR over the past 
decade. The current proposal reproduces only a small fraction of OIR recitals: concretely, 
only 2 out of 3515 recitals have been translated into the DNA proposal, even though these 
recitals have played a crucial role in guiding regulatory and judicial interpretation of the 
Court of Justice16. Removing these interpretative elements could weaken the ability of 
courts and regulators to effectively uphold open internet principles in the future.  
 
Maintaining net neutrality in a dedicated legal instrument is also important from a 
governance perspective. For example, the EECC expressly applies without prejudice to 
the OIR, reflecting the distinct role of net neutrality rules within the EU digital regulatory 
framework.17 This separation has provided clarity and ensured that open internet 
principles are not subordinated to other policy objectives. Incorporating net neutrality 
provisions into a broader legislative instrument that also pursues objectives relating to 
“network performance”, “investment incentives” and “ecosystem cooperation” risks 
creating conflicts of interpretation, legal uncertainty and weakening the independence of 

 
14 Open Internet Regulation (2015/2120) - Eur Lex (Accessed March 30)  
15 ibid.  
16For instance, in 2025 the made direct reference to recitals 6 to 9, 11, and 15 of the OIR in its interpretation of a zero-rated offer, see 
Telekom România Mobile Communications, CJEU C-367/24 (Accessed March 30). 
17 European Electronic Communications Code (Accessed March 30)  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2015/2120/oj/eng
https://infocuria.curia.europa.eu/tabs/document?source=document&text=&docid=302383&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=req&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2081731
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2018/1972/oj/eng
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open internet protections, ultimately undermining the core open internet principles, 
which should remain independent of technological developments.   
 
Finally, BEUC considers that any decisions concerning which specialised services may 
benefit from network slicing should be based on independent technical assessment and 
evidence. Such determinations should therefore remain within the remit of BEREC, which 
possesses the necessary technical expertise and regulatory independence. Granting the 
Commission the power to define eligible services through implementing acts without 
adequate involvement of independent regulators could risk the consistent application of 
net neutrality safeguards across the EU. 

2.2. Conciliation mechanisms and network fees 
According to Better Regulation principles, regulatory intervention should be limited to 
instances where it is absolutely necessary. While there have been growing calls for 
regulatory intervention in the IP interconnection market - which governs how networks 
exchange and connect internet traffic - to address a perceived imbalance between 
operators and content providers, any potential benefits for consumers remain unclear.  
 
The DNA proposes18 a “voluntary conciliation” mechanism between content providers 
and ISPs/networks. However, this proposal resembles the same asks made by major 
Telcos operators at the beginning of the “Fair Share”, network fees debate in 2022.19 BEUC 
shares its concern that a return of the “network fees” debate risks creating only 
uncertainty in a market where no market failure has been proven. As noted by several 
independent bodies, including BEREC20 and the German Monopolies Commission,21 
proposals similar to network fees would jeopardise the nature of the open internet, create 
unnecessary legal complexity and risks degrading quality of service for end-users. 
 
During the network fees debate of the past years, several examples have been produced 
of the negative impacts for consumers of such an intervention. South Korea offers the 
single example where the “Sending Party Pays” framework which led to mutual 
settlement requirements that obliged content providers to pay compensation for the 
exchange of internet traffic. This resulted in dire consequences for consumers: poorer 
service quality and higher prices22 and high levels of latency when accessing online 
content and services, as traffic was often rerouted outside of South Korea. The 
introduction of a similar mechanism in Europe, particularly in markets with a high degree 
of market concentration of telecom providers, risks having similar effects.  
 

 
18 Article 192 
19 See BEUC’s position paper on possible introduction of network infrastructure fees, 2022. 
https://www.beuc.eu/sites/default/files/publications/BEUC-X-2022-096_Connectivity_Infrastructure-and-the_open_internet.pdf  
20 BEREC, Report on the IP Interconnection ecosystem, December 2024 (link) 
21 Monopolkommission Policy Brief, Issue 12, May 2023 (link) 
22 Analsys Mason report - https://www.analysysmason.com/consulting/reports/south-korean-interconnection-summary-2025/ 

https://www.beuc.eu/sites/default/files/publications/BEUC-X-2022-096_Connectivity_Infrastructure-and-the_open_internet.pdf
https://www.berec.europa.eu/system/files/2025-01/BoR%20%2824%29%20177_BEREC%20Report%20on%20the%20IP-IC%20ecosystem_0.pdf
https://www.monopolkommission.de/images/Policy_Brief/MK_Policy_Brief_12-en.pdf
https://www.analysysmason.com/consulting/reports/south-korean-interconnection-summary-2025/
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As per the Commission's Impact Assessment, both Member States and NRAs oppose 
regulatory intervention unless a clear market failure is demonstrated.23 We should 
therefore avoid introducing measures in a market that is already functioning effectively.  
 

Recommendations   
The Open Internet Regulation should remain a standalone legislation from the scope 
of the DNA.  

Measures similar to network fees should not be implemented, under risk of 
undermining net neutrality.  

3. Preserve the independence of 
Europe’s telecom regulators   

BEUC strongly supports the independence of NRAs and the coordinating role of BEREC. 
NRAs work together to ensure effective consumer protection and enforcement against 
non-compliance. Cooperation, transparency, and the sharing of best practices among 
National Regulatory Authorities (NRAs) with the help of BEREC has been essential for 
harmonised, effective enforcement of the telecommunications rules across the EU.  

BEREC's independence and expertise has earned the trust of stakeholders, providing 
valuable input and guidance in a timely, accurate, and trustworthy manner.  While the 
DNA reiterates the importance of this independence24, we are concerned about proposed 
changes that not only reduce BEREC’s competences but also risk undermining the 
independence of NRAs:   

 Article 122: the Commission may consult BEREC on major mergers in telecoms 
but will no longer be obliged to. Yet, BEREC and NRAs have the best expertise to 
assess the impact on competition, prices, and consumer welfare. Their opinion 
should therefore always be included in the assessments.  

 Article 124: BEREC’s opinion on critical topics (e.g. end-to-end connectivity, the 
impact of technological developments on internet accessibility and voice 
communications) shall only be non-binding. Reducing BEREC’s opinion to non-
binding significantly reduces the agency’s influence on its core topics. 

 Article 125 limits BEREC’s role in issuing guidelines by not explicitly including key 
areas like interoperability, relevant markets, voice termination rates, and broader 
end-user rights. This restricts BEREC’s ability to guide NRAs and to assess the 
impact of certain harmonisation measures on consumer protection.  

 
23 DNA Impact Assessment, p.19 
24 Article 116, DNA proposal. 
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 Article 179 allows room for the Commission to make changes to the DNA () 
regarding BEREC’s continuation. This is a serious overreach by the Commission 
towards the NRAs’ powers and could limit their ability to harmonise the Single 
Market by potentially removing the platform in which they cooperate.  

Moreover, the DNA proposal establishes the new Office for Digital Networks (ODN) to 
replace the BEREC Support Office, essential to the functioning of BEREC as whole. The 
current proposal to expand its role potentially opens the door to further centralisation 
under the Commission, raising further concerns about BEREC’s status and future 
autonomy.  For instance, the DNA states (Art.146) that Commission representatives and 
the ODN can join all BEREC working groups and can contribute to the regulatory work. 
This could potentially undermine BEREC and NRAs autonomous role, a concern also 
reiterated by BEREC themselves in their DNA assessment.25  

BEUC would strongly recommend that BEREC’s roles and responsibilities are 
strengthened, not weakened in this proposal.  The creation of the ODN should not 
duplicate but support and complement the work of BEREC and its competences. 

 

Recommendations  
The role and responsibility of BEREC and NRAs should be preserved and protected, but 
also further empowered.  

The creation of the Office for Digital Networks (ODN) should not duplicate but support 
and complement the work of BEREC and its competences.   

4. Access to essential telecom 
services should be strengthened 

In a world where connectivity underpins access to work, education, civic and social 
participation, it is essential to ensure that all consumers can access high-quality, reliable 
communication services. The rules must both reflect current realities and protect users 
from being excluded or locked into unfair conditions.  

4.1. Universal Service Obligations 
BEUC welcomes the inclusion of Universal Service Obligations (USO) in the Digital 
Networks Act to ensure all consumers have access to essential, affordable 
telecommunication services regardless of location. However, the current scope – 
focused on fixed telephony services - is not reflective of today’s needs. The scope of USO 

 
25 BEREC “Early assessment of the Digital Networks Act” p.11 (March 2026) 

https://www.berec.europa.eu/system/files/2026-03/BoR%20%2826%29%2052_Early%20BEREC%20assessment%20of%20the%20Digital%20Networks%20Act.pdf
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should be expanded to include the most up to date communication services, such as 
mobile messaging services or Voice over Internet Protocol (VOIP, a technology allowing 
voice calls using a broadband internet connection).  
 
We welcome the ability for national regulators to intervene when the lack of 
interoperability between messaging services threatens user connectivity. Slow 
enforcement of similar obligations on providers of messaging services under the Digital 
Markets Act (DMA) has limited user choice and maintained gatekeeper dominance by 
preventing interoperability with smaller platforms. BEUC recommends introducing a firm 
deadline no later than 18 months after the regulations’ adoption, to provide regulators 
with more powers to enforce interoperability requirements.  
 
We also propose revising Article 89, which empowers the Commission to define 
“adequate internet access” and assessment methodologies with NRAs through 
implementing acts. Adequacy should be assessed by keeping in mind national 
considerations, and therefore, the responsibility should remain with the NRAs. 
Centralised implementing acts risk limiting NRAs’ input overlooking or misjudging key 
national factors. 

4.2. Transition from copper to fibre networks 
It is important to ensure continuity of internet access during the Copper Switch Off 
process. However, as fibre markets often tend towards monopolistic or duopolistic 
structures, it is important to reaffirm end-user rights to ensure an appropriate level of 
protection.  
 
For example, evidence from BEUC’s Dutch member Consumentenbond shows 
consumers are forced to choose between two fibre providers offering near identical 
prices, with limited competition from challengers in some areas.26 This restricts 
consumer choice and weakens incentives for operators to compete on price. In other 
cases, the forced migration to fibre in certain markets can lead to higher costs for end-
users without the possibility of an alternate provider.27  
 
Consumers therefore need to be informed of the fibre migration process, and any 
possible price increases or quality changes resulting from the change of connection. To 
guarantee this, the DNA should here refer to subsequent articles on market access and 
the Significant Market Power (SMP) regime (Art.76), as well as end-user rights.   

 
26 Consumentenbond, " Al jaren te hoge internetprijzen door gebrek aan concurrentie" 11 February 2026. 
27 BEREC – Draft progress Report on managing copper network switch-off, December 2024 (Accessed March 26)  

https://www.consumentenbond.nl/internet/al-jaren-te-hoge-internetprijzen-door-gebrek-aan-concurrentie
https://www.berec.europa.eu/en/all-documents/berec/reports/draft-berec-progress-report-on-managing-copper-network-switch-off
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5. Competition remains essential for 
consumer welfare  

We welcome the Commission's proposal to retain the ability for NRAs to impose access 
obligations where required. Evidence from BEUC's members and from national 
regulators has repeatedly shown the importance of competition in markets to ensure 
both fair prices for consumers, and increased coverage of 5G and fibre networks.  
 

In Belgium, the arrival of DIGI into the market following a 2023 network access 
agreement with Proximus led to significant benefits. According to the Belgian regulator 
BIPT, greater competition in the market led to more competitive price offerings from 
competitors, including the offer of more data without price increases.28  
 
In Portugal, the national regulator ANACOM noted that DIGI deployed more 5G stations 
in 5 months after its entry into the market than the incumbent MEO, leading to an overall 
increase of 24% in the deployment of 5G stations across the country.29  

5.1. Access rules and Significant Market Power  
Maintaining access rules is essential to protect consumers from excessive prices driven 
by a lack of competition. Particularly as fibre deployment creates more risks for regional 
and local monopolies to develop. The Significant Market Power (SMP) regime also 
remains vital element for ensuring fair competition within the telecommunications 
market, preventing the emergence of local or regional monopolies which disadvantage 
end-users by removing consumer choice. This view is shared by the Commission in its 
report on30￼.  
 
However, in recent years the Commission has actively prevented NRA’s ability to apply 
SMP measures effectively. For example, the Commission vetoed efforts in Malta and 
Czechia to regulate broadband and mobile markets respectively.31 This undermines the 
NRAs’ capacity to make effective decisions for their domestic competition issues, even 
in cases when there is no impact on the wider European single market. As the transition 
to fibre accelerates, a strong NRA-led SMP framework is needed to impose access 
obligations or other remedies to ensure fair competition and choice for end-users. 

 
28 BIPT Press Release - 
https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/6fda437f9de8b808e1731ca53fc4aa3180006783/cp-
marche-mobile-en-evolution-2025-06-02.pdf - accessed 24/3  
29 ANACOM “5G stations grow by 24% in the 4th quarter of 2024” - https://www.anacom.pt/render.jsp?contentId=1803714 
(Accessed 28/5)  
30 European Commission - "Report on the functioning of the European Electronic Communications Code” - https://digital-
strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/report-functioning-european-electronic-communications-code-eecc (Accessed March 26)  
31 European Commission - Commission closes its in-depth investigation into the proposed regulation of the market for wholesale 
access to mobile services in the Czech Republic (Accessed March 26).   

https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/6fda437f9de8b808e1731ca53fc4aa3180006783/cp-marche-mobile-en-evolution-2025-06-02.pdf
https://www.ibpt.be/file/cc73d96153bbd5448a56f19d925d05b1379c7f21/6fda437f9de8b808e1731ca53fc4aa3180006783/cp-marche-mobile-en-evolution-2025-06-02.pdf
https://www.anacom.pt/render.jsp?contentId=1803714
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/report-functioning-european-electronic-communications-code-eecc
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/report-functioning-european-electronic-communications-code-eecc
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/commission-closes-its-depth-investigation-proposed-regulation-market-wholesale-access-mobile
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/commission-closes-its-depth-investigation-proposed-regulation-market-wholesale-access-mobile
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5.2. Market access remedies  
Lastly, remedies imposed to regulate telecom markets and the prioritisation of their use, 
should be determined solely by NRAs. They are best placed to assess the most effective 
remedies to address market imbalances in their national context, particularly regarding 
to the rollout of 5G and fibre networks.  
 
High speed connectivity rollout and demand varies by region. NRAs should therefore be 
able to take a flexible approach to the deployment of remedies and not be forced by the 
provisions of the DNA to take a fixed or phased approach to addressing a market failure. 
This view is also shared by BEREC in their early assessment of the DNA proposal, stating 
that it “questions the need for a “hierarchy of remedies” and is of the view that the 
proportionality principle is sufficient.”32 The Commission should only intervene in 
exceptional circumstances where there is a transnational or tangible impact on the 
Single Market.  
 
Moreover, Art.77(8) empowers the Commission to develop guidance on the consistent 
application of remedies in cooperation with BEREC. Similarly, Art.85(7) empowers the 
Commission, in consultation with BEREC, to call on an NRA to withdraw a measure if it 
harms the internal market for communications. Taken together, these powers are 
sufficient to ensure harmonisation across Member States, without imposing overly 
restrictive terms on NRAs. 
 

 
32 BEREC Early Assessment of the Digital Networks Act p.7 (Accessed March 30)   

https://www.berec.europa.eu/system/files/2026-03/BoR%20%2826%29%2052_Early%20BEREC%20assessment%20of%20the%20Digital%20Networks%20Act.pdf

