


Contents
Introduction	2
1.	Description	3
2.	Feelings	4
3.	Evaluation	7
4.	Analysis	9
5.	Conclusion and Lessons Learned	13
6.	Action Plan	16
References	19



















[bookmark: _Toc219037248]Introduction 

Effective leadership in policing demands a balance of strategic foresight, emotional intelligence, and operational resilience. As a Detective Inspector and Training Manager in Crime, I encountered interconnected challenges: significant staffing shortages, organisational instability due to Priority-Based Budgeting (PBB), and the need to implement a Professionalising Investigations Programme (PIP) Accreditation Policy aligned to the College of Policing Framework. These challenges created a complex leadership situation involving people, processes, and organisational politics.
To structure learning from this experience, I apply Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988), using its stages of description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion, and action planning to critically examine how my leadership approach developed during this period and to inform my future practice (Gibbs, 1988). The review draws on leadership and organisational behaviour theories to enhance reflection and contextualise practice, examining the effectiveness and appropriateness of styles I employed, the role of emotional intelligence in navigating uncertainty, and the impact of motivation and behaviour on team dynamics and organisational outcomes. 
It also anticipates future leadership challenges, particularly within the context of complex partnerships and multi-agency collaboration, and structural reform. It explores how personalities and styles can affect outcomes both positively and negatively, as well as how financial and resource constraints, such as those experienced during PBB within my team and the wider Academy, influence decision-making and drive organisational change. Psychological and team theories are used to interpret behaviour and inform my future leadership strategies.
This review offers a critical and honest assessment of my leadership development, identifying areas for improvement and emphasising reflective practice in navigating evolving demands of police leadership. To make this reflection robust, I drew on more than mere recollection. I reviewed training evaluation patterns, quality assurance data, assessor workloads, and notes from one-to-one meetings and focus groups. I also revisited governance documents and policy decision logs to test my interpretations against what had actually happened. This enabled me to challenge assumptions and reflect on my actions and the reasoning behind them. I recognise that my perspective as a role-holder brings limitations, and periods of high workload can affect recall. To reduce bias, I sought feedback from peers outside my immediate team and compared my reflections with available performance data. Where I refer to outcomes, I treat them as provisional rather than definitive, acknowledging that many factors influence results. My aim throughout has been to keep this review transparent and evidence-informed, while recognising the complexity of leadership practice.

1. [bookmark: _Toc219037249]Description

On assuming the position of Detective Inspector and Crime Training Manager within the Academy, I entered a landscape marked by significant organisational strain. The Academy faced significant staffing shortages across training and assessment which affected our ability to deliver core investigative training and provide timely support to frontline investigators. These gaps reflected wider challenges across policing. National bodies such as the Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) and His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS) had highlighted the acute pressures on investigative capacity and a sustained shortage of qualified investigators. HMICFRS’ Efficiency Spotlight Report drew attention to work-force related impacts across the criminal justice system and associated backlogs in 2024 (HMICFRS, 2024). Staff shortages disrupted training delivery, slowed capability development, and threatened compliance with PIP standards. PBB added financial scrutiny, making resource requests politically sensitive.
The team I inherited had experienced prolonged uncertainty and inconsistent leadership, which had contributed to low morale, reduced psychological safety, and a sense of disengagement. Restoring trust and stabilising the team was essential, despite structural challenges that complicated progress.  
It was within this environment that I assumed responsibility for developing a local PIP accreditation policy to complement College of Policing guidance and provide a clear, standardised framework for investigator accreditation. This required consultation with operational leaders and subject matter experts, designing workflows and aligning to national standards. Progress, however, was repeatedly disrupted by turnover in chief officer roles, with shifting priorities and inconsistent sponsorship creating delays and uncertainty. These challenges were compounded by staffing shortages and financial scrutiny under PBB, which limited the ability to implement the policy and deliver preparatory training. The lack of an approved framework further hindered operational efficiency and investigator development, creating a cycle where resource gaps and policy delays reinforced one another. Navigating these interdependencies required stabilising the workforce, maintaining consistent delivery, advocating for resources and driving strategic reform in a context of heightened scrutiny and shifting priorities. This reflects Ratcliffe’s emphasis on intelligence-led policing, in which investigative capability underpins effective risk management and public confidence. (Ratcliffe, 2016).
The rationale for a local PIP Accreditation Policy extended beyond compliance. Accreditation ensures investigative quality and public confidence by setting clear competence standards and reducing delays in case progression. In a resource-constrained environment, structured pathways help prioritise training for roles with the greatest safeguarding impact, making best use of limited assessor capacity. Under PBB, these trade-offs were under intense scrutiny, so I redefined the policy as a strategic enabler rather than an administrative task. This allowed me to present options that compared cost avoidance, such as reduced rework and fewer complaints, with the risks of delaying investment. It also reassured staff that accreditation was a developmental process rather than an obstacle, which supported psychological safety and engagement. The policy became a lever for stabilising standards under pressure and aligning operational needs with organisational governance.

2. [bookmark: _Toc219037250]Feelings

Stepping into the role, I felt a mixture of frustration, determination, and responsibility in the face of acute staffing shortages and their impact on training delivery, investigative capability, and morale. This reflects literature on leading under uncertainty, where leaders must balance immediate operational pressures with longer-term adaptation (Heifetz & Linsky,  2002; Kotter, 1996). While Kotter’s emphasis on establishing a “guiding coalition” resonated, its staged approach has been criticised for oversimplifying dynamic environments (Applebaum, et al., 2012), which I experienced as priorities shifted rapidly. 
Alongside this, I felt pressure and personal vulnerability. As a relatively new leader, I recognised that early decisions and behaviours would the team’s perception of my competence and credibility, aligning with authentic leadership perspectives which emphasise self-awareness, transparency and the use of vulnerability to build trust (Avolio & Gardner, 2005). However, critics note that authenticity can be challenging in hierarchical organisations where transparency may conflict with expectations of authority (Ford & Harding, 2011). This created an internal tension of needing to project confidence while managing my own uncertainty, particularly under PBB scrutiny, reflecting adaptive leadership’s requirement to maintain equilibrium at the “productive zone of disequilibrium” (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002) 
These emotional responses were amplified by the concurrent challenge of developing the PIP Accreditation Policy. Initially, this work generated optimism as it promised consistency and better standards, in accordance with change literature on the motivational value of structured frameworks (Kotter, 1996). However, repeated turnover among chief officers produced uncertainty and loss of momentum, a pattern well documented in organisational change where inconsistent sponsorship impedes consolidation (Schein, 2010). Leading upwards under these conditions required continuous sense-giving and reframing of the policy’s value while maintaining team motivation, consistent with findings on leadership in policing contexts where sponsorship and clarity influence trust (College of Policing, 2015).
Throughout this period, emotional intelligence became central to my practice.  Goleman highlights self-regulation and empathy as key components, and these supported my ability to remain composed during challenging conversations and to recognise signs of fatigue and anxiety within the team (Goleman, 1998). However, emotional intelligence has been criticised for conceptual ambiguity and inconsistent predictive validity (Antonakis, et al., 2009), which reminded me that structural factors also influenced outcomes. To address this, I focused on creating psychological safety, as Edmondson associates this with openness, constructive challenge, and improved team learning in high-pressure environments (Edmondson, 1999). Empathising with senior leaders’ financial constraints also helped me frame business cases more effectively, reducing defensiveness and aligning proposals with organisational priorities. This illustrates the political nature of influence, where framing can privilege certain solutions (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2017).
Motivation theory also shaped my approach. Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory helped clarify what aspects of motivation I could influence directly, although its empirical support is debated (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976).To strengthen relevance, I drew on Self-Determination Theory, prioritising autonomy, competence and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000), and the Job-Demands-Resources model, which views wellbeing and engagement as a balance between demands and available resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Applying these frameworks enabled me to turn frustration into purposeful action by increasing recognition, creating development pathways and clarifying expectations to offset resource constraints. 
Under pressure, I shifted towards a more directive style than my usual participative approach. This was context-driven and aligned with Situational Leadership Theory, which suggests directive behaviours suit high-pressure, low-clarity contexts (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). However, evidence-based support for the model is mixed (Graeff, 1997), reinforcing the need for flexibility rather than rigid adherence. Recognising this, I used self-monitoring and peer feedback to recalibrate toward coaching and shared problem solving, supporting team learning and psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999). In policing, where stressors are chronic, protecting team resources and agency is integral to resilience and performance (College of Policing, 2015; Cockcroft, 2014).
Overall, my initial feelings reflected the weight of responsibility alongside the potential for positive impact. While overlapping pressures created moments of doubt and strain, they strengthened my resolve to lead with integrity, empathy, and strategic awareness. These emotions functioned as catalysts for deliberate, reflective leadership, rather than obstacles, guiding my approach as I navigated the intertwined challenges. 
Maintaining performance under pressure required deliberate attention to wellbeing. Conservation of Resources theory explains that resource loss, such as time and energy, can accelerate under austerity, increasing strain (Hobfoll, 1989). To counter this, I scheduled short recovery periods, used decision journals to reduce cognitive load, and sought peer challenge to avoid over-control. These were not luxuries but safeguards. When leaders are depleted, attention narrows and openness to voice declines undermining trust and decision quality (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Edmondson, 1999). By acknowledging limits and modelling transparency, I aimed to strengthen psychological safety and encourage behaviours such as openness and adaptability (Goleman, 1998; Edmondson, 1999).

3. [bookmark: _Toc219037251]Evaluation

Evaluating my leadership revealed strengths, limitations, and contextual constraints that shaped outcomes. Initially, I adopted a directive style to restore clarity and stability, consistent with the “Tells” and “Sells” stages of the Tannenbaum & Schmidt continuum (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). This worked in the short term but risked creating dependency if prolonged or sustained too long, a tension noted in high-reliability settings where standardisation and autonomy must be balanced (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007). As trust grew, I shifted toward participative and transformational approaches which improved morale and engagement (Bass & Riggio, 2006). However, transformational leadership has been critiqued for conceptual ambiguity (van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013), reminding me that outcomes may also reflect contextual factors rather than leadership style alone. 
Engagement during focus groups increased and assessment workloads reduced which are patterns consistent with procedural justice and Expectancy Theory (Vroom, 1964). Yet, these improvements might also be due to other factors, such as process changes or natural settling over time, so it is important to check multiple sources of evidence before assuming my actions caused them (Kahneman, 2011). 
One key decision was whether to pause a scheduled investigator course to free assessors for a backlog of quality assurance work. Pausing would reduce immediate risk, while continuing delivery risked stretching resources but maintained morale and progression. My initial instinct was to pause, reflecting a tendency to impose clarity during uncertainty. However, after listening to staff concerns, I chose a co-designed solution: short, focused sprints to clear rework while keeping the course running. Attendance stabilised and QA issues reduced slightly the following month, though other factors might have contributed. This experience reinforced the need to weigh secondary effects and combine decisiveness with fairness and transparency, which research links to improved trust and engagement (Colquitt, 2001). It also reflects adaptive leadership principles, where leaders balance competing priorities and adjust in response to stakeholder input (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002).

Feelings of frustration and vulnerability influenced my early behaviours. Drawing on Goleman’s Emotional Intelligence framework helped me regulate responses and prioritise psychological safety (Goleman, 1995; Edmondson, 1999). While emotional intelligence is widely promoted, its predictive validity beyond personality and IQ is debated (Antonakis, et al., 2009), suggesting structural factors also shaped outcomes. Empathy toward senior leaders under PBB pressures enabled strategic framing of business cases, consistent with adaptive leadership principles (Heifetz, et al., 2009), though this also illustrates the political nature of influence where framing can privilege certain solutions (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2017).
Despite clear business cases, systemic constraints slowed approvals, echoing research on the limits of individual agency in complex systems (Filstad, et al., 2023). Kotters (1996) model highlights the need for governance scaffolding to sustain change, though critics argue its staged approach oversimplifies dynamic environments (Applebaum, et al., 2012). The development of the PIP policy reinforced this, despite strong design and stakeholder engagement, inconsistent executive sponsorship stalled progress. This underlines that technical competence and transformational behaviours are insufficient without transactional mechanisms and organisational readiness (Schein, 2010).
Power dynamics also shaped outcomes. While I held legitimate authority, I relied on referent power to rebuild trust (French & Raven, 1959), but this is fragile if relationships shift, reinforcing the need for formal authority and procedural safeguards. Differing priorities and risk appetites across the organisation further illustrate how perception and politics mediate leadership effectiveness (Yuki, 2013).

Influencing upwards under PBB highlighted how messages can be amplified or muted by intermediaries. Some filtered information to protect leaders’ time, while others emphasised worst-case scenarios, increasing risk aversion. Research on employee voice shows that speaking up can improve decisions but also carries personal risk if messages challenge norms (Morrison, 2014; Detert & Burris, 2007). This shaped my approach; I standardised proposals by presenting options with consequences, equity impacts, and cost avoidance, and stress-tested them with colleagues before escalation. I also used clear communication channels, prioritised issues, and provided practical options to make problems visible without overwhelming senior leaders, reflecting good strategic leadership practice (Finkelstein, et al., 2008). These experiences reinforced the value of adaptive leadership and emotional intelligence while highlighting improvement areas such as stronger governance, proactive upward management, and planning for instability. 

Overall, my leadership stabilised the team and progressed strategic work under pressure, but pace and scope were constrained by systemic factors. Critically, this period confirmed that sustainable change requires coalitions, resourcing and iterative learning, not just individual effort (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002; Snowdon & Boone, 2007).

4. [bookmark: _Toc219037252]Analysis 

Viewing this leadership experience through established theories shows that my actions were shaped both by team dynamics and wider organisational and systemic pressures. Elements of my practice reflected transformational leadership, articulating a clear vision for improving investigative standards and motivating colleagues to engage with change (Bass & Riggio, 2006), however complexity meant inspiration alone was insufficient. The interaction between staffing shortages, restructuring under PBB, and policy development required context-responsive leadership. Consistent with Situational Leadership, I moved from a directive approach in the early, low-readiness phase to more participative and collaborative behaviours as trust and capability grew (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988), though its prescriptive “fit” claims are debated (Graeff, 1997), so I treated it as a guide rather than a rulebook. 
Much of this work occurred in a genuinely complex environment. Interdependencies between sponsorship, resourcing, and policy meant that small changes, such as a leadership shift, could have disproportionate effects. Linear planning alone would have produced brittle solutions. To counter this, I adopted short, low-risk experiments such as piloting accreditation workflows, running time-bound targeted review phases, and issuing iterative executive updates. These allowed me to sense what worked and adapt quickly when priorities changed. I also introduced enabling constraints, such as clearly defined training criteria and ring-fenced assessor time, to provide structure without stifling flexibility. This approach demanded comfort with partial control, holding a clear vision while accepting uncertainty and reframing setbacks as learning opportunities. It also supported psychological safety by showing that feedback could shape real changes (Edmondson, 1999). 
Individual differences and cognitive biases also influenced decisions and relationships. Using the Big Five as a heuristic, higher conscientiousness and agreeableness supported reliable delivery and trust-building but risked over-servicing and delayed challenge when standards were at stake, (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Under acute pressure, transient neuroticism narrowed my attentional field, reinforcing the need for deliberate self-regulation and peer challenge Biases such as the halo effect and fundamental attribution error surfaced in early performance discussions (Robbins & Judge, 2019). I mitigated these through structured evidence reviews, double‑loop reflection and standardised accreditation criteria, improving perceived fairness and shifting conversations from blame to learning. 
Motivation required multiple levers. Herzberg’s Two Factor Theory clarified what I could influence directly; motivators such as recognition, responsibility, and opportunities for development, while acknowledging that some “hygiene” deficits such as pay and workload were systemic and constrained morale (Herzberg, et al., 1959). Both Herzberg and Maslow’s hierarchy are often treated as heuristics rather than empirically robust prescriptions (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976), so I combined them with contemporary approaches like Self-Determination Theory to support autonomy, competence and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Operant principles reinforced accreditation behaviours while reducing workarounds that risked QA slippage (Skinner, 1953), and social learning helped model calm responses under pressure (Bandura, 1977). Personally, a strong sense of public service motivation sustained effort despite constraints (Perry & Wise, 1990).
Structural pressures amplified these individual factors. Using the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) lens, engagement fluctuated because demands such as heavy workloads and tight deadlines were met with too few resources, increasing strain and burnout risk (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). My actions to raise resources through recognition, development pathways, clearer role clarity, and wellbeing supports began to restore balance. Procedural justice also mattered: transparent criteria for training allocation, consistent rationales, and timely feedback strengthened perceptions of fairness and trust (Colquitt, 2001). Staff engagement improved even before resources increased when processes felt equitable. 
Persistent resource constraints exposed underlying structural tensions that leadership alone could not resolve. Herzberg helps explain why motivation remained fragile: intrinsic motivators such as achievement and responsibility were present, but the absence of key hygiene factors such as adequate staffing, clear communication, and manageable workloads limited impact (Mullins, 2019). Similarly, Maslow’s framing helped me recognise why many colleagues prioritised security and belonging during instability, confirming that transformational appeals under-deliver until foundational needs are addressed (Maslow, 1943).
The PIP Accreditation Policy challenges highlighted the role of organisational politics and power. Frequent changes in chief officers disrupted a stable guiding coalition (Kotter, 1996), requiring repeating reframing of the policy’s benefits (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2017). While I used participative and transformational behaviours to engage stakeholders, the context also required transactional scaffolding, such as clearer decision gates and structured progress reporting to preserve momentum (Walsh & Vito, 2018). Team theory offers a useful lens. I operated as “implementer” and “completer-finisher” (Belbin, 2010), but gaps at executive level in coordinator and shaper roles such as prioritising and maintaining pace contributed to ambiguity and delay (Mullins, 2019). 
These experiences align with adaptive leadership: staffing shortages and policy delays were not purely technical; they required mobilising people through uncertainty, regulating distress and balancing competing priorities without stable structures (Heifetz, et al., 2009). Acknowledging critiques that adaptive leadership offers high-level principles rather than detailed methods (Northouse, 2021), I focused on practical mechanisms, time-bound experiments, quick feedback cycles and coalition-building. 
Power and influence were central. Formal authority set parameters, but progress depended on referent power grounded in credibility and trust (French & Raven, 1959). Given PBB-driven caution, influence had to be coupled with strategic framing that linked proposals to organisational outcomes, risk management and public confidence (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2017). Psychological safety remained a prerequisite for change; undervalued or overwhelmed staff were unlikely to engage fully, so deliberate attention to openness, fairness and listening was essential (Edmondson, 1999). Expectancy Theory also helped maintain a clear line of sight between effort, performance and valued outcomes for both staff and senior leaders (Vroom, 1964).
Overall, these theories suggest leadership required a multifaceted approach: emotional and political intelligence, situational flexibility and systems thinking that recognises constraints. They also underscore that effectiveness was shaped by factors beyond my control, governance, sponsorship and resource ceilings, supporting relational and systemic views of police leadership (College of Policing, 2015; Filstad, et al., 2023).
Allocating scarce training seats raised ethical questions. I focused on both distributive fairness and procedural fairness. Publishing criteria, explaining decisions, and offering an appeal route helped maintain trust even when outcomes disappointed some staff. I also checked for equity impacts, considering shift patterns and caring responsibilities to avoid unintended bias. This approach aligned with the Code of Ethics and reinforced psychological safety by signalling that challenge was welcome. Procedural justice is known to strengthen police legitimacy and internal resilience (Charman & Williams, 2022; College of Policing, 2025). Fairness was not just moral; it was practical. Teams that perceive fairness are more likely to engage and comply with standards under pressure, which strengthens resilience and legitimacy.

Looking ahead to multi-agency work, effectiveness will depend on boundary-spanning capability: aligning diverse priorities and governance cultures while maintaining momentum where accountability is shared (Neyroud, 2011; Fleming, 2015). Research on boundary-spanning leadership highlights the importance of leaders who can navigate complex stakeholder environments across organisational and sector boundaries (Yip, et al., 2016). My approach will combine a shared purpose (transformational) with transactional guardrails such as clear decision rights, risk ownership and shared benefits registers to prevent drift when sponsorship changes. To manage trait‑related risks in partnerships, for example dominance of extraversion or resistance from low openness, I will use structured facilitation including rotating chairs and timed contributions, alongside common artefacts such as joint dashboards and short‑term wins. These measures acknowledge power asymmetries while keeping focus on safeguarding outcomes.

5. [bookmark: _Toc219037253]Conclusion and Lessons Learned

An overarching insight was the centrality of ethical leadership to legitimacy, both internally and externally. In practice, this meant making distributive and procedural fairness visible by publishing criteria, explaining rationales, and inviting respectful challenge, even when outcomes disappointed some colleagues. Doing so supported psychological safety and reduced the risk that resource constraints would be experienced as arbitrary. It also aligned with national guidance on ethical standards in policing and contemporary evidence on procedural and distributive justice (Colquitt, 2001; College of Policing, 2015; Charman & Williams, 2022; College of Policing, 2025). Importantly, ethical leadership is not separate from performance; it is a condition for it. In high‑demand environments, fairness signals predictability and respect, which sustain engagement and reduce withdrawal. The lesson for future practice is to integrate ethical checks into routine governance by documenting the options considered, the equity implications, and the grounds for the final choice so that decisions remain defensible under scrutiny. This approach complements adaptive leadership by creating boundaries within which experimentation can occur without compromising legitimacy (Heifetz & Linsky, 2002).

This experience reinforced that leadership in policing is not simply about influencing individuals but about navigating complex organisational systems under conditions of uncertainty and constraint. The simultaneous challenges of staffing shortages, organisational instability under PBB, and the development of a PIP Accreditation Policy demonstrated that technical competence alone is insufficient. Sustained progress required a blend of emotional intelligence, situational awareness, strategic communication, and systems thinking, supported by transactional mechanisms to maintain momentum when sponsorship faltered.

A critical insight was the necessity of adaptive leadership. Moving between directive, participative, transformational, and transactional approaches was not optional but essential as team readiness and organisational priorities shifted. While Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership model provided a useful heuristic, its prescriptive claims are contested (Graeff, 1997), reminding me that flexibility must be grounded in evidence and context rather than rigid frameworks. Similarly, transformational behaviours helped rebuild engagement and shared purpose, but without transactional guardrails, such as governance structures, decision gates, and benefits tracking, progress risked stalling during leadership turnover. This interplay between relational and structural levers reflects contemporary critiques of change models that overemphasise vision at the expense of scaffolding (Kotter, 1996; Schein, 2010).
Emotional intelligence emerged as a foundational capability rather than a peripheral skill. Regulating frustration, maintaining composure, and demonstrating empathy supported psychological safety and trust within the team, while enabling constructive dialogue with senior leaders under PBB pressures. Yet, given ongoing debates about emotional intelligence’s predictive validity (Antonakis, et al., 2009), I paired relational strategies with procedural fairness, transparent criteria, consistent feedback, and equitable allocation of scarce training seats to reinforce legitimacy and trust (Colquitt, 2001; College of Policing, 2014). This dual focus on emotional and structural factors proved critical in stabilising morale and sustaining engagement.
Motivation theory illuminated why progress depended on addressing foundational needs before expecting innovation. Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and Maslow’s hierarchy, despite their limitations (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976), helped explain why resource constraints and unclear communication undermined security and belonging. Applying Self-Determination Theory and Expectancy Theory provided more contemporary levers, clarifying the link between effort, performance, and valued outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vroom, 1964). Improvements in engagement were most evident when staff perceived fairness and clarity, even before additional resources materialised.
The PIP Accreditation Policy highlighted the fragility of organisational change in policing. Despite strong design and stakeholder engagement, inconsistent executive sponsorship repeatedly disrupted progress, echoing research on the vulnerability of reform to cultural and political shifts (Kotter, 1996; Buchanan & Huczynski, 2017). This experience underscored the need to embed resilience into change programmes through measures such as dual senior responsible officers, formal decision gates, concise executive packs, and benefits registers to reduce dependency on individual champions and maintain momentum through volatility.
Finally, this reflection deepened my understanding of leadership as a relational and systemic process, consistent with contemporary policing scholarship (Filstad, et al., 2023; College of Policing, 2015). Individual capability and intent are necessary but insufficient; outcomes are shaped by structures, culture, power dynamics, and resource environments. Recognising these interactions has strengthened my commitment to evidence-informed practice and ethical leadership. Fairness in allocating scarce training opportunities was a salient ethical consideration, aligning with the College of Policing Code of Ethics and scholarship on legitimacy (Caldero, et al., 2018). Through this process, I have identified strengths such as resilience, communication, strategic influence and growth areas, including deliberate upward management and embedding governance earlier. These lessons will guide my future practice as I continue to lead through complexity, support professional standards, and contribute to a culture of learning and continuous improvement within policing.
6. [bookmark: _Toc219037254]Action Plan

Building on these lessons, my future leadership practice will prioritise adaptability, strategic influence, and team resilience to navigate ongoing and emerging challenges. This requires a deliberate combination of strengthened governance, improved strategic communication, sustained attention to motivation and psychological safety, and proactive engagement with organisational change.
To reinforce governance and resilience in policy delivery, I will establish robust structures at the outset of major projects. This includes appointing both a primary and deputy senior responsible officer to ensure continuity, embedding formal decision gates supported by RAG assessments and benefits tracking, and producing concise executive briefing packs that articulate purpose, risks, and next steps. These measures will reduce dependency on individual sponsorship and maintain momentum through leadership transitions, addressing vulnerabilities exposed during the PIP Accreditation Policy development.
To make this plan meaningful, I will track a small set of indicators through routine governance. Over the next year, I aim to reduce time-to-accreditation by approximately 25%, supported by workflow improvements and predictable assessor capacity. I will monitor a reduction in QA issues of around 15-20% and improvements in psychological safety. Executive briefing packs will be issued monthly, and decision gates met on schedule to demonstrate governance resilience. These targets will be refined once baselines are clear, but the principle is to measure both experience and outcomes. Where indicators diverge, I will prioritise learning over compliance and adjust assumptions accordingly.
Strategic influence under PBB will remain a priority. I will refine business cases by grounding them in quantified demand, risk exposure, cost avoidance, and equity impacts, presenting option appraisals that enable proportionate decisions during fiscal constraint. Setting out proposals in terms of safeguarding impact, compliance with national standards, and contributions to public confidence will strengthen alignment with organisational priorities and increase the likelihood of approval.
Creating an environment characterised by psychological safety and intrinsic motivation will be central to sustaining performance under pressure. I will facilitate regular listening sessions with visible “you said/we did” feedback loops; and embed consistent recognition practices alongside clear development pathways. Transparent criteria for training allocation and procedural justice checks will reinforce fairness and trust, mitigating the anxiety that often accompanies organisational reform.
In anticipation of structural changes under a new Chief Constable and the growing emphasis on multi-agency collaboration, I will invest in developing adaptive leadership capability. This includes engaging in specialist development opportunities and applying reflective practice to evaluate my handling of complex, ambiguous situations. I will strengthen cross-departmental relationships to build coalitions of support, recognising that successful delivery increasingly relies on collaboration across commands and agencies. Practical mechanisms such as joint dashboards, shared benefits registers, and rotating facilitation will help manage power asymmetries and maintain focus on safeguarding outcomes.
Communication will remain a cornerstone of my approach. I will adopt a structured internal communications strategy that ensures consistent messaging, clear updates on progress, and accessible summaries of complex work. Regular briefings with senior leaders will maintain visibility and alignment, while transparent communication with staff will sustain trust during periods of uncertainty.
Reflective practice will continue to underpin my development. I will use structured cycles such as Gibbs’ and seek constructive challenge through peer coaching, aligning with Argyris and Schön’s double-loop learning model to interrogate assumptions and values, not just actions. Success will be monitored through tangible indicators, including policy milestones achieved, improvements in psychological safety metrics, strengthened speaking-up measures, and enhanced investigative capability. Reviewing these indicators quarterly will enable iterative learning and adjustment.
Through these commitments, I aim to lead with foresight, resilience, and integrity, embedding governance that withstands volatility, fostering environments where staff feel valued and safe, and ensuring that professional standards remain robust despite fiscal and structural pressures. By combining adaptive behaviours with systemic safeguards, I will contribute to a culture of professionalism, learning, and evidence-informed practice within policing.
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