


Introduction


The majority (35%) of those who completed the ‘One Crew’ employee survey last year consider team-members/co-workers to be what makes the RNLI a great place to work, followed by 24% believing that our vision to save everyone and making a difference is what drives them most in their roles (RNLI, 2022b). At first glance, this qualitative data may merely suggest that our people and our mission are our power and driving force for good, however, we should also be aware of the possible risks our main strengths (as well as our weaknesses), pose to us in the work we do. We must recognise that we are vulnerable to the risk of what MacTaggart (2022) describes to be an ‘echo chamber’. In order for us, as people professionals and you, management teams, to mitigate this, we must encourage developing the way we do things and taking a look inward to avoid confirmation bias: our opinions are not always shared and correct (Maddock, 2020).

Our people teams within the RNLI are steadfast in the investment of leadership development and building on our robust organisational values and ways in which these can permeate our workforce for positive and productive outcomes (Barnes, 2022). Yet, to keep improving these outcomes, it is our responsibility to make sure our organisation’s practices are evidence-based and management understand the reasoning for a data-informed approach. This paper will look to provide you, as a manager within the RNLI, with a rationale for using varied data types to guide your judgements. 



























Why should we focus on ‘what works’? (1.1)


This definition by The Oxford Review (2022), of organisational evidence-based practice (EBP), encapsulates why the RNLI, a charity that is almost 200 years old and built on tradition and the unwavering goal of ‘saving lives at sea’ (RNLI, 2022c), needs to purposefully commit to a cyclic process to improve decision-making and in turn, positive perceptions:“organisational evidence-based practice (EBP) refers to the systematic process where-by decisions are made and actions or activities are undertaken using the best evidence available. The aim of evidence-based practice is to remove as far as possible, subjective opinion, unfounded beliefs, or bias from decisions and actions in organisations in order to achieve the goals of the organisation”


It’s vital to ensure that ‘what works’ externally or internally is being considered in our context; we must be critical, take learnings from other case studies and acknowledge our own biases or independent opinions (Maddock, 2020; CIPD, 2022a; The Oxford Review, 2022; MacTaggart, 2022). When it comes to making accurate judgements, managers should always contemplate how work, people and professionalism matter. These three key principles defined by the CIPD (2022d), are helpful in framing our choices, actions and behaviours in the workplace and remind us to think about what is right not just for the RNLI as an organisation, but our people. It also prompts us to take responsibility for our own growth/shortcomings/gaps in professional knowledge or expertise. Whether the information is derived from scientific literature, organisational data, empirical evidence or stakeholder views/experiences - or even several of these, it is now more crucial than ever in a cost-conscious climate (Cassidy et al., 2021; CIPD 2022a; Dowie, 2022).   
Use of data in a cost-conscious environment (1.2)





Our work must be underpinned by a solid knowledge of context and outcomes, including both value and risk. We must consider the fact we are a non-profit organisation with a purpose of ‘saving lives at sea’ at the forefront of the agenda, riding out tumultuous waters during a cost-of-living crisis. In a rapidly changing environment (Cassidy et al., 2021), we need to stay vigilant and use evidence from numerous sources to steer us; ‘Our Watch’ strategic intent (RNLI, 2020) should be in alignment with enhancing the lives of all who keep the RNLI afloat (staff, volunteers, donors, public), whilst maximising the productivity of our people (CIPD, 2022a). 

When taking a systematic approach to channel the most reliable and valid data (Waite et al, 2021), we must not assume a specific causal factor to a particular problem or issue: there may be a multitude of reasons for this problematic (or desired) outcome. For instance, Pindek et al.’s (2017) meta-analysis review provides an easy-to-digest summary of an amalgamation of human resource management studies/data, to allow us to understand trends in people practice. This would be considered to be a reliable source of evidence, as we can accept with greater certainty that the gathered information is legitimate and not deduced from a unique, outlier source. According to Waite et al (2021), when investigating similarity with/between existing data, we can increase reliability if we look at wide-ranging data sources. If applying the findings of a meta-analysis to a specific situation, we would also need to take other variables into account and acknowledge the findings/recommendations may or may not be relevant; a critical lens is what is needed. 


People professionals’ use of
 different data types (1.3)




As mentioned, analyses should consider information/data from different origins. These data types can be categorised as quantitative or qualitative data. For example, our RNLI people teams work together on developing stronger leadership and understanding individuals’ needs, motivations and potential (Barnes, 2022). To be successful, they need to collate a myriad of internal data, which depending on the situation or decision, may include written evidence from performance reviews [RADAR] or verbal feedback on managers’ actions/support, both of which would be classified as qualitative data due to the fact meaning is conveyed by words. In addition to these, people professionals may look at quantifiable data such as engagement or job satisfaction surveys like ‘One Crew: your view’ or absence rates over a given period of time (RNLI, 2022b; Waite et al., 2021). 

These examples are not exhaustive of what should and could be used to determine next steps for human resource management; the more information we have, the more objective and reasonable the decision becomes, as a logical rationale with minimum bias is developed before reaching it. This is where multiple and often cross-sector perspectives, as well those presented in existing human resource studies, from various branches of social sciences can help us to understand each person holistically. It is fundamental to recognise that individuals (and managers) within the RNLI will have specific needs and motivations in the workplace and beyond (Waite et al., 2021; The Oxford Review, 2022). These studies can be qualitative or quantitative and it is up to the reader (in our case people professionals), to decide which sources are relevant and most valuable in informing policy or practice. 














Applying policies and procedures 
to inform decisions (1.6)




We will discuss how agreed policies and procedures inform decisions via a specific example of our Equality, Diversity and Inclusion policy (EDI) and the implementation of ‘diversity’ objectives (RNLI, 2018). When looking at policies and practices, Taylor (2022, p.17) suggests that we should use 3 criteria to assess their practicality: “effectiveness, efficiency and fairness”. 

We have recently created a mechanism for gathering data that will help the RNLI to measure our progress in building a more diverse workforce (RNLI, 2021; RNLI, 2020).  However, we still have a long way to go, given the fact that 95% of black adults and 80% of black children do not swim (Swim England, 2021) and members of ethnic minorities having an increased risk of drowning globally (WHO, 2021). If we are to be led by our purpose and values, we need to not only be directed by policy, but also “see beyond the rules to do what’s right” (CIPD, 2022e). Despite having recognised the risk of failing the achieve greater diversity across our organisation through recruitment strategy (RNLI, 2022), we must understand that in order to “save everyone”, we must continue to build relationships with partners like the BSA that are already well-appointed to influence those ethnically diverse groups, of whom we are not currently reaching with our advice (RNLI, 2022d). 

With regards to the effectiveness of our EDI policy, it is vital that leadership ensure it is adhered to, not only to comply with law (Alang, Stanton and Rose, 2022), but also to help drive engagement and commitment to change amongst teams (CIPD, 2022e). Moreover, evidence is also required e.g. we must be aware of any barriers to policy implementation and our human tendency to cut corners when processing complex information. Being mindful of an unconscious form of bias (ACAS, 2022) called ‘cognitive dissonance’, will reduce its impact. Many people choose to interpret information presented to them in a way that justifies or confirms their original beliefs, even if this is subconscious (Maddock, 2020).

Value created for staff, the RNLI
 and volunteers (2.1)





For HR processes to generate value for the organisation, our people teams need to be constantly reviewing and improving them; challenging themselves and others, all whilst collating and applying evidence of ‘what works’ (Overton, cited in Cassidy et al., 2022). HR function also involves assessment of the RNLI’s present and future ability to support operations and to implement the aims defined in ‘Our Watch’ (Deloitte, 2009; RNLI, 2020). 

Although they are a large and highly profitable partnership (LLP), as opposed to third-sector organisations, PwC provide some eye-opening, internally sourced information supporting a tech-led approach to HR. A recent survey indicates that HR insights/data analytics, along with recruiting and hiring, are listed as the top challenges in relation to human capital. They also mention how getting leadership buy-in for technology adoption is vital for an innovative transformation to be successful. With remote work here to stay it is important that we consider following the 95% HR leaders who have helped to implement/have a plan for new systems to track and report on productivity and performance metrics for remote workers (PwC 2022), 

Although we are far from tech-led, we need to accept the regional ways of working pose challenges for our people, organisation and wider stakeholders. As mentioned earlier, existing employees believe it is the people that make the RNLI a great place to work (RNLI, 2022b) – but it is important to contemplate: will this continue to be the case, with disengagement as a potential risk of remote work? (Downs, Donnelly and Daellenbach, 2022; PwC, 2022). Measuring the quantity and quality of staff output, will help you as managers to understand your teams’ efficiency and perhaps highlight areas for improvement (of which people professionals can assist with) to increase productivity and thus, value.  
How can we be customer-focused 
& standards-driven? (2.2)




In this section, we speak of our donors and the general public as our customers, due to the fact we rely on (donor) funding and our RNLI shop profits to deliver our services and our strategy is driven by our target audience for water safety messaging and those of whom we rescue at sea (general public). 

The John Lewis Partnership (JLP), despite being a retail store, has many similarities with the RNLI, in terms of uniqueness, longevity, scope and overall reputation with staff, customers and the wider public (Salaman and Storey, 2016). For instance, JLP’s first shop opened over 150 years ago – the RNLI was founded almost 200 years ago. 
JLP partners commit to a ‘we not me’ attitude, similar to that of our ‘One Crew’ ethos; both relate to teamwork being a main driver for success (JLP, 2022b; RNLI, 2022c). JLP go ‘above and beyond’ for their customers – RNLI volunteers put themselves on the line to prevent deaths at sea. This may seem like a drastic comparison, but it must be noted that prioritising the customer is inextricably linked to organisational standards. JLP understand that keeping their partners happy, will impact the level of customer service they provide (JLP, 2022a).

According to new research (Sit, 2021), heritage brands such as JLP are at risk of becoming overly reliant on their long-standing traditions and distinctive features and resistant to change in fear of losing the loyalty of their well-established customer base. The RNLI is built on traditions and deep-rooted principles, which could be argued as the organisation’s greatest strength, however if we are to survive and improve standards, we need to be agile and willing to make changes based on evidence. After all, courage is one of our charity’s values (RNLI, 2022).Word Count: 1,673


Conclusion


At the RNLI, we look at self-generated DRI (Deaths, Rescues and Injuries) data at the coast and WAID data inland (Water Incident Database), alongside local knowledge of specific or emerging risks. These merged sources supplement organisational research into national dangers or safety message effectiveness, to focus our efforts and maximise our ‘lifesaving effect’: we use a strategic evidence-based approach, especially when having to justify each move in a cost-conscious climate (Dowie, 2022). 

Looking to constantly reflect upon our internal evidence and ways of doing things, can push us to look outward and learn from others, even something isn’t necessarily a ‘problem’. We can always be prepared to act and innovate to continue to drive standards for all stakeholders, and managers should be looking to make continual improvements in their teams and foster an environment for good communication. For instance, a recent article in ‘People Management’ magazine, suggests that leaders’ themselves can “protect the wellbeing of their workers, boost their resilience and optimise their performance” (Boo, 2022, p.17), through genuine empathy and compassion and according to Pindeck et al (2017), conscientiousness is the most significant personality predictor of performance. 
We as people professionals must be ready to assist with a framework for making informed, data-driven decisions in an effort to minimise the deficit in data analysis skills amongst practitioners (Cassidy et al., 2021). The Conservation Evidence (2022) decision-making template tool, although created for those in a different profession, is a great place to start, with a research paper detailing how it was produced and a downloadable resource available (Christie et al., 2022). The simplified steps are:
1) Define the decision context
2) Gather evidence
3) Make an evidence-based decision
As a leader in the RNLI, you can begin to encourage an evidence-based approach with a positivity towards learning and by viewing your department as working progress, that will never be ‘finished’; if you model evaluative practice and the use of data to reach decisions, you can cultivate an ‘attitude of wisdom’ amongst colleagues (Pfeffer and Sutton, 2006) and improved outcomes for the organisation and its people.








Age-range data analysis
across all RNLI departments




A COMPARISON OF THE AGE-RANGES OF EMPLOYEES IN THE FUNDRAISING, MARKETING & MEDIA (C) AND PEOPLE (D) DEPARTMENTS (1.4)


 

Though this table below, showing quantitative people data (departmental age-ranges), is helpful in gaining an insight into the workforce overall, diagrams such as pie charts can be more easily understood and look to provide a clearer picture of these figures, with minimal input from us as people professionals (Waite et al., 2021). 
	
 
	Age
16 -25
	Age
26 - 35
	Age
36 - 45
	Age
46 - 55
	Age
56 - 65
	Age
66 - 75
	Age
76 - 80

	 
	Total in each
department
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engineering & Supply Department (A)
	182
	12
	23
	45
	44
	50
	8
	0

	Finance, Planning & Improvement Department (B)
	146
	4
	9
	21
	36
	70
	4
	2

	Fundraising, Marketing & Media Department (C)
 (C)
	172
	32
	12
	32
	27
	51
	17
	1

	People Department (D)
	90
	0
	2
	4
	9
	20
	55
	0

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Lifesaving Operations (E)
	262
	18
	12
	31
	56
	118
	23
	4

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Insights, Technology & Strategy Department (F)

	158
	74
	54
	18
	7
	5
	0
	0


Table to show age-range totals in each department



By undertaking a few calculations, we can produce a pie chart to display each age-range as a percentage total in each department. As we are displaying part-to-whole relationships and proportions, pie charts and bar charts have been used (Ricks, 2020). Alongside other evidence and with wider organisational context in mind, this will allow for quick interpretations to be made, to inform decision-making. 

In department C, there is a total of 172 employees.
To express a number as a percentage of this total, in this case for instance, 32 people in the 16-25 age-range as a percentage of the entire department, you can use this formula: 
³²⁄₁₇₂ × 100 = 18.6% (1dp)



	People Department 
(Department D)


	
	
	

	16-25
	0 ÷ 90 = 0.000
	× 100 =
	0.00%

	26-35
	2 ÷ 90 = 0.022
	× 100 =
	2.22%

	36-45
	4 ÷ 90 = 0.044
	× 100 =
	4.44%

	46-55
	9 ÷ 90 = 0.100
	× 100 =
	10.00%

	56-65
	20 ÷ 90 = 0.222
	× 100 =
	22.22%

	66-75
	55 ÷ 90 = 0.611
	× 100 =
	61.10%

	76-80
	0 ÷ 90 = 0.000
	× 100 =
	0.00%


	Fundraising, Marketing & Media (Department C)

	
	
	

	16-25
	32 ÷ 172 = 0.186 
	× 100 =
	18.60%

	26-35
	12 ÷ 172 = 0.069
	× 100 = 
	7.00%

	36-45
	32 ÷ 172 = 0.186
	× 100 = 
	18.60%

	46-55
	27 ÷ 172 = 0.156
	× 100 = 
	15.70%

	56-65
	51 ÷ 172 = 0.296
	× 100 = 
	29.60%

	66-75
	17 ÷ 172 = 0.098
	× 100 = 
	9.90%

	76-80
	1 ÷ 172 = 0.006
	× 100 = 
	0.60%




As you will see from the two diagrams below, department C has a more even split of age-ranges, whereas department D has an overwhelming majority (over 60%) of staff in the 66-75 category, followed by 22% ranging from 56-65 years of age. 








 Chart 1
Chart 2

EMPLOYEE AGE-RANGE DATA FINDINGS ACROSS ALL DEPARTMENTS AND CONTRASTING DEPARTMENTS (1.5)




The conclusions we can make from this quantitative source is limited, due to there being only one source and no context provided; consequently, we can only make inferences as to what the group level data tells us (Marler and Boudreau, 2017). To highlight the most apparent patterns and themes and help inform decision-making, two diagrams have been created:
‘Chart 3’ & ‘Chart 4’. 

‘Chart 3’ shows age-ranges across all departments, encapsulating the ‘bigger picture’ with reference to total number of employees in each category. It clearly shows that the majority of RNLI roles are being fulfilled by those between ages 56-65, individuals most likely to retire - the average age for retirement in the UK is just under 65, a slight fall on previous years for both men and women (Talbot, 2022). This data portrays the peak being the employees age 56-65, and troughs being those in the 26-35 and 76-80 categories. The latter is likely explained by the retirement statistic mentioned, however the reasons for the mostly ageing workforce could be multi-faceted and cannot be explained merely with these figures. This finding is useful, as it may be an issue that needs mitigation by our people teams.

‘Chart 4’ concerns Lifesaving Operations (E) and Insights, Technology & Strategy (F) departments. The contrast between the two are stark, with the bars to represent the number of employees in each age-range providing a clear depiction without having to interrogate the chart. For example, the ratio of 56-65-year-olds is 118:15 and 16-25-year-olds is 18:74. Most employees within department E are in the potential retirement category, in contrast to the majority of those in department F falling into the 16-25 group. 

The steps to reduce the impact of a potentially ageing or an overwhelmingly young workforce, depend on comparing and contrasting other internal or external evidence with the RNLI’s specific context in mind, but may consist of building a systematic and planned approach to resourcing, investing in people and understanding the employee need/motivations (Barnes, 2022; Baran and Klos, 2014; Stirpe, Trullen and Bonache, 2018; Soleas, 2021). 
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Age-Ranges in the People department 
(D)







16-25 	26-35 	36-45	46-55 	56-65 	66-75 	76-80 	0	2.2200000000000001E-2	4.4400000000000002E-2	0.1	0.22220000000000001	0.61099999999999999	0	
AGE-RANGES IN the Fundraising, Marketing and Media department (C)









16-25 	26-35 	36-45	46-55 	56-65 	66-75 	76-80 	0.18600000000000003	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.18600000000000003	0.157	0.29599999999999999	9.9000000000000005E-2	6.0000000000000001E-3	
AGE-RANGES ACROSS ALL DEPARTMENTS

Total across all departments	16-25 	26-35 	36-45	46-55 	56-65 	66-75 	76-80 	140	112	151	179	314	107	7	


COMPARING AGE-RANGES IN DEPARTMENTS E & F

Lifesaving Operations (E)	
16-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	66-75	76-80	18	12	31	56	118	23	4	Insights, Technology 	&	 Strategy (F)	

16-25	26-35	36-45	46-55	56-65	66-75	76-80	74	54	18	7	5	0	0	
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