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Introduction

Singapore Airport Terminal Services (SATS) is the leading provider of integrated ground handling and airline catering services at Singapore Changi Airport.
This project focused on the cargo acceptance processes at SATS Air Freight Terminal 3, 4, and 5.

Objective

To investigate the most optimum implementation of a 1-stop cargo acceptance concept . The scope includes:
 Finding the ideal number of docking bay to be opened during peak/ non peak hour

« Re-engineering the new queuing system of the 1-stop acceptance process

o Stating qualitatively the facilities needed for 1-stop acceptance
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