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Executive Summary 
___________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 

 
1 In January 2013, a local newspaper carried a series of reports 
sourced from a few field officers of Census and Statistics Department 
(C&SD) alleging that a significant proportion of frontline field officers had 
fabricated responses in the General Household Survey (GHS) in order to 
boost their output rates.  Forgery of data for the Labour Earnings Survey 
(LES) and the Annual Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS) was also 
mentioned.  The issue was said to be related to the requirement for field 
officers to record fieldwork activities on the time log sheets which had 
added much pressure on field officers. 
 
2 Considering the gravity of the above allegations, the Government 
established an Investigation Task Force on Statistical Data Quality 
Assurance (Task Force) on 10 January 2013 to examine the authenticity of 
statistical data and the existing data quality assurance mechanism. 
 
3 The chairperson of the Task Force is the Commissioner for Census 
and Statistics, Mrs Lily Ou-Yang. Other members include two serving 
members of the Statistics Advisory Board, Professor Chan Ngai-hang and 
Mr Tse Kam-keung, as well as a former member, Mr Vincent Kwan 
Wing-shing, and Ms Reddy Ng Wai-lan (Principal Economist) representing 
the Government Economist.   
 
4 The Terms of Reference of the Investigation Task Force are as 
follows : 
 

(I) To examine the authenticity of data collected by field officers in 
the GHS and related surveys; 

 
(II) To examine and assess the existing quality assurance mechanism 

in survey data collection, and to make recommendations on 
improvement measures; and  

 
(III) To make recommendations for improving the fieldwork 

management system of surveys. 
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5 The Task Force adopted an evidence-based approach to examine 
the available facts and findings to ensure impartial and targeted 
investigation, and that conclusions and recommendations were made in an 
independent and objective manner.  To this end, the Task Force relied on 
facts and data verification by external party and sources wherever possible.  
  
6 During the investigation, the Task Force held a total of nine 
meetings and conducted five meetings with staff of C&SD, including field 
officers, statisticians and the Executive Committee of the C&SD Field 
Officers and Statistics Supervisors Amalgamated Association.   
 
 
Terms of Reference (I) : To examine the authenticity of data collected 
by field officers in GHS and related surveys 
 
Work of the Task Force 
 
7 The Task Force focused on examining the data authenticity of 
GHS which was the major allegation.  The Task Force also examined the 
results of the verification on data of LES and AEHS. 
 
GHS 
 
8 It was alleged that a significant proportion of field officers had 
fabricated responses to some questions in the GHS questionnaire in order to 
skip collecting data on some other questions.  The Task Force considered 
that an independent and objective verification exercise should be 
undertaken within the time frame of the investigation.  A survey research 
company in the private sector was commissioned to conduct an 
independent data verification on the December 2012 GHS data through 
telephone interviewing method, covering a sample of 900 household cases 
targeted at cases which were subject to a relatively high risk of 
mis-classification and misreporting, viz. households with economically 
inactive person(s) aged 15-59 or unemployed person(s) which were the 
categories of cases involved in the allegations.   
 
9 The Task Force also reviewed the quality assurance system and 
process for GHS.  Specifically, the Task Force had reviewed some quality 
assurance statistics for GHS and compared these statistics with similar ones 
based on the results of the independent verification checks.   
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10 Regarding the questions in the GHS involved in the allegation, the 
Task Force noted that 97.5% of the responses to these questions collected 
in GHS agreed entirely with those collected from the independent 
verification checks undertaken by the survey research company.  Of these, 
data on marital status (99.2%) and usual place of work (96.1%) recorded in 
GHS were almost in full agreement with the checking results. 
 
11 An overall rate of data inconsistency of 2.5% was observed in the 
independent verification checks, which was higher than that of 0.1% in the 
regular verification checks performed by C&SD.  The inconsistencies 
mainly concentrated in the question on “whether respondent available for 
work in the 7 days before enumeration” related to the classification of 
economic activity status of a person, with the inconsistency rate in the 
independent verification checks being 11.5% as compared to 0.6% in 
C&SD’s quality checks.  The Task Force noted that the inconsistency of 
this particular question occurred on both sides, in contrast to the allegation 
that the fabricated response would go one-sided in order to skip some 
questions. 

 
12 The Task Force noted from the survey research company’s report 
that the data inconsistencies might be due to a number of factors such as 
respondents’ memory lapse in recalling what had happened some 2 months 
ago, respondents’ behaviour and attitude in answering the questions, 
imperfect interviewing skills and inadequate understanding of the relevant 
survey concepts of some field officers.  The Task Force had an extensive 
deliberation on the findings of the independent verification checks and did 
not rule out the possibilities of certain inconsistencies attributable to 
individual field officers not strictly following the fieldwork guidelines, 
such as misapplying personal judgement to handle some of the questions in 
the questionnaire based on their knowledge/experience, or skipping some 
instructions in the guidelines. 
 
13 To further address the allegation that some field officers of C&SD 
would circumvent supervisors’ review checks by falsifying the telephone 
number of respondents (e.g. by recording the same telephone number in 
different questionnaires), an in-house examination of the questionnaires for 
the February-December 2012 rounds of GHS was conducted.  The Task 
Force noted that only less than 0.1% of the enumerated cases with same 
telephone number recorded were identified. 

III 



 
14 According to the information from the independent verification 
checks, 97.5% of the data agreed entirely with those in GHS, with only an 
inconsistency rate of 2.5%.  The Task Force noted that given the 
limitations of the verification checks, the inconsistencies identified did not 
necessarily imply C&SD’s data concerned were in error.  Nonetheless, 
even taking the inconsistencies into account and recompiling the seasonally 
adjusted unemployment rate for October-December 2012, the impact of the 
inconsistencies on the published unemployment rate was insignificant.   

 
15 Regarding the allegation that field officers would falsify 
enumeration results of sub-divided flats as non-contact or unoccupied as 
the workload involved in enumerating such cases was considered to be 
much higher than that in other cases, the Task Force noted that additional 
workload of field officers arising from sub-divided units would be 
accounted for in staff output.  The Task Force found it difficult in arriving 
at an evidence-based conclusion on the allegation and held the view that 
the issue of sub-divided flats should be further examined in the context of 
fieldwork management. 

 
16 In the course of the investigation, the Task Force also received 
report from C&SD on the suggestion by a local newspaper issued in 
March 2013 that a significant number of field officers would falsify 
enumeration results of some sampled quarters as unoccupied in order to 
save enumeration time, as reflected by the relatively high proportion of 
unoccupied quarters in total sampled cases obtained from GHS (10.6% in 
2012) when compared to the vacancy rate of private housing obtained from 
the Rating and Valuation Department (RVD) (4.62% during 2007-2011) 
and the drop of the former in the January 2013 round of GHS.   

 
17 The Task force noted from C&SD that RVD’s vacancy rate and the 
proportion of unoccupied quarters obtained from GHS were not 
comparable owing to difference in definition and it was not a simple and 
easy task for field officers to make a clear distinction between unoccupied 
cases and non-contact ones owing to similarity of nature of the two 
categories.  The Task Force considered that the information reinforced the 
views of the Task Force in paragraph 12 above. 
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Findings on Authenticity of GHS Data 
 

18 Based on the findings of the independent verification checks and 
other related parameters and arguments provided by C&SD, the Task Force 
is of the view that there is not sufficient evidence showing the existence of 
systematic data fabrication in GHS. 
 
19 After considering the results of the independent verification 
exercise and modifications of data as might be required, the Task Force has 
not found convincing evidence to query the overall authenticity of the data 
collected in GHS.   
 
20 Nonetheless, the Task Force considers the findings in this 
investigation point to scope for enhancement of C&SD’s quality assurance 
system and processes for GHS. 
 
LES 

 
21 It was alleged that some field officers had fabricated responses in 
the LES by means of asking loaded questions which had led respondents to 
indicate that wage rates were the same as in the preceding quarter, so that 
field officers could simply transcribe the data of the preceding quarter into 
the questionnaires.  The Task Force examined the results of a separate 
verification of LES data, which was conducted by a different team of 
professional statisticians in C&SD in consideration of the need to ensure 
data confidentiality of business sector data.  A random sample of data 
collected in the third quarter of 2012 round of LES was verified by the 
telephone interviewing method. 
 
22 The Task Force also reviewed the quality assurance system for 
LES.  Statistics of the regular quality assurance processes of LES were 
examined and compared with statistics based on results of the verification 
checks. 
 
23 The Task Force noted that no data inconsistencies were detected in 
116 (or 95.9%) of the 121 cases for which the verification was performed.  
Some imperfections in the data collection work were identified in the 
remaining 5 cases.  While 3 of these cases involved some data 
inconsistencies, there was no objective evidence indicating that the 
inconsistencies were due to data fabrication.  The Task Force also noted 
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that the proportion of data inconsistency cases (i.e. 3 out of 121 or 2.5%) 
was generally comparable to that of routine quality assurance checks in 
C&SD.  Nevertheless, it was considered that there might still be room for 
further enhancement in the existing quality assurance system for LES. 

 
24 The Task Force noted that the impact of the 3 inconsistent cases 
identified on the published figures on year-on-year rates of change in the 
nominal wage indices were unaffected. 

 
Findings on Authenticity of LES Data 

 
25 On the basis of the findings of the verification exercise, the Task 
Force is of the opinion that there is not sufficient evidence showing 
systematic data fabrication in LES.  
 
AEHS 
 
26 It was alleged that some field officers had fabricated responses in 
AEHS by duplicating the employee records from other completed returns 
for some partially completed cases.  The Task Force examined the results 
of a separate verification of AEHS data, which was conducted by the 
above-mentioned team of professional statisticians.  A sample of targeted 
data records (i.e. employee records with the same values for all data items 
on occupation, wage and working hours) in the dataset of the 2012 AEHS 
was verified through telephone interviewing method. 
 
27 The Task Force also reviewed the quality assurance system for 
AEHS.  Statistics of the regular quality assurance processes of the survey 
were examined and compared with statistics based on results of the 
verification checks. 
 
28 The Task Force noted that for those cases where the checks were 
successfully completed, all the data verified were confirmed to be in order. 
 

Findings on Authenticity of AEHS Data 
 

29 On the basis of the findings of the verification exercise, the Task 
Force is of the opinion that there is not sufficient evidence showing 
systematic data fabrication in AEHS. 
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Conclusion 
 
30 The Task Force concludes that there is not sufficient evidence to 
query the overall authenticity of the data collected in the three surveys.  
The Task Force considers that the quality of data collected from the three 
surveys is sufficiently sound to provide basic inputs for the compilation of 
the relevant statistical figures. 
 
31 In view of the data inconsistencies noted in the verification checks 
and the increasing challenges faced by C&SD’s field officers in data 
collection work, the Task Force does not rule out the possibilities that 
individual field officers have not strictly followed the fieldwork guidelines, 
such as misapplying personal judgement to handle some of the questions in 
the questionnaire based on their knowledge/experience, or skipping some 
instructions in the guidelines.  Hence, the Task Force is of the view that 
this points to the need for C&SD to calibrate and enhance across the board 
the quality assurance system.  The deliberations and recommendations of 
the Task Force on this area are given under Terms of Reference (II) below. 
 
 
Terms of Reference (II) : To examine and assess the existing quality 
assurance mechanism in survey data collection, and to make 
recommendations on the improvement measures 
 
Work of the Task Force 
 
32 The Task Force required C&SD to give a detailed account of the 
data quality assurance mechanism, in particular, on conceptual soundness 
of the mechanism, extent of benchmarking with international practices, 
robustness of the mechanism and presence of professionalism.  On the 
basis of the information provided, the Task Force noted that C&SD’s 
quality assurance system followed international standards and practices 
generally. 
 
33 The Task Force reviewed the quality assurance systems and 
routine quality assurance checks for GHS, LES and AEHS.  During the 
review, the Task Force identified measures to strengthen and reinforce the 
existing quality assurance system in various dimensions, in particular on 
identification of high-risk areas which might lead to 
mis-classification/error. 
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34 The Task Force noted that the decentralisation arrangement of 
GHS fieldwork introduced since 2003 (see Chapter 5, paragraphs 5.11-5.12 
for a brief description of GHS decentralisation) had resulted in 
decentralisation of data quality control to different field teams.  Based on 
the views reflected by some field officers, there was generally a lack of 
ownership of GHS among field officers.  These two issues would present 
challenges in ensuring the quality of the GHS data, in terms of variations in 
execution of quality assurance processes in different field teams and lack of 
central supervision of the quality assurance processes.  The Task Force 
expressed concern on the need to establish ownership explicitly with 
responsibilities well entrusted in the quality assurance processes.  The 
Task Force was of the view that having a central party to oversee and 
coordinate the quality assurance of GHS would be desirable. 
 
35 The Task Force also noted from both the management and staff of 
C&SD that the changes in social and economic environment had an adverse 
impact on the cooperation of respondents.  Some field officers expressed 
that such changes posed great difficulties in data collection for household 
surveys.  This was reflected in a general declining trend of response rate 
and an increasing rate of proxy reporting in GHS (see Chapter 4, paragraph 
4.4 for a brief description of response rate and proxy reporting in GHS), 
which could impact data quality.   
 
Conclusion 

 
36 On the basis of the information provided, the Task Force noted 
that the existing quality assurance system in general followed international 
standards and practices.  While in general the necessary processes are in 
place to control data quality, however, measures to strengthen and reinforce 
existing quality assurance system in various dimensions should be 
introduced. 
 
37 The Task Force makes the following recommendations to 
strengthen the quality assurance system: 
 

Recommendation (1): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
identify data categories vulnerable to mis-classification/error and data 
fabrication through cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses for close 
monitoring of data quality. 
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Recommendation (2): The Task Force recommends that a 
Departmental Committee be established to oversee and coordinate the 
quality assurance of GHS in order to further safeguard the quality of the 
survey data collected by the various field teams. 
 
Recommendation (3): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
foster a sense of ownership in the mindset of all stakeholders involved 
in conducting GHS in order to further safeguard the quality of the GHS 
data. 
 
Recommendation (4): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
conduct research studies to assess the impact of the declining response 
rate and increasing rate of proxy reporting on the GHS results.   
 
Recommendation (5): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
consider introducing appropriate measures to raise public awareness of 
GHS and the work of C&SD in general with a view to enhancing the 
cooperation of respondents. 

 
 
Terms of Reference (III) : To make recommendations for improving 
the fieldwork management system of surveys 
 
Work of the Task Force 
 
38 The Task Force examined various aspects of the fieldwork 
management system in C&SD, including the use of time logs in fieldwork 
management, performance appraisal system, workload and work pressure 
of field officers, decentralisation of data collection work in GHS and 
communication channels of field officers with the management.   
 
39 The Task Force also conducted a series of meetings with field 
officers and staff association to better understand their views and comments 
on the current fieldwork management system.  Notwithstanding that there 
were diversified views from field officers during these meetings, the Task 
Force noted that a number of field officers expressed concerns and 
grievances on some of the aforesaid aspects, particularly with regard to 
their discontent arising from the keeping of time logs, increasing workload 
and GHS decentralisation. 
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40 After extensive deliberation, the Task Force considered that the 
fieldwork management system encompassed a host of historical, complex 
and deep-seated issues which would need to be addressed in an integrated 
and coherent manner.  While the Task Force saw some problems and 
certain scope for improvement in certain aspects, members generally found 
it difficult to grasp a complete picture of the issues involved within the 
limited time span of the investigation process of the Task Force. 
 
Conclusion 

 
41 The Task Force concludes that within the limited time span, it 
would not be possible to formulate a set of specific recommendations 
which would effectively resolve all the major problems and issues inherent 
in the fieldwork management system.   

 
42 The Task Force makes the following recommendation regarding 
the existing fieldwork management system:  
 

Recommendation (6): The Task Force recommends that a 
comprehensive review of the existing fieldwork management system 
should be conducted.  The review should at least cover aspects 
relating to the keeping and checking of time logs, decentralisation of 
GHS fieldwork, workload and work pressure of field officers, 
communication channels, treatment of sub-divided flats and resource 
situation of C&SD.   
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Chapter 1 : Introduction 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 

 
1.1  In January 2013, a local newspaper carried a series of reports 
sourced from a few field officers of Census and Statistics Department 
(C&SD) alleging that a significant proportion of frontline field officers had 
fabricated responses in the General Household Survey (GHS) in order to 
boost their output rates.  Forgery of data for the Labour Earnings Survey 
(LES) and the Annual Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS) was also 
mentioned. 
 
1.2  In the media reports, it was said that some field officers indicated 
that C&SD’s requirement for recording work activities performed by field 
officers in the time log sheets had added much pressure on them and thus 
some field officers would fabricate answers in some surveys in order to 
achieve better output rates.  The allegations were summarised below.  

 
(1) General Household Survey (GHS) 

 
1.3  A significant proportion (about half) of field officers had 
fabricated responses to some questions in GHS in order to avoid collecting 
data on some other parts of the questionnaire (i.e. to skip some questions) 
and such forgery would lead to the underestimation of the unemployment 
rate and misclassification of marital status and usual place of work.  These 
questions were related to the following aspects: 

   
(a) whether the respondent was available for work in the 7 days 

before enumeration – If the respondent had not performed any 
work but was available for work in the 7 days before enumeration, 
another 12 questions had to be asked to ascertain his/her economic 
activity status.  Thus, in such cases, some field officers would 
fabricate response to this question by stating that the respondent 
“was not available for work in the 7 days before enumeration”;  

 
(b) marital status and usual place of work – If the respondent was 

“married but did not live with the spouse” or if the usual place of 
work was “outside Hong Kong”, supplementary information had 
to be collected.  Thus, some field officers would fabricate 
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responses to these questions in order to skip some questions. 
 

1.4 Besides, it was also alleged that some field officers would 
circumvent (i) enumeration work on sub-divided flats by falsifying the 
enumeration results of such cases as non-contact or unoccupied, and (ii) 
supervisors’ review checks by falsifying the telephone number of 
respondents.   
 
1.5 In March, there was an additional allegation from that newspaper 
that the proportion of unoccupied quarters in GHS was high when 
compared with the vacancy rate compiled by the Rating and Valuation 
Department and that the former dropped in the January 2013 round of GHS.  
The press report suggested that this indicated the possibilities of 
falsification in enumeration results. 
 
(2) Labour Earnings Survey (LES)  
 
1.6 Some field officers had fabricated responses in LES by means of 
asking loaded questions which had led respondents to indicate that wage 
rates were the same as in the preceding quarter so that field officers could 
simply transcribe the data of the preceding quarter into the questionnaires.  
This would affect the accuracy of the wage index.  

 
(3) Annual Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS)  

 
1.7  Some field officers had fabricated responses in AEHS by 
duplicating the employee records from other completed returns for some 
partially completed cases.  This would affect the accuracy of the earnings 
and working hours statistics. 

 
(4) Time log system  

 
1.8  Some field officers indicated that forgery of data and time logs 
were directly related.  They indicated that data recorded on the time logs 
were used to assess the performance aspect of “output”, which would in 
turn affect the promotion claim.  The shorter the time required to finish 
the questionnaire, the higher the rating of performance would be.  
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Investigation Task Force on Statistical Data Quality Assurance 
 
1.9  Considering the gravity of the above allegations, the Government 
established an Investigation Task Force on Statistical Data Quality 
Assurance (Task Force) on 10 January 2013 to examine the authenticity of 
statistical data and the existing data quality assurance mechanism. 
 
1.10 The chairperson of the Task Force is the Commissioner for Census 
and Statistics, Mrs Lily Ou-Yang.  Other members include two serving 
members of the Statistics Advisory Board, Professor Chan Ngai-hang and 
Mr Tse Kam-keung, as well as a former member, Mr Vincent Kwan 
Wing-shing, and Ms Reddy Ng Wai-lan (Principal Economist) representing 
the Government Economist.  The member list is given in Appendix 1-1. 
 
1.11 The Terms of Reference of the Investigation Task Force are as 
follows: 
 

(I) To examine the authenticity of data collected by field officers in 
the GHS and related surveys; 
 

(II) To examine and assess the existing quality assurance mechanism 
in survey data collection, and to make recommendations on 
improvement measures; and  

 
(III) To make recommendations for improving the fieldwork 

management system of surveys. 
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Chapter 2 : Work of the Task Force 
____________________________________________________________ 
  
Introduction 

 
2.1  The Task Force was entrusted with the mission to examine the 
authenticity of statistical data, to assess the statistical quality assurance 
mechanism in survey data collection and to study the fieldwork 
management system of surveys with a view to making recommendations 
within the given time frame.  In discharging the mission, the Task Force 
adopted an evidence-based approach to examine the available facts and 
findings to ensure impartial and targeted investigation, and that conclusions 
and recommendations would be made in an independent and objective 
manner.  To this end, the Task Force relied on facts and data verification 
by external party and sources wherever possible.  This Chapter 
summarises the approach taken by the Task Force in conducting the 
investigation. 

 
2.2  During the investigation period, the Task Force held a total of nine 
meetings and five meetings with staff of C&SD.  First and foremost, the 
Task Force deliberated on the approach and methodology of investigation 
into the data authenticity issue.  The Task Force believed that the 
verification should be done in an independent and objective manner.  The 
Task Force examined the documents on the statistical quality assurance 
mechanism established in survey data collection and fieldwork 
management system, and sought details from C&SD subject officers to 
clarify areas which deserved close scrutiny. 
 
2.3  It is based on the systematic examination of the facts and findings 
collated in the course of the investigation that the Task Force made its 
conclusions and recommendations. 

 
 

I. Data Authenticity  
 

2.4  Considering the major issues of public concern, the Task Force 
discussed and decided that the General Household Survey (GHS), Labour 
Earnings Survey (LES) and Annual Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS) be 
selected for examination of the authenticity of data collected by field 
officers.  Having regard to the requirements that the verification be done 
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in an independent and objective manner within the time frame of the 
investigation, the Task force endorsed the adoption of the following 
methods for the three surveys in question. 
 
(1)  GHS 

 
2.5  A special data verification exercise was to be conducted as 
follows: 
 

(a) The exercise should be commissioned to a survey research 
company in the private sector to ensure full independence of the 
checking results.  A total of 15 survey research companies 
(including survey research agencies of academic institutions and 
reputable survey research companies in the private sector) were 
invited to submit quotations. 

 
(b) Given the exceptionally tight time frame, the Task Force 

considered that it was pragmatic yet still effective to conduct the 
verification checks by telephone interviewing and that the exercise 
covered a sample of 900 household cases.  The checking should 
be targeted at cases which were subject to a relatively high risk of 
mis-classification and misreporting, viz. households with 
economically inactive person(s) aged 15-59 or unemployed 
person(s). 

 
(c) To minimise respondent burden, the scope of the verification 

checks would focus on verifying the authenticity of data used for 
compiling the unemployment rate (i.e. data items related to 
“economic activity status”) and other major alleged data items 
including “marital status” and “usual place of work”. 

 
(d) The sample for checking would be drawn from the December 2012 

round of GHS to minimise possible memory lapse of the 
respondents as far as possible. 

 
2.6  The selected survey research company completed the data 
verification exercise in the first week of February 2013 and presented the 
results to the Task Force.  The Task Force examined the findings and 
observations of the exercise in detail and where applicable, required the 
survey research company to clarify details and supplement the contents of 
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the report.  Details of the discussion are given in Chapter 3. 
 
2.7  The Task Force was aware of the public concern on any possible 
behavioural abuse in data collection work.  To address the concern, the 
Task Force advised C&SD to check whether there were any identical 
telephone numbers of responded households recorded in different 
questionnaires of GHS completed by field officers.  Results of the 
checking are given in Chapter 3. 
 
2.8  The Task Force also addressed the allegation related to the 
enumeration work in sub-divided flats.  The Task Force asked C&SD to 
provide a factual account of the work arrangement to support the 
examination of the allegation.  Details are given in Chapter 3. 
 
(2)  LES 

 
2.9  The Task Force considered that a data verification exercise on a 
random sample of data collected in the third quarter of 2012 round of LES 
should be conducted to examine the validity of the allegation that cases 
with same wage rate as in the preceding quarter were not reflecting the 
actual situations.  The Task Force accepted the view that business sector 
data were too sensitive such that it was not suitable for a private research 
company to conduct the checking, and agreed that a separate team 
comprising professional statisticians in C&SD was to conduct the 
verification check by telephone interviewing.  The coverage of the 
exercise targeted at those cases where the data were the same as last quarter, 
but still included a small sample of other cases to provide the Task Force 
with a complete, balanced view of the whole situation.  Results of the 
checking are given in Chapter 3. 
 
(3)  AEHS 
 
2.10 The Task Force noted that in the dataset of the 2012 AEHS, there 
were very few dubious cases enumerated by individual field officers which 
involved employee records from different companies having the same set 
of data values.  Notwithstanding this, the Task Force advised C&SD to 
conduct a data verification exercise to sample-check the suspicious data 
records to identify any data inconsistencies.  As the checking also 
involved sensitive business sector data, the Task Force agreed that the 
exercise was to be carried out by the above-mentioned team of professional 
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statisticians.  Results of the checking are given in Chapter 3. 
 
2.11 Based on the information provided and the findings of the checks 
on data authenticity, the Task Force formed its views and made relevant 
recommendations.  Details of the factual account and considerations are 
given in Chapter 3. 
 
 
II. Data Quality Assurance System 
 
2.12 The Task Force required C&SD to give a detailed account of the 
data quality assurance mechanism, in particular on conceptual soundness of 
the mechanism, extent of benchmarking with international practices, 
robustness of the mechanism and presence of professionalism.  
Specifically, C&SD was required to explain the quality assurance measures 
instituted in major statistical processes including data collection, data 
processing, treatment of non-responses and macro review.   
 
2.13 The Task Force reviewed the quality assurance systems and routine 
quality assurance checks for GHS, LES and AEHS.  The Task Force 
studied the time series of micro data of GHS with a view to checking the 
internal consistency of the data and identifying abnormalities. 
 
2.14 The Task Force noted from both the management and staff of 
C&SD the changes in social and economic environment had an adverse 
impact on respondents’ cooperation and posed greater difficulties in data 
collection for household surveys.  The Task Force examined the statistics 
which showed a general declining trend of response rate and an increasing 
rate of proxy reporting in GHS (see Chapter 4, paragraph 4.4 for a brief 
description of response rate and proxy reporting in GHS). 
 
2.15 C&SD presented to the Task Force background information 
relating to the decentralisation arrangement of GHS fieldwork (see Chapter 
5, paragraphs 5.11-5.12 for a brief description of GHS decentralisation).  
The Task Force noted that such arrangement to a certain extent had resulted 
in decentralisation of data quality control of GHS to individual field teams.  
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III. Fieldwork Management System 
 
2.16 The Task Force required C&SD to give a detailed account of 
various aspect of the fieldwork management system including the use of 
time logs in fieldwork management, performance appraisal of field officers, 
workload and work pressure of field officers, decentralisation of data 
collection work in GHS, and communication channels of field officers with 
the management.  Details of these issues are given in Chapter 5.   
 
2.17 The information furnished the Task Force with the relevant 
background knowledge when Task Force members initiated a series of 
meetings with field officers (described in following paragraphs).  
 

 Meetings with C&SD Staff 
 
2.18 To gain first-hand understanding of the views of C&SD staff on 
various specific issues on data collection and fieldwork management, the 
external members of the Task Force (including the representative of 
Government Economist) met with staff at different levels.  These 
members had five meetings on 4 and 7 February 2013, including meetings 
with (i) Census and Survey Officer grade officers of various ranks (3 
meetings in total), (ii) the Executive Committee of the C&SD Field 
Officers and Statistics Supervisors Amalgamated Association and (iii) 
selected Statistician grade officers in charge of GHS, LES and AEHS.  
Representatives of the Financial Services and the Treasury Bureau (FSTB) 
served as Secretary and Observer in these meetings. 
 
2.19 The issues raised during these meetings included mainly the 
impact of the allegations in the news reports on field officers, increase in 
workload and difficulties encountered by frontline field officers in data 
collection, problems relating to the time log system and decentralisation of 
GHS fieldwork, and problems in managing temporary interviewers.  
Through these meetings, which revealed diverse opinions and expectations 
of field officers across different ranks, the Task Force members gained a 
general understanding of relevant issues and problems related to data 
collection and fieldwork management as perceived by the staff. 
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Chapter 3 : Examination of Data Authenticity 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction 
 
3.1 This Chapter presents the investigation methods to examine data 
authenticity of the General Household Survey (GHS), Labour Earnings 
Survey (LES) and Annual Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS), the 
findings of the investigation, C&SD’s views and responses to these 
findings and the conclusions reached by the Task Force regarding data 
authenticity of the survey data. 
 
 
Authenticity of GHS Data 
 
3.2 The GHS1 is a sample survey which has been conducted on a 
continuous month-to-month basis since August 1981 to collect major social 
and labour force data such as the labour force, employment, unemployment 
and underemployment.  A rotational replicate sample design is adopted in 
GHS such that households in half of the sampled quarters in the current 
month will be enumerated by different field officers three months later.  
Moreover, households in the majority of the sampled quarters in the second 
round of enumeration are enumerated by computer-assisted telephone 
interviews (CATI).  Quality of data collected through CATI is controlled 
through real-time monitoring by field supervisors in the CATI centre.   
 
3.3 In response to the allegation that a significant proportion of field 
officers had fabricated responses to some questions in GHS in order to skip 
collecting data on some other questions and that such forgery would lead to 
underestimation of the unemployment rate and mis-classification of marital 
status and usual place of work, an independent verification exercise was 
conducted to gauge the accuracy of the GHS data.  To ensure full 
independence of the exercise, the Task Force decided to contract out the 
task to a survey research company in the private sector through an invited 
tender exercise.  A total of 15 survey research companies (including 
survey research agencies of academic institutions and reputable survey 
research companies in the private sector) were invited to submit quotations. 
 

1  Please refer to the C&SD Website for details of the survey methodology of GHS 
(www.censtatd.gov.hk/hkstat/sub/sp200.jsp?productCode=B1050001). 
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3.4 Given the exceptionally tight time frame and taking into account 
considerations such as potential memory lapse of the respondents, the Task 
Force decided that 900 household cases enumerated in the latest round of 
GHS (i.e. December 2012) would be selected for data verification through 
telephone interviews.  These cases were randomly selected from the 
targeted cases which were subject to a relatively high risk of 
mis-classification and misreporting of economic activity status, viz. 
households with economically inactive person(s) aged 15-59 or 
unemployed person(s) which were the categories of cases involved in the 
allegations.  In particular, a higher proportion of cases was sampled from 
those households with economically inactive female(s) aged 25-59 and 
engaged in household duties, and households with unemployed person(s). 

 
3.5 The 900 selected household cases (with 2 821 persons) represent 
31% of the 2 865 targeted cases or 14% of the total number of enumerated 
cases.  The questions in the GHS questionnaire involved in the allegations 
related to specific questions for determining the classification of economic 
activity status of a person, a question on marital status and a question on 
usual place of work.  These were included in the verification exercise. 

 
3.6 The Task Force also reviewed the quality assurance system and 
process for GHS.  Specifically, the Task Force had reviewed some quality 
assurance statistics for GHS and compared these statistics with similar ones 
based on the results of the independent verification checks. 

 
(1) Verification checks by independent party – Major findings 
 
3.7 Details of the verification method and findings are presented in the 
report prepared by the survey research company in Appendix 3-1. 
 
3.8 The Task Force noted that among the answers to the 11 837 
questions directed to the 1 779 respondents successfully enumerated by the 
survey research company, 11 538 or 97.5% of the responses to these 
questions collected in GHS agreed entirely with those collected from the 
independent verification checks undertaken by the survey research 
company.  Of these, data on marital status (99.2%) and usual place of 
work (96.1%) recorded in GHS were almost in full agreement with the 
checking results.   
 
3.9 The Task Force noted that some discrepancies in selected GHS 
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questions were observed.  The overall rate of data inconsistency noted in 
the verification checks was higher than that in the regular verification 
checks performed by C&SD.  Of the answers to the 11 837 questions 
successfully enumerated by the survey research company, 299 or 2.5% 
were found to be inconsistent with those in GHS as against an 
inconsistency rate of 0.1% in C&SD’s regular quality checks.  In 
particular, a relatively higher proportion of inconsistencies was found in the 
answers to the question on “whether respondent available for work in the 7 
days before enumeration”, amounting to 105 responses (11.5% of total) as 
against 0.6% in C&SD’s regular quality checks.   
 
3.10 The Task Force noted the following responses of C&SD to the 
above observations. 

 
(a) On the 299 inconsistent responses:  In general, inconsistent 

outcome might occur in subsequent interviewing after a certain 
lapse of time2, with the extent of discrepancies increasing over 
time.  The 2.5% inconsistency rate noted in the independent 
verification checks was not considered to be high given that the 
re-interviews were undertaken some two months after the GHS 
interviews.  Moreover the inconsistencies mainly concentrated in 
the question on “whether respondent available for work in the 7 
days before enumeration” related to the classification of economic 
activity status3 of a person which was subject to higher risk of 
respondents’ memory lapse. 

 
(b) On the 105 inconsistent answers to the question on “whether 

respondent available for work in the 7 days before enumeration”: 
While the above explanations generally applied, it should also be 
pointed out that these 105 inconsistencies occurred on both sides, 
with 46 “No” in the verification exercise recorded as “Yes” in 
GHS and 59 the other way round.  Specifically, for the resulting 
classification concerning unemployed and economically inactive 

2  Experiences from overseas national statistical offices (e.g. results of a verification study conducted by 
United Kingdom’s Office of National Statistics reported in their publication Guidelines for Measuring 
Statistical Quality) also reveal that under the environment of a verification check by re-interviewing 
the respondents, some inconsistencies between the answers provided in the original interview and the 
re-interview are expected.  These may arise due to various reasons such as changed circumstances on 
the part of the respondents during the period between interviews and measurement errors due to the 
interviewers and respondents. 

3 This refers to whether a person is employed, unemployed or economically inactive. 
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persons, 14 unemployed persons were classified as economically 
inactive in GHS, whereas 14 economically inactive persons were 
classified as unemployed.  Moreover, for about half of the 
inconsistent cases, the respondents said that they were unable to 
recall the answer they provided earlier in GHS and another 17% of 
the respondents claimed that the earlier answers they provided 
were incorrect. 

 
(c) On the higher inconsistency rate for the independent verification 

checks compared with C&SD’s regular verification checks:  
Re-interviewing checks were performed by C&SD as part of its 
standard checking on fieldwork data, with re-interviews conducted 
in a much shorter time lapse of around 7 days, thus resulting in a 
much smaller percentage of discrepancies of 0.1% being  
observed. 
 

(d) Factors for the inconsistencies mentioned in the survey research 
company’s report: Inconsistencies in the answers between the first 
interview (by C&SD) and subsequent re-interview (by the survey 
research company) might be due to a number of factors such as 
respondents’ memory lapse (e.g. difficulty in recalling the details 
of answers to the questions referring to a specified time period 
some two months ago which the respondents normally had little 
concern), respondents’ behaviour and attitude in answering the 
questions, imperfect interviewing skills and inadequate 
understanding of the relevant survey concepts of some field 
officers. Given the various limitations of the verification checks, 
the inconsistencies identified did not necessarily imply that the 
GHS data concerned were in error.  
 

3.11 Moreover, according to the survey research company’s findings, 
eight respondents (0.4%) said that they had not been interviewed by 
C&SD’s field officers.  The Task Force noted the following responses of 
C&SD to the above findings. 

 
(a) Nearly all respondents (99.6%) confirmed that they had been 

interviewed by field officers.  Of the eight respondents claiming 
that they had not been interviewed, six were with all the data 
collected from GHS found to be consistent with those obtained by 
the survey research company, indicating that the chance of the 
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respondents not having been interviewed would be very low.  In 
fact, one of the six respondents was subsequently confirmed to 
have been interviewed based on C&SD’s records4. 
 

(b) Of the remaining two respondents who claimed not having been 
interviewed, one of them could be indirectly confirmed to have 
been interviewed5.  The remaining case involved a respondent 
who resided with another household member who was confirmed 
to have been interviewed. 

 
3.12 The Task Force then had intensive deliberations on the above 
observations regarding the findings of the independent verification checks 
and other related parameters and arguments provided by C&SD.  The 
Task Force had particularly given due considerations to the following 
observations before arriving at a conclusion. 
 

(a) The results of the verification checks closely tallied with those of 
GHS, with 97.5% of the responses to the questions collected in 
GHS agreed entirely with those collected from the independent 
verification checks. 

 
(b) The Task Force noted from the survey research company’s report 

the possible factors accounting for the inconsistencies in the 
verification checks.  Moreover, the Task Force considered that the 
possibilities of certain inconsistencies attributable to individual 
field officers not strictly following the fieldwork guidelines, such 
as misapplying personal judgement to handle some of the 
questions in the questionnaire based on their 
knowledge/experience, or skipping some instructions in the 
guidelines, could not be ruled out. 

 
(c) Most of the inconsistencies revealed in the verification checks 

were likely due to respondents’ memory lapse during the 

4  One of the respondents claimed that he had been interviewed by C&SD in August/September 2012 
instead of December.  However, based on further checking with C&SD’s records, it was found that 
the case was a new sample selected for the December 2012 round of GHS, and hence no interview had 
been conducted in August/September.  This demonstrated the effect of memory lapse on the 
respondent. 

5 This respondent (A) resided in the same household with another respondent (B) mentioned in footnote 
(4).  This was a 2-person household case with A’s information provided by B.  Again, B’s memory 
lapse as mentioned in footnote (4) should be the main contributory factor for the inconsistency noted in 
A here. 

13 

                                                      



re-interview some two months after the GHS interview.   
 
(d) Given that the inconsistencies concerning unemployed and 

economically inactive persons occurred on both sides, the Task 
Force was of the view that the results were not consistent with the 
allegation that the fabricated responses would go one-sided 
involving mis-classification of unemployed persons as 
economically inactive person in order to skip some questions. 

 
3.13 Taking into consideration all the above factors, the Task Force is 
of the view that the inconsistencies found by the survey research company 
were not sufficient to substantiate the allegation that a significant 
proportion of field officers had fabricated responses in order to skip some 
questions to ease their fieldwork burden.  Nonetheless, the higher rate of 
inconsistencies in the independent verification checks compared with that 
of C&SD’s regular verification checks causes concern on the adequacy of 
quality assurance control and points to scope for enhancement of C&SD’s 
quality assurance system and processes for GHS. 

 
(2) Verification checks by independent party – Impact on 

unemployment rate and other statistics 
 
3.14 According to the information from the independent verification 
checks, 97.5% of the data agreed entirely with those in GHS, with only an 
inconsistency rate of 2.5%.  The Task Force noted that given the 
limitations of the verification checks, the inconsistencies identified did not 
necessarily imply C&SD’s data concerned were in error.  Nonetheless, 
even taking the inconsistencies into account and recompiling the seasonally 
adjusted unemployment rate for October-December 2012, the impact of the 
inconsistencies on the published unemployment rate was insignificant.  . 
  
3.15 The Task Force noted C&SD’s view that there would also be little 
impact on the statistics on economic activity status, marital status and usual 
place of work compiled from GHS.  Similarly, the impact on other 
detailed statistics involving the above three variables would also be 
minimal. 
 
(3) Other related analyses 
 
3.16 Apart from the conduct of the independent verification checks, the 

14 



Task Force had asked C&SD to conduct the following checks to identify 
any possible behavioural abuse in the GHS survey work as pinpointed in 
the allegations: 
 

(i) Checking whether same contact telephone number was recorded in 
different questionnaires 

 
3.17 To further address the allegation that some field officers would 
circumvent supervisors’ review checks by falsifying the telephone number 
of respondents (e.g. by recording the same telephone number in different 
questionnaires), an in-house examination of the questionnaires for the 
February-December 2012 rounds of GHS was conducted.  The Task Force 
noted that the results revealed that just some 29 pairs of questionnaires and 
1 group of 3 questionnaires (or 0.08% of the enumerated cases in total) 
each with same telephone number recorded were identified.  The cases 
spread among 40 field officers without any dubious pattern.  
 

(ii) Checking whether sub-divided flats had been enumerated properly 
 
3.18 Regarding the allegation that field officers would falsify 
enumeration results of sub-divided flats as non-contact or unoccupied as 
the workload involved in enumerating such cases was considered to be 
much higher than that in other cases, the Task Force noted from C&SD that 
the workload of field officers had already been properly reflected in the 
fieldwork management statistics.  Specifically, details of enumeration 
results of sampled households analysed by each field officer would be 
compiled for reference of supervisors after completion of each survey 
month.  The Task Force noted C&SD’s view that additional workload of 
field officers arising from sub-divided flats had been accounted for in the 
assessment of staff output. 
 
3.19 The Task Force also noted from C&SD that even if an independent 
verification exercise was to be conducted, it would be difficult to verify the 
enumeration results (i.e. whether successfully contacted or non-contact) of 
field officers for visits conducted some two months ago.   Even if the 
outcome of the re-contact in the verification checks differed from that 
recorded in GHS, it would be difficult to confirm that there was fabrication 
of enumeration results simply because it would be totally valid to get 
different enumeration results for contacts made at different time points.   
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3.20 Thus, the Task Force found it difficult in arriving at an 
evidence-based conclusion on the allegation and held the view that the 
issue of sub-divided flats should be further examined in the context of 
fieldwork management.   
 

(iii) Checking whether sampled quarters had been enumerated properly 
 
3.21 In the course of the investigation, the Task Force also received 
report from C&SD on the suggestion by a local newspaper issued on 11 
March 2013 that a significant number of field officers would falsify 
enumeration results of some sampled quarters as unoccupied in order to 
save enumeration time, as reflected by the relatively high proportion of 
unoccupied quarters in total sampled cases obtained from GHS (10.6% in 
2012) when compared to the vacancy rate of private housing obtained from 
the Rating and Valuation Department (RVD) (4.62% during 2007-2011) 
and the drop of the former in the January round of 2013 GHS.   
 
3.22 The Task Force noted C&SD’s response as given in Appendix 3-2 
and considered that the information reinforced the views of the Task Force 
in paragraph 3.12(b) above.  
 
 
Findings on Authenticity of GHS Data 
 
3.23 Based on the findings of the independent verification checks and 
other related parameters and arguments provided by C&SD, the Task Force 
is of the view that there is not sufficient evidence showing the existence of 
systematic data fabrication in GHS.   
 
3.24 After considering the results of the verification exercise and 
modifications of data as might be required, the Task Force has not found 
convincing evidence to query the overall authenticity of the data collected 
in GHS.  The Task Force considers that the quality of data collected from 
GHS is sufficiently sound to provide basic inputs for the compilation of the 
relevant statistical figures. 

 
3.25 Nonetheless, the Task Force considers the findings in this 
investigation point to scope for enhancement of C&SD’s quality assurance 
system and processes for GHS. 
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Authenticity of LES Data 
 
3.26 The LES 6  is an establishment survey conducted at quarterly 
intervals.  Most of the sampled establishments are requested to participate 
in the survey for eight consecutive quarters.  The major data items 
collected in the wage questionnaires are the number of employees and the 
weighted average wage rate for each selected occupation at or below 
supervisory level.  The data obtained are mainly used for compiling the 
Nominal Wage Index.  Data for the preceding quarter, where available, are 
provided to the field officers to facilitate data collection. 

 
3.27 It was alleged that some field officers had fabricated responses in 
LES by means of asking loaded questions which had led respondents to 
indicate that wage rates were the same as in the preceding quarter so that 
field officers could simply transcribe the data of the preceding quarter into 
the questionnaires of the current quarter.  
 
(1) Examination of questionnaires 
 
3.28 The wage questionnaires completed in the latest round of LES (i.e. 
the third quarter of 2012) were examined.  Of the 896 establishments 
enumerated in that quarter, 186 cases (21%) were found to have the same 
data as in the preceding quarter (referred to as “same as last quarter” or 
SALQ cases hereafter).  They were either cases reported to have annual 
salary revision in months other than July to September or did not have a 
fixed salary revision month.  Since it is not common for business 
undertakings, especially the small ones, to have staff movements every 
quarter and salary revision in the months from July to September, the Task 
Force considered it reasonable that the data obtained from some of the 
cases enumerated in the third quarter of 2012 remained unchanged when 
compared to those of the preceding quarter. 
 
3.29 The proportions of SALQ cases in different rounds of LES were 
also examined by the Task Force and no anomaly was observed.  
Generally speaking, the proportion of SALQ cases is relatively lower in the 
first and second quarters of a year given that it is more common for 
business undertakings to have general salary revision in January and April.  

6 Please refer to C&SD Website for details of survey methodology of LES 
(www.censtatd.gov.hk/hkstat/sub/sp210.jsp?productCode=B1050009). 
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(2) Data verification exercise 
 
3.30 Notwithstanding the above, the Task Force considered that a data 
verification exercise was to be conducted to counter-check the wage data 
collected in the third quarter of 2012.  As companies usually regard their 
wage and business related data to be commercially sensitive information, 
the Task Force considered it not appropriate to contract out the task of 
verification to external parties.  A separate team of professional 
statisticians of C&SD who were not direct supervisors of the field officers 
conducting LES was formed to conduct the checking by telephone 
interviewing method. 
 
3.31 Since the allegation was mainly concerned with the SALQ cases, a 
50% random sample of all the 186 SALQ cases covering all the field 
officers with SALQ cases in the third quarter of 2012 was selected for 
checking initially.  The verification exercise was extended to cover a 
relatively small (8%) random sample of the non-SALQ cases in order to 
have a complete, balanced view of the whole situation. 
 
3.32 A total of 150 cases (93 SALQ cases and 57 non-SALQ cases) 
were sampled for data verification.  For each sampled case, about 25% of 
the occupational records in the questionnaire were selected for checking in 
consideration of the time constraints and respondent burden. 
 
3.33 Of the 121 cases for which verification was successfully 
performed, no data inconsistencies were identified for 116 cases (or 95.9%) 
based on the data provided by the respondents during the verification 
checks. 

 
3.34 For the remaining 5 cases, some imperfections in the data 
collection work were identified and 3 of them involved some inconsistency 
of survey data between those recorded on the questionnaires and those 
provided by the respondents during the verification checks.  The Task 
Force deliberated on these findings and took into account the factors given 
in the following paragraphs in arriving at its conclusion. 

 
3.35 First, the Task Force compared the proportion of cases with data 
inconsistencies identified (i.e. 3 out of 121 or 2.5%) in the verification 
checks with that of routine quality control checks performed by C&SD and 
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noted that the proportions were generally similar. 
 
3.36  Second, the Task Force recognised that during the verification 
checks, some respondents claimed that they did not keep a record of the 
data provided to C&SD and could not recall whether the wage data being 
checked were actually provided by them during data collection by the field 
officers concerned.  Moreover, some respondents indicated that it was out 
of their own initiative to ask the field officers to record in their 
questionnaires that there were no changes in the information provided to 
C&SD before. 
 
3.37 Third, the Task Force also noted that if the data for the 3 
inconsistent cases were to be revised based on the results of the verification 
checks, the magnitude of adjustment in the wage index for the relevant 
industry sections would be relatively small (in the range of -0.013% to 
+0.016%) and the overall Nominal Wage Index would not be affected.  
The impact on the year-on-year rates of change in the nominal wage indices 
was insignificant (in the range of -0.014 percentage point to +0.016 
percentage point) and all the published figures on rates of change (which 
were rounded to one decimal place) were unaffected.  
 
 
Findings on Authenticity of LES Data 

 
3.38 Taking into account the above factors, the Task Force is of the 
opinion that there is not sufficient evidence showing systematic data 
fabrication in LES.   
 
3.39 In the light of the few cases of inconsistencies identified in the 
verification exercise, the Task Force considers that there may be room for 
further improving the existing mechanism for assuring the data quality of 
LES. 
 
 
Authenticity of AEHS Data 
 
3.40 The AEHS7 collects data on the demographic characteristics (e.g. 
sex, age, education attainment), occupation, wage and working hours of 

7 Please refer to C&SD Website for details of survey methodology of AEHS 
(www.censtatd.gov.hk/hkstat/sub/sp210.jsp?productCode=B1050014). 
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some 60 000 employees randomly selected from 10 000 sampled business 
undertakings, with a view to providing comprehensive statistics on the 
level and distribution of wages, employment details and demographic 
profile of employees in Hong Kong. 
 
3.41 It was alleged that some field officers had fabricated responses in 
the AEHS by duplicating the employee records from other completed 
returns for some partially completed cases.  
 
(1) Examination of questionnaires 
 
3.42 Unlike LES, there is no scope for copying data from the preceding 
round of survey in AEHS as field officers are not given any past data of the 
business undertakings sampled in the survey.  Hence, the Task Force 
agreed that the investigation in respect of AEHS should focus on finding 
out whether some field officers might have fabricated the data by copying 
employee records from one questionnaire to another in the same survey 
round. 
 
3.43 C&SD was asked to examine the most up-to-date 2012 AEHS 
dataset containing some 59 300 employee records.  Specifically, the 
employee records from different business undertakings which were 
enumerated by the same field officer were matched, with a view to finding 
out whether any of them had identical data values.  Two types of matching 
were carried out.  First, employee records which had exactly the same 
values for all data items covering demographic information, wage and 
working hours were identified (Type I Matching).  Second, data values for 
items on demographic information were allowed to be different, such that 
those records with exactly the same data values for occupation, wage and 
working hours were then picked out (i.e. Type II Matching). 
 
3.44 It was found that there were 5 pairs of records involving 9 
business undertakings under Type I Matching.  As for Type II Matching, 
142 distinct reporting patterns were found.  A total of 3068 employee 
records from 152 business undertakings were involved, implying that there 
would be 164 (306 minus 142) employee records with similar data values 
as another record, representing less than 0.3% of the total number of 
employee records in the dataset. 

8 Including 10 records identified from Type I Matching, which is a subset of Type II Matching. 
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(2) Data verification exercise 
 

3.45 Similar to LES, the Task Force also considered it not appropriate 
to contract out the task of verification of the AEHS data to external parties.  
The data verification was conducted through telephone interviewing by the 
above-mentioned team of professional statisticians who were not the direct 
supervisors of the field officers collecting the AEHS data. 
 
3.46 All the 10 employee records identified from Type I Matching and 
a 5% random sample of the records identified from Type II Matching were 
selected for data verification.  No data inconsistencies were found during 
the verification checks. 
 
 
Findings on Authenticity of AEHS Data 

 
3.47 As no data inconsistencies were found in the verification checks, 
the Task Force is of the opinion that there is not sufficient evidence 
showing existence of systematic data fabrication in AEHS. 
 
 

Conclusion on Authenticity of the Survey Data Examined 
 
3.48 After considering the results of the verification checks and 
modifications of data as might be required, the Task Force concludes that 
there is not sufficient evidence to query the overall authenticity of the data 
collected in the three surveys.  The Task Force considers that the quality 
of data collected from the three surveys is sufficiently sound to provide 
basic inputs for the compilation of the relevant statistical figures. 
 
3.49  In view of the inconsistencies noted in the verification checks 
and the increasing challenges faced by C&SD’s field officers in data 
collection work, the Task Force does not rule out the possibilities that 
individual field officers have not strictly followed the fieldwork guidelines, 
such as misapplying personal judgement to handle some of the questions in 
the questionnaire based on their knowledge/experience, or skipping some 
instructions in the guidelines.  Hence, the Task Force is of the view that 
this points to the need for C&SD to calibrate and enhance across the board 
the quality assurance system.  The deliberations and recommendations of 
the Task Force on this area are given in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4 : Data Quality Assurance System 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction 
 
4.1 The Task Force required C&SD to give a detailed account of the 
existing data quality assurance mechanism, in particular, on conceptual 
soundness of the mechanism, extent of benchmarking with international 
practices, robustness of the mechanism and presence of professionalism.  
On the basis of the information provided, the Task Force noted that 
C&SD’s quality assurance system followed international standards and 
practices generally. 
 
 
Quality Assurance Measures in Key Statistical Processes 
 
4.2 A brief description of the quality assurance measures adopted by 
C&SD in data collection, data processing, imputation, macro review and 
the internal audit programme, which all have major impact on data quality 
and accuracy, are given in Appendix 4-1.  
 
4.3 The Task Force reviewed the quality assurance systems and 
routine quality assurance checks, particularly in respect of the data 
collection and data validation/editing processes, for the General 
Household Survey (GHS), Labour Earnings Survey (LES) and Annual 
Earnings and Hours Survey (AEHS) in detail.  An exploratory study on 
the time series of micro data of GHS was also conducted with a view to 
checking the internal consistency of the data and identifying abnormalities.  
Results of the study revealed that there were no obvious abnormalities in 
their past trend.  During the study, the Task Force identified measures to 
strengthen and reinforce the existing quality assurance system in various 
dimensions, in particular on identification of high-risk areas which might 
lead to mis-classification/error. 

 
 
Response Rate and Proxy Reporting Rate – Implications on Data 
Quality 
 
4.4 The Task Force noted that there had been a gradual decrease in 
the response rate of GHS over time, from 88.9% in the fourth quarter (Q4) 
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of 2003 to 82.7% in Q4 2012.  On the other hand, there had been an 
increase in the rate of proxy reporting1 in GHS, from 52.4% in Q4 2003 
to 59.0% in Q4 2012. 
 
4.5 C&SD explained that owing to the changing life style of people 
in Hong Kong, it had become increasingly more difficult for the field 
officers to contact respondents and collect their data.  The Task Force 
noted that the declining trend in response rate was also generally observed 
in household surveys conducted by both the private survey research firms 
and educational institutions in Hong Kong.   
 
4.6 C&SD also explained that there had been increasing difficulty in 
contacting all members of the sampled households, compounded by 
greater respondent burden as the GHS questionnaire had become more 
complicated over time.  It was noted that the conditions under which 
proxy reporting was allowed had been clearly stated in the fieldwork 
guidelines for reference of field officers.  Particularly, information 
pertaining to the non-contact household members concerned should be 
obtained from another household member capable of providing the 
information.  This would avoid the high cost and extended time 
requirements that would be involved in repeated visits or telephone calls 
to obtain information directly from each household member.  Similar 
proxy rate was also observed in household surveys of overseas national 
statistical offices2. 
 
4.7 The Task Force noted that field officers shared similar concerns 
on the changes in social and economic environment which had an adverse 
impact on the cooperation of respondents and posed greater difficulties in 
data collection for GHS during their meetings with Task Force members in 
February 2013. 
  
4.8 The Task Force noted that the response rate currently achieved in 
GHS was higher than that of household surveys conducted by other 
organisations and that the use of proxy reporting was considered 
acceptable from the statistical point of view.  That said, the Task Force 
saw a need for C&SD to monitor the response rate and proxy reporting for 

1 Proxy reporting is a commonly adopted data collection method in household surveys.  It refers to the 
situation where the required information of a household member is provided by another household 
member capable of providing the information. 

2 Proxy rate in household surveys of overseas national statistical offices ranged from some 34% (United 
Kingdom) to 65% (Canada). 
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upkeeping the quality of the GHS data. 
 
 
Decentralisation of GHS Fieldwork 
 
4.9 The Task Force noted that the decentralisation of GHS fieldwork 
had led to decentralisation of data quality control to different field teams.  
Based on the views reflected by some field officers, there was generally a 
lack of ownership of GHS among field officers.  These two issues would 
present great challenges in ensuring the quality of the GHS data, in terms 
of variations in execution of quality assurance processes in different field 
teams and lack of central supervision of the quality assurance processes.  
The Task Force expressed concern on the need to establish ownership 
explicitly with responsibilities well entrusted in the quality assurance 
processes for GHS.   
 
 
Conclusion on Data Quality Assurance System 
 
4.10 The Task Force has examined the results of regular quality 
assurance checks in the data collection and data editing stages of GHS, 
LES and AEHS.  On the basis of the information provided by C&SD, the 
Task Force notes that the existing quality assurance system in general 
follows international standards and practices.  While in general the 
necessary processes are in place to control data quality, having regard to 
the observations in the data checks of GHS and related surveys detailed in 
Chapter 3, the Task Force is of the view that measures to strengthen and 
reinforce the existing quality assurance system in various dimensions 
should be introduced. 

 
4.11 While noting the pros and cons of the present arrangement of 
GHS fieldwork decentralisation, the Task Force considers that to further 
safeguard the quality of the GHS data, there is a need to foster a sense of 
ownership in the mindset of all stakeholders involved in conducting GHS 
and the establishment of a central party to oversee and coordinate the 
quality assurance of the GHS data collected by all the various field teams 
would be desirable. 
 
4.12 The Task Force considers that the decline in response rate and the 
increase in proxy reporting rate of GHS may lead to deterioration of 
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quality of the GHS data.  While the Task Force recognises that the two 
issues may not be able to be resolved in the short term, research studies 
will have to be conducted to assess their impact on the GHS results.  
 
4.13 The Task Force also considers that appropriate measures may be 
introduced to raise public awareness of GHS and the work of C&SD in 
general with a view to enhancing the cooperation of respondents and 
effectiveness of the fieldwork of household surveys.  
 
4.14 The Task Force therefore has the following recommendations, 
which are detailed in Chapter 6, to strengthen the quality assurance 
system:  
 
Recommendation (1): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
identify data categories vulnerable to mis-classification/error and data 
fabrication through cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses for close 
monitoring of data quality. 
 
Recommendation (2): The Task Force recommends that a Departmental 
Committee be established to oversee and coordinate the quality assurance 
of GHS in order to further safeguard the quality of the survey data 
collected by the various field teams. 
 
Recommendation (3): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
foster a sense of ownership in the mindset of all stakeholders involved in 
conducting GHS in order to further safeguard the quality of the GHS data. 
 
Recommendation (4): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
conduct research studies to assess the impact of the declining response rate 
and increasing rate of proxy reporting on the GHS results.   
 
Recommendation (5): The Task Force recommends that C&SD should 
consider introducing appropriate measures to raise public awareness of 
GHS and the work of C&SD in general with a view to enhancing the 
cooperation of respondents.  
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Chapter 5 : Fieldwork Management System 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction 
 
5.1  Statistics produced by C&SD are mainly based on survey data 
collected by field officers.  Field officers are posted into different field 
pools, with each pool mainly responsible for surveys of a particular subject 
area.  In the fieldwork management system of C&SD, control measures 
are instituted at different stages of data collection to monitor the 
performance of field officers, including for example the pre-approval of 
fieldwork itinerary, keeping of time logs as well as joint visits, spot checks, 
verification checks and regular performance appraisal by supervisors.    
 
5.2   While the existing fieldwork management system of C&SD 
involves a wide range of issues, the Task Force noted that field officers 
showed greater concerns on the time log system, performance appraisal 
system, workload and work pressure, decentralisation of the General 
Household Survey (GHS) fieldwork and communication issues during their 
meetings with Task Force members in February 2013.  These issues are 
examined in greater detail in this Chapter. 
    
5.3     The Task Force also received several written communications 
from staff of C&SD expressing their views on a number of issues of 
concern to them.  Members had taken note of these views in subsequent 
deliberations. 
 
Keeping of Daily Time Logs 
 
5.4  Background information on the time log system is provided in 
Appendix 5-1.  While appreciating the need for completing time logs for 
monitoring and supervision of fieldwork in line with the recommendation 
of the Audit Commission, the Task Force noted that there were diversified 
and conflicting views from field officers on the time log system, as 
reflected in the meetings between the Task Force and C&SD staff.  For 
example, some Assistant Census and Survey Officers (ACSOs) expressed 
that the completion of time logs had imposed great burden and pressure on 
their day-to-day duties, whereas some Census and Survey Officers (CSOs) 
held the view that information on the time logs was useful to their 
supervisory work. 
   26 



5.5    The Task Force expressed concern on the level of involvement 
engaged by field supervisors in the checking of time logs completed by 
their subordinates.  This might in some cases generate staff conflicts and 
grievances should there be misunderstanding and mis-communication 
between the two parties during the time log checking process.  Members 
also raised some possibilities of streamlining the completion and checking 
of time logs, such as simplifying the time log requirements and introducing 
IT technology to ease the burden in time log recording and management. 
 
 
Performance Appraisal System 
 
5.6     A brief description of the performance appraisal system in respect 
of CSOs and ACSOs in C&SD is given in Appendix 5-2.  In connection 
with the present incident, there is a perception among some field officers 
that the information recorded on the time logs is used to assess the 
performance aspect of “output” of a field officer, which in turn affects 
some other related performance aspects (such as “efficiency”) and hence 
the overall promotion claim of the officer.  
 
5.7     Upon clarification by C&SD, the Task Force was given to 
understand that field officers are actually expected to excel in both the 
quantity and the quality of their work in order to achieve high ranking in 
the “output” aspect.  In other words, the management of C&SD accords 
equal emphasis on both the quantity and quality of work in assessing the 
“output” rating of field officers in performance appraisal.  Moreover, there 
are other important aspects of performance, such as knowledge of work, 
organisation of work, interviewing techniques, accuracy and knowledge of 
geography etc., all of which will be taken into account in assessing the 
performance of field officers.  A full list of the relevant aspects of 
performance is presented in Appendix 5-2. 

 
5.8     Regarding the perception of some field officers which leads to the 
allegation on the relationship between the time log information and 
performance appraisal, the Task Force opined that while there was an 
established performance appraisal system in the Department, the concerns 
expressed by some field officers during the meetings with the Task Force 
pointed to certain degree of misperception about the system among staff at 
different ranks.  The Task Force considered that better communication 
should be made with field officers to strengthen their understanding of the 
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relationship between the time log information and output and its impact on 
overall performance rating of field officers.   

 
 
Management of Workload and Work Pressure 
 
5.9    The Task Force noted that C&SD has been facing increasing 
demand for social and economic statistics to support analysis and 
formulation of government policies over the years.  This might be 
translated into heavier workload of field officers in terms of more 
diversified surveys and greater complexities in questionnaires.  
Furthermore, the changing social and economic environment might require 
field officers to spend more efforts to contact the survey respondents and to 
secure their cooperation.   
 
5.10 The Task Force also noted that C&SD has employed a good 
number of temporary enumerators in recent years in order to alleviate the 
workload of field officers in data collection.  Recognising that some field 
officers held the view that the employment of temporary enumerators might 
create problems in such aspects as staff training and administrative work, 
the Task Force considered that the Department should examine in greater 
detail the issue of workload and work pressure faced by field officers. 
 
 
Decentralisation of GHS Fieldwork 
 
5.11 The Task Force was informed that C&SD has implemented various 
initiatives to optimise the use of field resources.  Among these initiatives, 
the most important one is the decentralisation of GHS fieldwork 
arrangement implemented in 2003.  Before the decentralisation, the GHS 
fieldwork was carried out by a dedicated field pool comprising some 90 
field officers of different ranks.  On average, each ACSO had to handle 
some 120 GHS field cases and undertake about 12 evening fieldwork 
sessions per month. 
 
5.12 For the purposes of increasing fieldwork productivity and 
achieving greater flexibility in deployment of field resources across field 
pools, the dedicated GHS field pool was largely disbanded in 2003 and 
most field officers in the team were re-deployed to other field pools on a 
pro-rata basis.  As a result, all ACSOs need to handle both the GHS cases 
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as well as the non-GHS cases they are responsible for in their respective 
field pools.  Each ACSO is assigned a lesser number of GHS field cases 
(around 40 per month) and conducts less evening fieldwork sessions 
(around 6 per month) when compared with the situation before the 
decentralisation. 
 
5.13 The Task Force noted that the GHS decentralisation arrangement 
brought significant changes to the field operation of the whole C&SD.  
Members observed from their meetings with field officers that some field 
officers had expressed a certain extent of discontent with the arrangement 
and requested a thorough review on whether the arrangement should 
continue. 
 
 
Communication of Field Officers with the Management 
 
5.14 The problem of communication was also raised during the Task 
Force’s meetings with field officers.  Some field officers thought that their 
views and concerns on various fieldwork related issues were not given due 
attention by the management, thus affecting the sentiments of field officers.   
 
5.15 The Task Force noted that there exist a number of communication 
channels in C&SD through which the management can maintain effective 
dialogue with field officers.  These include the work of the Departmental 
Committee on Fieldwork Management, regular meetings between the 
management with the staff association of field officers as well as staff of 
different grades and ranks, and regular meetings arranged in individual 
field pools.  After some deliberation, the Task Force considered that the 
existing communication channels should be reviewed so as to identify areas 
of improvement which could help strengthen the communication between 
the management and the staff. 
 
 
Conclusion on Fieldwork Management System 
 
5.16 The Task Force considers that the fieldwork management system 
encompasses a host of historical, complex and deep-seated issues which 
would need to be addressed in an integrated and coherent manner.  
Although the Task Force has identified some problems and certain scope 
for improvement in a few aspects of the fieldwork management system 
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(such as the field officers’ perception of the time log system and the GHS 
decentralisation arrangement), members generally feel that given the 
limited time span of the investigation work done so far and the complexity 
and inter-linkage of the issues involved, it would not be possible for the 
Task Force to formulate a set of specific recommendations which would 
effectively resolve all the major problems and issues inherent in the 
fieldwork management system.   
 
5.17  The Task Force therefore makes the following recommendation 
in respect of the fieldwork management system, which is detailed in 
Chapter 6, so as to identify areas of improvement which can facilitate the 
work of field officers on the one hand, and the management of fieldwork by 
the Department on the other: 
 
Recommendation: The Task Force recommends that a comprehensive 
review of the existing fieldwork management system of C&SD should be 
conducted. 
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Chapter 6 : Conclusion  
____________________________________________________________ 
 
I. Data Authenticity 
 
6.1 Based on the results of investigation as detailed in Chapter 3, 
particularly the findings of the various data verification exercises, the Task 
Force concludes that there is not sufficient evidence showing the existence 
of systematic data fabrication in the General Household Survey (GHS), 
Labour Earnings Survey (LES) and Annual Earnings and Hours Survey 
(AEHS). 
 
6.2  After considering the results of the verification exercises and 
modifications of data as might be required, the Task Force concludes that 
there is not sufficient evidence to query the overall authenticity of the data 
collected in the three surveys.  The Task Force considers that the quality 
of data collected in the three surveys is sufficiently sound to provide basic 
inputs for the compilation of the relevant statistical figures. 

 
6.3  In view of the inconsistencies noted in the verification checks and 
the increasing challenges faced by C&SD’s field officers in data collection 
work, the Task Force does not rule out the possibilities that individual field 
officers have not strictly followed the fieldwork guidelines, such as 
misapplying personal judgement to handle some of the questions in the 
questionnaire based on their knowledge/experience, or skipping some 
instructions in the guidelines.  Hence, the Task Force is of the view that 
this points to the need for C&SD to calibrate and enhance across the board 
the quality assurance system.  The recommendations of the Task Force on 
this area are given in Section II below. 
 
 
II. Quality Assurance System  
 
6.4  Based on the results of the verification checks and studies, the 
Task Force concludes that C&SD should continue with its established 
policy of identifying and exploring data quality assurance initiatives.  The 
following are specific recommendations which can be considered for 
immediate and short-term implementation:   
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Recommendation (1): Identifying data categories vulnerable to 
mis-classification/error and data fabrication through cross-sectional and 
longitudinal analyses [Chapter 4 Data Quality Assurance System] 
 
6.5  The Task Force considers that the quality of the GHS data may still 
be subject to some risk due to substandard work performance of individual 
field officers and errors attributable to some respondents on account of 
their behaviour and attitude in providing the survey data.  Although the 
impact of the above errors is within the tolerance limit as revealed by both 
C&SD’s regular verification checks and the independent quality checks, 
there is scope for enhancement to the quality assurance mechanism of GHS 
to further minimise the errors.  The Task Force recommends that C&SD 
should identify data categories vulnerable to mis-classification/error and 
data fabrication through cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses for close 
monitoring of data quality. 

 
6.6  For LES, cases with data which are the same as those in the 
preceding quarter may be subject to higher risk of errors and will hence 
require more thorough examination.  The proportions of such cases among 
different industries and their changes over time should also be closely 
monitored to facilitate early detection of possible problems in the data 
collection process which may have an impact on data quality. 
 
Recommendation (2): Setting up a Departmental Committee on quality 
assurance [Chapter 4 Data Quality Assurance System] 
 
6.7  The Task Force considers that there is a need to establish a 
Departmental Committee to oversee and coordinate the quality assurance of 
GHS in order to further safeguard the quality of the survey data collected 
by the various field teams. 
 
Recommendation (3): Fostering a sense of ownership in the mindset of 
all stakeholders involved in conducting GHS [Chapter 4 Data Quality 
Assurance System] 
 
6.8  The Task Force recommends that C&SD should foster a sense of 
ownership in the mindset of all stakeholders involved in conducting GHS 
in order to further safeguard the quality of the GHS data. 
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Recommendation (4): Conducting research studies to assess the impact 
of the declining response rate and the increasing rate of proxy reporting 
on the GHS results [Chapter 4 Data Quality Assurance System] 
 
6.9  The Task Force notes that the decline in response rate and the 
increase in rate of proxy reporting in GHS are related to the change in life 
style of Hong Kong people.  Nevertheless, the Task Force considers that 
such trend could impact the quality of GHS data.  While the Task Force 
recognises that the two issues might not be able to be resolved in the short 
term, research studies would have to be conducted to assess their impact on 
the GHS results. 
 
Recommendation (5): Introducing appropriate measures to raise public 
awareness of GHS and the work of C&SD with a view to enhancing the 
cooperation of respondents [Chapter 4 Data Quality Assurance System] 
 
6.10 The Task Force also recommends C&SD to consider introducing 
appropriate measures to raise public awareness of GHS and the work of 
C&SD in general with a view to enhancing the cooperation of respondents.  
Publicity measures which may be actively pursued include the use of 
Announcement of Public Interest to promulgate the importance of official 
statistics in planning and provision of public services, and to appeal to the 
public for their cooperation in C&SD surveys.  Other measures like 
stepping up the existing measures of distribution of educational pamphlets 
and displaying publicity posters at vantage points to promote public 
awareness of C&SD’s work should also be considered. 

 
 

III. Fieldwork Management System  
 
6.11 The Task Force considers that given the limited time span of the 
investigation work done so far and the complexity and inter-linkage of the 
issues involved in fieldwork management system, and also in view of the 
diversified opinions and concerns of field officers expressed in their 
meetings with the Task Force in February 2013, it would not be possible for 
the Task Force to formulate a set of specific recommendations which would 
effectively resolve all the major problems and issues inherent in the 
fieldwork management system.  The Task Force considers it appropriate 
to make the general recommendation below. 
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Recommendation (6): Conducting a comprehensive review of the 
existing fieldwork management system [Chapter 5 Fieldwork 
Management System] 
 
6.12 Recognising that there are quite a number of historical, complex 
and deep-seated issues which would need to be addressed in the existing 
fieldwork management system, a comprehensive review of the system 
should be conducted to provide viable solutions to the relevant problems 
and issues.   
 
6.13 The review should at least cover aspects relating to the keeping 
and checking of time logs, decentralisation of GHS fieldwork, workload 
and work pressure of field officers, communication channels, treatment of 
sub-divided flats, and resource situation of C&SD as a whole given the 
increasing demand for statistics compiled by the Department over the years.  
The exact scope and methodology of this comprehensive review is to be 
decided by the management of C&SD in consultation with staff of various 
grades and ranks where applicable. 
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VERIFICATION OF DATA COLLECTED FROM THE GENERAL HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 

 

PURPOSE 

This paper reports the findings of a checking exercise to verify the data 
collected from the General Household Survey (GHS). 

 

STUDY APPROACH 

2. A checking form was designed which contains 16 key questions of the GHS 
focusing on three study areas, namely, marital status, usual place of work and 
activity status of respondents.  During the 6 days between 29 January and 3 
February 2013, a sample of the December GHS respondents was contacted and 
asked to provide answers to these 16 questions.  Both the current checking 
exercise and the December GHS referred to respondents’ situation of the same 
reference period in December 2012.  The collected answers were then 
compared with the corresponding data recorded in GHS questionnaires with a 
view to identifying any discrepancies. 

3. 2 821 persons aged 15 and over, belonging to 900 households, who 
responded to GHS in December 2012 were selected by C&SD for the study.  
During the 6-day fieldwork period, attempts were made to contact these persons 
by telephone and 1 779 were successfully enumerated, representing a response 
rate of 64.3%.  The result of enumeration is at Annex 1.  
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MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE CHECKING EXERCISE 

4. The major findings are summarised in the following paragraphs.  The 
analyses cover all persons successfully enumerated (1 779) in the checking 
exercise. 

Whether respondents have been interviewed in GHS 

(a)  Nearly all respondents (99.6%) confirmed that they had been 
interviewed in December GHS.  Eight respondents said that they 
had not been interviewed. 

Overall result of verification (Tables 1-4 in Annex 2) 

(b) Data in 84.5% of the GHS questionnaires agree entirely with those in 
their corresponding checking forms.  On the other hand, 14.3% are 
found to be inconsistent in answers to one question, 1.1% in two, and 
0.1% in three. (Table 1) 

(c) Whenever inconsistencies were spotted in the checking process, 
respondents were asked to provide an explanation.  Our findings 
reveal that one-third (33.4%) of the inconsistent incidences cannot be 
explained since respondents said they were unable to recall the 
answer they had provided in December.  For a considerable 
proportion (15.0%) of the inconsistent incidences, respondents 
admitted that they might have provided an incorrect answer in GHS.  
Whereas in 13.0% and 28.1% respectively of the inconsistent 
incidences, respondents were certain that the relevant question had 
not been asked in GHS or the corresponding GHS data were not 
provided by them. (Table 3) 

(d) As a whole, inconsistencies were found in 2.5% of all the answers 
obtained.  Among the 16 individual questions asked, no or only 
slight inconsistency (inconsistency rate less than 1.9%) is found in half 
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of them.  More obvious inconsistencies are found in the answers to 
Questions 50 to 54 (see Table 2) with the inconsistency rate ranging 
from 2.0% to 11.5%; these questions are used to classify a person’s 
economic activity status of being unemployed or economically 
inactive. (Table 2) 

(e) With respect to Question 50 where the largest inconsistency rate is 
noted, 20.0% of the respondents with inconsistency in this question 
said they were certain that the question had not been asked in GHS.  
4.8% said that the corresponding GHS data were not provided by 
them.  On the other hand, 17.2% admitted that they had provided 
incorrect answers to the question in GHS.  48.6% were unable to 
recall the answers they reported in GHS. (Table 4) 

Marital status of respondents (Table 5) 

(f) In general, no problem is found in respect of the data on marital 
status apart from a few cases (0.5%) where married respondents 
were recorded as never married or vice versa.  In three out of the 12 
inconsistent cases, respondents said that they were certain that the 
record in GHS questionniares was not provided by them while two 
respondents were unable to recall the answers they provided in GHS. 

Usual place of work in latter half of 2012 (Table 6) 

(g) Data on usual place of work recorded in GHS are nearly in full 
agreement with the checking results, except that a few (0.8%) 
respondents who formerly reported Hong Kong as their usual place 
of work in GHS now claimed that they usually worked in Mainland or 
overseas.  It may be difficult for some respondents, frequent 
travellers in particular, to give an exact answer to this question which 
covers a lengthy reference period of 6 months. 
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Activity status of respondents (Table 7) 

(h) Nearly all (99.3%) of the respondents classified as employed persons 
in GHS were confirmed the same status in the verification exercise.  
However, some inconsistencies are noticed among cases where 
respondents were formerly reported in GHS as unemployed or 
economically inactive.  

(i) 16.9% and 6.0% respectively (14 and 5 out of 83) of the 
respondents classified as unemployed in GHS were found to be 
either economically inactive or employed respectively after 
checking. 

(ii) 2.5% and 1.6% respectively (21 and 14 out of 850) of the 
respondents classified as economically inactive in GHS were 
found to be employed or unemployed respectively after 
checking. 

(i) As mentioned in paragraph 4(d) above, obvious inconsistencies are 
seen in the answers to Q50 to Q54 from which the activity status of 
respondents were derived.  In some cases, therefore, the activity 
status of respondents as derived from the GHS was different from 
that obtained through the checking exercise. 

 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

5. While every effort has been made to ensure that the questionnaire used in 
the checking exercise is well designed and the interviewers well experienced with 
a view to facilitating the collection of accurate data, some non-sampling errors on 
the part of the respondents are unavoidable.  These errors are largely due to 
factors such as memory lapse (eg difficulty in recalling what happened 2 months 
ago, such as mixing up the mode of interview in December with that in 
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August/September), respondents’ behaviour and attitude in answering the 
questions (when being repeatedly asked the same questions within half a year).  

 

6. The presence of discrepancies between the answers recorded in GHS and 
those obtained through the checking exercise may be the result of many 
confounding factors in the conduct of GHS.  Some could be due to carelessness 
of individual interviewers hence leading to recording errors; their imperfect 
interviewing skills and inadequate understanding of the relevant survey concepts 
hence resulting in respondents’ answers not reflecting the true situation.  As in 
the conduct of any survey, respondents’ behaviour and attitude in answering the 
questions may also be a contributing factor to inaccuracies. 
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Annex 1 
 

Enumeration Result 

 

Total no. of respondents with whom contacts have been initiated 2821 
    

(1)  No. of successfully enumerated cases 1779 

    

(2)  No. of unsuccessful cases 986 

  (a) Non-contacts (after 8 or more call backs made) 735 

  (b) Partially enumerated 8 

  (c) Refusals 243 

    

(3)  No. of invalid cases 56 

  (a) Respondents out of Hong Kong 16 

  (b) Respondents having moved out from household 1 

  (c) Mobile phone/phone numbers no longer used 20 

  (d) Telephone number not provided 11 

  (e) Unmatched telephone number and persons 7 

  (f) No such person in household 1 

    

Response Rate : (1) / (1)+(2) 64.3% 
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Table 1 Overall result of Verification 

 
 
 
  No. (%) 
GHS Questionnaires with all results consistent with those in checking forms  1503 (84.5) 

GHS questionnaires with some results differing from those in checking forms -  276 (15.5) 

   - Difference found in answers to 1 question  255 (14.3) 

   - Difference found in answers to 2 questions  19 (1.1) 

   - Difference found in answers to 3 questions  2 (0.1) 

Total  1779 (100.0) 
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Table 2 Number of inconsistent answers between checking forms and GHS questionnaires for each 
question 

 

Questions(1) 

 

No. of  
respondents 

having answered 
the question in 

both GHS 
and checking 

 exercise 

No. of  
inconsistent  

answers 
(%) 

S1 Whether respondents have been interviewed in GHS 1779 8 (0.4) 

Q69 Mode of interview 1779 90(2) (5.1) 

Q31 Marital status 1779 12 (0.7) 

Q33 Whether respondent performed any work for pay or profit in the 
7 days before enumeration 1779 33 (1.9) 

Q34 Whether respondent had a job or business in the 7 days before 
enumeration 921 1 (0.1) 

Q35 Whether respondent performed any work without pay in family's 
business in the 7 days before enumeration 918 2 (0.2) 

Q36 Reasons for being away from work in the 7 days before 
enumeration 3 1 (33.3) 

Q37a Whether respondent had an assurance or an agreed date of 
return to job or business   3 1 (33.3) 

Q37b Whether respondent continued to receive wage or salary 3 0 (0.0) 

Q37c Whether respondent received any compensation without 
obligation to accept another job 2 0 (0.0) 

Q41a Usual place of work 865 8 (0.9) 

Q50 Whether respondent available for work in the 7 days before 
enumeration 914 105(3) (11.5) 

Q51 Reasons for not available for work 736 21 (2.9) 

Q52 Whether respondent sought work during the 30 days before 
enumeration 178 10 (5.6) 

Q53 Reasons for not seeking work 102 2 (2.0) 

Q54 Main actions taken to seek/apply work 76 5 (6.6) 

Total: 11837 299 (2.5)(4) 

    

 
 
(1) These are question numbers in GHS questionnaire 
 
(2) The 90 inconsistencies occurred on both sides, with 37 face-to-face interviews recorded as telephone 

interviews in GHS and 19 the other way round.  The remaining 34 interviews were consistent as far as 
whether face-to-face or telephone interviews were involved but with inconsistencies in whether the interviews 
were conducted by self-reporting or proxy reporting and the inconsistencies going both way. 
 

(3) The 105 inconsistencies occurred on both sides, with 46 answers of “No” recorded as “Yes” in GHS and 59 the 
other way round. 

 
(4) Expressed as % of total number of inconsistent answers (i.e. 299) to the total number of questions directed to 

the 1779 respondents (i.e. sum of the respondents having answered each of the above questions) 

A9 

 



Annex 2 - 3 

 
Table 3 Reasons for inconsistencies between checking forms and GHS questionnaires 

 

Reasons for inconsistencies  

 

  No. (%) 

Respondents say they are certain that the question was not asked in 
GHS  39 (13.0) 

Respondents say they are certain that relevant record in GHS 
questionnaire was not provided by them  84 (28.1) 

Respondents say it seems like that the relevant record in GHS 
questionnaire was not provided by them  31 (10.4) 

Respondents say they are certain that they have provided an 
incorrect answer to the relevant question in GHS  21 (7.0) 

Respondents say it seems like that they have provided an incorrect 
answer to the relevant question in GHS  24 (8.0) 

Respondents give an answer in checking exercise which differs from 
GHS record but are unable to recall the answer they reported in GHS  100 (33.4) 

  

Total 299      (100.0) 

  
 

 

Table 4 Reasons for inconsistent answers to Question 50 on “Whether respondent available for work 
in the 7 days before enumeration” 

 
 

Reasons for inconsistencies  

 
No.   (%) 

 

Respondents say they are certain that the question was not asked in 
GHS  21 (20.0) 

Respondents say they are certain that relevant record in GHS 
questionnaire was not provided by them  5 (4.8) 

Respondents say it seems like that the relevant record in GHS 
questionnaire was not provided by them  10 (9.5) 

Respondents say they are certain that they have provided an 
incorrect answer to the relevant question in GHS  5 (4.8) 

Respondents say it seems like that they have provided an incorrect 
answer to the relevant question in GHS  13 (12.4) 

Respondents give an answer in checking exercise which differs from 
GHS record but are unable to recall the answer they reported in GHS  51 (48.6) 

  
Total  105 (100.0) 
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Annex 2 - 4 

 
Table 5 Comparison of marital status of respondents in checking forms and GHS questionnaires (% of 

grand total) 

 

Marital status 
according to 
checking exercise 

Marital status according to GHS 

Never married Now married Widowed 
Divorced / 
Separated Unknown(1) Total 

  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%) 

Never married  579 (32.5)  5 (0.3)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  1 (0.1)  585 (32.9) 

Now married  4 (0.2)  1074 (60.4)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  2 (0.1)  1080 (60.7) 

Widowed  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  57 (3.2)  1 (0.1)  0 (0.0)  58 (3.3) 

Divorced/Separated  0 (0.0)  1 (0.1)  1 (0.1)  54 (3.0)  0 (0.0)  56 (3.1) 

 Total  583 (32.8)  1080 (60.7)  58 (3.3)  55 (3.1)  3 (0.2)  1779 (100.0) 

Note: (1) Referring to GHS questionnaires with missing answer. 
 
 
Table 6 Comparison of usual place of work of respondents in checking forms and GHS questionnaires 

(% of grand total)  

 

Usual place of 
work according to 
checking exercise 

Usual place of work according to GHS 

Hong Kong Mainland Overseas Macao Unknown(1) Total 

  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%) 

Hong Kong  807 (93.3)  1 (0.1)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  25 (2.9)  833 (96.3) 

Mainland  5 (0.6)  19 (2.2)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  24 (2.8) 

Overseas  2 (0.2)  0 (0.0)  4 (0.5)  0 (0.0)  1 (0.1)  7 (0.8) 

Macao  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  0 (0.0)  1 (0.1)  0 (0.0)  1 (0.1) 

 Total  814 (94.1)  20 (2.3)  4 (0.5)  1 (0.1)  26 (3.0)  865 (100.0) 

Note: (1) Referring mainly to the cases originally recorded as economically inactive/unemployed on GHS 
questionnaires to which the question on usual place of work was not applicable. 

 

 
Table 7 Comparison of activity status of respondents as derived from checking forms and GHS 

questionnaires (% of column total) 

 

Activity status according   
to checking forms 

Activity status according to GHS 

Employed Unemployed 
Economically 

inactive Unknown(1) Total 

  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%)  No. (%) 

Employed  839 (99.3)  5 (6.0)  21 (2.5)  0 (0.0)  865 (48.6) 

Unemployed  1 (0.1)  64 (77.1)  14 (1.6)  0 (0.0)  79 (4.4) 

Economically inactive  5 (0.6)  14 (16.9)  815 (95.9)  1 (100.0)  835 (46.9) 

      

Total  845 (100.0)  83 (100.0)  850 (100.0)  1 (100.0)  1779 (100.0) 

Note: (1) Referring to the GHS questionnaire with missing answer. 
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Appendix 3-2 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
C&SD’s Response to the Media Report Regarding Enumeration 

Results of Sample Quarters in General Household Survey 
 
 
Background 
 
1 In the course of the investigation, the Task Force also received 
report from C&SD on the suggestion by a local newspaper issued on 11 
March 2013 that a significant number of field officers would falsify 
enumeration results of some sampled quarters as unoccupied in order to 
save enumeration time, as reflected by the relatively high proportion of 
unoccupied quarters in total sampled cases obtained from the General 
Household Survey (GHS) (10.6% in 2012) when compared to the vacancy 
rate of private housing obtained from the Rating and Valuation 
Department (RVD) (4.62% during 2007-2011) and the drop of the former 
in the January 2013 round of GHS. 
 
2 It was also alleged that the recent drop of the proportion by 2.4 
percentage points in GHS from 10.6% in 2012 to 8.2% in January 2013 
indicated falsification of enumeration results.  
 
C&SD’s Response 
 
3 RVD’s vacancy rate and the proportion of unoccupied quarters 
obtained from GHS have different definitions and are compiled for totally 
different purposes.  The former is used to reflect the situation of the 
property market in Hong Kong while the latter is an intermediate output of 
GHS in the course of compilation of unemployment rate of Hong Kong 
Resident Population.  Hence, the two sets of figures are not comparable. 
 
4 According to RVD, vacancy refers to the situation that a unit was 
not physically occupied at the time of RVD’s survey.  A unit pending 
occupation by the owner or tenant is considered as vacant.  Premises 
under decoration are also classified as vacant.  On the other hand, on top 
of the vacant units as defined by RVD, GHS also considers other quarters 
used for short stay purpose, such as second homes of Hong Kong residents 
and flats for short stay by Hong Kong residents who stay in places outside 
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Hong Kong for most of the time, as unoccupied quarters.  This is the 
major contributory factor to account for the proportion of unoccupied 
quarters obtained from GHS being consistently higher than the RVD’s 
vacancy rate. 

 
5 Regarding the decline in the proportion of unoccupied quarters in 
January 2013 round of GHS, it should be noted that (i) there was also large 
increase in the number of non-contact cases recorded in GHS in that 
month and (ii) it is not a simple and easy task for field officers to make a 
clear distinction between unoccupied cases and non-contact ones during 
field visits owing to similarity of nature of the two categories. 

 
6 Nonetheless, even assuming that the decline was due to certain 
misclassifications between unoccupied cases and non-contact ones and 
re-compiling the unemployment rate taking such misclassifications into 
account, the impact on the published figures was insignificant.  
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Appendix 4-1 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
C&SD’s Quality Assurance Mechanism in Key Statistical Processes  

 
1 In developing its quality assurance mechanism, C&SD has made 
reference to international quality standards and guidelines as well as good 
practices adopted in advanced economies. 
 

(i) Data collection 
 

(a) Manual screening/editing 
 

A quick initial manual screening is done by field supervisors 
on completed questionnaires to check completeness, internal 
logical consistency among data items and whether the 
magnitudes of data items are within reasonable ranges.  
Dubious cases would be referred to the responsible field 
officers for follow-up.   
 

(b) Quality control (QC) checks 
 

QC checks are conducted on around 5% of the completed 
cases of each and every field officer to safeguard quality 
control.  This percentage of checking is recommended by 
international statistical authorities such as the Eurostat.  
Field supervisors contact the respondents by telephone or 
field visits to verify selected data recorded.  For the 
General Household Survey (GHS) and the Annual Earnings 
and Hours Survey (AEHS), an additional second tier of QC 
checks on another 7.5% and 7% of successfully enumerated 
cases respectively is conducted by third party teams. 
 

(c) Supervisory visits 
 
 Joint visits with individual Assistant Census and Survey 

Officers (ACSOs) are arranged by field supervisors to gain a 
better understanding of the performance of their field staff 
and identify room for improvement.  For GHS cases 
conducted by the Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing 
(CATI) method, an online monitoring system by field 
supervisors is in place. 
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(d) Spot checks 
 

Random spot checks are conducted by field supervisors to 
ensure that the field officers have performed work in their 
duty areas as scheduled.   

 
(e) Monitoring of non-contact, non-response and 

non-enumerated cases 
 

Non-contact, non-response and non-enumerated1 cases are 
specially monitored by field supervisors to check if the field 
officers have actually paid the field visits and their 
competency in handling these cases.  For GHS and labour 
surveys, a sample check of 2% and 5% respectively of 
non-enumerated cases is currently done by field supervisors. 

 
(ii) Data processing 
 

(a) Validation 
 

Computerised validation is carried out to detect data records 
which are potentially in error when guarded against a set of 
pre-defined rules, which are subject to regular review.  
There are 155, 162 and 136 validation rules in GHS, AEHS 
and for the Labour Earnings Survey (LES) respectively.  
These validation rules are reviewed regularly and updated to 
take into account the latest changes which may have an 
impact on the survey data. 

 
(b) Verification 
 

Data records failing the validation process will be 
scrutinised by Statistical Officer grade staff against any 
remarks put down by field officers in the questionnaires.  
Questionnaires will be referred to the responsible field 
officers concerned for verification and providing further 
supporting explanations as required.  For data records still 
having reasonable doubts after the first round of verification, 

1 For example, non-domestic and unoccupied cases for household surveys and closed and out-of-scope 
cases for establishment surveys. 
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the supervisor may arrange further checking of the case by 
another team of staff and if necessary, bring up the case to 
the attention of the senior supervisor for perusal. 

 
(c) Prominent cases 
 

Prominent cases having significant impact on the survey 
results will be identified in advance and monitored closely 
by subject professionals throughout the whole survey 
process.   

 
(iii) Imputation for non-response 
 

Subject professionals are tasked to monitor the entire imputation 
process, including the imputation rates by variable, to ensure that 
the imputation has been done properly.  They have to ensure that 
records on all imputations performed are properly maintained and 
significant cases are brought up to the more senior level for 
scrutiny. 
 

(iv) Macro review 
 

Before statistics are finalised for release, the subject professional 
is required to review and ensure the reliability and accuracy of 
the preliminary statistics compiled through a macro review 
process which is benchmarked in accordance with international 
standards and methods.  A departmental standard, including 
comparison with other economies and cross-checking with other 
data sources, has been developed to ensure that the process of 
macro review would be done by all subject professionals in a 
systematic and coherent manner.   

 
 
Internal Audit Programme 
 
2 An internal audit programme by a third-party review team was 
launched to monitor and verify the effective implementation of quality 
assurance measures in statistical processes using an evidence-based 
approach.  The audits also assess the effectiveness of such measures and 
attempt to identify areas for improvements in quality assurance and good 
practices for sharing with subject and related professional teams.   
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Appendix 5-1 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
Time Log System 

 
1  All field officers (except Senior Census and Survey Officers) in 
C&SD are required to complete daily time logs so as to provide 
information on the time at which they perform their tasks and a sufficiently 
clear account of the duration of time spent on such tasks.  Apart from 
assuring that the field officers’ working time is fully accounted for, the time 
log system can provide information on the work profile of field officers.  
It is considered to be a useful management tool for planning and 
monitoring the work of field officers more effectively.  

 
2  The time log system was first introduced in 1998, following the 
recommendations of the Audit Commission (contained in Report No. 31 of 
the Director of Audit published in October 1998) after it completed a 
review to examine how the outdoor duties of field officers in C&SD were 
monitored.   

 
3  The practice of keeping time logs was simplified and standardised 
across all field pools as far as practicable since March 2005.  The keeping 
of time logs was then further simplified thrice in July 2007, July 2008 and 
September 2009 with a view to reducing field officers’ burden in 
completing time logs, while keeping key and useful time log information 
for monitoring and management purposes.   
 
4    A specimen of typical time log sheet is given in Annex 5-1-1.  
The more important types of activities to be entered on the time log sheet 
mainly include face-to-face interview, telephone interview, travelling, 
preparatory and follow-up work before and after interview, supervisory 
duties and office work.   For each major activity, field officers are 
required to record the start time, name of survey, mode and time of 
travelling, location and result of enumeration of each case as appropriate on 
the time log sheet.   
 
5    Part of the indoor duties of field officers relates to telephone 
interviews for collection and/or verification of survey data as well as the 
pre-survey and post-survey work performed indoor (e.g. planning itinerary 
of field visits in the office, editing and coding of survey questionnaires in 
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the office before passing to supervisors), which constitutes an integral part 
of the data collection duties.  In particular, the successful enumeration of a 
respondent sometimes involves both telephone interview and field visit.  
Field officers are thus required to complete time logs for both indoor and 
outdoor work so as to enable the compilation of accurate and 
comprehensive fieldwork management statistics in addition to monitoring 
the conduct of fieldwork.   
 
6    The information contained in the time log sheets provides a useful 
and relevant reference for fieldwork management.  For fieldwork 
monitoring, supervisors of field officers check the completed time logs 
against the pre-approved itinerary of field visits, and sample check those 
activities involving contacts with respondents as reported in time logs, so 
as to ensure proper and effective discharge of fieldwork duties.  The time 
logs of fieldwork can also provide the management with a clear picture on 
how individual field pools utilise their time and resources, which is 
essential to the formulation and development of long-term fieldwork 
strategies for improving work productivity.   
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Annex 5-1-1 (cont’d) 
 

Time Log : Codes of Activity 

工作時間記錄表 : 活動事項編碼 

 
 

  Activity 活動事項            Code 編碼 

1. 
 

Face-to-face interview 
面談訪問 

           
 FI 

 

2. 
 

Telephone interview 
電話訪問 

            
 TI 

 

3. 
 

Pre- and Post-enumeration work 
外勤前的準備及外勤後的跟進工作 

    
 PP 

 

4.  Travel (incl. traveling time to different venues,       TR  

   time for dealing with building management        

   and locating sampled establishments / quarters)      

 
 

交通時間 (包括前往不同地點的交通時間、與大廈管理處

聯絡及尋找受訪機構 / 屋宇單位的時間) 
  

  
 

5. 
 

Supervisory duties  
督導工作 

  
 SD 

 

6. 
 

Office work 
辦公室工作  

  
 OW 

 

7. 
 

Leave 
休假 

 
 

               
 LE 

 

8. 
 

Lunch / Dinner 
午膳 / 晚膳 

             
 LD 

 

9. 
 

Off duty 
放工 

               
 OD 

 

10. 
 

Others (please enter remarks) 
其他 (請提供備註) 

         
 OT 

 

 
Note:  Items 7, 8 and 9 above are, strictly speaking, non-work related activity codes; they have 
to be included for completeness in presentation. 
 

備註: 嚴格來說，上述第 7、8 及 9 項是與工作無關的活動事項編碼 ; 這些活動事項是要

使記錄完整才包括在內。 



Appendix 5-2 
____________________________________________________________ 

 
Performance Appraisal System 

 
1    In C&SD, the performance of ACSOs and CSOs are assessed in 17 
and 18 aspects respectively, as listed in Annex 5-2-1.  At the end of an 
appraisal period, the appraisal reports are completed by the Appraising 
Officers (AOs) who are usually the immediate supervisors of field officers 
being appraised.  
 
2    The AOs make their assessments based on their day-to-day 
interaction with their subordinates and observation on the work 
performance of subordinates, including paying joint visits with 
subordinates, conducting spot checks and quality checks, scrutinising the 
questionnaires submitted by subordinates, and providing work advice and 
coaching to subordinates.  In a few aspects, the AOs also make reference 
to quantitative indicators produced from fieldwork management statistics in 
assessing the performance of their subordinates.  
 
3    Similar to other grades in the Civil Service, there are 
Countersigning Officers, Endorsing Officers and Reviewing Officers on top 
of AOs in the performance appraisal system of field officers to 
counter-balance the assessments made by individual AOs and to monitor 
the standard of the appraisal.  Besides, as with other grades, operational 
definitions of ratings for each aspect of performance are drawn up for 
reference by supervisors of the field officers in performance appraisal. 

A21 



Annex 5-2-1 
 

 
  

List of Performance Aspects included in  
Annual Performance Appraisal of Field Officers 

 
(I) Census and Survey Officer (CSO) 
 
1. Knowledge of work 
2. Judgment 
3. Organisation of work 
4. Efficiency 
5. Drive and determination 
6. Relations with colleagues 
7. Initiative 
8. Management of staff 
9. Acceptance of responsibility 
10. Reliability under pressure 
11. Ability to work independently 
12. Accuracy 
13. Output 
14. Interviewing technique 
15. Knowledge of local geography 
16. Map work / Data recording 
17. Training of staff 
18. Written expression 
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Annex 5-2-1 (cont’d) 
 
 

(II) Assistant Census and Survey Officer (ACSO) 
 
1. Knowledge of work 
2. Judgment 
3. Organisation of work 
4. Efficiency 
5. Drive and determination 
6. Relations with colleagues 
7. Initiative 
8. Acceptance of responsibility 
9. Reliability under pressure 
10. Ability to work independently 
11. Training and supervision of part-time enumerators 
12. Accuracy 
13. Output 
14. Interviewing technique 
15. Knowledge of local geography 
16. Map work / Data recording 
17. Tact in handling difficult interview 
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