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Portfolio 
This portfolio describes what competent Chartered secretarial and governance practice looks like alongside board level decision making. It moves from practice evidence by using micro‑cases to a conceptual model, and then to an applied learning and development plan aligned to a proposed professional doctorate study on AI‑enhanced document management systems.
To ensure this review stays objective, "advanced capability" is evaluated by looking at the record of decisions: what information is documented, what gets escalated, and the validity of the supporting rationale. One is looking for traceability, proportionate control, clear ownership, and decisions that are strategically sound. This links to the UK Corporate Governance Code’s (the “Code”) expectation that “The board should monitor the company’s risk management and internal control framework and … carry out a review of its effectiveness” (Financial Reporting Council, 2024, p.12).
Part 1: Critical Review of Professional Learning for a Chartered Secretary and Governance Professional
Introduction
Chartered secretarial and governance practice links statute, board decisions, organisational dynamics, and accountability. Strategic governance extends beyond board papers, involving forums, routines, and artefacts to guide priorities, resource allocation, risk management, and accountability. It also includes maps of decision rights, escalation triggers, and documentation explaining key decisions. The Code defines corporate governance as “the system by which companies are directed and controlled” (Financial Reporting Council, 2024, p.1). In that context, competence is not just technical accuracy; it is the ability to exercise judgement under uncertainty and convert it into defensible process and advice (Eraut, 1994; Eraut, 2004). This review examines the authors professional learning by reading learning theory through the Chartered Governance Institute’s (“CGI”) Competency Framework, which frames effectiveness across Knowledge, Practice and Values (CGI, no date).
For clarity, this portfolio uses two related governance lenses. Board facing governance covers the formal cycle: agenda planning, papers, minutes, approvals and the assurance evidence that demonstrates due process and effective internal control. The Code reinforces this through its expectation of board monitoring and periodic review of the effectiveness of the risk management and internal control framework (Financial Reporting Council, 2024, p.12). Strategic governance is the work that keeps strategy moving between meetings, it includes decision rights and escalation routes, prioritisation and resource allocation, and performance oversight. It also relies on review and learning cycles that enable continuous adjustments. When executed effectively, fewer issues emerge late or require escalation. Clear ownership is established, and cross-functional decisions are achieved more efficiently due to a shared understanding of operational standards. These elements are mutually dependent: strategic governance determines the calibre of proposals submitted to the board, while board facing governance ensures accountability, rigorous evaluation, and authorisation for significant decisions (CGI, no date; Financial Reporting Council, 2024; Financial Reporting Council, 2018).
Short micro-cases are used to present the evidence. Each case describes the scenario and limitations, then details the authors actions within the governance process: how decisions were handled, what was documented, and what subsequent indicators showed about the effectiveness of their approach. The purpose is to test whether the theory explains what counts as competent practice when the outputs are papers, minutes, logs, escalation routes, terms of reference and assurance packs.
Conceptualising professional learning: typologies, codifications, and theoretical models
The CGI Competency Framework frames governance competence across “Knowledge”, “Practice” and “Values” (CGI, no date, p.2). This review uses learning theory to explain how those domains develop in the work: formal learning provides statutory and technical foundations; informal learning develops situational awareness and the practicalities of shaping the role; and tacit judgement transforms both into advice and evidence that can withstand scrutiny (Eraut, 1994; Eraut, 2004; Marsick and Watkins, 1990; Polanyi, 1966; Schön, 1983). A governance specific constraint encompasses all three areas: confidentiality and discoverability influence what can be written down and the ways competence can be demonstrated.
Formal and informal learning: Experiences and analytical frameworks
The author’s development combines structured learning (qualifications and continued professional development (“CPD”)) with learning embedded in day-to-day professional governance work. Using Eraut, and Marsick and Watkins, the key argument is that capability grows through repeated decisions, scrutiny and feedback, not instruction alone (Eraut, 2004; Marsick and Watkins, 1990).
Eraut’s implicit/reactive/deliberative learning is visible when the author absorbs norms, responds to urgent demands, then refines routines into reviewable outputs (assumptions, actions and escalation triggers) (Eraut, 2004).
High level informal learning: judgement under constraint
High level informal learning shows up clearly when the “right” procedure is not obvious and there are time constraints, typically where scrutiny is high and the evidence base is partial (Eraut, 2004). In those moments, competence is demonstrated through an escalation route that fits the risk, produces minutes that capture decisions while safeguarding the organisation, and a rationale that others can follow in the future.
Micro-case 1: escalation and forum design
In a restructuring decision, the immediate problem is not the technical answer, but where the decision should sit. Given time constraints and inconsistent evidence, and sensitivity about what can be recorded, one considers whether the matter belongs with a committee, the chair, or executive action. One writes a brief options note listing assumptions, specifying residual risk, and defining escalation and review triggers (e.g., what new information would bring the issue back to the board). This ensures the process is defensible, the reasoning is clear, and accountability for follow-up is established.
Micro-case 2: jurisdictional statutory request
When facing a statutory information request from a non-UK jurisdiction, simply referring to the rules isn’t enough. The situation involves at times, an unfamiliar or uncertain legal background, tight deadlines, and serious risks if mistakes are made. Navigating this requires balancing the need for speed with the desire for thoroughness and certainty. To manage this, one looks towards their own knowledge within this area, consults both internal legal teams and outside advisers, cross-references their interpretations, notes what’s clear and what’s not, and creates reminders to follow up as new information becomes available. This process ensures the advice given is traceable, balanced, open to scrutiny, responsible, and can be defended if needed.
Micro-case 3: entity reduction and complexity realism
Entity reduction work is rarely linear. One has to sequence steps across legal, tax, treasury, insurance, pensions and local teams, often with competing objectives and fragmented ownership. The trade-off is between imposing a single standard approach (which improves control and comparability) and allowing local variation where it reduces execution risk. One’s response is to structure the decision pack and log so it is obvious who decides what. One also makes dependencies clear (e.g., banking or insurance sign‑offs), records the assumptions behind sequencing, and notes which exceptions are being taken and why. That structure enables challenge in the moment and assurance later, without re‑running the entire analysis from scratch.
Tacit knowledge, professional judgement, and complexity in practice
Tacit knowledge matters because not everything in governance can be written down. As Polanyi highlights, “we can know more than we can tell” (Polanyi, 1966, p.4) highlighting that not every aspect of what professionals know can be recorded. Eraut (2000) argues that tacit knowledge plays a central role in professional work, particularly where formal learning is non-formal and judgement must be exercised in complex, fast-moving situations (Eraut, 2000) In practice, individuals use their own experience, intuition and tacit understanding to solve complex problems that cannot be codified. Confidentiality and difficulty in accessing information can limit what is recorded.  Tacit knowledge therefore can support both professional effectiveness and the adaptability of governance systems (Polanyi, 1966; Eraut, 2000).
Micro-case 4: minutes as governance evidence
Minutes are both evidence and exposure. Under time pressure, and with differing risk appetites in the room, one has to judge how much rationale to capture so the record shows due process without creating avoidable legal or reputational risk. In practice one keeps the minutes disciplined with clear decision wording, actions/owners/deadlines, and precise follow‑ups which then checks alignment back to the paper set and the action log. When an assurance question arises later, the papers, minutes and actions trail is coherent: it shows what was decided, why it was reasonable at the time, and who owned the residual risk.
Micro-case 5: enabling challenge without overstepping role boundaries
One designs processes to encourage challenge without overriding directors’ decision rights. Constraints include power imbalances and limited meeting time. One balances facilitating debate with avoiding undue influence. Governance outputs are neutral, risk-focused questions, papers detailing options, sequencing actions, and documenting unresolved issues for follow-up. Impact signals include traceable decisions, proportional responses, challenge, accountability, and defensibility in records.
Other situations (not set out in a micro-case) show the same pattern: handling unfamiliar statutory requests by triangulating advice; redesigning operating-model decision rights to prevent late escalation; and using process to surface unspoken concerns without overstepping role boundaries. Across these situations, the consistent capability is translating uncertainty into a defensible decision trail and workable escalation.
Professional judgement sits between explicit rules and real-world pressure. It is vulnerable to predictable bias (e.g., deference to senior voices) (Eraut, 1994). Brookfield and Schön provide practical ways to address this issue. Brookfield suggests critical reflection to address biases in professional judgement by questioning assumptions and considering varied perspectives. Schön (1983) promotes 'reflection-in-action', urging professionals to evaluate their decisions during the process rather than relying on established norms. Both approaches encourage self-awareness and inclusive environments, reducing bias and improving professional judgement (Brookfield, 2017; Schön, 1983) and one incorporates it through short debriefs and peer challenge before significant papers circulate.
On CGI’s Values domain, the micro‑cases show values in action rather than as statements. Independence of mind appears when one uses process to surface concerns that are not being voiced (Micro‑case 5), and when one chooses a proportionate escalation route even if it creates short‑term discomfort (Micro‑case 1). Professional courage shows up in how one records residual risk explicitly, instead of allowing ambiguity to be hidden in “noted” actions. In essence, the Values domain is enacted through the way judgement is exercised under pressure and how accountability is made visible in the record (CGI, no date).
Engaging with disciplinary and transdisciplinary knowledge bases
The authors development combines disciplinary expertise (corporate governance, company law, audit, risk and finance) with the ability to apply it within board constraints. Formal learning supports technical accuracy in board documentation and regulatory interpretation, including statutory obligations under the Companies Act 2006 and the Economic Crime and Corporate Transparency Act 2023 (Companies Act 2006; Economic Crime and Corporate Transparency Act 2023). The distinction at senior level is the capacity to translate these requirements into proportionate, adoptable governance practice.
The author increasingly integrates legal, finance, tax and risk viewpoints, which aligns with Nicolescu’s transdisciplinarity (Nicolescu, 2002). Because governance problems can be “wicked”, inputs do not always align clearly. Rittel and Webber note that “Policy problems cannot be definitively described” (Rittel and Webber, 1973, p.155). The practical response is to make trade‑offs, dependencies and decision rights explicit to enable directors to exercise collective judgement.
Learning in constrained, complex environments: reflection and resilience
Snowden and Boone’s Cynefin framework helps because it stops governance professionals forcing complex problems into “best practice” templates (Snowden and Boone, 2007). In complex contexts, leaders should “probe first, then sense, and then respond” (Snowden and Boone, 2007, p.73). In governance terms, that requires creating clear commitments and establishing review points and escalation protocols within the documentation process.
Major change accelerates learning because it forces non‑routine decisions under fixed timetables. Brookfield’s critical reflection helps make that learning reusable through short debriefs that surface missing evidence, escalation triggers and what should change next time (Brookfield, 2017).
Implications for professional practice and organisational learning
Implications for practice are straightforward in principle but harder in execution. Good governance development needs technical grounding, but it also needs deliberate support for the informal learning that happens through board cycles, transactions and organisational change.
In practice, that means pairing CPD with mentoring and peer review of board papers and minutes. It also means building routines that externalise tacit know‑how, such as short debriefs after committee cycles, decision log prompts, and agreed escalation triggers. Finally, governance professionals benefit from structured cross‑functional exposure so they can integrate legal, finance and risk inputs without losing accountability clarity in multi‑stakeholder settings.
Methodological critique and positioning
Learning theory helps, but governance adds constraints. Statutory accountability, power and reputational exposure shape what can be said, recorded and escalated (Eraut, 2004; Schön, 1983). That is why this review consider artefacts and decision architecture as the strongest evidence of learning.
In other words, governance competence has to be visible under real constraints. Knowing the rule or being reflective is not enough if the advice cannot withstand the scrutiny, if ownership is unclear, or if escalation happens too late. That emphasis on ethical judgement and accountable practice is consistent with CGI’s framing of competence (CGI, no date).
Explicit hypothesis
It is proposed that advanced governance skills develop, mainly, through repeated judgement in uncertain situations, especially decisions about escalation, documentation and residual risk ownership, rather than through technical knowledge accumulation alone.
Summary: mapping learning to governance impact (board assurance and strategic governance)
Across the micro‑cases, the pattern is consistent: Knowledge shows up in technical accuracy and statutory awareness; Practice in how one shapes decision conditions (papers, escalation, assurance); and Values in making accountability and residual risk visible rather than convenient (CGI, no date). The combined effect is stronger board assurance and more reliable strategic governance between meetings.
Conclusion: summary and future directions
The author’s development is best understood by enhanced judgement within legal frameworks, ethical considerations and collective decision-making. Formal learning provides statutory foundations, while informal and tacit learning supply the adaptive capability needed in ambiguous, time‑pressured settings (Eraut, 1994; Eraut, 2004). A small number of routines can strengthen this further: peer review of board papers and minutes, short post‑cycle debriefs, and occasional scenario rehearsals so decision rights and escalation triggers are tested before a live crisis (Snowden and Boone, 2007; Brookfield, 2017).

Part 2: Conceptual Framework for Practice
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for Chartered Secretarial and Governance Practice
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Figure 1 shows how formal knowledge, informal learning and transdisciplinary insight are brought together through tacit judgement, with governance impacts visible in board assurance and strategic governance.
Introduction
Part 2 sets out the conceptual framework used in this portfolio. It explains how governance professionals integrate formal knowledge, professional experience and cross-disciplinary insight through tacit judgement to produce practical advice and usable governance artefacts. 
Overview of the conceptual framework
The model links five elements: formal knowledge, informal learning, tacit judgement, transdisciplinary insight and governance impact. “Governance Impact” then feeds the learning cycle, because what works is captured and reused (for example, better decision logs, clearer escalation, stronger board papers).
Original contribution of the framework
What is distinctive here is the governance-specific model. Tacit judgement is positioned at the centre of a role where influence is largely exercised through process design and evidence. Governance impact is treated as a learning cycle too: what works (and what does not) is captured and reused. Finally, the model makes an explicit boundary condition because confidentiality and privilege limit what can be written down, the legitimate outputs of judgement are reviewable artefacts such as minutes, decision logs, escalation routes and assurance packs.
How the framework is used in practice
Used in practice, the framework works as a diagnostic and a design aid. It helps pinpoint the nature of a gap (knowledge, practice, judgement, or integration) and then guides what kind of development experience is needed. It also offers a practical test for governance artefacts: do they make rationale, ownership and escalation clear enough for someone else to review later? In the doctoral context, the framework becomes a lens for analysing AI‑enhanced document management as a socio‑technical system. Interventions are judged by whether they strengthen judgement and traceability, rather than simply adding process.
Theoretical underpinning
The underpinning draws on professional learning and knowledge research that fits governance work: Eraut, Marsick and Watkins on workplace learning, Polanyi and Schön on tacit knowing and reflection, Nonaka/Takeuchi on turning know‑how into shareable routines, and Cynefin on judgement in complexity.  In addition, Beckett and Hager (2002) further enhance this theoretical foundation by highlighting how learning is often informal, context dependent and integrated into everyday practice. (Eraut, 1994; Eraut, 2004; Marsick and Watkins, 1990; Marsick and Watkins, 2001; Polanyi, 1966; Schön, 1983; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Beckett and Hager, 2002).
Formal knowledge: codified foundations
Starting with the codified layer: law, regulation, governance codes, standards and internal policy. This is the knowledge base that can be documented and checked externally, and it underpins the legitimacy and defensibility of advice to boards and committees.
Informal learning: experience and context
What turns that codified layer into usable governance is experience in context. Informal learning accumulates through board cycles, executive interactions, regulator and adviser engagement, and the work of transactions, restructurings and organisational change. In line with Marsick and Watkins, it is embedded, often unplanned, and highly situated (Marsick and Watkins, 1990; Marsick and Watkins, 2001).
Informal learning is also where the governance role’s social realities are learned: how to read the room, when to test a view privately with the chair, and how to surface dissent without inflaming politics. Over time, that experience shapes professional identity and internalises ethical standards, especially around what can be recorded and how accountability should be handled.
Tacit judgement: integrative core
Tacit judgement is the integrative core: it combines formal knowledge, experience and contextual cues into sound advice. It shapes how risks are framed, when issues are escalated, and how decisions are recorded to support collective judgement (Polanyi, 1966; Schön, 1983).
Judgement develops because the work keeps presenting non-routine decisions, and because those decisions are later revisited by audit, by committees, or simply by hindsight. Reflection and feedback refine what gets escalated, how options are framed, and how uncertainty is recorded. In that sense, judgement becomes a source of professional authority: it is what distinguishes an advanced governance practitioner from someone who is technically competent but still relies on rules alone (Schön, 1983).
Transdisciplinary insight
Senior governance issues rarely stay inside one discipline. Transdisciplinary insight is the ability to integrate finance, risk, ESG, organisational behaviour and strategy when addressing complex governance problems, aligning with Nicolescu’s emphasis on integration across disciplines (Nicolescu, 2002).
In practice, this is what stops governance advice being narrowly “procedural”. It helps the practitioner anticipate second‑order effects (for example, how a legal step affects banking covenants, insurance coverage, operational capacity or stakeholder trust) and to brief boards on trade-offs in a way that supports long‑term value creation.
Governance impact and feedback
Finally, the model asks what changes when the knowledge and judgement are applied. ‘Governance impact’ covers board effectiveness, decision quality, accountability, risk management and organisational resilience; at the strategic governance level it shows up in clearer direction, disciplined prioritisation and resource allocation, stronger management-to-board information flows, and an improved ability to execute and course-correct under uncertainty (Snowden and Boone, 2007).
Relationship to current models and literature
Read against established models, the framework keeps the core insights but makes the governance “test” explicit. Eraut and Marsick and Watkins inform how learning happens at work (Eraut, 1994; Eraut, 2004; Marsick and Watkins, 1990; Marsick and Watkins, 2001). An important further step is to connect learning directly to outcomes acknowledged by boards and assurance functions, including decision traceability, escalation protocols, and the maintenance of defensible records. SECI is used to explain how know‑how becomes reusable artefacts under confidentiality and statutory accountability (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Cynefin then explains why judgement development matters most in complex domains (Snowden and Boone, 2007).
This is not a generic model, it is built around what governance work produces, including papers, minutes, decision logs, escalation routes and assurance evidence, and the constraints that shape those outputs (collective decision-making, statutory accountability and reputational exposure).
Implications for doctoral enquiry and professional practice
For the doctorate, the framework gives a stable way to frame questions about judgement, governance effectiveness and learning under uncertainty. It points to researchable issues such as how tacit judgement is recognised and legitimised, how informal learning can be supported without turning everything into training, and how governance impact can be evaluated in ways that reflect real decision conditions.
For professional practice, the implication is to treat judgement as a capability that can be developed, supported and audited. That means investing in routines that improve the quality of decisions and records including peer review of board papers, debriefs after key cycles, agreed escalation thresholds, and cross‑functional “sense‑making” spaces where risk and legal advice can be integrated before it reaches the board.
Conclusion
In summary, the model makes visible what is often implicit in governance work: how different forms of knowledge are integrated through judgement and expressed through evidence, process and decision conditions. It offers a practice-grounded way to talk about advanced capability that remains usable for professional and doctoral purposes.

Part 3: Strategic Learning and Development Plan: Supporting advanced professional judgement and doctoral enquiry in corporate governance and Artificial Intelligence (“AI”)‑enhanced document management
Introduction
Part 3 applies the Part 2 framework as a practical learning and development plan (the “Plan”) aligned to a proposed professional doctorate study on AI‑enhanced document management systems. It sets out the work to be produced and tested (decision rights, decision logs, Data Protection Impact Assessments (“DPIAs”) and assurance packs) and how progress will be judged using evidence of impact.
The doctoral work tests governance where organisations often struggle: who signs off plans, what must be recorded when AI is used for classification/retrieval, and what triggers escalation when controls fail. The aim is explainable, audit ready evidence as automation increases.
Professional and organisational context
The governance role is a practical interface between law, strategy and ethics, increasingly shaped by digital systems. It involves advising boards and ensuring records and decisions can stand up to scrutiny (Financial Reporting Council, 2018; Financial Reporting Council, 2024).
Digitalisation changes what counts as governance evidence, and AI intensifies questions of accountability, explainability and bias. The NIST AI Risk Management Framework frames the overall aim as helping organisations “manage risks to individuals, organizations, and society associated with artificial intelligence” (Tabassi, 2023, p.1).
The research co-develops a governance framework for an AI‑enhanced DMS where audit trails, retention logic and access controls materially affect governance quality. This reflects records management principles that treat records as evidence. ISO 15489-1 notes that records requirements stem from “recurrent analysis of business context and the identification of records requirements” (ISO, 2016, p.vi). Learning therefore supports both enquiry and intervention, enabling collaboration with technical stakeholders and credible assurance to governance forums.
Strategic foresight and future learning needs analysis
Each quarter, the project reviews a small set of signals (regulator updates, incidents/near misses, and material changes in the DMS model). The team then runs a short “what would this break?” check against the key artefacts (decision log, DPIA triggers, assurance pack) and updates priorities with a recorded rationale.
Codes, regulators and standards set expectations, but operationalisation is the hard part (Financial Reporting Council, 2018; Financial Reporting Council, 2024; ICO, 2023; ICO, 2026; ISO/IEC, 2023a; ISO/IEC, 2023b; Tabassi, 2023; OECD, 2019). The doctoral opportunity is to translate these into routines that teams will use, with decision logs and assurance packs to ensure transparency of judgement when data are incomplete.
Short‑term learning needs (foundation and readiness)
Short term: build foundations in information governance, records management and data protection, with a realistic view of where AI will be used in document work and what its limits mean for control.
Medium‑term learning needs (assurance, oversight, and applied capability)
Medium term: design workable assurance for AI‑enabled workflows (explainability, bias, lifecycle controls) and build the facilitation skills needed to co‑produce controls with technical and risk stakeholders.
Long‑term learning needs (contribution, influence, and dissemination)
Long term: produce a framework that extends beyond the pilot and stays aligned to changing expectations (policy, standards and board assurance).
Strategic learning goals and justification
Learning priorities reflect common failure points when AI enters document and records work: unclear decision rights, weak traceability, and controls that teams do not adopt.
1. Governance literacy for AI‑enhanced DMS: enough technical and risk fluency to challenge design choices and assurance claims.
2. Judgement and ethics in digital decisions: making proportionate recommendations where accountability, transparency and rights are in play.
3. Methodological capability for practitioner research: ethical fieldwork, disciplined analysis and transparent reporting.
4. A usable governance framework/ Standard Operating Procedure (“SOP”) that can be tested in pilot workflows and then embedded through board‑level reporting and stakeholder communication.
Together, these priorities keep the doctorate anchored in practice: the work produces artefacts that can be used (and critiqued) in real governance forums, and the research contribution is evidenced through what changes including decision quality, traceability and control effectiveness rather than through activity completion.
Explicit doctoral trajectory alignment
· Phase 1: Conceptual and Regulatory Grounding. The early focus is on consolidating governance theory, information governance standards, data protection, regulation and AI ethics. Outputs include a critical review that informs the research framing and supports initial stakeholder engagement.
· Phase 2: Practice-Based Enquiry and Action Research. Evidence is generated through iterative cycles of planning, acting, observing, and reflecting, using organisational interventions as enquiry (Kemmis, McTaggart and Nixon, 2014; Coghlan, 2019). In Kemmis, McTaggart and Nixon’s terms, action research proceeds through a spiral of “plan, act and observe, and reflect” (Kemmis, McTaggart and Nixon, 2014, p.19). Methods include document analysis, workshops, and structured reflection to support co‑production.
· Phase 3: Framework Development and Contribution. The emphasis shifts to bringing findings together, evaluating what changed, and translating the results into a coherent governance framework/SOP for an AI‑enhanced DMS, with outputs written up for organisational, professional and academic audiences.
Learning objectives
Working hypotheses (to be tested through action research)
· Designing governance artefacts to capture rationale (not only outcomes) should improve board assurance confidence and decision traceability in AI‑enhanced DMS use secnarios.
· Clear decision rights (e.g., RACI) and practical escalation thresholds for AI outputs should reduce inappropriate automation reliance and avoid “unowned” risk.
· If transparency controls (for example confidence indicators, mandatory human review points, and documentation of model assumptions) are implemented proportionately by risk tier, then compliance and user trust can be strengthened without making governance processes unusably burdensome.
The learning objectives below set out what will be built and evidenced through the programme of work.
· Capability to evaluate AI‑enhanced DMS features and limitations through a corporate governance lens (including the assurance implications).
· Proportionate judgement in digitally mediated decisions, especially where legal obligations, ethics and organisational risk appetite may conflict.
· Methodological integrity: ethics, data management, analysis choices and reporting are documented so a reader can follow the evidence trail.
· Co-design and iteration of a governance framework/SOP that improves compliance, accountability and decision traceability in AI‑enabled workflows.
· Leadership and adoption: communicating to governance forums, convening stakeholders and embedding improvements so the outputs survive beyond the pilot.
Learning strategies and methods
Formal learning
Formal learning will support the work as it emerges. Research and targeted reading will be timed to immediate needs. This includes strengthening the literature base for the DMS governance problem, sharpening the methodological rationale for action research, and preparing ethics and data management documentation before practical work begins.
Experiential learning through organisational initiatives
Experiential learning will come from the governance work itself. It will include co‑design sessions on decision rights, DPIA triggers and transparency requirements, testing decision‑log prompts in pilot workflows, and reviewing how assurance questions are answered when stakeholders ask for evidence. Work products such as process maps, control drafts, assurance packs and feedback notes will be treated as enquiry material and revised across cycles.
To keep the doctorate rigorous, the learning evidence will be handled as research material. Core sources will include governance artefacts (policies, retention schedules, DPIAs, decision logs and assurance outputs), workshop outputs and reflective logs. Analysis will be iterative with themes coded around accountability, traceability and ethical trade-offs, then checked across sources rather than treated as a single narrative. Where evidence is incomplete or contested, the plan is to record assumptions and residual uncertainty alongside the rationale for recommendations.
Structured reflective practice
Reflective practice is used to develop tacit judgement and to make learning visible (Schön, 1983; Gibbs, 1988). The author uses a reflective journal, structured debriefs and critical incident analysis to interrogate assumptions, document decision rationales, and evidence learning across action-research cycles. Schön characterises this stance as the practitioner becoming “a researcher in the practice context” (Schön, 1983, p.68). Reflection also serves as an ethical safeguard. It helps the practitioner identify positionality, influence and unintended consequences.
Ethical governance, legal, and professional considerations
In this Plan, ethical governance is treated as control work for AI‑enhanced information management (OECD, 2019; Tabassi, 2023; ISO/IEC, 2023a; ISO/IEC, 2023b). The intent is to translate principles such as fairness, accountability, transparency, privacy, security and human oversight into decision rights, documented rationale, and evidence of review. The OECD frames trustworthy AI through values-based principles including “human-centred values and fairness”, “transparency and explainability”, “robustness, security and safety”, and “accountability” (OECD, 2019, p.8). Controls are grouped around what needs to be demonstrable: who owns the risk (RACI, escalation thresholds, residual-risk ownership) (ICO, 2023); what was decided and why (decision logs, rationale capture, minimum transparency by risk tier) (ISO, 2016); and how rights and lawful processing are protected (DPIAs, data minimisation, retention and training-data governance) (European Parliament and Council, 2016; Data Protection Act 2018; ICO, 2026). The ICO’s DPIA guidance is explicit: “You must do a DPIA for processing that is likely to result in a high risk to individuals” (ICO, 2026, p.1). More broadly, the accountability principle requires demonstrability: “The controller shall be responsible for, and be able to demonstrate compliance with, paragraph 1 (‘accountability’)” (ICO, no date, para.1). Supporting controls then address fairness and error handling, security and resilience, and continuous improvement through cycle-by-cycle review (DSIT, 2025; ISO/IEC, 2023b).
Evaluation and impact framework
Evaluation is focussed on governance impact rather than credential accumulation. The Plan uses three levels of assessment, chosen to reflect what boards and assurance functions recognise as evidence of control effectiveness (Financial Reporting Council, 2024). This is consistent with the Code’s emphasis on board oversight of the risk management and internal control framework, including expectations of ongoing monitoring and periodic review of effectiveness (Financial Reporting Council, 2024, p.12).
· Individual (professional capability): demonstrably stronger judgement, clearer ethical reasoning, and increased confidence advising on AI‑related governance, supported by improved methodological competence.
· Board, committees and strategic governance forums: better-quality management information, clearer decision rights and escalation thresholds, and more consistent traceability of rationale, challenge and follow‑up.
· Organisation (system and process outcomes): adoption of the governance framework/SOP, reduced variation in practice, stronger audit readiness, and more resilient compliance under scrutiny.
Evaluation evidence will come from a small set of repeatable sources. These include reflective journals and critical incident notes, stakeholder feedback at agreed review points, audit or assurance outcomes where available, and “before/after” comparisons of governance processes and artefacts. Evidence will be collected iteratively so the Plan and the research design can be refined. Assumptions and trade-offs will be recorded explicitly when data are partial.
Impact will be shown through both artefacts and control signals. Indicative measures include uptake and completeness of decision logs/rationale templates; fewer exceptions caused by unclear ownership or approvals; faster retrieval of evidence for audit/assurance; DPIA completion and adherence to review triggers for AI‑DMS use cases; and stakeholder confidence ratings captured at scheduled reviews. These indicators will be interpreted alongside qualitative evidence and context, rather than treated as standalone targets.
· Governance framework/SOP with a control library, decision rights (RACI) and escalation routes for AI‑assisted outputs.
· Decision-traceability artefacts (rationale template and decision log) with evidence of consistent use in pilot workflows.
· DPIA/impact assessment template for AI‑enhanced document use cases, including mitigations and review triggers.
· Assurance pack (control testing approach, residual risk statement and board-facing reporting) aligned to governance forums.
· Indicative metrics (exceptions, audit findings, artefact quality and stakeholder confidence) captured at review points to evidence control effectiveness.
Contribution to doctoral research trajectory
This Plan embeds learning within practice and positions the practitioner as a co‑producer of knowledge. It links the learning design to the Part 2 model of tacit judgement and to the applied doctoral enquiry into AI‑enhanced DMS governance. The main contribution is expected to be a practice‑validated governance framework for AI‑enhanced document management that strengthens compliance, accountability and decision traceability. The doctoral portfolio will also provide a critical account of how such a framework is co‑developed and sustained in organisational settings.
Communication will be tailored to audience. Board and senior governance updates will stay at the level of risk appetite, control effectiveness and what decisions are needed. Specialist stakeholders (data protection, information security, IT and records management) will work with the detailed artefacts and specifications, test outcomes and implementation guidance. Wider user communications will translate requirements into workable behaviours and training. Dissemination will therefore include both doctoral outputs (critical analysis and a methodological account) and practice outputs (briefing notes, templates and lessons learned) to support transferability beyond the immediate case.
Implementation and review cadence
Reviews will run quarterly, timed to doctoral milestones and governance reporting cycles. Each cycle will record what changed in the key artefacts (for example, decision log prompts, DPIA triggers and the assurance pack), why the change was made, and what evidence supports it (stakeholder feedback, incident learning, and any audit/assurance findings). The goal is a clear audit trail of learning decisions and governance trade-offs, so progress is judged on evidenced impact rather than activity completion.



Indicative 3-year implementation timeline 
	Period
	Learning focus and activity
	Outputs/artefacts
	Stakeholders and evidence signals

	Year 1 (Foundation and design)
	Build foundations in information governance and records management, DPIA practice and AI RISK.  Run horizon scanning and stakeholder mapping then use co-design workships to det decision rights, escalation thresholds and transparency requirements.
	Literature review plus baselines assessment and process maps.  Draft controls objectives and ethics/data management plan.  Governance framework/SOP version 1 with RACI, decision log/rationale and a DPIA template for AI DMS use.
	Agree scope, pilot use cases and success criteria with information governance and relevant governance forums.  Assemble a baseline evidence pack (current controls and known issues) and obtain peer review of the draft artefacts.

	Year 2 (Pilot and assurance)
	Pilot the framework and artefacts in a small number of workflows.  Capture critical incidents and stakeholder feedback, refine controls, and extend to additional use cases where justified.  Develop briefing/training and assurance routines, then stress-tests controls through short scenario workshops
	Framework/SOP version 2 and updated control library (with recorded rationale) Training and briefing materials, issues and an assurance reporting pack.  Interim evaluation against agreed indicators, with updated decision log guidance based on what the pilot shows.
	Evidence signals include adoption (decision log use), quality checks on rationale completeness, DPIA reviews and compliance with review triggers, plus audit and assurance feedback.  Results to be taken to governance forums to decide whether and how to scale.

	Year 3 (Embedding, sustainability and dissemination)
	Embed the framework into business-as-usual governance (terms of reference, reporting cadence, training and onboarding).  Strengthen monitoring and continuous improvement, consolidate evaluation results and document boundary conditions and transferability.  Prepare dissemination for organisational and academic audiences.
	Framework/SOP version 3 (practice validated) and board-facing assurance summary.  Sustained metrics pack, implementation guidance and lessons learned.  Final methodological account and findings narrative for doctoral portfolio.
	Look for sustained use and improvement against agreed indicators, backed by formal endorsement in governance forums.  Evidence also needs to include integration into assurance and audit cycles, stakeholder evaluation and a documented set of next cycle priorities.



Conclusion
Overall, this Plan is built from the Part 1 evidence (what competent judgement looks like under constraint) and the Part 2 model (how formal knowledge and experience are integrated through tacit judgement). The practical outputs which are decision rights, decision logs, DPIAs and assurance reporting are then tested and refined through action‑research cycles, with progress judged on demonstrable impact rather than activity completion. The goal is to offer a governance framework for an AI-enhanced DMS that stands up to scrutiny and can be used effectively in daily team decisions.
The following section sets out the methodological choices and safeguards that make this Plan credible as doctoral research.
Methodological considerations and rigour safeguards
This Plan uses action research because the governance framework for an AI‑enhanced DMS has to be built with stakeholders and tested in live workflows (Kemmis, McTaggart and Nixon, 2014; Coghlan, 2019). The main credibility risks are predictable. They include role duality (practitioner and researcher), power dynamics in workshops, and drifting into confirmation bias once a preferred solution emerges. Each cycle will keep a simple evidence trail that records what changed, why it changed, and the basis for the change. Draft artefacts will also be taken back to stakeholders for explicit challenge, for example by asking what would make a control unworkable before a version is signed off.

Key features (and the associated mechanisms for rigour) include:
· Action research cycles are conducted using defined evaluation criteria, including specific questions, success metrics, and a documented rationale for revision. As a result, each iteration generates a transparent record of learning that clearly distinguishes the outcomes before and after implementation.

· Positionality is considered a real risk, and workshops use methods like written prompts and round robin questions to ensure quieter participants are heard, without just following the most vocal opinions.

· Design Challenge and triangulation are integrated from the outset. Artefacts, interviews, workshop results, and assurance feedback are cross-checked, with initial conclusions reviewed by stakeholders for accuracy.
· Ethics is handled as control work, not a section of text. Each cycle re-checks consent, confidentiality and data minimisation, and records the trade-offs alongside the decision rationale.
· Foresight and robustness testing keep the design from being “right for today only”: horizon scans and short scenarios are used to stress‑test controls (for example, a new regulator expectation or a change in model capability).
· Structured critical reflection is focused on the moments that matter (critical incidents where judgement, escalation and accountability are visible), not on general diary writing.
· Limits are stated plainly. Boundary conditions (context, constraints, and what could not be observed) are recorded so readers can judge what is transferable to other organisations and what is not.
[bookmark: _Int_6K5rhq14]The study will be careful about what it can and cannot claim. Findings will reflect the organisation’s context, the specific DMS configuration, records/data maturity, and the time and access available during the doctorate. The aim is therefore not statistical generalisation, but a transparent account of boundary conditions and a traceable line from evidence to interpretation and design choices, so readers can judge what is transferable.
The result should be a defensible learning trail: what was changed, what evidence supported the change, and what trade-offs were accepted. That trail supports the doctoral contribution and makes the governance framework easier to challenge, improve and sustain. Any claims about impact will be tied back to traceable artefacts (controls, decision logs, assurance outputs) and stakeholder evaluation across cycles.
References
Beckett, D. and Hager, P. (2002) Life, Work and Learning: Practice in Postmodernity. London: Routledge. Available at: https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203994450 (Accessed: 21 April 2026).
Brookfield, S. D. (2017) Becoming a Critically Reflective Teacher. 2nd edn. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Chartered Governance Institute UK & Ireland (CGI) (no date) The Competency Framework. Available at: https://www.cgi.org.uk/qualifications-training/competency-framework/ (Accessed: 18 March 2026).
Coghlan, D. (2019) Doing Action Research in Your Own Organization. 5th edn. London: SAGE.
Companies Act 2006 (c. 46). London: The Stationery Office. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/46/contents (Accessed: 3 April 2026).
Data Protection Act 2018 (c. 12). London: The Stationery Office. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2018/12/contents (Accessed: 11 April 2026).
Department for Science, Innovation and Technology (DSIT) (2025) AI Cyber Security Code of Practice. London: Department for Science, Innovation and Technology. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-cyber-security-code-of-practice (Accessed: 11 April 2026).
Economic Crime and Corporate Transparency Act 2023 (c. 56). London: The Stationery Office. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/56/contents (Accessed: 3 April 2026).
Eraut, M. (1994) Developing Professional Knowledge and Competence. London: Routledge.
Eraut, M. (2000) ‘Non-formal learning and tacit knowledge in professional work’, British Journal of Educational Psychology. 70, pp.113-136.
Eraut, M. (2004) ‘Informal Learning in the Workplace’, Studies in Continuing Education, 26(2), pp. 247–273. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/158037042000225245 (Accessed: 16 April 2026).
European Parliament and Council (2016) Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data (General Data Protection Regulation). Official Journal of the European Union, L 119, pp. 1–88. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj/eng (Accessed: 21 April 2026).
Financial Reporting Council (2018) The Wates Corporate Governance Principles for Large Private Companies. London: Financial Reporting Council. Available at: https://www.frc.org.uk/library/standards-codes-policy/corporate-governance/the-wates-corporate-governance-principles-for-large-private-companies/ (Accessed: 3 April 2026).
Financial Reporting Council (2024) UK Corporate Governance Code 2024. London: Financial Reporting Council. Available at: https://www.frc.org.uk/library/standards-codes-policy/corporate-governance/uk-corporate-governance-code/ (Accessed: 3 April 2026).
Gibbs, G. (1988) Learning by Doing: A Guide to Teaching and Learning Methods. Oxford: Further Education Unit.
Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) (2023) Guidance on AI and data protection. Wilmslow: Information Commissioner’s Office. Available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/uk-gdpr-guidance-and-resources/artificial-intelligence/guidance-on-ai-and-data-protection/ (Accessed: 21 April 2026).
Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) (no date) UK GDPR: Principles. Wilmslow: Information Commissioner’s Office. Available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/uk-gdpr-guidance-and-resources/principles/ (Accessed: 21 April 2026).
Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) (2026) Data protection impact assessments (DPIAs). Wilmslow: Information Commissioner’s Office. Available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/uk-gdpr-guidance-and-resources/accountability-and-governance/data-protection-impact-assessments-dpias/ (Accessed: 21 April 2026).
ISO (2016) ISO 15489-1:2016 Information and documentation - Records management -  Part 1: Concepts and principles. Geneva, Switzerland: International Organization for Standardization. Available at: https://www.iso.org/standard/62542.html (Accessed: 25 March 2026).
ISO/IEC (2023a) ISO/IEC 23894:2023 Information technology - Artificial intelligence -Guidance on risk management. Geneva, Switzerland: International Organization for Standardization. Available at: https://www.iso.org/standard/77304.html (Accessed: 25 March 2026).
ISO/IEC (2023b) ISO/IEC 42001:2023 Information technology - Artificial intelligence - Management system. Geneva, Switzerland: International Organization for Standardization. Available at: https://www.iso.org/standard/81230.html (Accessed: 25 March 2026).
Kemmis, S., McTaggart, R. and Nixon, R. (2014) The action research planner: doing critical participatory action research. Singapore: Springer. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-4560-67-2 (Accessed: 17 March 2026).
Marsick, V. J. and Watkins, K. E. (1990) Informal and Incidental Learning in the Workplace. London: Routledge.
Marsick, V. J. and Watkins, K. E. (2001) ‘Informal and Incidental Learning’, New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2001(89), pp. 25–34. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.5 (Accessed: 17 March 2026).
Nicolescu, B. (2002) Manifesto of Transdisciplinarity. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Nonaka, I. and Takeuchi, H. (1995) The Knowledge-Creating Company. New York: Oxford University Press.
OECD (2019) Recommendation of the Council on Artificial Intelligence (OECD/LEGAL/0449). Paris: OECD. Available at: https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-0449 (Accessed: 1 May 2026).
Polanyi, M. (1966) The Tacit Dimension. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Rittel, H. W. J. and Webber, M. M. (1973) ‘Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning’, Policy Sciences, 4(2), pp. 155–169. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01405730 (Accessed: 17 March).
Schön, D. A. (1983) The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in Action. New York: Basic Books.
Snowden, D. J. and Boone, M. E. (2007) ‘A Leader’s Framework for Decision Making’, Harvard Business Review, 85(11), pp. 68–76. Available at: https://hbr.org/2007/11/a-leaders-framework-for-decision-making (Accessed: 1 April 2026).
Tabassi, E. (2023) Artificial Intelligence Risk Management Framework (AI RMF 1.0) (NIST AI 100-1). Gaithersburg, MD: National Institute of Standards and Technology. Available at: https://doi.org/10.6028/NIST.AI.100-1 (Accessed: 1 May 2026).
HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

image1.png
Knowledge Structure and Application in Governance Practice

Formal Knowledge Informal Learning

o law, regulation « board cycles
« governance codes

o standards

® executive interaction
o regulator / adviser engagement

o internal policy * organisational change

Tacit Judgement
s . Integrative Core)
Transdisciplinary Insight (
o finance TE e
i « board assurance
o risk e !
* ESG « decision quality

« organisational behaviour Governance Artefacts / Practice Mechanisms ——————— « accountability

o strategy
Board papers Escalation routes

o risk management

Assurance packs « organisational resilience

\_/ o clearer direction
and prioritisation :

reflection, review, debriefs, refinement

Application to Al-enhanced document management: traceability, explainability, escalation, audit-ready evidence.





