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 1

Executive Summary 

Survey Purpose and Objectives 
The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) 
commissioned Mercer to conduct the 2007 APS Remuneration Survey.  The 2007 APS 
non-SES and SES Remuneration Surveys, plus the Broader Market Comparison, 
provide a comprehensive overview of remuneration trends and outcomes across the 
APS.  These reports also provide information about remuneration in State and Territory 
public services and the wider market with a view to informing APS agencies in the 
determination of remuneration practices and policy. 

More specifically, the 2007 APS Remuneration Survey seeks to provide: 
 updated information and analysis of overall SES and non-SES remuneration by 

comparison with previous APS Remuneration Surveys 
 detailed information about individual components of the total SES and non-SES 

remuneration packages and the total value of each package by classification and 
agency

 accurate estimates of the remuneration ranges for the classifications in each 
agency and the APS as a whole 

 capacity for agencies to compare remuneration of their SES and non-SES 
employees with comparable positions in the private sector and State and Territory 
public services 

 individual agency reports which allow each participating agency to compare their 
current data with APS-wide data. 

It should be noted that the APS Remuneration Survey focuses on monetary benefits 
and does not take into account non-monetary benefits in its analysis. 

The 2007 APS Remuneration Survey is based on a sample of remuneration data as at 
31 December 2007 and payments/entitlements for the 2007 calendar year.  The 2007 
APS Remuneration Survey findings are presented in four reports: an SES Report, a 
Non-SES Report, a Broader Market Comparison Report and Individual Agency 
Reports.
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Survey Participants and Methodology 
In 2007, all APS agencies were invited by DEEWR to participate in the 2007 APS 
Remuneration Survey.  A total of 48 agencies participated in the 2007 APS 
Remuneration Survey.  Of these, 47 agencies participated in 2006 with one new 
agency participating in 2007.  Participating agencies attended a survey briefing in 
December 2007 and completed relevant survey questionnaires. 

Of the total 96,396 records submitted (out of an approximate total of 155,500 APS 
employees), 2,175 records were for SES employees of which 2,117 records were 
included in the SES survey remuneration database.  Of the total 94,221 non-SES 
records, 29,307 were included in the non-SES survey remuneration database using a 
sampling framework developed by DEEWR, the Australian Bureau of Statistics and 
Mercer.  When preparing Individual Agency Reports, all data submitted by each agency 
was used. 

Sample size for both SES and non-SES groups are the largest in the history of 
conducting this survey, and represent an increase of 3.2% for SES employees and 
8.3% for non-SES employees since 2006. 

In order to ensure the accuracy of the data collected, Mercer performed several 
integrity checks internally.  Where the data was not within expected values, Mercer 
returned the data to the relevant agency for confirmation and only included data once it 
had been confirmed.  Nearly 2,000 calculations (such as the costing of individual 
packages and the main remuneration statistics quoted throughout this report) were 
then submitted to the Statistics Department of the University of New South Wales for 
review.  Once the calculations were confirmed, Mercer finalised the dataset and 
commenced data analysis and reporting. 

This survey has been conducted by Mercer who has been commissioned by DEEWR.  
Prior to releasing the final report, Mercer and DEEWR agreed all items to be included 
in the analyses.  Mercer presented a summary of initial findings and then draft reports 
to DEEWR for review.  However, Mercer retains full responsibility for the accuracy and 
integrity of all data presented in this report. 

The remuneration information in the 2007 survey has been compared to the 2006 
information in many cases.  This analysis is presented throughout the report as the 
2006 to 2007 movement, represented as a percentage.  This refers to the change in 
the sample on sample data from the 2006 calendar year to the 2007 calendar year in 
all instances. 

The methodology used to determine the Combined Public Service (CPS) data is 
identical to the 2006 report.  The 2007 CPS analysis uses a remuneration range 
spanning the minimum to the maximum of the reported remuneration ranges across all 
State and Territory public services (excluding Tasmania1).

                                                
1 Unlike other State and Territory jurisdictions, Tasmania does not use a work value methodology to 

underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions; hence relativities to the APS cannot be 

determined with sufficient precision. 
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Calculation of Statistics and Missing Data 
The following approach has been used to represent missing, suppressed or ‘zero’ 
returns:
 where fewer than three agencies provide a component (i.e. data is suppressed to 

ensure confidentiality) the symbol ‘--’ is used 
 where no data is provided, a ‘-’ is used 
 where a zero value is returned, the number zero (‘0’) is shown. 

To ensure confidentiality of information for small sample sizes, statistics will not be 
published unless the following criteria for both case numbers and agency numbers are 
met or exceeded: 
 average and standard deviation – at least three records from three or more 

agencies
 Q1, median, Q3 – at least four records from four or more agencies 
 maximum and minimum – more than 10 records from four or more agencies. 

Definitions and explanations of remuneration items and statistical terms which are used 
throughout this report are provided in Appendix A. 

Aim of This Report 
The 2007 Broader Market Comparison – SES and Non-SES Remuneration report 
provides a detailed analysis of APS SES and non-SES remuneration against 
equivalent positions within State and Territory public services (combined public service) 
as well as the private sector.  This approach involves comparing the actual 
remuneration levels for APS SES and non-SES employees against the published 
remuneration ranges of each State and Territory public service (excluding Tasmania in 
order to be consistent with previous surveys).  South Australian SES remuneration data 
while included in previous surveys is not included in the current report as the 2007 data 
has not been published externally and therefore Mercer was unable to use this 
information.

In preparing this report, Mercer researched the published remuneration levels in each 
jurisdiction, and has also drawn from its extensive remuneration databases and 
consultant knowledge of SES and non-SES equivalent positions within both the public 
service and the private sector. 

Comparative remuneration analyses against State and Territory public services 
(excluding Tasmania and SES-equivalent roles in South Australia) and the private 
sector are based on a comparison of work value levels and associated remuneration 
information applicable to comparable positions.  Work value is a numerical measure of 
job size determined by assessing the responsibilities and accountabilities of a role.  
Use of this method enables fair and accurate comparisons to be drawn between the 
APS, other public services and the private sector, even though classification and 
remuneration structures are different.  (Appendix A shows the Mercer work value points 
standards used for the APS classification structure). 

This report should be read in conjunction with the APS SES and Non-SES 
Remuneration Survey reports. 
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As can be seen from Table 1.5, the private sector median Base Salary values are 
higher than the corresponding APS median for all classifications except APS 1. 

Graduates
In 2007, the median range of graduate Base Salaries in the private sector ranged from 
$44,494 to $52,000 across different job families, compared to the APS median of 
$45,902.  In the private sector, Engineering, Human Resources/Industrial relations and 
Science graduates typically started at higher Base Salaries than graduates from other 
disciplines.  On average, APS graduate Base Salaries ($46,611) are 2.9% below those 
in the private sector ($48,001), improving from 4.6% below in 2006. 
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Tables 1.8 and 1.9 indicate that, from a TR perspective, remuneration for all SES 
bands is well below the private sector.  The differential is due to actual bonuses paid to 
private sector executives being substantially higher than actual bonuses paid to SES 
employees.
Over the past few years, actual bonus payments for many private sector executives 
have been higher than normal, driven by the current economy and high levels of 
company profitability in many sectors. 

Benefits and Bonuses – Private Sector 

SES 1 to SES 3 
SES median motor vehicle values ($22,500 to $24,538 depending on SES band) are 
very competitive against private sector median vehicle values, (although it should be 
noted that an increasing number of Mercer’s private sector clients do not separately 
itemise the vehicle cost, as they manage remuneration on a TRP basis, and use 
novated leases for vehicles).  For SES 2 and SES 3 equivalent roles, the private 
sector Q3 is significantly higher, due to the provision of high value vehicles. 

SES median employer superannuation contributions (16.4% to 25.7% of Base Salary 
depending on SES band) are extremely competitive in comparison to median private 
sector employer superannuation contributions of 9% of Base Salary for all SES-
equivalent roles. 

As a proportion of TRP, SES average actual bonus payments of 5.0% to 5.8% are 
significantly lower than the private sector average payments of 13.8% to 34.8%.  SES 1 
to SES 3 average bonus payments as a proportion of TRP are approximately one-third 
to one-sixth of those paid in the private sector. 

APS 1 to EL 2 
Non-SES median employer superannuation contributions (15.3% to 15.4% of Base 
Salary depending on classification) are very competitively positioned in comparison to 
the private sector employer superannuation contributions which are 9% of Base Salary 
at the median for all APS classifications. 

Only 1% of EL 1 and 2% of EL2 employees received a vehicle benefit in 2007.  This is 
quite different to the trend in the private sector, as vehicles start to be provided in the 
salary packages of EL 1 and EL 2 equivalent positions.  This is the main reason why 
the competitiveness of TRP for the EL 1 and EL 2 classifications with the private sector 
is significantly less than the EL 1 and EL 2 Base Salary competitiveness. 
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Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES TRP 
with the Combined State/Territory Public 
Service
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against the CPS.  The CPS 
analysis utilises a remuneration range spanning the minimum to the maximum of the 
reported remuneration ranges across all State and Territory public services (excluding 
Tasmania and SES-equivalent roles in South Australia).   

The CPS midpoint is derived by averaging the minimum and maximum of the ranges 
across the various public services.  Mercer’s analysis compares the APS median to the 
CPS midpoint.  2006 results have also been included in many of the tables for 
comparative purposes, enabling the assessment of year on year movements and 
competitive positioning.  The exclusion of SES-equivalent South Australia from this 
year’s analysis does not affect the CPS midpoint as the remuneration ranges for SA 
have been positioned around the middle of other public services and therefore have not 
influenced the reported minimum or maximum. 

APS SES Base Salary and TR values have not been compared to the CPS, because 
most State jurisdictions manage SES remuneration on a TRP basis.  Similarly, as 
bonuses are not a significant feature of reward for APS non-SES classifications or non-
SES equivalent positions in State public services, Mercer has undertaken a detailed 
comparative analysis against the CPS on the basis of TRP, but not on TR. 

APS Graduate analysis has also been excluded as part of the CPS analysis, as new 
graduates in most jurisdictions are classified and remunerated within each State or 
Territory’s existing grade and salary structures, even though they may be part of a 
graduate program. 

The data used in the CPS analysis is based on work value and a regression analysis of 
the reported ranges for each jurisdiction.  Similar to previous years, Mercer has 
adjusted the reported motor vehicle values of each jurisdiction to reflect a fair market 
value of the vehicle, ensuring the true TRP value of some jurisdictions are 
appropriately calculated and hence can be fairly compared to APS TRP values. 
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Tables 2.1 and 2.2 and Chart 2.1 show that: 
 SES 1 to SES 3 TRP medians are positioned 12%, 12% and 8% respectively above 

the CPS midpoint (compared to 12%, 11% and 7% above in 2006) 
 SES 1 to SES 3 employees whose TRP is above Q1 are very competitively 

positioned against the CPS midpoint 
 SES 1 to SES 3 employees between Q1 and Q3 remain competitively positioned 

against the CPS midpoint, being rewarded within the upper half of the CPS range 
 SES 1 to SES 3 employees below Q1 are well positioned against the lower half of 

the CPS range, with minimum TRP for SES 1 and SES 2 above the minimum of the 
corresponding CPS minimum 

 in 2007, annual SES 2 and SES 3 TRP median movements were above midpoint 
movements for the corresponding CPS equivalent positions by (1.4 and 1.7%  
respectively) and annual SES 1 TRP median movement was the same as midpoint 
movement for the corresponding CPS equivalent.   
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 3

Relative Position of SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with the Private Sector 
This section compares SES and non-SES TRP against the private sector’s general 
market.  The general market is a national database, and represents Mercer’s broadest 
and most comprehensive database covering a diverse range of organisations across all 
industries and job families (excluding public services). 

SES Base Salary has not been compared because a high proportion of organisations 
in the private sector manage senior executive remuneration on a TRP basis.  Similarly, 
as bonuses are not a significant feature for non-SES remuneration, Mercer has not 
undertaken a comparative analysis on the basis of TR.   

Remuneration data has been drawn from the private sector’s various quartiles (i.e. Q1, 
the median and Q3) utilising work value and the general market trendline.  This 
enables a direct comparison against the APS’ TRP.  Results from 2006 have been 
included in many of the tables for comparative purposes, enabling the assessment of 
year on year movements and changes in competitive positioning. 
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Chart 3.1 – TRP Comparison in 2007 for SES 1 to SES 3 
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Tables 3.1 and 3.2 and Chart 3.1 show that: 
 SES 1 employees above Q1 are competitively positioned against the private sector, 

at levels between the lower quartile and median of this market.  SES 1 TRP 
movements at 4.4% were slightly lower than private sector movements of 4.5% at 
Q1 and the median 

 the SES 2 TRP median is 3% below Q1 of the private sector and 26% below the 
median, which is a 1% improvement in competitiveness from 2006.  SES 2 TRP 
movements in 2007 were 1.4% higher than private sector TRP movements for the 
same period.  Only SES 2 employees above Q3 could be described as ‘market 
competitive’

 the SES 3 TRP median is 24% below the private sector Q1 and 53% below the 
median.  This is a 2% to 3% improvement in competitiveness from 2006.  This 
improvement is a reflection of the higher movements seen in the APS (6.1% 
compared to 4.2% in the private sector) 
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Chart 3.2 – TRP Comparison in 2007 for APS 1 to APS 3 
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Tables 3.3 and 3.4 and Chart 3.2 show that: 
 APS 1 TRP is very competitively positioned against the private sector.  Median 

remuneration is 31% above the private sector Q1 and 26% above the median.  
This competitiveness is associated with high Base Salary levels and high 
employer superannuation contributions.  Competitiveness has decreased 
slightly since 2006 due to lower APS movements than market movements at 
these classifications 

 APS 2 TRP is well aligned with the upper quartiles of remuneration in the 
private sector.  Median TRP is 3% above median remuneration in the general 
market.  Competitiveness has decreased slightly at the APS 2 level since 2006 

 the APS 3 TRP median is 3% above Q1 of the private sector and 7% below the 
median, which is a slightly lower level of competitiveness to that in 2006.  TRP 
movements were lower than general market movements (2.5% compared to 
4.7% respectively) 

 all three classifications remain competitively positioned against equivalent 
positions in the private sector 
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Chart 3.3 – TRP Comparison in 2007 for APS 4 to APS 6 
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Tables 3.5 and 3.6 and Chart 3.3 show that: 
 the APS 4 TRP median is 13% below the median of the private sector, the APS 

5 median is 21% below the private sector median and the APS 6 median is 28% 
below the private sector median, very similar differentials to those observed in 
2006

 for these three classifications, only employees above Q3 could be described as 
being competitively positioned against the private sector 

 2007 movements at the APS 4 and APS 6 classification levels were slightly 
lower (0.6% to 0.7%) than general market movements and at the APS 5 
classification the movement was 0.1% higher 
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Chart 3.4 – TRP Comparison in 2007 for EL 1 and EL 2 
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Tables 3.7 and 3.8 and Chart 3.4 show that: 
 the EL 1 TRP median is 24% below the median of the private sector (as was 

the case in 2006).  EL 1 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned 
against the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range.  However, the 75% of EL 1 
employees below Q3 have a TRP below the private sector Q1 

 the EL 2 TRP median is 21% below the median of the private sector (which is 
the same as 2006). As is the case for EL 1 employees, only EL 2 employees 
above Q3 are competitively positioned against the private sector 

 at EL 1 and EL 2 classifications, the level of reward competitiveness against the 
private sector has stayed relatively stable over the past few years. 
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Summary of Key Findings 
Combined Public Service (CPS) Comparisons 

SES 1 to SES 3 
 from a TRP perspective, all SES employees are competitively positioned when 

compared to the CPS 
 the overall competitive positioning has improved slightly since 2006 
 across all SES bands the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above 

the maximum of the corresponding CPS classification 
 SES 1 and 2 employees below Q1 are remunerated above the minimum of the 

corresponding CPS equivalent positions 
 nearly all SES 3 employees are remunerated above the minimum of the 

corresponding CPS classification compared to all SES 3 employees being above in 
2006.  This is due to a 27.8% decrease in the minimum TRP value of SES 3 level. 

APS 1 to APS 3 
 from a TRP perspective, the majority of APS employees are competitively 

remunerated when compared to the CPS 
 the overall competitive positioning has decreased slightly at APS 2 and APS 3 

classifications since 2006 
 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 

corresponding CPS equivalent positions 
 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 

corresponding CPS classifications. 

APS 4 to APS 6 
 from a TRP perspective, APS employees in these classifications are competitively 

remunerated when compared to the CPS 
 the overall competitive positioning has improved by approximately 1% at the APS 5 

and APS 6 classifications since 2006 and has been maintained at the APS 4 
classification 

 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 
corresponding CPS equivalent classification 
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 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 
corresponding CPS classifications. 

EL 1 and EL 2 
 from a TRP perspective, all APS EL employees are very competitively remunerated 

when compared to the CPS 
 competitive positioning has improved by approximately 1% at the EL levels since 

2006
 the 75% of EL employees above Q1 are remunerated above the maximum TRP 

remuneration of corresponding CPS classifications. 

Private Sector Comparisons 

SES 1 to SES 3 
 SES 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated in line with the lower half of 

corresponding remuneration in the private sector.  SES 1 employees above Q3 are 
very competitive against the general market 

 SES 2 employees above Q3 are comparable to the private sector Q1 to Q3 range 
 more than 75% of SES 3 employees have a TRP below the private sector Q1 

benchmark
 the overall competitive positioning has been maintained at SES 1 and has improved 

slightly at SES 2 and SES 3 since 2006. 

APS 1 to APS 3 
 APS 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated well above the private sector Q3  
 APS 2 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with upper quartile 

remuneration in the private sector 
 APS 3 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with lower quartile 

remuneration in the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning has decreased slightly at APS 1, APS 2 and APS 

3 classifications since 2006.  

APS 4 to APS 6 
 From a TRP perspective, APS 4 to APS 6 employees above Q3 are competitively 

positioned against the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range 
 APS 4 to APS 6 employees with a TRP below Q3 are positioned at or below Q1 of 

the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning is unchanged since 2006 for APS 4 and APS 5 

classifications with a 1% decrease for APS 6 classification. 

EL 1 and EL 2 
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the 

private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range (with many EL employees also being paid above 
the private sector Q3) 

 EL 1 and EL 2 employees with a TRP below Q3 are positioned at or below Q1 of 
the private sector 

 the overall competitive positioning of APS TRP remuneration has been maintained 
at the EL classifications since 2006 
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 EL competitiveness against the private sector decreases from a TRP perspective 
(compared to other APS classifications), due to benefits such as motor vehicles 
being increasingly prevalent in the private sector for equivalent positions. 

Graduates
 in 2007, the median range of graduate Base Salaries in the private sector ranged 

from $44,494 to $52,000 across different job families, compared to the APS median 
of $45,902 

 Engineering, Human Resources/Industrial relations and Science graduates typically 
started at higher Base Salaries than graduates from other disciplines 

 the average APS graduate Base Salaries ($46,611) is 2.9% below the private 
sector ($48,001), improving from 4.6% below in 2006. 

Provision of Benefits and Bonuses – Private Sector 

SES 1 to SES 3 
 SES median motor vehicle values ($22,500 to $24,538 depending on SES band) 

are very competitive against private sector median vehicle values, (although it 
should be noted that an increasing number of Mercer’s private sector clients do not 
separately itemise the vehicle cost, as they manage remuneration on a TRP basis, 
and use novated leases for vehicles).  For SES 2 and SES 3 equivalent roles, the 
private sector Q3 is significantly higher, due to the provision of high value vehicles. 

 SES median employer superannuation contributions (16.4% to 25.7% of Base 
Salary depending on SES band) are extremely competitive in comparison to 
median private sector employer superannuation contributions of 9% of Base Salary 
for all SES-equivalent roles. 

 As a proportion of TRP, SES average actual bonus payments of 5.0% to 5.8% are 
significantly lower than the private sector average payments of 13.8% to 34.8%.  
SES 1 to SES 3 average bonus payments as a proportion of TRP are 
approximately one-third to one-sixth of those paid in the private sector. 

APS 1 to EL 2 
 Non-SES median employer superannuation contributions (15.3% to 15.4% of Base 

Salary depending on classification) are very competitively positioned in comparison 
to the private sector employer superannuation contributions which are 9% of Base 
Salary at the median for all APS classifications. 

 Only 1% of EL 1 and 2% of EL2 employees received a vehicle benefit in 2007.  This 
is quite different to the trend in the private sector, as vehicles start to be provided in 
the salary packages of EL 1 and EL 2 equivalent positions.  This is the main reason 
why the competitiveness of TRP for the EL 1 and EL 2 classifications with the 
private sector is significantly less than the EL 1 and EL 2 Base Salary 
competitiveness.
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Appendix A 

Definition of Terms 
Remuneration Items 

Base Salary 
Base Salary represents full time equivalent annualised PAYG salary.  It includes pre-
tax employee superannuation contributions made by salary sacrifice and any additional 
salary sacrifice amounts for other benefits.  It excludes all other cash components 
including bonuses and allowances. 

Total Remuneration Package (TRP) 
TRP is defined as Base Salary plus the value of any benefits such as superannuation 
and motor vehicles, plus FBT on all benefit items.  It does not include any bonus 
payments.

Total Reward (TR) 
TR is TRP plus bonus payments. 

Bonuses
At a practical level, the terms “bonus” and “incentive” are often used interchangeably.  
For the purposes of consistency throughout the 2007 APS Remuneration Survey, 
performance-based payments have been referred to as ‘bonuses’ even though in the 
APS they may relate to the achievement of key performance indicators and hence 
meet the defining criteria of incentives.  Performance-based bonuses in the private 
sector would more likely be referred to as incentives. 
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Statistical Terms 

Midpoint
The midpoint is calculated by summing the minimum and maximum values of a range 
of figures and dividing this value by two. 

Comparatios
Comparatios (CR) are a representation of market relativity, and are commonly defined 
as the ratio between an actual remuneration rate and a comparable remuneration 
market/benchmark rate, and are expressed as an integer with two decimal places.  
APS data is defined as 1.00, with other jurisdictions’ competitive positioning being 
assessed against the APS.  For example, a jurisdiction’s outcome of 0.92 would 
indicate that it is 8% below the APS (1.00). 

Trendlines
Trendlines, as referred to in this report, are regression lines derived from work value 
points and the corresponding published rates of pay. 

First Quartile / Q1 
The first quartile or 25th percentile (Q1) is the midpoint of the lower half of the sample.  
That is, the first quartile is the score where 25% of the cases fall below and where 75% 
of the cases fall above. 

Median
The median is the midpoint of a range of figures.  It is calculated by sorting all the 
values into ascending order then locating the value where 50% of the cases fall below 
and where 50% of the scores fall above.  The midpoint is calculated by summing the 
minimum and maximum values of a range of figures and dividing this value by two. 

Third Quartile / Q3 
The third quartile or 75th percentile (Q3) is the midpoint of the upper half of the sample.  
That is, the third quartile is the score where 75% of the cases fall below and where 
25% of the cases fall above. 

Average
The average is the arithmetic mean, calculated by summing all values and dividing by 
the number of values. 

Standard Deviation (SD) 
SD is used to measure the spread of data from the average.  The SD is sensitive to 
outliers, so where significant outliers are present, this can significantly increase the SD.  
The greater the spread of data, the higher the SD value. 
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Appendix B 

Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with Individual Public Service 
Jurisdictions 
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against individual public service 
jurisdictions.  Table data compares the APS median to the individual public service 
jurisdiction’s midpoint.  2006 results have been included for comparative purposes.  In 
addition to the comparatio (CR) analysis, Mercer has also ranked (r) the positioning of 
the APS against the individual public service jurisdictions.  Please note that 
comparatios are expressed on the basis of the APS being 1.00. 

APS SES Base Salary and TR have not been compared because most jurisdictions 
manage SES remuneration on a TRP basis.  Similarly, as bonuses are not a significant 
feature of reward for non-SES classifications or corresponding non-SES equivalent 
positions in individual public services, Mercer has undertaken the comparative analysis 
on the basis of TRP. 

The data used in the individual public service jurisdiction analysis is based on work 
value and a regression analysis of the reported ranges for each jurisdiction.  In 
essence, the individual public service jurisdiction analysis utilises each jurisdiction’s 
reported remuneration range.  Mercer has adjusted the reported motor vehicle values 
of each jurisdiction to ensure the true TRP values of some jurisdictions are 
appropriately aligned to the APS TRP values. 

Tasmanian Public Service remuneration data has not been included in the current 
report and previous surveys, because they do not use a work value methodology to 
underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions.  Relativities to APS 
classification and remuneration structures are therefore not able to be determined with 
sufficient precision.  South Australian remuneration data while included in previous 
surveys is not included in the current report as the current data has not been published 
externally and Mercer was unable to obtain the data.  
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Appendix C 

Overview of Remuneration Practices in the Private 
Sector
The following section provides an overview of remuneration strategies, practices and 
policies observed in private sector organisations, including: 
 a total remuneration approach – which incorporates salary packaging 
 superannuation 
 motor vehicles 
 incentives. 

Information sources for the analysis in this section include Mercer’s publication the 
2007/2008 Australian Benefits Review, as well as analyses from Mercer’s proprietary 
Job Evaluation and Remuneration database. 

Total Remuneration Approach 
A total remuneration approach is where an organisation calculates the remuneration 
costs associated with employing an individual over and above Base Salary.  
Calculating total employment cost (TRP as defined in the APS Remuneration Survey) 
enables the organisation and its employees to understand the full value of 
remuneration and make valid remuneration comparisons between jobs of a similar size. 

The following points provide key trends in relation to a total remuneration approach in 
the private sector: 
 the percentage of organisations using a remuneration package approach remained 

stable over the last four years, at around 70% 
 remuneration packaging is more commonly used for senior executives than any 

other staff category, a trend also seen in previous years 
 the most common remuneration packaged items across all employee categories 

are company vehicles, employer and employee superannuation contributions, 
laptops and mobile phones 

 a trend analysis shows that the flexibility in salary packaging across all staff 
categories has decreased by nearly 12% since Mercer’s 2005 survey 
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Chart C.4 – Average Target and Actual Incentive Payments in 2007 
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In relation to private sector incentives: 
 the majority of organisations in the survey group use base salary when determining 

payment as a percentage of remuneration 
 on average, 82% of organisations reported the same or greater payouts compared 

to last year, with only an average of 18% of organisations reporting a decrease in 
payments – these figures were similar to 2006 

 the majority of organisations surveyed (74%) place a cap on short-term incentive 
payments to employees.  This cap is typically expressed as a percentage of the 
employee’s remuneration, and ranges from 10% to 31% across all employee 
categories

 consistent with the APS, nearly all organisations surveyed pay bonuses in cash, 
while the practice of offering rewards in the form of a superannuation top-up or 
shares has remained similar to 2006 at 29% 

 the majority of organisations (73% to 85%) use a formal performance appraisal or 
performance management process to measure performance for incentive 
payments, a similar proportion seen in previous years. 
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Executive Summary 
Survey Purpose and Objectives 

The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) 
commissioned Mercer to conduct the 2008 Australian Public Service (APS) 
Remuneration Survey. The Survey of Senior Executive Service (SES) and non-SES 
remuneration plus the Broader Market Comparison provides a comprehensive 
overview of remuneration trends and outcomes across the APS, State and Territory 
public services, and the wider market. It should be noted that the Survey does not take 
into account non-monetary benefits beyond those which are incorporated in Total 
Remuneration Package (TRP) values. 

More specifically, the 2008 APS Remuneration Survey seeks to provide: 
 comparisons with previous APS Remuneration Surveys 
 detailed information about individual remuneration components and the value of 

each remuneration package by classification and agency 
 remuneration ranges for the classification in each agency and the APS as a whole 
 capacity for an agency to compare its remuneration with comparable positions in 

the private sector, and State and Territory public services 
 individual agency reports which allow each participating agency to compare its 

current data with APS-wide data. 

The 2008 Survey is based on a sample of remuneration data as at 31 December 2008 
and payments/entitlements for the 2008 calendar year. The Survey findings are 
presented in three reports: an SES Report; a Non-SES Report; and a Broader Market 
Comparison Report. Participating agencies are also provided with an Individual Agency 
Report. 

Survey Participants and Methodology 
All APS agencies were invited by DEEWR to participate in the 2008 APS 
Remuneration Survey. A total of 56 agencies participated in the 2008 Survey. Of these, 
40 agencies participated in 2007, with 16 new agencies participating in 2008. Two 
survey briefings were held in December 2008, with 34 of the participating agencies 
attending. Further instructions were provided to all agencies after these briefings.  
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The 2008 sample size for the SES group increased by 5.0 per cent, but the sample 
size decreased by 0.6 per cent for the non-SES sample group.  

Of the total 140,303 employee records submitted (out of an approximate total of 
164,400 APS employees), 2,300 records were from SES employees, of which 2,223 
records were included in the APS-wide SES survey remuneration database1.

Of the remaining 138,003 non-SES records, 29,194 were included in the non-SES 
survey remuneration database, using a sampling framework developed by DEEWR, 
the Australian Bureau of Statistics and Mercer. When preparing agency reports, all 
data submitted by each agency was used. For further information in relation to survey 
participants and sample sizes, please refer to Appendix A. 

To ensure the accuracy of the data collected, Mercer performed several integrity 
checks internally. Where the data was not within expected values, Mercer returned the 
data to the relevant agency for confirmation and only included the data once it had 
been confirmed. Nearly 2,000 calculations (such as the costing of individual packages 
and the main remuneration statistics quoted throughout this report) were then 
submitted to the statistics department of the University of New South Wales for review 
and verification. Once the calculations were confirmed, Mercer finalised the dataset 
and commenced data analysis and reporting. 

Prior to releasing the final report, Mercer and DEEWR agreed on all items to be 
included in the analyses. Mercer presented a summary of initial findings and draft 
reports to DEEWR for review. However, Mercer retains full responsibility for the 
accuracy and integrity of all data presented in this report.  

The remuneration information in the 2008 survey has been compared to the 2007 
information in many cases. This analysis is presented throughout the report as the 
2007 to 2008 movement, represented as a percentage. This refers to the change in the 
sample on sample data from the 2007 calendar year to the 2008 calendar year in all 
instances. 

The methodology used to determine the Combined Public Service (CPS) data is 
identical to the 2007 report. The CPS analysis uses a remuneration range spanning the 
minimum to the maximum of the reported remuneration ranges across all State and 
Territory public services (excluding Tasmania2).

1 Some SES and non-SES records provided by agencies such as the Australian Electoral Commission and 

the Ministerial and Parliamentary Services Division of the Department of Finance and Deregulation (for 

employees employed under the MoPS Act) were excluded from the APS-wide remuneration databases, 

but were included in these agencys’ Individual Agency Report.  

2 Unlike other State and Territory jurisdictions, Tasmania does not use a work value methodology to 

underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions; hence relativities to the APS cannot be 

determined with sufficient precision. 
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Calculation of Statistics and Missing Data 
The following approach has been used to represent missing, suppressed or ‘zero’ 
returns: 
 where fewer than three agencies provide a component (i.e. data is suppressed to 

ensure confidentiality) the symbol ‘--’ is used 
 where no data is provided, a ‘-’ is used 
 where a zero value is returned, the number zero (‘0’) is shown. 

To ensure confidentiality of information for small sample sizes, statistics have not been 
published unless the following criteria for both case numbers and agency numbers 
were met or exceeded: 
 average and standard deviation – at least three records from three or more 

agencies 
 Q1, median, Q3 – at least four records from four or more agencies 
 maximum and minimum – more than 10 records from four or more agencies. 

Definitions and explanations of remuneration items and statistical terms which are used 
throughout this report are provided in Appendix A. 

Aim of this Report 
The 2008 Broader Market Comparison Report provides a detailed analysis of APS SES 
and non-SES remuneration against equivalent positions within State and Territory 
public services (combined public service) as well as the private sector. This approach 
involves comparing the actual remuneration levels for APS SES and non-SES 
employees against the published remuneration ranges of each State and Territory 
public service (excluding Tasmania and Western Australia).  

Comparative remuneration analyses against State and Territory public services and the 
private sector are based on a comparison of work value levels and associated 
remuneration information applicable to comparable positions. Work value is a 
numerical measure of job size, determined by assessing the responsibilities and 
accountabilities of a role. This enables fair and accurate comparisons to be drawn 
between the APS, other public services and the private sector, even though 
classification and remuneration structures are different. Shown in Appendix A are the 
Mercer work value points ranges used for the APS classification structure. 

This report should be read in conjunction with the APS SES and non-SES Remuneration 
Survey Reports. 

Change in Public Service Sample  
In preparing this report, Mercer researched and analysed published remuneration 
levels in each jurisdiction, and has also drawn from its extensive remuneration 
databases and consultant knowledge of SES and non-SES equivalent positions within 
both the public service and the private sector.  
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In examining the published remuneration data for 2008, Mercer had certain queries 
regarding the Western Australian data. Although classification arrangements in 
Western Australia are determined on the basis of work value, non-SES positions are 
assessed using BiPERS work value methodology. Transition to Mercer CED point 
value equivalents can be achieved on, at best, an indicative basis. To ensure the 
integrity and validity of the 2008 survey data, Mercer has excluded Western Australian 
non-SES and SES remuneration data from this survey. South Australian SES data, 
which was excluded from the 2007 survey, has been included in this year’s analysis. 

The CPS analysis uses the minimum and maximum reported remuneration ranges 
across the relevant State and Territory jurisdictions. The CPS midpoint is derived by 
averaging the minimum and maximum across the public services.

Mercer notes that the exclusion of the Western Australian non-SES data has distorted 
the 2007-2008 CPS non-SES midpoint movement. This is because the non-SES 
remuneration ranges for Western Australia in previous surveys were positioned at the 
minimum of other public services and therefore influenced the midpoint. Caution should 
therefore be exercised when interpreting the CPS non-SES movement, as it is more a 
reflection in the change in the CPS sample rather than actual 2007-2008 CPS 
remuneration movements. Separate analysis has examined year to year movement at 
midpoint for a common sample, excluding Western Australian data for the 2007 
database and South Australian data for the 2008 analysis. The identified levels of 
movement are 3.6 per cent to 4.0 per cent across non-SES classification.  

However, the exclusion of Western Australian SES data has not affected the 2007-
2008 CPS SES midpoint movement, as its remuneration ranges in previous surveys 
were not the minimum or maximum values in the CPS. Similarly, the inclusion of South 
Australian SES data in this year’s analysis also does not affect the CPS midpoint, as its 
remuneration ranges were not the minimum or maximum values in the CPS.  
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Tables 1.8 and 1.9 indicate that - from a TR perspective - SES remuneration is well 
below the private sector, with the exception of SES 1 against the private sector Q1. 
The differential is due to actual bonuses paid to private sector executives being 
substantially higher than actual bonuses paid to APS SES employees. 

Benefits and Bonuses – Private Sector 

SES 1 to SES 3 
SES 1 and SES 2 median motor vehicle values ($23,625 and $24,500 respectively) are 
competitive against private sector median vehicle values (although it should be noted 
that an increasing number of Mercer’s private sector clients do not separately itemise 
the vehicle cost, as they manage remuneration on a TRP basis, and offer employees 
the option to use novated leases for vehicles). The SES 3 median motor vehicle value 
of $25,000 is significantly less than that provided to SES 3 equivalent roles in the 
private sector (~$34,600) and is even below the private sector Q1 (~$26,000). 

SES median employer superannuation contributions (16 per cent to 25.2 per cent of 
Base Salary depending on SES band) are competitive in comparison to private sector 
employer superannuation contributions. 

As a proportion of TRP, SES average actual bonus payments of 4.4 per cent to 5.1 per 
cent are significantly lower than the private sector average payments of 13 per cent to 
31 per cent. SES average bonus payments as a proportion of TRP are approximately 
one-third to one-fifth of those paid in the private sector.

APS 1 to EL 2 
Non-SES median employer superannuation contributions (15.4 per cent of Base 
Salary) are very competitively positioned in comparison to the private sector employer 
superannuation contributions, which are generally 9 per cent of Base Salary. 

One per cent of EL 1 and 1 per cent of EL 2 employees received a vehicle benefit in 
2008. This is quite different to the trend in the private sector, as vehicles start to be 
provided in the salary packages of EL 1 and EL 2 equivalent positions. This is the main 
reason why TRP competitiveness is significantly less than Base Salary 
competitiveness against the private sector for EL 1 and EL 2 employees. 
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 2

Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES TRP 
with the Combined State/Territory Public 
Service 
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against the CPS. The CPS 
analysis utilises a remuneration range spanning the minimum to the maximum of the 
reported remuneration ranges across all State and Territory public services (excluding 
Tasmania and Western Australia).  

The CPS midpoint is derived by averaging the minimum and maximum of the ranges 
across the various public services. Mercer’s analysis compares the APS median to the 
CPS midpoint. Results from 2007 have also been included in many of the tables for 
comparative purposes, enabling the assessment of year on year movements and 
competitive positioning. 

APS SES Base Salary and TR values have not been compared to the CPS because 
most State jurisdictions manage SES remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as 
bonuses are not a significant feature of reward for APS non-SES classifications or non-
SES equivalent positions in State public services, Mercer has undertaken a detailed 
comparative analysis against the CPS on the basis of TRP, but not on TR. 

APS Graduate analysis has also been excluded as part of the CPS analysis, as new 
graduates in most jurisdictions are classified and remunerated within their respective 
salary structures, even though they may be part of a graduate program. 

The data used in the CPS analysis is based on work value and a regression analysis of 
the reported ranges for each jurisdiction. Similar to previous years, Mercer has 
adjusted the reported motor vehicle values of each jurisdiction to reflect a fair market 
value of the vehicle, ensuring the true TRP values are appropriately calculated and a 
fair comparison to APS TRP values provided. 

In undertaking the comparative analysis of SES bands and CPS equivalent positions, 
fixed term contract remuneration rates were used for CPS equivalent positions within 
the Australian Capital Territory, New South Wales, the Northern Territory, Queensland, 
South Australia and Victoria.  
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Chart 2.1 – TRP Comparison in 2008 for SES 1 to SES 3 
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Tables 2.1 and 2.2, and Chart 2.1, show that: 
 overall SES competitive positioning has increased slightly compared to the CPS, 

with SES TRP medians positioned 13 per cent, 14 per cent and 11 per cent 
respectively above the CPS midpoint (compared to 12 per cent, 12 per cent and 8 
per cent above in 2007) 

 SES employees whose TRP is above Q1 are very competitively positioned against 
the CPS midpoint and are being rewarded within the upper half of the CPS range 

 SES employees below Q1 are well positioned against the lower half of the CPS 
range, with minimum APS TRP above corresponding CPS minimum 

 across all SES bands the majority of APS employees above Q3 are remunerated 
above the maximum of the corresponding CPS classification 

 SES TRP median movements were above midpoint movements for the 
corresponding CPS classification.  
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 3

Relative Position of SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with the Private Sector 
This section compares SES and non-SES TRP against the private sector’s general 
market. The general market is a national database, and represents Mercer’s broadest 
and most comprehensive database covering a diverse range of agencies across all 
industries and job families (excluding public services). 

SES Base Salary has not been compared because a high proportion of agencies in the 
private sector manage senior executive remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as 
bonuses are not a significant feature for non-SES remuneration, Mercer has not 
undertaken a comparative analysis on the basis of TR for non-SES classifications.  

Remuneration data has been drawn from the private sector’s various quartiles (i.e. Q1, 
the median and Q3), utilising work value and the general market trendline. This 
enables a direct comparison against the APS TRP. Results from 2007 have been 
included in many of the tables for comparative purposes, enabling the assessment of 
year on year movements and changes in competitive positioning. 

Appendix C provides an overview of remuneration practices in the private sector. 
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Chart 3.1 – TRP Comparison in 2008 for SES 1 to SES 3 
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Tables 3.1 and 3.2, and Chart 3.1, show that: 
 the SES 1 TRP median is 10 per cent above the private sector Q1 but 7 per cent 

below the private sector median. SES 1 employees above Q1 are competitively 
positioned against the private sector, at levels between the lower quartile and 
median of this market. SES 1 TRP movements at 6.1 per cent were higher than 
private sector movements of 4.8 per cent at Q1 and the median 

 the SES 2 TRP median is 2 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 24 per cent 
below the median. This represents improved competitiveness compared to 2007 of 
1 per cent (at Q1) and 2 per cent (at Median). SES 2 TRP movements in 2007 were 
6.2 per cent, higher than private sector movements of 4.8 per cent. Only SES 2 
employees above Q3 could be described as ‘market competitive’ 
the SES 3 TRP median is 21 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 49 per cent 
below the median. This is a 3 per cent and 4 per cent improvement respectively in 
competitiveness from 2007. This improvement is a reflection of the higher 
movements seen in the APS (7.4 per cent compared to 4.6 per cent in the private 
sector). Despite this improvement more than 75 per cent of SES 3 employees have 
a TRP below the private sector Q1 benchmark.
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Chart 3.2 – TRP Comparison in 2008 for APS 1 to APS 3 
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Tables 3.3 and 3.4, and Chart 3.2, show that: 
 APS 1 TRP is very competitively positioned against the private sector. APS 1 

employees above Q1 are remunerated well above the private sector Q3. Median 
remuneration is 31 per cent above the private sector Q1 and 26 per cent above the 
median. This competitiveness is associated with high Base Salary levels and high 
employer superannuation contributions. Relative competitiveness has remained the 
same since 2007. APS 1 TRP movements of 4.5 per cent were less than general 
market movements of 4.9 per cent 

 APS 2 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with upper quartile 
remuneration in the private sector. Competitiveness has increased by between 2 
per cent and 3 per cent at the APS 2 level since 2007. APS 2 TRP movements of 
7.7 per cent were higher than general market movements of 5.0 per cent 

 APS 3 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with lower quartile 
remuneration in the private sector. The APS 3 TRP median is 4 per cent above the 
private sector Q1 and 6 per cent below the median, which is a slightly higher level 
of competitiveness compared to 2007. APS 3 TRP movements of 5.7 per cent were 
higher than general market movements of 5.0 per cent 

 all three classifications remain competitively positioned against equivalent positions 
in the private sector. 
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Chart 3.3 – TRP Comparison in 2008 for APS 4 to APS 6 
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Tables 3.5 and 3.6, and Chart 3.3, show that: 
 APS 4 employees above Q3 are aligned with the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range. 

As in 2007, the APS 4 TRP median is 2 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 
13 per cent below the private sector median. Relative competitiveness has 
remained the same. Both APS 4 and the general market had TRP movements of 
5.0 per cent   

 Only APS 5 employees above Q3 are competitive with equivalent private sector 
employees. The APS 5 TRP median is 9 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 
22 per cent below the private sector median. Relative competitiveness has 
decreased by 1 per cent since 2007. APS 5 TRP increased by 3.6 per cent, lower 
than the general market movement of 4.8 per cent 
Only APS 6 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the private 
sector. The APS 6 TRP median is 14 per cent and 29 per cent below the private 
sector Q1 and median respectively. The competitiveness with the private sector has 
decreased by 1 per cent. The APS 6 TRP movement of 3.7 per cent is lower than 
general market movement of 4.8 per cent.
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Chart 3.4 – TRP Comparison in 2008 for EL 1 and EL 2 
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Tables 3.7 and 3.8, and Chart 3.4, show that: 
 the EL 1 TRP median is 9 per cent and 24 per cent below the Q1 and median of the 

private sector respectively, which is similar to 2007. EL 1 employees above Q3 are 
competitively positioned against the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range. However, the 
75 per cent of EL 1 employees below Q3 have a TRP below the private sector Q1. 
EL 1 TRP increased by 4.5 per cent, lower than the general market movement of 
4.9 per cent 

 the EL 2 TRP median is 5 per cent and 21 per cent below the Q1 and median of the 
private sector respectively, which is the same as in 2007. As is the case for EL 1 
employees, only EL 2 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against 
the private sector. Employees below Q3 are positioned below the private sector 
minimum. The EL 2 TRP increase of 4.9 per cent is slightly higher than the general 
market movement of 4.8 per cent 

 at EL 1 and EL 2 classifications, the level of reward competitiveness against the 
private sector has stayed relatively stable over the past few years 

 EL 1 and EL 2 competitiveness against the private sector decreases from a TRP 
perspective (compared with other APS classifications), due to benefits such as 
motor vehicles being increasingly prevalent in the private sector for classifications 
positions. 
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Summary of Key Findings 
This section provides a summary of key findings of APS SES and non-SES TRP 
comparisons against the combined public service and the private sector’s general 
market.  

Combined Public Service (CPS) Comparisons 

SES 1 to SES 3 
TRP comparisons for SES 1 to SES 3 employees with the CPS show that: 
 APS SES employees are competitively positioned when compared to the CPS 
 the overall competitive positioning has improved since 2007 
 across all SES bands the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above 

the maximum of the corresponding CPS classification 
 SES employees below Q1 are generally remunerated above the minimum of the 

corresponding CPS classifications. 
 SES TRP median movements were above midpoint movements for the 

corresponding CPS classifications.  

APS 1 to APS 3 
TRP comparisons for APS 1 to APS 3 employees with the CPS show that: 
 the majority of APS employees are competitively remunerated when compared to 

the CPS 
 compared to 2007, APS 1 competitiveness has remained the same, APS 2 

competitiveness has increased by 2 per cent and APS 3 competitiveness has 
decreased by 2 per cent 

 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 
corresponding CPS classifications. 

 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 
corresponding CPS classifications. 
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APS 4 to APS 6 
TRP comparisons for APS 4 to APS 6 employees with the CPS show that: 
 the majority of APS employees in these classifications are competitively 

remunerated when compared to the CPS 
 the competitive positioning for APS 4 to APS 6 employees has decreased by 

between 4 per cent and 9 per cent since 2007, partially due to the exclusion of the 
Western Australian public service in 2008. Adjusted data supports that the actual 
underlying change is 3.6 per cent 

 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 
corresponding CPS equivalent classification 

 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 
corresponding CPS classifications. 

EL 1 and EL 2 
 from a TRP perspective, the majority of APS EL 1 and EL 2 employees are very 

competitively remunerated when compared to the CPS 
 competitive positioning has decreased by between 7 per cent and 8 per cent, 

partially due to the exclusion of the Western Australian public service in the 2008 
analysis. Adjusted data supports that the actual underlying change is 3.6 per cent 

 EL 1 and EL 2 employees above Q1 are remunerated above the maximum TRP 
remuneration of corresponding CPS classifications. 

Private Sector Comparisons 

SES 1 to SES 3 
TRP comparisons for SES 1 to SES 3 employees with the private sector show that: 
 SES 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated in line with the lower half of 

corresponding remuneration in the private sector 
 SES 2 employees above Q3 are comparable to the private sector Q1 to Q3 range 
 more than 75 per cent of SES 3 employees have a TRP below the private sector 

Q1 benchmark 
 the overall competitive positioning has improved slightly at all SES classifications 

since 2007.  

APS 1 to APS 3 
TRP comparisons for APS 1 to APS 3 employees with the private sector show that: 
 APS 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated well above the private sector Q3  
 APS 2 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with upper quartile 

remuneration in the private sector 
 APS 3 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with lower quartile 

remuneration in the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning has been maintained for APS 1, and has 

improved for APS 2 and APS 3.  
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APS 4 to APS 6 
TRP comparisons for APS 4 to APS 6 employees with the private sector show that: 
 from a TRP perspective, APS 4 to APS 6 employees above Q3 are competitively 

positioned against the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range 
 APS 4 to APS 6 employees with a TRP below Q3 are positioned at or below Q1 of 

the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning is unchanged for APS 4, and has decreased by 

1 per cent for APS 5 and APS 6 classifications.  

EL 1 and EL 2 
TRP comparisons for EL 1 and EL 2 employees with the private sector show that: 
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the 

private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range  
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees with a TRP below Q3 are positioned at or below Q1 of 

the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning of APS TRP remuneration has generally been 

maintained at the EL 1 and EL 2 classifications since 2007. 

Graduates 
TRP comparisons for Graduate employees with the private sector show that: 
 in 2008, the median range of graduate Base Salaries in the private sector ranged 

from $44,000 to $52,000 across different job families, compared to the APS median 
of $49,753 

 Engineering, Computer Science and Science graduates typically started at higher 
Base Salaries than graduates from other disciplines 

 the average APS graduate Base Salaries ($50,844) is 8.4 per cent above the 
private sector ($46,915), significantly improving from 2.9 per cent below in 2007. 

Provision of Benefits and Bonuses – Private Sector 

SES 1 to SES 3 
SES 1 and SES 2 median motor vehicle values ($23,625 and $24,500 respectively) are 
competitive against private sector median vehicle values (although it should be noted 
that an increasing number of Mercer’s private sector clients do not separately itemise 
the vehicle cost, as they manage remuneration on a TRP basis, and use novated 
leases for vehicles). The SES 3 median motor vehicle value of $25,000 is significantly 
less than SES 3 equivalent roles in the private sector of ~$34,600.  

SES median employer superannuation contributions (between 16 per cent and 25.2 per 
cent of Base Salary, depending on SES band) are competitive in comparison to private 
sector employer superannuation contributions. 

As a proportion of TRP, SES average actual bonus payments of 4.4 per cent to 5.1 per 
cent are significantly lower than the private sector average payments of 13 per cent to 
31 per cent. SES 1 to SES 3 average bonus payments as a proportion of TRP are 
approximately one-third to one-fifth of those paid in the private sector. 
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APS 1 to EL 2 
Non-SES median employer superannuation contributions (15.4 per cent of Base 
Salary) are very competitively positioned in comparison to the private sector employer 
superannuation contributions, which are generally 9 per cent of Base Salary. 

Only 1 per cent of EL 1 and 1 per cent of EL 2 employees received a vehicle benefit in 
2008. This is quite different to the trend in the private sector, as vehicles are typically 
provided in the salary packages of many EL 1 and EL 2 equivalent positions. This is 
the main reason why TRP competitiveness is significantly less than Base Salary 
competitiveness against the private sector for EL 1 and EL 2 employees.
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Appendix A 

Definition of Terms 
Remuneration Items 

Base Salary 
Base Salary represents full time equivalent annualised PAYG salary. It includes pre-tax 
employee superannuation contributions made by salary sacrifice and any additional 
salary sacrifice amounts for other benefits. It excludes all other cash components such 
as bonuses and allowances. 

Bonuses 
At a practical level, the terms ‘bonus’ and ‘incentive’ are often used interchangeably. 
For the purposes of consistency throughout the 2008 APS Remuneration Survey, 
performance-based payments have been referred to as ‘bonuses’ even though in the 
APS they are often related to achievement of key performance indicators and hence 
meet the defining criteria of incentives. Performance-based bonuses in the private 
sector would more likely be referred to as incentives. 

Total Remuneration Package (TRP) 
TRP is defined as Base Salary plus the value of any benefits such as superannuation 
and motor vehicles, plus FBT on all benefit items. It does not include any bonus 
payments. 

Total Reward (TR) 
TR is TRP plus bonus payments. 
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Statistical Terms 

Average 
The average is the arithmetic mean, calculated by summing all values and dividing by 
the number of values.

Comparatios 
Comparatios (CR) are a representation of market relativity, and are commonly defined 
as the ratio between an actual remuneration rate and a comparable remuneration 
market/benchmark rate, and are expressed as an integer with two decimal places. APS 
data is defined as 1.00, with other jurisdictions’ competitive positioning being assessed 
against the APS. For example, a jurisdiction’s outcome of 0.92 would indicate that it is 
8 per cent below the APS (1.00). 

First Quartile / Q1 
The first quartile or 25th percentile (Q1) is the midpoint of the lower half of the sample. 
That is, the first quartile is the point where 25 per cent of the cases fall below and 
where 75 per cent of the cases fall above. 

Median 
The median is the midpoint of a range of figures. It is calculated by sorting all the 
values into ascending order then locating the value where 50 per cent of the cases fall 
below and where 50 per cent of the cases fall above. The midpoint is calculated by 
summing the minimum and maximum values of a range of figures and dividing this 
value by two. 

Third Quartile / Q3 
The third quartile or 75th percentile (Q3) is the midpoint of the upper half of the sample. 
That is, the third quartile is the point where 75 per cent of the cases fall below and 
where 25 per cent of the cases fall above. 

Midpoint 
The midpoint is calculated by summing the minimum and maximum values of a range 
of figures and dividing this value by two. 

Standard Deviation (SD) 
SD is used to measure the spread of data from the average. The SD is sensitive to 
outliers, so where significant outliers are present this can significantly increase the SD. 
The greater the spread of data, the higher the SD value. 

Trendlines 
Trendlines, as referred to in this report, are regression lines derived from work value 
points and the corresponding published rates of pay.
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Appendix B 

Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with Individual Public Service 
Jurisdictions 
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against individual public service 
jurisdictions. Table data compares the APS median to the individual public service 
jurisdiction’s midpoint. The 2007 results have been included for comparative purposes. 
In addition to the comparatio (CR) analysis, Mercer has also ranked (r) the positioning 
of the APS against the individual public service jurisdictions.  

APS SES Base Salary and TR have not been compared because most jurisdictions 
manage SES remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as bonuses are not a significant 
feature of reward for non-SES classifications or corresponding non-SES equivalent 
classifications in individual public services, Mercer has only undertaken the 
comparative analysis on the basis of TRP for non-SES classifications. 

The data used in the individual public service jurisdiction analysis is based on work 
value and a regression analysis of the reported ranges for each jurisdiction. The 
individual public service jurisdiction analysis utilises each jurisdiction’s reported 
remuneration range. Mercer has adjusted the reported motor vehicle values of each 
jurisdiction to ensure the true TRP values of jurisdictions are appropriately aligned to 
the APS TRP values. 

Tasmanian public service remuneration data has not been included in the current 
report and previous surveys, because they do not use a work value methodology to 
underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions. Relativities to APS 
classification and remuneration structures are therefore not able to be determined with 
sufficient precision. Western Australian non-SES and SES remuneration data, while 
included in previous surveys, is not included in the current report as Mercer had some 
concerns with the data and will need to undertake a benchmarking exercise for the 
Western Australian public service in the future. South Australian SES data, while 
included in previous surveys, was excluded from last year’s analysis and Mercer was 
unable to obtain the data. However, South Australian SES data has been included in 
the 2008 survey.
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Appendix C 

Overview of Remuneration Practices in the Private 
Sector
The following section provides an overview of remuneration strategies, practices and 
policies observed in private sector organisations, including: 
 a total remuneration approach, which incorporates salary packaging 
 superannuation 
 motor vehicles 
 incentives. 

Information sources for the analysis in this section include Mercer’s Australian Benefits 
Review 2008, as well as analyses from Mercer’s proprietary Job Evaluation and 
Remuneration database. 

Total Remuneration Approach 
A total remuneration approach is where an organisation calculates the remuneration 
costs associated with employing an individual over and above Base Salary. Calculating 
total employment cost (TRP as defined in the APS Remuneration Survey) enables the 
organisation and its employees to understand the full value of remuneration and make 
valid remuneration comparisons between jobs of a similar size. 

The following points provide key trends in relation to a total remuneration approach in 
the private sector: 
 the percentage of agencies using a remuneration package approach dropped 

marginally from where it was over the last four years (at around 70 per cent) to 66 
per cent 

 remuneration packaging is more commonly used for senior executives than any 
other staff category, a trend also seen in previous years 

 the most common remuneration packaged items across all employee categories 
are laptops and personal digital assistants (PDAs), company vehicles, car parking, 
employer superannuation contributions (over and above the Superannuation 
Guarantee Contribution) 

 75 per cent of agencies who use a remuneration package approach provide their 
senior executive employees with the flexibility to choose the make up of their 
package. This reduces to 71 per cent at the management level, 66 per cent at the 
technical/professional level and 60 per cent at the operations/support level 
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Executive Summary 
Survey Purpose and Objectives 
The Australian Public Service Commission (APSC) commissioned Mercer (Australia) Pty Ltd 
(Mercer) to conduct the 2010 Australian Public Service (APS) Remuneration Survey. The 
Survey of Senior Executive Service (SES) and non-SES remuneration plus the Broader 
Market Comparison provides a comprehensive overview of remuneration trends and 
outcomes across the APS, State and Territory public services, and the wider market. It 
should be noted that the Survey does not take into account non-monetary benefits beyond 
those which are incorporated in Total Remuneration Package (TRP) values.  

More specifically, the 2010 APS Remuneration Survey seeks to provide: 
 comparisons with previous APS Remuneration Surveys 
 detailed information about individual remuneration components and the value of each 

remuneration package by classification and agency 
 remuneration ranges for the classification in each participating APS agency and the APS 

as a whole 
 capacity for an agency to compare its remuneration with comparable positions in the 

private sector, and State and Territory public services 
 individual agency reports which allow each participating agency to compare its current 

data with APS-wide data. 

The 2010 Survey is based on a sample of remuneration data as at 31 December 2010 and 
payments/entitlements for the 2010 calendar year. The Survey findings are presented in 
three reports: an SES Report; a Non-SES Report; and a Broader Market Comparison Report. 
Participating agencies are also provided with an Individual Agency Report. 
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Survey Participants  
Last year a government decision mandated that all agencies participate in the 2010 APS 
Remuneration Survey. A total of 105 agencies participated in 2010 and, of these, 57 also 
participated in 2009 (one agency that participated in 2009 did not participate in 2010). For 
2010, a total of 96 agencies provided SES data, an increase of 38 over 2009. Two survey 
briefings were held in January 2011 and further instructions were provided to all agencies 
after the briefings. 

Of the total 154,282 employee records submitted (out of an approximate total of 161,200 
APS employees), 2,620 records were from SES employees, of which 2,612 records were 
included in the APS-wide SES survey remuneration database1.

Of the remaining 151,662 non-SES records, 130,153 were included in the non-SES survey 
remuneration database, using a sampling framework developed to minimise any possible 
“skewing” from particularly large agencies. When preparing individual agency reports, all 
data submitted by each agency was used. For further information in relation to survey 
participants and sample sizes, please refer to Appendix A. 

The 2010 sample size for the non-SES group increased by ~10 per cent, while the SES 
sample group increased by ~14 per cent.  

To ensure the accuracy of the data collected, Mercer performed several integrity checks. 
Where the data was not within expected values, Mercer returned the data to the relevant 
agency for confirmation and only included the data once it had been confirmed. In excess of 
1,800 calculations (such as the costing of individual packages and the main remuneration 
statistics quoted throughout this report) were then submitted to the statistics department of 
the University of New South Wales for review and verification. Once the calculations were 
confirmed, Mercer finalised the dataset and commenced data analysis and reporting. 

Prior to releasing the final report, Mercer and APSC agreed on all items to be included in the 
analyses. Mercer presented a summary of initial findings and draft reports to APSC for 
review. However, Mercer retains full responsibility for the accuracy and integrity of all data 
presented in this report.  

1 The Australian Electoral Commission provided SES records which were excluded from the APS-wide 

remuneration database because their SES employees are employed under different legislation. 
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Methodology and Aim of this Report 
The 2010 Broader Market Comparison Report provides a detailed analysis of APS SES and 
non-SES remuneration against equivalent positions within State and Territory public services 
(combined public service) as well as the private sector. This involved:  
 researching and analysing published remuneration levels in each jurisdiction, and also 

drawing from Mercer’s extensive remuneration databases and consultant knowledge of 
SES and non-SES equivalent positions within both the public service and the private 
sector; and 

 comparing the actual remuneration levels for APS SES and non-SES employees against 
the published remuneration ranges of each State and Territory public service (excluding 
Tasmania and Western Australia).  

The methodology used to determine the Combined Public Service (CPS) data is identical to 
the 2009 report. The CPS analysis uses the minimum and maximum reported remuneration 
ranges across all State and Territory public services (excluding Tasmania and Western 
Australia). The CPS midpoint is derived by averaging the minimum and maximum across the 
public services. 

As in previous years, Tasmania was excluded from the CPS analysis as it does not use a 
work value methodology to underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions; 
hence relativities to the APS cannot be determined with sufficient precision. With regards to 
Western Australia, Mercer had certain queries regarding its published remuneration data. 
Although classification arrangements in Western Australia are determined on the basis of 
work value, non-SES positions are assessed using BiPERS work value methodology. 
Transition to Mercer CED point value equivalents can be achieved on, at best, an indicative 
basis. To ensure the integrity and validity of the 2010 survey data, Mercer has excluded 
Western Australian non-SES and SES remuneration data from this survey, in line with the 
2008 and 2009 reports.  

Comparative remuneration analyses against State and Territory public services and the 
private sector are based on a comparison of work value levels and associated remuneration 
information applicable to comparable positions. Work value is a numerical measure of job 
size, determined by assessing the responsibilities and accountabilities of a role. This enables 
fair and accurate comparisons to be drawn between the APS, other public services and the 
private sector, even though classification and remuneration structures are different. Shown in 
Appendix A are the Mercer work value points ranges used for the APS classification 
structure. 

The remuneration information in the 2010 survey has been compared to the 2009 information 
in many cases. This analysis is presented throughout the report as the 2009 to 2010 
movement, represented as a percentage. This refers to the change in the sample on sample 
data from the 2009 calendar year to the 2010 calendar year in all instances. 

This report should be read in conjunction with the APS SES and non-SES Remuneration 
Survey Reports. 
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Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES TRP with 
the Combined State/Territory Public Service 
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against the CPS. The CPS analysis 
utilises a remuneration range spanning the minimum to the maximum of the reported 
remuneration ranges across all State and Territory public services (excluding Tasmania and 
Western Australia).  

As in previous years, Tasmania was excluded from the CPS analysis as it does not use a 
work value methodology to underpin the classification of non-SES equivalent positions; 
hence relativities to the APS cannot be determined with sufficient precision.  With regards to 
Western Australia, Mercer had certain queries regarding its published remuneration data. 
Although classification arrangements in Western Australia are determined on the basis of 
work value, non-SES positions are assessed using BiPERS work value methodology. 
Transition to Mercer CED point value equivalents can be achieved on, at best, an indicative 
basis. To ensure the integrity and validity of the 2010 survey data, Mercer has excluded 
Western Australian non-SES and SES remuneration data from this survey, in line with the 
2008 and 2009 reports.  

APS SES Base Salary and TR values have not been compared to the CPS because most 
State jurisdictions manage SES remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as bonuses are not 
a significant feature of reward for APS non-SES classifications or either non-SES or SES 
equivalent positions in State public services, Mercer has undertaken a detailed comparative 
analysis against the CPS on the basis of TRP, but not on TR. 

APS Graduate analysis has also been excluded as part of the CPS analysis, as new 
Graduates in most jurisdictions are classified and remunerated within their respective salary 
structures, even though they may be part of a graduate program. 

The data used in the CPS analysis is based on work value and a regression analysis of the 
reported ranges for each jurisdiction. Similar to previous years, Mercer has adjusted the 
reported motor vehicle values of each jurisdiction to reflect a fair market value of the vehicle, 
ensuring the true TRP values are appropriately calculated and a fair comparison to APS TRP 
values provided. 
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In undertaking the comparative analysis of SES bands and CPS equivalent positions, fixed 
term contract remuneration rates were used for CPS equivalent positions within the 
Australian Capital Territory, New South Wales, the Northern Territory, Queensland, South 
Australia and Victoria.  

For detailed analysis on APS SES and non-SES TRP against individual public service 
jurisdictions, please refer to Appendix B. 
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 3

Relative Position of SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with the Private Sector 
This section compares SES and non-SES TRP against the private sector’s general market. 
The general market is a national database, and represents Mercer’s broadest and most 
comprehensive database covering a diverse range of agencies across all industries and job 
families (excluding public services). 

SES Base Salary has not been compared because a high proportion of agencies in the 
private sector manage senior executive remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as bonuses 
are not a significant feature for non-SES remuneration, Mercer has not undertaken a 
comparative analysis on the basis of TR for non-SES classifications.  

Remuneration data has been drawn from the private sector’s various quartiles (i.e. Q1, the 
median and Q3), utilising work value and the general market trendline. This enables a direct 
comparison against the APS TRP. Results from 2009 have been included in many of the 
tables for comparative purposes, enabling the assessment of year on year movements and 
changes in competitive positioning. 

Appendix C provides an overview of remuneration practices in the private sector. 
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Tables 3.1 and 3.2, and Chart 3.1, show that: 
 the SES 1 TRP median is 11 per cent above the private sector Q1 but 8 per cent below 

the private sector median. SES 1 employees at Q1 and Q3 are reasonably positioned 
somewhere between the lower quartile and median of the private sector market. The  
SES 1 TRP movement of 3.5 per cent was below the private sector movements of 4.2 per 
cent at both Q1 and the median 

 the SES 2 TRP median is 2 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 26 per cent below 
the median. This represents slightly decreased competitiveness compared to 2009 of  
1 per cent at both Q1 and the median. The median SES 2 TRP movement in 2010 was 
3.3 per cent, lower than private sector movements of 4 per cent at both Q1 and the 
median. As with previous years, only SES 2 employees above Q3 could be described as 
‘market competitive’ 
the SES 3 TRP median is 25 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 50 per cent below 
the median. This represents a 1 per cent decrease in competitiveness at both Q1 and the 
median from 2009. This decreased competitiveness is due to slightly higher movements 
seen in the private sector (4 per cent in the private sector compared to 3.1 per cent in the 
APS). This decrease in year on year competitiveness continues to contribute to the 
positioning of over 75 per cent of SES 3 employees with a TRP below the private sector 
Q1 benchmark.
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Tables 3.3 and 3.4, and Chart 3.2, show that: 
 although relative competitiveness has decreased slightly by 1 per cent since 2009, APS 1 

TRP continues to be highly competitively positioned against the private sector. The slight 
decrease in competitiveness is due to a lower APS 1 TRP movement (2.7 per cent) 
compared to general market movements of 4.2 per cent at both Q1 and the median.  
APS 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated well above the private sector Q3, with 
median remuneration 33 per cent and 27 per cent above the private sector Q1 and 
median respectively. This competitiveness is due to high Base Salaries and employer 
superannuation contributions   

 remuneration competitiveness for APS 2 employees relative to the private sector has 
remained the same since 2009. APS 2 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated 
in line with the median to Q3 remuneration range in the private sector. APS 2 TRP 
movement of 3.6 per cent was below general market movements of 4.2 per cent  

 the APS 3 TRP median is 8 per cent above the private sector Q1 and 3 per cent below 
the median, which is a similar level of competitiveness compared to 2009. APS 3 
employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with the Q1 to median 
remuneration range in the private sector. APS 3 TRP movement of 5.1 per cent was 
higher than general market Q1 and median movements of 4.1 per cent  

 all three classifications remain competitively positioned against equivalent positions in the 
private sector. 





Australian Public Service Commission 2010 Broader Market Comparison

24 Mercer

Tables 3.5 and 3.6, and Chart 3.3, show that: 
 private sector movements of 4.1 per cent were slightly higher than the median 

APS 4 TRP movement at 3.8 per cent. The APS 4 TRP median is 2 per cent above the 
private sector Q1 and 11 per cent below the private sector median. Relative 
competitiveness is similar to that of 2009. APS 4 employees above the median are 
aligned with the private sector’s Q1 to Q3 range. Approximately 50 per cent of  
APS 4 employees are paid below the private sector Q1 

 the APS 5 TRP median is positioned 5 per cent below the private sector Q1 and  
19 per cent below the private sector median. Relative competitiveness has decreased by 
1 per cent since 2009 as a result of a lower APS movement of 3.1 per cent, compared 
with general market movements at Q1 and median of 4.1 per cent. Only APS 5 
employees above Q3 are competitive with equivalent private sector employees 

 the APS 6 TRP median is 9 per cent and 26 per cent below the private sector Q1 and 
median respectively. The APS 6 TRP movement of 4 per cent is similar to general market 
movements of 4.1 per cent, maintaining competitiveness with the private sector. Only 
APS 6 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the private sector. 
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 the EL 2 TRP median is 2 per cent and 20 per cent below the Q1 and median of the 
private sector respectively, which is 1 percent less competitive than in 2009. This slight 
decrease in competitiveness is consistent with lower EL 2 TRP increases (of 3 per cent) 
than private sector movements (of 4.2 per cent). As is the case for EL 1 employees, only 
EL 2 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the private sector. APS 
EL 2 employees at Q3 are aligned with Q1 of the private sector 

 EL 1 and EL 2 competitiveness against the private sector decreases from a TRP 
perspective (compared with other APS classifications), due to benefits such as motor 
vehicles being increasingly prevalent in the private sector for higher level positions. 
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 4

Summary of Key Findings 
This section provides a summary of key findings of APS SES and non-SES TRP 
comparisons against the combined public service and the private sector’s general market.  

Combined Public Service (CPS) Comparisons 
SES 1 to SES 3 
TRP comparisons for SES 1 to SES 3 employees with the CPS show that: 
 APS SES employees received higher remuneration increases than their CPS 

counterparts 
 SES bands are competitively positioned against the CPS, with a slight increase in 

positioning for SES 1 and SES 3 and no change for SES 2  
 across all SES bands the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the 

maximum of the corresponding CPS classification 
 SES employees below Q1 are well positioned against the lower half of the corresponding 

CPS range. 

APS 1 to APS 3 
TRP comparisons for APS 1 to APS 3 employees with the CPS show that: 
 APS 1 and APS 2 employees had lower increases than their CPS counterparts, however 

APS 3 employees had higher increases  
 compared to 2009, while APS 1 and APS 2 competitiveness decreased by 1 per cent , 

APS 3 competitiveness increased by 1 per cent  
 the majority of APS employees are competitively remunerated when compared to the 

CPS
 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 

corresponding CPS classifications 
 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 

corresponding CPS classifications. 
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APS 4 to APS 6
TRP comparisons for APS 4 to APS 6 employees with the CPS show that: 
 APS employees received lower remuneration increases compared to their CPS 

counterparts 
 the competitive positioning for APS 4 to APS 6 employees has remained the same or 

decreased slightly (1 per cent) since 2009 
 the majority of APS employees in these classifications are competitively remunerated 

when compared to the CPS 
 the majority of employees above Q3 are remunerated above the maximum of the 

corresponding CPS equivalent classification 
 employees below Q1 are generally remunerated in line with the lower half of 

corresponding CPS classifications. 

EL 1 and EL 2 
TRP comparisons for EL 1 and EL 2 employees with the CPS show that: 
 APS EL 1 and EL 2 employees had lower remuneration increases than their CPS 

counterparts  
 the majority of APS EL 1 and EL 2 employees are very competitively remunerated 

against the CPS 
 competitive positioning for EL 1 has remained the same but has decreased by  

1 per cent for EL 2 since 2009 
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees above Q1 are remunerated above the maximum TRP 

remuneration of corresponding CPS classifications. 

Private Sector Comparisons 
SES 1 to SES 3 
TRP comparisons for SES 1 to SES 3 employees with the private sector show that: 
 SES 1 employees around Q1 are remunerated in line with the lower half of corresponding 

remuneration in the private sector 
 only SES 2 employees above the median are competitive with the private sector  
 more than 75 per cent of SES 3 employees have a TRP below the private sector Q1 

benchmark 
 the overall competitive positioning at the median has remained similar at all SES 

classifications since 2009.  

APS 1 to APS 3 
TRP comparisons for APS 1 to APS 3 employees with the private sector show that: 
 APS 1 employees above Q1 are remunerated significantly above the private sector Q3  
 APS 2 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with upper quartile 

remuneration in the private sector 
 APS 3 employees between Q1 and Q3 are remunerated in line with the Q1 to median 

remuneration range in the private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning has remained similar compared to 2009. 
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APS 4 to APS 6 
TRP comparisons for APS 4 to APS 6 employees with the private sector show that: 
 APS 4 employees above Q1 are competitively positioned against the private sector’s Q1 

to Q3 range 
 For APS 5 and APS 6 employees, only those above Q3 are competitive with the private 

sector 
 the overall competitive positioning has remained similar for APS 4 to APS 6 employees 

since 2009, either remaining the same or decreasing slightly by 1 per cent. 

EL 1 and EL 2 
TRP comparisons for EL 1 and EL 2 employees with the private sector show that: 
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees above Q3 are competitively positioned against the private 

sector’s Q1 to Q3 range  
 EL 1 and EL 2 employees with a TRP below Q3 are positioned at or below Q1 of the 

private sector 
 the overall competitive positioning of APS TRP remuneration has decreased by between 

1 per cent and 2 per cent since 2009. 

Graduates 
TRP comparisons for Graduate employees with the private sector show that: 
 in 2010, the median range of Graduate Base Salaries in the private sector ranged from 

$50,000 to $55,500 across different job families, compared to the APS median of 
$53,040 

 Engineering, Human Resources/Industrial Relations and Economics Graduates typically 
started at higher Base Salaries than Graduates from other disciplines 

 the APS average Graduate Base Salary of $54,012 is 3.7 per cent above the average of 
$52,073 across all job families in the private sector. 

Provision of Benefits and Bonuses – Private Sector 
SES 1 to SES 3 
While SES median motor vehicle values and employer superannuation contributions are 
competitive with the private sector, SES average actual bonus payments are significantly 
below private sector practice.  

APS 1 to EL 2 
Non-SES median employer superannuation contributions are very competitive against the 
private sector.

As it was uncommon for APS EL 1 and EL 2 employees to receive a vehicle benefit, TRP 
competitiveness against the Private Sector is significantly less than Base Salary 
competitiveness.  
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Appendix A 

Definition of Terms 
Confidentiality 
Mercer is aware of the confidential nature of the information provided and stresses that we 
appreciate and protect this. 

Mercer’s commitment to ensuring confidentiality is exemplified clearly by the following 
factors: 
 to protect confidentiality, for APS-wide statistics where fewer than three agencies provide 

a component, no data is shown. In these circumstances, this is indicated by the symbol ‘-
-‘, while the ‘per cent Rep’ column will indicate the percentage of the sample provided 
with the component 

 Mercer reserves the right not to change the names of recipients of our surveys unless 
authorised to do so in writing. This is to prevent confidential survey information being 
provided to unauthorised personnel. 

For the calculation of APS-wide statistics, several criteria—including the number of records 
and the number of agencies—were adopted to preserve confidentiality, as shown below: 
 average – at least three records from at least three agencies 
 Q1, median, Q3 – four or more records from four or more agencies 
 maximum and minimum – more than 10 records from four or more agencies. 

The above APS-wide criteria were used in the preparation of this report, as well as the SES 
Remuneration Survey Report, non-SES Remuneration Survey Report, and the Individual 
Agency Reports.  

Missing Data 
The following approach has been used to represent missing, suppressed or ‘zero’ returns: 
 where fewer than three agencies provide a component (i.e. data is suppressed to ensure 

confidentiality) the symbol ‘--’ is used 
 where no data is provided, a ‘-’ is used 
 where a zero value is returned, the number zero (‘0’) is shown. 
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Remuneration Items 
Base Salary 
Base Salary represents full time equivalent annualised PAYG salary. It includes pre-tax 
employee superannuation contributions made by salary sacrifice and any additional salary 
sacrifice amounts for other benefits. It excludes all other cash components such as bonuses 
and allowances. 

Bonuses 
At a practical level, the terms ‘bonus’ and ‘incentive’ are often used interchangeably. For the 
purposes of consistency throughout the APS Remuneration Survey, performance-based 
payments have been referred to as ‘bonuses’ even though in the APS they are often related 
to achievement of key performance indicators and hence meet the defining criteria of 
incentives. Performance-based bonuses in the private sector would more likely be referred to 
as incentives. 

Total Remuneration Package (TRP) 
TRP is defined as Base Salary plus the value of any benefits such as superannuation and 
motor vehicles, plus FBT on all benefit items. It does not include any bonus payments. 

Total Reward (TR) 
TR is TRP plus bonus payments. 

Statistical Terms 
Average 
The average is the arithmetic mean, calculated by summing all values and dividing by the 
number of values.

Comparatio 
Comparatios (CR) are a representation of market relativity, and are commonly defined as the 
ratio between an actual remuneration rate and a comparable remuneration 
market/benchmark rate, and are expressed as an integer with two decimal places. APS data 
is defined as 1.00, with other jurisdictions’ competitive positioning being assessed against 
the APS. For example, a jurisdiction’s outcome of 0.92 would indicate that it is 8 per cent 
below the APS (1.00). 

First Quartile/Q1 
The first quartile or 25th percentile (Q1) is the midpoint of the lower half of the sample. That 
is, the first quartile is the point where 25 per cent of the cases fall below and where  
75 per cent of the cases fall above. 
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Median 
The median is calculated by sorting all the values into ascending order then locating the 
value where 50 per cent of the cases fall below and where 50 per cent of the cases fall 
above.  

Third Quartile/Q3 
The third quartile or 75th percentile (Q3) is the midpoint of the upper half of the sample. That 
is, the third quartile is the point where 75 per cent of the cases fall below and where  
25 per cent of the cases fall above. 

Midpoint 
The midpoint is calculated by summing the minimum and maximum values of a range of 
figures and dividing this value by two. 

Standard Deviation (SD) 
SD is used to measure the spread of data from the average. The SD is sensitive to outliers, 
so where significant outliers are present this can significantly increase the SD. The greater 
the spread of data, the higher the SD value. 

Symbols 
The symbol ~ means ‘approximately’. 

Within +10 per cent refers to a range between 90 per cent and 110 per cent of a figure. 

Trendlines 
Trendlines, as referred to in this report, are regression lines derived from work value points 
and the corresponding published rates of pay.
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Appendix B 

Relative Position of APS SES and Non-SES 
Classifications with Individual Public Service 
Jurisdictions 
This section compares APS SES and non-SES TRP against individual public service 
jurisdictions. Table data compares the APS median to the individual public service 
jurisdiction’s midpoint. The 2009 results have been included for comparative purposes. In 
addition to the comparatio (CR) analysis, Mercer has also ranked (r) the positioning of the 
APS against the individual public service jurisdictions.  

APS SES Base Salary and TR have not been compared because most jurisdictions manage 
SES remuneration on a TRP basis. Similarly, as bonuses are not a significant feature of 
reward for non-SES classifications or corresponding non-SES equivalent classifications in 
individual public services, Mercer has only undertaken the comparative analysis on the basis 
of TRP for non-SES classifications. 

The data used in the individual public service jurisdiction analysis is based on work value and 
a regression analysis of the reported ranges for each jurisdiction. The individual public 
service jurisdiction analysis utilises each jurisdiction’s reported remuneration range. Mercer 
has adjusted the reported motor vehicle values of each jurisdiction to ensure the true TRP 
values of jurisdictions are appropriately aligned to the APS TRP values. 
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Appendix C 

Overview of Remuneration Practices in the Private 
Sector 
The following section provides an overview of remuneration strategies, practices and policies 
observed in private sector organisations, including: 
 a total remuneration approach, which incorporates salary packaging 
 superannuation 
 motor vehicles 
 incentives. 

Information sources for the analysis in this section include Mercer’s Australian Benefits 
Review 2010, Market Issues Survey January 2011, Mercer’s Executive Incentive Plans 2010,
as well as analyses from Mercer’s proprietary Job Evaluation and Remuneration database. 

Total Remuneration Approach 
A total remuneration approach is where an organisation calculates the remuneration costs 
associated with employing an individual over and above Base Salary. Calculating total 
employment cost (TRP as defined in the APS Remuneration Survey) enables the 
organisation and its employees to understand the full value of remuneration and make valid 
remuneration comparisons between jobs of a similar size. 

The following points provide key trends in relation to a total remuneration approach in the 
private sector: 
 fifty-eight per cent and 56 per cent of organisations offer senior executives and managers 

the option of flexible remuneration packaging respectively. The prevalence of 
remuneration packaging decreases for technical/professional (51 per cent) and 
operations/support staff (46 per cent) 

 of those offering flexibility, more than a quarter impose a minimum on the amount of the 
package which must be taken as cash. This requirement is more prevalent for 
operations/support staff (30 per cent), compared to 26 per cent for senior executives and 
28 per cent for managers and technical/professional staff. At the median, the minimum 
sits at 50 per cent of the remuneration package 

 for those organisations specifying a minimum cash component of the remuneration 
package, this value ranges from 30 per cent to 58 per cent, with an average of  
45.6 per cent across all employee groups. 





















Mercer (Australia) Pty Ltd 
ABN 32 005 315 917 
123 Eagle Street Brisbane QLD 4000 
GPO Box 9946 Brisbane QLD 4001 
61 7 3234 4900 


