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This section  o utlin es the  performance management system adopted by  the  v ario us spheres of 
government.  Performance m anagement system s (PMS) are  a  requirement set o ut in  terms of  the 
P ublic Service Act of 1994, the Public Service Regulation s of 2001 and the Mun icip al Systems Act.  
 
The Municipal System s Act requires that m unicipalities set targets and mon itor an d review their 
performance in order to achieve wh at is laid o ut in their integrated developm ent plans (IDP s). 
Municipalities are  beginnin g to utilise  the  PMS as a  tool to  review the IDP s an d assess performance. 
To affect this,  some municipalities are  drawin g up  guidelines or  scorecards to  assess individual 
mun icip al departments or the entire m unicipality.  
 
The Public Service Act of 1994,  P ublic  Service Regulations of 2001 (Ch apter 1  Part VIII),  PFMA, 
1999, an d the asso ciated P ublic Service  Co-ordin ating Bargaining Co uncil r esolutions, set o ut the 
compliance details for  provin cial structures with respect to performance monitoring and evaluation. 
The PMS m ust enh ance organisational effic iency and effectiveness,  acco untability for  the  use  of 
reso urces an d the achievem ent of results.  

 
5.1 Objectives of the PMS  

 
Table 4 prov ides an overv iew of the objectives of the PMS.  

 
Table 4.   Objectives of the PMS 

 
• T o align employees per formance to the departmental strategic and operational goals.   
• T o provide a  systematic framework  for  per formance  pl anning, p erfo rmance monitoring  and  review  and 

per formance appraisal.   
• T o promote  a sh ared s ense  o f responsibility amongst sta ff for  th e achi evement  of strat egic  goals and 

objectives.  
• T o promote  a  culture  o f transparency and  particip ation through  open  dialogue  about goals  and  the 

achiev ement thereo f, personal development, and per fo rmance improvement.   
• T o encourage managers to e ffectively create conditions fo r sta ff to perform optimally.   
• T o p rovide a  framework o f assessment  for id enti fying  good and poor  performan ce and to  act  app ropriately 

through development and the recognition and rew arding o f good per forman ce.  
Source: Province of the East ern C ape. 2002  

Linking Plans to the   
Performance Management 
System 
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5.2 Performance management agreements: tools, criteria and 

standards  
 

A departmental PMS utilises individual performance management agreements as tools in the 
process of  performance m anagement. These agreem ents m ust be  drawn up and sign ed each 
year, an d the listin g of outputs an d activities sho uld be done ann ually.  
 
The development of  individual agreements is a critical step in the first  phase of  the 
performance management cycle. These should be linked to the development of  dep artmental 
and dir ectorate business plans.  In dividual plans are  the  basis upon  which  employee 
performance should be measured. The contents of these  agreements are related to the 
information contained in  the re levant and applicable job descriptions as requir ed by  the 
P ublic Service Regulations of 2001, Chapter 1 Part III. I.1.  

 
Table 5  maps o ut the P MS tools that  are  used according to p ersonn el levels to gether with  the 
key measurement stan dards.  

 
Table 5.   PMS tools, criteria and standards 

 
Tool Applicable to Key Aspects 

Performan ce 
Agreement  

All personnel at levels 13 to 16  Per forman ce is assessed in terms of output / 
deliverables and not activities  

Work Plan 
Agreement  

All personnel at levels 6 to 12  Per forman ce is assessed in terms of actions required 
to complete the set tasks  

S tandards 
Fram ework 
Agreement  

All personnel at levels 1 to 5  
Some catego ries o f pro fessional sta ff may 
require standards frameworks  

Per forman ce is assessed against general 
per formance standards;  
Per forman ce standards for professionals are 
determined by their professional bodies.  

Source: Province of the East ern C ape. 2002  
 
 
5.3 Performance evaluation  

 
Performance evaluation  is a  key  measure of assessment of  the  implementation of  plans.  It  
determines the overall  lev el of  performan ce of  employees /  team s durin g a  particular year  and 
also inform s ho w the o utcomes of performance should be managed.  
 
Evaluation  is based on  the  assessment of  achiev ement  against identified o bjectives and k ey 
performance areas for  the year. Performance ev aluation s take place on  a year ly basis,  at  the 
level of the Department, the Branch, the Directorate, and the lev el of the in dividual.  
 
Tables 6  an d 7  provide an overview of  a departmental,  unit ,  directorate an d in dividual 
assessment system.  While  recogn isin g that the evaluation of  departmental,  directorate or 
individual level performan ce is a formal process,  the specification of the ann ual review, and 
the link to the busin ess – operat ion plan s an d strategic plan s is cr itical.   
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Table 6.  Departmental, unit, directorate and individual assessment system 
 

Focus Area Actions  

Individual 
Per forman ce 
Evaluation 

• Formal &  rigorous process linked  to communicating the objectives  o f 
Per forman ce  Evaluation,  with  outline o f objectives o f the  pro cess;  roles  o f 
members involved in process; etc.  

• Rating systems in  accordance to  per formance  plan (noting Key  Per formance 
A reas;  outputs &  assessment of achievements;  reasons  for  su ccess & 
fa ilure; actions to remedy per form ance;  

• Rating o f competen cies noting: identi fying key compet encies;  achi evements 
in relation to competencies; grading etc.  

• Overall performan ce rating as per above & objective assessment  
• D evelop Per formance  Improv ement Plan  noting: taking pro cess  forw ard; 

deciding on  objectives, K ey  Per formance  Areas;  improvement  areas; 
developing a programme o f action to address obstacles & problems.   

Unit 
Per forman ce 
Evaluation  

• E ach  unit in the directorate must  conduct  a per formance ev aluation exercise 
by assessing  wheth er  s et strategi c objectives  on  their  work  plan hav e b een 
met or not:  
• Which of the objectives hav e been met and how?  
• H as the unit under-per formed and how did this affect others?   
• What  mechanisms  were put in  place to  pro actively  address  potential 

obstacles?   
• What  mechanisms could  be put  in pl ace  to  cor rect  and  improv e 

per formance?  
Directorate 
Per forman ce 
Evaluation  

• E ach  Directorate is requested to  condu ct a similar p er fo rmance evaluation 
exercise to that outlined above;  

• In addition, Directorat es should be focused on inter-dependen cy between 
• Units  and  Teams within the  Directorat e, and  the  extent to  which th ey h ave 

been e ffective in working together.  
D epartmental 
Per forman ce 
Reviews  

• T hese  are  normally  re ferred  to  as S trategic P lanning s essions,  taking  place 
once  a  y ear,  where  the  department reviews the  achiev ement  o f the  strategic 
objectives as set by the Department:  
• Which of thes e have been achieved and why?   
• How  did the non-achiev ement o f some o f these objectives impact on th e 

D epartment’s strategic focus?  
• What  mechanisms can  be  put  in place  to address similar  obstacles  in 

future?  
• I f necess ary, how can the Department adjust its strategic focus?   

Source: Province of the East ern C ape, 2002  
 


