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[. Introduction

1.1. As part of the effort of the HKSAR Government to modernise the
management of the civil service and to address public comments on the
existing civil service pay adjustment mechanism, the Government decided in
February 2003 to develop, in consultation with staff and on the basis of the
existing mechanism, an improved civil service pay adjustment mechanism.
The improved mechanism will comprise the conduct of periodic pay level
surveys to compare civil service pay levels with those in the private sector,
the conduct of annual pay trend surveys based on an improved methodology
and an effective means for implementing both upward and downward pay
adjustments. The relevant policy considerations guiding the development of
an improved civil service pay adjustment mechanism include:

(a) the improved mechanism should meet the long-standing objective of
the civil service pay policy, which is to offer sufficient remuneration to
attract, retain and motivate staff of a suitable calibre to provide the
public with an effective and efficient service. Such remuneration
should be regarded as fair by both civil servants and the public which
they serve;

(b) the improved mechanism should support the objective of upholding
and nurturing the core values of the civil service®;

(c) the improved mechanism should contribute towards a stable civil
service comprising officers who will give of their best in serving the
Government. At the same time, it should not constrain the flexibility of
the civil service system to adjust itself in response to community
needs;

(d) noting the differences in the nature of operation, appointment and
remuneration practices as well as job nature and requirements
between the civil service and the private sector, we should abide by
the established principle of maintaining broad comparability, rather
than strict comparability, between civil service pay and private sector

pay,

(e) the existing internal pay relativities among civil service grades/ranks
are derived from the qualification groups? which, under a centrally
administered pay system, help maintain a degree of consistency and

1 The core values include commitment to the rule of law; honesty and integrity;
accountability for decisions and actions; political neutrality; impartiality in the execution of
public functions; and dedication, professionalism and diligence in serving the community
through delivering results and meeting performance targets.

Hitherto, grades with a similar qualification requirement for appointment are
broadbanded into qualification groups. The entry pay of civil service grades in the same
qualification group is determined having regard to both the entry pay for private sector
jobs requiring similar qualifications for appointment and other factors relating to the job
nature of the grades concerned, e.g. physical effort, working conditions, etc. Grades
within the same qualification group share a common pay scale.
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fairness in determining the pay levels for a diverse range of
grades/ranks. The improved pay adjustment mechanism should
operate on the basis of the existing internal pay relativities unless and
until the findings of grade structure reviews conducted for individual
grades/ranks support any adjustment to such relativities;

() any changes to the existing civil service pay adjustment mechanism
should be consistent with the Basic Law and take full account of the
contractual considerations, those international obligations which apply
to Hong Kong and other legal considerations relevant to the
employment relationship between the Government and civil servants;
and

(g) the other factors that are taken into consideration in determining the
size of the civil service pay adjustment under the prevailing annual
pay adjustment mechanism, such as budgetary considerations, state
of the economy, changes in the cost of living, the views of staff as well
as staff morale, will continue to be given due consideration under the
improved mechanism for determining and adjusting civil service pay.

1.2. The purpose of this consultancy is to develop a feasible and detailed
methodology for conducting a pay level survey in a credible and professional
manner having regard to the relevant policy considerations and guiding
principles. The scope of the consultancy does not include making
recommendations on how the survey findings should be applied. The
development of the pay level survey methodology represents the first phase
of a two-phase process. In the second phase, the Civil Service Bureau
(CSB) will seek technical assistance under a separate consultancy in
carrying out the actual field work of the pay level survey and the data
analysis for the pay level survey.

1.3. In developing the methodology of the pay level survey, this
consultancy is required to address the following issues:

(a) relevant factors that need to be taken into account in making pay
comparisons between private sector jobs and civil service jobs at
different levels, e.g. job nature, specific qualification requirements for
certain jobs, differences in remuneration policies and practices as well
as in organisation structure between the two sectors, etc.;

(b) selection of a representative sample of civil service jobs and private
sector jobs for effective pay comparison;

(c) criteria for selection of private sector organisations to be covered in
the survey;

(d) detailed methods and processes for collecting information from
private sector organisations participating in the survey;



(€)

(f)

1.4.

Final Report — Methodology of pay level survey

approach to analysing pay data collected in the survey to provide
reasonable estimates of comparable private sector pay levels for civil
service jobs; and

initial advice on the design of the other constituent components of the
improved civil service pay adjustment mechanism (e.g. the pay trend
survey methodology) having regard to the detailed methodology of
the pay level survey to be devised in order to ensure that various
constituent components will work in co-ordination under the improved
mechanism.

In addition, the consultant is required to have regard to the following

considerations in drawing up the survey methodology:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

(f)

1.5.

the need to take full account of all the relevant policy considerations
guiding the development of the improved civil service pay adjustment
mechanism (see paragraph 1.1 above);

the established principle of maintaining broad comparability rather
than strict comparability between civil service pay and private sector
pay, considering the differences in the nature of operation,
appointment/remuneration practices, as well as the job nature and
requirements between the civil service and the private sector;

the existing internal pay relativities among civil service grades and
ranks, derived from the qualification groups, which help maintain a
degree of consistency and fairness in determining the pay levels for a
diverse range of grades and ranks;

the need to examine different possible approaches to conducting a
pay level survey, each with its own advantages and disadvantages
before identifying the recommended approach;

the need to seek and take into account the views of the Steering
Committee on Civil Service Pay Adjustment Mechanism (Steering
Committee), the Consultative Group on Civil Service Pay Adjustment
Mechanism (Consultative Group) and other relevant parties; and

the emphasis of the pay level survey on making a comparison of pay
rather than collection of detailed information on and valuation of
benefits and perquisites.

In developing the recommended methodology of the pay level survey,

the consultant has held extensive discussions with the Steering Committee
which comprises selected members drawn from the three advisory bodies on
civil service salaries and conditions of service®, the Consultative Group
which comprises representatives from the staff sides of the four central

® The three advisory bodies on civil service pay and conditions of service are the Standing
Commission on Civil Service Salaries and Conditions of Service, the Standing Committee
on Directorate Salaries and Conditions of Service and the Standing Committee on
Disciplined Services Salaries and Conditions of Service.
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consultative councils and the four major service-wide staff unions, and the
CSB. This final report sets out the consultant's recommendations after
taking into consideration and addressing the views expressed by the
relevant parties.

Key Issue Areas

1.6. This consultancy has sought to address a number of major issue
areas as set out below:

(a) achieving comparisons of civil service benchmark jobs with broadly
comparable private sector jobs having regard to the inherent
differences between the two sectors, and ensuring that comparisons
are reasonable, fair and consistent (see Section Il of this report);

(b) defining criteria for selection of civil service jobs for which broadly
comparable private sector jobs/positions will be surveyed (see
Sections Il and Il of this report);

(c) defining criteria for selection of private sector organisations to be
included in the survey field (see Section 1V of this report);

(d) scope and methods for data collection that balance the need for
comprehensive information with data collection efficiency (see
Sections V and VI of this report);

(e) data analysis methods that relate data collected from each
organisation back to the relevant civil service pay scales for
comparison (see Section VII of this report); and

(H implications for the other constituent components of the civil service
pay adjustment mechanism, such as the pay trend survey (see
Section VIII of this report).

This final report describes alternative approaches considered in addressing
these issues as well as our recommendations.

Terminology

1.7. For the purposes of this final report, the term “private sector
organisations” should be interpreted broadly as including any non-
government organisation regardless of ownership and nature of business or
operations (e.g. public or private, local or multinational, profit-making or non-
profit-making).

1.8. Unless the context indicates otherwise, the term “job” should be
interpreted broadly to refer to a group of positions with similar nature of job
accountabilities, similar requirements for qualification or working experience,
or both and should not be confused with a “position” occupied by a single
incumbent that may have a very specific set of duties which may differ from
the duties of other positions. For the civil service, a “job” refers to a rank
within a grade.
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1.9. The term “benchmark jobs” refers to the jobs selected to be included
in the survey field for pay comparison in the pay level survey. “Civil service
benchmark jobs” and “private sector benchmark jobs” refer to such selection
of civil service jobs and private sector jobs respectively. Other terms used in
this report are defined in the glossary at Annex A.

Trial Survey

1.10. The scope of this phase one consultancy includes a trial survey. The
purpose of the trial survey is to find out how the recommended methodology
will work in practice so as to ascertain the feasibility of the proposed survey
methodology.

1.11. The trial survey consists of two parts. The first part involves testing
the alignment of private sector jobs with the proposed civil service
benchmark jobs and the data collection process with three private sector
organisations that could potentially participate in the survey. The second part
involves testing various alternative methods for data analysis by checking
the work steps involved.

1.12. Annex F explains the trial survey process and presents the findings
on the feasibility of various aspects of the proposed survey methodology.
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Il. Methodology for comparing jobs in the civil service and the private
sector and selection of benchmark jobs

Summary

Four alternative approaches for comparing jobs are considered — the job matching method,
the job family method, the job factor comparison methods and the qualification benchmark
method. We recommend adopting the broadly-defined job family method for comparison
between civil service pay levels and private sector pay levels and the qualification
benchmark method for comparison specifically of starting salaries between the two sectors.

We recommend the broadly-defined job family method as it is better able than the other
three job comparison methods to meet the objective of the pay level survey. Through this
method, we can identify a range of jobs that are broadly representative of the civil service
while at the same time enabling a comparison of jobs in the civil service and the private
sector that are broadly comparable in various job aspects (e.g. job content, work nature,
level of responsibility and typical requirements on qualification and experience). On the
selection of benchmark jobs for the overall pay level survey, the survey should cover civil
service benchmark jobs that meet the recommended selection criteria to ensure that they
are representative of the civil service and have reasonable private sector matches. We
recommend that certain civil service grades/ranks should be excluded from the survey field
in the absence of comparable jobs in the private sector. These civil service grades/ranks
are: disciplined services grades, those non-directorate civilian grades without private sector
counterparts and civil service ranks on the directorate pay scales. In addition, we
recommend that the grades in the medical and health care field, the education field and the
social welfare field be excluded from the survey field as benchmark jobs because the private
sector organisations where we can find reasonable counterparts for these grades will be
excluded from the survey field on the ground that many of these organisations use civil
service pay scales or civil service pay adjustments as major factors in determining the pay
levels or the pay adjustments for their staff or have done so in the past five years.

We recommend that as part of the pay level survey, a starting salaries survey be
conducted using the qualification benchmark method. It will compare the benchmark pay in
each civil service qualification group with the starting salaries of those entry-level jobs in the
private sector with similar requirements on qualification and experience. For this purpose,
only data on the starting salary paid to an employee after the confirmation adjustment at the
end of his probation period (if any) and within his first year of employment will be collected.
Only entry-level jobs in the private sector will be surveyed. Having regard to the experience
gained in the Starting Salaries Review 1999 and the common entry requirements in the
private sector, nine civil service qualification groups have been selected for inclusion in the
survey field. We recommend that the data collection and analysis processes for the
starting salaries survey will follow the approaches to be adopted for the overall pay level
survey (i.e. collecting different cash compensation elements and adopting the typical
organisation practice approach to consolidate data for comparison) to ensure consistency in
the data collected for the two surveys.

Job comparison methods

2.1. The prerequisite for obtaining private sector pay information that may
be broadly compared to civil service pay information is to establish a method
that ensures that the private sector jobs selected for the survey are broadly
and reasonably comparable to civil service jobs. Different degrees of
comparability can be defined, e.g. -
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(@) close similarity of job nature and content — same discipline or skill
group, highly similar accountabilities or duties, same educational
requirement and need for working experience. For example,
comparing a geotechnical engineer to other geotechnical engineers;
and

(b) broad similarity of job accountabilities — jobs may differ in discipline or
skill group but are comparable in the general nature of
accountabilities. For example, comparing a geotechnical engineer
with a human resources manager because both use comparable
levels of specialised expertise to analyse information, assess
compliance with standards or policies, develop procedures or
methods, etc.

2.2. Between these two distinct approaches, other degrees of
comparability can be achieved. For example, geotechnical engineers can be
compared to engineers of any discipline (e.g. civil engineers, electrical
engineers, mechanical engineers, building services engineers, etc.). The
discussion that follows considers several models of determining
comparability of jobs before presenting a recommended approach. All are
equally valid if executed professionally but they reflect different concepts of
comparability of pay levels, would require different processes to implement
and would yield different statistics on pay comparability. The criteria for
assessing the feasibility and suitability of the different approaches for
determining comparability of jobs include -

(@) Does the approach result in the selection of a sample of jobs that is
reasonably representative of civil service jobs? Does the approach
result in the selection of a sufficient number and diversity of private
sector jobs to be representative of pay levels in Hong Kong?

(b) Is the approach effective in selecting broadly comparable jobs from
the two sectors having regard to the differences in the work nature
and job requirements in the two sectors?

(c) Does the approach provide effective tools to collect sufficiently
detailed information to provide a comprehensive picture for pay
comparison between the two sectors?

(d) Can the same approach be applied at all levels and for all types of
jobs in the civil service or do we need to adopt more than one
approach?

(e) Is the approach replicable and consistent, i.e. broadly comparable job
matches will be achieved between the civil service and the private
sector each time the pay level survey is conducted?

(N Isthe approach easy to understand?

(g) Can the approach be implemented by the consultant selected to
conduct the pay level survey (Survey Consultant) with reasonable
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effort and time? Does the approach require special skills or
knowledge to implement? Does it rely on proprietary techniques?

2.3. It is important to emphasise at the outset that there are inherent
differences in the nature of operation, job requirements as well as the
appointment/remuneration practices between the civil service and the private
sector. Regardless of which job comparison method is adopted, it will be
neither practical nor appropriate to seek a precise comparison between the
pay of an individual civil service job with the pay of its private sector
counterparts in the pay level survey. Nor is there a perfect job comparison
method that can address all the inherent differences in the job comparison.
In support of the established policy of broad comparability between civil
service pay and private sector pay, the pay level survey should aim to obtain
private sector pay data in a professional manner, based on comparisons of
groups of broadly comparable jobs, in order to establish the extent to which
civil service pay is broadly comparable to private sector pay. Hence, in this
consultancy we aim to identify the most appropriate job comparison method
which is most able to meet the objective of the pay level survey. When the
Administration makes a decision on any necessary adjustment to civil
service pay following the pay level survey, it will take into account the survey
results as well as other relevant factors, including those inherent differences
between the civil service and the private sector that cannot be directly
addressed in the pay level survey as well as other relevant policy
considerations.

2.4. The following paragraphs discuss four alternative approaches to
identifying appropriate matches between civil service jobs and private sector
jobs for the pay level survey, each with a description of its merits and
shortcomings.

Summary of Alternative Approaches for Identifying Job Matches

1. Job Matching Method: Comparing civil service benchmark jobs with those private
sector jobs that are highly similar in job nature and content.

2. Job Family Method: A variation of the job matching method by putting similar jobs
together into a family of jobs in a hierarchy of job levels for job comparison purpose.
The jobs in the same job family may be related by discipline, function or nature of work.
Job families may be defined in narrow terms such as the Engineer Job Family or in
broad terms such as the Secretarial and Clerical Job Family.

3. Job Factor Comparison Methods: Comparing jobs, regardless of function or
specialisation, of the same range of scores which are assessed by a job evaluation
methodology on the basis of a number of specified job factors (e.g. accountability,
problem solving, technical know-how, etc.).

4. Qualification Benchmark Method: Comparing groups of jobs based on similarity of
entry requirements rather than the accountabilities or duties of the jobs.

Job Matching Method

2.5. The job matching method requires the selection of civil service
benchmark jobs that are highly similar in job nature and content to their
private sector counterparts. The process for implementing this approach
includes:
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(a) selecting a set of civil service benchmark jobs likely to have close
private sector counterparts and covering all relevant pay levels;

(b) obtaining the up-to-date information on the job characteristics of the
proposed benchmark jobs; and

(c) preparing standardised job descriptions in a format suitable for use as
a job-matching tool in the private sector.

2.6. The merits and shortcomings of this approach are summarised in
Table 1 below.

10
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Table 1. Merits and shortcomings of the job matching method

Merits

Shortcomings

— Clearly-defined civil service jobs
form the basis of comparison.

— Based on detailed job descriptions
and requiring no special or
proprietary techniques in carrying
out job matching.

— Can be applied at most levels of the
relevant civil service pay scales
(except the most senior job levels).

— Qualification and experience
requirements can be incorporated
directly into the job matching
process as these are included in
standard survey job descriptions.

— Easy to understand and easy to
replicate because the same job
matches can be used when the
survey is repeated.

— Efficient from the perspective of
execution of the pay level survey.

— Under this approach, there are
difficulties in finding close matches
between civil service jobs and
private sector jobs because of the
differences in the mode of
operation and organisation
structure between the two sectors.

— As only private sector jobs that can
be closely matched with civil
service jobs are included in the
survey field, the jobs that are
covered may scatter among a
diverse range of private sector
organisations, making selection of
organisations in the survey field
more difficult.

— A level of judgment and expertise
is still required to achieve accuracy
of job matches because of
differences in the nature of jobs in
the civil service and the private
sector.

— Cannot reflect private sector pay
practices applicable to jobs that
have no close counterparts in the
civil service. This may, to a certain
degree, undermine the
effectiveness of the survey results
as a broad benchmark reference of
private sector pay levels for
comparison with the pay scales of
broadly comparable civil service
jobs.

2.7. The key merit of the job matching method is that it is simple to
understand and, as a method of conducting a pay level survey, relatively
simple to implement. The shortcomings can be summarised as follows:

(a) there are difficulties under the job matching method in finding close
matches between civil service jobs and private sector jobs

11




(b)

Final Report — Methodology of pay level survey

because of the differences in the mode of operation and
organisation structure between the two sectors; and

Not only does this approach exclude jobs that exist in the civil
service but without close counterparts in the private sector, it also
excludes the many jobs that exist in the private sector but have no
exact counterparts in the civil service.

2.8  The implications of these shortcomings are:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

As only close matches are covered, the benchmark jobs to be
covered may be scattered over many different organisations, so a
larger survey field may be required. Even with a larger survey field,
some functions or disciplines may only be represented by a limited
sample of job data;

As the data of each match between a civil service job and the
corresponding private sector job is not combined but treated
independently for data analysis, we need to agree on a reasonable
basis for aggregating the data to reflect the overall private sector
pay levels;

As only a limited number of civil service benchmark jobs will have
close private sector matches, the survey field may not be
sufficiently representative of the civil service as a whole; and

The limited number of close job matches between the two sectors
may also undermine the representativeness of the survey findings
as a broad indicator of how the private sector pay levels compare
with the civil service pay levels.

Job Family Method

2.9. The job family method is a variation of the job matching method.
This approach combines or clusters similar jobs together into a family of
jobs to form a hierarchy of job levels (e.g. selecting several adjoining ranks
in a civil service grade such as Assistant Engineer, Engineer and Senior
Engineer instead of selecting a single job such as Senior Engineer, or
selecting a range of jobs related by function, discipline or nature of work
such as the Works-related family). The process for implementing this
approach includes:

(@)

(b)

identifying jobs that are representative of the civil service and
perform a preliminary check on the availability of private sector
matches;

analysing the proposed civil service ranks that have reasonable
private sector matches and grouping together those with similar
characteristics in terms of function, discipline or nature of work,
etc. into the same job family;

12
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(c) identifying a hierarchy in each job family from the simplest job to
the most complex and relating these job levels to relevant
ranges in the civil service pay scales; and

(d) preparing job descriptions for identifying private sector jobs that
are reasonably and broadly comparable to the civil service
benchmark jobs, and matching them into each of the relevant job
families at the relevant job level.

2.10. The job family method can have two variations depending on the
focus of the job categorisation:

(@) a narrowly-defined job family method: jobs in the same discipline
and with similar job nature and categorised into the same job
family, e.g. Assistant Engineer, Engineer, Senior Engineer
belong to the same job family; and

(b) a broadly-defined job family method: jobs which share broad
similarity in job nature or the functions they perform can be
included in the same job family.

2.11. Under the job matching method, civil service jobs are matched with
closely similar private sector jobs in terms of job nature and content. Under
the job family method, the job comparisons can be more broadly based. For
example, the civil service Executive Officer grade, members of which
perform different functions (e.g. human resources management, customer
services and financial management) during their career, does not have an
exact counterpart in the private sector where these functions are typically
performed by specialists in the various disciplines. Under the job family
method, the Executive Officer grade can be matched with a range of private
sector jobs that respectively engage in similar functions normally undertaken
by the Executive Officer grade as set out above. If these private sector jobs
can be broadly aligned with civil service jobs, then more data can be
collected from a larger pool of jobs that exist in the private sector. The
aggregated pay of the matched private sector jobs will then be compared to
the relevant range of pay points on the civil service pay scales at different
job levels. In view of the foregoing, as compared with the job matching
method, a broader range of civil service benchmark jobs and private sector
benchmark jobs could be covered under the job family method to facilitate
the pay comparison process.

2.12. The merits and shortcomings of the job family method are presented
in Table 2.

13
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Table 2. Merits and shortcomings of job family method

Merits

Shortcomings

Facilitates a comparison of a
broader range of jobs in the civil
service and the private sector.
There will be a wider
representation of civil service jobs
in  different  disciplines and
functions and more private sector
jobs in each organisation to be
surveyed. The method will better
reflect the pay practice of a group
of jobs with broad similarity in job
nature and functions.

There will be a wider
representation of civil service jobs
from different range of pay points
on the civil service pay scales.
More data will be obtained from
private sector jobs of different job
levels sharing similar  job
characteristics for comparison with
these civil service jobs. This will
mean that the survey findings can
better reflect on the whole how
private sector pay compare with
the civil service pay scale at
different levels.

Job families are defined according
to the nature of jobs in the civil
service. Job alignment in the
private sector is based on specific
job descriptions that highlight job
characteristics. No special or
proprietary techniques are required
in carrying out job matching.

Qualification and experience
requirements can be incorporated
directly into the job matching
process as these are included in
standard survey job descriptions.

Simplifies job matching from the
private sector perspective as a
range of jobs in the same job
family at different job levels are
available for matching.

It gives a wider representation of
civil service jobs in different
disciplines and functions but the
private sector counterparts of these
jobs may vary in the extent of
comparability.

As comparisons of civil service
jobs and private sector jobs are
based on broader comparisons
rather than exact job-for-job
comparisons, job matches may not
be as obvious and immediately
understood as compared with the
job matching method based on
exact matches.

As the job matches are not based

on precise counterparts, the
process of identifying private sector
counterparts would involve a

greater measure of judgment than
the job matching method, which is
limited to close matches.

14
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2.13. The major merit of the job family method as compared with the job
matching method is that it facilitates a comparison of a broader range of jobs
in the two sectors. The inclusion of a wide range of civil service benchmark
jobs in the survey field helps ensure that these benchmark jobs would
collectively be more representative of the civil service as a whole. More data
will be collected from private sector jobs. A broader representation of jobs in
the two sectors will give a more accurate reflection of how private sector pay
levels compare with the relevant range of pay points on the civil service pay
scales at different levels.

2.14. The shortcomings of this more flexible approach are that the
comparability of the job matches may not be as obvious to establish as
those under the job matching method. But since this approach is essentially
based on job characteristics and job accountabilities, this shortcoming can
be readily addressed by presenting a set of detailed job descriptions which
set out all relevant factors (including job content, job requirement and work
nature) for identifying private sector comparator jobs, exercising judgment to
ensure only jobs which are broadly comparable in all these factors will be
included in the survey field and highlighting the similarities based on which
the job matches have been made.

Job Factor Comparison Methods

2.15. Job factor comparison methods are based on research that found
certain common factors exist in all jobs at different levels of complexity or
intensity. Under these comparison methods, the relative value or intensity of
each factor in relation to each selected job is determined. Based on the
overall value or point pertaining to each selected job, a pay comparison is
then made.

2.16. Job factor comparison methods are often proprietary. The Hay Guide
Chart-Profile Method used in the 1986 Pay Level Survey for the civil service
is one example of such a method, but other human resources consulting
firms have methods of their own and some organisations develop their own
variations of this approach. Therefore, for the present discussion, we have
considered job factor comparison methods in general.

2.17. Examples of job comparison factors drawn from various
methodologies include but are not limited to:

technical or specialised know-how

education or experience requirements

people management skills

functional breadth or complexity of management

internal and external relationships

thinking processes

decision-making authority

impact on results

conditions such as exposure to risk, physical effort or noxious conditions

15
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Annex B contains a brief summary of the job factor comparison method
used in the 1986 Pay Level Survey, the criticisms made of the methodology
by the staff representatives and relevant comments from the Committee of
Inquiry report.

2.18. The major steps for implementing a job factor comparison method

include:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

selecting a representative sample of benchmark jobs from each
discipline, profession or functional group across different job levels
of the civil service;

rigorously analysing each selected job and then evaluating it using
the methodology to arrive at a rating represented by a number of
score points. The participants in the evaluation process would
usually include the consultant (as methodological expert),
management (e.g., CSB representatives and grade management
representatives), and possibly job-holder representatives as well;

aligning civil service jobs with private sector comparable jobs with a
similar range of evaluation points; and

relating the pay levels of the private sector comparable jobs to the
corresponding range of pay points on the civil service pay scales of

the civil service benchmark jobs for pay comparison.

2.19. The merits and shortcomings of this method are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Merits and shortcomings of the job factor comparison methods

Merits

Shortcomings

Can cover a wide range of civil
service jobs which share certain
common job factors with private
sector jobs, i.e. not limited to jobs
that are either closely or broadly
comparable to private sector jobs in
terms of job content and job
characteristics.

As the methodology can be applied
to any job in the private sector, the
range of private sector jobs that can
be covered in the pay level survey
is widened and more private sector
pay data are available for collection.

Allows for a more quantitative
analysis in comparisons and
analyses of jobs relative to the job

It will take time to agree on the
relative weightings of the job
factors, to carry out the job
evaluation for individual civil service
benchmark jobs and private sector
jobs and to reach consensus with

stakeholders on the evaluation
scores for the civil service
benchmark jobs.

It is difficult to communicate the
basis of comparison to those who
are not trained or who are not
experts in the application of the job
evaluation methodology. Depending
on how detailed the methodology
for allocating evaluation points is
and the scope for subjective
judgment in this regard, there may

16
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Merits

Shortcomings

matching method and the job family
method because the relative score
for each factor in relation to different
jobs as well as the total evaluation
scores for different jobs can be
ascertained for pay comparison
purpose.

- The use of job factor comparison
methods also allows for explicit
consideration of differences in the
organisation structure or other
related features between the civil
service and the private sector, to
the degree those features can be
accounted for in the job factors
used in the chosen method.

be criticism of subjectivity of this
approach.

— Given that there are certain factors

unique to civil service which may
not exist in the private sector and
may not be readily evaluated by the
method, if there is a wide variation
in the evaluation scores for civil
service benchmark jobs currently
with a similar range of pay points, it
may be difficult to agree on a
relationship  between the job
evaluation points and the
corresponding civil service pay
level. It may also as a result be
difficult to relate the private sector
pay data to the civil service pay
scales for pay comparison purpose.

- The methodology = must  be

applicable commonly across private
sector organisations and across
civil service ranks and therefore
may not include every job factor
that is deemed important within the
civil service (e.g. accountability to
public).

- Selection of a specific job factor

comparison method is tied to the
particular consultant appointed to
carry out the survey because
proprietary techniques are involved
(unless civil service develops its
own job factor comparison method).

- The scope of data available for

collection from private sector
organisations is potentially very
large as any and all positions at a
given job level can be analysed with
the job factor comparison method.
This may create a heavy burden on
participating organisations.

2.20. A major merit of the job factor comparison methods is that they allow
cross-functional, cross-discipline comparisons between civil service jobs and
private sector jobs without limiting the comparison to jobs that are
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comparable in terms of specific job content. Nonetheless, comparisons must
be based on evaluation of job factors that are commonly found among
private sector organisations and among civil service jobs. Thus, the
comparisons may not cover every job factor deemed important in the civil
service (e.g. accountability to public). The main shortcomings of the job
factor comparison methods relate to the complexity of the process to make
job comparisons and to achieve consensus about the job evaluation
outcomes.

Qualification Benchmark Method

2.21. This is the approach currently used in determining the starting pay for
entry-level positions in the civil service based on qualification groups®. The
process for implementing this approach includes surveying private sector
organisations on starting salaries for positions that have the same
requirements on education, apprenticeship, previous working experience or
certifications without regard to specific job duties.

2.22. The approach is unlikely to be suitable for pay comparison for jobs
beyond the entry level because relatively few private sector organisations
explicitly regulate progression to higher level jobs based on entry
requirements.

2.23. The qualifications for entry-level positions are normally included in the
job descriptions used in the job matching method and the job family method.
It is observed that in the private sector, the starting salary for entry-level jobs
is often more related to qualification requirements than the job nature or
work content of the particular positions in question. In view of this, the
gualification benchmark method may be used to ascertain the level of
starting salaries as part of the overall pay level survey in combination with
one of the other job comparison methods. The pay data thus obtained can
be used to re-assess the benchmark pay (and in turn the relevant pay point)
for the relevant qualification groups in the civil service.

Assessment of Alternatives

2.24. The four job comparison methods mentioned above share a number
of common characteristics:

(@) Under all four approaches, the comparison of civil service jobs and
private sector jobs involves the exercise of judgment. Such
judgment must be made according to a credible and well-
structured methodology and related guidelines.

* In order to maintain fairness and consistency in setting the pay scales of a diverse range
of civil service recruitment ranks under a centrally administered pay system, a uniform
approach has been adopted in determining the pay scales of individual recruitment ranks
by reference to the entry qualification requirements (as reflected in the benchmark pay for
the relevant qualification group) and other special considerations (e.g. job requirements
and recruitment difficulty) which may justifiably be compensated.
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(b) All approaches require reliance on the organisation that performs
the pay level survey to accurately match jobs from the private
sector to civil service jobs, regardless of whether the job matching
method, the job family method, or the job factor comparison
method is adopted.

(c) All approaches will potentially reveal differences in the pay
relativities among the civil service jobs on the one hand and
private sector jobs on the other. Such differences should be
further analysed and addressed as appropriate as a separate
exercise from the upcoming pay level survey, as explained in
paragraph 2.41 below.

(d) Factors used in the job factor comparison methods must be
common to both the civil service and the private sector and would
therefore exclude any job factors that may be unique or important
in the civil service. As these job factors are not present or
important in the private sector, they cannot be accounted for in the
job alignment process under the job matching method or the job
family method either.

2.25. We have assessed the four job comparison methods in the light of the
criteria described in paragraph 2.2 above.

2.26. The job matching method is readily understood and simple in concept,
but the methodology is limited by the range of civil service jobs that have
close matches in the private sector. A review of civil service grades and
ranks indicates that a pay level survey limited to job matches based only on
close similarity in job content may not be representative of the breadth of
disciplines and depth of job levels found in the civil service. The job
matching method, therefore, does not meet criterion (a) listed in paragraph
2.2 above.

2.27. The job factor comparison methods have the merit that they do not
limit the selection of private sector jobs to those with similar content as
corresponding jobs in the civil service. But in view of the differences in job
nature, a survey method that compares benchmark jobs of widely different
disciplines based on an assessment of job factors will rely on experienced
and well-trained experts to fully realise its potential merits. Evaluating jobs in
an organisation that has no experience in using job factor comparison
methods would be a complex and time-consuming process. It would take
time to agree on the relative weightings of individual job factors and to reach
consensus with stakeholders on the evaluation scores for the civil service
benchmark jobs. Compared with other job comparison methods, the job
factor comparison methods are least able to meet the criteria (f) and (g)
listed in paragraph 2.2 above.

2.28. Furthermore, job comparison under the job factor comparison
methods must be based on job factors that are common to both the civil
service and the private sector. Although factors that take account of the
unique job nature of certain civil service jobs, such as those found in the
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disciplined services, could be used, these factors would not provide a valid
basis for direct pay comparison purposes because the additional points
assigned on account of these factors may not be rewarded on the same
basis as the same number of points assigned on account of the common
factors.

2.29. The qualification benchmark method is mainly suitable for a pay
survey of the starting salaries of entry-level positions. It does not provide a
sound basis for pay comparison of promotion ranks in the civil service, or
even the upper range of the pay scale of an entry rank.

2.30. The job family method has the merit that it is relatively simple and
easy to understand as compared with the job factor comparison method, and
that it allows a systematic comparison of a broader range of jobs embracing
a larger proportion of the total establishment of the civil service and a wider
range of job functions, as compared with the narrower scope of jobs that can
be covered under the job matching method.

Recommendation on the Job Comparison Method

2.31. As mentioned in paragraph 2.2(d) above, we have considered
whether we need to adopt more than one method for carrying out a
comprehensive pay level survey. We consider that a distinction should be
drawn between a comparison of the overall pay levels and a comparison of
the starting salaries between the civil service and the private sector in view
of the differences in focus. A starting salaries survey focuses on
ascertaining the pay levels of jobs with similar requirement on qualification
and experience, which is a key factor in determining the starting salaries. An
overall pay level survey compares the pay levels of jobs that are broadly
comparable in terms of various job-related factors (e.g. job content, work
nature, level of responsibility and job requirement). To provide a coherent
and consistent picture of pay comparison between the civil service and the
private sector, we recommend that a starting salaries salary be carried out
as a sub-set of the overall pay level survey. The survey of starting salaries
would be used to re-assess the benchmark pay (and in turn the relevant pay
point) for the relevant civil service qualification groups.

2.32. Having examined the relative merits and shortcomings of the four
possible methods against the criteria listed in paragraph 2.2 above, we
recommend to adopt the broadly-defined job family method to obtain private
sector pay data for ascertaining whether civil service pay is broadly
comparable to private sector pay and to adopt the qualification benchmark
method for comparing specifically the starting salaries between the two
sectors. Further reasons for recommending the adoption of the above two
methods are explained in paragraphs 2.33-2.35 and 2.53-2.55 respectively.

2.33. As pointed out in paragraph 2.3 above, in view of the inherent
differences between the civil service and the private sector, there is no
perfect job comparison method that can address all the differences and
relevant issues in the job comparison. We should therefore aim to identify
the most appropriate method that is best able to meet the objective of the
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pay level survey and to address the policy and technical considerations
arising from a pay level survey. We consider that in overall terms and having
regard to all the inherent difficulties and limitations of making a comparison
between civil service pay and private sector pay, the broadly-defined job
family method, with certain adjustments (see Table 4 below), is better suited
than the other job comparison methods for the purpose of the pay level
survey. As compared with other job comparison methods, the broadly-
defined job family method with job matches broadly comparable in various
aspects facilitates a wider representation of the civil service as compared
with the job matching method (the survey field of which is limited to close
matches) and provides a more clearly defined framework for job alignment
as compared with the job factor comparison methods (which are not so
easily understood and involve a greater degree of judgment in the job
evaluation process as well as difficulty in reaching a consensus on the
evaluation results).

2.34. Under the broadly-defined job family method, civil service benchmark
positions will be matched with private sector jobs that are broadly
comparable in terms of job content and work nature as well as level of
responsibility and typical requirements on qualification and experience. As a
result, a fairly wide spread of private sector counterparts can be identified for
civil service benchmark jobs that are together reasonably representative of
the civil service in terms of the breadth of disciplines, the depth of job levels
and the range of bureaux/departments found in the civil service. A broader
representation of jobs in the two sectors will allow the collection of more pay
data for comparison purpose. Such pay data will give a more accurate
reflection of how private sector pay levels compare with the relevant range of
pay points on civil service pay scales at various levels for each job family
and across all job families. In view of the foregoing, we consider that the
broadly-defined job family method, which is based on an analysis of the
similarities of benchmark jobs in relation to various job-related factors (e.g.
job content, work nature, level of responsibility and typical requirements on
gualification and experience), provides a sound and reasonable framework
for selecting civil service jobs for pay comparison purpose and involves a
sufficiently refined job alignment process.

2.35. Since the improved civil service pay adjustment mechanism is
intended for long-term adoption in the civil service, it is important that a
representative sample of jobs in the civil service can be compared with
reasonably and broadly comparable private sector jobs each time the pay
level survey is conducted, and that the methodology is relatively easy to
implement and readily understood by civil servants and the public. We
consider that the broadly-defined job family method is able to meet this
requirement.

2.36. As noted in paragraph 2.14 above, a shortcoming of the job family
method is that comparability of job matches may not be as obvious and
easily understood as the job matching method. To ensure proper alignment
of civil service jobs and private sector jobs, we recommend that an intensive
job inspection process should be conducted for all the civil service
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benchmark jobs to ascertain the details of their work nature and job
characteristics. Such information would facilitate the preparation of detailed
job descriptions for identifying corresponding private sector benchmark jobs.
In addition, to provide a more refined basis for alignment of broadly
comparable jobs and to facilitate the pay comparison process, we
recommend, as detailed in Section lll, that civil service benchmark jobs
should be categorised into 5 job families and 5 job levels such that the pay
of the civil service and private sector job matches that are broadly
comparable in terms of job content and work nature (categorised in the
same job family) as well as level of responsibility and typical requirements on
gualification and experience (categorised in the same job level) will be
compared.

2.37. The recommended broadly-defined job family method with the
features described in paragraphs 2.34-2.36 above (e.g. aligning civil service
jobs with private sector jobs which are broadly comparable in various job-
related aspects; carrying out job inspection process to ascertain details of
the proposed civil service benchmark jobs and in turn to facilitate the
identification of private sector benchmark jobs; and categorising job matches
into the respective job family and job level to have a better grasp of private
sector pay levels as far as practicable) all help to ensure that the differences
between the civil service and the private sector will be properly taken into
account in the pay comparison. The areas in which we have recommended
to further improve the broadly-defined job family method to address its
relative shortcomings, in comparison with the other job comparison methods,
are summarised in Table 4 below-

Table 4

Shortcomings in comparison with | Proposed solutions to address the
the other job comparison shortcomings
methods

- Gives a wider representation of |- In view of the inherent
civil service jobs in each differences between the civil

discipline and function but the
similarity of these jobs with
private sector counterparts may
vary.

service and the private sector
and given the established broad
comparability principle, the pay
level survey does not aim to
seek a precise comparison
between the pay of an individual
civil service job with the pay of
its private sector counterparts in
the pay level survey, but to
obtain private sector pay data in
a professional manner, based
on comparisons of groups of
broadly comparable jobs, in
order to establish the extent to
which civil service pay is
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Shortcomings in comparison with
the other job comparison
methods

Proposed solutions to address the
shortcomings

broadly comparable to private
sector pay.. Under the
proposed broadly-defined job
family method, civil service
benchmark jobs will  be
compared with private sector
jobs that are broadly
comparable in terms of various
related factors such as job
content, work nature, level of
responsibility and typical
requirements on qualification
and experience. The method
facilitates collection of data of
broadly comparable private
sector jobs to meet the purpose
of the pay level survey.

- As civil service jobs are
compared with private sector
jobs  broadly comparable,
rather than strictly comparable,
in various job-related aspects,
job matches may not be as
obvious as compared with the
job matching method based on
exact matches.

- This can be addressed by

producing a list of civil service
benchmark jobs with private
sector matches to facilitate the
understanding of the job
alignment process. The list,
subject to the proposed job
inspection process to ascertain
the details of their job
characteristics and work nature,
will show how benchmark jobs
in the civil service and the
private sector are aligned into
job families based on similarity
in job content and work nature
and into job levels based on
similarity in level of
responsibilities as well as typical
requirements on qualification
and experience.

- As the job matches are not
precise  counterparts, the
alignment  process  would
inevitably involve a greater
measure of judgment than the
job matching method.

— In practice, we shall align jobs

based on job descriptions which
describe all relevant factors
including job characteristics,
requirement and work nature,
and judgment is made to ensure
that only those jobs which are
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Shortcomings in comparison with
the other job comparison

Proposed solutions to address the
shortcomings

methods

broadly comparable in all these
factors will be included in the
survey field.

2.38. The job family method also addresses a number of criticisms (see
Annex B) made regarding the job factor comparison method which was
adopted in the 1986 Pay Level Survey. The job evaluation process of the
job factor comparison method is based on certain job factors common to civil
service jobs and private sector jobs. But in the 1986 Pay Level Survey, this
approach was criticised as being incomplete, subjective and open to
manipulation. The job family method, on the other hand, is highly
transparent because the job descriptions used in the private sector data
collection process would be subject to a thorough review. The job alignment
process is based on various job aspects, including job content, work nature,
level of responsibility, qualifications and typical experience requirements.
Such a basis of job comparison and the job alignment results are relatively
easy to understand. In comparison, under the job factor comparison method,
because of its technical and conceptual nature, it is relatively more difficult to
communicate the basis of comparison and the comparison results to those
without a detailed understanding of the job evaluation methodology.

2.39. Table 5 sets out how the proposed broadly-defined job family method
seeks to address the criticisms raised in connection with the job factor
comparison method adopted in the 1986 Pay Level Survey -

Table 5

Criticisms on the 1986 Pay Level
Survey : job factor comparison
method

Upcoming pay level survey :
broadly-defined job family method

- The Hay methodology took into |-
account only three factors, i.e.,
know-how, problem-solving and
accountability, ignoring other

In contrast to the job factor
comparison method, the
proposed broadly-defined job
family method does not seek to

important factors, e.g., skill, establish job comparability based
experience, physical effort, on the results of a quantitative
working conditions, etc. It is job evaluation process which

subjective, prone to error and
open to manipulation. There is

takes account of only a few
common job factors. Instead,

no detailed comparison of civil service benchmark jobs will
similar  jobs. It is too be matched with private sector
broadbrush. Job-for-job benchmark jobs that are broadly

comparisons are preferable. comparable in terms of job
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Criticisms on the 1986 Pay Level Upcoming pay level survey :
Survey : job factor comparison |broadly-defined job family method
method

content and work nature as well
as level of responsibility, typical
qualification and experience
requirements.

- The Hay methodology does not|— For civil service grades/ranks
take into account the special which do not have reasonable
features of the police force or comparators in the private sector
other disciplined services. (e.g. the disciplined services and

certain civilian grades), the pay
level survey findings will be
applied to them based on the
existing system of internal pay
relativities in the civil service
which was established based on
inspection of job content and
work nature in previous grade
structure reviews.

- The civil service sample job Based on the proposed 5 job

size of the 1986 Pay Level families and 5 job levels, we
Survey was insufficient and shall be able to select
incomplete. benchmark jobs from a fairly

wide spread of civil service
grades/ranks that are together
reasonably representative of the
civil service in terms of the
breadth of disciplines, the depth
of job levels and the range of
bureaux/departments found in
the civil service. Based on a
rough estimate, the proposed
categorisation framework will be
able to cover about 44% of the
total civil service establishment,
or 73%?° of the remaining total
civil service establishment if we
do not count the establishment
of the disciplined services ranks
(which do not have private
sector matches), the civil service

> As mentioned in paragraph 2.51 below, the remaining 27% of the civil service
establishment are from those civil service grades/ranks which are small in establishment
size (therefore not meeting the establishment size criterion referred to