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Hong Kong Baptist University Faculty and Staff Union
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* 1ncrement 1s linked to service - which 1s not defined consistently and clearly. Instead of focusing on
teaching, teachers have to 'take orders' from a variety of sources.
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*  increase 3 times.

*  Department has offered new course and new activities, workshops.. and etc.

Fax: 2900 0360 Website: http://www.buunion.org.hk E-mail: buunion@hkbu.edu.hk




difficult to quantify as the increase or decrease of workload may not be directly related to the new pay
scale system.

increased a lot workload to work on Personnel matters, e.g. salary analysis, internal guidelines, etc.

More than 50%.
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one of the reasons for staff resignation 18 low salary, more than 10% of the staff in my office resigned
1n the past 12 months.
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Earlier the University said the only changes are 1) performance-based salary adjustment and 2) a

floating 10-15% of superannuation benefit. This is kind of "cheating" considering the fact that the

salary adjustment 1s only 1-2% for the last year. That 1s, the salary adjustment 1s only 2% (cf. 5%

under the old structure) even if the performance review result 1s excellent. This 1s also not comparable

to other local institutions.

salary deduction follows government but no increments when government increases salary. Salary only

increase when contract renewed.

more transparent and fairer.
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Since the university 1s moving towards to market-based salary system, the union may play a major role
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1n monitoring the development and upholding the fairness, justice, and openness of the system.

1) 1 believe a one-off bonus be given to back-pay us the inflation cost, while the proposed 4-5% raise
be added to our monthly salary.

there should be an overall annual salary adjustment to all staff according to the market trend. The
annual salary increase according to performance shall have a broader range e.g. from 2% to 10%.
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The performance review system has to be changed. Subordinates should be able to express their views
regarding the management people.

The standards and criteria used in the Performance review varies among different faculties. The Arts
Faculty is particularly HARSH.  Many colleagues are discouraged and the morale 1s extremely low.
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find it hard to recruit quality staff. Existing good and smart staff at various levels tend to look for
another job in market for a better salary and advancement. The ceiling of the salary scale was cut and
not attractive.
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I think that the maximum point of each range is too low.
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If want to save money, better start from the special allowance in office daily running cost (electricity,
or from those non-necessary subsidy for those senior levels) #ESG 1 FE™ o
PR FL -

O PP T » BT USRS T » 1) R B RIS
E ﬂyﬁ”ffﬂi P E N EHTO R GI P EE) - ) N PURE - R (T 2 5 AR

A i T CN) l"‘JJ HE- BB VR %ﬁ‘ﬂ@ﬁﬂﬂi@"?ﬂi » Y RPN TV FIRSE o (!
:EZF&EJT‘UPPH PR T R xﬁ“}" b [H PR f*f M EEE
The HKBU NPRS is a ##H#E-linked awarded system. Work performance is not a factor in the system.
If the HoD i1s happy, you will have pay rise, upgrading and even promotion without any work
performance. It is because the HoD can make you a good performer ON PAPER.
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Basically, performanced-based performance is a valid way to assess staff and reward them accordingly.
However, this whole system has to be operated under some important underlying principles such as
open, transparent, reciprocal communication, same yardstick across board as well as fair and open
appeal procedures. Otherwise, a system that does not build in with these criteria, can be and will be
very likely being abused by people owning the power such as the case of NPRS in BU. The fact that
more people choose to leave BU may not be related directly to the NPRS (though is indirectly), yet
related to the trust and attitude toward the senior management. They are not willing to be evaluated
within an unfair and non-transparent new' system which is in control to a large extent by certain
individuals occupying the senior positions. In addition, they does not feel the University as a whole
will have a good prospect if the management personnel maintains the same leadership mentality. In



fact, we have already
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poor scheme.
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scrap the NPRS. Given it is run by an unaccountable system, it is much worse than the old system.
salary increase directly link with "appraisal result", some supervisors rank his staff "excellent" but
actually his performance 1s not good at all. Many unfair cases happened.
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(a) Staff\'s salary increment (in terms of bonuses or special allowances) and promotion have all been
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determined by the department head (and the faculty dean). This concentration of power, especially in
the hand of the department head, is unfair and unjustified. Favorism becomes the general practice. The
so-called reward-by-performance is just a way for the head to control the staff, and for those staff to
pay favor to the head. In all, the power by the department head is too much. Inner groups around the
head become all the more common and obvious. (b) The finance of the department is not transparent,
and 1s never made known to the staff. This is and will be a major issue / problem as there are more and
more self-funded programs and courses. (c) Any renewed salary increment/adjustment and
promotion practices should applied to all HKBU staff, including those who had or have not joined the
NPRS.

bad, damaging to staff morale, staff are dissatisfied with the promotion list, even those who were
promoted said the system was unfair. 4 staff in a section of 10 people got promoted, it didn't happen in
any other sections. We only k now the 'shoe polishing' culture is booming right here.



The current pay and reward system encourages a shoe shine culture. It is unacceptable. I would expect
this type of system in a small family business, not a publically funded institution. It demotivates
performing staff and motivates non performing (shoe shining) staff to shine even more shoes. There is
only a tenuous connection between performance and reward. Little wonder there is such a high
turnover of high performing staff. They are disillusioned.

Pay is one thing. But annual leave is important too. There is a difference in the number of days staff
have for leave. Some employees under new contracts have fewer number of days of annual leave (e.g.
22 compared to 45 days) and no casual leave. Could this area be looked into?

I am not kidding: I think all staff members who signed the consent form for the NPRS should sign a
petition asking for a 20% contribution to their retirement funds, in view of the unexpectedly good
financial situation we are now in.



