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Local Authority Survey EVENTS

04 September 2010
PAM CPD Seminar
Culture - Environmental Psychology
Speaker to be confirmed
Venue PAM Centre Kuala Lumpur 

04 September 2010
SB(H)
PAM CPD Seminar
Claiming and Processing Extension of Time (EOT) 
under PAM Contract 2006
by Ar Jerry Sum Phoon Mun 
Venue PAM Sabah Chapter 

22 September 2010
PAM Design Lecture Series
Venue PAM Centre Kuala Lumpur 

24 September 2010
Architect Centre: IBS Training Courses
IBS301: IBS in Malaysia: Case Studies of 
Successful IBS Companies
Venue PAM Centre Kuala Lumpur 

25 September 2010
PAM CPD Workshop
Marketing for Architects, Colours in Architecture 
and, Sustainability and Green Coating
By Mr. Patrick Ng, Ms. Foo See Yee and 
Associate Professor Tajuddin Ismail
Venue PAM Sarawak Chapter

25 September 2010
PAM CPD Seminar
Intervention within the Heritage Zones
By Associate Professor Dr. Yahaya Ahmad
Venue PAM Southern Chapter

25 September 2010
PAM Annual Dinner 2010

02 October 2010
PAM CPD Seminar
Globalization
By YBhg. Dato’ Sri Ar. Hj. Esa Hj. Mohamed
Venue PAM Centre Kuala Lumpur 

Kindly note that the scheduled events above are 
subject to change. Please call PAM at 
03-26934182 for confirmation.

1.0 Introduction
The Local Authority Survey was conducted by Pertubuhan Akitek Malaysia (PAM) in 
February and March 2010. More than 1500 survey forms were sent to members via 
post and electronic mail. 111 forms were returned to PAM which constitutes to 123 
numbers of data.

The objectives of the survey are to gauge the effectiveness of the current One 
Stop Centre (OSC) and Certificate of Completion and Compliance (CCC) policies 
and implementation. The area of survey also extended to the performance of local 
authorities which may affect the implementation of the Government policies. The 
feedback gathered from the Architects shall be summarised and forwarded to 
relevant agencies to re-examine the weaknesses and pitfalls of the systems.

With the availability of these survey feedback, it is expected that the relevant 
agencies to make necessary revision to the policies and scrutinise the 
implementation, thus, expedite the approval process and generally improve the 
delivery system.

2.0 Respondents
The respondents are practicing Architects who are registered members of PAM. 
Although more than 1500 survey forms were sent to members, less than 7.5% 
were returned to the PAM Government, Industry and Community Liaison Committee. 
The small percentage of reply could be due to the following reasons:
i. The smaller number of practicing architects in comparison  
 to the total number of registered Architects.
ii. Some practicing Architects do not deal directly with local  
 authorities.
iii. Lack of commitment and participation by Architects.

However, the data covers 25 major local authorities which enable us to analyse 
the overall view of the practicing Architects toward the OSC and CCC policies and 
implementations. 

3.0 Analysis
The data was analysed and summarised based on the sections in the survey form. 
The general overview on government policies are summarised under item 3.1 below 
and the local authorities’ performance analysis are elaborated in item 4.0.

Other than answering the questionnaire, the respondents have also put in their 
comments and suggestions; which is summarised in item 7.0.



 

Chart 1: Architects’ opinions on the government’s OSC policy.

Chart 3: DBKL paper works and digital submission.

Chart 2: Number of feedback received on local authorities.

Chart 4: DBKL implementation.
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3.1 Government Policies
The practicing Architects generally are of the opinion that 
government policies have not made much improvement 
in the architectural business. Although the policies are 
easy to follow, they change too frequently. Only 28% 
of the respondents agree that government policies are 
comprehensively planned and the directions of the policies 
are clearly stated.

While about one third of the respondents are still unsure 
whether the policies has been timely implemented nor has 
it improved the public delivery system, the remaining 45% 
believe that the policies are not being efficiently implemented, 
not well communicated to the affected parties, thus failed to 
reduce the red tape and to improve the public delivery system. 

It is very important to highlight that majority (53%) of the 
respondents feel that the Government’s objectives for the 
implementations of the policy has failed to be achieved.

Architect’s view towards the government policies and 
implementations are illustrated in the following chart.

4.1 Dewan Bandaraya Kuala Lumpur (DBKL)
4.1.1 Paperwork and Digital Submission
The Committee received the most feedback on DBKL with 
62% respondents agree the submissions in DBKL are 
systematically recorded with proper acknowledgement 
of receipt, whilst, 42% say that the forms and document 
reference number and revision date are clearly stated 
indicating the latest edition.

However, only 23% said that the directions, instructions and 
requirements are clear and the contents in the submission 
instruction are systematically organised. It can be concluded 
that the submission instruction and requirement need to be 
more firm and organised.

The summary is illustrated in chart 3 below.

4.1.2 Implementation
Only 23% of the respondents feel that the implementation by 
DBKL is successful, whilst, 46% think otherwise, leaving the 
rest of the respondents with neutral answer. The majority of 
respondents believe that the system is not being implemented 
efficiently, effectively and consistently, thus failing to expedite 
the approval process.

However, the respondents expressed split opinions regarding 
the transparency in implementation with 32% of them feel 
that the decisions made by DBKL’s officers are bias. 

The DBKL implementation survey summary is illustrated in 
chart 4.

4.0 Local Authorities Performance
The feedback received from respondent cover the 25 numbers 
of local authorities, with the following 5 local authorities 
received the most feedback:

i. Dewan Bandaraya Kuala Lumpur (DBKL)
ii. Majlis Bandaraya Shah Alam (MBSA)
iii. Majlis Perbandaran Kajang (MPKj)
iv. Majlis Bandaraya Petaling Jaya (MBPJ)
v. Majlis Perbandaran Klang (MPK)



  

Chart 5: DBKL officers’ performance.

Chart 7: MBSA implementation.

Chart 6: MBSA paper works and digital submission.

Chart 8: MBSA officers’ performance.
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4.1.3 Officers Performance
Credit is due to DBKL’s front desk officers whom the 
respondents believe are reliable and helpful. In contrast, the 
senior officers are not easily contacted and not cooperative.

It is alarming that most of the respondent expressed that 
DBKL officers are not efficient and not committed to time 
frame; their comments are not promptly communicated 
and delivered to the relevant parties; their decisions are 
inconsistent and inconclusive. Only 32% agree that the 
officers are reliable and only 15% say they are knowledgeable 
in carrying out their duties (as stated in the data analysis 
appendix 2). 

4.2 Majlis Bandaraya Shah Alam (MBSA)
4.2.1 Paperwork and Digital Submission
MBSA received very positive feedback from respondents, 
almost everyone agree that the submissions are 
systematically recorded with acknowledgment receipt. The 
majority of respondents also agree that their paper works are 
well structured and complete; document reference number 
and revision date are clearly stated to indicate the latest 
edition; contents are systematically organised with clear 
directions and instructions of the requirements. 

4.2.2 Implementation
Almost half of the respondents choose to give neutral 
answer which indicates neither the implementation has been 
successful nor has it been failed. This indicates there is room 
for improvement to change the strategy to make it a definite 
effective and efficient implementation.

However, 2/3 of the numbers of remaining respondents say 

that MBSA has successfully, consistently, efficiently and 
effectively implemented the policies with a standardised 
approval process. More than 75% agree that the 
implementation was done transparently and not biased.

Overall, MBSA obtained a good score in implementation but 
38% still believe it has not really expedited the approval 
process. 

4.2.3 Officers Performance
The majority of respondents agree that MBSA front desk 
officers are reliable and helpful. Generally, the officers in 
charge are responsive and responsible; knowledgeable, 
professional and reliable in carrying out their duties; 
co-operative and result driven; and possess reasonable 
communication skills.

However, 38% of the respondents say the officers are not 
efficient and not committed to time frame and 44% agree that 
the officer in-charge is not easily reachable (as stated in the 
data analysis appendix 3). 

4.3 Majlis Perbandaran Kajang (MPKj)
4.3.1 Paperwork and Digital Submission
MPKj received mixed opinions regarding their paperwork and 
digital submission with almost half of the respondents giving 
a neutral answer. Therefore, data was analysed based on the 
feedback by the respondents who has indicated either yes or 
no answer by eliminating the neutral answer.  

Two third of the respondents say submissions are 
systematically recorded with acknowledgement of receipt. 
Three quarter of the respondents say the paperwork is not 
user friendly with the abbreviation, explanatory notes and 
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examples are not clearly stated, but they agree that words 
and terms are consistent and synchronised with other relevant 
document.

4.3.2 Implementation
The respondents believe there is consistency in the 
implementation, but not efficiently and effectively 
implemented. Half of the respondents say the implementation 
is neither clean nor transparent and 44% believe the 
implementation is not successful; hence, it has failed to 
expedite the approval process.

The summary of the analysis is illustrated in chart 10: MPKj 
Implementation. 

4.3.3 Officers Performance
44% of the respondents say the front desk officers are 
reliable and helpful, but officers in-charge are not cooperative, 
not responsive and not responsible. The comments are not 

promptly communicated and not delivered to relevant parties.

The majority of respondents are of the opinion that officers in-
charge and senior officers are not easily reachable, inefficient 
and not committed to timeframe.

5.0 Collective General Response on All Local Authorities 
This general analysis covers the overall feedback received 
from respondents on the 25 local authorities. In the overall 
survey data, 35% of the respondents actually give neutral 
answer, leaving the rest with mixed ‘yes’ and ‘no’ answer 
throughout the survey forms. The analysis emphasises on the 
definite answer by eliminating the 35% neutral answer.

5.1 Paperwork and Digital Submission
Three quarters of the respondents agree that submissions 
are systematically recorded with acknowledgement of receipt. 
58% of the respondents say submission guidelines are clear 
and easy to understand; document reference number and 
revision date are clearly stated to indicate the latest edition. 

Due to mixed opinions,  no definite outcome could be 
determined in terms of clarity of directions, instructions and 
requirements by authorities. The respondents also give mixed 
opinions regarding the contents, abbreviation, explanatory 
notes and examples in the submission forms.

5.2 Implementation
More than 60% of the respondents are of the opinion that:
i. The implementation is not successful and not progressive.
ii. The implementation is inefficient and ineffective.
iii. There is lack of consistency in the implementation.
iv. The implementation has failed to expedite the approval  
 process.

Chart 9: MPKj paper works and digital submission.

Chart 10: MPKj implementation.

Chart 12: Overall local authorities’ implementation.

Chart 11: MPKj officers’ performance.

5.3 Officers Performance
A majority of the respondents says the officers have 
reasonable communication skill and the front desk officers are 
reliable and helpful.

In contradiction, the respondents also say that the officers 
are not responsive and not responsible; officers’ decisions 
are inconsistent and inconclusive; officers’ comments are 
not promptly communicated and delivered to the relevant 
parties; officers in charge and senior officers are not easily 
contactable.

The overall data analysis indicates that Architects have 
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6.0 Certificate of Completion and Compliance (CCC)
Respondents indicate that the forms G1 to G21 are easy 
to understand and user-friendly, and the instructions for 
issuance of Form F are easy to follow. The respondents 
also agree that in term of mechanism, CCC procedure is 
comprehensive, complete and ready to replace the previous 
system i.e. issuance of Certificate of Fitness (CF) by local 
authorities. 

However 48% of the respondents say the paper works and 
implementation are not consistent among local authorities. 

7.0 Comments & Suggestion from Respondents
Many comments and suggestion have been compiled from the 
survey forms and categorised and summarised as follow:-

7.1 Goverment policies
a. The system should be simplified.
b. Terms and words sometimes are different from one to   
 another local authority.
c. Sometimes create new department i.e. OSA for handling  
 small job. Changes were done without proper notification.
d. Policies change too frequently.
e. Government policies not standardised nationwide.
f. Building department allowed 24 hours approval for  
 bungalow project but drag by planning department for  
 months. OSC simultaneous submission is useless (MBPJ).
g. In Ipoh – Form G1 to 21 to be purchased from MBI  
 (RM100.00). Other local authorities accept the forms  
 downloaded from LAM website, this should be  
 standardised.
h. Height control for bungalow is arbitrary without rationale  
 (MBPJ).

7.2 Local authorities paper works and digital submission
a. No inter-department coordination; loss in translation or  
 communications.
b. Instructions and requirements from the officers vary due to  
 not fully understand the submitted project.
c. The forms are well structured; however, the officers didn’t  
 follow.

d. All forms and requirements should be available on line at  
 all times and it should not change too often.
e. Incomplete checklist and forms distributed to Architects.  
 It depends on what the officer remembers in time.  
 Architects need to meet the officers several times in order  
 to obtain comprehensive forms and checklist.
f. Why so many sets of submission drawings required when a  
 digital submission are in place? 
g. Sometimes the entire submissions are rejected for one  
 outstanding item, too bureaucratic.
h. CAD Standard varies between one local authorities to the  
 other and often create confusion and slow down the  
 process.
i. Too many forms, confusing paper works and not 
 consistent.
j. Dealing with OSC is a tedious experience. It takes almost a  
 whole day for a submission.

7.3 Local authorities implementation
a. Feedback from related departments is not well informed. 
b. The comments were not promptly issued and delivered 1  
 month later when Architect asks for it from Bomba & OSC. 
c. Poor coordination between internal and external technical  
 dept.
d. Poor files handling, even if it is well recorded, it will gone  
 missing later.
e. Authorities should be encouraged to fax the letter to  
 consultant to expedite process.
f. Not consistent; ask for additional site plan which were not  
 stated in the checklist, consultants have to distribute the  
 files to external dept themselves.
g. OSC keeps loosing track of submission drawings and  
 document.
h. Slow approval from other authorities, such as SYABAS,  
 delays and affects the whole OSC system.
i. The officers do not really monitor the progress of the  
 approval. The onus is on the consultant to monitor.
j. Very inconsistent in the implementation (as and when they  
 are pleased).
k. Finger pointing between OSA/OSC and planning dept.  
 Inter-dept letter and document missing. 
l. The reason why authority appears to be effective is  
 because they reject the application instead of accepting  
 them. Thus, date of acceptance is not recorded.
m. In order to meet their internal deadlines, some dept just  
 comment without really checking the plans.
n. OSC function in terms of coordination process is weak.  
 Consultants have to submit to external department  
 themselves instead of OSC to distribute.
o. The system is rigid and not flexible. Double ref no. double  
 paper works required. If Architect misses one document in  
 the checklist, he has to come back the next day.
p. The OSC dept was reasonably efficient but architects still 
 have to deal with the Technical Assistants from the building  
 dept for comments. The TA’s at the service counter tend to  
 give contradicting comments that could lead to waste of  
 time and effort.
q. Instead of reducing wastage and being economical, now  
 12 sets of plans are required for planning submission.
r. OSC sometimes demands extra requirements that are not  
 stated in the BP submission guidelines.

Chart 12: Overall local authorities’ implementation.

not complaint much on the government policies and local 
authority submission paperwork, but it is alarming to discover 
that the failure to the system is due to the implementation by 
local authorities and the delay caused by the local authorities’ 
officers.

 



Architects, with MATRADE’s support. MATRADE and PAM have 
scheduled a joint press conference and preview on 30 June 2010 
at MATRADE’s office.

Ar Tan Pei Ing, Ar Ezumi Harzani and Ar Saifuddin attended a 
meeting with Datuk Bandar of Kuala Lumpur on 3 June 2010. 
The meeting discussed on DBKL’s new OSC requirements.  PAM/
MIP volunteered to assist DBKL to prepare the guidelines.

The Government, Industry and Community Liason Committee has 
submitted a memorandum to the Ministry of Finance (MOF) 
for the “Majlis Konsultasi Bajet” 2010. The ‘Majlis Konsultasi 
Bajet’ would be held on 6 July 2010 at Putrajaya.

The production schedule for the Heritage Building Guidebook 
was delayed partly due to the difficulty to get permission for 
photography for buildings in KL and recent poor weather, whilst the 
research on the history of the buildings is in progress. The original 
target of completion date in July 2010 is pushed to December 
2010.

Foster + Partners (KL office) was scheduled to present a design 
lecture in July 2010 on their projects, in particular adaptive reuse 
projects to showcase contemporary design in historical context.

PAM’s opinion is that the Parliament House should remain as the 
existing building which is already gazetted in 2007 as a National 
Heritage under the National Heritage Act 2005 and the proposal for 
a new building must enclose a viable proposal on the intended use 
of the vacated Parliament House.  
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7.4 Local authorities officers performance
a. Replacement officer should be in place while the officer in  
 charge attending courses, seminars, etc. 
b. The officers are inefficient and slow. They fake documents  
 by back-dating their comments to comply with their KPI,  
 though in actual fact, they are very slow in doing their  
 works.
c. Qualifications of certain officers are doubtful. Some cannot  
 even read plans, what more to understand and approve  
 them.
d. Very difficult to call and reach the officers and always  
 transfer the line until lost.
e. Front desk officer at engineering and building department  
 are not friendly and helpful.
f. Big gap in officers’ knowledge between the senior and  
 junior.
g. MPK’s policy for consultants to make appointments to see  
 the officers were extremely inefficient. File retrieving could  
 be hopelessly slow.
h. Technical assistants lack of experience and knowledge;  
 blindly follow checklist without considering case to case  
 basis.
i. Blindly adherence to submission checklist. Sometimes  
 situations differ but officers unable to differentiate or make  
 judgement.
j. Officers are influenced by personal interest.

Executive Summary of The Minutes of the Ninth Meeting of 
PAM Council 2009-2010
25 June 2010_PAM Centre, Kuala Lumpur

Local Authority Survey • Continue from p5 >

Council approved the list of applications for Corporate Membership 
(4), Graduate Membership (6), Associate Graduate membership 
(1),  Reinstatement of Corporate Membership (1) and Student 
Membership (431) recommended by Membership Committee.  The 
lists of name are as follows:

Corporate Membership Sutina bt. Ghazali, Chung Eng Hong, Bibi 
Khairani bt Mohamed Sabri, Tan Yoong Pang.
Graduate Membership Tain Yi Vui @ Alan, Siti Hajar binti Ahmad, 
Mohd Saiful bin Mohd Tajudin, Koh Chun Lim, Raihan bt Maskuriy, 
Emilea Norzarina Tajodin.
Associate Graduate Membership Wan Siti Hajar binti Omar.
Reinstatement of Corporate Membership Ar Ruslan Khalid
Student Membership Please refer to Secretariat

Council agreed to appoint Ar Chris Yap as Election Officer and Ar 
Rosli Ali as Deputy Election Officer for the PAM Election 2010-
2011. The Annual General Meeting shall be held on 21 August 
2010 at Sime Darby Convention.

Northern Chapter - The Penang Rifle Range Urban Renewal 
Design Ideas Competition from 14 June until 15 September 
2010
The competition, jointly organized by the Penang State Government, 
Penang Municipal Council, PAM Northern Chapter and Malaysian 
Institute of Planners (Northern Branch), was launched on 14 
June 2010 by State Local Government and Traffic Management 
Committee Chairman, YB Chow Kon Yeow.  This competition is open 
to Professional Architects and town planners world-wide and also to 
students from the school of architecture or town planning.

Sabah Chapter – Chapter’s 35th Annual Dinner 2010
The Chapter would be organizing its 35th Annual Dinner on Friday, 
8 October 2010 at the Magellan Sutera Ballroom.  The Minister of 
Local Government & Housing, YB Datuk Hajiji Haji Noor has been 
invited as the Guests of Honour for the event.  The Chapter would 
be launching the publications, “Architects Practice Manual” and 
“Everyday Details’, during the Dinner.

Sarawak Chapter – Chapter 35th Annual General Meeting (AGM)
The Chapter has scheduled Saturday, 31 July 2010 as the date 
for the Chapter Annual General Meeting.  Notice for AGM and 
Nomination Forms have been sent to Chapter’s Members.

Eco Retreat Student Competition
The flyer and brief are available on PAM website and the closing 
date would be 30 September 2010.  The announcement of winners 
would be in January 2010.

Adaptive re-use Design Competition for Students
The prizes are in kind for travel grant to historical cities.  The Jury 
Panel of 5 with 2 representatives from PAM and 1 representative 
each from YTL, DBKL and Jabatan Warisan.  

Malaysian Participation at the 12th. Venice Biennale 
Architecture 2010
President informed that the exhibition would be entirely driven by 



PAM Council 2009-2010
president
Ar Boon Che Wee
deputy president
Ar Saifuddin bin Ahmad
vice president
Ar Chan Seong Aun
honorary secretary
Ar Abu Zarim bin Abu Bakar
honorary treasurer
Ar Mohd Zulhemlee bin An
immediate past president
Ar Lee Chor Wah
past presidents on council
Dato’ Ar Haji Esa Haji Mohamed
Ar Henry Lee Inn Seong
Ar Tan Pei Ing
council members
Ar Haji Abdul Halim Suhor
Ar Azmil Abdul Azmi
Ar Ezumi Harzani Ismail
Ar Jasmeet Pal Singh Sidhu
Ar Jasmin Kamarudin
Ar Lillian Tay Wai Fun
Ar Laurent Lim Aun Giap
Ar Sarly Adre Sarkum
Ar Jerry Sum Phoon Mun
Ar Dr Tan Loke Mun
northern chapter chairman
Ar Lawrence Lim Hua Kwang
southern chapter chairman
Ar Hajjah Nor Aini Juffery
sabah chapter chairman
Ar Ho Jia Lit
sarawak chapter chairman
Ar Desmond Kuek

BERITA AKITEK EDITORIAL
Ar Boon Che Wee
Ar Saifuddin Ahmad
Ar Chan Seong Aun
Ar Abu Zarim Abu Bakar 
Ar Mohd Zulhemlee An
Zarina Ibrahim 

design & layout
Nie O One Design
17-3 Jalan PJU 8/5D
Damansara Perdana
47300 Petaling Jaya Selangor
t  603-7729 2901
f  603-7710 3401
e de901@streamyx.com

printer
Reca Press Sdn Bhd
24-1, Jalan KIP 10
Taman Industrial KIP
52200 Kuala Lumpur
t  603-6276 3742
f  603-6276 3749
e recapress@gmail.com

published by
Pertubuhan Akitek Malaysia 
4 & 6 Jalan Tangsi 
50480 Kuala Lumpur or
PO Box 10855
50726 Kuala Lumpur Malaysia
t  603-2693 4182 
f  603-2692 8782
e info@pam.org.my
www.pam.org.my

15/06/2010
PAM School Liaison Panel 
Meeting 
Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia

02/06/2010
PAM Golf 2010
Glenmarie Golf & Country Club
Shah Alam

Other Highlights

30/06/2010
Joint PAM-MATRADE Press 
Conference Malaysia’s Debut at 
Venice Biennale International 
Architecture Exhibition
MATRADE

26/06/2010
PAM CPD Seminar
Certification in Malaysia: Does it 
have to be a choice between the 
Devil and the Deep Blue Sea 
by Ir Chong Thaw Sing
PAM Centre, KL

30/06/2010
ARCHIDEX Golf Challenge
Kelab Golf Sultan Abdul Aziz 
(KGSAAS), Shah Alam
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Ir Chong Thaw Sing
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