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INTRODUCTION

Economic Growth 
and 

Competitiveness

Improved 
Education Access 

and Quality

Better Healthcare 
Delivery

Together, they promote smart, connected, 

and compliant telecommunication 

development across the country

Pre- During and Post-

GPP-I: Guidelines for the Planning of Communication Infrastructure



Despite federal-level 
approval, the 
implementation of the 
GPP-I and the UBBL 
Amendment 2021 faces 
challenges at the state 
and local levels

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Gaps between policy 
intent and on-the-

ground execution of 
infrastructure

Delays in 
state-level 

gazettement

Limited 
enforcement

Inconsistent 
adoption by 

local 
authorities



AIM
To enhance the development of communication infrastructure via examining the 

gaps between policy intent (GPP-I) and on-the-ground execution by the key 
stakeholders (state authority, local authority and network service provider) 

OBJECTIVE 1

To understand the roles 
that state authority, local 

authority and network 
service provider play in the 
process of communication 

infrastructure 
development

OBJECTIVE 2

To explore the challenges 
that state authority, local 

authority and network 
service provider face in 

implementing GPP-I

OBJECTIVE 3

To recommend 
prioritization of successful 

factors facilitating the 
implementation of GPP-I

AIM & OBJECTIVES

Note: Exemption of UBBL Amendment 2021 



Research Design
• Exploratory and qualitative 

approach 

Sampling
• Targeted population

• State authority
• Local authority
• Network service provider

• Following qualitative sampling 
method, the respondents were 
interviewed until data saturation is 
achieved

Data collection

• The data were collected through various 
qualitative method:
• focus group discussion
• individual interview
• written answers 
• voice recordings
(depending on the comfortability and request 
by the respondents)

Data analysis

Step 1: Digital 
transcription

Step 2: Content analysis 
and independent 

exploratory constant 
comparison analysis to 
identify major themes

Step 3: 
Recommendation

METHODOLOGY



Data for this study was 
collected through multiple 
platforms 
(July 2024 - October 2024)

A total of 16 respondents 
participated, with some 
requested anonymity

1 S
4 LA

1 S
4 LA

1 LA

3 LA

Network provider (1)
Extreme Broadband 

Sdn Bhd

Others (1)
Board Member of

Lembaga Arkitek Malaysia

FINDINGS
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Findings: RO1

Acknowledge, endorse and instruct the 
implementation of plans, policies and 

guidelines produced at the federal level are 
done at the local level, while considering 

regional priorities and specific local conditions
Federal 

State

Local

Facilitating public consultations, mediation and 
addressing community concerns 

State Structure Plan: Overseeing land use and 
zoning impacting the siting of 

telecommunication infrastructure e.g. towers, 
base stations, and fiber optic networks
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Findings: RO1

Local Plan – land zoning and current land use

Coordinate the submission and approval process for communication 
infrastructure - ensuring compliance with local zoning laws, building 

regulations, guidelines and standards (OSC, LPA)

Site inspections once construction begins to check infrastructure 
comply with the approved plans and conditions. This is where the G20 

form is signed by  PSP and endorsed by LA
*Form G20 (Telecommunications) check and sign by a qualified person

Serve as the point of contact and mediator for any community 
concerns or objections related to the communication infrastructure 

projects
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Findings: RO1

Compliance with planning and technical requirements to decide 
project feasibility

Compliance with planning and technical requirements, submission and 
obtain the necessary approvals and permits before developing 

infrastructure, address any concerns raised by LAs or other technical 
agencies

Get endorsement of Certificate of Completion and Compliance (CCC) 
from LA via PSP, ensuring the compliance of safety and technical 

standards



Findings: RO2
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I-NP1: Opposition from landlords and local 
communities

I-NP2: Failure of contractors to adhere to the 
approved deployment plans causing project 

delay and cost implications

I-SG2: Prioritisation of Guidelines and Acts 
endorsement at the State and Local Level

I-SG1: End users of policy documents are not 
fully aware of its varying objectives and 

usage

I-LA3: The definition of the term 
“telecommunication” has too broad a 

meaning

I-LA2: PSP has more “power” over LA in 
terms of CCC approval

I-LA1: Comments from MCMC as a technical 
committee during the Planning Permission 
process is not as detailed until the point it 

can guide LA to help monitor the conditions 
outlined in GPP-I

CHALLENGES



Findings: RO2
State Government

• Issue 1: End users of policy documents are not fully aware of its varying objectives 
and usage

• In Malaysia, both the federal and state levels have the power to establish policies and 
guidelines deemed necessary based on the nation’s developmental needs

• The allowance to use different guidelines is a direct consequence of Malaysia's 
decentralized planning system where each state in Malaysia is empowered to enact its 
own guidelines tailored to local conditions

• The problem can arise when the end users are not fully aware and are not fully exposed 
to the difference and usage between multiple documents

•  Coexistence of two communication planning-related guidelines are as follows;

• GPP-I by MCMC: a federal-level guideline which serves as a reference document for 
the deployment of communication infrastructure at the planning stage

• Garis Panduan Perancangan Menara dan Struktur Sistem Pemancar Komunikasi di 
Negeri Selangor 2019 by PLANMalaysia Selangor: a state-level guideline specific to 
Selangor, which aims to regulate the placement of communication infrastructure, 
specifically tower structures within the state at the implementation stage



Findings: RO2
State Government

• Issue 2: Prioritisation of Guidelines and Acts endorsement at the State and Local Levels

• Some state governments might think that certain guidelines are not seen as a priority for endorsement 
and for use

• There are often gaps in communication and understanding between federal and state agencies. Federal 
agencies, such as MCMC, may draft policies based on broad national objectives, but these documents 
may lack the necessary detail or relevance to convince state-level decision-makers of their importance

• Without this relevance, state governments may be slow to prioritize the discussion of these guidelines. 
The document’s presentation may also fail to convey the urgency or significance of the issue, which can 
further undermine its perceived importance

• The state-level response, in this case, might be shaped by the perception that telecommunications 
infrastructure—while crucial—is not an immediate concern compared to other local issues such as 
urban development, housing, or transportation. Furthermore, if a state has more pressing issues or a 
different approach to regulating telecommunications infrastructure, they may view the MCMC's 
guidelines as an unnecessary imposition or duplication of existing policies. This leads to delays or 
reluctance in taking the document to higher management levels for endorsement.



Findings: RO2
Local Authority

• Generally speaking, the LA does exercise the 
requirements of GPP-I. However..

• Issue 1: Comments from MCMC as a technical 
committee during the Planning Permission 
process is not as detailed until the point it can 
guide local authorities to help monitor the 
conditions outlined in the guideline (GPP-I)

• MCMC is one of the “technical departments” 
and has the authority to give appropriate 
commentaries in the paperwork of planning 
approval application forwarded by the LA. The 
specific comments given by MCMC during this 
stage will be treated as a condition for the 
applicant to follow accordingly. Failure of the 
applicant to abide by the commentaries will 
cause failure in obtaining the approval and 
gaining development order altogether

Commentaries from MCMC courtesy from a local authority



Findings: RO2

Commentaries from MCMC courtesy from a local authority

• LA via OSC serves as a center to receive and disseminate 
information/ documents

• Their scope of work (and capacity) bounds them to halt at 
documents checking written at the commentaries section of each 
Planning Permission application

• Hence, when MCMC’s commentaries during the Planning Permission 
application is general, the LAs document checking will also be general

• They do not have the capacity to go into detail and check the 
Guideline of each technical committee to assess whether the 
conditions stated by each technical committee has been met

• For context, each application has about 21 technicalities to assess, 
depending on the characteristics of the site. This highlights the scope 
of work required by each technical committee to contribute and state 
their conditions as specific as possible, tailored to the site/ 
application in question



Findings: RO2
Local Authority

• Issue 2: PSP has more “power” over LA in terms of CCC approval

• The Principal Submitting Person (PSP) can only issue CCC when all the building components are fully certified 
by the various parties. The process for acquiring certification for each building component is carried out 
progressively as and when the particular component is completed at the site. As such, the issuance of the CCC 
is well within the control of the PSP

• Furthermore, the issuing period will be more assured since the involvement of the LA in the CCC issuing 
process is minimal, as the power of the PSP is more here; however, the role of check and balance assumed by 
the LA remains 

• Hence, the approval of the Form G20 depends entirely on the integrity, understanding and interpretation of 
the PSP on the word “telecommunication”. Also, this opens up flexibility for the applicant, e.g. developer or 
individual to pick and choose whichever telecommunication infrastructure that he/ she wants to provide or 
built

• It is understood that where GPP-I is concerned, it is being utilised as a guideline for planning stage of the 
telecommunication infrastructure. On the other hand, the UBBL (Amendment 2021), form G20 and form CCC 
are utilised after the construction of the telecommunication infrastructure in question. 

• MCMC’s involvement in the pre-construction stage of communications infrastructure development is lower 
than post-construction stage has become an issue



Findings: RO2

Commentaries from Time and TM courtesy of a local 
authority



Findings: RO2
Local Authority

• Issue 3: The definition of the term 
“telecommunication” has too broad a 
meaning

• The word encompass a lot of things

• There may be a lack of standardization due to 
the lack of specific requirement of the type 
and conditions of the telecommunication 
infrastructure needed by different sites with 
different characteristics

• When the word “communications” and 
“telecommunication” both have broad 
definitions, it gives flexibility and room to the 
applicant and its hired PSP to approve the 
CCC form and accept Form G20 as long as it 
has achieved the minimum requirement. It 
also disables LA to exercise any legal actions 
towards the applicant and the PSP



Findings: RO2

Network Service/ Facilities Provider

• Issue 1: Failure of contractors to adhere to the 
approved deployment plans causing project 
delay and cost implications

• This lack of adherence can lead to 
complications when authorities conduct site 
inspections or when the project reaches the 
CCC stage

• Issue 2: Opposition from landlords and local 
communities
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R-SG2: Improve cooperation and facilitate 
smoother policy adoption

R-SG1: Increasing end users’ awareness and 
usage towards guidelines with similar 

objectives

R-LA1: Strengthening LAs' capacity and 
manpower for effective infrastructure 

development

R-SG3: Enhancing the role and capacity as a 
technical committee in the planning 

permission stage

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations: RO3

R-LA2: Defining Telecommunication 
Infrastructure More Specifically to Ensure 

Clearer Oversight and Compliance



Recommendations: RO3

Recommendation 1

Increasing end users’ awareness and 
usage towards guidelines with 

similar objectives

Constant structured 
dialogues and 
collaborations between 
the related agencies with 
the end users

To establish 
regular 
consultation 
sessions with key 
stakeholders



Recommendations: RO3

Recommendation 2

Improve Cooperation and Facilitate 
Smoother Policy Adoption

Tailored approach in framing the 
guidelines by producing state-

specific documents or summaries 
that highlight how the guidelines 

will address local challenges

Framing the guidelines as 
a tool for enhancing local 
governance rather than 
an impositionEngage state 

governments early 
in the policy 

formulation process



Recommendations: RO3

Recommendation 3

Enhancing the Role and Capacity as a 
Technical Committee in the Planning 

Permission Stage

Enhance role as a technical 
committee by creating a 

structured, site-specific checklist 
or template that it can use to 

provide more detailed feedback

Invest in capacity-building 
initiatives



Recommendations: RO3

Recommendation 4

Strengthening Local Authorities' Capacity 
and Manpower for Effective 
Infrastructure Development

Strategic allocation of manpower 
distribution and increase number 

of personnel in LA

Targeted capacity-
building initiatives 



Recommendations: RO3

Recommendation 5

Defining Telecommunication 
Infrastructure More Specifically to 

Ensure Clearer Oversight and 
Compliance

Establish a more 
precise and 

comprehensive 
definition of 

telecommunication 
infrastructure within 

the regulatory 
framework



This research is significant in the sense that 
it uncovers bottlenecks, such as resource 
shortages, or gaps in training and capacity 
building

It also highlights the need for organizations/ 
agencies to have a higher level of 
communication with each other

The findings help to create a more coherent 
and effective policy environment that 
accelerates the deployment of 
communication infrastructure

CONCLUSION


	Slide 1: An Investigation on the Roles and Challenges of State and Local Authority in Facilitating the Implementation of GPP-I and Gazettement of UBBL Amendment 2021
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7: Findings: RO1
	Slide 8: Findings: RO1
	Slide 9: Findings: RO1
	Slide 10: Findings: RO2
	Slide 11: Findings: RO2
	Slide 12: Findings: RO2
	Slide 13: Findings: RO2
	Slide 14: Findings: RO2
	Slide 15: Findings: RO2
	Slide 16: Findings: RO2
	Slide 17: Findings: RO2
	Slide 18: Findings: RO2
	Slide 19: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 20: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 21: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 22: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 23: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 24: Recommendations: RO3
	Slide 25

