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	政府法定語文主任協會
Government Official Languages Officers Association



Submission on the Consultation Paper on the

Review of Competency-based Performance Appraisal for the

Official Languages Officer Grade


This submission sets out the views of the Government Official Languages Officers Association on the consultation paper issued on 25 September 2007 by the Working Group on the Review of Competency-based Performance Appraisal for the Official Languages Officer Grade.  When preparing this submission, we have taken into account the views of grade members collected via different channels, including the Internet discussion board, informal discussions and the forum held on 8 October 2007.  

I.
The Consultation Process

2.
The Association is dissatisfied with the half-hearted manner in which the consultation is conducted:

(i) The consultation paper was issued to grade members through the Intranet Mail System only, which is known to be seldom used by grade members, and was not followed up by phone, fax or Lotus Notes mail, which are more effective modes of communication with grade members.  

(ii) The 3-week consultation period is too short for such an important matter that has grade-wide implications and involves complicated and possibly controversial issues. 

(iii) No detailed information or figures have been provided in the consultation paper to aid the consideration and discussion of the proposals by grade members.

(iv) No effort has been made to engage grade members in serious and meaningful discussion through formal and established channels, including the meetings of COLOs, section heads of the Official Languages Division (OLD) and departmental OLOs i/c, not to say ad hoc forums or briefing sessions.

II.
Major Principles and Considerations

3.
In considering the proposals set out in the consultation paper, we have based ourselves on the following two principles:
(i) Core competencies must be job-related.  To justify the inclusion of a particular item in the core competencies for the OLO Grade, it should be demonstrated that the item is necessary for the performance of a major duty by the majority of OLOs.  The list of core competencies should not be viewed as a mission and vision statement for the OLO Grade.

(ii) The core competencies for a particular rank should be sufficiently and realistically different from those for the next higher rank in order to reflect the different degrees and scopes of knowledge, skills and expertise required of the two ranks, taking into account their respective levels of responsibilities.    

III.
Views on Major Amendments Highlighted in the Consultation Paper

A.
Core Competencies for the OLO Grade

Part 1
Professional Aspects

(a) 
To include “Vetting Skills” as a core competency for OLOs II
4.
We object to the proposal on the following grounds:

(i) While we accept that some OLOs II are now required to check translations done by freelancers or NCSC translators, we very much doubt that vetting translations has become a major duty performed by the majority of OLOs II.  Statistics should be provided to justify the proposal.

(ii) Although it is understandable that OLOs II working in one-man or small offices are required to vet translations from time to time, the vetting work done by some OLOs II is considered redundant.  Sometimes, an OLO II is assigned vetting duties just for the sake of training or producing a primitive draft for further vetting.  In one office, translations vetted by an OLO II are subsequently vetted by an OLO I, a SOLO and even a COLO.  The volume of translations necessitating vetting by OLOs II is likely to be over-blown. 

(iii) If the proposal is implemented, there will be effectively no difference between the vetting skills required of an OLO II and an OLO I.  This will weaken the case for the creation or retention of OLO I posts in the future.

(iv) For individual OLOs II who are actually required to vet translations, this fact and their performance can be adequately reflected in their appraisal reports even though vetting translations is not one of their core competencies.
(b) To expand the definitions of “Vetting Skills” and “Drafting Skills” to cover English documents
5.
We object to the proposal on the following grounds:

(i) We very much doubt that vetting draft English documents has become a major duty performed by the majority of OLOs, let alone the junior ones.  Statistics should be provided to justify the proposal.

(ii) For individual OLOs who are actually required to vet draft English documents, this fact and their performance can be adequately reflected in their appraisal reports even though vetting draft English documents is not one of their core competencies.

(iii) Even if vetting draft English documents is included as a core competency, the requirements for OLOs II and OLOs I should be different.

(c)
To expand the definition of “Knowledge” to cover Western culture and English literature

6.
We have no objection to the proposal, but have reservations about its relevance to our daily work and the way it is to be assessed.  Moreover, the requirements for different ranks should be different. 

(d) To include work knowledge in the definition of “Knowledge”
7.
We have no objection to the proposal, but the requirements for different ranks should be different.

(e) To have “Putonghua Proficiency” listed as a competency item under Part I Professional Aspects
8.
We object to the proposal on the following grounds:

(i) Although all civil servants are expected to be biliterate and trilingual and we believe that most of our grade members can communicate fluently in Putonghua, only a small number of OLOs use Putonghua extensively in discharging their daily duties (e.g. OLOs in the Putonghua Support Services Section of OLD) and most grade members are seldom, if ever, called on to perform Putonghua-related duties.  Statistics should be provided to justify the proposal.

(ii) There are concerns that the appraising officer, especially non-OLOs, may not have the necessary knowledge and expertise to assess the appraisee's Putonghua proficiency. 

(iii) Even if Putonghua proficiency is listed as a competency item under “Part 1 Professional Aspects”, the requirements for different ranks should be different.

(iv) For individual OLOs who are actually required to perform Putonghua-related duties, this fact and their performance can be adequately reflected in their appraisal reports even though Putonghua proficiency is not listed as a competency item under “Part 1 Professional Aspects”.  Moreover, since Putonghua is just a spoken form of Chinese, it is more appropriate to assess the Putonghua proficiency of such OLOs under “Languages Skills – Chinese”.

Part 2
General Aspects

(f)
To have “Reliability and Commitment” put under “Orientation” instead of “Leadership”

9.
We have no objection to the proposal.

(g) 
To add a new point on the completion of appraisal reports to the definition of “Performance Management”

10.
We have no strong views on the proposal.  We understand that the proposal aims to encourage appraising officers to complete appraisal reports on time and avoid over-grading, but we think that this can best be done by other measures, e.g. providing proper training and issuing reminders directly to the appraising officers and their immediate supervisors. If this proposal is implemented, we recommend that “fair and honest” be separated from “timely” since there is no co-relation between them. 

(h)
To add a new point on productivity to the definition of “Time Management"

11.
We have no objection to the proposal. 

B.
Performance Appraisal Form

(a)
To adopt a 6-grade rating scale for Parts 4, 5 and 6(A)
12.
We have reservations about the proposal on the following grounds:

(i) There seems to be no “central tendency” in making assessment as far as the OLO Grade is concerned.  The problem that we now face is over-grading and the 6-grade scale may backfire.  Take Part 5 for an example.  Suppose that an appraisee displays all competency characteristics on the job but does not excel in them.  Using the existing report form, the appraising officer may give him/her a “C” grade (“Displaying all competency characteristics on the job”), but on a 6-grade scale, the appraising officer may need to give him/her a “D” grade (“Learning and developing these competencies. Some aspects need to be further improved/developed”).  In view of the culture of our grade, the appraising officer may feel uncomfortable giving the appraisee a “D” grade and may still give him/her a “C” grade.  That being the case, the appraising officer may have to upgrade the ratings of other subordinates in order to maintain the relative ratings between them, thereby aggravating the over-grading problem.

(ii) The reason for “some grade members to find the existing rating scale inadequate in the sense that there are only 5 grades” is that over-grading is still very common in the grade.  For some appraising officers, no matter how many grades there are on the scale, there are just two grades to choose from: “A” or “B”.  Switching from a 5-grade scale to a 6-grade scale will not solve the problem.

(iii) Grade members are adapting to the current appraisal form, which has just been in use for a few years.  If a 6-grade scale is adopted, they will have to adapt to the new scale all over again. 

13.
Regarding the wording of the proposed 6-grade scale in Part 4, we have the following views:

(i) The difference between “fully meeting”, “just met” and “not met in full” is not clear. 

(ii) The same structure should be used for all grades, for example:
A: Consistently exceeding requirements
B: Frequently exceeding requirements
C: Fully meeting requirements
D: Just meeting requirements
E: Partially meeting requirements
F:
Far from meeting requirements

(iii) “Some room for improvement” and “much room for improvement” should be amended as “some improvement needed” and “much improvement needed” respectively (compare with “significant improvement needed” under F) because no matter how outstanding an officer is, there is always “some room for improvement”.  

14.
Regarding the wording of the proposed 6-grade scale in Part 5, we have the following views:

(i) The words “competency characteristics”, “competencies”, “standard” and “competency requirements” used in different grades should be amended for the sake of consistency.

(ii) The same structure or similar structures should be used for all grades, e.g. all beginning with “Displaying …”.

15.
Regarding the wording of the proposed 6-grade scale in Part 6(A), we propose that the words “outstanding”, “very effective”, “effective”, “lowest acceptable standard” (or rather “acceptable”), “poor” and “very poor” be put at the beginning of the description of each grade to highlight the meaning of the grade.

(c) To make consequential amendments to the assessment items under “Part 5 Assessment of Competencies”

16.
We reiterate our views set out above on the corresponding competencies.

(d)
To amend the heading and the contents of “(C) Longer Term Potential” under “Part 6 Assessment of Overall Performance and Potential”

17.
We have no objection to the proposal, but propose that an additional option (“competent at current rank and has displayed some potential for the next higher rank”) should be added between 2 and 3. 

(e)
To make available a space under “Part 10 Record of Appraisal Interview” for the appraisee to express his/her views on future postings

18.
We have no objection to the proposal.

(f)
To refine the descriptions of the options under “(A) Fitness for Promotion” of “Part 11 Head of Grade’s Assessment”

19.
We have no objection to the proposal, but propose that the original “Well fit for promotion” should be retained or a new option “Fit for accelerated promotion” added to cater for officers with exceptional potential.

IV.
Views on Amendments to the Performance Appraisal Form 
Not Highlighted in the Consultation Paper

Part 1
Personal Data

Item 3: “Period and nature of leave lasting more than 32 months during the appraisal period with dates”

20.
We would like to know the purpose of this item and the reason for changing it from “3 months” to “2 months”.

V.
Other views
Personal Data

21.
We propose that Part 1 of the appraisal form should be filled in before distribution or a computer print-out with the required data should be attached to the form to assist the appraisee in completing this part.

Overlap between Parts 4, 5 and 6(B)

22.
An appraising officer is now required to comment on the appraisee’s performance in Part 4 Appraisal of Performance, Part 5 Assessment of Competencies and Part 6(B) General Remarks, but it is sometimes difficult to draw a clear line between the three. For example, comments on the appraisee’s performance in Part 4 may touch on the professional competencies and attitude of the appraisee.  We propose that the three parts should be consolidated as far as possible to avoid repetition. 

Head of Grade’s Assessment

23.
The Public Service Commission recommended in its 2006 Annual Report that the Head of Grade’s remarks should be communicated to the appraisee.  We strongly support this recommendation and propose that it should be implemented in the new appraisal form either by automatically sending a copy of Part 11 of the form to the appraisee at the end of the reporting cycle or, at the very least, adding a check box in Part 10 or 11 to let the appraisee indicate his/her wish to read the Head of Grade’s assessment.  

Electronic Form

24.
We propose that an electronic version of the form should be made available for easy input of data. There should not be any technical problem since the appraisal forms for clerical staff have been available in electronic form for quite some time. 

Training

25.
The successful implementation of the core competencies and appraisal report form, revised or not, hinges on those who actually use them.  We propose that training courses or experience-sharing workshops should be organised for grade members so that all involved in staff performance management will understand the system and their roles clearly.

Posting policy

26.
While we maintain the first principle mentioned above (paragraph 3(i)), we concede that the operation and work pattern of one translation office may differ from another.  We propose that the Grade Management should adjust its posting policy to allow grade members equal opportunities to undertake all core duties of the OLO Grade and display their competencies in their career life. 

Conclusion

27.
The review of the appraisal system has far-reaching implications and should be conducted carefully and with circumspection.  As we can see from the foregoing, many of the proposed amendments are unnecessary, undesirable or may have unintended consequences.  We urge the Working Group and the Grade Management to take our views into serious consideration and make an effort to actively canvass the views of grade members on the proposals before making a decision. 
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