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1 Introduction 
 
The Malaysian Aviation Commission (MAVCOM) was established in March 2016 as an 
independent economic regulator to the civil aviation industry in Malaysia. This role 
includes the regulation of aviation charges and Quality of Service (QoS) at the country’s 
commercial airports.  
 
In Malaysia, Malaysia Airports Holdings Berhad (MAHB) operates 39 airports whilst Senai 
Airport Terminal Services Sdn. Bhd. operates the Senai International Airport. 
 
On 31 October 2016, MAVCOM announced a revision to the Passenger Service Charge 
(PSC) and its intention to develop a framework to improve airport service levels. 
 
To facilitate this, MAVCOM undertook consultation exercises with stakeholders, including 
all principal airlines and airport operators, in late 2016, with a follow-up in April 2017. 
MAVCOM also reviewed performance data provided and conducted a benchmarking 
exercise to review the elements included in other QoS schemes in place at a number of 
regulated airports around the world.  
 
Based on these exercises, MAVCOM has developed proposals for a QoS regime for the 
Malaysian airports, which are set out in this document (and also summarised in a 
presentation shown to stakeholders). As it is unlikely to be practical to roll out the scheme 
to all airports at once, it is intended that the initial roll out will be to KLIA and klia2, then 
to the medium-sized airports and, finally, to the smaller airports. 
 
We invite your comments on these proposals. Stakeholder comments will be 
considered in the development of the final form of the QoS scheme, which is intended to 
commence in 2018. 
 
The remainder of this document is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2 summarises stakeholder comments received to date; 
 Chapter 3 sets out comparisons with QoS regimes at regulated airports worldwide; 
 Chapter 4 sets out our proposals for the QoS scheme; and 
 Chapter 5 requests your comments on the proposed scheme. 

 
MAVCOM is assisted by its advisers, Steer Davies Gleave in the development of this 
framework.  
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2 Stakeholder Comments 

2.1 Introduction 
The quality of service at an airport impacts, and is influenced by, multiple stakeholders 
involved in operations at the airport. These include the airport operator, airlines, ground 
handlers, security, immigration and customs officials. MAVCOM has undertaken a series 
of consultation exercises with relevant stakeholders, as described below. The 
consultations took the form of face-to-face discussions, requests for formal submissions 
with stakeholder comments and requests for relevant data on performance. 

This chapter provides a summary of the feedback received from various stakeholders.  

2.2 Consultation exercises 
MAVCOM undertook three consultation exercises: 

 Initial consultation in November and December 2016;  
 Follow up consultation seeking written feedback in December 2016; and 
 Further consultation in April 2017. 

The stakeholders consulted during these exercises are shown in the table below. 

Table 2.1 Stakeholders consulted 

Airlines Airline associations Ground Handlers Airport Operators 

Malaysia Airlines 

MASwings 

Firefly 

KLIA Airport Operators 
Committee (AOC) 

Aerodarat Services 
(ADS) 

Malaysia Airports 
Holdings Berhad 
(MAHB) 

Air Asia Board of Airline 
Representatives (BAR) 

POS Aviation Senai Airport Terminal 
Services Sdn. Bhd. 
(SATS) 

Malindo Air Association of Asia 
Pacific Airlines (AAPA) 

  

 International Air 
Transport Association 
(IATA) 

  

The first consultation exercise sought comments from the stakeholders on a variety of 
issues including views on the importance of service quality measures proposed, views on 
financial incentives, as well as issues faced by the stakeholders in their day-to-day 
activities.  
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As a follow-up to this exercise, papers were issued to stakeholders setting out a list of 
pre-defined performance issues identified in the first exercise and asking for comments, 
including how these should be measured and ranked. The papers also requested 
comments on financial mechanisms to incentivise improved performance. 

A second consultation in April 2017 followed up in a series of interviews on the concerns 
raised by stakeholders. These focused on understanding the concerns in more detail, as 
well as understanding the data available for measuring quality of service at the different 
airports in Malaysia. A set of data requests were then issued to which stakeholders 
responded. 

2.3 Stakeholder concerns and priorities 
This section sets out the concerns on quality of service at airports raised by stakeholders 
and summarises their priorities. 

Concerns raised by stakeholders 
Several concerns were raised during the consultation exercises. These included a focus 
on the following issues relating to quality of service: 

 Airport terminal capacity 
 Airport ambience and comfort for passengers 
 Congestions 
 Wayfinding and signage  
 Queue management 
 Reliability of infrastructure 
 Staff facilities 
 Health and safety related issues 
 Technology adoption 

Based on stakeholder discussions and the data provided by both the airport and airport 
users (airlines, ground handlers and their representative associations), these concerns 
have been translated into a few priority areas, covering all parts of the passenger 
experience on both departure and arrival, as illustrated in the diagram below. This also 
distinguishes which processes are solely the responsibility of the airport operator and 
which are the joint responsibility of the airport operator and other organisations (principally 
airlines, immigration and customs). 

In addition to passengers’ experience, some of the concerns expressed related to issues 
encountered in “ramp” areas (e.g. on the apron or within baggage handling facilities). 
These are also reflected on the diagram (in the Aerobridge/Ramp box). 
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Figure 2.1 Quality of service issues identified along the passenger flow 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis 
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3 International Benchmark Comparisons 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents a review of Quality of Service (QoS) regimes across the world used 
as benchmarks in the design of the proposed QoS scheme. The review covered seven 
countries and its respective airports. 

Table 3.1 Quality of Service regimes reviewed for benchmark comparisons 

Country Airports 

Australia Sydney / Melbourne / Perth / Brisbane 

Brazil Brasilia 

France Paris Charles de Gaulle / Paris Orly 

India Delhi / Mumbai 

Ireland Dublin 

Portugal Lisbon / Porto / Faro / Madeira / Ponta Delgada 

United Kingdom London Heathrow / London Gatwick 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis 

Several countries apply a standard regime across a range of airports, including Australia 
and Brazil. Portugal applies some variations by airports that have QoS schemes, with 
Lisbon forming the base case for the benchmark study. Paris Charles de Gaulle and Paris 
Orly operate under the same QoS regime, with a similar case in India between the airports 
of Delhi and Mumbai. The regimes at the two London airports have diverged in the latest 
regulatory period and now have some important differences in their design. 

We were unable to find any published information on similar regimes in the ASEAN 
region. 

3.2 Types of service quality measures included 
Quality of service monitoring can be grouped into subjective and objective measures. 
Subjective measures are used to assess the airport’s performance based on the opinions 
of airport users (passengers, and occasionally also airlines) through satisfaction surveys. 
Airports Council International (ACI) developed a standardised Airport Service Quality 
(ASQ) survey which is used at many major airports, but a local variant is sometimes used 
as an alternative. Objective performance measures are based on observed 
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measurements such as security queuing times, baggage belt availability and runway 
congestion.  

Subjective indicators 
Subjective measures are generally concerned with determining passengers’ satisfaction 
throughout different parts of their airport experience. This is predominantly done through 
airport surveys which follow a specific methodology to capture different passenger 
profiles. The main indicators that passengers are asked to score (1 – 5) are summarised 
in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 Subjective indicators and threshold ranges 

Subjective Indicators 

Airport satisfaction - Overall / Departure / Arrival / Transit 

Courtesy of airport staff 

Cleanliness / ambiance of the airport terminal 

Cleanliness / availability of washroom / toilet facilities 

Wayfinding & Information 

Internet / Wi-fi availability` 

Airport Comfort including seating availability – Waiting areas / Lounges / Gates 

Availability & Satisfaction with miscellaneous airport facilities – Baggage Trolleys / Shops / Restaurants 
/ Banking / Transport links / Car Parking / Airport surface access 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 

Objective indicators 
Objective measures determine the performance of the airport on key indicators that are 
measured unbiased out of a 100% standard. These measures cover passenger related 
and airfield metrics grouped into three main categories a) queues and waiting times b) 
equipment and infrastructure availability and c) other measures. 

The table below summarises the main types of objective indicators used in the different 
schemes reviewed, together with the threshold ranges for targets used. 
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Table 3.3 Objective indicators and threshold ranges 

Objective Indicators Threshold Range 

Queues & Waiting times 

Security queues 90% - 95% < 5 minutes 

95% - 99% < 10 minutes 

100% < 30mins 

Baggage waiting times 10mins – 30mins / First Bag 

15mins – 25mins / Last Bag 

Equipment and Infrastructure Availability 

Passenger sensitive equipment (e.g. lifts, escalators, 
travellators) 

96% - 99% 

Aircraft stands 95% – 99% 

Jet bridges 90% - 99% 

Fixed electrical ground power 99% 

Pre-conditioned air 98% - 99% 

Baggage system availability 98% - 99.5% 

Transit systems / Shuttles / Trains 99% / One system 

97% / Complete system 

Other Measures 

Aerodrome congestion < 4 aircraft movements lost or 
deferred per day (airport’s 
responsibility) 

Car Parking 95% < 5 minutes’ wait 

Taxis 95% < 5 minutes’ wait 

Cargo Imports/exports processing < 24 
hours 

Complaint handling Response within 2 working days 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 
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3.3 Other features of QoS schemes  
The schemes vary in terms of the number of service quality indicators included, the level 
and distribution of financial penalties for each service quality measure, and the payment 
mechanisms. These are described below. 

Number of service quality indicators used 
Dublin Airport Authority (DAA) is subject to 12 quality of service targets mainly focused 
on passenger services and satisfaction. Airfield operational metrics, such as stand and 
airbridge availability are not part of Dublin Airport’s QoS regime. Brazilian airports have 
30 indicators, covering passenger and airfield operation metrics combining both objective 
and subjective indicators. Not all indicators at Brazilian airports carry financial risks and 
opportunities, with over 10 measures solely indicating a standard to be achieved with no 
associated liabilities. In some cases, bonuses are also payable if certain QoS indicators 
perform above a higher threshold level. Table 3.4 illustrates a summary of selected 
airports and the total indicators considered in the respective QoS obligations. 

Table 3.4 Quality of service indicators – selected list of airports  

Quality of 
Service 
Indicators 

London 
Heathrow 

Dublin London 
Gatwick 

Lisbon Paris 
Charles 

de 
Gaulle 

Sydney Brasilia Delhi 

Total 
Indicators 

20 12 21 25 15 34 30 22 

Penalty 
Indicators 

20 12 21 18 10 - 17 2 

Bonus 
Indicators 

4 - - - 3 - 11 - 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 

Financial penalties 
All quality of service regimes researched, apart from Australia, contain financial penalties 
for not achieving specific targets. The revenue at risk for operators varies across the 
different airports, from a cap of as little as 0.52% at the Parisian airports, up to 7.5% in 
Portugal and Brazil. Australia was the only country where the airport regulator does not 
apply any punitive measures on the QoS indicators, where the thresholds merely 
represent best practice guidance. Additionally, some countries, such as Portugal, also 
include peak and off-peak weighting on some quality of service indicators.  
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Incentives in the form of bonus payments are available for some airports and represent 
specific areas where the airport operator is rewarded for exceeding predefined thresholds 
of performance. The maximum financial opportunity in exceeding targets is significantly 
lower than the risk of revenue loss for not meeting quality standards. 

The chart below provides a summary of the revenue at risk and bonuses available at eight 
regulated airports from the countries reviewed. 

Figure 3.1 Quality of service indicators – maximum financial risk and opportunity 

 
Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 

Different regimes adopt a different split between the various types of quality of service 
measures. The chart below demonstrates how each of the above schemes are split 
between the following categories (except Sydney, where no revenue is at risk): 

 Passenger satisfaction with facilities in the terminal, generally measured through a survey; 
 Queuing metrics, generally focusing on departing passenger security screening, though 

also on transfer passengers and in some cases also on staff security search; 
 Equipment availability, often split between “passenger-sensitive equipment” (such as lifts, 

escalators, walkalators and TTS equipment) and “airline-sensitive equipment” (such as 
aerobridges and associated facilities such as docking guidance, fixed ground power and 
pre-conditioned air); and 

 Other measures, including aerodrome congestion, car parking, public transport and taxi 
availability. 
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Figure 3.2 Split of revenue at risk by category 

 
Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 

Payment mechanisms 
The structure of penalty and bonus payments generally take the form of either rebates in 
specified time-periods (e.g. within one-month after the quality of service indicators have 
been measured) or form part of the airport charges review process for upcoming periods 
(e.g. a discount or bonus on airport charge the following year).  

Payment periods can vary extensively, with some airports such as London Heathrow 
issuing Quality of Service reports each month and rebating any penalties to the affected 
airlines within the following month. Portuguese airports, however, rebate affected airlines 
in a single annual payment, but need to share QoS performance measures each quarter. 
In either case, rebates are calculated pro-rata on the fees paid by individual airlines. The 
price cap adjustment on airport charges is a method used by, for example, the Parisian 
airports, whereby any QoS penalties are calculated and considered when setting airport 
charges for future years. 

Bonus performance incentives are exclusively built into future airport charges should the 
quality of service scheme allow for any such opportunity. Bonuses are calculated on a 
monthly, quarterly or yearly basis and are then applied as an additional factor when 
setting the airport fees for upcoming years. Table 3.5 summarises the payment structure 
for penalties and bonuses in eight selected airports. 
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Table 3.5 Quality of Service – Penalty and Bonus Payments 

Quality of 
Service 
Payments 

London 
Heathrow 

Dublin London 
Gatwick 

Lisbon Paris 
Charles 
de 
Gaulle 

Sydney Brasilia Delhi 

Rebate 
Frequency 

Monthly Quarterly Quarterly Annually Airport 
Charges 

- Airport 
Charges 

Monthly 

Bonus Airport 
Charges 

- - - Airport 
Charges 

- Airport 
Charges 

- 

Rebate 
Payment 
structure 

Pro-rata of 
fees paid 
by airline 

Pro-rata 
of fees 
paid by 
airline 

Pro-rata 
of fees 
paid by 
airline 

Pro-rata 
of fees 
paid by 
airline 

- - - Penalty 
paid to 
Airport 
Authority 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis of international comparators 
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4 Proposed Quality of Service Regime 

4.1 Introduction 
This chapter sets out our proposals for the QoS regime to be implemented at Malaysian 
airports. It takes account of the information reviewed in earlier chapters, including the 
stakeholder consultation, data provided and a review of the elements of QoS 
implemented at other regulated airports around the world. 

In the sections below, we consider the purpose and scope of airport QoS schemes, the 
overall level of revenue which should be at risk, our approach to prioritising the different 
elements to include in the scheme and the different tools available for measuring the 
various aspects of QoS. We set out the elements we consider should be included together 
with the associated measurement mechanisms, targets and revenues at risk. 

We also consider how the scheme might vary between different airports (with smaller 
airports in general being subject to a simpler and cut-down version of the scheme 
proposed for the larger airports and especially KUL).  

We set out how payments should be made, the potential use of bonuses and what should 
be published. We also set out suggestions for how the scheme might be introduced and 
ramped up over time. 

Finally, we summarise the scheme in a set of tables for each category of airport. 

4.2 Purpose and scope of airport QoS schemes 
This section sets out MAVCOM’s view of the purpose and scope of the airport QoS 
scheme as background for the suggested elements of the scheme. The actual proposals 
for the scheme are set out in subsequent sections. 

Purpose of QoS schemes 
Airport QoS regimes generally form part of the economic regulation of airports. Such 
regulation is put in place where airports are considered to have significant market power, 
and therefore not effectively constrained by competition.  

Scope of QoS schemes 
The objective of a QoS scheme is for airlines to be able to operate efficiently at the airport 
and for passengers to have as convenient and comfortable an experience as possible. 

We have summarised the various elements within a service quality regime in the diagram 
below. This considers the different drivers of quality of service at airports - the size and 
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quality of airport facilities and the operational procedures of the airport, airlines/ground 
handlers and immigration/customs - and their impact on service levels. 

Figure 4.1 Schematic of possible elements of service quality in QoS regimes 

Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis. Dotted green line indicates elements typically included in QoS schemes. Dotted 
orange line indicates elements potentially, but less frequently, included in QoS schemes. 

As airport QoS schemes are not designed to force airport operators and investors to make 
major capital investments, it is not appropriate to include the incentivisation of capacity 
enhancements within a QoS regime. The capacity of the airport (terminal and airfield, 
shown in the top left box on the diagram) is therefore excluded from the proposed scheme 
and hence is shown as outside the dotted green and orange lines in the diagram above. 

Core elements of the QoS regime (outlined by the green dotted line in Figure 4.1) include 
those parts of the passenger experience (and supporting facilities provided to airlines and 
staff) for which the airport is directly responsible. These include, in particular: 

 Passengers’ level of comfort and access to facilities such as clean toilets, Wi-Fi, food and 
beverage outlets and other retail facilities; 

 Airline-oriented facilities such as aerobridges, which are vital for airlines to provide a 
punctual and efficient service; 

 Security checks; and 
 Equipment and processes affecting passengers’ flow through the facility, such as lifts, 

escalators, walkalators, track-transit systems, as well as wayfinding/signage. 
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Other elements which could also be included are outlined by the orange dotted line in 
Figure 4.1). These either involve joint responsibility with other organisations or are less 
frequently included in the regulatory framework. These include: 

 Check-in, outbound baggage delivery and baggage reclaim facilities;  
 Immigration and customs checks (whether inbound and outbound); and 
 Facilities for airport staff (such as Wi-Fi and washrooms in ramp areas). 

Where such areas of joint responsibility with other organisations (such as immigration, 
customs or airlines) are included in QoS schemes, financial penalties are not typically 
imposed on the airport operator, but the performance results may be published. 

4.3 Selection and weighting of QoS scheme elements 
The QoS scheme needs to be tailored to the particular circumstances of Malaysia. It 
needs to take account of the most pressing concerns relating to airport service 
performance as expressed by stakeholders, as well as general public perceptions and 
national policy objectives. There is also a need to consider practical issues such as the 
tools available for measuring the relevant aspects of service quality and the associated 
financial costs and potential difficulties for implementation. 

Approach to determining weightings 
The relative weightings for each element within the scheme, in terms of the level of 
“revenue at risk” for that element, need to take into account both the importance of the 
issue and the level of incentive required to ensure improvements are implemented. 

The diagram below indicates the drivers which were considered in determining which 
elements are to be included in the proposed scheme and their relative weight within the 
scheme. These take into account the stakeholder concerns identified in Chapter 2, but 
also national policy objectives and public perceptions of service quality (which any QoS 
scheme would need to address). 
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Figure 4.2 Drivers of QoS service quality elements and weightings 

 

Each element included within the scheme has been allocated a weight (in terms of 
revenue at risk) using the following approach: 

 Based on the considerations of national policy objectives, public perceptions and 
stakeholder concerns, a “priority” score (on a scale of 1 to 5) was allocated to each service 
element, with emphasis on elements generally of priority to both passengers and airlines; 

 The likely level of cost involved in improving service quality performance for the service 
element was assessed on a scale of 1 (low cost) to 3 (high cost); 

 These scores were combined to derive a “relative weight” for each service quality element; 
and 

 The relative weights were combined with the overall level of revenue at risk (5%) to derive 
the levels of revenue at risk for each individual service quality element in the scheme. 

The percentages of revenue at risk based on this approach, split into four broad 
categories relating to those in Figure 4.1 above, are shown on the chart below. The 
individual revenue elements are rounded to two decimal points of percentages, so the 
overall total does not add exactly to 5%.  
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Figure 4.3 Shares of revenue at risk by service quality category 

 

 

The revenues at risk for individual service quality elements are shown in the summary 
tables (Table 4.2 to Table 4.4). For those service quality elements which are a joint 
responsibility with other organisations, no revenue is put at risk, but the performance 
results could be published. 

Proposed service quality elements in the scheme 
We have determined the elements to include within the scheme based on consideration 
of the analysis framework described above. These are set out in the table below. For 
each element of the scheme, we have specified: 

 The measurement mechanism proposed for assessing the level of performance; and 
 The category of airport we consider the element should apply. 

Depending on the particular element in the scheme, we propose one of the following 
different types of measurement for the level of service: 

 Passenger survey, initially based on the existing surveys currently being undertaken at 
certain airports by the airport operators, later moving to a more robust survey to be 
developed by MAVCOM; 

 Independent inspections, undertaken by independent contractors approved by MAVCOM 
with a right of unannounced visits to the airports in question and based on performance 
criteria specified by MAVCOM; 
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 Queuing measures, to be undertaken using automated systems based on new hardware 
and software to be installed at the relevant airports; and  

 Measures of equipment availability and performance, based on existing measures 
currently in place (at least at KLIA), but subject to enhancement and validation by 
MAVCOM. 

Because the elements to include, and in some cases the type of service quality 
measurement proposed, depend on the size and nature of facilities, airports are classified 
based on size, distinguishing: 

 Kuala Lumpur (KUL, each of KLIA and klia2, to be measured separately); 
 Medium-sized airports (to be defined); and 
 Small airports. 

The table below shows the proposed elements of the scheme. 

Table 4.1 Proposed service quality elements in QoS scheme 

Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality element Measurement mechanism(s) 

Passenger 
comfort and 
facilities 

Overall satisfaction with airport Passenger survey 

Cleanliness of the terminal Passenger survey 

Ambiance of the terminal Passenger survey 

Cleanliness of the washrooms Passenger survey, independent inspection 

Availability of the washrooms Passenger survey, independent inspection 

Flight information displays Passenger survey 

Wayfinding Passenger survey 

Availability of wi-fi Passenger survey 

Facilities for 
airlines and staff 

Aerobridges and associated 
equipment 

Equipment availability, operator availability, 
independent inspection 

Staff wi-fi Independent inspection 

Staff washrooms Independent inspection 

Queues and 
waiting time 

Queuing time for passenger security 
screening on departure 

Automated queue time assessment 

Passenger survey 

Queuing time for check-in Automated queue time assessment 

Passenger survey 

Queuing time for outbound 
immigration 

Automated queue time assessment 

Queuing time for outbound customs Automated queue time assessment 
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Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality element Measurement mechanism(s) 

Queuing time for inbound 
immigration  

Automated queue time assessment 

Queuing time for inbound customs Automated queue time assessment 

Kerbside congestion Automated queue time assessment, 
Passenger survey 

Passenger and 
baggage flows 

Aerotrain TTS Equipment availability 

Lifts, escalators, walkalators Equipment availability 

Outbound baggage Equipment availability, short-shipped bags 

Baggage retrieval – time to first bag Baggage handling system / manual timings 

Passenger survey 

Baggage retrieval – time to last bag Baggage handling system / manual timings 

Passenger survey 

 

Mapping of service quality elements onto the passenger flow 
To illustrate how the proposed measures cover the passenger experience, we have 
mapped the proposed elements of the scheme to the passenger journey through the 
airport, using KLIA as the example, in the diagram below. The diagram distinguishes 
between those elements which are the airport operator’s sole responsibility and those 
which are a joint responsibility with other organisations (principally airlines, immigration 
and customs). 
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Figure 4.4 QoS measures on the departing and arriving passenger flows 

 

 
Source: MAVCOM, Steer Davies Gleave analysis 

Service level targets 
We have set out proposed service level targets for each element included in the scheme. 
These vary depending both on the mechanism used to measure the particular element 
and on the current level of service quality achieved (where measured). Targets have been 
designed to be challenging, but achievable in the light of existing performance. 

Passenger surveys at airports in Malaysia (and generally worldwide) are scored on a 
range of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good). This applies to both the ASQ and in-house surveys 
undertaken. In general, scores at many Malaysian airports are quite high (over 4.0 on 
average), despite evidence of poor performance in relation to important issues such as 
toilet cleanliness.  

For elements of the scheme measured by passenger survey and where revenue is at risk 
(because that element is the sole responsibility of the airport operator), the proposed 
targets are set to the (passenger-weighted) average achieved in 2016, adjusted as 

Sole airport operator responsibility Joint responsibility with airlines / immigration / customs
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necessary to take account of the perceived importance of the element in question. For 
other elements measured by survey, an overall global target has been adopted. 

As noted above, it is intended that the scheme would initially be launched using the 
existing passenger surveys (where these are in place), but that subsequently bespoke 
surveys would be introduced using a more robust methodology. The targets may need to 
be re-calibrated when the new surveys become the basis of performance measurement. 

For queuing times, we propose to adopt the national standard that no-one should spend 
more than 10 minutes in a queue for any particular process, including check-in, outbound 
or inbound immigration and customs or security search. 

For airport equipment availability measures, we propose largely to adopt the internal 
standards currently in use by MAHB at both KLIA terminals. Additional service level 
standards, for example in relation to short-shipped bags, have been determined taking 
account of current performance. Additional measures have also been introduced where 
appropriate (for example, the availability of an operator for aerobridges as well as of the 
equipment itself). 

For measures for which we have proposed independent inspection, either as the sole 
measure (e.g. water-resistance of aerobridges) or to complement passenger survey data 
(e.g. passenger toilet cleanliness), MAVCOM will determine an acceptable level of service 
and the inspection will determine whether the relevant facility complies with this (“pass”) 
or not (“fail”). 

4.4 Revenue at risk, bonuses and publication of results 
The overall effect of a QoS scheme in terms of incentivising improvements in service 
performance depends, in particular, on three factors: 

 The level of revenue at risk for the airport operator; 
 Any bonuses paid for high levels of service quality performance; and 
 The extent to which the level of performance achieved is made public. 

MAVCOM’s proposals for these are set out below in this section.  

Overall revenue at risk 
A key parameter of the scheme is the overall level of revenue at risk for the airport 
operator. This needs to be set at a level which incentivises the operator to improve its 
quality of service while allowing it to retain sufficient financial resources to undertake the 
necessary measures. As noted above, it is not intended that the scheme should be used 
to incentivise major capital investment. 

It follows that the level of penalties within the QoS regime should be related to reasonable 
levels of profitability after capital costs have been taken into account, measured for 
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example, by profit before tax (PBT) margins. Thus, the overall level of revenue at risk 
under the performance scheme needs to represent a significant proportion of such profit 
margins.  

Reviewing the benchmark schemes considered in Chapter 3, we see that typical levels 
of revenue at risk are in the range of between 4% and 7% of aeronautical revenues 
(although the figure is much lower at the regulated French airports), which is consistent 
with this approach. A reference to the Malaysian airport operators’ financials was also 
considered. 

In this context, we propose that the initial overall maximum level of risk should be 5% 
of aeronautical revenue of the airports subjected to this framework. This is towards 
the lower end of the range used at most other regulated airports reflecting the fact that 
this is a new scheme. This level of revenue loss would only be incurred by an airport 
operator if all targets for all aspects of the scheme were to fail.  

The 5% level of revenue at risk could be increased in future if this level of incentivisation 
proved to be insufficient to drive significantly improved performance.  

Bonuses 
Bonuses are included in a minority of existing service quality schemes around the world. 
Although they can be effective in incentivising efforts to improve certain areas of 
performance, they do make a QoS scheme more complicated and potentially require 
airlines to pay increased levels of aeronautical charges if the airport operator “over-
performs” the bonus targets. 

MAVCOM has decided that the scheme should, at least initially, not include any 
financial bonus elements, although other forms of recognition for high levels of service 
could be included, for example through publication of good performance scores. 

Publication of quality of service performance scores 
Many QoS regimes currently in force around the world provide for the publication of 
performance scores against the targets. We consider that this could be appropriate since 
it is both a legitimate matter of public interest and provides an additional incentive for the 
airport operator to improve its performance (and in the case of service elements involving 
third parties, such as immigration officials, it may be the only available incentive, as 
financial penalties are not an option in such cases). This publication and monitoring 
approach has proven effective in other incentive schemes and jurisdictions. 

We therefore propose that the performance targets, actual achieved service levels 
and the associated revenues at risk should be published regularly. 
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4.5 Payment mechanisms 
Penalty payments 
To be effective, poor performance should lead rapidly to financial sanctions. This can be 
most easily achieved through a monthly rebate to airlines using the relevant airport or 
terminal, pro-rata to the size of their operations at that airport/terminal. The rebate would 
cover all aeronautical charges (i.e. PSC, landing and aircraft parking charges).  

In most jurisdictions, penalty payments are treated as a rebate on aeronautical revenues 
paid by airlines and hence are paid back to the airlines pro-rata to the normal revenues 
due. An exception is in India, where the payments are made to the Airports Authority of 
India (AAI), rather than to the airlines.  

One option for performance penalty payments is, therefore, that these will be treated as 
rebates on airlines’ aeronautical charges paid to the airport operator. 

However, MAVCOM is also considering whether performance penalty payments could 
instead be put into a fund, administered by MAVCOM, rather than repaid to airlines. The 
use of such a fund is under consideration and suggestions for this are sought as part of 
this consultation. Alternatively, the payments could be made to a different organisation 
(again, to be determined and suggestions are welcomed as part of the consultation). 

We invite stakeholder comments on each of these options. 

Regardless of the end point of the payment, the rebates would not have any direct impact 
on the level of published PSC (as they represent a repayment rather than a change to the 
nominal level of the aeronautical charges).  

Timing of payments 
We consider that performance against targets should be monitored monthly, with penalty 
payments being made the following month. The level of payment, for a given airport and 
terminal, would be the revenue at risk percentage for each service quality element in the 
scheme whose target was not met, multiplied by the expected aeronautical revenue 
(PSC, landing and aircraft parking charges) received during the month at that airport and 
terminal. 

Bonuses and publication of service levels achieved 
As noted above, MAVCOM does not propose any bonus payments in the scheme, at least 
in the initial implementation. 

As also noted above, MAVCOM proposes that the performance targets, achieved service 
levels and the associated revenues at risk should be published regularly.  
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4.6 Introduction and ramp-up of the scheme 
MAVCOM intends for the QoS regime to be operational in 2018. However, we recognise 
that, in practice, the scheme will need to be introduced gradually. This is partly due to the 
requirement for the service quality measures which are required for the scheme to be 
improved or validated, while in some cases completely new measures and processes are 
required.  

While passenger surveys exist at some of the larger airports in Malaysia, it may be useful 
to improve the methodology over time (although the existing surveys can be used initially).  

Equipment availability measures exist at KLIA, but these are currently entirely internal to 
the operator and will need to be strengthened through validation of the processes 
involved. Some new measures, such as the presence of an operator to “operate” 
aerobridges, will require new processes for measurement and validation. 

Queuing time measures are particularly important, but are currently only undertaken 
manually for some queues and not at all for others (in particular security queues). New 
mechanisms, probably involving investment in hardware, software and human processes 
will need to be introduced to deliver these performance measures robustly. 

Elements tested through independent inspections need to have the acceptable standard 
defined and the contractor needs to be appointed. 

Furthermore, it is unlikely to be practical to roll out the scheme to all airports at once. It is 
intended that the initial roll out will be to KLIA and klia2, then to the medium-sized airports 
and, finally, to the smaller airports. 

The roll-out of the various elements of the scheme over time, and the geographical roll-
out by airport, remain to be determined and will be defined once the final elements of the 
scheme have been settled. 

Stakeholder comments are sought on the roll-out of the scheme. 

4.7 QoS scheme summary tables 
The tables below set out the proposed elements of the scheme, including: 

 Service quality categories; 
 Service quality elements and sub-elements; 
 The proposed measurement mechanism(s);  
 Proposed service quality targets; and 
 Proposed revenue at risk (as a percentage of aeronautical revenues paid). 

The three tables set out the proposed scheme for each of KLIA and klia2, medium-sized 
airports and small airports. We invite your comments on these proposals. 
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Proposed scheme – KLIA and klia2 

Table 4.2 Summary of proposed QoS scheme – KLIA and klia2 

Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

Passenger 
comfort and 
facilities 

Overall satisfaction with 
airport 

Passenger survey 4.5 Information only 

Cleanliness of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey,  
Independent 
Inspection 

4.5 - survey 
Pass - 
inspection 

0.40% 

Availability of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey, 
Independent 
Inspection 

4.5 - survey 
Pass - 
inspection 

0.30% 

Cleanliness of the terminal Passenger survey 4.5 0.30% 

Flight information displays Passenger survey 4.3 0.30% 

Availability of wi-fi Passenger survey 4.3 0.25% 

Ambiance of the terminal Passenger survey 4.4 0.20% 

Wayfinding Passenger survey 4.3 0.15% 

TOTAL PASSENGER 
COMFORT 

    1.90% 

Operator and 
staff facilities 

Aerobridges and 
associated equipment 

      

    - Aerobridge 
operational 

Equipment availability 99.50% 0.15% 

    - Operator available 
within  
        1 minute 

To be agreed 1 minute – 95% 
of arrivals 

0.08% 

    - Operator available 
within  
        5 minutes 

To be agreed 5 minutes – 99% 
of arrivals 

0.08% 

    - VDGS available Equipment availability 100% 0.08% 

    - Pre-conditioned air  
       available 

Equipment availability 
(KLIA only) 

99.92% 0.08% 

    - Ground power 
available 

Equipment availability 
(KLIA only) 

99.60% 0.08% 

    - Cleanliness and  
       waterproofing 

Independent inspection Pass 0.08% 

Staff wi-fi Independent inspection Pass 0.10% 

Staff washrooms Independent inspection Pass 0.10% 

TOTAL OPERATOR 
FACILIITIES 

    0.83% 

Queuing times Queuing time for 
passenger security 
screening on departure 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

0.75% 
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Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

Queuing time for check-in Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound immigration 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound customs 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for inbound 
immigration 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for inbound 
customs 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Kerbside congestion Automated queue time 
assessment,  
Passenger survey 

5 minutes - 99% 
- measured 
4.3 - survey 

Information only 

TOTAL QUEUING     0.75% 

Passenger 
and baggage 
flows 

Aerotrain TTS Equipment availability 
(KLIA only) 

2 trains - 98%, 
1 train 99.5% 

0.75% 

Outbound baggage Equipment availability,  
Short-shipped bags 

Availability - 
99.5% 
Short-shipped 
bags:  
1/10,000 KLIA,  
1/100,000 klia2 

0.60% 

Lifts, escalators, 
walkalators 

Equipment availability 99.50% 0.20% 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to first bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to last bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

TOTAL PAX/BAG 
FLOWS 

    1.55% 

GRAND TOTAL – KLIA and klia2     5.03% 
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Proposed scheme – medium-sized airports 

Table 4.3 Summary of proposed QoS scheme - medium-sized airports 

Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

Passenger 
comfort and 
facilities 

Overall satisfaction with 
airport 

Passenger survey 4.5 Information only 

Cleanliness of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey,  
Independent 
Inspection 

4.5 - survey 
Pass - 
inspection 

0.40% 

Availability of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey, 
Independent 
Inspection 

4.5 - survey 
Pass - 
inspection 

0.30% 

Cleanliness of the terminal Passenger survey 4.5 0.30% 

Flight information displays Passenger survey 4.3 0.30% 

Availability of wi-fi Passenger survey 4.3 0.25% 

Ambiance of the terminal Passenger survey 4.4 0.20% 

Wayfinding Passenger survey 4.3 0.15% 

TOTAL PASSENGER 
COMFORT 

    1.90% 

Operator and 
staff facilities 

Aerobridges and 
associated equipment 

      

    - Aerobridge 
operational 

Equipment availability 99.50% 0.15% 

    - VDGS available Equipment availability 100% 0.08% 

    - Cleanliness and  
       waterproofing 

Independent inspection Pass 0.08% 

Staff wi-fi Independent inspection Pass 0.10% 

Staff washrooms Independent inspection Pass 0.10% 

TOTAL OPERATOR 
FACILIITIES 

    0.51% 

Queuing times Queuing time for 
passenger security 
screening on departure 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

0.75% 

Queuing time for check-in Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound immigration 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound customs 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Queuing time for inbound 
immigration 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 
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Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

Queuing time for inbound 
customs 

Automated queue time 
assessment 

10 minutes - 
99% 

Information only 

Kerbside congestion Automated queue time 
assessment,  
Passenger survey 

5 minutes - 99% 
- measured 
4.3 - survey 

Information only 

TOTAL QUEUING     0.75% 

Passenger 
and baggage 
flows 

Lifts, escalators, 
walkalators 

Equipment availability 99.50% 0.20% 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to first bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to last bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

TOTAL PAX/BAG 
FLOWS 

    0.20% 

GRAND TOTAL - Medium-sized airports     3.36% 

 

Proposed scheme – small airports 

Table 4.4 Summary of proposed QoS scheme - small airports 

Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

Passenger 
comfort and 
facilities 

Overall satisfaction with 
airport 

Passenger survey 4.5 Information only 

Cleanliness of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey 4.5 0.40% 

Availability of the 
washrooms 

Passenger survey, 
Independent 
Inspection 

4.5 0.30% 

Cleanliness of the terminal Passenger survey 4.5 0.30% 

Flight information displays Passenger survey 4.3 0.30% 

Availability of wi-fi Passenger survey 4.3 0.25% 

Ambiance of the terminal Passenger survey 4.4 0.20% 

Wayfinding Passenger survey 4.3 0.15% 



  

 

 

 

 

28 

 

Service 
quality 
category 

Service quality 
element 
   - with sub-
elements 

Measurement 
mechanism(s) 

Target Revenue at 
risk - % of 
aero 
revenue 

TOTAL PASSENGER 
COMFORT 

    1.90% 

Queuing times Queuing time for 
passenger security 
screening on departure 

Passenger Survey 4.3 0.75% 

Queuing time for check-in Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound immigration 

Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

Queuing time for 
outbound customs 

Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

Queuing time for inbound 
immigration 

Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

Queuing time for inbound 
customs 

Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

Kerbside congestion Passenger Survey 4.3 Information only 

TOTAL QUEUING     0.75% 

Baggage 
flows 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to first bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

Baggage retrieval – time 
to last bag 

Baggage handling 
system / manual 
timings 

As agreed 
locally 

Information only 

TOTAL PAX/BAG 
FLOWS 

    0.00% 

GRAND TOTAL - Small airports     2.65% 
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5 Request for feedback 
MAVCOM requests stakeholder feedback on the proposed Quality of Service (QoS) 
scheme set out in Chapter 4 above. We welcome any comments on these proposals, but 
if possible, please consider the questions below. 

5.1 Questions to consider 

Service Quality Elements to include, measurement and targets 
Please consider the following questions: 

 Which service quality elements should be included in the scheme? 
 How should these be measured (e.g. survey, existing or new process, automated or 

manual, independent third-party inspections)? 
 What targets should be set for each service quality measure in the scheme? 

Revenue at risk, bonuses and publication 
Please consider the following questions: 

 What should be the overall level of revenue at risk for poor performance? 
 What should be the basis for allocating weightages? 
 What weightings / priorities should be given to each element in the scheme? 

o Hence, what revenue at risk should be allocated to each element? 
 Should there be bonuses for high levels of performance? 
 For which service quality elements and with what targets and bonus amounts? 
 Do you agree that actual levels of performance against each target should be published? 

Penalty payments 
Please consider the following questions: 

 Who should receive the penalty payments made by airports which do not achieve their 
service targets: 

o MAVCOM fund, airlines or another organisation? 
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Variations between airports and roll-out of the scheme 
Please consider the following questions: 

 What differences should there be to the scheme at different airports: 
o At KLIA, medium sized and small airports? 

 How should the scheme be rolled out: 
o In terms of different service quality elements at different timings/dates? 
o In terms of timings/dates and geography (different airports at different times)? 

5.2 How to respond to this consultation 
MAVCOM would like to receive your responses by 28 July 2017. We reserve the right 
not to consider responses received after this date. 

All comments on the proposed Quality of Service Scheme should be in writing and should 
be delivered via email to servicequality.airports@mavcom.my or by post to the following 
address: 

Malaysian Aviation Commission 
Level 19, Menara 1 Sentrum 
201, Jalan Tun Sambanthan 
50470 Kuala Lumpur 
Malaysia. 
Attention: Ms. Yong Su-N 


