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Executive Summary ς 2010 Performance Management Report  

Background 

The Office of State Personnel ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
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 ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ŜƭƛƎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƳŜǊƛǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōƻƴǳǎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ǉŀȅ-for-
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 ς Sixty-eight percent of state employees who received per-
formance ratings exceeded their performance expectations όǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ 
άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎύ. Although this figure represents 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 part by 5h¢Ωǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘation of a new performance 
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 ς 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-
ing scale, DOTΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ data show virtually ze-
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.  

3. Ratings are dramatically affected by where and in what job the employee works ς 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 
ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǿ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ 
received the lowest percentage. Agency differences were dramatic. The percentage of άƻǳt-
ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǊŀƴƎŜd ŦǊƻƳ л҈ ǘƻ рт҈ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ όƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ 
άƳŜŜǘǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέύ varied from 82% to 2%. 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 ς Older, higher paid, and longer serv-
ing employees received higher ratings ς on average ς 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 ς 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 ς Less than 1% of state 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǊŀǘŜŘ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅέ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ ȅŜŀǊΦ Presuma-
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 
άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ нлл9, slightly more than half improved their per-
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 ς 

 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.  

 Lƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ, less on behaviors 
and responsibilities. 

 IdeƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ ƪŜȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ŏonnect individual ex-
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.1 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 
άōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜΦέ2 State policy further requires 
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-
ǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ Ŧeedback about their performance, the opportunity to develop, and an 
assurance that poor performance will be addressed. 

²ƘŜƴ ŀƴ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜΣ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǘŀƪŜ 
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 
using a five-Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΥ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣέ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΣέ άƎƻƻŘΣέ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘΣέ ŀƴŘ άǳƴǎŀǘƛs-
ŦŀŎǘƻǊȅΦέ  

The performance ratings employees receive, in turn, define the parameters within which they 
Ƴŀȅ ōŜ άǊŜǿŀǊŘŜŘέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ3 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ŀ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ 
higher are eligible, under the Comprehensive Compensation System, to receive a performance 
bonus ς a one-time, lump sum payment that does not affect base salary. Employees rated 
άƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ άŎŀǊŜŜǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǿŀǊŘΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀ Ƴe-
rit increase ς ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ōŀǎŜ ǎŀƭŀǊȅΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ is 
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 ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ άǾŜǊȅ 
ƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ about one quarter ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ {ǘŀǘǳǘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘǇƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ άƎƻƻŘΣέ ŀǎ άƳŜŜǘǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ4 (that is, meeting the performance expecta-
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tions that are set forth in employeesΩ ǿƻǊƪ ǇƭŀƴǎύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ άƻǳt-
ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣέ 68% of state 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%) is ƻƴ ǇŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ άƴƻǘ ǊŀǘŜŘέ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ 
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 
% of rated em-

ployees 

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-
ǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ άƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΦέ The abrupt shift in 
the 2009-2010 distribution is due largely ǘƻ 5h¢Ωǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ-focused per-
formance management system (see Section 6 of this report). 
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Figure 1 

 
Are Performance Ratings Inflated? 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ŀ άǇǊƻǇŜǊέ 
distribution of ratings should look like. In reality, in many organizations, ratings tend to be 
ǎƪŜǿŜŘΣ ƻǊ άƛƴŦƭŀǘŜŘΣέ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ƙigher end of the scale than at 
the lower. Consider the following viewpoints about performance ratings: 

 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-
tributed normally ς ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ άƴƻǊƳŀƭ ŎǳǊǾŜέ ς more or less. 

 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 
ǘǊǳƭȅ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƛȊŀōƭŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘέ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜǊǎΣ ƛǘ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Iwa ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŦŀƛƭŜŘΦ  

 ¢ƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǘƛƭƭΥ LŦ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭ όŜΦƎΦΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ 
handsome profit, offering great products, delivering wonderful service, or, in the case of 
state agencies and universitiesΣ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƛƴ 
a cost effective way) then it would make sense to learn that management believes 68% 
ƻŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ .ǳǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
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performance has not been stellar, the public would be incredulous to learn of such a 
skewed distribution of ratings.  

 It is 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. 

 Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǘǿƻ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ς άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘέ 
ŀƴŘ άǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅέ ς are intended as transitory 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 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘǊƻǇǎ ōŜƭƻǿ άƎƻƻŘΦέ ²ƛǘƘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻ 
ŦŜǿ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅΦέ  

3.  Distribution of Salary Increases and Awards 

Table B ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ /ƻmpensation 
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) ƻǊ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ άŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
ōƻŀǊŘέ όǾƛǊǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻǊ ōƻƴǳǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
are also incorporated into the table. For all intents and purposes, across-the-board increases are 
ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ άŎƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘΦέ CƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎΣ ŦƻǊ 
each year, the change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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Table B 

History of Pay Increases and Bonuses* 

Year 
% change in 

CPI 
Career growth 
(merit) increase 

Across-the-board 
increase 

Performance 
bonus 

Across-the-board 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 2.3% -- -- -- 
$550 and 10 days bonus 

leave 

2004 2.7% -- 
Greater of 2.5% or 

$1,000 
-- 

2.5% if salary > $40,000; 
$1,000 if below 

2005 3.4% -- 
Greater of 2.0% or 

$850 
-- 5 days bonus leave 

2006 3.2% -- 5.5% -- -- 

2007 2.8% -- 4.0% -- -- 

2008 3.8% -- 
Greater of 2.75% 

or $1,100 
-- 

2.75% if salary > $40,000; 
$1,100 if below 

2009 -0.4% -- -- -- 
0.5% of annualized salary was 

deducted ŦǊƻƳ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ 
pay 

2010 NA -- -- -- -- 

*% change in CPI = Change from previous year in Consumer Price Index. Source: 
http://inflationdata.com/inflation/Consumer_Price_Index/HistoricalCPI.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 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ Ƙƻǿ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ǎŀƭŀǊȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻr-

http://inflationdata.com/inflation/Consumer_Price_Index/HistoricalCPI.aspx?rsCPI_currentPage=0
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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 43,727 43,516 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¢Ωǎ Řŀǘŀ ŀǊŜ Ŝx-
cluded from this table, as well as from the disparate impact analysis that follows. The reason for 
excluding DOT is ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ 5h¢Ωǎ ƴŜǿΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ-based performance management process, em-
ployees are rated on a scale that has only three points that translate to the statewide levels of 
άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣέ άƎƻƻŘΣέ ŀƴŘ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘΦέ Adding into the mix a large agency that does not use 
ǘƘŜ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭ causes considerable distortion of the results.  

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 
ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ Lƴ 
ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ōƭŀŎƪ ƳŀƭŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ 
άƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ  
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Figure 2 

 
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 άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǊŀŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
small, the numbers are not trivial. In each of these groups, there are more than 1,000 em-
ployees who received ratings.  

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-ŦƛŦǘƘǎ άǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǳƳōέ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ 
by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.6 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-
Ŏŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǊŜ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǎǘ ǎǳc-
ŎŜǎǎŦǳƭέ ƎǊƻǳǇύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜ ƛǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŜƳǇloyees in a 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǊŀǘŜŘ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
most successful group of employees.  

In 2010, 83.6҈ ƻŦ ǿƘƛǘŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άƻǳt-
ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΤέ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊŀǘŜŘ όάƳƻǎǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭέύ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ7 Four-fifths of 83.6% is 66.9%. 
¢ƘǳǎΣ ƛŦ ŀƴȅ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ōŜƭƻǿ с6.9%, it would be evidence of potential disparate 
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 
ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ Řŀǘŀ-point would have to fall below this bracket to suggest disparate impact.  
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Aƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ Řŀǘŀ-points ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ōƭŀŎƪ ƳŀƭŜǎΩ fall within the bracket, suggesting the performance 
management system may have disparate impact on that group.  
 

Figure 3 

 
 
Race and Sex Differences in Performance at DOT 

¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŀǘ 5h¢ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀƭǘŜǊŜŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ 
introduction of a new performance management system. In the new system, work plans are 
ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǘƻ 5h¢Ωǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ Ǉƭŀƴ and to the five overarching goals:  

 Make our transportation network safer 

 Make our transportation network move people and goods more efficiently 

 Make our infrastructure last longer 

 Make our organization a place that works well 

 Make our organization a great place to work 

5h¢ Ƙŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛǾŜ άōǳŎƪŜǘǎΦέ ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ 
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). 

hŦ ǘƘŜ ммΣнсс 5h¢ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΣ мс҈ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣέ ун҈ 
άƎƻƻŘΣέ ŀƴŘ н҈ άōŜƭƻǿ ƎƻƻŘΦέ  Figure 4 shows the distribution of performance ratings, broken 
ƻǳǘ ōȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜ ǊŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄΣ ŦƻǊ 5h¢Ωǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭl employees. 
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Figure 4 

 
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.8   

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

Figure 5 

 
While race differences in ratings are negligible, there are dramatic differences due to employee 
sex. Clearly, race is not an issǳŜ ƛƴ 5h¢Ωǎ ƴŜǿ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜȄ ŘƛŦŦŜr-
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 systematic, 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 unique to the North Carolina state government 
workforce. Comparable black-white differences are consistently found in the research literature 
on job performance.9 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-ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ƻŦ ŀ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
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.  

! ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ Ƙƻǿ ǿƘƛǘŜΣ ōƭŀŎƪΣ ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ǊŀǘŜ 
ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛǘŜΣ ōƭŀŎƪΣ ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΦ LŦ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ōƛŀǎ ŜȄƛǎǘǎΣ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ 
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 

 
 
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 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 ς any more than 
are black supervisors ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ.  
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5.  Occupational Differences in Performance Ratings 

Section 4 of this report surveyed the relationship between performance ratings anŘ ǘƘŜ άǇŜr-
ǎƻƴŀƭέ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǊŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘǿƻ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ǘƻ άŜx-
ǘŜǊƴŀƭέ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ς occupational differences (the types of jobs people perform ς Section 5) 
and cultural differences (the particular agencies or universities where they work ς Section 6).  

First ς occupational differences. Are people who perform different types of jobs rated in syste-
matically different ways? The state classifies its jobs into eight occupational groups10, 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.) 

¢ƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ά!ǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΚέ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ ŀ re-
ǎƻǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ά¸ŜǎΦέ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎΦ These differenc-
es are illustrated in Figure 8a for agency SPA employees and in Figure 8b for university SPA em-
ployees.  

Figure 8a 

 

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 

 

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 

¢Ƙƛǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƳŀƧƻǊ άŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭέ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ 
dramatic difference in how employees are rated: the environment (or culture) in which they 
perform their jobs ς 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 όάƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ 
Ǉƭǳǎ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέύ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎhest percentages.  

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 
ǘƘŜ !ǳŘƛǘƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ т3҈ άƎƻƻŘΣέ and DOT where 16% of em-
ǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ун҈ άƎƻƻŘΦέ ό²ƛǘƘ 5h¢Ωǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŜ-point rating 
ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜŘΦύ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜc-
trum, over 90% of employees at Justice, Public Instruction, Administration, Wildlife Resources, 
and StatŜ tŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ όǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀƴ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ 
ƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎύΦ 

Agency data are presented in tabular format in Table H (in the Appendix).  
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Figure 9 
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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 
ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ƻŦ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ aŀǘƘύΣ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ taL{ ōȅ ŜŀŎƘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ 
Iw ǎǘŀŦŦΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ άŘƻǳōƭŜ ŜƴǘǊȅέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΥ ǘƘŜȅ routinely enter 
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.) 

Figure 10 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΦ !{¦ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ф5% of employees 
ǊŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΤ ро҈ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀƴ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΦέ CŀȅŜǘǘŜǾƛƭƭŜ {ǘŀǘŜ has the strict-
est distribution, with only 23҈ ƻŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ 

 
Figure 10 

 
 
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 
Number of 
Employees 

Percentage 

<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 
Number of 
Employees 

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 
άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǎǘŜŀŘƛƭȅΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ ǳǇΣ ƭŜǾŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦŦ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛŦǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƛȄǘƛŜǎΦ ά±ŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ нл-to-
29-year-old group on. The youngest employees received a rather ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ Ǌŀt-
ƛƴƎǎΣ ōǳǘ ŀǎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜǎΦ 
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Figure 11 

 
 

Figure 12 illustrates the same trend with the data organized by generational groups.  

Figure 12 
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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, ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ 
ratings increases steadily from the lowest- to highest-paid ranges.  

Figure 13a 

 
Figure 13b 
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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-
ǇƭƻȅŜŜΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƛƴƎΦ  

Figure 14a 

 
Figure 14b 

 

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 

 
 

Figure 15b 
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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 
a rating: 

a. Insufficient time to evaluate ς 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 
άǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ ŦƛǊƳ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άǎǳŦŦi-
ŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜΦέύ  

b. Leave without pay (LWOP) ς 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ƻƴ ²ƻǊƪŜǊΩǎ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŀǾŜ ŀƴŘ 
those who are in non-pay status due to Short-term or Extended Short-term Disability are 
ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ ά[ŜŀǾŜ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ tŀȅΦέ 

c. Evaluation not done ς Agencies may use this code if there is documentation explaining 
ǿƘȅ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜΩǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜΦ [ŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
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 
άrating not enteredέ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ 
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 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘέ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ shown in Table F are due to supervisors not completing 
evaluations for their employees. 

Table F 
Employees Not Rated, 2010 

Reason Employees Not Rated Number 
% of not-rated 

employees 
% of total em-

ployees 

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 missing ratings όάǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘέύ ƛǎ Řƻǿƴ ŦǊƻƳ 2.5%, which has 
held fairly steady over the last few years. This is a positive trend, indicating greater diligence on 
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ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΣ Iw ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΩ leadership in 
stressing the importance of performance management.  

Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ǊŀŎŜ ƻǊ ǎŜȄ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ 
receive a rating? Figure 16 ōǊŜŀƪǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ άƴƻǘ ǊŀǘŜŘέ Řŀǘŀ ōȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜ ǊŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄΦ The per-
ŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ [²ht ŀƴŘ άŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƴƻǘ ŘƻƴŜέ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘan 1%. Differences across the race-
sex groups are minimal.  

 
Figure 16 
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9.  Addressing Poor Performance 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ άŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ Χ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎέ11 ς that is, to stimulate high levels of employee performance ς 
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 anyƻƴŜΩǎ wildest 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 narrower question: Is poor perfor-
mance effectively addressed? You would expect that employees who perform ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άōŜƭƻǿ 
ƎƻƻŘέ ƻǊ άǳƴǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅέ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǿƻǳƭŘΣ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΣ ōŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŀ ǎa-
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 

 
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 
in prior years. For instance, 64҈ ƻŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǊŀǘŜŘ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ƛƴ нлл9 continued to per-
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form at that level in 2010, with only 14҈ ŘǊƻǇǇƛƴƎ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ 8% leaving the state 
government work force. Similarly, 58% of employees rated άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƛƴ нлл9 continued to 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛƴ нл10 while 10҈ ƪƛŎƪŜŘ ƛǘ ǳǇ ŀ ƴƻǘŎƘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άƻǳt-
ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛƴ нллф ŀƴŘ 24҈ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ άƎƻƻŘΦέ (Many employees at DOT received 
lower ratings in 2010 ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ нллф ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ Ƴŀn-
ŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ 
levels this year.) 

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 level. This is ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƻŦ му҈Φ  
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Appendix 

Table G1 
Distribution of Ratings by Occupation, 2010 

Agency SPA Employees 

Occupation 

Employees Performance Ratings 
Employees Not 

Rated 

Number 

% of 
State 
Work 
force 

Number 
Rated 

% BG, 
US 

% Good 
% Very 
Good 

% Out-
standing 

Number 
Not 

Rated 

% Not 
Rated 

Official / Administra-
tor 

1,078 1.6% 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% 

Administrative Sup-
port 

8,070 12.3% 7,597 0.7% 25% 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 7% 

Total 65,516   61,033 0.8% 34% 42% 23% 4,483 7% 

 
Table G2 

Distribution of Ratings by Occupation, 2010 
University SPA Employees 

Occupation 

Employees Performance Ratings 
Employees Not 

Rated 

Number 

% of 
State 
Work 
force 

Number 
Rated 

% BG, 
US 

% Good 
% Very 
Good 

% Out-
standing 

Number 
Not 

Rated 

% Not 
Rated 

Official / Administra-
tor 

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% 

Administrative Sup-
port 

4,499 29.2% 4,114 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 7% 

 
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) 

Agency 
Employees Performance Ratings (% of rated ees) 

Total # # rated % rated U, BG Good 
Very 
Good 

Out-
standing 

Justice             593            584  98% 0.3% 2% 45% 53% 

Public Instruction             699            540  77% 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% 72% 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% 

OSBM               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 I 
Distribution of 2010 Employee Performance Ratings* 

(PMIS Data Source) 

University 
Employees Performance Ratings (% of rated ees) 

Total # # rated % rated U, BG Good 
Very 
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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Table J 

Reasons Employees Not Rated, 2010* 
(BEACON data source) 

Agency  

Employees 
Reason Not Rated  

(% of all ees) 
Reason Not Rated  

(counts) 

Total # 
# not 
rated 

% not 
rated 

Insuf-
fi-

cient 
time 
(6) 

LWOP 
status 

(7) 

Eval 
not 

done 
(8) 

Rating 
not 
en-

tered 
(10) 

Insuffi-
cient 
time 
(6) 

LWOP 
status 

(7) 

Eval 
not 

done 
(8) 

Rating 
not 
en-

tered 
(10) 

Administration 574  28  5% 1% 1% 0% 3% 7   4   -   17  

Admin Hearings 25  2  8% 8% 0% 0% 0% 2   -   -  -  

Agriculture 1,246  30  2% 2% 0% 1% 0% 20   2   8  -  

Banking Comm 99  1  1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1   -   -  -  

CCPS-Highway 
Patrol 

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   -   -  -  

Correction 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   3  -  

DENR 3,539  213  6% 1% 0% 0% 4% 41  10   8  154  

HHS 15,898  914  6% 5% 1% 0% 0%  740   155   8   11  

Info Technology 570  15  3% 2% 0% 0% 0% 13   2   -  -  

Insurance 408  16  4% 2% 0% 1% 0% 10   1   3  2  

Justice 593  9  2% 1% 1% 0% 0%  4   3   2  -  

SBI 609  11  2% 1% 0% 0% 0%  8   2   1  -  

Juvenile Justice 1,580  76  5% 3% 0% 1% 0% 47   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  7% 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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Table K 

Reasons Employees Not Rated, 2010* 
(PMIS data source) 

University  

Employees 
Reason Not Rated  

(% of all employees) 
Reason Not Rated  

(counts) 

Total # 
# not 
rated 

% not 
rated 

Insuf-
fi-

cient 
time 
(7) 

LWOP 
status 

(8) 

Eval 
not 

done 
(9) 

Rating 
not 
en-

tered 
(0) 

Insuffi-
cient 
time 
(7) 

LWOP 
status 

(8) 

Eval 
not 

done 
(9) 

Rating 
not 
en-

tered 
(0) 

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   -  2  

UNC-A 334  15  4% 2% 0% 1% 1%  8   -   5  2  

UNC-W 920  36  4% 3% 0% 1% 0% 25   4   5  2  

ECU  2,886   362  13% 5% 0% 7% 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%  3   -   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  7% 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 

                                                 
1
 GS 126-7(c)(фύΥ ά¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ tŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

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 exƛǎǘΦέ 

2
 GS 126-тόŀύΥ άIt is 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-
ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΦέ 

3 GS 126-тόŎύΥ άCareer growth recognition awards, cost-of-living adjustments, and performance bonuses 

shall be baǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŀƭǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ŜŀŎƘ Χ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΧΦ ¢ƘŜ 
{ǘŀǘŜ tŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ Χ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
and regulations shall include the following: 

(1) The performance apǇǊŀƛǎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ Χ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ Χ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ 
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 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ōƻƴǳǎŜǎΣ ŀώƴϐ Χ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ Χ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ 
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 
ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΦ Χ 

(4)  An employee whose performance is rated at or above level four of the rating scale shall be el-
ƛƎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ Χ ŀ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ōƻƴǳǎ ΧΦ  

(4a)  An employee whose performance is rated at or above level three of the rating scale shall re-
ŎŜƛǾŜ ŀ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǿŀǊŘΧΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ǘǿƻ 
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.έ 

4
 ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴŦŜǊǊŜŘ from GS 126. In 126-тόŎύόнύΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǇǇǊŀƛǎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ 

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-ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎΦέ 9ƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ όмнс-7 (a2)(1) and (3)), the Statute states that 
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a career growth recognƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǿŀǊŘ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ άƳŜŜǘǎ ƻǊ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ Ƴŀn-
ŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΤέ ŀ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ōƻƴǳǎ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ άŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ Ƴŀn-
ŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘǳǘŜΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƎƻƻŘέ ƛǎ άƳŜŜǘǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

5
 Executive Order No. 20, 7/24/2009. 

6
 Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service Commission, Department of Labor, and De-

partment of Justice (1978). Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection ProceduresΥ ά! ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
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 terms or wƘŜǊŜ ŀ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ 
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 
ƻŦ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ƻǊ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ Ǉƻƻƭ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƎǊƻǳǇΦέ 

7
 Because the number of Hispanics, Asians, and American Indians is relatively small compared to the white 
ŀƴŘ ōƭŀŎƪ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ 

8
 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. 

9
 Two recent articles that summarize research findings on racial differences in job performance: Philip L. 
wƻǘƘΣ !ƭƭŜƴ LΦ IǳŦŦŎǳǘǘΣ ŀƴŘ tƘƛƭƛǇ .ƻōƪƻΣ ά9ǘƘƴƛŎ DǊƻǳǇ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ Wƻō ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΥ ! 
New Meta-!ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέ όJournal of Applied Psychology, 2003, 88(4), pp. 694-706) and Patrick F. McKay and 
aƛŎƘŀŜƭ !Φ aŎ5ŀƴƛŜƭΣ ά! wŜŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ .ƭŀŎƪ-White Mean Differences in Work Performance: More 
5ŀǘŀΣ aƻǊŜ aƻŘŜǊŀǘƻǊǎέ όJournal of Applied Psychology, 2006, 91(3), pp. 538-554). 

10
 hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ hŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻŘŜ ό{h/ύ 

system. 

11
 General Statute 126-7(a). 


