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The Directors and Editors Guild of Aotearoa New Zealand (DEGANZ) thanks the Ministry of Culture and 
Heritage and the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment for the opportunity to feed into the 
Screen Sector Investment Review. 

The current structure of Government screen industry investment across the New Zealand Film Commission, 
NZ On Air, Te Māngai Pāho is under-resourced. 

The New Zealand Screen Production Grant is weighted toward international productions, leaving local screen 
creatives and Kiwi-owned companies, including Māori, as an under-developed cultural/economic resource. 

The situation that our director members face each day - and that is shared by our Above-The-Line colleagues 
in actors, writers and producers - is one in which domestic production, talent and IP is undervalued and 
marginalised in the pursuit of the economic benefit that international production brings to the country. 

The international production sector of our screen industry is fickle, as has been proven repeatedly, yet 
Government has continued to see it as the panacea for the New Zealand screen industry. 

The development and growth of our local screen industry can deliver both the economic returns sought AND 
put our culture and stories on screen domestically and internationally. But it cannot do it without a much 
stronger commitment to, and financial support for, our local screen creatives. DEGANZ therefore welcomes 
this Screen Sector Investment Review. 

We note the narrow scope of the review outlined in the Terms of Reference. Our responses to the questions 
posed have been guided by that document. However, while we appreciate the benefits that focus can bring, 
we believe such a narrow review will only go part way to addressing the considerable issues that affect the 
New Zealand screen industry—issues that DEGANZ feels can only be confronted with a paradigm shift in 
thinking around both investment and the real value of the creative sector and the individuals who work 
within it—a value that is not defined only by economic benefit. 

International film commissions are publicly supported not for economic returns, but for cultural purposes -  
to make visible the stories, people, and environments that are grounded in their territory. To focus only on 
their economic benefits would miss the point. Since the New Zealand Film Commission was founded in 1978, 
New Zealanders have enjoyed seeing our culture, our stories reflected on screen. 

The joint screen guilds and associations submission to the Living Standards Framework, which advocates for 
a paradigm shift in thinking around the wealth of culture in all its forms, is attached for your reference. 

The Jackson Court Report of 2010 into the New Zealand Film Commission also sought a paradigm shift in that 
organisation’s thinking towards a talent-led industry focused on empowering New Zealand’s storytellers, 
similar to the way other international film commissions focus on supporting their talent. Unfortunately, this 

http://www.sdgnz.co.nz/
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report has been essentially ignored, and our filmmaking industry and the economic growth of our screen 
sector has continued to be disadvantaged by not following that sage advice. This document, too, is attached. 

There is wide-spread dissatisfaction amongst directors, as well as actors, writers, producers, guilds and 
associations, over narrative drama and documentary in New Zealand. Many - including some of our 
prominent filmmakers - are voicing their significant concerns about the lack of leadership in responding to 
their calls for funding bodies to put NZ creatives first, especially the New Zealand Film Commission. 

As well, the inequitable sharing of the 40% Equity to only producers in NZSPG projects and non-NZSPG films, 
and 50% of profits to only producers in the NZFC Terms of Trade, does not properly reward all key creatives 
for their efforts as artists. This approach relies on the goodwill of Producers—which is rarely forthcoming—
to include their key creative collaborators fairly in the equity and potential revenue benefits they receive. 
Directors, who are authors of the works they create and without whom the Producer cannot produce, are 
often shut out from secondary revenues from which to derive a sustainable living. 

We need targeted funding and regimes that foster all our Above-The-Line talent in a manner that allows 
them to create content that will deliver cultural and economic returns in today’s global marketplace, as well 
as to survive sustainably in practising their crafts. 

Unfortunately, it seems that Government still quantifies the local screen industry primarily in economic 
terms as a service provider to international productions, which fails to properly value the cultural and 
societal benefits of a thriving local industry. Please read and consider the G20 paper (link below) on the 
global pivot to the creative economies and how a strategic shift can apply to our domestic screen sector in a 
way that invests in our local creatives and capitalises on our cultural distinctiveness while building 
sustainability, resilience and capability. 

In the near future, our country will face increasing instability from disruptive technologies, climate change, 
and shifting social landscapes. A new value approach to our local film and programme makers, and to 
funding, will strengthen our adaptability and resilience to the instability of the future while building the 
export potential for screen. 

https://www.g20-insights.org/policy_briefs/creative-economy-2030-inclusive-and-resilient-creative-
economy-for-sustainable-development-and-recovery/  

https://www.g20-insights.org/policy_briefs/creative-economy-2030-inclusive-and-resilient-creative-economy-for-sustainable-development-and-recovery/
https://www.g20-insights.org/policy_briefs/creative-economy-2030-inclusive-and-resilient-creative-economy-for-sustainable-development-and-recovery/
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Please note that our comments around investment are primarily focused around that put into NZ On Air and 
NZFC, and the NZSPG. TMP funding for Māori programming has different requirements that make it stand 
separate from the other two bodies, and we do not seek to address its funding here, except peripherally. 

 

BROAD QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS  

Do you think the Government’s current investment mix is optimally balanced to support the sustainability of 
the New Zealand screen sector, and maximise the economic and cultural benefits for New Zealand and New 
Zealanders?  

NO. 

● Investment in NZ on Air, New Zealand Film Commission and Te Māngai Pāho has remained relatively 
static for too long, with TMP financially disadvantaged in comparison to the other two funding 
bodies. Funding levels need to be increased. We are pleased to see the additional funding in the 
latest Government Budget for TMP, which will go some way towards addressing the disparity. 

Production, marketing and other related costs have risen and continue to rise dramatically, while 
budgets have remained relatively static for years. With crew cost increases driven up significantly by 
international productions coming to New Zealand, New Zealand film and programme makers are still 
expected to produce a lot with a little. This is particularly evident when it comes to TV drama, with 
New Zealand unable to participate in the ‘Golden Age of Drama’ internationally for reasons including 
low levels of local investment for drama projects, particularly for ‘high end’ drama. New Zealand 
films funded by NZFC are generally produced for budgets less than NZ$5 million, while NZ On Air 
Funding for an individual drama is capped at NZ$6 million. International films coming here start with 
budgets of US$5 – 10 million and go up, while TV drama series shot here usually have budgets of 
US$20 – 40 million and up. NZ productions find it extremely difficult to compete in terms of 
onscreen quality and pay rates. 

Case in point:  Writer – Director Michelle Savill’s feature narrative Millie Lies Low received only $936,000 in 
NZFC Equity Funding (not including COVID Recovery Funds) on a budget of less than $1.5 million—a budget 
that does not reflect the true costs of production. At the same time at least one official co-production and a 
number of international  productions in New Zealand were shooting on budgets in excess of NZ$20 million. 
Even against the adversities of competing for crew and the impacts of COVID, Millie went on to be invited to 
top film festivals including the Berlin Film Festival, the South By Southwest Film Festival and the Sydney Film 
Festival. The creative team behind this distinctly New Zealand production still bear the scars of having to do 
so much for so little. Every non-NZSPG New Zealand film suffers similar hardship even without COVID, as do 
some lower budget NZSPG films. 

● With the NZSPG, the current investment mix favours international productions, benefitting 
technicians and service providers, yet it creates little in terms of long-term vision, sustainability and 
development for our local film and programme makers. With this current structure, our domestic 
creatives struggle hand to mouth in a system that hollows out the creative heart of our industry. At 
the same time it denies our local creatives the opportunity to contribute more significantly to the 
screen sector’s economic impact. The need to increase our local screen exports through greater 
support for our domestic creatives is a failure that is not being grasped. Consequently, global 
opportunities go wanting. 

The one-off $50 million Premium Productions For International Audiences Fund, even with its flaws, has 
greenlit 20 New Zealand projects. While the results are yet to be seen, the stimulus this has given to the 
domestic screen industry is immense—a clear example of how additional funding for local creative can 
create opportunities internationally with product that appeals to both domestic and international 
audiences. 
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Do you think there are other investment mechanisms that could be used to support the Government’s 
objectives for the screen sector?  

YES.  

● A levy on streamers is another source of financing for the New Zealand screen sector. 
Internationally, streamers are already being levied in a growing number of countries. Australia is 
likely to follow suit soon. There is no valid reason for New Zealand not to do this—The GATT 
argument holds no water. 

● An alternative to a streamer levy would be to follow the European Union content quotas for SVOD 
platforms—30 per cent of all content on streaming services in Europe must be European made. This 
has created demand for original, homegrown films and TV series in  Europe, which most streamers 
will be unable to fulfill on their own. A similar approach in New Zealand would likely see streamers 
commissioning New Zealand companies to fulfill their obligations. 

● The Government could investigate the feasibility of reintroducing something along the lines of the 
old public broadcasting fee, for all or part of the new public broadcasting entity. Consumers are now 
used to paying monthly fees for their content, whether they be for ad-free streamers or ad-
supported streaming services with a lower monthly fee. The savings on the Government’s potential 
direct investment into that entity could be used to increase funding body allocations. This article 
weighs the feasibility of this, as well as other options including some outlined here: 
https://thespinoff.co.nz/media/11-04-2022/is-it-time-for-the-tv-licence-fee-to-make-a-comeback 

● International productions coming to New Zealand should also be required to do more to provide real 
training and employment for local screen workers, particularly the Above-The-Line people (Lead 
actors, writers, directors, producers) who have been neglected for so long in the NZSPG  mix—
attachments are helpful, but ultimately do little to accelerate careers without a meaningful credit. 
Requiring international TV drama productions to use at least one writer, director, producer and lead 
actor who is a citizen and New Zealand-domiciled would  aid in upskilling our ATL people properly 
and give them the international credits they need. Over time, we would expect to see  increased 
domestic production activity as they brought their expertise to bear and attracted international 
investment to their local projects.  This in turn would grow more opportunities for both emerging 
and experienced Above and Below-The-Line (crew) workers—a virtuous circle. 

● The ability to access the NZSPG plus other NZ funding body funding for TV projects other than 
Children’s and Animation, such as Drama,  will allow greater flexibility for creatives to finance 
projects and produce innovative, quality productions for domestic and international audiences. 
These benefits will also accrue if NZSPG were available for TV projects intended to go behind a 
paywall, with the likes of Netflix, Apple TV+, NEON, or Amazon Video, without the requirement of an 
NZ Free-to-Air Broadcaster.  

In the end, though, it’s a paradigm shift in thinking to one that values domestic production over 
international production that can best support the Government’s objectives for the screen sector. 

 

 

In your view, are the current structure and design settings of the NZSPG fit-for purpose in-light of 
international and domestic opportunities and challenges facing the sector, the wider regulatory system, and 
the Government’s broader policy objectives? 

 

NO. 

 

https://thespinoff.co.nz/media/11-04-2022/is-it-time-for-the-tv-licence-fee-to-make-a-comeback
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The domestic NZSPG is corralled by: 

1. The inability to access NZ On Air investment and the NZSPG for TV content other than Children’s and 
Animation in television. 

There has been a boom in TV drama globally for at least the last five years, yet NZ programme 
makers have for the most part been locked out because they are prohibited from combining the two 
sources of investment to make shows. 

2. The minimum of $2.5 million QNZPE for an NZ film. 

Small films, at which NZ excels, are made more difficult to finance because of this. This is especially 
so for Documentary. Filmmakers making films at this size also do not benefit from the ‘mandatory’ 
equity position NZSPG delivers. The minimum should be lowered to $1 million for films. 

Of significant concern to DEGANZ with the current design settings of NZSPG is the allocation of 40% equity in 
productions only to producers. This approach does not recognise the screen artists—directors, writers and 
actors—whose work allows the producer to do their business. 

The New Zealand Government has made much of resale rights for visual artists to help contribute to their 
sustainability, yet completely fails to acknowledge the need to provide screen artists the same opportunity 
to become sustainable. 

NZSPG Producer Equity needs to be renamed NZSPG Creatives Equity, and a fair and equitable distribution of 
equity among the Above-The-Line talent should be a requirement in the NZSPG criteria. 

 

 

ISSUES-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR STAKEHOLDERS  

Literature Review:  

What are your experiences with NZ’s current screen subsidies?  

As a guild for directors and editors, we have little direct involvement with the subsidies for domestic or 
international production. However, we are often involved in deliberations around the incentives and along 
with our members, with productions that utilise the subsidies. We therefore make some observations: 

● An overemphasis on the benefits of international production and a lack of acceptance of the 
deleterious effects this has on domestic production. 

- High rates of pay for crew on international productions that NZ productions cannot match. 

- A lack of highly experienced crew to work on local productions—they are all working on the 
international productions. 

- The onscreen quality suffers on domestic productions because of the above. 

● International productions accessing the NZSPG show little inclination to hire local directors and 
editors (or local writers, lead actors or producers). They need to be required to. 

● The current structure and design settings of the NZSPG sees the NZFC as the administrator of the 
incentive programme and the marketer of international production attraction. This directs the 
under-resourced NZFC toward international productions with ROI imperatives, with local screen 
creatives left as an under-developed cultural/economic resource that supposedly cost the country 
money when economic blinkers are applied. This incentivised attention grabber splits the funding 
body’s focus, resulting in a system that provides no serious, long-term vision to build and develop 
depth in our local creative capital or capability. The result is a lack of sustainability and resilience at 
the creative heart of our own industry, making us simultaneously reliant and vulnerable to 
international productions, which have proven extremely fickle with numerous countries around the 
world vying for the same business. We should continue to pursue international production and offer 
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a production incentive in a more balanced manner that prioritises local production, creatives and IP, 
but we do not believe that the NZFC is the right entity to be responsible for administering this. We 
strongly feel that the New Zealand Screen Production Grant for both domestic and international 
should be managed by an entity other than a funding body. This would allow NZFC, which should be 
re-centred as a creative-led organisation reflected by its board makeup, to focus solely on 
developing local talent and telling New Zealand stories, for the local market AND the world. 

 

Do you consider these are achieving the intended economic and cultural purposes?  

YES and NO. 

DEGANZ accepts that the subsidies go some way towards meeting the outlined objectives for the domestic 
and international grants. However, the favour shown towards international productions utilising the grant, 
as well as the limitations of the domestic grant—a high NZQPE minimum—have a negative impact on 
effectively developing our local creatives and content towards a sustainable future. 

The inadequate resourcing and investment in our local creatives via the NZSPG, and ineffective funding, 
means that we are missing opportunities to truly develop the talent that can provide the foundational base 
and creative and cultural heart of our industry—effective investment could provide the industry resilience 
and depth that we desperately need in the face of future uncertainties. 

The Five Per Cent Uplift under its current structure seems well past its Use-By Date. Most international 
productions are not interested in utilising it. And those that do are the biggest productions, which may not 
be the best productions to attract to our country. A revision of the Five Per Cent Uplift to one that is less 
onerous and more attractive to international productions, and which is also more beneficial to the 
development and growth of our local Above-The-Line creatives, would be a much more effective use of this 
investment. 

 

 

Current Funding Landscape:  

Do you feel that current funding is targeted in the right places? 

NO. 

There are too many limitations in place at NZ On Air and NZFC, put on them by both their Acts and or their 
interpretations of them. This makes current targeting less effective than it could be. 

The Premium Productions for International Audiences Fund has clearly highlighted the gap that exists in the 
current funding landscape for high-end drama, something NZ On Air and NZFC does not allow for in any 
meaningful way. A retargeting of current resources will do nothing to address this. 

There is an absolutely crucial need for greater investment in the NZ screen industry to increase export 
opportunities for New Zealand content. The additional $50 million should be an ongoing, annual allocation, 
rather than a one-off stimulus package in response to COVID. And the initiative should be redesigned—it is 
far too complex, bureaucratic and overburdened with objectives. 

As stated earlier, we also feel that the weighting given to the international NZSPG over the domestic NZSPG 
is unbalanced. We must utilise NZSPG more effectively to build real competency and capability in our ATL 
talent, with a stretch goal to make “domestic” production value greater than the value of international 
production taking place here. 
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Have you noticed any overlaps or unintended consequences from current funding models?  

YES. 

As mentioned above, the knock-on effects of insufficient funds and resources for our local industry 
compounds the issues and entrenches the problems. The continued underfunding of the domestic industry 
has led to a crisis in our creative sector, which has been further affected by COVID. Film makers are now 
facing increased hardships both financial and mental-health related. 

With a strong focus on a service model for international productions, we are in danger of becoming yet 
another second-world hub for industry exploitation, bereft of our own cultural voice. NZ films once 
commandeered a place in prestigious international film festivals. However, since the NZFC increased its 
economic and commercial motivations, and with an annual budget that has stagnated, we have had zero NZ 
feature films screening in competition at Cannes, which is considered the international benchmark of 
creative excellence. NZ is falling behind in the creative stakes. 

Meanwhile, NZ television production has almost completely missed the boat in regard to the ‘Golden Age of 
Television’ occurring internationally for both drama and documentary. The NZ screen industry and 
Government have been completely myopic and reactive to the changes globally. As we finally start adapting 
five years late to the shifts, the playing field is changing again. 

We must be more flexible, responsive and proactive in our strategic thinking around the screen industry, or 
we will be continually running to catch up, if we exist at all. The association of Screen Producers Australia 
has highlighted the threat they perceive for their own industry: https://www.afr.com/companies/media-
and-marketing/screen-companies-face-disaster-unless-regulators-act-on-streamers-20220329-p5a8v0. The 
New Zealand screen industry faces exactly the same peril, but from a worse position as a country that has 
yet to meaningfully produce anything for streamers. 

 

 

What are the biggest barriers towards accessing this funding?  

● A continued reliance on old methods of distribution, upon which funding is contingent. 

● A failure to adapt to the realities of a streaming world, which operates behind a pay wall. 

● An inward looking approach to funding by NZ On Air. 

● A conservative and commercially-oriented investment approach by NZFC 

● A perception by current administrators that our local productions are of a lesser value than 
international ones, based on a purely economic value system. 

This economic valuation system keeps our domestic industry in a lesser, secondary role, particularly 
with film where creatives often work for less than minimum wage, juggle day jobs to subsidise their 
creative work, or go completely unpaid. This leads to burnout and the loss of promising talent. A 
new system of valuation is needed that recognizes the invisible cultural wealth that our film makers 
and artists provide, and we need to identify and invest in them. Through this , greater economic 
benefits will flow as creative talents come to the fore and create or participate in projects that 
attract international funds. Lee Tamahori, Roger Donaldson, Andrew Niccol, Christine Jeffs, 
Roseanne Liang and others have shown this through the Premium Fund projects they are attached 
to. We need to invest in the new generations of talent so they will do the same, and more. 

 

 

 

https://www.afr.com/companies/media-and-marketing/screen-companies-face-disaster-unless-regulators-act-on-streamers-20220329-p5a8v0
https://www.afr.com/companies/media-and-marketing/screen-companies-face-disaster-unless-regulators-act-on-streamers-20220329-p5a8v0
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Is the current funding approach equitable for Māori? Does it reflect the value of Māori language, culture and 
identity?  

NO. 

As Te Tiriti partners, Tangata Whenua are not funded as such. TMP is grossly under-resourced and this has a 
flow on effect for all Māori productions in Aotearoa. As an example, while NZ On Air has a requirement for 
productions they finance to follow “The Blue Book” rules, Te Māngai Pāho is not able to expect this because 
it recognises that the funding they provide to productions is so low that adhering to this mainstream 
industry requirement would make the productions untenable. Consequently, our Tangata Whenua crews 
and creatives are always under-paid, under-resourced and as a result subject to mental, emotional and 
physical harm from production. In film, in 2018 the NZFC created The Rautaki Strategy aimed at supporting 
Māori filmmakers with their aspirations. Rautaki is in no way equitably funded. An example—Recent criteria 
changes to the Early Development Fund to allow creatives to apply without a producer attached for a first 
tranche of EDF, is not replicated for Māori. This means that Te Tiriti obligations are not being met. 

Māori stories have elevated the NZ screen industry. Quantified, 10 out of the top 15 NZ films of all time 
represent Māori culture. It is unacceptable that Tangata Whenua do not have adequate and specific film 
funding within the NZFC to provide for their success. On investigation of Canada and its specific funding for 
its Indigenous filmmakers, you will find that the funding is always separate within organisations and more 
than adequate. Screen Australia has also had a dedicated First Peoples unit for many years and provided its 
Indigenous people with fair resourcing and support—something Rautaki does not. This situation needs to be 
remedied, not only due to Tiriti obligations but, because Māori culture and Māori creatives have proven to 
be a huge cultural and economic success in cinema, and will undoubtedly in TV. It is time Government and 
industry fund them appropriately – within the organisations they inhabit. 

 

 

INTERNATIONAL COMPETITOR ANALYSIS:  

Who do you think our key competitors are and why - both for live productions and post-production digital 
effects.  

This is a loaded question as it implies that we direct our thinking only towards international production that 
comes to New Zealand. 

As we have repeatedly pointed out in our responses, we believe that the true answer to making us 
competitive internationally is to make a far greater investment in our local film and programme makers and 
our own IP. 

However, the competition for both international and domestic live production for New Zealand lies primarily 
with the other English-speaking nations, especially Australia, Ireland and Canada., while in the post 
production space there are many countries that now have capabilities at the level of WETA FX, WETA 
Workshops and Park Road Post. 

Where we do not really compete and where we have a distinct advantage acknowledged by all, especially 
now that sub-titles are becoming accepted even in the US, is with Māori content. The Māori screen sector, 
that is led by Tangata Whenua creatives, needs its own strategy for accelerated development. 
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What do you see as NZ’s competitive strengths/comparative advantages?  

● English speaking 

● World-leading COVID response 

● Highly skilled labour force 

● Great locations 

● Competitive pricing 

● Competitive incentives 

● Cultural distinctiveness 

● Māori culture 

● Leading technology 

● Relatively corruption free 

● High profile, both in screen and in other areas 

● Good civil infrastructure 

● Well-developed travel and transport networks 

● Friendly, helpful population 

● Diverse scenery in close proximity 

 

Are you aware of any international funding models and, if so, how does NZ compare?  

Australia and Ireland are closest to New Zealand in terms of funding models that we could look at to 
compare, while the four-quadrant matrix outlined by, the head of the Swedish Film Institute, Anna Serner, is 
one that certainly should be adopted for NZ film investment. 

Each country has its own market, cultural and political peculiarities, but on a very generalised basis, we do 
not fare well in comparison. 

This paper, from  Swedish regional film organisation Film i Väst has relevance to this review: 

https://filmivast.com/launch-of-the-film-i-vast-analysis-report-public-film-funding-at-a-crossroads/ 

 

 

FUTURE TRENDS:  

Where do you see NZ’s screen sector in the next ten years?  

We are at a crossroads. With good, long-term strategic thinking and leadership, New Zealand could well 
position its screen industry for the future. Without it, we will continue in the same shambolic fashion as 
today. Local content will continue to be marginalised and our local creatives will remain shackled by a 
chronic lack of support in the nation’s pursuit of the economic benefits of too often fickle international 
productions filming here. 

 

 

Where would you like to see NZ’s screen sector in the next ten years?  

We want to see: 

● Re-prioritized to New Zealand stories and storytelling 

https://filmivast.com/launch-of-the-film-i-vast-analysis-report-public-film-funding-at-a-crossroads/
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● An increased investment in the New Zealand screen sector to develop our own creative capability 

● A rebalancing of the NZSPG grant towards domestic and away from international 

● A freeing up of criteria and legislation that inhibits the financing and production of New Zealand 
content 

● A reinvigorated NZFC whose sole focus is local talent and content, divested of the administration of 
the NZSPG  

● An outward looking NZ On Air that seeks to fund NZ content for the domestic AND international 
markets 

● A New Zealand screen sector that truly values its Tangata Whenua, Pākehā, Pasifika, Asian and other 
ethnic creatives and IP, across film, TV, Games and other screen content. 

● Well targeted and significant investment, particularly for Development, that is going to move our 
creatives, content and IP from bit players to major shakers on the international scene. 

● Pasifika and Diverse content finding its own, firm place on New Zealand and international screens 
and funded fairly and equitably in order to achieve this.  

● Good numbers of New Zealand Above-The-Line talent recognised for their world-class abilities 

● High quality local productions on a par with that produced internationally 

● Our screen industry based on the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, acknowledging Māori as treaty 
partners and funded equitably 

● An acceptance by Government, ministries and funding bodies that Art and Commerce in the screen 
sector are inextricably entwined, and can exist separately as well as together for the mutual benefit 
of the other. 

 

Tweaking the New Zealand Screen Production Grant cannot deliver all of this. We believe a paradigm shifting 
in thinking that puts Aotearoa content and creatives first—and changes to the NZSPG—can. 


