
Minutes of 19th Meeting of 
Lump Sum Grant Steering Committee (LSGSC) 

Held on 4th May 2005 
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Mr. NG Shui-lai 
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Mr. Kwan Kin-shing, Peter 
Director, HK Student Aid Society 
 
Mrs. Grace Chan 
Chief Executive, Hong Kong Society for the Blind 
 
Ms. Christine Fang 
Chief Executive, Hong Kong Council of Social Service 
 
Mr. Ng Man-sui 
Representative, Fight for Social Welfare Alliance 
 
Mr. Ng Yut-ming 
Representative, Fight for Social Welfare Alliance 
 
Mr. Yu Chi-ming 
Representative, Fight for Social Welfare Alliance 
 
Miss Ann Hon 
Assistant Director (Subventions)  
Social Welfare Department 
 
Mr. Fu Tsun-hung 
Chief Social Work Officer (Subventions) 
Social Welfare Department (Secretary) 
 
Mrs. Eva Suen 
Social Work Officer (Subventions)5 
Social Welfare Department (Recorder) 
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In Attendance 
 
For discussion on agenda item 3: 

Mr. Chua Hoi-wai 
President, Hong Kong Social Workers’ Association 
 
Mr. Alex Wong 
Senior social work Officer (Subventions)2 

 
For discussion on agenda item 4: 

Ms May Yan 
Senior social work Officer (Subventions)1 

 
Absent with Apologies 
 
Dr. Timothy Chan 
Director, Richmond Fellowship of Hong Kong 
 
Mrs. Justina Leung 
Representative, Hong Kong Social Workers Association 
 
Mrs. Julie Lee 
Chairperson, Parents’ Association of Pre-school Handicapped Children 
 
 
Confirmation of Minutes of Last Meetings 
 
  The Chairman said that since the minutes of the 17th and 18th meeting 
were issued to members on 30 April 2005, he would like members to take time 
to review the minutes and let Mr. Fu Tsun-hung, Secretary/LSGSC, have their 
comments later for confirmation at the next meeting. 
 
 
Matters Arising 
 
2.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung reported that matters arising from last two meetings 
would be discussed under the ensuing agenda items. 
 
3.  The Chairman informed members that Mr. Chua Hoi-wai was in 
attendance at this meeting in his personal capacity for the discussion of agenda 
item 3. 
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Support after TOG Period to NGOs Currently Receiving TOG 
(Paper LSGSC 04/2005) 
 
4.  At Chairman’s request, Mr. Fu Tsun-hung presented the paper to 
Members and highlighted the following: 

(a) The content of the paper had taken into account comments from 
NGOs in the Department’s latest round of consultation with 
them on the way forward upon cessation of TOG. 

(b) The proposal on Special One-off Grant (SOG) after cessation of 
TOG. 

(c) Facilitating measures of (i) no clawback of LSG Reserve over 
the 25% cap for 3 years from 2004-05 to 2006-07, to be carried 
out between 2006-07 and 2008-09; (ii) allowing NGOs to use 
own resources or LSG Reserve to implement Voluntary 
Retirement Scheme; and (iii) to postpone the planned annual 
2% coming down to Benchmark Salary for 2 years till 2008-09. 

(d) Any unused portion of SOG under Option A and B would be 
clawed back by the Department. 

 
5.  Mrs. Grace Chan asked and the Chairman replied that 

(a) NGOs would be provided with the PE level from where salary 
portion of LSG had to come down to Benchmark Salary by 2% 
a year when application were invited from NGOs; 

(b) SOG, unlike TOG, was intended to be spent on NGO staff for 
payment of snapshot staff salary increments (Option A) or other 
staff-related expenses, such a staff development (Option B) and 
not for the purpose of accruing savings; 

(c) the 2% per year coming down to Benchmark Salary was part of 
the LSG arrangement though being planned to be deferred but 
not abolished; and 

(d) NGOs’ concern over uncertainties in coming years such as 
Efficiency Savings was understandable and the Department 
would continue consulting SHWB and FSTB. 

 
6.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai referred to the press report on the same day on the 
Government’s offer of SOG to replace TOG on the grounds that some NGOs 
had already been prepared for the cessation of TOG while some had not 
undergone re-organisation or re-engineering to cope with the cessation of TOG.  
He felt that the report appeared to put the blame on NGO management when in 
fact the NGOs’ ability to cope was adversely affected by Efficiency Savings. 
 
7.  Ms. Christine Fang said that the handling the TOG issue should be 
cautious.  She felt regret that the Department had briefed the press on the 
proposal prior to informing NGOs of the offer of SOG.  The Department’s 
move seemed to leave little room for further discussions at this Committee or 
the Social Welfare Advisory Committee (SWAC) in the afternoon.  She 
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questioned whether SOG for two years after TOG would be sufficient to assist 
NGOs to achieve a viable financial position.  She considered the calculation 
of Benchmark Salary was not an easy task. 
 
8.  The Chairman responded that he already explained to NGOs at 
HKCSS’s meeting held the day before that he had consulted NGOs in groups in 
the past two months, and noted certain NGOs confirmed having no problem 
upon cessation of TOG while some NGOs still needed more time to make 
further improvements in resolving their financial difficulties when TOG ceased 
in 2006-07.  There were quite a lot of media concerns towards the TOG issues 
in recent weeks to which the Department had to respond after the delivery of 
the paper to members of this Committee and SWAC.  If the press made 
incorrect or distorted reports, the Department would follow up.  The 
Chairman confirmed that he would hold meetings with NGOs in the coming 
weeks to further consult them on the SOG proposal. 
 
9.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai felt that as a member of LSGSC he needed to reflect 
the sector’s feelings towards the SOG proposal.  He agreed with the Chairman 
that the adoption of LSG subventions mode for welfare sector was well ahead 
of subventions systems for other sectors such as education.  He supported 
LSG and considered it a correct move in the right direction after overcoming 
many hurdles in the past years.  He also considered that the membership of 
LSGSC was a good mix and a good example of a balanced approach.  He 
however pointed out that when NGOs on LSG were expected to take ownership 
of the system and its problems, the Department needed to tactfully handle the 
issues related to the cessation of TOG which marked a very significant stage in 
the on-going implementation of LSG.  NGOs strongly felt that the Department 
had by-passed them and provided the media with an information brief.  The 
Department’s proposal was also causing dissent between NGO management 
and staff.  The Chairman responded that the Government had always 
respected NGOs, actively consulted them prior to drawing up the proposal and 
would continue to consult NGOs on the SOG proposal. 
 
10.  Mr. Ng Man-sui felt regret on the Department’s handling of the TOG 
issue.  He was dissatisfied that members of LSGSC were not given a copy of 
the information brief disseminated to the media and wondered why the 
Department did not consult the sector first before meeting the press.  They 
would like to know whether the SOG proposal was final or was there any room 
for negotiation.  He considered that more time should be allowed for 
consultation before going to LegCo Panel on Welfare Services.  The 
Chairman reiterated that the SOG proposal took into account NGOs’ views and 
suggestions expressed in past consultations.  He expected that the proposal 
could be finalised in mid-June 2005 so that NGOs would have more time for 
planning ahead.  Applications for SOG would be called for in around 
July 2005. 
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11.  The Chairman informed that the meeting with the press was in 
response to their request for a clarification of TOG issues and to a report made 
in Sing Tao Jih Pao on the same subject the day before.  The Department 
would widely consult the sector before informing this Committee on the result. 
 
12.  Mr. Ng Man-sui asked if it would be up to this Committee to finalise 
the proposal.  The Chairman informed that this Committee performed an 
advisory function and would be consulted followed by SWAC before the 
Government made the final decision.  Similarly, the Lotteries Fund Advisory 
Committee (LFAC) would advise on LF issues and the final decision rested 
with the Administration. 
 
13.  Responding to Dr. LAM Ching-choi’s question on whether this 
meeting would discuss the content of the paper on SOG, the Chairman replied 
that it would depend on members’ choice. 
 
14.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai asked the number of NGOs likely choosing 
Options A and B.  The Chairman said that each NGO would be consulted on 
their need and choice.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung said that it would be impossible to 
estimate/project on such number at the present stage. 
 
15.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai considered Options A and B might not be real options 
as each option concerned different and distinct purposes and considerations.  
He wondered if Option A would be a viable option to NGOs and whether there 
would be other types of assistance.  The Chairman replied that the options 
were primarily aimed at helping NGOs and their staff based on the suggestions 
made by NGOs.  The Department was trying to achieve a more efficient cost 
for subventing the delivery of same/similar services.  NGO Boards should 
make use of the SOG to find a solution in years ahead as spelt out in Option A 
in the Department’s proposal. 
 
16.  Dr. Lam Ching-choi mentioned that he was one of the NGOs in one of 
the consultative sessions chaired by the Chairman recently.  His impression 
was that the Department had accepted and addressed the common views and 
concerns raised by the participants as contained in the SOG proposal.  For 
some NGOs with religious background, SOG as funded by LF would be 
accepted by them if the Department continued to apply the grant on their behalf.  
Dr. Lam hoped members would discuss the proposal in this meeting in a 
pragmatic approach. 
 
17.  Mr. Yu Chi-ming remarked that the Department had consulted many 
NGOs but had not met staff associations.  The Chairman replied that he had 
attended a meeting with staff association recently.  He, however, pointed out 
that the Department’s stand had always been that NGO Board/management had 
the primary duty and responsibility over handling of its staff issues including 
honouring agency’s pledge to their staff. 
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18.  Mr. Ng Yut-ming commented that the workforce was the most 
precious asset to any NGO.  The way forward should be discussed and 
mutually agreed between the management and staff.  He hoped that the 
Department could meet NGO staff to further understand staff’s concern and 
questions on the TOG issues.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung expressed that the 
Department had gathered views from stakeholders including staff, and had 
taken into account the staff side’s concerns in the SOG proposal. 
 
19.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai would like to know the reason for capping the SOG 
amount as two-year TOG provision, and whether the Department was sure 
about the feasibility of the two-year offer.  The Chairman replied that the 
Department expected NGOs to be responsible for working towards a viable 
solution including making good use of its LSG Reserve to meet their own 
needs.  On the average, based on the NGO’s LSG Reserve level and past 
expenditure pattern, the LSG Reserve could offset the need for TOG for about 
three years.  With SOG covering two years, NGOs would have another five 
years to make ends meet after 2005-06.  The Chairman added that the 
financial commitment pertaining to the final proposal on SOG would need a 
special approval from LFAC as SOG did not fall within the ambit of LF. 
 
20.  Ms Christine Fang considered that the purpose of SOG should aim at 
helping those NGOs in need after the TOG period, but Option B did not serve 
such a purpose.  Furthermore, press reports seemed to give an impression that 
NGOs choosing Option A would be non-performing agencies, and as such 
reflected badly on the management of the NGO sector.  The Chairman 
explained that all relevant factors would be taken into consideration in totality 
in providing the two options/choices.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung further explained that 
SOG focused on facilitating the NGO management at different stages of the 
reengineering process to meet staff needs and development such as salary 
increment for Snapshot Staff, narrowing the gap of staff salary package 
between contract and Snapshot Staff as well as for staff training and award 
packages. 
 
21.  Mr. Ng Man-sui commented that there should be a 3rd option, i.e.  
universal extension of TOG.  He also felt the need to set down a vetting 
process for Option A applications and was not sure if NGOs were required to 
submit a financial plan covering the two years of SOG.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung 
replied that individual NGO would map out its own financial plan having 
regard to the size of its LSG Reserve and projection on personal emolument 
expenditure.  The Department would examine the situation of those who still 
could not cope within the two years of SOG period.  The Chairman 
emphasised that NGOs should take up the responsibility towards their staff and 
not solely depend on the Government for resolving salary and financial 
problem. 
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22.  Dr. Lam Ching-choi considered that Option B was a good option and 
an improvement, offering room for upgrading staff remuneration packages.  
TOG was for Snapshot Staff only.  But NGO management understood that 
many staff in NGOs were not Snapshot Staff and they had to face the 
challenges of LSG just like their snapshot counterparts.  Option B would 
provide an opportunity to resolve problems brought about by TOG such as 
salary disparity between snapshot and contract staff, polarization of these two 
groups of staff, low staff morale, etc.  Option B would have a catalytic effect 
allowing NGO management to work out a new salary structure and package 
mutually agreed by all staff. 
 
23.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai agreed with Dr. Lam that Option B was a good option. 
He appreciated the Department’s SOG proposal and advised that the proposal 
could be more clearly presented and better packaged to avoid unnecessary 
misunderstanding by NGOs.  He suggested that this Committee could accord 
priority on examining Option A and comment on whether the option would 
effectively help those in need.  Careful consideration could be given to a more 
flexible time period for individual NGOs with varying needs.  External 
personnel could be invited to participate in the vetting of applications and an 
appeal mechanism could be set up. 
 
24.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai referred to the use of LSG Reserve in meeting 
NGO’s financial needs related to cessation of TOG and asked if the Department 
expected deployment of a certain percentage of Reserve for the purpose.  The 
Chairman replied that it would very much depend on individual NGO’s plan 
and the amount of Reserve in hand and to be accrued in the coming years.  He 
expected that any deployment of the Reserve should be based on reasonable 
and fair grounds in meeting NGO staff needs. 
 
25.  Miss Ann Hon stressed that the Department had taken into account all 
viable views and suggestions expressed by NGOs in mapping out the SOG 
proposal.  A lot of efforts were expended in seeking policy support before the 
proposal could be consolidated and disseminated to members for advice.  
Funding approval had yet to be sought from LFAC later this month. 
 
26.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai would like the Department to let NGOs have 
clearly laid out criteria for the options, otherwise they might not be able to 
make a well-informed choice.  The Chairman replied that he was confident 
that NGOs would be able to weigh all factors such as number of Snapshot Staff, 
size of LSG Reserve, other financial resources available, etc. 
 
27.  Dr. Lam Ching-choi opined that it would not be fair to set down many 
criteria for NGOs because individual NGOs would have varied and complex 
financial considerations.  He was more concerned about external access to 
their financial situation and needs.  He preferred the Department to conduct 
the vetting and have an appeal mechanism. 
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28.  Mrs. Grace Chan agreed with Dr. Lam on having no external vetting 
of NGO applications and on the appeal mechanism.  She also cited difficulties 
in mapping out financial plans for the coming years when the future trend on 
Efficiency Savings remained uncertain.  She urged the Department to 
reconsider a more flexible time period for SOG, say three to five years. 
 
29.  Mr. Peter Kwan remarked that NGOs with small amount of LSG 
Reserve would unlikely manage.  He added that the past and future impact of 
Efficiency Savings could not be ignored by the Government. 
 
30.  Mr. Ng Yut-ming pointed out that SOG capped at the 2005-06 TOG 
level in fact could not ensure future salary increment for Snapshot Staff. 
 
31.  Ms. Christine Fang said that she could not accept the proposal as a 
viable option for NGOs after the TOG period.  She asked the Department to 
disseminate the proposal to NGOs and further consult them on their views or 
choice before reverting to this Committee for further discussion.  Mr. 
Ng Yut-ming re-iterated his request for a meeting between the Chairman and 
staff associations on the issue as soon as possible. 
 
32.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai expressed that members’ general comments were 
gathered at this meeting.  He hoped the Chairman would widely consult the 
sector on the proposal before seeking final advice from this Committee. 
 
33.  Mr. Chua Hoi-wai agreed with Mr. Ng Shui-lai.  He asked if there 
would be any changes to Other Charges in the LSG for NGOs.  Mr. 
Fu Tsun-hung explained that SOG was solely concerned about the personal 
emolument portion of LSG and would not affect Other Charges.  Members 
could refer to the LSG Manual (2nd Edition) for details on the conditions for 
adjustment to Other Charges. 
 
34.  While not agreeing with the views of some members on the SOG 
proposal, the Chairman considered it and the options therein were viable 
options.  The Department would further consult the sector before the 
finalisation of the proposal. 
 
<Mr. Chua Hoi-wai and Mr. Alex Wong left the meeting at this point.> 
 
 
Complaints referred to LSGSC 
 
(a) Case A 
 
35.  At the Chairman’s request, Mr. Fu Tsun-hung updated members on the 
latest arrangement on hearing to be held on 13 May 2005 morning presided by 

 8



Dr. Lam Ching-choi and Mrs. Justina Leung.  Mr. Fu also referred to a letter 
from the. Dr. Hon. Fernando Cheung dated 22 April 2005 copied to members 
for their information. 
 
36.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai referred to the 3rd concern, i.e. composition of NGO 
boards, in the letter.  He agreed with the idea to include a representative from 
the staff side in the NGO’s board.  However, he strongly objected to asking 
this Committee to set down related policies to coerce NGO boards to taking 
such action which would be considered a blatant interference of NGO 
administration and management with far-reaching effect.  Mr. Ng also 
declared his interest in this case as he was a board member of the agency 
concerned, which was con-currently also a member of his agency’s board. 
 
37.  Mr. Ng Man-sui asked and Mr. Fu Tsun-hung informed members on 
the events that led to a deferment of the hearing which were mainly due to the 
agency’s board meeting held on 19 April 2005 for a decision on who should 
attend the hearing, and for the two members of this Committee to have the 
available time for holding the hearing on 13 May 2005.  Mr. Yu Chi-ming 
regretted that the agency gave last-minute notice for not being able to attend 
the hearing in March 2005, and Mr. Ng Man-sui considered the delay in 
holding the hearing very unsatisfactory. 
 
<Ms. May Yan joined the meeting at this point.> 
 
38.  Mr. Peter Kwan commented that the lapse of 2 months for holding a 
hearing on this complaint was too long.  The Chairman agreed that the agency 
could have managed the case with more flexibility. 
 
39.  Regarding the 3rd and 4th concerns in Dr. Cheung’s letter, i.e. on the 
composition of the NO board and also on the setting up of a new arbitrary 
system to handle cases involving unreasonable dismissal of staff, the Chairman 
considered that disputes between the NGO and staff should be handled by the 
NGO management and not by the Department.  He hoped that HKCSS could 
spearhead self disciplines in the welfare sector and best practices in human 
resources management.  Regarding the 3rd and 5th  bullet points of the 1st 
concern, i.e. to conduct the hearing in the absence of the agency management if 
the agency deliberately choose not to attend the hearing and to make public the 
hearing process, the Chairman said that it would be very difficult to prove that 
the NGO concerned ‘deliberately’ chose not to attend the hearing, and that 
holding the hearing in public would interfere with the internal management of 
NGO and violate privacy of personal data of the staff involved.  Dr. 
Lam Ching-choi found it unacceptable to any NGO to allow the public to 
attend the hearing on complaints and the public might mean the press or legal 
personnel.  Mrs. Grace Chan fully agreed with Dr. Lam on this point. 
 
40.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung drew members’ attention onto the complainant’s 
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request to bring along a representative from the agency’s staff association to the 
hearing.  In the context of the complaint, agency’s staff association had not 
been involved.  Mr. Ng Man-sui commented that in internal hearing of NGOs, 
staff involved was allowed to bring along a representative.  Ms. 
Christine Fang also said that it was common practice in handling staff 
complaint to allow the staff to be accompanied by another person for taking 
notes, sorting out documents, etc.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai shared the view on this 
common practice which restricted the accompanying person from being a 
spokesman on behalf of the complainant.  On the other hand, all NGO staff 
representing the agency would be involved in answering questions raised at the 
hearing.  Miss Ann Hon said we should respect the view of the agency and 
asked members to consider obtaining prior agreement from the agency 
management to the complainant’s request for being accompanied by another 
person to the hearing.  Mr. Ng Shui-lai opined that the hearing was to assess 
whether the dismissal of the complainant violated LSG regulations and not to 
mediate the issue.  There should be mutual consent to the arrangement of the 
complainant bringing along another person.  The Chairman agreed that both 
sides must give consent to the arrangement. 
 
41.  Regarding the 2nd concern in Dr. Cheung’s letter, Mr. Ng Shui-lai 
disagreed with the 3rd bullet point, i.e. the Department should apply punishment 
measures such as not allowing the agency to bid for new services for two years, 
on the grounds that there were many factors which needed to be taken into 
consideration including the NGO’s corporate governance to decide on barring 
any NGO from bidding for welfare projects.  Mr. Ng Man-sui felt that LSGSC 
was like a ‘toothless tiger’ and should derive some effective but not drastic 
measures to sanction NGOs which violated the regulations of LSG.  Mr. 
Yu Chi-ming agreed with Mr. Ng Shui-lai and suggested to take Dr. Cheung’s 
point as reference. 
 
42.  Members unanimously disagreed with the 4th concern raised by Dr. 
Cheung on setting up a new arbitrary system to handle cases involving 
unreasonable dismissal of staff by NGOs, and found the current membership of 
this Committee a balanced one serving its purposes.   
 
43.  The Chairman closed discussion on the complaint case and would 
await the report from the presiding members in the coming hearing. 
 
 
(b)  Case B 
 
44.  Mr. Fu Tsun-hung referred members to the letter dated 11 April 2005 
copied to members.  The agency board considered the hearing unnecessary 
and would consult legal advice if this Committee insisted on holding the 
hearing on expressed concerns.  Mr. Fu also pointed out a discrepancy 
between the information given by the agency’s board chair and chief executive 
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regarding disciplinary action mentioned in paragraph 3 of the letter. 
 
45.  Ms Christine Fang informed members that she had also spoken with 
the agency’s chief executive and understood that the dismissal was related to 
performance on which the agency had full authority to rule and follow through.  
Mr. Ng Man-sui said that the Department’s assessment should be scrutinized by 
the members on hearing roster who would decide and report back to this 
Committee on the case.  Mr. Fu re-iterated that the Department’s investigation 
into the complaint had involved personal data of the complainant.  He 
informed the members that Ms. Yan of the Department would meet the 
complainant to get consent on disclosing such data for the assessment of 
members responsible for the hearing. 
 
46.  Mr. Fu confirmed that Mr. Yu Chi-ming and Dr. Timothy Chan would 
be the two members presiding over this case.  He also tabled a new roster for 
hearings giving priority to those members who had not yet presided on any 
hearing before. 
 
 
Date of Next Meeting 
 
47.  There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 
11:50 a.m. 
 
 
 
Social Welfare Department 
May 2005 
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