M1'S RESPONSE TO MCI'S PUBLIC CONSULTATION
ON REVIEW OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ACT (CAP. 323) AND RELATED AMENDMENTS TO
THE MEDIA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF

SINGAPORE ACT (CAP. 172)

This paper is prepared in response to IDA's Puditsultation document dated 05 August 2016
and represents M1's views on the subject matteteddnotherwise noted, M1 makes no
representation or warranty, expressed or implisdpahe accuracy of the information and data
contained in this paper nor the suitability of Hagd information or data for any particular purpose
otherwise than as stated above. M1 or any pargcaged with this paper or its content assumes
no liability for any loss or damage resulting froine use or misuse of any information contained
herein or any errors or omissions and shall nbigbeé responsible for the validity of the informatio
contained in any reference noted herein nor theseisf information nor any adverse effects from
use of any stated materials presented herein aeliamce thereon.



Introduction

1. M1 is Singapore’s most vibrant and dynamic commatnas company, providing mobile
and fixed services to over 2 million customers.Wéittontinual focus on network quality, customer
service, value and innovation, M1 links anyone angthing; anytime, anywhere.

M1's view on the Requlatory Environment

2. The provision of info-communication services in @gapore is regulated under the
Telecommunications Act. The Info-Communications E&epment Authority of Singapore
(“IDA”) is the regulatory authority and has poweeosestablish standards, codes and regulations to
be observed by operators of info-communicationesystand services and to regulate the conduct
of licensees.

3. M1 supports the development of a proportionate stalile regulatory environment as it
will catalyse a sustainable and growing info-commoations industry where long term planning
and decisions can be undertaken.

4. M1 welcomes the opportunity to submit our commeatsICl on the proposed review of
the Telecommunications Act (cap. 323) and relatestralments to the Media Development
Authority of Singapore Act (cap. 172).

PART Il: ENHANCEMENTS TO FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF
TELECOMMUNICATION SYSTEMS TO ENSURE CONTINUED ACCES SIBILITY
AND GOOD QUALITY OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES

Revisions to Provide IDA with the Powers to Includghe Use of Rooftop Space for Mobile
Deployments under its Current Requlatory Framework

1. MCI has proposed to revise the Telecommunicatiotts(A'A”) to provide IDA with the
powers to establish a framework to regulate anilitte the use of / access to rooftop space for
mobile deployments.

2. M1 welcomes MCI’'s move to allow IDA to regulate afattilitate the use of / access to

rooftop space for mobile deployments. The inclusibrooftop space as Mobile Deployment Space
(“MDS”) will help to facilitate deployment of molglequipment in operators’ continuing efforts in

enhancement of mobile coverage and improving Qaisdsirds.

3. M1 notes that MCI intends to have the proposed latgry framework operationalized
either through IDA amending the existing COPIF 20t &suing a new COPIF. Regardless of the
legislative approach, we like to emphasize thatG@PIF must be binding and there should be
strong enforcement mechanism by the relevant aitit®orand compliance requirements from
various stakeholders to ensure that the proposedatery framework will achieve its policy intent
and desired outcomes.

4. In this respect, we wish to highlight the followipgints for MCI's consideration in the
revisions of the TA to establish the proposed raiguy framework.
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Definition of Mobile Deployment Space (MDYS)

5. When IDA issued the COPIF 2013 in May 2013, mobiberators faced challenges in
implementing the COPIF 2013 provisions with develspand building owners. One of the main
challenges is the dispute between the parties ernatation of MDS. Some developers and
building owners had refused the mobile operat@guests to use rooftop space or sought to impose
charges on the basis that rooftop space is nosifiees as MDS. The lack of clarity and slow
resolution of the disputes during the implementatd COPIF 2013 had affected deployment and
QoS standards for mobile services.

6. While MCl is seeking to address the above issukigconsultation, we would suggest that
the revisions to TA and the proposed regulatormé&aork provide greater clarity on the scope of
MDS. For example, when a mobile equipment is bdegoyed on rooftop space, operators would
also require space (e.g. in telecommunicationg)derinstall the transmission cables that connects
to the mobile equipment. We believe that the paiitent is to include all necessary space and
facilities that are required to deploy the mobdei@ment to provide the relevant coverage. Greater
clarity on the definition of MDS will help to avojabtential disputes between the parties when the
proposed regulatory framework takes effect.

Powers to enforce COPIF

7. The COPIF 2013 stipulates requirements (includimg tompensation principles) that

govern the provision, access to and use of theaetespace and facilities provided by developers
and building owners. For example, Section 2.5.5hefCOPIF 2013 states that the developer or
building owner shall not impose any charge or mnthe operators (e.g. administrative charges,
security escort charges, costs to reinstate aquassls or openings) or to impose additional
requirements on the operators (e.g. requiring asyrance policy or additional insurance coverage
to be taken) in connection with the grant of actesand use of the relevant space and facilities.

8. However, despite the COPIF 2013 requirements, tquarhad encountered many instances
where cooperation from developers and building ew/meas not forthcoming. Some developers
and building owners do not consider COPIF to balibig under the law but a matter purely
between IDA and operatdrsOn matters relating to the operation and useelefvant space and
facilities, building owners had imposed chargesaftress, with even attempts by some to impose
multiple charges for access to different placediwithe same building. There were also cases
where the building owners did not provide adequag@power to facilitate access for works (e.g.
after office hours). This had resulted in delags]uding in some critical situations where urgent
access is required to undertake works at the mebigment.

9. M1 believes that in order for the policy and regorg frameworks to stay relevant and
effective with growing expectations for better dqtyghnd reliable telecommunication services, the

1 Section 19(4) of the TA states that a code oftipadssued under subsection (1) shall not havisliiye effect.
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COPIF, where practical, should be made part ofatve This, together with a strong enforcement
mechanism, will help to achieve its policy intentladesired outcomes.

10.  The revisions to the TA should also provide grealanity on the parties’ obligations with
regard to the provision and use of relevant spaddacilities, and powers for IDA to regulate and
enforce requirements on matters relating to theatjpe of the space and facilities (e.g. having
minimum requirements to support 24x7 access, seatadardise the access charges to avoid
disputes between building owners and operators).

Notification and Objection Process for Telecommuniation Licensees’ Entry to Land and
Buildings

11. MCI has proposed to amend Section 14 and 21 off &¢o clarify the notification and
objection process for telecommunication licensees’y to land / buildings.

12. The proposed amendments to Section 21 of the TAigee for telecommunication
licensees’ entry to a land or building and to dmalany of the acts mentioned in their notices if
no objection is lodged by the owner / occupier tdrad or building within the 14 day timeframe.
Given that the cooperation of the owner / occuestill required to enter their land or building
which are deemed to be private premises, M1 wolkel to clarify the process for entry and
resolution when the owner / occupier refuses topeomte with or facilitate entry by
telecommunication licensees.

13. M1 would also suggest that where an owner / ocecugdi@ land or building objects to a
telecommunication licensee’s entry to the landwlding, the TA should stipulate the timeline for
resolution of such objection. There should als@kieneline for IDA to resolve the matter if the
objection cannot be resolved between the teleconuation licensee and the owner / occupier of
the land or building.

14.  These timelines will provide certainty on when thatter could be resolved and avoid any
prolonged delay in the provision of telecommunimatservices to end-users.

PART Ill: POWERS TO ESTABLISH AN ALTERNATIVE DISPUT E RESOLUTION
(“ADR”) SCHEME FOR TELECOMMUNICATION AND MEDIA SECT ORS

15.  MCI has proposed to provide IDA and MDA with thepective powers under the TA and
MDAA to establish an ADR scheme, to appoint indejsemt ADR organisation(s) to manage the
ADR scheme, and to mandate specific telecommupitcati media service providers to participate
in the ADR scheme.

16. M1 is of the view that the current resolution preg®s on consumers’ complaints are
adequate and effective in resolving complaintsm@ared to 2014, we note that the total number
of complaints received by IDA has decreased in 204Significant portion of the complaints are

related to fibre broadband services, due to sepiceisioning issues. We believe that the number

2 Statistics on Consumer Complaints/Feedback reddiydDA in 2015.
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of complaints will reduce when the fibre broadbaedvice provisioning issues are ironed out, and
consumer education is enhanced to minimise disputes

17. However, should the ADR scheme be established egpgesst that adequate safeguards be
put in place to prevent abuse of the scheme byuroess in raising frivolous complaints. Such
safeguards should include a framework for assessingplaints that can be raised under the ADR
scheme, the responsibilities for bearing the cos$tsesolution and penalties for abuse of the
scheme.

PART IV: ENHANCEMENTS TO STRENGTHEN OVERSIGHT OF TH E
TELECOMMUNICATION INDUSTRY

18. MCI has proposed several administrative amendméntthe TA to strengthen the
regulatory oversight of the telecommunication indusrhese include, amongst others, to provide
IDA’s powers to impose conditions for approval &Q and Board Appointments.

19.  Currently, IDA’s written approval is required forHEO and Board Appointments. Such

appointments are also approved and held accourtglitee Board and shareholders respectively.
We would request that MCI clarify further the reasaand circumstances whereby IDA may
impose certain conditions on CEO and Board Appoamits, as well as the scope of the conditions.

PART V: AMENDMENTS TO PROVIDE GREATER CLARITY TO SE LECTED
PROVISIONS OF THE TELECOMMUNICATION ACT

20. IDA has proposed several amendments to provideegrekarity to the TA. These include,
amongst others, to provide IDA’s powers to autredasllection / use / disclosure of personal data.
For better clarity, we would request that MCI diathe circumstances whereby IDA would require
telecommunication licensees to collect / use /ldsscpersonal data, without subscribers’ consent.
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