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Vision

The Public Service Commission is an independent and impartial body
created by the Constitution, 1996, to enhance excellence in governance
within the Public Service by promoting a professional and ethical
environment and adding value to a public administration that is accountable,
equitable, efficient, effective, corruption-free and responsive to the needs of
the people of South Africa.

Mission

The Public Service Commission aims to promote the constitutionally
enshrined democratic principles and values of the Public Service by
investigating, monitoring, evaluating, communicating and reporting on public
administration.Through research processes, it will ensure the promotion of
excellence in governance and the delivery of affordable and sustainable
quality services.
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FOREWORD
The advent of democratic rule in South Africa has required that a number
of transformative initiatives be undertaken in the Public Service. These
initiatives were aimed at ensuring that the Public Service becomes
accountable in the manner in which it uses public resources and delivers
services to society. In this regard, performance management and
development became one of the vehicles through which such
accountability could be fostered.

Performance management also provides a structured process through
which to decide on merit awards to recognize employees who excel in the
performance of their duties. However, in the course of carrying out its
oversight functions, the Public Service Commission (PSC) became aware
of cases where performance incentives were granted or awarded to
members of the Senior Management Service (SMS) without performance
evaluations being conducted. The implications of this on public
administration raise serious concerns.

Accordingly, the PSC deemed it necessary to conduct an analysis of the payment of performance
incentives to HoDs in order to establish the extent to which this irregular practice is prevalent in
the Public Service. However, this report shows that the practice is not prevalent in the Public Service
and that the payment of performance incentives is generally preceded by performance evaluations.
It is hoped that the findings and recommendations contained in this report will add value to
deliberations on effective performance management and development in the Public Service.

PROF. SS SANGWENI
CHAIRPERSON: PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. INTRODUCTION

The Performance and Development System (PMDS) for senior managers was introduced to ensure
that there is a structured process to hold senior managers accountable and to support them. The
system also contains provisions for recognizing and rewarding good performance. These provisions
seek to ensure that managers who perform exceptionally well are acknowledged in order to
encourage them to maintain their standard of excellence thereby improving service delivery.

The Public Service Commission (PSC) has, however, been concerned that the payment of
performance incentives is not always preceded by structured performance appraisal processes as
provided for in the PMDS. This is even more worrying when this practice involves Heads of
Department (HoDs) because of the far reaching implications it can have on departments and for
efforts to build an accountable and effective Public Service.

2. OBJECTIVES

The overall objectives of the study were to assess:

(a) The extent to which performance incentives were paid to HoDs without annual
performance evaluations being conducted.

(b) The reasons for the payment of such incentives and the processes followed to inform such
decisions.

3. METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted throughout the Public Service focusing on HoDs and covering the 2003/04,
2004/05 and 2005/06 financial years. In conducting the analysis, the following approach was adopted:

(a) Data was obtained from the Personnel and Salary System (PERSAL) in order to cross-
reference information with regard to the payments made to HoDs.

(b) Information on performance assessments conducted was analysed and compared against
the PERSAL data.

(c) Information on evaluations that took place during the three financial years was obtained
from the database of the PSC.

(d) Information was also obtained from the departments regarding the HoD evaluation
assessments that took place during the financial years under review.

(e) Where records suggested that incentives were made without performance evaluations
being conducted, the departments concerned were requested to confirm the accuracy of
the records and to provide reasons for the payments of these incentives.

(f) However, despite following up through at least two letters, certain departments still did
not respond to confirm whether the incentives that were paid to HoDs were preceded by
performance evaluations as required by the Public Service prescripts.

4. LIMITATIONS

Data for the study was obtained from the Personnel and Salary Administration (PERSAL) system of
government. However, it should be noted that previous research studies undertaken by the PSC have
found that this system does not always contain the most up to date information. In order to deal
with this limitation, the PSC contacted departments to verify the data obtained from PERSAL system.
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5. FINDINGS

5.1 Statistical Overview

The study established that there were instances where some HoDs received performance incentives
without performance evaluations being conducted. There were 3 HoDs in KwaZulu-Natal who
according to PERSAL had been paid such performance incentives without being subjected to the
performance evaluation process. Overall the total amount paid according to the PERSAL information
amounted to R75 323 during the 2004/05 financial year. Despite two letters being sent by the PSC
to the 3 provincial departments regarding this matter, no response was forthcoming to confirm
whether the incentives paid were preceded by performance appraisals as required by Public Service
prescripts.

5.2 Financial Implications

The performance incentives that were paid without conducting performance assessments were not
within the provisions of the applicable policy prescripts on performance management. These
payments, therefore, constitute wrongfully granted remuneration. The Public Service Act, 1994,
provides that wrongfully granted remuneration shall be recovered from an affected employee by way
of a deduction from their salary.

5.3 Filing of Performance Agreements

In terms of the SMS Handbook, senior managers including HoDs are required to enter into
Performance Agreements (PAs) by the end of April of each year. A PA is the basis for a performance
evaluation. In terms of the Framework of the Evaluation of HoDs, without a PA no evaluation can
be conducted. However, in the PSC’s experience PAs are not always timeously entered into and in
some instances not entered into at all.

For example, during the 2004/05 financial year eighty-seven (87) PAs were filed out of a total of one
hundred and forty-two (142) that were expected, representing a 61% compliance rate. During the
2005/06 financial year one hundred and one (101) PAs were filed out of a total of one hundred and
thirty (130) that were expected, representing a 78% compliance rate. According to the recent Fact
Sheet on the Filing of Performance Agreements for the 2007/08 Financial Year produced by the PSC
in July 2007, the number of PAs filed declined considerably, with a total of thirty-one (31) out of one
hundred and twenty-nine (129) PAs from both national and provincial departments filed with the PSC
by 11 July 2007 thus representing a 24% compliance rate.

Considering the importance of a PA in the evaluation process, departments whose HoDs do not
enter into PAs run the risk of paying performance incentives without performance assessments being
conducted. This is so because by not entering into such a PA, the HoD and EA have effectively failed
to formally put in place clear performance milestones for which the HoD will be held accountable,
and against which performance will be assessed. In such circumstances, systematic performance
assessment becomes difficult.

5.4 Utilisation of the HoD Evaluation Framework

The Framework for the Evaluation of HoDs provides a structured process for assessing the
performance of HoDs, leading up to the payment of performance incentives where applicable.
However, in the PSC’s experience not all HoDs and EAs end up using the evaluation framework to
conduct performance assessments. For example, during the financial year 2003/04 forty-four (44)
HoDs out of a total of ninety-one (91) were evaluated (representing a 50% compliance rate). For the
2004/05 financial year, only thirty-five (35) HoDs were evaluated out of a total of seventy-three (73),
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representing a 47% compliance rate.According to the PSC’s records on the evaluation of HoDs as
at September 2007, only forty-four (44) out of a total of eighty-six (86) HoDs were evaluated during
the 2005/06 financial year, representing a 51% compliance rate. These figures reflect very low
compliance rates in the evaluation of HoDs.

This non-compliance with the Evaluation Framework creates the impression that departments may
not be utilizing any structured process to assess their HoDs, thus raising the risk of performance
incentives being paid without conducting performance assessments. If departments could adhere to
the requirements of the Evaluation Framework (which are mandatory for all national and provincial
departments) they would be setting in motion a coherent and accountable process of performance
management which should culminate in the annual performance appraisal of their HoDs and a
subsequent payment of performance incentives where these are applicable.

6. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are addressed at the three (3) non-compliant departments
discussed in this report. However, it is hoped that the rest of the Public Service will also take note
of the recommendations to ensure that they continue to apply accountable performance
management and development practices.

• Departments should ensure that HoDs enter into Performance Agreements annually, and
that these are filed within the prescribed time period with the PSC. These Performance
Agreements can then be used as the basis to assess the performance of the HoDs, thus
ensuring that there is an accountable process of rewarding good performance.

• Departments should prioritize the evaluation of their HoDs using the Framework as
adopted by Cabinet. These evaluations will provide departments with insights into how
HoDs are performing in relation to meeting key priorities of government programmes.
The evaluations will also ensure that the irregular practice of paying performance
incentives without conducting performance assessments comes to an end.

• In terms of section 38 of the Public Service Act, 1994, wrongfully granted remuneration,
rewards or benefits should be recovered from the salaries of officials who received these
including HoDs. Given the fact that some HoDs were granted performance incentives
without evaluations conducted, Executing Authorities should invoke the provisions of this
section. In cases where these HoDs have left the Public Service, Executing Authorities
should seek legal advice to recoup these monies received unduly.

• The Provincial Executive Councils should hold Executive Authorities accountable for the
effective implementation of the Framework. In this regard, EAs should be required to
specify in advance dates for the evaluation of their HoDs, and to ensure that such dates
are honoured.

7. CONCLUSION

This study has found that the payment of performance incentives to HoDs without performance
evaluations being conducted is not prevalent. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of Executing
Authorities to ensure that their HoDs are evaluated, and of Legislatures to hold the Executive
accountable for the effective implementation of the PMDS.Where irregularities are identified, these
irregularities should be addressed. Although such irregularities may be few, they can in the long term
erode the gains achieved towards building a high performing and accountability driven Public Service.
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1.1 BACKGROUND

Performance management and development is one of the key mechanisms through which
accountability is inculcated in the Public Service. Credible performance and development practices
for senior public servants are even more important. Senior public servants shoulder the
responsibility to provide sound administrative leadership to departments. It is therefore important
to ensure that they are placed under a structured process of scrutiny and support.

The Performance Management Development System (PMDS) for senior Public Service managers
provides for such a structured process. The PMDS facilitates the clarification of performance
expectations and promotes on-going feedback between senior managers and their supervisors to
ensure that performance is improved. The system also contains provisions for recognizing and
rewarding good performance. These provisions seek to ensure that managers who perform
exceptionally well are acknowledged in order to encourage them to maintain their standard of
excellence.

The Public Service Commission (PSC) has, however, been concerned that the payment of
performance incentives is not always preceded by structured performance appraisal processes as
provided for in the PMDS. Recent studies conducted by the PSC established that there were
incidents where performance incentives were paid to members of Senior Management Service (SMS)
without any Annual Performance Evaluations having been conducted.1 This raised concerns about
the extent to which such irregular practices could be prevalent in the Public Service and their
implications for public administration particularly at Heads of Department (HoDs) level as these
would have far-reaching implications for departments and for efforts to build an accountable and
effective Public Service.

Consequently the PSC deemed it necessary to conduct an analysis of payments of performance
incentives to HoDs where annual performance evaluations did not take place. In addition, the
analysis sought to establish the extent to which this irregular practice might exist in the Public
Service and to accordingly draw the attention of the Executive and Parliament to this practice and
recommend ways to address this. The study was conducted in 2007 and focused on all national and
provincial departments.

1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The overall objectives of the study were to assess:

(a) The extent to which performance incentives were paid to HoDs without annual
performance evaluations being conducted.

(b) The reasons for the payment of such incentives and the processes followed to inform such
decisions.

1.3 METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted throughout the Public Service at both national and provincial levels
focusing on HoDs and covering the financial years 2003/04, 2004/05 and 2005/06. The following
approach was adopted:

1 Republic of South Africa, Public Service Commission, Report on an audit into the granting of performance rewards:
Departments of Correctional Services, Home Affairs and Labour (August 2006)
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(a) Printouts were obtained from the Personnel and Salary System (PERSAL) in order to cross
reference information with regard to the payments made to HoDs.

(b) Information of evaluations that took place during the three financial years was obtained from
the database of the PSC.

(c) Information was also obtained from the departments regarding HoD evaluations that took
place during the financial years under review, especially where this information could not be
found from the database of the PSC. This step was necessary to ensure that performance
assessments which took place outside of the process facilitated by the PSC were taken into
account.

(d) Information of evaluation assessments conducted was analysed and compared against the
PERSAL printouts to check if performance incentives were awarded according to the
recommendations of panels evaluating the performance of HoDs.

(e) Where records suggested that incentives were made without performance evaluations being
conducted, the departments concerned were requested to confirm the accuracy of the
records and to provide reasons for the payment of these incentives.

(f) However, despite following up through at least two letters, certain departments still did not
respond to confirm whether the incentives that were paid to HoDs were preceded by
performance evaluations as required by Public Service prescripts.

1.4 LIMITATIONS

Data for the study was obtained from the PERSAL system of government. However, it should be
noted that previous research studies undertaken by the PSC have found that this system does not
always contain the most up to date information. In order to deal with this limitation, the PSC
contacted departments to verify the data obtained from the PERSAL system2.

1.5 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The report is structured as follows:

Chapter 2 outlines an overview of the regulatory framework relating to effective performance
management and development in the Public Service.

Chapter 3 contains a statistical overview of the findings of the study.

Chapter 4 contains a qualitative analysis of the findings of the study.

Chapter 5 provides recommendations and conclusion.

2 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. Report on the investigation into the Management of Public Servants in
Terms of Prevailing Provisions who are elected as Municipal Councillors in the Limpopo and Western Cape Provinces.
Pretoria.August 2007
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

The South African Constitution3 requires public administration to adhere, among others, to the
principle of accountability, efficiency, effectiveness and economy. In this regard, public servants are
required to be answerable for their performance, and for the utilization of the public resources
under their control. In order to ensure this and deliver services effectively and efficiently an enabling
legislative framework to guide and support performance management was put in place.

In this chapter, the relevant provisions governing performance management are extracted and listed.
The purpose of this section is to provide in a succinct manner the most critical provisions of various
legislation, regulatory, policy framework and resolutions that guide performance management issues
in the Public Service, which should also inform all aspects of performance management including the
awarding of incentives.

2.2 LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK AND CONTEXT

Performance management and development in the Public Service is guided by legislation, resolutions
and policies.A brief overview of the most critical legislative and policy frameworks is made below.

• Public Service Act, 19944

The Act confers on Executing Authorities (EA) the powers and duties regarding the recruitment,
appointment and performance management and other career incidents of employees of the
department [(See section 3.5(c) under functions of a Minister for Public Service and Administration
(MPSA) and the EA)].

• Public Service Regulations, 20015

The Public Service Regulations (PSR), 2001 assign the authority for the development and
implementation of performance management systems for all employees, other than members of the
Senior Management Service (SMS) to EAs and for the development and implementation for financial
incentive schemes to Heads of Department (HoDs).The performance management system had to
be implemented by January 2001. In addition, the PSR provide that HoDs would enter into contracts
with their relevant EAs (Part VII.B.2.1 of PSR).This contract shall stipulate the main delegations to
HoDs.The PMDS for personnel below the SMS was implemented with effect from 01 April 2001.

• Treasury Regulations, 20016

Part 3, Chapter 5 of the Treasury Regulations deals with strategic planning. This section
details what is required to effectively link departmental strategy to budgets. Departments
need to budget for projected salary increases and financial rewards that may be allocated
to members of the SMS based on framework determinations made by the MPSA.

• The White Paper on Transforming Service Delivery, 19977

The White Paper outlines eight Batho Pele Principles that emphasize the values which should guide
the behaviour of public servants when they perform their duties in order to ensure improved service
3 Republic of South Africa. Constitution of the Republic of South Africa,Act 108 of 1996.
4 Republic of South Africa. Department of Public Service and Administration. Public Service Act. 1994
5 Republic of South Africa. Department of Public Service and Administration. Public Service Regulations. 2001
6 Republic of South Africa. National Treasury.Treasury Regulations, 2001
7 Republic of South Africa. Department of  Public Service and Administration. White Paper on Transforming Public Service

Delivery. 1997
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delivery, transparency and accountability to the public. With effect from 01 April 2006, members of
the SMS are expected to incorporate the Batho Pele Principles in their workplans and PAs.

•        Public Service Co-ordinating Bargaining Council’s Resolutions 13 of 1998 and 9 of
20008

These resolutions provide a framework for senior managers to enter into individual PAs and it
extend the signing of PAs from HoDs to all senior managers (salary levels 13-16).The resolutions
also define the methodology of assessing performance by outlining how to define outputs, set targets,
define timeframes, determine the frequency of assessment and put in place mechanisms for dispute
resolution.

•         The Senior Management Service Handbook, 20019

Paragraph 12 of Chapter 4 outlines the importance of performance evaluations, which may lead to
the payment of performance rewards. It stipulates that evaluations are important feedback sessions
and that at a minimum, one formal performance review should take place annually. Furthermore,
paragraph 8.3 stipulates that a minimum of two formal evaluations must take place during the course
of the financial year. In addition, paragraph 15.4 (3) states that performance rewards may only be
granted to SMS members who have completed an assessment period of at least 12 months. In terms
of paragraph 15.1 (3), final decisions on the awarding of performance rewards shall be taken by the
EA personally, who shall act on the advice of a moderating committee (in the case of an HoD, this
would be the advice of the evaluation panels).

• Public Service Commission’s Guidelines for the Evaluation of Heads of
Department10

Cabinet adopted a framework for the evaluation of Heads of Department (HoDs) in April 2000, and
in December 2002, Cabinet took the decision to make compliance with the Framework mandatory
for all National and Provincial departments. In order to facilitate the evaluation of HoDs in terms of
the approved framework, the PSC issues guidelines on an annual basis, at the latest by 31 August of
each year. This document provides guidelines for the evaluation of the performance of HoDs in a
given financial year. For the sake of completeness the framework issued by the MPSA is also repeated
as “Regulations” in this document.These guidelines also incorporate elements of the Performance
Management and Development System for senior managers (PMDS) which came into effect from 01
April 2002 and were amended with effect from 01 April 2006.

For detailed information on the contents of the legislative, regulatory and policy provisions, please
refer to Annexure A of this report.

8 Public Service Coordinating Bargaining Council. Resolutions 13 and 9 of 1998 and 2000, respectively 
9 Republic of South Africa. Department of Public Service and Administration. Senior Management Service Handbook. 2001
10  Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Heads of Department. The guidelines

are issued on an annual basis.
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3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter elaborates on the critical requirements that must be satisfied for senior managers to
qualify for performance incentives. The mandatory financial limits that must be observed when
granting such performance incentives are also explained. Using this information as a framework, the
chapter provides an analysis of the findings of the study, including the names of HoDs who appear
to have been paid performance incentives without performance evaluations being conducted. An
assessment of the implications of this practice is done.

3.2 REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTING PERFORMANCE INCENTIVES

In terms of Chapter 4 of the SMS Handbook, members of the SMS including HoDs must enter into
PAs within the first month of each financial year (in other words by not later than 30 April of each
year). These PAs shall apply for a particular financial year and shall be reviewed annually. Guided by
the signed PA, the performance of a member of the SMS shall be reviewed on a quarterly basis, with
the understanding that such evaluations may be verbal if the SMS member’s performance is
satisfactory. However, a minimum of two formal evaluations must take place during the course of
the year.

There must also be an annual performance appraisal after each financial year has come to an end. In
the case of HoDs, such an appraisal must be conducted in terms of the PSC’s Guidelines for the
Evaluation of Heads of Department. In terms of the Guidelines an evaluation panel must be
constituted for the purpose of providing advice to the EA on the level of performance of the HoD.
The evaluation panel should provide such advice in writing to the EA in accordance with the
prescribed format, in which the scores in terms of overall percentages obtained by the HoD will be
indicated. In the event that the HoD has performed significantly above expectations (80 – 84%)
and/or outstandingly (85% and above), he or she will qualify to be awarded a performance bonus
between 3 – 5% and 6 – 8%, respectively. It should be noted that these minimum and maximum
scores and percentages were applicable during the financial years under review. However, following
the amendment of the SMS PMDS, new minimum and maximum scores and percentages were
introduced with effect from 01 April 2006.

Table 1 below provides thresholds for awarding performance incentives for performance which is
outstanding or significantly above expectations11.

Table 1:Thresholds for awarding performance incentives

AWARDING OF CASH BONUSES/PAY PROGRESSION
CATEGORIES TOTAL SCORE CASH BONUS PAY PROGRESSION
A: Outstanding performance 85% and above Between 6 – 8% of the package* Applicable

B: Performance significantly 80 – 84% Between 3 – 5% of the package* Applicable
above expectations

C: Fully effective 65 – 79% Not applicable Applicable
D: Performance 50 – 64% Not applicable Not applicable

Not fully adequate
E: Unacceptable performance 49% and lower Not applicable Not applicable

*These thresholds are determined by the Minister for Public Service and Administration as part of the regulations included in the
Senior Management Service Handbook.

11 Please note that these parameters were effective during the financial years under review. However, with effect from 01 April 2006
new parameters were introduced as a result of the amendments to the SMS PMDS.
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As Table 1 shows, there are only two categories of performance under which an HoD would qualify
for a cash bonus, namely, “performance significantly above expectations” and “outstanding
performance”. This is a key requirement for determining the award of a performance incentive.
However, in order to arrive at the stage where a decision needs to be made on the category under
which the HoD’s performance falls, there are other critical requirements that should be met. The
first of these is that the HoD must have entered into a PA with the EA.Without such a PA, there is
no basis for conducting a performance assessment. Secondly, the HoD must have completed a full
financial year in his/her post.Thirdly, a performance assessment must have been conducted.All these
requirements are contained in the Framework for the Evaluation of the Heads of Department.

The Framework for the Evaluation of Heads of Department

Cabinet adopted a framework for the evaluation of Heads of Department (HoDs) in April 2000, and in
December 2002, Cabinet took the decision to make compliance with the Framework mandatory for all
National and Provincial departments. In terms of the Framework, the responsibility to evaluate HoDs resides
with the relevant Executing Authorities (EAs). The EA must arrange for the evaluation to take place by
appointing an evaluation panel that will assess the HoD and generate advice on his/her performance.The EA
must also provide documents to be used for the evaluation, key of which are the department’s Annual Report,
the Performance Agreement of the HoD, and the Verification Statement (VS) signed by the HoD and the EA.

The evaluation is based on the evidence provided to substantiate performance in each of the Key
Performance Areas (KPAs) and Core Management Criteria (CMCs) identified and agreed to in the HoD’s
performance agreement.The VS specifically speaks to each of these areas, indicating what was accomplished,
and how the HoD’s performance is rated by both himself/herself and the EA.The VS therefore guides the
Panel during the evaluation.The written information is also supplemented by oral evidence provided during
the Panel meeting by both the EA and HoD.

Using the documents and oral evidence provided, the panel assesses the HoD and formulates a
recommendation on his/her level of performance. This recommendation, together with the developmental
areas identified during the assessment, is provided in writing to the EA as advice. The EA is expected to
consider the advice and reach a decision about the HoD’s level of performance. The decision has an impact
on rewards (cash bonus and/or salary progression) for recognising good performance. However, the feedback
provided also has a strong developmental dimension.

The PSC plays an important role in the facilitation of the evaluation process. Not only was it tasked with the
development and on-going refinement of the Framework, but it also manages the evaluation process through
the involvement of its Commissioners as Chairpersons of the evaluation panels, and its Office as secretariat
to the evaluation panels. Such involvement allows for first hand observations of the evaluation process, and
insight into the challenges experienced.

3.3 FINDINGS REGARDING HODS WHO RECEIVED PERFORMANCE
INCENTIVES WITHOUT PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS CONDUCTED

The objective of the study was to establish the extent to which performance incentives were paid
to HoDs without annual performance evaluations being conducted. As part of the study, data was
obtained from PERSAL in order to establish if there were HoDs from national and provincial
departments who were paid performance incentives without performance evaluations being
conducted. This information was cross referenced against the PSC’s HoD evaluation records.The
PERSAL and HoDs evaluation records indicated the possibility that 16 HoDs from national and
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provincial departments might have been paid performance incentives without annual performance
evaluations being conducted. In this regard, the PSC prepared and submitted letters of
communication to EAs of the 16 departments in which they were requested to confirm the above
information. Following a poor response rate, another set of reminder letters was sent to the
departments concerned. All the national and provincial departments with the exception of three (3)
in KwaZulu-Natal Province provided the PSC with the necessary information.

3.3.1 Heads of Department who received Performance Incentives without
  conducting performance evaluations in the KwaZulu-Natal Province 

Table 2 below represents departments in KwaZulu-Natal that according to PERSAL paid their
HoDs performance incentives without conducting formal performance evaluations during the
financial year 2004/05.

Table 2: HoDs in KwaZulu-Natal who received performance incentives without
performance evaluations 

KWAZULU-NATAL PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION
Department HoD Salary Notches Performance % of 

Bonus (R) Performance Bonus
2004/05
Education Dlamini CRM R 798 831 23 965 3%
Housing Ntsele CME R 647 727 22 670 3%
Royal Household Gumbi BE R 647 727 28 688 4%
TOTAL 75 323

According to Table 2 above, the Departments of Education,Housing and Royal Household paid their
HoDs performance bonuses without conducting performance evaluations during the 2004/05
financial year. The amounts paid were within the thresholds allowed by the provisions of the SMS
PMDS. In addition, the PSC records show that none of the above HoDs filed their PAs with the PSC
for the 2004/5 financial year. This suggests that, from the onset, there was no formal performance
contracting between the HoDs and their respective EAs.

Such non-compliance has meant that the Departments failed to create a basis on which regular
performance evaluations and an annual performance appraisal of the HoD could be conducted.
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

This study has established that there have been very few instances where HoDs received
performance incentives without performance evaluations being conducted. While these findings are
encouraging, it should be noted that the payment of performance incentives without conducting
performance assessments is an irregular practice which has considerable implications for public
administration. The findings in the study show that there are critical performance management
processes that departments should not ignore, as these in turn sow the seeds of subsequent non-
compliance with the PMDS, especially with regard to the payment of performances incentives. This
Chapter examines some of these critical performance management processes and looks at their
significance for the promotion of sound performance management at the level of HoDs.

4.2 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Relative to the overall budget of the Public Service, the performance incentives that have been paid
to HoDs without performance assessments being conducted may appear to be little. However, the
payments of performance incentives to HoDs were not made within the provisions of the applicable
policy prescripts on performance management, and such payments, therefore, constitute wrongfully
granted remuneration.

In this regard, Section 38 of the Public Service Act12 provides that wrongfully granted remuneration
shall be recovered from an affected employee by way of a deduction from his/her salary. The
Executive would, therefore, need to consider how they could work within the provisions of this Act
to recover the performance bonuses that might have been paid to HoDs without performance
assessments being conducted. The implications of these provisions for HoDs that have already left
the Public Service may need to be explored further with the State Law Advisor.

4.3 FILING OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENTS

In terms of the SMS Handbook, senior managers including HoDs are required to enter into PAs by
the end of April of each year. In the case of HoDs, these PAs should be filed with the PSC by not
later than 30 June of each year. A PA is the basis for a performance evaluation. In terms of the
Framework of the Evaluation of HoDs, without a PA no evaluation can be conducted. However, in
the PSC’s experience PAs are not always timeously entered into or entered into at all. For example,
during the 2004/05 financial year eighty-seven (87) PAs were filed out of a total of one hundred and
forty-two (142) that were expected, representing a 61% compliance rate. During the 2005/06
financial year one hundred and one (101) PAs were filed out of a total of one hundred and thirty
(130) that were expected, representing a 78% compliance rate. According to the recent Fact Sheet
on the Filing of Performance Agreement for the 2007/08 Financial Year produced by the PSC in July
2007, the number of PAs filed declined considerably, with a total of thirty-one (31) out of one
hundred and twenty-nine (129) PAs from both national and provincial departments filed with the PSC
by 11 July 2007 thus representing 24% compliance rate13.

Considering the importance of a PA in the evaluation process, departments whose HoDs do not
enter into PAs run the risk of paying performance incentives without performance assessments being
conducted. This is so because by not entering into such a PA, the HoD and EA have effectively failed
to formally put in place clear performance milestones for which the HoD will be held accountable,

12 Republic of South Africa. Department of Public Service and Administration. Public Service Act. 1994
13 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. Fact Sheet on the Filing of Performance Agreements for the 2007/2008

Financial Year. Pretoria. July 2007
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and against which performance will be assessed. In such circumstances, systematic performance
assessment becomes difficult.

Although a Department’s Strategic Plan and Annual Performance Plan (Workplan) could be used to
guide such assessment, it will not be possible to draw an informed conclusion on the overall
performance of the HoD. For example, an Annual Performance Plan does not necessarily give
weightings to the different objectives and areas of departmental performance. Such a Plan, therefore,
will not enable the EA to determine which priorities constitute the biggest slice of the HoDs work
and thus require more attention during performance assessment. In addition, a departmental Annual
Performance Plan does not specify the key competencies the HoD should possess and against which
performance assessment can be done. Ultimately, it is only through clear performance contracting
between the EA and the HoD that a credible basis for performance assessment can be created.

4.4 UTILISATION OF THE HOD EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

The Framework for the Evaluation of HoDs provides a structured process for assessing the
performance of HoDs, leading up to the payment of performance incentives where applicable.
Annually the PSC produces guidelines to guide and support the performance assessment process. In
addition EAs and HoDs are sent letters to remind them of the requirements to have performance
assessments conducted. However, in the PSC’s experience not all HoDs and EAs end up using the
evaluation framework to conduct performance assessments.

For example, during the financial year 2003/04 forty-four (44) HoDs out of a total of ninety-one (91)
were evaluated (representing a 50% compliance rate). For the 2004/05 financial year only thirty-five
(35) HoDs were evaluated out of a total of seventy-three (73), representing a 47% compliance rate.
According to the PSC’s records on the evaluation of HoDs as at September 2007, only forty-four
(44) out of a total of eighty-six (86) HoDs were evaluated during the 2005/06 financial year,
representing a 51% compliance rate.These figures reflect very low compliance rates in terms of the
evaluation of HoDs.

In terms of the PSC’s Guidelines for the Evaluation of the Heads of Department for the Financial
Year 2006/2007, the PSC has introduced cut-off points for facilitating evaluations. In terms of the
guidelines, the PSC will in future only facilitate evaluations that take place within twelve months of
the release of a department’s Annual report for the performance cycle under review14. The PSC
hopes that such cut-off dates will ensure that evaluations are concluded within reasonable periods
after the end of a performance cycle as required by the PMDS.

Non-compliance with the Evaluation Framework suggests that departments may not be utilizing any
structured process to assess their HoDs, thus raising the risk of performance incentives being paid
without conducting performance assessments. If departments could adhere to the requirements of
the Evaluation Framework (which are mandatory for all national and provincial departments) they
would be setting in motion a coherent and accountable process of performance management that
leads up to the annual performance appraisal of their HoDs and a subsequent payment of
performance incentives where these are applicable.

14 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Heads of Department for the Financial
Year 2006/2007. Pretoria. August 2007
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

This study found that only three (3) departments in KwaZulu-Natal Province appear not to have
complied with the provisions of the PMDS as contained in Chapter 4 of the SMS Handbook. In this
regard, the study has shown that three (3) HoDs in this province were paid performance incentives
without due process being followed. The study has discussed the implications of such non-
compliance with policy and the importance of ensuring that it is addressed. This Chapter makes
key recommendations for consideration by the Executing Authorities concerned in KwaZulu-Natal
Province. The PSC will be monitoring the implementation of these recommendations. In this regard,
the three (3) departments will be approached in six months time following the publication of the
report to enquire on progress made.

5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are addressed at the three (3) non-compliant departments
discussed in this report. However, it is hoped that the rest of the Public Service will also take note
of the recommendations to ensure that they continue to apply accountable performance
management and development practices.

5.2.1 Departments should ensure that HoDs timeously enter into Performance Agreements
annually, and that these are filed with the PSC. These Performance Agreements can then
be used as the basis to assess the performance of the HoDs, thus ensuring that there is an
accountable process of rewarding good performance.

5.2.2 Departments should prioritize the evaluation of their HoDs using the Framework as
adopted by Cabinet. Such evaluations will provide departments with insights into how the
HoDs are performing in relation to meeting key priorities of the government programmes.
The evaluations will also ensure that the irregular practice of paying performance
incentives without conducting performance assessments comes to an end.

5.2.3 EAs should take decisions on the awarding of performance incentives after considering the
advice of the evaluation panels following the HoD evaluation process in terms of paragraph
15.1 (3), final decisions on the awarding of performance rewards shall be taken by the EA
personally, who shall act on the advice of a moderating committee (in the case of an HoD,
this would be the advice of the evaluation panels).

5.2.4 In terms of section 38 of the Public Service Act, 1994, wrongly granted remuneration,
rewards or benefits should be recovered from the salaries of officials who received these
including HoDs. Given the fact that some HoDs were granted performance incentives
without evaluations conducted, Executing Authorities should consider invoking the
provisions of this section. In cases where such HoDs have left the Public Service, Executing
Authorities should seek legal advice to recoup these monies received unduly.

5.2.5 Executing Authorities should continuously seek the advice of the PSC as the custodian of
the Evaluation Framework when dealing with issues relating to the evaluation of the
performance of their HoDs. Such advice will help EAs to improve compliance with the
requirements of the Framework.

5.2.6 The Provincial Executive Councils should hold Executive Authorities accountable for the
implementation of the Framework. In this regard, EAs should be required to specify in
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advance, dates for the evaluation of their HoDs, and to ensure that such dates are
honoured.

5.3 CONCLUSION

This study has found that the payment of performance incentives to HoDs without performance
evaluations being conducted is not prevalent. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of Executing
Authorities to ensure that their HoDs are evaluated, and of Legislatures to hold the Executive
accountable for the effective implementation of the PMDS. Where irregularities are identified, these
irregularities should be addressed. Although such irregularities may be few, they can in the long term
erode the gains achieved towards building a high performing and accountability driven Public Service.
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PUBLIC SERVICE
ACT, 1994 
(As amended)

WHITE PAPER ON
TRANSFORMINGSER
VICE DELIVERY, 1997
(Batho Pele Principles

PUBLIC SERVICE
REGUALATIONS,
1999

PUBLIC SERVICE
REGULATIONS, 2001

PSCBC
RESOLUTION 13 OF
1998 AND
RESOLUTION 9 OF
2000

TREASURY
REGULATIONS, 2001

(a) The importance of
performance
evaluations and
appraisals

Annexure A

The table below reflects the legislative framework dealing with performance
management in the South African Public Service:

SOURCE PROVISION

This Act confers on Executing Authorities (EA) the powers and duties
regarding the recruitment, appointment and performance management
and other career incidences of employees of the department (See
section 3.5(c) under functions of a Minister and EA).

This Paper outlines eight principles set out as the Batho Pele Principles
that emphasize improved service delivery and transparent public
accountability.

Assigns the authority for the development and implementation of
performance management systems for all employees, other than
members of the Senior Management Service (SMS) to EAs and for the
development and implementation for financial incentive schemes to
Heads of Department (HoDs).The performance management system
had to be implemented by January 2001.

These regulations provided that HoDs would enter into a contract
with an EA (Part VII.B.2.1 of PSR) This contract shall stipulate the main
delegations to HoDs. The date for implementation of the PM&D
system for personnel below the SMS was shifted to April, 2001.

Provided a framework for senior managers to agree to individual PAs
and extended the signing of PAs from HoDs to all senior managers
(levels 13-16) and, amongst others, defines the method of assessing the
performance including the output targets for the performance period,
the frequency of assessment and mechanisms for dispute resolutions.

Part 3, Chapter 5 of the Treasury Regulations deals with strategic
planning. Detailed and extensive outlines are provided of what is
required to effectively link departmental strategy to budgets.
Departments need to budget for projected salary increases and
financial rewards that may be allocated to members of the SMS based
on framework determinations made by the Minister for the Public
Service and Administration (MPSA).

The importance of performance evaluations, which may include the
payment of performance rewards, is addressed. It stipulates, amongst
others, that evaluations are important feedback sessions and that at a
minimum, one formal performance review should take place annually.
(Paragraph 12 of Chapter 4)

THE SMS HANDBOOK, 2001
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Performance agreements and evaluations: With respect to the
fact that performance should be reviewed based on the PA entered
into, paragraph 8.3 of Chapter 4 stipulates that a minimum of two
formal evaluations must take place during the course of the financial
year.

Qualifying requirements for performance rewards:
Performance rewards may only be granted to SMS members who have
completed an assessment period of at least 12 months. (Paragraph
15.4(3) of Chapter 4)

Delegated authority: Final decisions on the awarding of
performance rewards shall be taken by the EA personally, who shall act
on the advice of a moderating committee. (Paragraph 15.1(3) of
Chapter 4)

Cabinet adopted a framework for the evaluation of Heads of
Department HoDs) in April 2000, and in December 2002, Cabinet
took the decision to make compliance with the Framework mandatory
for all National and Provincial departments. In order to facilitate the
evaluation of HoDs in terms of the approved framework, the Public
Service Commission (Commission or PSC) issues guidelines on an
annual basis, at the latest by 31 August of each year. This document
accordingly provides guidelines for the evaluation of the performance
of HoDs during the 2006/2007 financial year. For the sake of
completeness the framework issued by the Minister for Public Service
and Administration is also repeated as “Regulations” in this document.

These guidelines also incorporate elements of the Performance
Management and Development System for senior managers (PMDS)
which came into effect from 01 April 2002 and amended with effect
from 01 April 2006.

Executing Authorities (EAs) must appoint evaluation panels to assist
them with the evaluation of their HoDs. The nomination of members
to serve on evaluation panels is left at the discretion of EAs. The
evaluation panels can reflect all stakeholders as dictated by the nature
of the department concerned and may also involve the peers of HoDs.

Each evaluation panel appointed by EAs for HoDs of national
departments will be chaired by either the Chairperson or Deputy-
Chairperson of the Commission. Panels appointed for provincial
HoDs will be chaired by the Commissioner resident in that province
or, in their absence, by a nationally nominated Commissioner (other
than the Chairperson or Deputy-Chairperson). The involvement of
the Commission on these panels is to ensure, as independent role
player, that the evaluation process is fair and equitable and that the
same norms and standards are applied to all HoDs in terms of
procedures.

(b) Performance
rewards

Public Service
Commission’s
Guidelines for the
Evaluation of Heads
of Department
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The role of evaluation panels is to advise EAs on the performance of
their HoDs.

The composition of the evaluation panel should be discussed by the EA
with the HoD involved. Although the final decision on the composition
of the evaluation panel remains that of the EA, attempts should be
made to reach agreement with the HoD in this regard.

In addition to the Chairperson from the PSC, the panel members
should comprise not less than three but not more than four members.
It is proposed that panels be constituted as follows:

(i) A Minister from the same Cabinet cluster in the case of
national heads of department, and Member of the Executive
Council (MECs) in the case of provincial heads of
department.

(ii) One peer of the HoD (nominated from the FOSAD cluster
in which the HoD participates in the case of national HoDs
or from amongst the other HoDs in a province in the case
of provincial HoDs; national HoDs may also be nominated as
peers to serve on provincial panels).

(iii) One or two persons representing key client(s) or
stakeholder(s) of the department.

Executing Authorities are encouraged to ensure representivity when
appointing panel members.

Executing Authorities should, after consultation with panel members
on their availability for the panel, confirm their appointment in writing
and the date of the evaluation. During the consultation process, the
role of the panel should be explained. To this end, a copy of these
guidelines should be provided to the panel members.

In order to expedite the finalisation of the evaluation process, the EA
should liaise with the Office of the PSC on possible dates for the
evaluation, and should strive to nominate panel members who will be
available on those proposed dates. EAs are responsible for
ensuring availability of panel members during scheduled
evaluation meetings.
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