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Introduction
This literature review combines research on employee retention and engagement to identify key psychological, relational and contextual factors that influence staff commitment. By linking these debates to the Tribus–TSG setting, it develops a theoretically informed and practically useful framework for understanding why employees stay or leave.

The review has three sections. The first examines international and national research on turnover and engagement and how core theoretical perspectives explain employees’ decisions to remain with or exit organisations. The second considers the Kenyan labour market and the private security sector in which Tribus operates, drawing on African and Global South scholarship on employment relations. The third links these literatures to the design of the Tribus employee survey, with attention to survey methodology and limitations of previous internal engagement exercises.

International and National research
International research shows that voluntary turnover is a strategic concern across sectors. Despite institutional variation, common psychological mechanisms such as job satisfaction, organisational commitment and perceived alternatives shape decisions to stay or leave (Hom et al., 2017). Contemporary models view turnover as a process in which dissatisfaction initiates job search. 

Social Exchange Theory (Cropanzano et al., 2017) proposes that where employees perceive organisational support, fair treatment and investment in their development, they reciprocate with commitment and discretionary effort. Retention is strengthened when staff experience high‑quality leader–member exchanges, trust in management and access to development. However, critics argue that this perspective assumes relatively stable employment and underestimates power imbalances in low‑wage or outsourced work, where employees may feel obliged to stay despite poor conditions or limited alternatives. In private security settings, this challenges simple assumptions that perceived support will naturally translate into voluntary commitment.

Engagement research builds on these insights. Studies in Europe and North America link engagement to meaningful work, autonomy, recognition and psychological safety and to outcomes such as performance, advocacy and lower turnover intentions. Meta‑analyses highlight boundary conditions such as labour‑market tightness, contract type and organisational justice climates, which can strengthen or weaken the engagement–retention link. In more precarious labour markets, employees may report engagement yet still intend to leave if they see better external opportunities. For Tribus–TSG, engagement scores alone may be a weak proxy for retention risk if external opportunities and security conditions vary by site. 

Critiquing and contextualising dominant theories
Much of the retention and engagement literature is grounded in Western, formally regulated labour markets. Research on human resource management in developing countries shows that weak enforcement of labour standards, limited social protection and high unemployment can constrain employees’ choices, sometimes leading them to tolerate poor conditions for the sake of income security (Cooke et al., 2019). Analyses of informal and precarious work in the Global South similarly highlight how household survival strategies and access to informal networks shape decisions to stay or leave, alongside job satisfaction (International Labour Organisation, 2018). For a context such as Kenya, where underemployment and informality are prevalent, dominant models that assume plentiful alternatives and effective legal protections may overstate individual agency.

Kenyan context and sectoral considerations
The Kenyan labour market is characterised by high youth unemployment, extensive informal employment and regional inequalities. Within this context, the private security industry has expanded rapidly as organisations outsource guarding and risk management. Employment in the sector is often associated with low wages, long irregular shifts and limited advancement opportunities, although there is variation between firms. Studies of private security in Africa show how companies operate at the intersection of public and private authority, with guards bearing the risks of this hybrid role in terms of exposure to violence and client pressure (Abrahamsen and Williams, 2015). For employees, perceptions of physical safety, respect and procedural fairness may therefore be as salient as pay when deciding whether to remain.

Kenyan labour law sets standards for wages, working time, leave, safety and protection from unfair dismissal and the Private Security Regulation Act introduces licensing requirements and basic sectoral norms (Republic of Kenya, 2016). In principle, these frameworks should support decent work, but research suggests that compliance is uneven where enforcement is weak and firms face intense price competition (Cooke et al., 2019). For Tribus–TSG, this indicates that engagement and retention strategies must consider both formal regulation and its implementation.

Linking the literature review to the Tribus Survey
The design of employee surveys shapes how engagement and retention are conceptualised and how subsequent decisions are justified. Previous internal surveys at Tribus, including the 2021 engagement survey and an employee Net Promoter Score (NPS) exercise, offered initial insights but had key limitations. Response rates were relatively low, especially among guards in rural or high risk locations, which reduced the robustness of findings. Question wording and scale design made it difficult to distinguish between different dimensions of engagement, such as affective commitment, satisfaction with working conditions and perceptions of procedural justice. Therefore, the 2025 survey should prioritise validated multi-item scales for justice/support/commitment and use collection methods that reach guards in rural/high-risk locations. Practitioner tools such as NPS can be useful but risk oversimplifying complex attitudes if not embedded within a broader, theory informed measurement framework (Keiningham et al., 2015; de Haan et al., 2015).

Survey methodology literature recommends using validated multi item scales to capture complex constructs and reduce measurement error, while also emphasising the importance of administration mode, communication and assurances of confidentiality (Tourangeau et al., 2017; de Leeuw et al., 2018). Informed by this work and by the contextual literature, the proposed Tribus survey will assess perceptions of organisational support and fairness, supervisor relationships, communication, access to training, physical safety and satisfaction with pay and benefits relative to market alternatives. Items will be adapted from established scales and carefully reworded to reflect the language and experiences of Tribus employees, including cleaners, guards and tailors with limited formal education. 

The survey will be administered anonymously using online and paper‑based modes to reach remote sites. 

Conclusion
Overall, the literature suggests that engagement and retention are shaped by individual attitudes, perceived organisational support and wider labour‑market conditions. Dominant turnover and engagement theories offer useful insights but are limited when applied to contexts with weaker regulation, high unemployment and widespread informality. Kenyan and African studies of private security highlight how low pay, long and insecure hours, physical risk and uneven enforcement of labour standards interact with perceptions of fairness and respect. 

These insights inform the design of the Tribus–TSG employee survey by identifying constructs to measure and contextual constraints to consider when interpreting results. A theoretically grounded and context‑sensitive survey should provide a stronger basis for understanding employee decisions to stay or leave for developing realistic retention and engagement strategies.
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Executive Summary
This findings report presents a critical analysis of the Tribus‑TSG Employee Survey and post‑survey group sessions and translates the findings into evidence‑based actions to strengthen staff experience and retention.

The quantitative survey used a 1–5 composite scoring approach across four indices: Satisfaction, Communication and Voice, Development and Wellbeing & Flexibility. 

Overall averages indicate a broadly positive, but improvable employee experience. Teamwork, motivation and clarity of role emerge as strengths, while internal communication consistency, perceived career pathways and day‑to‑day enabling conditions for wellbeing and flexibility appear as priority constraints.

Headline composite means are: Satisfaction 4.07, Communication & Voice 3.5, Development 3.87 and Wellbeing & Flexibility 4.13. Inter‑vertical comparisons show meaningful variation, with some functions outperforming others on teamwork and motivation. These patterns are triangulated with staff open comments and post‑survey focus groups across all four verticals to strengthen confidence in the priorities and sequencing of actions and in the associated operational KPIs (attrition, absenteeism and time‑to‑productivity). A pragmatic risk‑aware improvement plan is included in this report.

Figure 1: Represents responses to the question: “Would you recommend Tribus‑TSG as a great place to work?”
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	Response
	Count
	Percent

	Most likely
	97
	47.8 %

	Likely
	73
	36.0 %

	Maybe
	17
	8.4 %

	Unlikely
	15
	7.4 %

	Most unlikely
	1
	0.5 %



Methodology
This project drew on the Tribus‑TSG employee survey and group activity administered in late 2025 across all operational verticals. Responses were collected online over a four‑week window using a confidential link shared via internal channels. A total of 207 employees provided usable responses, representing approximately three quarters of the workforce and covering junior, mid‑level and senior roles. The analysis therefore reflects a broad cross‑section of the organisation rather than a single team or function.

The responses were critically analysed and captured across Tribus‑TSG functions. Items were harmonised to a 1–5 scale using standard mappings for agreement, satisfaction and likelihood questions, consistent with established survey methodology (de Leeuw et al., 2018). Composite indices were created to operationalise latent constructs using multiple indicators, improving construct coverage and analytic parsimony; aggregation is recommended where items are theoretically aligned and internally consistent (Boateng et al., 2018; Hair et al., 2022).

In terms of uptake, 207 employees responded out of a workforce of just over 650, equating 31.8% of the workforce. Informal feedback from post‑survey group sessions indicated that some non‑respondents were on leave or otherwise unavailable during fieldwork, while others felt disengaged after perceiving limited visible impact from the 2023 survey. This context is important when interpreting results: although the sample covers a broad spread of roles and verticals, the views presented may under‑represent more disengaged segments of the workforce who chose not to participate.

Post-survey Qualitative Sessions
To contextualise survey patterns, three short group discussions were held across verticals and levels, with participants drawn from line‑manager nominations, volunteers and ERC members. However, mixed seniority and manager nomination may create power asymmetry, inhibiting candour and encouraging socially desirable accounts, so findings should be treated as interpretive context for the survey, not unconstrained “voice” (Wilkinson, Donaghey and Dundon, 2020). 

Sessions lasted 90 minutes and used a semi‑structured guide to interpret headline scores and explore reasons for differences between teams and verticals.

Participants were invited to give concrete examples of what helped or hindered engagement and advocacy. Notes were captured contemporaneously rather than audio‑recorded and were thematically coded against the four survey indices and any emerging integrity concerns, following basic qualitative procedures on anonymity, consent and triangulation (Bryman and Bell, 2015). This approach limits verbatim detail but strengthens interpretation of the survey findings by showing how numerical patterns align with the Tribus staff members narratives.

Survey Open Comments and Group Sessions: Integrity Signals
In addition to scaled items, the survey captured 179 free‑text responses in the additional comments field. These comments provided richer colour on the lived experience behind the indices. Many respondents used this space to reinforce strengths around teamwork, operational discipline and leadership accessibility. Others highlighted recurring pain points, particularly around communication cadence, visibility of progression and perceived inconsistency in how policies are applied across verticals.

A Free‑text survey comments and post‑survey discussions added nuance beyond mean scores, reinforcing patterns on teamwork, motivation and flexibility. However, as an insider researcher and Managing Director, I acknowledge risks of power dynamics, social desirability and inhibited disclosure. To mitigate this, participation was voluntary, survey responses were anonymised and discussion outputs were reported only in aggregated, non‑attributable form. A subset of respondents raised concerns about favouritism, unfair overtime/opportunity allocation and alleged informal payments. These accounts are one‑sided and unverified, but their recurrence suggests a potential integrity risk affecting culture and psychological safety (Berger, 2015; Brannick and Coghlan, 2007; Schein, 2017).
 
Several employees also described a reluctance to speak up formally because they doubted that issues would be addressed or feared negative consequences, which helps explain relatively modest scores on ERC awareness and effectiveness.

A smaller but important subset of comments raised more serious integrity concerns. Several respondents and group session members alleged that supervisors in specific branches were requesting informal payments from guards for deployment opportunities. They further alleged that recruitment into the company and some sites is influenced by personal connections and bribes rather than transparent criteria. These comments are consistent with quantitative signals from the dedicated bribery item and represent a material cultural and compliance risk, even if not all allegations can be independently verified from survey data alone. In response, the company followed the HR policy and two staff members were terminated for gross misconduct.

To manage this ethically, the insider researcher anonymised all examples in this report and separately from the analysis, shared a high-level summary of concerns with the HR department, so that follow-up could be coordinated without exposing individual respondents.










Visual Insights
The following visuals summarise overall performance

Figure 2. Percentage of employees in each vertical indicating a favourable recommendation of Tribus-TSG (responses "Likely" or "Most likely").
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The four indices reflect established retention drivers. Satisfaction captures early socialisation and daily motivation, both associated with turnover intentions. Communication and Voice draws on psychological safety and organisational justice, where perceived fairness and safe speaking-up support effort and staying. Development reflects role clarity and perceived mobility, linked to commitment. However, these are self-reported, overlapping constructs, so findings indicate perceived experience rather than objective practice (Frazier et al., 2017; Colquitt et al., 2013; Jiang and Messersmith, 2018). 

Wellbeing & Flexibility
Wellbeing sentiment is generally positive but uneven. This aligns with Social Exchange Theory in that when employees perceive practical supervisor support they tend to reciprocate through higher commitment, motivation and intent to stay (Cropanzano et al., 2017). However, the Tribus findings extend beyond the theory by showing that micro-level, routine managerial behaviours appear to be the mechanism through which support is experienced in high-load, multi-site teams. In particular, “micro-flex” (shift swaps, start/finish windows, task rotation) and simple routines such as weekly workload checks and realistic deadline setting may reduce time pressure more effectively than broad wellbeing policy statements alone, suggesting that consistency of everyday support may matter more than policy visibility for perceived wellbeing and retention.

Development
Signals on development trail the other indices, mainly around perceived advancement routes and basic JD/KPI hygiene. Employees want to see how they can grow without guesswork or perceived favouritism or corruption, consistent with social exchange perspectives that link fair treatment to retention (Cropanzano et al., 2017; Hom et al., 2017). Two‑track maps (individual contributor and manager) with concrete skill milestones, paired with quarterly growth conversations are reported in the literature to lift perceived development quickly and are recommended for Tribus. Centrally stored, signed‑off JDs and KPIs would create accountability and reduce role drift, especially in multi‑site accounts. Together, these practices can convert Tribus’s ambition around growth into a visible and credible path for staff.

The Development index reflects role clarity and perceived career pathways, which recent studies associate with medium-term retention risk. The Wellbeing and Flexibility index connects to sustainable performance: modest but reliable gains in perceived wellbeing support energy management, reduce burnout risk and stabilise attendance. Together, these indices provide a concise dashboard for monitoring how people experience Tribus-TSG and for prioritising interventions likely to reduce unwanted turnover and support consistent client delivery. Figure 4 shows the distribution of the Satisfaction index, confirming moderate variability between respondents and supporting the use of non-parametric tests.

Communication and Voice links to constructs such as psychological safety and perceived organisational justice; where information flows are predictable and employees see that concerns are heard and acted upon, engagement and advocacy typically strengthen.

The Satisfaction index captures early-journey experience and day-to-day collaboration, both of which shape initial commitment and discretionary effort. 

Figure 4: Distribution of Satisfaction Index
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Satisfaction
Satisfaction appears to be buoyed by strong teamwork and motivation. Qualitative comments praise professionalism and reliability among peers, suggesting solid social capital within teams. Where satisfaction softens, the causes are typically onboarding friction or process ambiguity, especially for new joiners. In Social Exchange terms, unclear expectations and slow access to basic information can weaken early perceptions that Tribus is organised and fair. Addressing this does not require wholesale change; focused improvements in first‑90‑day check‑ins, access to SOPs and clear escalation paths are likely to protect momentum for new staff.

Communication & Voice
Internal communication varies by vertical. Employees respond not just to the presence of information, but to its rhythm and closure: predictable updates, clear ownership and visible “you said, we did” loops, as highlighted in Figures 5 and 6. Where these loops are weak, comments suggest staff infer a lack of follow‑through and care. The Employee Relations Council (ERC) can amplify voice when intake, triage and feedback are transparent. Where ERC awareness is high but effectiveness feels unclear, the issue seems less its existence and more the visibility and timeliness of responses. Simple service levels (for example, acknowledge within 48 hours and give an initial decision within two weeks) could reset expectations and rebuild trust in this channel.

Figure 5: ERC overall findings
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	Department
	Yes %
	No %
	Somewhat %

	EdTech & Specialist Training
	50.0
	10.0
	40.0

	Facilities Management
	45.6
	32.0
	22.3

	Headquarters
	27.3
	45.5
	27.3

	Manufacturing
	50.0
	10.0
	40.0

	Tribus Integrated Technologies
	56.9
	27.6
	15.5



Figure 6: ERC Effectiveness findings per department
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Overall, most respondents feel that the ERC is effective, but a sizeable minority either do not experience it that way or are unsure. This suggests that while the ERC is known and seen as helpful by many, its impact is not yet consistent or highly visible across the workforce. In terms of organisational justice, this uneven visibility risks creating pockets of scepticism about whether concerns are heard and acted on.

For improvement, the ERC should focus on strengthening communication about what it does, making case outcomes more visible in an anonymised way and engaging more systematically with departments where confidence is lower. Sharing concrete examples of issues raised and changes made and doing so on a regular cadence, is likely to convert Somewhat and Neutral views into clearer Yes responses over time and reinforce trust in formal voice mechanisms.

Vertical Drill-Down and Practical Implications
The survey and group session activities validate that some verticals consistently outperform others on Communication & Voice and Development. Where dispersion is wide, leaders should treat this as an opportunity for peer learning: surface the routines of higher-scoring teams (meeting cadence, decision logs, coaching habits) and standardise two or three practices across the function. 

A pragmatic approach is to run focused sprints in the two lowest-scoring verticals for Communication & Voice and Development, while maintaining light-touch support elsewhere. This sequencing concentrates managerial attention where returns are greatest without stalling broader progress.
Risks and Mitigations
Implementation risks include change overload, inconsistent manager capability and limited time for process improvements. For Tribus to mitigate: (1) reduce scope by prioritising a few high-leverage routines; (2) equip managers and potentially the ERC with scripts, templates and examples rather than abstract guidance; (3) timebox efforts into six two-week sprints with clear deliverables. (4) keep a visible scoreboard so progress is public and momentum is self-reinforcing. For ERC, the primary risk is becoming a suggestion box without teeth; publishing SLA compliance and monthly close-out rates addresses this head-on, as well as communicating investigations and actions that positively reinforce the message that staff members are being listened to. 

Detailed 6 Month Implementation Plan

Workstream 1: Communication & Voice
Objective: Increase predictability and trust in internal communication and strengthen employee voice mechanisms.
Scope: monthly vertical huddles, decision summaries and ERC operating rhythm. Cadence: monthly huddle (30 minutes) and “you said, we did” updates. Owners: vertical heads; ERC chair for council rhythm.

Key deliverables by month: Month 1: define huddle agenda template and decision log; publish first “you said, we did.” Month 2: baseline ERC intake-to-close SLA; publish dashboard. Month 3: coach leads and ERC members on concise written updates; audit adherence. Months 4–6: stabilise cadence, address backlog and showcase exemplars in leadership forum and the Tribus newsletter.

Workstream 2: Role Clarity & Growth
Objective: Make roles and growth paths unambiguous. Scope: JD/KPI hygiene, progression maps (IC/manager tracks), quarterly growth conversations. Cadence: JD/KPI completion by Week 8; progression maps by Week 10; growth conversations each quarter. Owners: HR/People for templates; line managers for execution; VPs for oversight.

Key deliverables by month: Month 1: finalise JD/KPI templates and e-sign flow; pilot in two verticals. Month 2: complete 90% JD/KPI sign-off; publish progression maps. Month 3: run first growth conversations; collect completion stats. Months 4–6: targeted coaching for outlier teams; refine maps with examples.

Workstream 3: Wellbeing & Flexibility
Objective: Reduce friction and protect energy. Scope: team workload checks, micro-flex pilots, manager signposting scripts. Cadence: weekly team routines; pilots launched by Month 2. Owners: Operations for rota mechanics; HR for policy guardrails; managers for day-to-day routines.

Key deliverables by month: Month 1: publish manager micro-guide; choose two micro-flex pilots. Month 2: launch pilots; train managers on workload checks. Month 3: review utilisation and outcomes; expand successful pilots. Months 4–6: embed routines; publish quarterly wellbeing snapshot and brief monthly updates.

Limitations, Assumptions and Close Out
Uptake was 31.8% of the workforce (207 of 650 staff) and it is plausible that non‑respondents include more disengaged employees who did not see visible impact from the 2023 survey or were unavailable during fieldwork. Some pockets of lower engagement may therefore be under‑represented.

Based on informal feedback gathered during the group sessions, practical steps could include clearer leadership communication about how results from the 2023 and 2025 surveys are acted on, visible follow‑through on agreed actions and targeted reminders in hard‑to‑reach locations. Emphasising anonymity, giving simple examples of changes made because of previous feedback and allowing time within shifts to complete the survey are likely to increase participation, particularly among more sceptical or fatigued staff. For example, several disciplinary and contract decisions were taken forward where survey feedback highlighted concerns and subsequent HR investigation substantiated them; making such follow‑through visible in an anonymised way can help demonstrate that staff input leads to real consequences.

The analysis is based on a cross‑sectional, self‑report survey and is therefore subject to the usual limitations of perceptual data, including potential recency effects, localised issues and social desirability bias. Although mapping ordinal responses onto a 1–5 numerical scale supports comparability and index construction, it does not convert the data into interval‑level measurements. For this reason, the researcher prioritised non‑parametric techniques and placed greater emphasis on the size and stability of differences than on marginal p‑values. Some functions and tenure segments are relatively small and were interpreted cautiously during the group sessions. The survey also captures perceptions at a single point in time prior to implementation of the proposed roadmap; follow‑up measurement will be required to attribute observed changes in satisfaction, retention or performance to specific interventions with greater confidence. As the researcher is also the MD of the company, there is a clear line of sight to implementing these changes and commissioning follow‑up studies.

Overall, the findings suggest that Tribus has a broadly engaged workforce that values teamwork, flexibility and the core value proposition, but is increasingly sensitive to gaps in communication closure, progression clarity and consistent application of standards. The four indices, plus the ERC insights, point to a small number of high‑leverage levers rather than a need for wholesale redesign. In particular, how Tribus onboards, listens and follows through on concerns appears as important as the underlying terms and conditions.

These themes directly informed the suggested improvement plan and the proposed measures for tracking progress over the next year.
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Learning
At the outset, I aimed to use the 2025 Tribus‑TSG Employee Survey to analyse engagement, communication, teamwork and awareness of the Employee Relations Council (ERC) across the four verticals and turn these insights into a realistic improvement plan. I wanted to test whether Tribus‑TSG had learned from their 2023 survey, where limited follow-up undermined trust and reduced participation (Bryman and Bell, 2015).

Analysis
In practice, these aims were only partly achieved. Findings indicate uneven engagement and ERC awareness across verticals, with concerns most salient in Facilities Management. However, uneven response rates and reliance on limited channels introduce response bias; employees with stronger views may be more likely to participate, meaning the survey may overstate issues in high-response areas and understate them elsewhere. Cross-vertical comparisons should therefore be treated as indicative, not definitive (Bryman and Bell, 2015).

Post-survey HR action provides partial triangulation. Two employees were investigated, found to have accepted bribes and dismissed for gross misconduct, suggesting escalation mechanisms can function once concerns are surfaced. Nevertheless, limited communication of outcomes risks reproducing the 2023 “opacity” problem. This is not solely a communications issue but one of procedural justice and trust, with implications for employee voice, psychological safety and willingness to disclose concerns.

Reflection
Personally, this project has been challenging. Acting as an insider researcher and company MD required me to balance organisational loyalty with critical scrutiny when analysing sensitive integrity and culture issues, highlighting tension between practitioner and researcher roles in organisational research. I became aware of how my assumptions about leadership, fairness and risk shape interpretation and of the importance of being explicit about methodological and ethical limitations, such as the risk that silence after employees raise serious issues can be as damaging as inaction.

The project strengthened my skills in handling survey data, facilitating discussion and integrating qualitative insight. It moved me through Kolb’s experiential learning cycle (Kolb, 1984), prompting me to redesign internal evaluation and plan future cycles deliberately.

Recommendations
It is recommended for Tribus to adopt an organisational development cycle rather than a one-off action plan. This continuous learning approach is consistent with Kolb’s experiential cycle (Kolb, 1984).

The project found uneven participation, reliance on email and informal prompts and opacity following the 2023 survey suggest a weakened “voice climate” and limited confidence that speaking up leads to visible change. Strategically, Tribus-TSG should prioritise building a credible listening and action system that increases data quality and trust.

First, redesign the research cycle to reduce self-selection effects and strengthen cross-vertical inference through multi-channel collection, sampling and clearer benchmarking, recognising that survey conclusions are only as robust as their design and participation (Bryman and Bell, 2015).

Second, implement a standardised post-survey communication protocol (“you said, we did, what changed”) with defined timelines and owners. This directly addresses the finding that outcomes were not shared, which risks repeating earlier opacity and suppressing future engagement.

Third, concentrate diagnostic effort on Facilities Management while also validating whether low-response areas are silent due to access/fear, using ERC-facilitated focus groups and short pulse checks to convert high-level concerns into root-cause insights and targeted interventions.

Finally, evaluate impact beyond immediate reaction by tracking behaviour and results measures (Kirkpatrick Levels 3–4), rather than participation alone (Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick, 2006). Appendix 1 summarises the delivery plan, including priorities, owners, indicative timings and success measures.





























Appendix 1 - Appendix 1: Implementation Plan - Priorities, Accountabilities, Indicative Timeframes and Success Measures

	Planned intervention
	Accountable owner(s)
	Indicative timeframe
	Success indicator(s)

	Close the survey feedback loop
	HR + Managing Director
	0–30 days
	Update issued; subsequent pulse response rate

	Establish a consistent site communications cadence
	Operations + Department Heads o
	30–60 days
	Monthly brief delivered; message recall

	Improve ERC visibility and access routes
	Employee Relations Council + HR
	30–90 days
	ERC awareness (%); case cycle time

	Clarify career pathways and strengthen internal mobility
	HR + Learning and Development
	60–120 days
	Pathways published; internal fill rate (%)

	Build dispersed management fundamentals
	Learning and Development + Line Managers
	60–180 days
	Completion rate (%); manager pulse score



Appendix 1 commentary: evaluation considerations and measurement limitations

Appendix 1 operationalises the recommendations into an implementable delivery plan by specifying actions, accountable owners, indicative timescales and success measures. This supports governance by clarifying accountability and providing a practical basis for monitoring progress across Tribus-TSG. The table also highlights evaluation considerations that should be acknowledged when interpreting progress and drawing conclusions about effectiveness.

Several indicators function primarily as process or communications proxies (for example, an update being issued, a monthly brief delivered, or message recall). These can evidence completion and reach, but they do not, in isolation, demonstrate sustained behaviour change or improved organisational outcomes. Some measures are also likely to be lagging and/or confounded (for example, internal fill percentage), as variation may reflect labour market conditions, vacancy mix, pay constraints or organisational controls such as hiring restrictions rather than the intervention itself; consequently, causal attribution will remain limited without contextual analysis and corroborating evidence.

The plan combines leading indicators (awareness and completion rates) with outcome-oriented measures (pulse scores and case cycle time), but it does not specify baselines, target ranges, or decision thresholds. This reduces the ability to distinguish meaningful improvement from normal variation and creates ambiguity about when corrective action should be triggered. Reliance on pulse survey metrics also introduces risks of response bias and survey fatigue; improved response rates or sentiment may reflect increased communications activity rather than substantive change. Triangulation with operational metrics and structured qualitative feedback would therefore strengthen interpretive validity.

Finally, although accountability is allocated at functional level, effective execution within Tribus-TSG will depend on the capability and capacity of local line managers, particularly for dispersed management basics. Without protected time, reinforcement mechanisms and visible senior sponsorship, completion may increase without consistent transfer into managerial practice. In this context, the Managing Director’s role as senior sponsor is pivotal in setting expectations, modelling desired behaviours and ensuring that line managers are enabled and held accountable for implementation. 

Interpreting the table’s measures as evidence of Kirkpatrick Levels 3–4 will therefore require tighter measurement specification (baselines and targets), triangulation across data sources and explicit recognition of attribution and implementation constraints (Kirkpatrick and Kirkpatrick, 2006).
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