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Executive Summary ¢ 2010 Performance Management Report
Background

The Office of State Personnel A & NXBlj dZA NSR (G2 NBLR2 NI | yydz €@
performance management system. GS 126-7 requires each agency and university to have a per-
formance management system that ensures employees have clear performance expectations

and receive feedback on their performance. An end-of-year performance rating is then to be

used to determine SYLJX 28SSaQ StAIAOAfAGE F2NI YABNA
performance structure, referred to in statute as the Comprehensive Compensations System, has

not been funded since 2000. Instead, the Legislature has awarded across-the-board increases or
non-monetary benefits, except in the last two years when no increases or benefits were
granted. The focus of this report, therefore, is on the distribution of performance ratings rather

than the distribution of performance pay. The report looks at the overall administration of per-
formance management in the agencies and universities and at the relationship between per-
formance ratings and a host of demographic and organizational variables.

Summary

1. Rating inflation has decreased ¢ Sixty-eight percent of state employees who received per-

2y

formance ratings exceeded their performance expectations6 4 K & A aX NBOSA GSR

G 2 dzi & (0 | y R AAHBUgh tNsIfighirk néiBiedents a considerable degree of rating infla-
tion, the inflation is dramatically less pronounced than in prior years, when around 85% of
employees have been rated as exceeding expectations. This trend toward more realistic per-
formance ratings was driven in large partby 5 h ¢ Qa A tiod oSayh&wpérformance
management process that focuses on results to be achieved and rates employees on a
three-point scale (meets, exceeds, does not meet expectations).

2. Race is likely a factor ¢ Our statistical test suggests that performance ratings may be having
an adverse impact, specifically on black males. Further analysis determined that the race-sex
differences are not due to supervisor bias. Because their new process uses a three-point rat-
ingscale, DOTQ& LISNF 2NX I yOS NI GAy3Ia dat&Ssha virkugly zé- & |
ro differences in performance ratings due to race but substantial differences due to sex. The
sex differences are caused by males and females being disproportionately represented in
Transportation Worker and administrative positions where performance is characteristically
rated more strictly and more leniently, respectively.

(0p])

3. Ratings are dramatically affected by where and in what job the employee works ¢ There
were dramatic differences in the distribution of performance ratings across the different oc-
cupational groups and from one agency to the next. Officials and administrators earned the

¢

Q¢

KAIKSad LISNDSydGr3IsS 2F G2d2iadryRAYy3IE NI GAy3Ia

received the lowest percentage. Agency differences were dramatic. The percentage of & 2t-dz

[atN

agd

w»
—
rd

gt

a0FyRAYIE ANINBANY Fre NI2Yy S o KAE S GKS LISNOSyGl 3s

aYSSia SE LSl dronisryRty 2%é These differences were due, most likely, to
agency-specific performance management policy variations as well as to the very different
types of work done in different agencies and the unique cultures they have evolved to sup-
port the work.
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4. Experience and age matter; disability status does not ¢ Older, higher paid, and longer serv-
ing employees received higher ratings ¢ on average ¢ than younger, lower paid, and less te-
nured employees. There were no significant performance differences between disabled and
able employees.

5. Fewer employees are not evaluated by their supervisors ¢ Statewide, 81,537 state gov-
ernment employees received performance ratings at the end of the 2009-2010 cycle. About
6,000 employees did not receive ratings in 2010. This constitutes about 7% of the total pop-
ulation of full-time, permanent or probationary employees subject to the State Personnel
Act. About three-quarters of these employees did not receive ratings for legitimate reasons
(mostly due to insufficient time in the job), leaving 1.7% (1,448) of SPA employees without
performance ratings, which was a smaller number than in previous years.

6. Poor performance apparently gets addressed, for the most part ¢ Less than 1% of state

SyLif 2es88a INB (eLAOrffte NI}YGSR &ao0StPeesamad22RéE

bly, poor performance is caught and corrected during the performance cycle and simply

does not show up in the end-of-year performance ratings. Of 353 employees who received a
GoSt2g 3I22RE 2 NI & dzy & slightly &ndrd titud HRaINGpeoved\theii dery 3 A Y

formance in 2010, about 20% left state employment, and another 20% remained with the
state and continued to perform below expectations. The effect of rating inflation on mask-
ing the true incidence of poor performance is not known.

Recommendations

Suggestions for improving the performance management system ¢

Either continue to encourage further experimentation by agencies with performance
management refinements that fit their agency mission and the type of work performed
or institute a uniform, standardized performance management process statewide with
appropriate accommodations for local idiosyncrasies.

Step up training for managers, supervisors, and employees in the basic tenets of per-
formance management.

2 NJ

H T

Ly SYLX 28SSaQ ¢2NJ] LI Iyas LI I ESonBhNBasi SN SYLK

and responsibilities.

ldey i AFe +3SyOASaQ 188 2NEF Y Adnhed hdvidualfex- LIS NF 2 NIV |

pectations with these measures so that there is a cause-effect relationship between col-
lective individual performance and agency performance.

Consider alternative approaches for funding the Comprehensive Compensation System
or for modifying the System so that exemplary employee performance can be differen-
tially rewarded and the counterproductive practice of rewarding everyone equally, ir-
respective of performance, can be ended.
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Performance Management Report No. 22 (2010)

1. Introduction

North Carolina GS 126-7(9) requires an annual report on the administration of the performance
management system.' The current report covers the performance cycle that began on July 1,
2009 and ended on June 30, 2010 (Cycle 22).

The purpose of performance management in North Carolina state government is to encourage

and reward outstanding employee performance by allocating salary increases and bonuses
GolFasSR dzlRy G(KS AYRKIRRAAIS ISR NMiewesties2 ¥ S+ O
that the performance management system in each agency or university provide employees with

clear performance expectations, an understanding of how their work supports their organiza-

GA2Yy Qa YA & aedbackabouthgidparforyhahce, Tthe opportunity to develop, and an

assurance that poor performance will be addressed.

2 KSYy t+y 3SyOeQa LISNF2NXIyOS YIyl3aSySyid LINROSaa
responsibility for managing the performance of their employees. They meet with their em-

ployees and draw up a work plan at the beginning of each year, or when employees first assume

their positions. Work plans specify the performance expectations for each employee for the up-

coming year.

Throughout the year, supervisors and their employees engage in dialogue concerning progress
toward achieving expectations. Supervisors coach their employees to foster employee develop-
ment and motivate higher levels of performance; they counsel their employees to help them
improve when there are problems with their performance.

Employees are evaluated at the end of each annual performance cycle based on how well their

performance has met the expectations set forth in their work plans. The evaluations are done
usingafive-LJ2 Ay 4 NI GAy3 aO0FtSY a2dziadl yRAYy3IZé a@SNE 3
Fl OG2NE ®E

The performance ratings employees receive, in turn, define the parameters within which they

YIed 0SS aNBsglFNRSRE 0@ *diXKIS DRYSEBYyRBEOIRYA AR all SYr@S NJ
higher are eligible, under the Comprehensive Compensation System, to receive a performance

bonus ¢ a one-time, lump sum payment that does not affect base salary. Employees rated

GA22RE 2N KAIKSNIOK NS S8 MR @& NBEXD2IAYyAGE2Y | 61 NR
ritincrease ¢ LISNOSy G AYyONBIFAS Ay SYLX2e8SSaQ isolasS alf|
intended to affect compensation by determining which employees, based on the level of their

performance, can receive merit increases and bonuses.

2. Distribution of Performance Ratings

Of the 87,507 permanent, full-time employees subject to the State Personnel Act who were in-

cluded in this analysis, 81,537 received performance ratings. Forty two percent SNBX NJ 6§ SR & @S N
32 2 Réaboutyore quarter NEOSA PSR a2dziadt yRAY3IE NIGAyIad {4
GKS NI GAy3a &ao0Ft Sz &322 @hiisémeeking thaper®rdiance exfettd-JS Ol | G A 2y
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tions that are set forthinemployeesQ 62 NJ LX | y@® Wo A YOZFHRAYPSRE 32 2 RE
a i Iy Pa%o3taté employees exceeded expectations in the 2009-2010 cycle.

In Table A both the number and percentage of employees receiving each rating are presented.

The percentage of employees not rated (6.8%)is2 Yy LJ NJ g AGK fFad &SI NRa ayz2i
less than what has been seen in prior cycles when as many as ten percent of employees were

not rated. (Further analysis of employees not rated is presented in Section 8 of this report.)

Table A
State Government Workforce Performance Rating Sum-
mary, 2010
Rating Number % 0:);’3;22:”1-
Below Good, Unsatisfactory 672 0.8%
Good 25,386 31.1%
Very Good 34,597 42.4%
Outstanding 20,882 25.6%
Total employees rated 81,537
% of total em-
ployees
Total employees not rated 5,970 6.8%
Total employees 87,507

Since the current performance management system was introduced in 1991, the distribution of

performance ratings has been consistently skewed, with the majority of ratings clustered at the

positive end of the scale. This consistency is apparent in Figure 1, which compares the ratings

distributions from the last 20 years. However, it is noteworthy that, over the last three years,

there has been a discernible shift in the distribution, with a slightly higher percentage of em-

L 28SSa NBOSAGAYIAt@BFSARLISNOSG Vi B ATHd aptiiptistittn ¢ 2 dzd a G I
the 2009-2010 distributionisdue largelyi 2 5 h ¢ Q& A Y LY SY Sy dfdcuseigeyy 2F |y S
formance management system (see Section 6 of this report).
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Figure 1

Distribution of Performance Ratings, 1991-2010
State Government Workforce

Percent of Rated Employees

1991 15% | 30% [ 54%
1992 i 18% [ 42% | 40%
1993 | 18% [ 47% [ 34%
1994 14% [ 50% | 35%
1995 | 14% | 50% [ 35%
1996 15% | 50% | 34%
1997 | 16% [ 50% [ 33%
1998 18% | 50% | 32%
1900 [ 14% | ' 54% ‘ [ ' 32%
¢ 2000 [ 13% ] . 54% ‘ | . 33%
> 2001 13% | 53% | 33%
2002 14% | 52% | 33%
2003 i 3% ] ' 52% ‘ | ' 33%
2004 14% [ 52% | 33%
2005 15% [ 52% [ 33%
2006 16% | 52% | 32%
2007 15% [ 52% [ 32%
2008 18% | 52% | 29%
2009 21% [ 51% | 28%
2010 | 3% [ 42% [ 26%
BBG, US OGood OVery Good OOutstanding

Are Performance Ratings Inflated?

¢CKSNBE Aa YdzOK RAaOdzaaAz2y FY2y3a KdzYly NBaz2dz2NOSa
distribution of ratings should look like. In reality, in many organizations, ratings tend to be

A1S6SRZI 2N aAyFElFGSRZ¢ g A Kighef eny & thevsealbldBan &Y LI 28 SSa
the lower. Consider the following viewpoints about performance ratings:

e Job performance, like many other things, varies from person to person. In a large group
of employees, there are likely to be some top performers, many performers in the mid-
dle, and a few who are not performing effectively. Thus, job performance should be dis-
tributednormallyct A1 S (GKS adl GAGmbe@less. ay 2N¥If OdzNIBISE

e A familiar counter argument asserts that the purpose of human resource management
(HRM) systems is to ensure that only highly qualified people are hired. Furthermore, ef-
fective performance management, training, and compensation practices operate to op-
timize the performance of those hired. Thus if performance ratings were distributed in a
GNHzE & y2N¥YIE FlLakKAaAzys gAGK &AT+FofS ydzYoSNaB 2
g2dzf R adzZ33Said GKIG GKS 2NBFYATFGA2y Q& | wa LIN

e ¢KS LJzof A0Qa LISNBLISOGADGS Aad RAFTFSNByG adatty
handsome profit, offering great products, delivering wonderful service, or, in the case of
state agencies and universitiess Fdzf FAf f Ay3a Ada YIYRFGS FyR YSES
a cost effective way) then it would make sense to learn that management believes 68%

AN v oA A v oA o~

2T SYLX 28SSa KIFIPS SEOSSRSR (GKSANI LISNF2NXI yOS
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performance has not been stellar, the public would be incredulous to learn of such a
skewed distribution of ratings.

e [tis also granted that most performance appraisal ratings are prone to error and bias,
tendencies that are exacerbated when employees perform jobs that are inherently diffi-
cult to measure. Furthermore, when performance management systems are based pri-
marily on activities and behaviors rather than results, ratings are more subjective. In
other words, a little inflation is to be expected when the system for measuring perfor-
mance lacks rigor.

e LYy GKS aiGriSQa LISNF2NXI YOS YIwladSYayi 32eRESY
YR & dzy & I ¢lare taténided ds BraNsitary states in which employees are not ex-
pected to linger for long. Supervisory action is required to address the problem and as-
sist the employee in raising the performance level at any time performance on any one
SELISOGF A2y RMELZR AGKt 2dzOKI 23 dzy RSNEGI yRAY 3
TS SYLX28S5Sa NS NIGSR SAGKSNI aoSt2¢ 3I22RE

3. Distribution of Salary Increases and Awards

Table BLINBASyida (GKS KAald2NEB 2F (GKS t SInpeashtibni dzZNBQa T
System. The table distinguishes between increases (additions to base pay) and bonuses (one-

time pay outs or awards). Furthermore, both increases and bonuses can be either based on per-

formance (as defined by the Comprehensive Compensation System) 2 NJ RSt A 3SNBR a I ONE
02 NRé OQDANIdzr fte SOSNEB SYLX28SS NBOSAGAYy3a (GKS
are also incorporated into the table. For all intents and purposes, across-the-board increases are
deyz2yeyvYz2dza sA0KAEGOGYilid2 TC2 NIONF BS NREOS LIdzN1J2 aSax
each year, the change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
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History of Pay Increases and Bonuses*

Table B

6 change in areer growt crossthe-boar erformance crossthe-board bonus
vear % change i C g h A he-board Perf A he-board b /
CPI (merit) increase increase bonus award
1991 4.2% - - -- --
1992 3.0% -- $522 (avg. 2%) - -
1993 3.0% - 2.0% -- 1.0%
1994 2.6% - 4.0% - 1.0%
1995 2.8% - 2.0% - -
1996 3.0% 2.0% 2.5% - -
1997 2.3% 2.0% 2.0% - -
1998 1.6% 2.0% 1.0% 1.0%
1999 2.2% 2.0% 1.0% - $125
2000 3.4% 2.0% 2.2% - $500
2001 2.8% - $625 (avg. 1.9%) - -
2002 1.6% - -- - 10 days bonus leave
2003 23% ) B ) $550 and 10 days bonus
' leave
Greater of 2.5% or 2.5% if salary > $40,000;
0 ) ) ,000;
2004 2.7% $1,000 $1,000 if below
0,
2005 3.4% - Greater of 2.0% or - 5 days bonus leave
$850
2006 3.2% - 5.5% - -
2007 2.8% - 4.0% - --
Greater of 2.75% 2.75% if salary > $40,000;
0 } } ,000;
2008 3.8% or $1,100 $1,100 if below
0.5% of annualized salary was
2009 -0.4% - - - deductedf N2 Y S Y LJ
pay
2010 NA - - - -

*% change in CPI = Change from previous year in Consumer Price Index. Source:

http://inflationdata.com/inflation/Consumer_Price Index/HistoricalCPIl.aspx?rsCPI_currentPage=0

The Legislature funded the Comprehensive Compensation System at least partly on several oc-
casions in the late 1990s but, since 2001, has granted across-the-board increases or across-the-
board bonuses rather than performance-based increases or performance-based bonuses.

For the 2009-2010 performance cycle, the Legislature neither funded the Comprehensive Com-
pensation System nor provided an across-the-board salary increase. Due to the continuing se-
vere economic recession and a consequent multi-billion dollar shortfall in state revenue, the
state was hard-pressed to fund basic services. Thus, Governor Perdue, seeking to cut expenses
wherever possible, restricted agencies from filling vacant positions and from making promo-
tions, reallocations (position reclassifications), career-banding adjustments, in-range adjust-
ments or other salary adjustments.5

Since no performance pay was authorized in the 2009-2010 performance cycle, the intent of this

NB LJ2 NJi

Aa

y2i 2

SEFYAYS K2g
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http://inflationdata.com/inflation/Consumer_Price_Index/HistoricalCPI.aspx?rsCPI_currentPage=0

mance (since there were no such increases), but to note the relationship between ratings and
important employee demographics and other factors. Also included are analyses of race and sex
differences in performance ratings and the consequences of poor performance.

4. Race and Sex Differences in Performance Ratings
Statewide Perspective

The race and sex composition of the state workforce has remained fairly constant across the
past several cycles. Table C presents the 2010 numbers and percentages for the standard EEO
categories. Males and females are about equally represented. Whites make up about two-thirds
while blacks comprise slightly less than one-third of the workforce; there are (proportionally)
small numbers of American Indians, Asians, and Hispanics.

Table C

Race and Sex Composition of
State Government Workforce, 2010
(Frequencies)

Male Female Totals
White 31,722 25,878 57,600
Black 10,017 15,725 25,742
Hispanic 539 557 1,096
Asian 751 825 1,576
American Indian 698 531 1,229
Totals | 43727 | 43516 87,243

(Percentages)

Male Female Group %s
White 36.4% 29.7% 66.0%
Black 11.5% 18.0% 29.5%
Hispanic 0.6% 0.6% 1.3%
Asian 0.9% 0.9% 1.8%
American Indian 0.8% 0.6% 1.4%

| Group %s | 50.1% 49.9%
The 2010 distribution of ratings by race and sex is presented in Figure 2. 5h ¢ Q& Rk-GI | NB

cluded from this table, as well as from the disparate impact analysis that follows. The reason for
excluding DOT is G KI & Ay 5 h ¢ Qaied perFoémance NdBragdnierit rocess, em-
ployees are rated on a scale that has only three points that translate to the statewide levels of
G2dziadF yRAYAZE G 3 2A8dRGisto the yhiRa lakgd &fdncy that des BoRuges
0KS G @SNE I xaudescondilbrabla disBrtidn & &résults.

Excluding DOT, there were 75,376 permanent, fulltime SPA employees statewide. Of those,

70,238 received performance ratings and these are the ratings that are profiled in Figure 2.

There are substantial differences in ratings among the race and sex categories. White females

KIS GKS KAIKSadG LISNOSyGr3aIsS 2F az2dziadl yRAy3IE
O2y N} &aldsz ofrO]l YFHfSa KI@GS GKS t2¢6Sad LISNDSyi
GaA22R¢ NYXGAy3ITao
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Figure 2

Distribution of Ratings by Race and Sex, 2010
State Government Workforce, DOT Excluded

Percent of Rated Employees

White Males 22% B 52% | 25%
% White Females | 16% | l 45% l I 39%
S BlackMales I 34% | 52% | | 13%
g Black Females : 29% | | : 49% | | 20%
§  OtherMales | 27% | | 53 | | 20%
Other Females 24% | 47% | 29%
BBG, US OGood OVery Good O Outstanding

Because of the small numbers of American Indians, Asians, and Hispanics relative to the num-

bers of whites and blacks in the state workforce, the distributions for these smaller groups
should be viewed with caution. Nonetheless, although the percentages of & 2 i K S NE NI
small, the numbers are not trivial. In each of these groups, there are more than 1,000 em-
ployees who received ratings.

O
w»
Qx

Are the Race and Sex Differences Significant?

On average, black males received lower ratings than other groups. But is this difference signifi-
cant (that is, is it big enough to be both statistically significant and of practical concern) and is it
persistent (that is, does it show up consistently from year to year)?

To determine if the difference is significant we apply the four-F A F G K& G NXz S 2 F ({ KdzY o
by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.® According to this rule, if the rate for the
group in question is less than four-fifths (80%) of the rate for the most successful group, a po-
tential disparity exists. This rule was originally applied to employee selection (hire rate of appli-

Olyida 2F | LI NIAOdzZ I NJ ANRdzZL) O2YLI} NBR (2 GKS KAN
OSa&FdzAZ ¢ INRAZAN® Ly GKS LINBaSyd | ylidyeesivaas GKS N
LI NI A Odzf F NJ INRBdzL) NI 6 SR a@SNE 3I22Ré 2NJ a2dziadl yR

most successful group of employees.

IN2010,836: 2F HKAGS FSYI{S SyLXz2888a 6K2 NBOSAD
a0FyRAYIB: (ARSEAARNRE G NI G SR Faréfiftha i 88.6%isB80M.S & & F dzf € 0
¢CKdzAZ AF Fye 3INPR dzLIBA%, iLINIDLS guidenca & potentidl disparate St 2 6 ¢
impact.

Figure 3 shows the statewide data (excluding DOT ratings, as explained above). The red bracket
extending down from the white-female data-point represents the range within which, according
to the four-fifths rule, a difference would not be considered evidence of a potential disparity. A
3 NP dzLJaint idlldinkve to fall below this bracket to suggest disparate impact.
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At £ I NP goids SE QS Wl o tfall Within thelbriackef @ggesting the performance
management system may have disparate impact on that group.

Figure 3

Statewide Disparate Impact Analysis, DOT Excluded:
Percent Rated "Very Good" or "Outstanding” by Race and Sex, 2001-2010

=<F=-White Males =-<O-=White Females
—— Black Males —e— Black Females
i— Other Males »— Other Females

90% A

80% -

70% A

60% -

Percent Rated "Very Good" or "Outstanding”

50%

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Year

Race and Sex Differences in Performance at DOT

¢KS RAAGNRAOdzOAZ2Y 2F LISNF2NXIYyOS NIradAy3aa F+d 5he
introduction of a new performance management system. In the new system, work plans are

A 2 4 A 9~

odzA f G F NRPdzy R SELISOG SR NB & dandiaithe fividveiiarching doalky’ (2 5h ¢ ¢
e Make our transportation network safer
e Make our transportation network move people and goods more efficiently
e Make our infrastructure last longer
e Make our organization a place that works well
e Make our organization a great place to work

5h¢ Kra SadlofAdKSR Ydz GALI S YSUNRO&A GAGKAY Sl (
plans, managers, supervisors, and individual contributors are held accountable for achieving cer-

tain target results on one or more of these metrics or to contributing in some defined way to-

ward such achievement. In addition to the focus on results, DOT has adopted a three-point rat-

ing scale (does not meet, meets, and exceeds expectations).

h G(KS mMmMIuwcc 5h¢ SyLX 28584 ¢K2 NBOSAOSR NI GAy
GI22RZ¢ | YR HFiguré §sBoivetiie didrdidh ofperformance ratings, broken
2dzi o0& SYLX2888 NIOS FyR &4SEZ T2 NompldyeesQd FANE G & ¢
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Figure 4

Distribution of Ratings by Race and Sex, 2010
State Government Workforce, DOT Only

Percent of Rated Employees

White Males 85% [ 12%

> T I I
g White Females 69% | 29%
= I | I
o Black Males 86% | 9%
e I
g Black Females 67% | 31%
o | | |
£ Other Males 84% [ 13%
o T T

Other Females 70% | 25%

EBG, US OGood OVery Good O Qutstanding

The ratings profile suggests large differences in performance ratings due to employee sex and
very small differences due to race. Black females, although making up a relatively small percen-
tage of the DOT workforce, received the highest ratings.?

The results of the disparity analysis, applied to the DOT data for 2010, are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5
DOT-only Disparate Impact Analysis, 2010
={F=-White Males =--<O-=White Females
—m— Black Males —e— Black Females
Other Males @ Other Females
40%
=¢/)
=
.o
8 30% A §
(&1
iy
a |
> &
w i
1]
o
>
e 20% A
i
=)
Q
= =
x |
=
g 10% A =
[}
o
0%
2010

While race differences in ratings are negligible, there are dramatic differences due to employee

sex. Clearly, raceisnotanissdzS Ay 5h¢Qa yS¢g LISNF2NXIyYyOSr YIyl3aSysS
ence in ratings is most likely due to the very different representation of males and females in

different occupational groups. Transportation worker is the most populous classification in DOT

and 97% of transportation workers are male.
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What Lies Behind the Race and Sex Differences in Performance?

To determine if a difference is systemati¢ previous performance management reports have
adopted the following convention: If a potential disparity persists across three consecutive
cycles, it should be regarded as a disparity warranting investigation. Since 2010 is the first year
in which a potential disparity has been detected, this investigatory step is, technically, not re-
quired. For the past two years, however, the Annual Report has included analyses to rule out
two likely causes of group differences in ratings.

Race differences in performance ratings are not unigue to the North Carolina state government

workforce. Comparable black-white differences are consistently found in the research literature

on job performance.’ The magnitude of the black-white difference in job performance in these

studies is .39 standard deviations. In 2010, the average rating for white state employees was

4.12 and for black state employees, 3.85. This difference of one-¥ 2 dzNI K 2 F | LR Ayl 2V
five-point rating scale represents a difference of .37 standard deviations, nearly identical to the

broader findings in the published research.

One possible explanation for systematic differences in employee performance ratings based on
race is supervisor bias: Do raters generally favor one group over another irrespective of actual
performance? This explanation would be valid if, for example, white supervisors (whether con-
sciously or without awareness) collectively rated black employees lower than other employees.

I gl@& G2 LINLHAFIEfE GSad GKAa Ll2aaAroAftAade Aa G2
0KS LISNF2NXIFyOS 2F gKAGSE o6fFO01Z FYR Ga20KSNE SY
depending on who is rating whom. If rating bias does not exist, average ratings will be roughly

the same for all combinations of supervisor race and employee race.

Figure 6 reports the number of pairings based on supervisor and employee race. Of the 75,071
supervisor-employee pairings included in this analysis, by far the most common was white su-
pervisor and white employee (54% of the total pairings). However, there are significant numbers
of white-on-black pairings (17%), black-on-black (14%), and black-on-white (10%).
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Figure 6
Supervisor-Employee Pairings by Race
State Workforce, 2010
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Figure 7 presents the ratings data. Black supervisors are stricter in their ratings than white su-
pervisors. Both rate black employees somewhat more harshly than white employees.

Figure 7

The Effect of Supervisor-Employee Race on Employee Ratings
State Workforce, 2010
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The significant finding to be noted in Figure 6 is that the lower average rating received by black
employees is not due to lower ratings assigned them by any one supervisor-race group; all su-
pervisor-race groups rate black employees lower than white employees. These findings do not
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suggest that white supervisors are biased in their ratings of black employees ¢ any more than
are black supervisorsF YR ¢ 2 G KSNE & dzLJSNIIA & 2 NB&
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5. Occupational Differences in Performance Ratings

Section 4 of this report surveyed the relationship between performance ratings anR
RSY23INI LIKAO T OdG2NA
R § ot@patiddalldikfeke@ds (the types of jobs people perform ¢ Section 5)

a2yl té
GSNY I ¢

2F NI OS

and cultural differences (the particular agencies or universities where they work ¢ Section 6).

First ¢ occupational differences. Are people who perform different types of jobs rated in syste-
matically different ways? The state classifies its jobs into eight occupational groups'®, of which

professional, administrative support, and law enforcement account for the largest number of

employees. (Detailed breakdown of numbers and ratings is included in the Appendix in Table G.)
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es are illustrated in Figure 8a for agency SPA employees and in Figure 8b for university SPA em-

ployees.

Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Occupation, 2010
Agency SPA Employees

Craft & Production (N = 8398)

Service (N = 6450)

Law Enforcement (N = 14416)

Technicians (N=3169)

Occupational Group

Professional (N =18146)
Management Related (N =5789)

Official / Administrator (N =1078)

Figure 8a

Percent of Rated Employees

Administrative Support (N =8070)

I 66% [ 9% | 1a%

i 0% | io% | 21%
% [ | 58% | [ 8%

25% I| % | 32%

1 5% l % | 1%

i 25% l| % | %

1 %] 0% [ %

i [ 29;% | | 60% l
B EG, US OGood O Very Good @ Outstanding

On the agency side, officials and administrators (top and middle management) are the most le-
niently rated employees (89% exceeded expectations). Occupations with the lowest percentage
of employees exceeding expectations are craft and production (32%) and technicians (41%).
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Figure 8b

Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Occupation, 2010
University SPA Employees*

Percent of Rated Employees

Craft & Production (N = 1666) 26% | 50% T 2%
Service N = 2424) l 2% [ | n [ 12%

g Law Enforcement (N = 500) | 39% l | I 46% I | 14%
-—é Administrative Support (N=4499) | 19% | | o | %
§ Technicians (N = 373) { 23% Il % | —
g professional (N=4069) || _17% ] | % | %

Management Related (N=1829) | 17% | 42% | —a0%

Official / Administrator (N =63) L | 351/0 I 58% l

W EBG, US O6Good O Very Good @ Outstanding

* UNC-CH occupational data are notincluded.

On the university side, officials and administrators also had the highest percentage of ratings
exceeding expectations (93%). Service (53%) and law enforcement (60%) had the lowest percen-
tage. Service occupations include healthcare support, food and beverage, building and grounds
workers, and their first-line supervisors. The law enforcement group includes police, correction-
al officers, and their supervisors.
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6. Agency / University Differences in Performance Ratings

CKA&a {SOGA2y KAIKEAIKGA GKS aSO2yR 2F (KS (g2
dramatic difference in how employees are rated: the environment (or culture) in which they

perform their jobs ¢ in other words, the agency or university where they work.

Thirty state entities using BEACON as their HR information system (mostly agencies) and 17 or-
ganizations entering their personnel data in PMIS for the purpose of central data reporting (uni-
versities) are covered in this Section.

Distribution of Ratings in State Agencies

Figure 9 shows the distribution of ratings within each agency. The agencies are arranged in the

figure in order, from those with the lowest percentages of high-rated employees 6 & 2 dzi A G F Y RA Yy 3§

L dza G @PSNE 3I22 Réhestpergentap.2aS A 0GK (GKS KA3

State agencies use the BEACON system to manage their HR information. All the data presented
in Figure 9 are based on data entered into the BEACON system by agency staff. The School of
Science and Math, although part of the state university system, also has adopted BEACON as its
system of record and is therefore included with state agencies in this presentation.

Looking at all the agencies included in this figure, it is apparent that different agencies take very
different approaches to performance evaluation, whether as a matter of policy (some agencies
supporting more positive ratings and others encouraging a more strict approach to appraisals)
or as a reflection of the very different types of work performed within. At one extreme there are

0KS 1 dzZRAG2NRE 2FFAOS:T &0 K 208 ROPWwiesl6hdofeR-A Y 3¢ NI G .

Lt 285848 6SNB NIVIBRyw2ddade RRA&y D2 A lpkint ting Q&  dza S

a0l tSy GKS Ga@SNE 3I22R¢ LRAYG 2y (GKS &dliS NI GAyY

trum, over 90% of employees at Justice, Public Instruction, Administration, Wildlife Resources,

AN w oA A ¥ A o~
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322Ré NI GAY3IOD

Agency data are presented in tabular format in Table H (in the Appendix).
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Figure 9

Distribution of Employee Performance Ratings, 2010
(BEACON data source)

Transportation (N =11266)
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Juvenile Justice (N =1504)
Commerce (N =451)
Correction (N =16677)
Revenue (N =1301)
Insurance (N =392)
Elections (N =52)

State Controller (N =186)
HHS (N =14984)

CCPS (N = 538)

DENR (N =3326)

Secy State (N =184)
ESC (N =1486)

OSBM (N =58)

Sch Sci & Math (N =79)
Labor (N =359)
Community Col (N =181)
Cultural Res (N = 675)
Agriculture (N =1216)
Banking Comm (N = 98)
SBI(N = 598)

State Personnel (N = 80)
Wildlife Res (N = 590)
Administration (N = 546)
Public Instruction (N = 540)
)

Justice (N =584

Percent of Rated Employees
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Distribution of Ratings in State Universities

Data from the universities, which have not adopted BEACON as their system of record (with the
SEOSLIiA2Yy 2F GKS {OKz2z2t 27 {C))\S)/C)S YR al KO KI
lw adFFFd ¢KA& KFa NBIjdzA NSR & R2 dzorbubnelySgter NE ¢ 2y
personnel data into their system of record for management and control purposes and also enter

data into PMIS to satisfy the requirement for centrally reporting key personnel transactions to

OSP. (The HR staff at UNC-CH provides a special spreadsheet, generated from their system of

record, as input for this report.)

Figure10LINB a Sy (i a UKS dzy A S NEAGASaQ NbubheyigbgeesRA & (I NRA 0 dzi
NI SR G GKS G¢g2 KAIKSAG fSOHStaT pasthestNdB OSABSR |y
est distribution, withonly28: 2 F SYLJX 28SSa NBOSAQGAYy3 a2dziadl yRAY

Figure 10
Distribution of Employee Performance Ratings, 2010
(PMIS data source)
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University data are laid out in tabular format in Table I in the Appendix.
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7. Other Demographic Differences in Performance Ratings
Age and Performance

Table D shows how age groups are represented within the state workforce. The 40-to-49 and
50-to-59 year old groups are the most populous.

Table D
State Government Workforce
By Age Bracket, 2010

Age NIT1Cr el Percentage
Employees
<20 18 0.0%
20-29 7,166 8.8%
30-39 17,279 21.3%
40-49 25,090 31.0%
50-59 23,984 29.6%
60-69 7,168 8.8%
>69 339 0.4%
81,044

Table E shows how the state government employee population falls into generational group-
ings. Baby Boomers (currently 46 to 64 years old) make up approximately 53% of the workforce.
The Silent Generation or Late Career Employees (65 years and older) account for less than 3%.
Generation Xers (34 to 45 years of age) comprise about 28% of employees. And the youngest
group, Generation Y or Echo Boomers (age 34 and younger), account for about 16%.

Table E
State Government Workforce
By Generational Group, 2010

Generation E:i:;lz ?/L?s Percentage
Generation Y (<34) 13,252 16.4%
Generation X (34-45) 22,895 28.3%
Baby boom (46-64) 42,816 52.8%
Silent generation (65-85) 2,081 2.6%

81,044

As can be seen in Figure 11, there is a clear age-related performance trend. The percentage of
G2dziadryRAY3IE NI GAYy3A
SYLX 288Sa Ay GKSANI FATFTOASaA
29-year-old group on. The youngest employees received arather f  NAS y dzYo SNJ 2 F
LISNOSyGF3sS 27
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<20
20-29
30-39
40-49

Age Bracket

50-59
60-69
>69

Generational Group

Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Age, 2010

Figure 11

State Government Workforce

Percent of Rated Employees

Baby boom (46-64)

Silent gen (65-85)

25% 75%
I
43% | 42% | 14%
I I
34% | 44% 21%
I I
32% | 42% 25%
[ [
29% | 42% 28%
[ [
28% | 42% 29%
I |
29% [ 41% 29%
mBG, US D0Good OVery Good O Outstanding
Figure 12 illustrates the same trend with the data organized by generational groups.
Figure 12
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings
by Generational Group, 2010
State Government Workforce
Percent of Rated Employees
Gen Y (<34) I 40% | 43% | 17%
B I I
Gen X (34-45) 33% | 43% | 23%
g I I
30% | 42% 27%
1 | |
28% | 40% 31%
mBG, Us 0O Good OVery Good O Qutstanding
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Salary Range and Performance

In general, as can be seen in Figure 13a and Figure 13b, employees at higher salary grades, in
both the agencies and the universities, 1 SY R (12 0SS NI SR KAIKSNWD
ratings increases steadily from the lowest- to highest-paid ranges.

Figure 13a
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Salary Range, 2010
Agency SPA Employees
Percent of Rated Employees
$22,000 - $29,999 2% | ' 5% | 12%

3 $30,000-$39,999 34% l | | 46% | | 19%
‘g $40,000 - $54,999 31% : | %10% | : 28%
& $55,000- $74,999 29% | 37% | 34%

$75,000- | 21% | l 31% I | 418%

mBG,US 0Good OVery Good @ Outstanding
Figure 13b
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Salary Range, 2010
University SPA Employees
Percent of Rated Employees
$22,000 - $29,999 20% | \ 42% l 16%

3 $30.000-$39,999 21% | I 44% | | I 33%
'g, $40,000- 354,999 | 15% | l 42% l | I43%
§ $55,000 - $74,999 l 14% | 43% | l 42%

§75,000- | 12% | 43% | I45%

EBG, US O0Good OVery Good O Outstanding
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Length of Service and Performance

Figure 14a and Figure 14b show the relationship between length of service and evaluation rat-
ing in the agencies and universities, respectively. There is a clear linear trend: the longer an em-

L 28SSQa aSNWAOS (GAYSI (KS KAIKSNI GKS S@IFfdzk (A2
Figure 14a
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Tenure, 2010
Agency SPA Employees
Percent of Rated Employees
<2yrs 47% B 39% [ 12%
£ T I I
2-5yrs 39% | 44% [ 16%
[ I [
5 510yrs | 3¥% [ 4% . | 20%
2 10-15yrs 33% [ 43% [ 24%
o E T T Il
£ 15-20yrs 31% [ 41% | 26%
- T T Il
S 20-25yrs 28% [ 42% 30%
L 8 I I I
25-30 yrs 28% | 36% 35%
- I I I
30-35yrs 23% [ 34% [ 43%
— I I [
>35yrs 25% [ 29% | 45%
EBG, US O0Good OVery Good O Outstanding
Figure 14b
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Tenure, 2010
University SPA Employees
Percent of Rated Employees
<2yrs 3% |  44% ] 23%
| | |
2-5yrs 27% [ 45% [ 26%
[ I [
= 5-10 yrs 23% |I 44% : | 32%
2 10-15yrs 21% [ 42% 36%
[=% T T I
£ 15-20yrs 20% [ 41% | 38%
- [ T I
5§ 20:25yrs 9% | 39% [ 4%
> 1 I I I
25-30yrs || 17% [ 37% [ 45%
— Il ! Il
30-35yrs 12% | 40% | 48%
i T T I
>35yrs I 15% | 35% [ 48%
mBG, US O0Good OVery Good O Outstanding

Although not included in the above charts, as would be expected, employees who were not
rated had the least amount of service time (8 years, compared to 11 years for the workforce
overall).
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Disability and Performance

Within the state workforce in 2010, 1,477 employees identified themselves as disabled (UNC-CH
has not been included in this accounting). This amounted to 1.9% of the total workforce. Of the
disabled state employees, about 6% did not receive ratings, a proportion that is in line with the
total number of employees that were not rated.

Figure 15a and Figure 15b compare the distribution of ratings for disabled employees with the
distribution for able employees in agencies and universities. The able-disabled distributions
coincide quite closely, indicating that disabled employees were evaluated no differently than
able employees.

Figure 15a

Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Disability, 2010
Agency SPA Employees

Percent of Rated Employees

Not disabled 34% | 42% | 23%

. I I I
Disabled ] 37% | 44% [ 18%
mBG, US 0Good OVery Good O Outstanding
Figure 15b
Distribution of Appraisal Ratings by Disability, 2010
University SPA Employees
Percent of Rated Employees
Not disabled 24% |‘ 43% | %
| I |
Disabled 29% | 42% | 2%
EBG, US O0Good OVery Good OOQutstanding
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8. Employees Not Rated

Inevitably, each year a number of employees do not receive ratings. Table F shows the number
of employees who did not receive ratings in 2010 and the reasons for their not being rated. One
of three legitimate explanations may be entered into the HR database to explain the absence of
arating:

a. Insufficient time to evaluate ¢ This designation is used for new hires, reinstatements,
and permanent employees who have not had sufficient time to complete the minimum
performance cycle. (Some agencies have set six months as the operational definition of

GadzFFTAOASY U GAY&E KBt Y220 KENII 6B IEBER

OASYld GAYS®ED

b. Leave without pay ((WOP)¢c9 YLJ 28SSa ¢K2 FNB 2y 2 2N] SNRa

those who are in non-pay status due to Short-term or Extended Short-term Disability are
O2RSR Fa aiff Str1g&de A (K2 dz

c. Evaluation not done ¢ Agencies may use this code if there is documentation explaining

gKe |y SyYLX2eSSqQa Sgrtdad irzy ol a yz2i

would not have evaluated an employee may include: employee resigned without notice,
employee is receiving severance salary continuation, employee is exhausting leave, em-
ployee has a temporary appointment, employee is currently unable to discuss the work
plan because they are out of work on extended sick leave or presently in the hospital,
and employee has died during the performance cycle.

If neither a rating nor an explanatory code is entered for an employee, the rating is classified as

drating notenteredé YR Ad Aa LINBadzYSR (KFG (GKS &adzLJSNIDA a2

are missing have not fulfilled their responsibilities for establishing work plans and completing
evaluations of their employees. However, sometimes ratings do not get entered into either
BEACON or PMIS by the annual June 30 deadline, but they do show up in the system in the next
month or two. To minimize lateness as a reason for missing ratings, OSP extracts the data used
in this report in October, a full quarter of a year after the ratings entry deadline. Thus it is likely
GKFG GKS a NI GAY 3 shewd in TaBlefF &rs duBStR superyisozy rdtSaddleting
evaluations for their employees.

Table F
Employees Not Rated, 2010
Reason Employees Not Rated Number %e?:];)]l(())t;g:sesd % (;;‘l(t)gt:lelgn-
Insufficient time to evaluate 3,335 55.9% 3.8%
Leave without pay (LWOP) 434 7.3% 0.5%
Evaluation not done 753 12.6% 0.9%
Rating not entered 1,448 24.3% 1.7%
Total employees not rated 5,970 6.8%
Total employees 87,507

The 1.7% of employees with missingratings0 a NI G Ay 3 y 2 G S y25%, MEcR Kaw)
held fairly steady over the last few years. This is a positive trend, indicating greater diligence on
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stressing the importance of performance management.
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receive a rating? Figure 16 6 NS | {4 2dzi (GKS day20 NI G§SRHEepeRlI GF o0& S
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sex groups are minimal.

Figure 16
Distribution of "Not Rated" by Race and Sex, 2010
State Government Workforce

Percent of All Employees in Demographic Category

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%
White Males 3.6% | |
> g I
S White Females 3.7% I |
% : [
z Black Males 4.3%
= g I
% Black Females 4.0%
g . |
& Other Males 4.3%
B I
Other Females 4.4%
Olnsufficient time OLWOP OEval not done EMissing
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9. Addressing Poor Performance

hyS 2F GKS LlzN1Jl2aSa 2F GKS LISNF2NXYIFyOS YIFylFasSys

LISNF 2 NXY I yOS 2 F!cahéths,doStimSlate ighdedeB & dniployee performance ¢
whether by sustaining high performers, moving lower performers to higher levels of perfor-
mance, or moving out of the organization those low performers who fail to improve. How well
does the system accomplish these ends?

Because performance ratings are by and large inflated, it is difficult to answer the general ques-
tion about furthering outstanding performance. Taken literally, the ratings data suggest that this
objective has been achieved beyond any2 Yy Sndd&st dreams. After all, 99% of state employees
meet or exceed their performance expectations.

However, it is possible to use the ratings data to answer a harrower question: Is poor perfor-
mance effectively addressed? You would expect that employees who perform | i G K S
I322R¢ 2NJ adzyal GAaFTrOG2Neé € SOSta 62dxd RE-
tisfactory level of performance or moved out of state government.

Figure 17 looks at changes in performance from year to year, in this case from 2009 to 2010.

Figure 17
2010 Status of Employees Compared to their 2009
Performance Levels

% of 2009 Employees

O Outstanding

OVerygood
Rated BG or USin 2009 (N = 3532) OGood
EBG,US
BNotrated

W NolLonger Employed

| 51%

e
3
=
2
= Rated "Good" in 2009 (N = 18610) >
¢ o
]
0
S
-
5]
P | 58%
% Rated "Very Good" in 2009 (N =
& 39896)
[es]
-
()
o~
| s4%
Rated "Outstanding” in 2009 (N =

21452)

The first conclusion to be drawn from the data is that employees who perform effectively tend
to continue to perform at the same level over time, although this trend is not as pronounced as

Go0St26
208N (K

in prior years. For instance, 64> 2 F SYLJX 2@8SSa NI ($SdBntinded tziper-G I Yy RAY 3 €
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form at that level in 2010, withonly 142 RNRZ LJILJA y 3 o0 | O 8%icdvingthgStatee 322 R¢ |
government work force. Similarly, 58% of employees rated ¢ @S NE 32 @dBrtinuetl 6 H N N

LISNF 2NY 0 0KS dI@GNeHg:3 AR SRSASt dAY Iy RGOK 2 L
alFyRAYy3e  STSE RMNFLIWNSIA o HKIGHR emoyeds 3 DATReteived

lower ratingsin 2010 A Ky Ay HAng RdS G2 dKFG 3Sy®eéQa GNIy
F3SYSyid LINRPOSaaxr sKAOK O2dzyiia F¥2NJ 0KS f26SNJ &
levels this year.)

0

The second conclusion has to do with employees who perform poorly. Although there were

comparatively few of them in 2009 (353, according to the ratings data), 55% improved their per-

formance in the following year. On the flip side of the performance management coin, 20% of

the poor performers were no longer employed by state government in the following year. How-

ever, 20% (78 employees) were still employed by the state in 2009 and performing at the same

ineffective levelThisisO2 y AA 4GSy d 6AGK flFad @SFNRa FTAIdNB 27
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Appendix

Table G1

Distribution of Ratings by Occupation, 2010
Agency SPA Employees

Employees Not

Employees Performance Ratings Rated
- % of
0 t
ceupation Number | State | Number | %BG, | o | 9%Very | % Out NL,’\I”;?” % Not
Work Rated us ° Good | standing Rated
Rated

force
?Of:'c'a' / Administra- 1,078 16% | 1,012 0.3% 11% 29% 60% 66 6%
Management Related 5,789 8.8% 5,487 1.1% 27% 40% 32% 302 5%
Professional 18,146 27.7% 17,001 0.6% 25% 43% 31% 1,145 6%
Technicians 3,169 4.8% 3,028 1.2% 58% 23% 18% 141 4%
Sg:‘t"”'s”at"’e Sup- 8070 | 123% | 7,507 0.7% 250% 42% 32% 473 6%
Law Enforcement 14,416 22.0% 13,109 0.4% 34% 58% 8% 1,307 9%
Service 6,450 9.8% 5,984 0.4% 29% 49% 21% 466 7%
Craft & Production 8,398 12.8% 7,815 2.1% 66% 19% 13% 583 %
Total 65,516 61,033 0.8% 34% 42% 23% 4,483 7%

Table G2
Distribution of Ratings by Occupation, 2010
University SPA Employees
. Employees Not
Employees Performance Ratings Rated
; % of
O t
ceupation Number | State | Number | %BG, | o | 9%vVery | % Out N‘,‘\l";?er % Not
Work Rated us ° Good | standing Rated
Rated

force
grf'c'a' / Administra- 63 0.4% 55 3.6% 4% 35% 58% 8 13%
Management Related 1,829 11.9% 1,707 1.3% 17% 42% 40% 122 7%
Professional 4,069 26.4% 3,805 0.8% 17% 45% 38% 264 6%
Technicians 373 2.4% 334 1.2% 23% 47% 29% 39 10%
’;gr”t“”'s”a“"e Sup- 4499 | 202% | 4114 1.4% 19% 39% 40% 385 9%
Law Enforcement 500 3.2% 437 0.9% 39% 46% 14% 63 13%
Service 2,424 15.7% 2,237 1.5% 45% 41% 12% 187 8%
Craft & Production 1,666 10.8% 1,580 0.8% 26% 50% 23% 86 5%
Total 15,423 14,269 1.2% 24% 43% 32% 1,154 %

Note: UNC-CH uses a different classification scheme for occupation; their data are not included here.
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Table H
Distribution of Employee Performance Ratings, 2010*
(BEACON Data Source)

Employees PerformanceRatings (% of rated ees)
g Total # #rated | % rated U, BG Good VER o

Good standing
Justice 593 584 98% 0.3% 2% 45% 53%
Public Instruction 699 540 T7% 0.4% 6% 36% 57%
Administration 574 546 95% 0.4% 7% 55% 38%
Wildlife Res 598 590 99% 0.0% 8% 36% 56%
State Personnel 81 80 99% 0.0% 9% 56% 35%
SBI 609 598 98% 0.7% 10% 48% 41%
Banking Commission 99 98 99% 0.0% 11% 2% 16%
Agriculture 1,246 1,216 98% 0.4% 11% 46% 43%
Cultural Res 713 675 95% 0.3% 12% 50% 38%
Community Col 185 181 98% 0.0% 12% 48% 40%
Labor 371 359 97% 0.8% 12% 38% 50%
Sch Sci & Math 98 79 81% 3.8% 9% 58% 29%
0SBM 62 58 94% 0.0% 14% 50% 36%
ESC 1,566 1,486 95% 1.0% 18% 55% 26%
Secretary of State 185 184 99% 0.5% 19% 63% 18%
DENR 3,539 3,326 94% 0.4% 19% 55% 25%
CCPS 571 538 94% 0.7% 19% 41% 40%
HHS 15,898 14,984 94% 0.5% 22% 43% 35%
State Controller 194 186 96% 0.0% 23% 66% 11%
Elections 60 52 87% 1.9% 21% 69% 8%
Insurance 408 392 96% 1.0% 23% 59% 17%
Revenue 1,318 1,301 99% 0.8% 23% 61% 14%
Correction 18,342 16,677 91% 0.4% 25% 62% 13%
Commerce 612 451 74% 0.4% 32% 45% 23%
Juvenile Justice 1,580 1,504 95% 0.8% 32% 51% 16%
Info Technology 570 555 97% 0.2% 38% 53% 9%
CCPS-Highway Patrol 2,199 2,120 96% 0.1% 50% 43% 7%
State Treasurer 292 268 92% 0.4% 50% 40% 10%
State Auditor 164 160 98% 3.8% 73% 23% 0%
Transportation 11,912 11,266 95% 2.3% 82% 0% 16%
Admin Hearings 25 23 92% 0.0% 0% 48% 52%
State Health Plan 12 12 100% 0.0% 17% 58% 25%
Total agency 65,375 61,089 93% 0.8% 34% 42% 23%
Total statewide 87,508 81,576 93% 0.9% 31% 42% 26%

* Includes SPA, full-time, permanent, active employees as of 6/30/2010. Data extracted 10/1/2010.
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Table |
Distribution of 2010 Employee Performance Ratings*
(PMIS Data Source)

Employees Performance Ratings (% maited ees)
University Very ]

Total # # rated % rated U, BG Good Good Outstanding
6080 | ASU 1,241 1,192 96% 0.3% 5% 43% 53%
6082 | UNC-P 369 346 94% 0.9% 10% 51% 38%
6055 | UNC-A 334 319 96% 0.0% 12% 49% 39%
6086 | ECSU 289 254 88% 0.4% 16% 52% 32%
6040 | UNC-G 1,122 1,069 95% 0.7% 16% 51% 33%
6020 | UNC-CH 6,629 6,140 93% 0.7% 19% 43% 37%
6010 | UNC-GA 284 274 96% 0.0% 22% 47% 31%
6030 | NCSU 3,538 3,419 97% 0.8% 23% 41% 35%
6065 | ECU 2,886 2,524 87% 1.5% 23% 42% 34%
6060 | UNC-W 920 884 96% 1.6% 24% 44% 30%
6092 | Sch Arts 199 174 87% 2.3% 24% 36% 38%
6075 | WCU 599 576 96% 0.7% 28% 33% 38%
6070 | NC A&T 833 739 89% 1.4% 27% 48% 24%
6050 | UNC-C 1,457 1,300 89% 1.5% 30% 43% 25%
6084 | WSSU 440 381 87% 4.5% 37% 43% 15%
6090 | NCCU 586 536 91% 1.9% 41% 41% 16%
6088 | FSU 407 360 88% 1.7% 76% 21% 2%
Total University 22,133 20,487 93% 1.0% 22% 43% 34%
Total Statewide 87,508 81,576 93% 0.9% 31% 42% 26%

* Includes SPA, full-time, permanent, active employees as of 6/30/2010. Data extracted 10/1/2010.
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Reasons Employees Not Rated, 2010*

Table J

(BEACON data source)

Reason Not Rated

Reason Not Rated

EETEES (% of all ees) (counts)
Insu- Rating ) Rating
e fio | Lwop| BV | nor | MSUftl wop| BV@ gt
# not % not . not cient not
Total # cient | status en- . status en-
rated rated ] done time done
time (@) ®) tered ©) (@) ®) tered
(6) (10) (10)
Administration 574 28 5% 1% 1% 0% 3% 7 4 17
Admin Hearings 25 2 8% 8% 0% 0% 0% - -
Agriculture 1,246 30 2% 2% 0% 1% 0% 20 2 8 -
Banking Comm 99 1 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1 - -
ggfr i‘l""ghway 2,199 79 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 78 1 -
Commerce 612 161 26% 2% 0% 0% 24% 13 - 148
Community Col 185 4 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 4 - -
orrection s s (] (] () () () ,

C i 18,342 1,665 9% 7% 1% 1% 0% 1,375 140 95 55
CCPS 571 33 6% 5% 1% 0% 0% 26 4 1 2
Cultural Res 713 38 5% 5% 0% 0% 0% 36 1 1 -
Elections 60 8 13% 0% 0% 0% 13% - - 8
ESC 1,566 80 5% 4% 1% 0% 0% 61 16 -
DENR 3,539 213 6% 1% 0% 0% 4% 41 10 154
HHS 15,898 914 6% 5% 1% 0% 0% 740 155 11
Info Technology 570 15 3% 2% 0% 0% 0% 13 2 -
Insurance 408 16 4% 2% 0% 1% 0% 10 1 2
Justice 593 9 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 4 3 -
SBI 609 11 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2 1 -
Juvenile Justice 1,580 76 5% 3% 0% 1% 0% a7 4 21 4
Labor 371 12 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 10 1 1 -
Public Instruction 699 159 23% 1% 0% 0% 22% 4 2 153
Revenue 1,318 17 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 10 2 5 -
Sch Sci & Math 98 19 19% 0% 0% 0% 19% - - 19
Secy State 185 1 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% - - 1
State Auditor 164 4 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 2 - 2
OSBM 62 4 6% 0% 0% 0% 6% - - 4
State Controller 194 8 4% 4% 0% 0% 1% 7 - 1
State Health Plan 12 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - - -
State Personnel 81 1 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% - - 1
State Treasurer 292 24 8% 0% 0% 0% 8% - 1 23
Transportation 11,912 646 5% 1% 0% 0% 4% 137 47 17 445
Wildlife Res 598 8 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 6 2 -
Total 65,375 4,286 % 4% 1% 0% 2% 2,662 400 174 1,050

* Includes SPA, full-time, permanent, active employees as of 6/30/2010. Data extracted 10/1/2010.
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Reasons Employees Not Rated, 2010*

Table K

(PMIS data source)

Reason Not Rated

Reason Not Rated

ENpITEES (% of all employees) (counts)
University Inf?_u‘- LWOP Eval er:\;itng In_suff'r LWOP Eval Rsl;i?g
Total # PR | 0T cient | status not en- c_lent status not en-
2= 2= time (8) d(c;r;e tered t|(r;1)e (8) d(c;r;e tered
@) ©) (V)
UNC-GA 284 10 4% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1 4 5
UNC-CH** 6,629 489 7% 2% 0% 5% 1% 111 4 318 56
NCSU 3,538 119 3% 3% 0% 0% 0% 100 11 8
UNC-G 1,122 53 5% 2% 0% 0% 2% 28 25
UNC-C 1,457 157 11% 11% 0% 0% 0% 154 1
UNC-A 334 15 4% 2% 0% 1% 1% 8 5
UNC-W 920 36 4% 3% 0% 1% 0% 25 4 5
ECU 2,886 362 13% 5% 0% % 1% 136 10 188 28
NC A&T 833 94 11% 1% 0% 0% 10% 10 1 1 82
WCU 599 23 4% 3% 0% 0% 1% 16 1 6
ASU 1,241 49 4% 0% 0% 2% 2% 5 24 20
UNC-P 369 23 6% 4% 1% 0% 1% 15 3 5
WSSU 440 59 13% 4% 0% 0% 9% 18 41
ECSU 289 35 12% 3% 0% 0% 9% 9 26
FSU 407 47 12% 1% 0% 0% 11% 1 43
NCCU 586 50 9% 5% 0% 3% 0% 30 20 -
Sch Arts 199 25 13% 3% 0% 6% 4% 5 12 8
Total 22,133 | 1,646 % 3% 0% 3% 2% 674 34 579 359

* Includes SPA, full-time, permanent, active employees as of 6/30/2010. Data extracted 10/1/2010.

** UNC-CH data provided by UNC-CH HR staff.
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Endnotes

16S126-7(c)(ch0 Y G ¢KS {GFGS t SNA2YY St S5ANBOG2NI aKIff NBLR NI
System to the Commission. The report shall evaluate the performance of each department, agency, and
institution in the administration of its appraisal system and the distribution of salary increases and awards
within each department, agency, and institution and across state government. The report shall include
recommendations for improving the performance appraisal system and alleviating inequities. Copies of
the report, as adopted by the State Personnel Commission, shall be sent to the Governor, Lieutenant
Governor, President Pro Tempore of the Senate, Speaker of the House of Representatives, the standing
personnel committees of the House of Representatives and the Senate, and the State Auditor. The State
Personnel Director shall recommend to the General Assembly for its approval sanctions to be levied
against departments, agencies, and institutions that have deficient performance appraisal systems or that
do not link salary increases and awards to employee job performance. These sanctions may include with-
holding salary increases and awards from the managers and supervisors of individual employing units of
departments, agencies, and institutions in which discrepancies exA & (i @ &

2GS 126-T 6 | Iis¥the policy of the state to compensate its employees at a level sufficient to encourage
excellence of performance and to maintain the labor market competitiveness necessary to recruit and
retain a competent work force. To this end, salary increases to state employees shall be implemented
through the Comprehensive Compensation System based upon the individual performance of each state
employee. The Comprehensive Compensation System shall combine salary increases and awards into an
interrelated system of compensation that furthers the recruitment, retention, career service, and out-
a0 YyRAY3I LISNF2NXI YOS 2F aidlGdS SyLX 2eS5Sao¢

365 126-1 6 Craraer gbowth recognition awards, cost-of-living adjustments, and performance bonuses

shalbebad SR 2y FyydzZ f LISNF2NXYIyOS LN Aalfa 2F Fttf S
{GFGS tSNBR2YyYSt [/ 2YYA&aarzy X &aKFtf | R2LI LRtAOe |y
and regulations shall include the following:

(1) The performanceapLINJ A al f a&adsSy 2F SIFOK X | 3Syoe X aklftft
ensure that career growth recognition awards, cost-of-living adjustments, and performance bonuses are
distributed fairly.

(2) To be eligible to distribute career growth recognition awards, cost-of-living adjustments, and
LISNF2NXIFYyOS o62ydzaSaz | woye X |3ISyde X akKlktt KF@S |y 2
been approved by the Commission. The performance appraisal system adopted shall use a rating scale of
five levels, with level four or better qualifying for performance bonuses, level three or better qualifying
for career growth recognition awards, and level two or better qualifying for cost-of-living adjustments.

The performance appraisal system adopted shall adhere to modern personnel management techniques
YR LIN} OGA0Sa Ay 02YY2y dzaS Ay GKS Lzt AO yR LINAGI G
(4) An employee whose performance is rated at or above level four of the rating scale shall be el-

ATAo0fS G2 NBOSAGS X | LISNF2NXYIYyOS o62ydza Xo
(4a) An employee whose performance is rated at or above level three of the rating scale shall re-
OSAGS I OFNBSNI INRPgGK NBO23aYyAGA2Y | 6 NRXD ¢KS OF NBSNH

percent (2%) increase within the employee's assigned pay grade. In no event shall any award increase an
employee's compensation above the maximum of the range.

(4b) An employee whose performance is rated at or above level two of the rating scale and who
has not received a suspension without pay or demotion that has not been resolved shall receive a
cost-of-living increase.€

‘“¢KAA RSTAYAGAZY 2fm6ESAB.MRET ODYoaBYAYERANBBNF2NYEyOS |
adopted [by an agency] shall use a rating scale of five levels, with level four or better qualifying for per-

formance bonuses, level three or better qualifying for career growth recognition awards, and level two or
better qualifying for cost-of-f A @A y 3 | R2dza i Y Sy (@ilead () ftha Satute Satthad m H ¢
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acareergrowthrecogpA G A2y 6 NR Ad FIAPSYy (G2 SYLX28S%a 6Kz2aS LISN
F3SYSyiQa SELJSO()P[E)\QY@ITFZ ' LISNF2NXI yOS 6‘2)/'(11125\ Aa 3AAXAGSy
F3SYSyiQa SELSOIllIGAZ2yadé ¢Kdza GKS { (Al GESBDOIR SRR YWRIDE;

® Executive Order No. 20, 7/24/2009.

® Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service Commission, Department of Labor, and De-

partment of Justice (1978). Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Proceduress! a St SOGA 2y NI
any race, sex, or ethnic group which is less than four-fifths (4/5) (or eighty percent) of the rate for the

group with the highest rate will generally be regarded by the Federal enforcement agencies as evidence of

adverse impact, while a greater than four-fifths rate will generally not be regarded by Federal enforce-

ment agencies as evidence of adverse impact. Smaller differences in selection rate may nevertheless con-

stitute adverse impact, where they are significant in both statistical and practical termsorwK SNB | dzd SND a
actions have discouraged applicants disproportionately on grounds of race, sex, or ethnic group. Greater

differences in selection rate may not constitute adverse impact where the differences are based on small

numbers and are not statistically significant, or where special recruiting or other programs cause the pool

2F YAY2NRGE 2N FSYIES OFyRARFGSA (G2 0SS FGeaLAOKE 2F GF
" Because the number of Hispanics, Asians, and American Indians is relatively small compared to the white

FyR ofFO1 OFGS3aI2NASaz GKS&S INRdzZLIA KIS 0SSy O2YoAySH
® Race and sex makeup of DOT employees who received performance ratings: 7,048 white males, 1,771

white females, 1,355 black males, 551 black females, 431 other males, and 107 other females.

° Two recent articles that summarize research findings on racial differences in job performance: Philip L.

w2iKz 1ftSy L® 1 dzFFOdziis FYyR tKAETALI . 20122 Ga9GKYAO L
New Meta-! y I £ &@uma éfApglied Psychologp003, 88(4), pp. 694-706) and Patrick F. McKay and

aAOKEFSt @ aO51 yiASt s -White Meas Sifferentes iyf WarkiPRriormahce: Moré | O

51 GF 3% a2NB Jagnal$Mpplied Rsicholo@po0s, 91(3), pp. 538-554).

Y“hoOdzLd Gazytt OflaairTAOIGAZ2Yya FNB o6FaSR 2y (GKS FTSRSN
system.

' General Statute 126-7(a).
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