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Learning Area 1

	Learning Area Title:
	Adopting a co-productive approach to regional partnership working.

	Level of claim: (4, 5, 6 or 7)
	7

	Total credit being claimed:
	30

	List of learning outcomes:
	LO1: Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in co-production, strategic coordination, and partnership working, gained through the implementation of the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. 

LO2: Critically reflect upon the facilitation, relationship-building, and trauma-informed practice skills developed through supporting survivors to participate meaningfully in the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. 

LO3: Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in shared decision-making, power-sharing, and survivor-led co-production gained through enabling the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Regional Survivor Advisory Panel to influence regional policy, practice and service development.  

	Introduction to your Learning Area
	Co-production is built on the idea that no one group or person is more important than any other group or person, meaning everyone is equal and has assets to bring to the process (Co-production Network for Wales, 2022). Assets can be skills, experiences, time, and abilities, as well as other qualities that people have. This is different from more traditional approaches that focus on people’s difficulties and what they cannot do, which typically creates an imbalance of power between organisations and professionals who deliver a service and the people who use it, and a belief and an acceptance that service users are therefore not equal partners in the process. 

Having worked with vulnerable children, young people, and adults, and their families within many roles across statutory and non-statutory services, I have witnessed the frustration felt by those with lived experience who did not feel their ideas and opinions were considered or valued by organisations. I strongly believe that those with lived experience are ‘experts by experience’ and have a crucial role to play in all aspects of service design, delivery, and evaluation. For this reason, I am passionate about co-production, and the enormous amount of added value that I firmly believe co-production brings, and the benefits to all involved when organisations adopt co-productive principles and practices.

The principles of co-production are equality, accessibility, diversity and reciprocity, and these are critical values that must be embedded when adopting co-productive practices, as they demonstrate a commitment and a genuine desire by the organisation to co-produce. 

Whilst it’s important to recognise the many assets that managers, practitioners, and other professionals bring, adopting a co-productive approach would lead an organisation to realise that equality can only be achieved when power is shifted towards people with lived experience. Professionals and people with lived experience can work in partnership so that those with lived experience can be involved in all aspects of a service planning, development and actual delivery, and therefore have a more meaningful and powerful, and equal role to play. 

The Care Act 2014 was one of the first pieces of UK legislation to include the concept of co-production in its statutory guidance, and it stipulates “Co-production is an important way of achieving the overarching aims of the Care Act including prevention, wellbeing and the focus on outcomes. It should be a consideration in all aspects of implementing the Act”. 

Co-production is also one of the main principles of the Social Services and Well-Being (Wales) Act 2014, and the Act places a duty on Health Boards and Local Authorities to promote the well-being of citizens and communities, and states that “essential to fulfilling this duty will be an approach which is based on co-production principles”. 

In the Code of Practice, those principles are explained in terms of an approach which; a) recognises people as assets, and as having a positive contribution to make to the design and operation of services, b) empowers people to contribute to their own well-being, c) ensures that professionals work in partnership with people to achieve well-being outcomes at an individual and service level, d) involves people in designing outcomes for services, and e) supports and empowers people to get involved with the design and operation of services (Welsh Government 2014, p. 52).

The Act stipulates that “Local authorities must: a) put ‘robust arrangements in place for encouraging the involvement of people… in order that organisations and arrangements are designed with, and led by, people who need care and support, and carers who need support” (p. 51): and b) “put in place transparent arrangements where people are equal partners in designing and delivering services” (Welsh Government, 2014, p. 55).

The Mid & West Wales Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) Strategy recognises that victims and survivors are experts by experience and that collaboration with survivors and service users is fundamental to the effectiveness and sustainability of service provision. In 2021 the Mid & West Wales Regional VAWDASV Partnership commissioned a report to identify methods of good practice that would inform a survivor engagement framework for Mid & West Wales. Consultation and collaboration with survivors identified a set of principles for engagement for the region, which are; Commonality, Equal Power, Diversity, Trust, Mutual Benefit, Respect, and Self Determination. One recommendation from this report was the establishment of a Regional Survivor Advisory Panel for the Mid & West Wales region, and in January 2023, the first meeting of the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel was held. 

Whilst the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel is still in it’s infancy, I’m interested in critically evaluating the impact ‘the Panel’ has already had in the region, and the difference that having access to experts by experience, in order to be able to co-produce work in relation to the design and delivery of services, is making to the regional VAWDASV Partnership. 

To carry out this critical evaluation I will be using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (Gibbs, 1988). I have chosen to use Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle as I find the stages clear to understand and easy to use. I am also drawn to using Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle because of the acknowledgement within this model of the importance of ‘feelings’ in reflection, which when reflecting on a situation or experience, I naturally do. Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle also separates out ‘Evaluation’ in order to discuss what went well as what didn’t go as well, which helps me to better understand the situations and experiences that have become experiential learning opportunities.



	Learning Outcome 1 

	LO1: Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in co-production, strategic coordination, and partnership working, gained through the implementation of the Mid & West Wales Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse, and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. 

	
	Description
The Mid & West Wales Regional Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse, and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) Strategy mirrors the National VAWDASV Strategy and consists of six ‘Priority’ areas. ‘Priority 1’ of the Regional and National Strategy stipulated there is a requirement on all regional VAWDASV Boards, and partners, to work co-productively with victims and survivors of all forms of VAWDASV, who should be considered ‘experts by experience’.

Prior to me starting in the role of VAWDASV Partnership Coordinator, the Regional VAWDASV Partnership had commissioned a report to scope Survivor Engagement opportunities across Mid & West Wales and to propose a Framework for Survivor Engagement.

It was proposed that in the first instance, a Regional Survivor Advisory Panel should be established, to create an opportunity for co-production with survivors, and this should be a value-driven process where professionals and service users share power (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012; Needham & Carr, 2009; SCIE, 2022).The Framework recognised the need for, and the importance of co-production with minority groups, such as male survivors of domestic abuse and sexual violence, children and young people, and Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) individuals; but it was initially agreed that the Survivor Advisory Panel membership would be restricted to adult females only, with a view to establishing a male subgroup, children and young people subgroup, and  BME subgroup in as quickly, sensitively and well-considered way as possible. 

It was important in the first instance to establish what documents were needed to support the implementation and running of the Panel and embed the governance arrangements. 

The regional evaluation of survivor engagement had bene undertaken by an independent consultant and it was agreed that the VAWDASV Partnership would continue working with the independent consultant to implement the recommendations of the report and establish the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. This became a wonderful opportunity for me to work closely with a consultant with expert knowledge in co-production who was passionate about creating opportunities and improving outcomes for victims and survivors of VAWDASV.  

Prior to this activity, I had very little knowledge or understanding of co-production, as whilst I believe I had always worked in accordance with the principles of co-production, I was not familiar with co-production as a formal concept and the multiple factors that needed to be considered. There was therefore a significant amount of learning for me to undertake to develop my understanding, in order to ensure that we were establishing a Panel that was truly co-productive. I believe my learning journey around co-production reflects the Experiential Learning Theory which emphasises “learning by doing”, and states that knowledge is created through the transformation of experience rather than just passively receiving information (Kolb, 1984).

I consulted with organisations with well-established methods for co-production most notably West Wales Action for Mental Health (Appendix 3), who were proud to share their organisation’s fantastic work, which is co-produced with service users. I was invited to meet with them and was inspired by their work and took away some key messages from this consultation which helped me to understand what could be achieved, and to feel more confident that it would be possible to create a truly co-productive opportunity. 

I learnt for example that it is possible and desirable for service users to be embedded within strategic decision-making processes, sitting as Board members, and having oversight of, and a key voice in, all policy and service development. I felt very motivated and excited following this consultation to work towards steering the regional VAWDASV Partnership in the same direction. 

I’d organised group activities and facilitated different types of ‘sessions’ with children, young people, and families, within previous roles, but these had been mainly ‘one off’ opportunities for the purpose of providing positive experiences and peer-support. I did not however have any experience of establishing a ‘Panel’ with long-term desired outcomes for the purpose of co-production, and this was therefore a very new experience for me, which I took on a considerable amount of learning for. A lot of this learning initially centred around governance, and understanding what reporting and safeguarding structures needed to be implemented.

Following the presentation of the regional evaluation to the VAWDASV Strategic Board, and approval of the plans to establish a Regional Survivor Advisory panel, and with guidance from the consultant, I worked with partners to ensure we had the necessary supporting documentation in place, namely a ‘Terms of Reference’ (Appendix 4), ‘Participant Handbook’ (Appendix 5), ‘Group Rules’ (Appendix 6), and a ‘Confidentiality and Consent’ form (Appendix 7), which needed to be in-place before we could begin recruiting for the Panel, but in the spirit of co-production, required the input and approval of Panel members, and therefore initially remained in ‘draft’ form. I shared the draft documents with the Communication and Engagement Subgroup, VAWDASV Delivery Group, and VAWDASV Strategic Board, for approval from Partners (Appendix 8). 

Producing the Participant Handbook required some specific information to be included which took longer than expected to ascertain. It was accepted from the outset that all Panel members could be reimbursed for their expenses, including childcare, phone and internet use, travel, food, and other relevant costs, yet it was not clear how these expenses could be claimed by the individuals, or paid by the organisation which was the ‘banker’ for the VAWDASV grant monies. 

To establish what the method should be, I met with a senior manager from within both the Adult Safeguarding team, which provided the line-management support for the VAWDASV Partnership roles; and Finance, who had to agree the process. It became apparent that without a ‘petty cash’ resource, which had not been available since the Covid pandemic, there wasn’t a clear process for claiming money, for individuals who were not employed by the organisation. I provided the justification for why this was necessary, and with conversations between the senior managers and the team administration staff, a process was then established, including a ‘claim form’ which could be used, and included within the Participant Handbook (Appendix 9, Appendix 10, Appendix 5, pages 20-23).

It is interesting to consider Argyris & Schon (1996) here who proposed a “double-loop learning” method, which evidences the benefit of questioning and adapting organisational processes, and Eraut (2004) on workplace learning, that suggests problem-solving embeds professional knowledge more deeply than simply receiving instructions. 

Working through this process taught me that even within organisations, departments and teams use different processes, and this lack of consistency can unfortunately cause confusion and delays. 

I would provide bi-monthly updates to the Regional VAWDASV Communications and Engagement Subgroup, Regional VAWDASV Delivery Group, and to the Regional VAWDAS Strategic Board (Appendix 11). The purpose of this was to provide partners with regular updates against the annual Delivery Pan, to report on the progress being made, and to ensure that partners were aware of the opportunity being created for survivors so that they could support the project by promoting the offer. It was also an opportunity to raise any issues or challenges we were facing and gain input and advice from partners who had experience of similar work. 

I felt nervous providing these updates, but the response was overwhelmingly positive, with questions, positive comments, requests for further information, and a verbal commitment form partner to support the establishment of the Panel. 

It was also important to provide updates so that partners were aware of the progress being made with the funding that had been allocated to the activity, for transparency and accountability.

I had previously only worked operationally and therefore had very limited knowledge and understanding of how projects were planned and funded. Learning about the process that the VAWDASV Partnership undertook to justify allocating funding to developing the regional offer of survivor engagement was a very valuable experience for me, and is an example of Kolb’s Experimental Learning Theory (1984).

It was decided that an online application form would be used in order to capture the applicants’ information and data consistently and securely, and to make the application process as accessible and equitable as possible. I had previously only organised events and sessions for service users who were known to the service, who I could contact directly to invite them to participate, so creating an application process for unknown individuals was a new experience. 

I learnt about what information is typically included for data collection purposes from a national piece of work that I was involved in at the time, around the development of ‘Remote Evidence Sites’. The Criminal Justice in Wales Board had created a feedback form for victims of VAWDASV who had used the Remote Evidence Sites and had consulted with Welsh Government for guidance on what information should be gathered for data collection purposes.

We required the participant’s consent for their data to be collected and stored, and without their consent, individuals would not be able to participate. It was interesting to learn how this could be achieved using a function within the online survey building process, and including a question that had to be answered with a ‘Yes’ for the survey to continue. This was a clear and consistent way of gaining and recording consent to store information, as consent would have to have been given before the participant could continue with their application form, aligning with the UK GDPR requirements for lawful data processing and informed consent. 

To create an online application form, I made enquiries with leading providers of online surveys as to whether it was possible to purchase professional survey packages at more competitive prices, but this unfortunately wasn’t possible, and due to the cost involved which exceeded the budget we had to establish the Panel, it was agreed that a “free” account would have to be used.

This unfortunately limited the number of questions that could be asked as part of the application form, but reviewing the questions revealed it was possible to remove some, and combine others, meaning we could create an application form that captured all of the information we needed from the applicants, using a ‘free’ account (Appendix 12).

Through this process I learnt that it’s possible to be creative in order to manage conflicting demands, and it was possible to create an application process which adhered to GDPR and safeguarding requirements, whilst meeting funding constraints. Working through the process of setting up the online survey, and learning how to manage the account and analyse the information, was a very valuable experience. I became confident in using the online survey account and have been able to apply what I learnt many times since (Appendix 13).

Due to not having its own website or social media accounts, the VAWDASV Partnership required support from a partner organisation to host the application form. It was important to find an online ‘space’ with a regional footprint, and I therefore contacted with the Mid & West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board, which provides the overarching governance for the VAWDASV Strategic Board, to enquire about hosting the application for the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel on their website, and it was agreed that the dedicated VAWDASV page would be created, to promote the Panel and host the link to the application form. (Appendix 14).

Whilst the support of the Regional Safeguarding Board was much appreciated, in general I felt this wasn’t a visible enough platform to host the application form, due to the limited reach of the Regional Safeguarding Board’s social media accounts, and the website mainly being used by health and social care professionals, as opposed to the general public. 

However, having gained a better understanding for how funding is allocated, I realised that gathering feedback on this in itself could provide justification for future funding for a regional VAWDASV Partnership website and social media accounts, to improve the public-facing communication capability of the Partnership, but also improve the recruitment process of the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. 

With an application process and documentation in place, it was then possible to start promoting the new Regional Survivor Advisory Panel and begin the recruitment process. For this, a leaflet and an accompanying email to promote the new Panel was circulated to partners, with an ask that they shared the information across their teams, and with service users. (Appendix 15). I was particularly keen to engage with the VAWDASV Specialist Services in Mid & West Wales due to many already having established survivor groups, and peer support groups. 

What I recognised at this stage unfortunately was that the initial enthusiasm shown at strategic meetings didn’t translate into responses, or support to promote the Panel. When this lack of response was noted at the Communications and Engagement Subgroup, capacity and resource constraints in the aftermath of COVID were cited at the reasons for why organisations were very slow to respond.

Upon receiving applications for the Panel, I contacted applicants to introduce myself and to offer an opportunity to discuss the Panel, to provide more information and answer any questions they may have. This wasn’t a mandatory part of the process, which was made clear to the applicants, yet each applicant took the opportunity to have this informal discussion, which was done either by telephone, via MS Teams, or in-person. 

These initial conversations varied in length, with some applicants asking fewer and more specific questions, whilst others wanted to take the opportunity to introduce themselves and talk about their own experiences. No set-time was allocated for these conversations, as I appreciated that each person would have different requirements, and some may be more apprehensive than others. Following this initial ‘informal chat’ with applicants, the ‘Confidentiality & Consent’ form would then be sent to them to sign, and upon receipt of the signed Confidentiality & Consent form, a link shared directly with them to the first meeting of the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel, which was held for 3 hours on MS Teams. 

	
	Feelings 

At the start I felt excited but quite daunted, as I was in a new role, and coproduction wasn’t a familiar concept to me, but I also felt inspired by what I was reading and by my conversations with others. This resonates with Mezirow’s (1997) theory of transformative learning, which highlights how unfamiliar experiences can prompt reflection and the development of new perspectives.

I felt excited and privileged to lead on such a positive and empowering initiative, in which those with lived-experience of domestic abuse and sexual violence were considered and respected as the ‘experts’. This reflects the principle of valuing the lived experience that underpins co-production practice (Slay & Stephens, 2013; Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012), where professional and experiential knowledge hold equal weight.

Although I had experience of engaging with service users from previous roles, directly hearing survivors’ experiences, thoughts, and feelings was new to me and reinforced my belief that all engagement must start with empathy. This aligns with Rogers’ (1995) person-centred theory, which positions empathy as the foundation of trusting relationships. 

I applied for the role of VAWDASV Partnership Coordinator with a desire to ‘listen’ to victims and survivors, and I felt a strong sense of responsibility to do justice to individuals who were willing to share deeply personal experiences. I recognised that they could be re-triggered by sharing their experiences and the importance of creating psychologically safe spaces, and trauma-informed literature supports this ethical duty I felt (SAMHSA, 2014). 

Consulting on the development of the Panel with partners who had well-established methods for co-production, particularly West Wales Action for Mental Health, and seeing how service users can shape policy and create survivor-led governance was very inspiring and energising, but I also felt pressure to create a Panel that enabled survivor voices to be genuinely centred in the work of the Partnership and not merely included as a tokenistic gesture. 

Presenting at the Communication and Engagement Subgroup, Delivery Group and Strategic Board meetings made me nervous, particularly as I felt responsible for delivering a meaningful offer of co-production. This apprehension is described by Day & Dragoni (2015) as a normal part of the transition from operational to strategic roles.

Finally, I felt proud of my contribution to establishing the Panel and excited about potential impact the Panel would have on the survivors who participate and on the work of the Partnership. This sense of professional fulfilment aligns with theories of intrinsic motivation and transformative learning, which suggest that meaningful, values-based work strengthens professional identity (Mezirow, 1997).

	
	Evaluation

Several aspects of the implementation worked well, particularly the strong partnership working with the independent consultant and the initial enthusiasm of partner organisations which helped to justify and drive-forward the work. 

The Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 places statutory emphasis on co-production, and the legislative backdrop helps explain the positive response from both statutory and third-sector organisations, supporting the idea as proposed by Bovaird & Loeffler (2012) that systemic enablers are crucial to participation. 

However, the slower follow-up and limited feedback when promoting the Panel mirrored a wider capacity issue across third-sector organisations. This challenge reflects research showing that resource constraints can undermine engagement even when there is a good level of commitment (NCVO, 2020).

Whilst I feel I came up with some creative solutions such as a free online survey, which illustrates ‘adaptive management' (Damschroder et al., 2009), reliance on the Regional Safeguarding Board website unfortunately limited public visibility for recruitment, resulting in possible missed opportunities for survivors who would have been interest in joining had they received the information, but highlighted the need for more robust regional communication platforms, aligning with the principle that accessibility enhance engagement (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012).

	
	Analysis

The experience demonstrated that establishing a co-productive Panel required more than inviting survivors to participate; it required conditions that made their involvement accessible and meaningful. Keeping governance documents in draft form enabled members to shape them rather than having them imposed. However, restricting initial membership to adult females created tension between providing a manageable and safe starting point, and representing diverse groups. 

Arnstein's (1969) Ladder of Participation helped me to distinguish genuine participation from tokenistic gestures. I realised that applications and attendance alone did not demonstrate shared power but instead this came from documents remaining open to amendment and structures being created to enable members to influence the work and priorities of the VAWDASV Partnership.

The expenses process showed how organisational systems can enable or undermine participation. Agreeing to reimburse costs was insufficient without a process that worked, and could have resulted in only survivors with the financial means being able to participate in activities. Establishing a process strengthened my ability to turn co-productive values into practice.

Providing updates to partners was important and supported accountability, problem-solving and commitment. This reflected Ansell and Gash's (2008) emphasis on trust, leadership and collaboration. I learnt to navigate governance routes and promote the new initiative to different audiences, however competing priorities had an impact on progress and showed that support in principle doesn’t always translate into commitment. 

The recruitment process also exposed limitations for the Partnership in terms of reach and accessibility. Without dedicated public-facing platforms, there was a reliance on a high level regional board to promote the offer, which might have limited how many survivors within the wider community could access the information. The opportunity could therefore be technically accessible but not actually reachable. 

Financial and technological constraints helped me to develop my adaptive skills. Revising the survey questions enabled us to remain within budget while meeting GDPR and safeguarding requirements. This reflected Eraut's (2004) view that professional knowledge develops through workplace problem-solving. 

	
	Conclusions

Establishing the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel was both professionally and personally rewarding. Both consulting with organisations with well-established methods for co-production, and directly engaging with survivors reaffirmed the purpose of the work to me. 

Overall, the project strengthened my sills in strategic planning, and my understanding of governance, partnership building, and of meaningful survivor engagement and co-production. I noticed my confidence growing throughout the process as I moved from having limited awareness of co-production to what I felt was better knowledge and understanding, and more confidence, which reflects Mezirow’s (1997) notion of transformation through critical reflection.

Despite challenges, the project laid a strong foundation for ongoing survivor engagement across Mid & West Wales and for developing inclusive sub-groups (male survivors, BME survivors, and children and young people), reflecting the principles of equality and diversity which are enshrined in the Equality Act 2010.

	
	Action Plan

1. Undertake formal training in co-production and trauma-informed facilitation to deepen my expertise, supporting Schön’s (1983) concept of the reflective practitioner.
2. Strengthen my confidence in presenting at executive board level meetings, by engaging in public-speaking or leadership training.
3. In future project management roles, identify opportunities to embed co-production from the outset of projects, ensuring that people with lived experience are involved in shaping priorities, processes and decision-making, rather than being consulted only after key decisions have been made.



	Learning Outcome 2 

	LO2: Critically reflect upon the facilitation, relationship-building, and trauma-informed practice skills developed through supporting survivors to participate meaningfully in the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Regional Survivor Advisory Panel. 


	

	Description

Following the regional mapping exercise of survivor engagement in Mid & West Wales, an evaluation report captured survivor’s perspectives on how they wished to engage in any future framework, and what support they would need to enable them to participate meaningfully. Implementing these recommendations when establishing the Panel provided a strong foundation for my learning around meaningful participation. 

Consistent with principles of co-production that recognise people with lived experience as ‘partners’ in the process (Needham & Carr, 2009), and consistent with guidance on removing structural barriers (Ocloo & Mathews, 2016) the evaluation identified timely feedback, relevant training, prior information, staff support, practical help, financial recognition and flexible scheduling as key enablers for co-production with survivors. 

Feedback was the strongest message, with over half (54%) of survey participants and almost all of those who were interviewed stating that receiving feedback on how their contributions were used by organisations, and what impact it had, was vital for engagement. This supports evidence that ‘closing the feedback loop’ builds trust and demonstrates value (INVOLVE, 2012; Beresford, 2013), It also reinforces trauma-informed practice principles of transparency and empowerment (SAMHSA, 2014).

The importance of providing feedback was echoed by West Wales Action for Mental Health and was a very clear message I took from my consultation with them, particularly following conversations which led me to reflect on some personal experiences of giving my time and effort without acknowledgement, which further reinformed my appreciation of the importance and impact of receiving feedback.   

From the very beginning I ensured that organisations consulting with the Panel knew that feedback was expected, and that advising panel members on how this feedback was going to be provided needed to be considered and communicated from the start of the consultation process. Feedback was provided to panel members in a variety of ways, including by e-mail, in follow-up meetings that were arranged specifically to provide feedback to those who had participated, or in future panel meetings when the organisation would attend to provide feedback (Appendix 17, Appendix 18)

I enjoyed witnessing the difference that receiving feedback made to panel members, and the genuine respect and gratitude expressed by the organisations who had benefited greatly from their engagement with panel members. I learnt to view feedback as a relationship-building skill rather than an administrative task, as visible evidence of impact helped participants feel respected and strengthened their willingness to remain involved (Appendix 19).

Training was another key enabler, with almost half (49%) of participants surveyed and almost all of those interviewed highlighting training as essential. For this reason, several training courses such as Media Training, Public Speaking Training, and Self-defence Training were arranged for panel members, based on the training that panel members themselves identified as important. This aligns with Adult Learning theory which emphasises self-direction and relevance to the learners, as important considerations for learning (Knowles, 1984). Appendix 20, Appendix 21, Appendix 21a). 

I also attended these training sessions, and found the techniques taught during the Public Speaking training especially useful, which I have since been able to put into practice, and benefit from in meetings. When asked to share experiences or issues regarding public speaking, I shared with the group that I often experience feeling ‘breathless’ when speaking in meetings due to anxiety, which results in feelings of shame and embarrassment, and a reluctance to say any more than I absolutely have to. It was reassuring and enlightening to hear that this is a common experience, which was even shared by others on the training course. 

I hoped that in sharing this experience, I was not only benefiting from the advice of the training facilitator myself, but also reinforcing my commitment to shared power and breaking-down the ‘them and us’ dynamic that is too often felt within organisation/professional and service-user/participant relationships, by sharing that I too lack confidence and feel vulnerable in certain situations.  

Providing information in advance was also recognised as an important enabler in survivor engagement, and became another facilitation skill I developed. This was done in a variety of ways, including by providing verbal and written overviews of consultation opportunities, or organising pre-meetings to discuss specific pieces of work in more detail. In-line with Participatory Decision-Making Theory (Tew et al, 2012), I learnt that pre-meeting discussions ensure clarity, joint decision-making, and preparedness, which reduces avoidable uncertainty so that participants can enter professional spaces with greater confidence and informed choice. 

I felt this was particularly important for our regional Delivery Group and Strategic Board meetings, which were highly strategic in nature, and therefore I would share as much information as possible, including agendas, attendee lists, and all papers, and arranged pre-meetings to discuss agenda items in more detail, share more information about the attendees, and explain any confidentiality restrictions. 

Where Panel members needed to leave for confidential items, we jointly agreed how this would happen. In being asked to leave the meeting at certain points, I wanted to ensure the panel members knew their autonomy and equality was respected in this arrangement, and I feel this was reflected in the positive response I received to these arrangements. These conversations highlighted to me the benefit of working co-productively, and making decisions ‘with’ and not ‘for’ participants, to gain their ‘buy-in’ to a situation. I learnt that I much preferred to work collaboratively, where decisions were made jointly.

Allowing survivors to direct the conversations and to raise issues that are important to them was also a critical factor to almost half (46%) of those surveyed and to the majority of those interviewed; “..to be able to contribute what I think is important rather than being limited by set questions or others' expectations”. 

This however became one of the most difficult aspects to manage when facilitating the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel, and this underscored the importance of trauma-informed facilitation (SAMHSA, 2014). On rare occasions organisations struggled with panel members’ expressions of anger or hurt, and closed-down discussions, leaving panel members feeling silenced, and subsequently hurt and humiliated. These experiences demonstrated how professional processes can unintentionally reproduce powerlessness and re-traumatisation (SAMHSA, 2014). I learnt that my role was not to make survivors’ contributions more comfortable for organisations, but to protect a respectful process while maintaining boundaries. 

After these incidences, I would meet separately with individual panel members and organisational representatives to clarify perspectives and agree how relationships could be repaired. This developed my negotiation, conflict-resolution and relationship-repair skills and reflected restorative practice (Hopkins, 2004). I became better able to distinguish intention from impact, advocate without becoming defensive, and support resolution without minimising the survivor’s experience, which was particularly important to me.

This work also deepened my understanding of the balance between trauma-informed practice and empowerment. Trauma-informed approaches emphasise safety and avoiding re-traumatisation (SAMHSA, 2014), while empowerment theory emphasises agency and control (Zimmerman, 1995). I learnt that encouraging greater participation is not necessarily empowering if the individual doesn’t feel safe. 

Staff support was another key enabler for 44% of those surveyed, and providing this consistent support to panel members also strengthened my relationship-building skills. Through panel meetings, consultation sessions, pre-meets, debriefs, rehearsals and welfare checks, I learnt that trust develops through reliability, responsiveness and follow-through, however, I also found that the work could be emotionally draining and I realised that having boundaries and support was essential if I was to maintain my professional judgement and energy long-term. 

Practical support with transport and childcare was also essential, with 30% reporting travel as a barrier, illustrating the need to remove logistical obstacles to participation (Ocloo & Matthews, 2016); “In the most glorious scenario we would be provided childcare cover, and fuel [to attend engagement sessions]. Childcare is always a juggle. Having childcare is a nightmare. Those are the practicalities” (Appendix 5).

This encouraged me to view accessibility through an equity lens and made me realise that offering the same opportunity doesn’t automatically create equal access where people face different practical, financial or emotional barriers (Ocloo & Matthews, 2016).

For this reason, the Panel was established with provisions in place to reimburse panel members for travel costs, childcare costs, and other costs associated with attending meetings and other activities, such as the cost of mobile data to be able to join a virtual meeting (Appendix 5).

Overall, these experiences significantly developed my understanding of what meaningful survivor participation requires in practice. I learnt that effective facilitation is not simply about inviting someone to attend or contribute, but about creating the conditions in which they feel prepared, respected, safe and able to exercise genuine choice. 

Through providing feedback, preparation, training, practical support and consistent relationship-based support, I developed stronger facilitation and relationship-building skills, while difficult interactions with organisations strengthened my confidence in negotiation, conflict resolution and relationship repair. Most importantly, I learnt that trust, accessibility, choice and emotional safety are essention for meaningful co-production, and trauma-informed practice and empowerment must be considered together (Appendix 23).

	
	Feelings 

Initially I felt both excited and apprehensive. Excited because I saw the potential to create meaningful survivor-led change, but apprehensive about the responsibility of ‘getting it right’, knowing that the barriers discussed by survivors during the consultation phase of the regional mapping exercise had a direct impact on survivors being able to engage or not, and knowing that if we did not work hard to break down these barriers, there was a risk that survivors would not be able to engage, which would impact the potential for genuine co-production around improving VAWDASV services in Mid & West Wales. According to Herman (2015) these mixed emotions are common when facilitating survivor engagement because trauma-informed work requires balancing hope with awareness of harm and power dynamics. 

I felt frustration on behalf of panel members when they felt dismissed or conversations were shut-down, which mirrors what literature refers to as “moral distress” in helping roles, which can arise when systems reproduce disempowerment (Maslach & Leiter, 2016). However, I felt proud of how I’d been able to support survivors through these experiences which had a profound impact on them, and also proud of how I’d managed to re-build relationships between survivors and the organisations they were engaging with, which meant the work could continue. 

I felt apprehensive about sharing my own vulnerability, for example about my anxiety around public speaking and speaking in meetings, but ultimately I felt this strengthened trust, which is consistent with trauma informed principles that emphasise transparency and safety (Sweeney & Taggart, 2018). 

	
	Evaluation

Overall, the engagement framework was effective and survivor-focused but required constant negotiation and emotional investment to sustain. 

Several aspects of the work around establishing the panel worked well, for example the feedback provided to panel members by way of e-mail updates or follow-up meetings was well received, ensuring survivors knew that their input had shaped decision making, which helped them to feel valued. This aligns with co-production guidance that stresses the importance of “closing the loop”, so that participants can see impact and reduces the risk of “tokenistic involvement” (NVOLVE, 2012).

Pre-meetings to share agendas, attendee lists, and set expectations increased confidence and participation, supporting the notion of preparedness (SAMHSA, 2014; Sweeney & Taggart, 2018). I feel I became more skilled at using structure but without scripting discussions or controlling activities, which helped me change my approach from professional dominance to supportive facilitation. 

Offering training opportunities was a success, as there was a good level of participation in the training sessions, and positive feedback from panel members. Training offered tangible benefits and built self-efficacy, which Bandura (1997) links to increased confidence and participation. This also helped to re-balance power by equipping panel members with the skills and confidence to feel more able to contribute on more equal terms (Needham & Carr, 2009). 

Providing consistent support to attend sessions by ensuring there was staff support, including on a one-to-one basis, at every session or activity fostered trust, and I was able to develop good relationships with panel members which I felt improved participation levels. 

There were also challenges, however. Some external organisations inadvertently shut down discussion, which at times re-triggered trauma and left both myself and panel members feeling frustrated. I do feel however that my strongest development arose from these situations, as whilst I couldn’t always prevent distress, I became better at responding to these situations through listening, advocating, and restoring relationships. Panel members choosing to re-engage was positive, although I realised that successfully repairing a situation doesn’t remove the need to mitigate avoidable harm at every opportunity.

Some practical barriers, including around childcare, travelling, and scheduling conflicts proved difficult to eliminate completely. These are widely documented obstacles to meaningful participation; but addressing them is essential to avoid exclusion (NICE, 2016; NVOLVE, 2012).

Overall, I believe the engagement framework was effective and survivor-focused but required constant negotiation and emotional investment to sustain. 

	
	Analysis

My learning demonstrates that trauma-informed facilitation requires judgement across the whole participation process, and feedback, preparation, choice, practical support and respectful communication shape whether engagement feels safe and meaningful. A lack of feedback for example risks replicating patterns of disempowerment which participants they may have experienced in the past. This is referred to by Herman (2015) as “institutional silencing”, and this can reinforce disempowerment, meaning professional processes can unintentionally reproduce harmful dynamics. 

Providing training addressed empowerment and self-efficacy, which helped to redress power imbalances and enabled survivors to contribute on an equal footing, consistent with co-production theory and the “ladder of participation” (Arnstein, 1969). 

Difficult interactions developed my understanding of relationship-building and restorative practice, which helped me acknowledge harm, understand different perspectives and facilitate relationship repair. These challenges also helped me to understand that in facilitating co-production, it was crucial for me to prepare the wider system, because partner agencies required sufficient understanding of trauma dynamics (e.g. coercive control) to prevent unintentional replication of harmful patterns (NICE, 2016) This led to dedicated ‘Shared Power’ awareness-raising sessions being delivered to both the Strategic Board and Delivery Group, during meetings. 

Overall, the experience evidences that relational work of building trust and repairing harm sustains engagement over time, and whilst it isn’t always possible to avoid negative experiences, being able to respond in a trauma-informed way can allow work to continue. 

	
	Conclusions

I learnt that meaningful survivor engagement depends as much on process and relationships as on formal structures. Trust was built through consistent feedback, transparency, preparation, choice and reliable follow-through, and I developed stronger skills in facilitation, preparation, negotiation, conflict resolution and relationship repair. 

I also developed a better understanding of trauma-informed practice as safety and empowerment requires choice and control over participation. I also learnt that organisations consulting with survivors need baseline knowledge and understanding of trauma-informed principles to avoid re-traumatisation and uphold duties under the VAWDASV (Wales) Act 2015 framework. 

Overall I believe my facilitation skills improved, particularly in negotiation and conflict resolution, which is associated with effective survivor participation (NICE, 2016) whilst I realised that reflective practice and supervision are essential to sustain the wellbeing of panel members and facilitators (Morrison, 2007).

	
	Action Plan

1. Ensure that as part of any future opportunities to facilitate co-production with service users, I would formalise the requirements for all organisations to compete trauma-informed practice training before engaging with service users. 
2. Develop a clearer personal self-care strategy including time for reflective practice, including regular supervision, to manage the emotional load associated with co-production.  
3. Continue to develop my skills in conflict resolution and relationship building when facilitating co-production, including ensuring that feedback loops are closed, concerns are acknowledged, and difficulties between service users and organisations are addressed constructively to maintain trust and participation. 



	Learning Outcome 3

	LO3: Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in shared decision-making, power-sharing, and survivor-led co-production gained through enabling the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Regional Survivor Advisory Panel to influence regional policy, practice and service development.  

	

	Description
During the initial meetings of the Panel, members were asked to identify the areas of work they wanted to include within the Panel’s annual ‘Work Plan’. These discussions took place on an annual basis, at a Panel meeting (Appendix 24, Appendix 25, Appendix 26). Based on the interests and experiences of the majority of panel members, two main priorities were identified, namely improving the Police’s response to victims of VAWDASV, and improving understanding of ‘post-separation abuse’, with a particular focus on the experiences of victims of VAWDASV in the Family Court.

This approach reflected the importance of survivor-led priority setting, ensuring that the Panel’s activity was rooted in lived experience rather than being predetermined by professionals or organisations. As identified by Beresford (2013) this can make services and strategies more relevant and responsive, as challenging traditional top-down decision-making can redistributing power towards service users. For me, this was an early indication that the Panel could operate as a genuine vehicle for co-production rather than simply as a forum for consultation.

I was familiar with many of the issues raised by panel members when they shared their experiences of reporting VAWDASV crimes to the Police, but I was not familiar with ‘post-separation abuse’ as a formal term and had little knowledge of the difficulties being experienced by victims of domestic abuse in the Family Court. Hearing the traumatic accounts of panel members introduced me to how legal processes can be used by perpetrators to continue patterns of coercive control after a relationship ends. This aligns with Stark’s (2007) theory of coercive control, which highlights the persistence of abuse beyond the end of relationships. 

Once post-separation abuse was identified as an area of work, panel members were asked how they wanted to proceed in raising awareness of the issue. This was my first experience of embarking on a genuinely co-produced project. From the outset, I realised that co-production extended beyond asking survivors for their views, and instead required organisations and professionals to be guided by what survivors identified as important and to share the responsibility for deciding what happened next. This resonates with Arnstein’s (1969) ‘Ladder of Participation’, which distinguishes tokenistic involvement from genuine power-sharing. 

Although I had not previously heard of post-separation abuse as a formal term in any of the meetings I’d attended, and it hadn’t previously appeared within the regional VAWDASV Delivery Plan, I realised that I was very familiar with the concept through my own personal experience and the experiences of others following the end of abusive relationships. This helped me connect academic and professional terminology with lived experience and made me more aware of how issues can remain hidden within strategic systems until those directly affected are given enough influence to name the issues and describe their impact.

Reaching senior professionals was important to Panel members, as it was acknowledged that change would only happen when decision makers took action. It was proposed that a useful starting point would therefore be for panel members to produce a ‘paper’, to present to the VAWDASV Strategic Board. One panel member accepted the invitation to write this and chose to focus on the impact of post separation abuse on children, particularly within education. I worked closely with this panel member, and others who contributed once a draft had been produced. This involved meetings on MS Teams to develop the paper, write and rehearse an accompanying presentation, consider possible questions, and discuss what practical support might be required in the meeting.

My role in this process was primarily enabling rather than authoring. Survivor testimony has been shown to be a powerful catalyst for policy change and in line with the Welsh Government’s (2022) VAWDASV Strategy, the inclusion of lived experience in strategic planning demonstrates a commitment to embedding service user voices within decision-making. I therefore had to resist the temptation to make the paper sound more ‘professional’ in ways that might dilute the survivor’s own voice, while still providing the practical support requested.

Ahead of the presentation, it was important the Board was prepared for a survivor to attend the meeting, as this would be the first opportunity of its kind for the VAWDASV Partnership. A verbal explanation of the purpose of the presentation was provided in a previous Board meeting. 

Following the presentation of the paper, the VAWDASV Strategic Board proposed that the paper should be escalate to the Regional Safeguarding Board and the Local Criminal Justice in Wales Board. I felt very proud of what the Panel had achieved in bringing an issue identified by survivors to the attention of executive officers across Mid & West Wales. I also realised how positive and energised I felt during this period, as the experience had re-ignited my passion for engaging directly with service users. The outcome demonstrated to me how co-production can energise both professionals and survivors by creating meaningful survivor-led change. 

This was the beginning of a wider journey of co-production with survivors. Panel members were subsequently invited to share their stories at regional training sessions on subjects including stalking and harassment, coercive control, post separation abuse, and awareness raising of the National Training Framework for Senior Leaders. These opportunities enabled survivors to share their experiences of many issues, including post-separation abuse, and ask organisations to consider it explicitly when assessing and managing risk.

The continued work of panel members in raising awareness of post-separation abuse initiated wider conversations within the VAWDASV Partnership, including verification from specialist service providers, and an opportunity to input into their work, of the severity of the impact of this form of abuse (Appendix 27), which in turn provided justification for dedicated funding and resources to improve the Partnership’s understanding of post-separation abuse and to raise awareness among professional groups who had been identified by panel members as requiring more knowledge, such as social workers, police officers, and Family Court judges and staff. 

As a consequence, post-separation abuse awareness raising was included within the following year’s regional Delivery Plan. This strengthened my understanding of how the annual Delivery Plan is developed, including how priorities are identified and how funding and resources is allocated to specific areas of work. Importantly, in this instance the priority had originated with people with lived experience rather than from an organisational or professional agenda. I viewed this as a pivotal point in the VAWDASV Partnership’s commitment to co-production because survivor knowledge was now influencing strategic planning and resource allocation (Appendix 28, Appendix 29).

Panel members had identified limited knowledge and understanding among some people with safeguarding and decision-making responsibilities as a key issue. In particular, they described professionals within the Family Court system as not always recognising post-separation abuse or understanding how coercive control can continue following separation. Training for Family Court staff and members of the judiciary, Cafcass officers, social workers and police officers was therefore identified by panel members as an important way of improving professional understanding and, ultimately, outcomes for victims.

It was decided that regional training sessions on post-separation abuse would be delivered to practitioners across Mid & West Wales in partnership with panel members. A meeting was arranged for the Panel members who wished to be involved, to plan the content and delivery of the sessions.  

By this stage I had facilitated numerous Panel meetings and sessions and had learnt considerably from the process. Earlier in the Panel’s development I had struggled to keep meetings to time and focused on the agreed purpose, because I found it difficult to balance a predetermined purpose with the flexibility required for genuinely survivor-led discussions. I didn’t want timekeeping to become another way in which survivors’ contributions were controlled, but I also realised that meetings needed structure in order to achieve the outcomes that the panel members themselves wanted.

I therefore learnt to provide agendas in advance with indicative timings and to bring discussions back to the agreed question by summarising what had been said, linking this back to the purpose of the agenda item and checking that members were ready to move on. I’d developed my own way of capturing key points and actions with a simple table, which helped me to summarise discussions in order to move the conversation forward (Appendix 30).

Through repeated facilitation I became more confident in chairing meetings, and these skills transferred into other parts of my role, including chairing the regional Training Subgroup, Communications Subgroup, and Babies, Children & Young People Subgroup meetings. Schön’s (1983) concept of ‘reflection-in-action’ helps explain this development, as I was learning through doing and adapting my approach in response to what was happening in the meeting.

I had also been involved in developing other regional training sessions for the VAWDASV Partnership by this stage and felt confident in providing leadership around the practical process of developing the training sessions and wider session requirements, without taking ownership away from panel members. 

I arranged the first planning meeting and facilitated discussions around the purpose of the training and key messages, content development and delivery, proposed invitees, session length, support needs, and next steps. I guided panel members through each item to create an initial plan of action, and then summarised these discussions and agreed actions in an e-mail following the session (Appendix 31).

There was strong support from third-sector organisations for this work, particularly because regional VAWDASV specialist services were already aware of the “horrifying” realities faced by victims of VAWDASV whilst navigating social care, and Family Court systems, and expressed anger, disbelief and helplessness regarding the experiences of victims. This external support was important, but the direction of the training continued to come from panel members, which helped distinguish between organisations supporting survivor-led work and organisations taking it over.

It was also felt that an external expert voice would add knowledge and credibility, so I contacted the CEO of a national organisation specialising in raising awareness and supporting victims of post-separation abuse and invited her to present at the training session (Appendix 32). Although it was difficult to hear that the experiences described by panel members in Mid & West Wales were echoed across the UK, I recognised this would be a powerful addition to the session, and validating for the panel members who had previously struggled to have their voices heard and feel believed. By this point I had organised a number of training sessions and felt confident that a contribution from Kaleidoscopic UK would enhance the learning for practitioners while complementing, rather than replacing, the voices of panel members. 

Panel members felt that an influential voice from within the world of Law would give further weight to the training sessions, particularly for members of the Judiciary, and it was suggested that the High Sheriff of Powys could be invited to contribute give than she had made tackling VAWDASV her priority. I contacted the High Sheriff, and with her agreement, proceeded to arrange a filming session with a media company, to record her speech (Appendix 33, Appendix 34). Also, I organised for a short video clip of ‘quotes’ to be created by the media company, for showing at the start of the session. This involved providing a description of what we needed, obtaining a quote for the work, gathering the quotes from survivors to share with the creator, and then reviewing and refining the final product (Appendix 35) Working with the media company, Buffoon Media, on this project, and across several others as part of my role with the Communications Subgroup was a very big learning curve for me. 

I met with panel members individually to create the training content, rehearse presentations and prepare ‘survivor stories’, which panel members requested to share during the session. Ahead of the sessions, I shared all of the materials with colleagues, to ensure that others had access to the various presentations and links on the days of the training sessions, to avoid delays if I was to experience any technical issues (Appendix 36).

Three training sessions were subsequently delivered to more than 200 members of staff, which were planned, written, and delivered by survivors of VAWDASV. 

I also oversaw on the development of a one-hour Podcast on post-separation abuse, which was survivor-led and delivered, again focusing on the Police response and experiences within the Family Court. The podcast was uploaded to platforms including Spotify and iTunes and shared across the region through the Partnership. By this point, I’d had the opportunity to lead on the development of other Podcasts on behalf of the VAWDASV Partnership, as part of my role within the Communications and Engagement Subgroup, and had learnt what creating a Podcast entailed. I therefore felt confident to support panel members though the process. (Appendix 37, Appendix 38)

On reflection, I believe the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel proved to be a highly effective vehicle for co-production. It enabled survivors not only to contribute views but to identify priorities, shape workstreams, author and present strategic papers, design and deliver professional training, and influence what appeared within the regional Delivery Plan. These were tangible indications that influence had moved beyond consultation towards shared decision-making and survivor-led priority setting.

	
	Feelings 

At the outset I felt both inspired and apprehensive. I was inspired because the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel offered a rare opportunity for survivors to shape systemic change, but apprehensive because this was my first experience of working on a genuinely co-produced project and I was unfamiliar with post-separation abuse as a formal concept. I felt a strong responsibility to ensure that the process did not become tokenistic and that survivors retained meaningful control over the priorities they’d identified.

Listening to survivors describe traumatic experiences within the Family Court left me feeling shocked and deeply saddened. Trauma-informed practice recognises that hearing accounts of trauma can also have an emotional impact on practitioners (SAMHSA, 2014). I became increasingly aware that whilst my emotional response could be useful in helping me remain compassionate and increasingly passionate about the work, I also needed to manage it carefully so that my feelings didn’t cause me to make assumptions on their behalf.

I also felt some uncertainty about my role at times, especially initially, whilst I was learning how to facilitate co-production. My instinct initially was to organise, or make a piece of work appear more ‘professional’. However, I learnt that authentic co-production sometimes required me to relinquish control and accept that my role was to create the conditions for panel members to lead. This challenged some of my previous ways of working, but became an important part of my professional development.

As the paper on post-separation abuse progressed to the Strategic Board and was then escalated to other regional boards, my apprehension shifted to pride and renewed motivation. I felt proud that I’d supported a process in which survivors had taken an issue that was largely absent from the regional agenda and made it visible to senior decision-makers. Seeing post-separation abuse later included within the Delivery Plan further reinforced my belief in the value of co-production.

I also felt proud during the development and delivery of the regional training sessions. Watching panel members lead the sessions, deliver content, share experiences and speak directly to professionals demonstrated a clear shift in the traditional professional/service-user relationship. At the same time, I remained conscious of the emotional demands placed on survivors when sharing personal experiences repeatedly. This reinforced for me that empowerment and emotional safety have to be considered together, as the work should never depend on survivors continually exposing themselves to distress in order to be heard.

	
	Evaluation

Overall, I believe the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel was highly effective as a mechanism for co-production because it produced evidence of both shared process and influence. A particular strength was that survivors set the agenda. Post-separation abuse became a workstream because panel members identified it as important, rather than because it had already been prioritised by the VAWDASV Partnership. This aligns with co-production principles of equal partnership and shared power (Slay & Stephens, 2013; Needham & Carr, 2009).

A further strength was the progression from discussion to action. Panel members did not simply describe their experiences, they wrote and presented a strategic paper, shaped regional training and hosted a public-facing podcast. The subsequent inclusion of post-separation abuse within the regional Delivery Plan provided a very important measure of impact because it showed that survivors had succeeded to influence formal strategic planning. 

The process also benefited my own professional development. Repeated opportunities to facilitate survivor-led meetings improved my ability to chair and summarise complex and emotive discussions, manage time and maintain focus without controlling the conversation. This learning was transferable to other partnership meetings and reflects experiential learning through repeated practice and adaptation (Schön, 1983).

There were, however, limitations and tensions. I found balancing the need for structure with survivor-led flexibility difficult at times. Too much structure risked enforcing professional control, while too little could make it harder for the group to achieve its own objectives. Providing agendas in advance, allocating timings and using my own method for capturing key points and actions became practical ways that I managed this this problem. 

There was also an emotional cost attached to the work. The Panel’s influence was partly achieved through survivors repeatedly recounting difficult and traumatic experiences. Although participation was voluntary and support was provided, this created a limitation when evaluating the effectiveness of the Panel, because successful co-production cannot be judged only by outputs as it must also consider whether participation is safe, sustainable and beneficial for those contributing. Trauma-informed approaches therefore remained essential (SAMHSA, 2014). 

On balance, I believe the strengths outweighed these challenges. The Panel created identifiable changes in awareness, professional learning and influenced strategic priorities. 

	
	Analysis

The Regional Survivor Advisory Panel demonstrated authentic co-production because it involved a redistribution of power and influence to survivors rather than simply inviting survivors to comment on priorities which had already been set by organisations. In this case, survivors identified priorities, decided how issues should be progressed, wrote and presented papers, helped design training content and delivered training and public facing communications themselves.

Arnstein’s (1969) ‘Ladder of Participation’ provides a useful framework for interpreting this. The Panel moved beyond consultation because survivor input had consequences for what the Partnership did. The inclusion of post-separation abuse in the regional Delivery Plan indicates movement towards the higher levels of partnership working, meaning the issue became part of formal planning. However, the Partnership and statutory organisations still retained ultimate control over budgets, governance and implementation, meaning power was shared but not transferred completely. It’s important to recognise this distinction and acknowledge that the process didn’t achieve full equality of power.

The Panel also demonstrated how experiential knowledge can produce organisational learning. Post-separation abuse had not previously featured within the regional Delivery Plan, yet survivors’ accounts exposed a gap in the professional understanding. The progression reflects the type of organisational learning described by Argyris & Schön (1996), where existing assumptions and priorities are reconsidered rather than simply adding to existing practice.

Finally, determining whether the Panel was an effective vehicle for co-production or not must be considered through a trauma-informed lens, as opportunities to influence policy and training often involved revisiting traumatic experiences. Psychological safety is therefore fundamental to ethical co-production (SAMHSA, 2014). 

	
	Conclusions

I conclude that the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel was highly effective as a vehicle for survivor-led co-production within the Mid & West Wales VAWDASV Partnership. Its effectiveness was demonstrated not just through participation, but through influence, as survivors set priorities, produced and presented strategic material, co-designed and delivered training, contributed to public-facing communications, and influenced the inclusion of post-separation abuse within the regional Delivery Plan.

The experience changed my understanding of co-production. I learnt that genuine co-production requires professionals to relinquish some control, recognise lived experience as expertise and create practical routes for individuals with lived experience to influence formal decision-making, and I also learnt that shared power does not remove the need for structure. 

	
	Action Plan

1. Continue to develop my knowledge and understanding of co-production through further professional learning, including training and engagement with organisations that demonstrate strong co-productive practice.
2. Continue to reflect on my own leadership style when working co-productively, recognising when I need to provide direction and structure and when it is more appropriate to step back, enable others to lead and relinquish professional control.
3. Seek opportunities to share the learning I have gained about co-production with colleagues and partners and to advocate for the meaningful involvement of people with lived experience within future project planning and strategic decision-making.




Learning Area 2

	Learning Area Title:
	Coordinating the regional Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse, and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) Training agenda. 

	Level of claim: (4, 5, 6 or 7)
	7

	Total credit being claimed:
	20 credits

	List of learning outcomes:
	LO: Critically evaluate the development of strategic leadership and facilitation skills gained through coordinating and chairing a multi-agency regional training subgroup.
LO2: Critically reflect upon the leadership, stakeholder engagement and partnership-working skills developed through coordinating multi-agency data collection and regional reporting within the National Training Framework. 
LO3: Critically evaluate the development of skills gained through the planning, coordination and delivery of regional multi-agency training programmes. 
LO4: Critically reflect upon the development of project management, digital learning and adaptive problem-solving skills gained through designing and coordinating a virtual VAWDASV awareness raising programme for education staff.

	Introduction to your Learning Area
	This Learning Area reflects upon the knowledge, skills and professional learning I developed through coordinating the regional Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) training agenda within the Mid and West Wales VAWDASV Partnership. During my time as Regional VAWDASV Partnership Coordinator, I was responsible for supporting the implementation of the National Training Framework (NTF) across partner organisations and monitoring regional progress against the training priorities contained within the Regional and National VAWDASV Strategies. This provided me with opportunities to undertake work that was considerably different from my previous operational experience and required me to develop new skills in strategic coordination, leadership, partnership working and influencing across organisational boundaries.

The learning reflected upon within this Learning Area has been divided into three related learning outcomes. The first considers my experience of coordinating and chairing the Regional Training Subgroup, which brought together Learning and Development Leads from public sector organisations across Mid and West Wales. Through this experience, I developed my understanding and became more confident in facilitating multi-agency meetings, building professional relationships and influencing partners when I did not have any formal authority over them. 

The second learning outcome focuses upon my responsibility for collecting training data from each of the public sector organisations and collating quarterly regional reports for Welsh Government. Although I initially saw this as a largely administrative task, the experience developed my understanding of stakeholder engagement, the impact of organisational capacity, systems leadership, and the practical challenges around implementing national policy across different organisations. 

The final learning outcome explores my experience of coordinating, facilitating and delivering regional VAWDASV training sessions, particularly the development of Group 6 training awareness raising sessions for senior leaders. This required me to coordinate contributions from multiple organisations, manage competing priorities, and respond to unexpected challenges associated with facilitating learning for senior professionals.

Although these experiences were different, there are several theme connecting each of the experiences, mainly how they contributed significantly to developing my confidence and understanding of leadership. Prior to undertaking this role, much of my experience had been operational and involved working directly with service users and families but moving into a regional strategic role required me to adapt how I understood my own contribution. I initially associated leadership with seniority, authority, and extensive experience, but through having the opportunity to coordinate the regional training agenda, however, I gradually recognised that leadership can also involve creating opportunities for collaboration, facilitating discussions, developing relationships, and influencing others towards shared goals and objectives. This Learning Area therefore demonstrates not only the practical skills I developed, but also the changes that took place in how I saw and understood myself as a professional.

I have chosen Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988) to structure the reflective learning outcomes within this Learning Area. Gibbs provides a six-stage framework consisting of description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action planning. I chose to use this model because I find the structured process clear and easy to follow, allowing me to examine the experiences in depth, whilst also encouraging me to consider both my professional actions and personal responses. This was particularly relevant to the experiences reflected upon within this Learning Area because my learning was not limited to what I did or the outcomes that were achieved, as my confidence, apprehension, assumptions about leadership, reluctance to challenge others and developing ability to work with senior professionals were also important elements of my learning. The inclusion of a specific stage focusing upon feelings in particularly important for me, and enabled me to consider how my emotions and perceptions influenced my practice rather than focusing solely upon events and outcomes.

I also considered Gibbs’ model appropriate because it provides a clear distinction between describing an experience and critically analysing what I learned from it. This helped me to move forward from simply describing an experience, to be encouraged to evaluate and analyse what worked well, what was less effective and why particular situations developed in the way they did. This has enabled me to connect my practical experiences with academic theory relating to leadership, partnership working, emotional intelligence, adult learning and reflective practice. The conclusion and action planning stages have also encouraged me to identify how the learning gained from previous experience has subsequently influenced my practice and how I intend to continue developing professionally.

I did consider using other reflective approaches but I felt these were less suited to the way I view, analyse and work through experiences. Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle (1984), for example, has been useful in helping me understand how I have learned through experience. Kolb describes learning as a cycle of concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation. This is particularly relevant to examples within this Learning Area where I reflected upon an experience, changed my approach and then tested that change in practice. However, I chose not to use Kolb as the primary structure because its focus is predominantly upon the process through which experiential learning occurs. Gibbs provides a more detailed framework for critically examining individual professional experiences and gives greater emphasis to feelings, evaluation and action planning, and I find this additional structure helpful. 

I also considered Schön’s (1983) concepts of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action. Schön is particularly relevant to professional practice because it recognises that practitioners frequently need to think and adapt whilst situations are developing, as well as reflecting afterwards. However, Schön’s approach provides a way of understanding reflective practice rather than a clearly defined framework through which to structure a written reflective account. I have therefore drawn upon Schön within my analysis but did not consider it structured enough to organise my reflections across this Learning Area as a whole.

Overall, Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle provided the most appropriate framework for me for presenting the experiential learning within this Learning Area. Its structured approach has enabled me to move beyond describing the responsibilities I undertook and instead consider how these experiences changed my knowledge, skills, confidence, and even my professional identity. Through critically examining these experiences, I have been able to learning I undertook and how I developed professionally during my time coordinating the regional VAWDASV training agenda. 



	Learning Outcome 1 
	LO1: Critically evaluate the development of strategic leadership and facilitation skills gained through coordinating and chairing a multi-agency regional training subgroup.

	
	Description
When I started in my role as the Coordinator of the Regional Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse, and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) Partnership, I was tasked with facilitating and coordinating the work of the regional Training Subgroup. This was my first opportunity to coordinate and chair a regional subgroup, which met on a bi-monthly basis and brought together Learning and Development Leads from public sector organisations across Mid and West Wales. 
The purpose of the Subgroup was to oversee implementation of the National Training Framework (NTF) for VAWDASV and ensure that progress against ‘Priority 5’ of the Regional and National VAWDASV Strategy, - which stipulates that relevant professionals are trained to provide effective, timely and appropriate response to victims and survivors - was monitored and reported to Welsh Government.
Coordinating the Subgroup provided an opportunity for me to gain a practical understanding of the administrative and organisational responsibilities associated with delivering a Subgroup, which served for the purpose of supporting effective partnership working. This included establishing and frequently reviewing the membership, scheduling meetings that accommodated the availability of senior Learning & Development representatives, preparing and circulating agendas and relevant papers in advance, recording discussions and actions, and ensuring that actions were monitored and followed up between meetings.

Through this process I learned how important planning, organisation and communication is in maintaining engagement from partners, and there was a noticeable improvement in attendance and engagement when a clear outline of the purpose of the meeting was provided in advance. Having increased attendance and engagement ultimately resulted in better decision-making. 

Initially I sent agendas in an e-mail to the Training Subgroup (Appendix 39). However, based on what I was learning through supporting chairs of other regional meetings, I then established some standing agenda items which became standard discussion points. With the main purpose of the Subgroup in mind, which was to support partners, I asked Subgroup members to suggest what these agenda items should be, to ensure meetings were as relevant and useful as possible for them (Appendix 40). This experience reinforced the importance of preparation in facilitating effective partnership working. West (2012) suggests that successful teams are characterised by clear objectives and shared purpose. Establishing a clear purpose for the Subgroup meetings and circulating agendas and supporting papers in advance enabled members to arrive prepared, and led to more focused discussion and more effective decision-making, resulting in meetings that felt worthwhile.

I learned how important it was to build good working relationships with Subgroup members as a way of managing the engagement with partners. The Subgroup was attended by representatives from organisations, who all had different priorities and operational pressures. I realised that coordinating the group required me to understand these differing perspectives and ensure that all members felt able to contribute.

I developed a greater appreciation of the challenges associated with working across organisational boundaries and the importance of maintaining positive professional relationships to achieve the regional objectives that all organisations shared. Reflecting upon this experience, I recognise that effective partnership working extends beyond administrative coordination. Crosby and Bryson (2018) argue that collaborative leadership depends upon developing trust, mutual respect and shared commitment across organisational boundaries. Building positive working relationships enabled members to engage openly, despite differing organisational perspectives and pressures, and created an environment in which collaborative problem-solving could take place and succeed. 

The aspect of the role from which I learned the most was chairing the meetings. Prior to taking on this responsibility, I had limited experience of leading formal meetings involving senior professionals. Initially, I felt intimidated by the seniority and expertise of the members, many of whom held significant leadership responsibilities within their organisations. I was conscious that they had limited capacity to attend meetings and therefore expected the Subgroup to provide meaningful value and support.

To prepare myself, I observed Chairs during other regional meetings and paid particular attention to how they managed contributions from attendees, translated discussions into clear actions, and brought discussions to an end. Achieving a purposeful conclusion to the discussion highlighted to me the importance of being able to translate strategic discussions into tangible actions.  

Looking back, I recognise that observing experienced Chairs represented an important form of experiential learning. Kolb (1984) proposes that professional learning develops through a continuous cycle of concrete experience, reflective observation, conceptualisation and active experimentation. 

However, this was one of the elements of the role that I was most nervous about, as I felt under pressure to deliver meetings that weren’t just opportunities for discussions but resulted in some progress being made. Rather than simply recording what was said, I wanted to develop the skill of identifying themes and areas requiring further work and then converting these into clear actions with assigned ownership and accountability 

To achieve this, I developed my own strategy for capturing actions by creating a very simple table, which I would print out for myself prior to meetings (Appendix 30) The table provided spaces for me to capture the key points from discussions, any ideas, suggestions or examples of good practice, and then actions, based on the key points discussed and suggestions made. This more structured method for capturing actions improved my ability to synthesise complex discussions.

I found this very helpful in my chairing role, and over time became more confident in summarising discussions at the end of each agenda item, proposing actions to take forward, and assigning ownership to the colleagues who had proposed ideas or solutions. 

With this I also became more confident in facilitating challenging discussions involving dominant or critical voices. When chairing an extraordinary meeting of the subgroup to evaluate a regional e-learning training package, I acknowledged the objecting organisation’s concerns and recognised their approach to delivering in-person training as the ‘gold standard’, as this is supported by dedicated resource. However, I also highlighted that other organisations did not have the same capacity and therefore needed realistic alternatives.

By validating their strengths rather than challenging their position, I was able to reframe the discussion around how their expertise could help address gaps within the e-learning offer. This shifted what had begun as a confrontational objection towards collaborative problem-solving, ultimately resulting in the organisation offering access to its support network for colleagues across the region. The experience strengthened my confidence in using positive, solution-focused facilitation to diffuse tension, maintain relationships and encourage collaboration.

Chairing the Subgroup also provided an opportunity for me represent our region on a national level. Members frequently asked for clarification or raised concern regarding the implementation of the National Training Framework and requested that these be escalated to Welsh Government. This required me to accurately capture the issues being experienced across the region, communicate them effectively to Welsh Government colleagues and advocate on behalf of partner organisations. Through this process I gained experience in influencing, negotiation and representing collective views rather than solely my own perspective (Appendix 41).

As the Subgroup developed, I became increasingly involved in representing partners at national steering group meetings and conferences, to give updates on behalf of the Mid & West Wales region in order to share examples of good practice and identify common challenges. This enhanced my understanding of the value of creating opportunities for shared learning across Wales. 

Coordinating the Subgroup helped me to become more comfortable with working at a strategic level. I recognised that one of my biggest strengths was what I initially ‘missed’ the most about working operationally, which was my ability to build good relationships with the people I work with. I hadn’t appreciated when I started in my Coordinator role and moved away from frontline practice, that building relationships and having a good rapport with colleagues and stakeholders would become a very important part of my strategic role. I was less senior than other members of the Training Subgroup, but I came to recognise that I brought specific skills and expertise to the role that supported the work of the Training Subgroup. 

I recognised, however, that relationships were not equally easy to establish. Relationships developed more naturally with partners who engaged regularly with the Subgroup and I learnt that where I had a strong relationship, this increased my ability to influence partners without formal authority, although maintaining those relationships sometimes required me to balance being supportive with appropriately challenging people when agreed actions were not progressed.

	
	Feelings 

Initially, I felt apprehensive about chairing the Regional Training Subgroup meetings. Although I was confident in my organisational abilities, I recognised that I had limited experience of leading formal meetings involving professionals from multiple organisations. I was particularly aware that many members held senior positions and possessed extensive expertise within their organisations. As a result, I questioned whether I’d be able to facilitate discussions effectively and ensure that meetings were meaningful and productive.

At the same time, I felt motivated by what I recognised as a good chance to develop professionally, and viewed the role as an opportunity to improve on my leadership skills. As meetings progressed, I found that with careful preparation I felt less anxious and more confident. Paying close attention to Chairs in other meetings, and developing a process to support me in my Chairing role provided reassurance that I was developing the skills I needed for the role. 

One of the most rewarding aspects of the experience was seeing members actively engage in discussions and contribute collaboratively towards regional solutions. I experienced a growing sense of achievement as I became more confident in facilitating discussions, summarising complex conversations and identifying meaningful actions. The extraordinary meeting concerning the regional e-learning package was particularly helpful in building my confidence. Rather than feeling overwhelmed by disagreement, I felt able to acknowledge differing perspectives whilst guiding the discussion towards practical solutions. By the end of my time chairing the Subgroup, I felt far more comfortable operating strategically and recognised that my ability to build positive relationships was one of my greatest strengths within partnership working.

	
	Evaluation

Overall, coordinating the Regional Training Subgroup and chairing the meetings was a positive learning experience. One of the greatest strengths was the opportunity to develop practical leadership skills in a real-world strategic environment. The experience enhanced my confidence in planning meetings, facilitating discussion, communicating with senior professionals and representing regional work on a national platform. Building positive relationships with subgroup members also proved valuable, enabling collaborative problem-solving. 

Another positive aspect was learning how effective preparation affected the quality of the meeting. Producing agendas, circulating any relevant papers in advance and maintaining structured discussions helped ensure meetings remained purposeful and actions were generated. Developing my own system for capturing key discussion points and translating them into actions also improved accountability and enabled the Subgroup to demonstrate progress over time. 

This experience also reinforced the importance of psychological safety within collaborative groups. Edmondson (1999) suggests that individuals are more likely to contribute openly when they feel their views will be respected. Whilst participation levels within the Subgroup appeared high and I hoped that establishing clear agendas, encouraging participation and acknowledging differing perspectives helped create an environment where members felt comfortable, I recognise that contribution alone doesn’t necessarily indicate psychological safety. Some members may have remained reluctant to challenge dominant voices, particularly where there were different organisational structures and hierarchies. 

There were also challenges. Initially, I lacked confidence when managing discussions involving experienced senior professionals and I worried that I might overlook important contributions or fail to manage competing viewpoints properly. I also realised that balancing organisational priorities and pressures whilst maintaining focus on regional objectives was sometimes difficult. However, these challenges became important learning opportunities for me, and encouraged me to develop better active listening skills and more effective facilitation techniques.

Overall, the positives outweighed the challenges and the experience strengthened both my leadership skills and my understanding of strategic partnership working.

	
	Analysis

This experience reinforced several principles of effective leadership and collaborative partnership working. One significant learning point for me was that successful chairing extends beyond managing meetings and involves creating an environment where individuals feel respected, listened-to and able to contribute openly. My experience demonstrated that building good professional relationships allowed open and honest discussions to take place, and increased partners’ willingness to work collaboratively towards shared objectives.

The experience also highlighted the importance of transformational leadership principles as I found that recognising good practice and encouraging shared problem-solving generated better engagement from partners. This approach was particularly evident during the discussion on the regional e-learning package, where acknowledging concerns whilst reframing the conversation around solutions enabled members to move towards collaborative actions. Bass (1985) argues that transformational leaders achieve long-term change by inspiring participation, encouraging innovation and developing shared ownership rather than relying upon positions of authority. Reflecting on my own leadership, I recognised that my role was not to provide solutions but to facilitate collective thinking that enabled partners to develop solutions together, which led to a significant shift in my understanding of leadership.

Furthermore, the experience demonstrated the importance of emotional intelligence within leadership. Remaining calm, actively listening and recognising the perspectives of different organisations allowed me to manage potentially difficult conversations in a way that was constructive. This aligns with Goleman’s theory of emotional intelligence, which identifies self-awareness, empathy and relationship management as essential leadership competencies (Goleman, 1998). 

Rather than viewing disagreement as conflict, I became better at recognising it as an opportunity to understand different perspectives. I believe that during the discussion surrounding the regional e-learning package, consciously validating concerns before redirecting discussion towards practical solutions demonstrated empathy. Reflecting on this experience, I believe that acknowledging emotions reduced defensiveness and encouraged constructive discussions, which led to an opportunity to work collaboratively. 

The experience also enhanced my understanding of systems leadership within public services. The Training Subgroup consisted of organisations operating under different governance arrangements and resource pressures and I developed a better understanding that effective partnership working required influence, negotiation and mutual respect rather than authority. In order to achieve regional objectives my role was therefore depended upon influencing partners as opposed to directing them.

The experience also challenged my previous assumptions about leadership. Before coordinating the Subgroup, I associated leadership primarily with seniority and expertise. However, reflecting on my experiences aligns with Mezirow’s (1997) theory of transformational learning, whereby existing assumptions are critically examined and reconstructed through experience. I have come to understand leadership as the ability to influence without authority and facilitate collaboration, which in turn enables others to achieve shared objectives.

	
	Conclusions

Reflecting upon this experience, I believe chairing the Regional Training Subgroup became an important stage in my professional development. It enabled me to transition from viewing myself primarily as an operational practitioner to recognising my ability to work effectively within a strategic leadership role.

The experience confirmed that careful preparation, good communication and relationship building are fundamental to successful leadership. I also realise that confidence can develop through experience rather than existing ‘naturally’ beforehand. Whilst I initially questioned my ability to chair meetings involving senior professionals, repeated opportunities to facilitate meetings helped my confidence to develop considerably.

Perhaps the most significant thing I learnt was that leadership doesn’t have to be defined by seniority and this learning has increased my confidence to undertake future strategic leadership opportunities.

	
	Action Plan

This reflection has identified several actions that I will continue to implement within my professional practice.

1. I will continue seeking opportunities to chair regional and multi-agency meetings to further strengthen my facilitation and leadership skills. 
2. I will continue developing my ability to manage challenging conversations by undertaking further professional development in facilitation, negotiation and conflict resolution. Strengthening these skills will enhance my ability to support partnership working across the region.
3. I will continue reflecting critically on my leadership practice by seeking feedback from colleagues and partners following meetings. Using reflective models such as Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle will help me identify areas for further improvement and ensure that my leadership practice continues to develop throughout my career. 




	Learning Outcome 2 
	LO2: Critically reflect upon the leadership, stakeholder engagement and partnership-working skills developed through coordinating multi-agency data collection and regional reporting within the National Training Framework. 

	

	Description
In accordance with the National Training Framework (NTF), each region in Wales is required to report quarterly to Welsh Government on the progress being made against the delivery of the Framework. As part of my role within the Mid and West Wales VAWDASV Partnership, I was responsible for collecting the relevant information and data from partner organisations and collating this into an annual training plan for the region and quarterly reports to Welsh Government covering Groups 1, 2 and 3 of the National Training Framework (Appendix 42, Appendix 43).

Although Learning and Development Leads across partner organisations were aware of their organisation’s requirement to submit an annual training plan, and VAWDASV training data on a quarterly basis, I quickly learnt that successful data collection relied upon effective planning and communication. Regular reminders via e-mail and at the bi-monthly regional Training Subgroup meetings, and providing organisations with sufficient notice before deadlines, all proved essential in being able to submit the regional report on time. 

Not all Learning and Development Leads had immediate access to the required information, often needing to obtain data from colleagues in different departments before it could be submitted. I learnt that this was more challenging at certain times of the year, for example for Quarter 4 reporting, which coincided with the end of the financial year when organisational priorities were often focused elsewhere. This highlighted to me the extent to which reporting relies upon internal processes and communication across departments, reinforcing the importance of having a good understanding of organisational structure and context when planning regional activities. 

I also learnt that restructures within organisations and staffing pressures could result in responsibility for reporting being transferred to individuals who were unfamiliar with the reporting requirements, creating further delays. 

Through this process, I learnt that successful data collection depends less on formal authority and more upon effective stakeholder engagement and relationship building. Building positive relationships with partners proved particularly important because obtaining organisational ‘buy-in’ to the reporting process was initially challenging. Securing cooperation relied on good working relationships and effective communication. Huxham and Vangen (2005) suggest that successful collaboration across organisational boundaries relies upon trust, shared purpose and the gradual development of collaborative influencing rather than formal authority.

The process of collating data required persistence and resilience, particularly when reporting deadlines approached and data remained outstanding. Whilst I felt apprehensive and uncomfortable at first, I learnt the importance of being able to balance diplomacy with appropriate challenge and accountability, ensuring that organisations understood how important their data was in producing a regional report. There were occasions when I felt I had no option but to escalate issues to senior managers, due to no responses from the designated representative, and I learnt that this quickly helped to resolve delays (Appendix 44). This reflects Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), which argues that organisational success depends upon recognising and effectively engaging those individuals and organisations who influence, or are influenced by, organisational objectives.

I was surprised by the limited acknowledgement and feedback provided by Welsh Government following submission of the quarterly and annual regional reports. Organisations invested a considerable amount of time and effort in developing their annual reports and plans, and collecting and validating their data on a quarterly basis, but there was little or no feedback regarding compliance or areas requiring improvement, even where organisations were missing targets and actively seeking guidance. This resulted in some partners viewing the reporting process as little more than a ‘tick-box’ exercise, and it was discussed in a Training Subgroup meeting that this was having an impact on motivation. Acknowledging the frustration this caused, whilst reassuring partners that I would continue to raise concerns on their behalf, helped strengthen relationships and maintain engagement with the reporting process.

Through collecting regional data, I developed a greater appreciation for the differences that exist between public sector organisations and how these differences can impact on the implementation of national initiatives, and in turn significantly impact on policy implementation and compliance.

Organisations with dedicated VAWDASV Leads were generally able to provide information quickly because systems were already established for monitoring training compliance. In contrast, organisations without dedicated resource often required significantly more time to gather the information, sometimes taking several weeks to complete their returns. I also observed that differences in workforce pressures and competing priorities also influenced an organisation’s ability to comply with reporting requirements. This helped me to recognise that issues around compliance were not necessarily indicative of a lack of commitment to the National Training Framework, but were often the result of genuine organisational constraints.

One example of this relates to the provision of training itself. Whilst some organisations had their own training packages and the staff to deliver the training sessions, other organisations did not have either, and had to commission third-sector organisations to deliver the training on their behalf. This provided an important insight for me and demonstrated that organisations begin from different starting points and may require different levels of support to implement national initiatives successfully. 

The process of collating data also strengthened my understanding of the importance of data quality, consistency and assurance. Although all organisations reported against the same National Training Framework requirements, I observed differences in how data was recorded and interpreted. This highlighted the importance of providing clear guidance and developing standardised reporting processes to ensure the information being gathered was accurate, comparable and meaningful. I learnt that collecting data is not simply an administrative task but requires critical evaluation to ensure that the information being provided by organisations can inform regional and national decision-making. (Appendix 45).

The Training Subgroup provided an important forum for discussing many of the challenges experienced by partner organisations around implementation of the National Training Framework, and the reporting requirements that went alongside this. Through these discussions, I developed a greater appreciation of the value of regional collaboration. Learning and Development Leads had established strong professional relationships and regularly shared experiences, concerns, frustrations, and examples of good practice. Discussions in the Training Subgroup meetings highlighted common challenges across Mid and West Wales, including rurality, workforce shortages, Welsh language requirements, and the limited availability of suitable training opportunities, which helped me to understand how challenges being experienced in our region could have an impact on national policy implementation. 

These collaborative relationships also created opportunities to share resources across organisations. One Local Authority offered spaces on their commissioned training sessions to other partners who lacked equivalent resources, reducing duplication and making better use of available funding. Observing these discussions demonstrated the practical benefits of partnership working in improving consistency of training provision across the region.

Another area of learning for me came from observing organisations’ responses to compliance with Group 1 of the National Training Framework. The expectation that all staff should complete Group 1 training, with an expected compliance rate of 100%, created considerable concern amongst Learning and Development Leads, who feared that failure to achieve this target would reflect negatively on their organisation. Through these discussions, I gained valuable insight into the workforce challenges affecting health, social care and partner organisations across Mid and West Wales and developed a broader understanding of the practical barriers to achieving full compliance.

Overall, producing the annual training plans and quarterly regional reports enabled me to develop a greater appreciation for systems leadership and partnership working. I learnt that effective regional coordination and implementation of the National Training Framework required balancing the different circumstances of partner organisations with the collective objectives of the regional Partnership and Welsh Government. 

The experience also highlighted to me the difference between Government intentions and implementation in practice. Whilst the National Training Framework provides clear expectations regarding compliance and reporting, I realised that meaningful implementation depends upon stakeholder engagement, capacity and mechanisms that support continuous improvement rather than simply measuring compliance.

	
	Feelings 

At the outset of this work, I expected that collating the regional data would be a relatively straightforward administrative process. However, as time progressed, I realised that the task was more complex and relied upon effective partnership working, communication and good working relationships. Initially, I felt apprehensive about requesting information from organisations over whom I held no authority, and this apprehension grew considerably when reporting deadlines approached and information remained outstanding. 

There were occasions when I felt frustrated, particularly when repeated reminders were required or when organisational changes delayed the regional submissions. However, I also empathised with Learning and Development Leads who were balancing competing priorities whilst trying to meet reporting requirements. Listening to partners describe workforce pressures, limited resources and competing demands helped me to appreciate that delays were often beyond their control rather than a reflection of poor commitment.

I was also surprised and disappointed by the limited feedback received from Welsh Government following submission of the annual training plans and quarterly regional reports. Given the significant amount of time invested by partner organisations in collecting, validating and submitting their data, I expected more constructive feedback to demonstrate how the information was being used. This lack of acknowledgement and feedback had a negative impact on my level of motivation and I recognised this must also have affected organisational motivation and led partners to feel that reporting was simply a ‘tick-box’ exercise. 

As my confidence grew throughout successive reporting cycles, I became increasingly confident in coordinating the process, facilitating discussions and supporting organisations to overcome challenges. This reflects Schön’s (1983) concept of the reflective practitioner, whereby professionals develop expertise through critically reflecting upon experience and adapting their practice accordingly.  

I gained satisfaction from seeing relationships strengthen across the Partnership and observing organisations sharing resources, knowledge and good practice. This reinforced my learning that effective leadership is often exercised through influence, collaboration and trust rather than formal authority.

	
	Evaluation

Overall, this experience was positive and contributed to my professional development. 

A major strength of the reporting process was the opportunity to engage with a wide range of partner organisations across Mid and West Wales. Through regular e-mail communication and discussions at Training Subgroup meetings, I was able to build good professional relationships that led to improved engagement with the data collection process over time. These relationships also created opportunities for organisations to share resources and examples of good practice. Senge (2006) argues that organisations achieve better outcomes when knowledge is shared across organisational boundaries, enabling collective learning and continuous improvement.

However, several challenges limited the effectiveness of the reporting process. The lack of meaningful feedback from Welsh Government reduced organisational engagement and made it more difficult to demonstrate the value of the work being undertaken. Differences in the capacity, workforce pressures and reporting systems of organisations also created inconsistencies in the timeliness of submissions, requiring follow-up and sometimes escalations. Whilst these challenges increased the workload associated with producing the reports, they also provided valuable insight into the reality of implementing national policy across different organisations.

Overall, I believe the positive aspects of this experience outweighed the challenges, as the difficulties encountered strengthened my communication, negotiation and leadership skills whilst providing a much better understanding of partnership working and regional coordination.

	
	Analysis

This experience demonstrates important concepts associated with leadership.

This work reinforced for me the importance of stakeholder engagement. I had no direct authority over Learning and Development Leads, so for me successful data collection depended upon establishing and maintaining positive relationships and communicating the purpose and value of the reporting process. This aligns with collaborative leadership approaches, which emphasise trust, shared responsibility and collective ownership when working across organisational boundaries. Kotter (1990) distinguishes leadership from management, arguing that leadership is achieved through influence, vision and relationship building rather than authority.

Another important area of learning for me related to organisational behaviour. Initially, I viewed delays in data submission as barriers to meeting reporting deadlines, but through discussions with partner organisations, I developed a greater appreciation of the differences between organisations, and the competing priorities and organisational pressures influencing their ability to comply with reporting requirements. Goleman (1998) identifies empathy as a core component of emotional intelligence, enabling leaders to build trust whilst maintaining accountability. This challenged my assumptions and encouraged me to adopt a more flexible approach whilst maintaining accountability.

I also developed a greater appreciation of the importance of constructive feedback loops to help individuals feel motivated and engaged in the activity, and to promote continuous improvement rather than simply monitoring compliance.

Reflecting upon this experience has enabled me to appreciate that effective partnership working requires understanding the wider system within which organisations operate, recognising differing organisational capacities and supporting partners to work collectively towards shared regional objectives.

	
	Conclusions

This experience has enhanced my understanding of partnership working, leadership and regional programme coordination. Whilst I initially viewed the task primarily as data collection, I now recognise that successful regional reporting relies upon effective communication, stakeholder engagement and a good understanding of organisational context.

The experience also reinforced the importance of empathy when working across multiple organisations, and how important it is that leaders understand the perspectives and circumstances of others whilst maintaining accountability. This has influenced the way I approach collaborative working and strengthened my understanding of the need to balance challenge with support.

Perhaps the most significant learning relates to leadership through influence. This aligns with Kotter’s (1990) assertion that effective leadership depends upon influencing people towards shared goals rather than relying upon formal authority. This learning will be transferable across many aspects of my future professional practice, particularly within regional partnership working.


	
	Action Plan

This experience has identified several areas that I will continue to develop within my professional practice. 
1. For future reporting, I will continue requesting information well in advance of reporting deadlines, build contingency time into project plans and maintain regular communication with partner organisations to reduce avoidable delays. 
2. When I’m required to collate data, I will work with partners to clarify reporting expectations and establish consistent collection methods. 
3. I will continue reflecting upon opportunities to strengthen my leadership skills within regional partnership working in order to develop my skills in influencing without authority, facilitating collaborative problem-solving and advocating for feedback so that organisations can understand how their contributions inform regional and national implementation and improvement.
4. I will continue to engage in reflective practice to support my ongoing professional development, using a framework such as Kolb (1984) which suggests that learning occurs through an ongoing cycle of experience, reflection, conceptualisation and experimentation.



	Learning
Outcome 3

	LO 3: Critically evaluate the development of skills gained through the planning, coordination and delivery of regional multi-agency training programmes.

	
	Description
Group 6 of the National Training Framework for Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) focuses on engaging senior leaders within public service organisations to ensure they understand VAWDASV as both a workforce and service delivery issue. The overarching aim is to equip leaders with the knowledge and understanding required to embed a culture where VAWDASV is recognised as a priority and staff are supported appropriately.

During discussions within the regional Training Subgroup, members identified that although considerable progress had been made in encouraging frontline practitioners to complete VAWDASV training, engagement from senior leaders in the region remained inconsistent. It was felt that without commitment and leadership from senior managers, it would be difficult to improve staff compliance with training or create long term organisational change. As a result, the subgroup agreed that dedicated training sessions were required to raise awareness amongst senior leaders of their responsibility to support, promote and lead on the implementation of the National Training Framework within their organisations.  

My role initially involved bringing together Learning and Development leads from across the region, along with other statutory and third-sector partners to agree the structure, content and desired outcomes of the training. Through this collaborative planning process, we agreed that the session would be delivered in three sections: an overview of the National Training Framework, regional VAWDASV data and survivor lived experience; an introduction to specialist VAWDASV services and available support; and a final section focusing on organisational compliance, workforce training data and barriers to staff engagement. This structure was designed to provide senior leaders with strategic context, practical understanding and clear actions for their organisations (Appendix 46).

Whilst each presenter was responsible for developing their own content, I maintained oversight of the project by liaising with individuals and bringing the different elements together. This involved ensuring that each presentation stayed within the allocated speaking time, keeping oversight of the overall presentation and flow of the session, and dealing with issues as they emerged, which required regular communication and coordination.

Despite the initial enthusiasm for the training, presenters were managing a number of competing priorities and responses became increasingly slow as the session approached. I therefore needed to follow up regularly, remind presenters of what they had agreed to deliver and reinforce the overall purpose of the training (Appendix 47). This required me to be persistent in order to maintain momentum and ensure the development of the session remained on track.

The first session was delivered to an audience of senior leaders from across many public service organisations but during the delivery it quickly became apparent that several of the presenters from the specialist service providers were significantly exceeding their allocated presentation times, and covering additional content that wasn’t included on their slides. Although each organisation had been allocated approximately five minutes, some spoke for between ten and fifteen minutes, creating a substantial risk that the session would not be concluded within the allocated two hours. Given the seniority of those attending, I recognised that extending the session beyond the agreed finish time was unlikely to be a practical option.

Reflecting on this after the session, I considered some of the wider contextual pressures experienced by third-sector organisations. Many specialist services operate within a competitive commissioning environment and have limited opportunities to present directly to senior decision-makers. I recognised that this audience represented a valuable opportunity for organisations to increase awareness of their services and demonstrate the breadth of support they provide, which may have influenced the extent to which presenters expanded beyond their allocated time. 

Following the first session, I reviewed the delivery process and introduced a practical change for subsequent sessions. Rather than allowing each presenter to share their own screen independently, I collated every presentation into a single PowerPoint presentation that I controlled throughout the session (Appendix 48). I explained this revised process to presenters and advised that I would move the slides forward approximately every minute to keep to the agreed timings, but remaining flexible, appreciating of course that some slides had more content than others. During the second session this acted as a subtle prompt for presenters to move forward and resulted in the session running much closer to schedule, improving the overall running of the session. 

Further challenges emerged throughout the planning and delivery process. Although Dyfed Powys Police had agreed to contribute to the training, obtaining confirmation that the presentation was ready for the first session proved difficult, despite repeated requests and reminders. Shortly before the first session, I discovered through an automatic out-of-office reply that the presenter was on annual leave, including on the day that the training session was scheduled for. I escalated the matter to a senior member of staff within the organisation, resulting in an alternative presenter being identified at short notice. I provided the new presenter with all available information about the session. 

During the first training session, the Police representative appeared unfamiliar with the purpose of the event and questioned why some information was missing from the presentation. This prompted my line manager to e-mail me during the session to ask why the slides were incomplete (Appendix 49). Although the email initially made me feel anxious, I was able to demonstrate that I had retained all communication within a single email thread, evidencing the numerous attempts I had made to obtain confirmation that the presentation was ready and the steps I had taken to brief the replacement presenter. 

A further challenge arose when the Learning and Development Leads who had agreed to deliver the final section of the training withdrew from the second and third sessions at short notice. On both occasions, I asked another Learning and Development colleague (who had presented during the first session) to present again, ensuring the sessions could proceed as planned. Although I considered delivering this section myself, I recognised that the content would carry much more credibility if it was presented by senior Learning and Development colleagues who would be known to the senior leaders in attendance.

Despite these challenges, the experience significantly enhanced my understanding of stakeholder engagement and accountability, contingency planning and the management of competing priorities within complex multi-agency environments. 

The knowledge and confidence I developed through coordinating these sessions proved valuable in subsequent pieces of work. For example, I supported the Regional Survivor Advisory Panel to design and deliver training on Post Separation Abuse, and I applied a similar approach when coordinating multi-agency training on Staling, Harassment, and Coercive Control for members of the judiciary and partner agencies. The planning and delivery process reflected many of the approaches used within the Senior Leadership’ training. 

Overall, these experiences enabled me to develop a broad range of transferable skills in planning, coordinating and delivering complex multi-agency training sessions. I became more confident in bringing together contributors with different areas of expertise, establishing clear aims and outcomes, coordinating content, and adapting delivery when unexpected challenges arose. I also developed greater confidence in communicating with senior professionals, holding partners accountable for agreed contributions and using contingency planning to ensure that training could proceed successfully.

	
	Feelings 

When I was first given responsibility for coordinating and delivering the regional training sessions, I felt pleased to have the opportunity and excited about what the training could achieve, but also conscious that I had limited experience of planning and delivering training to large audiences, which made me feel anxious about taking responsibility for the task. My anxiety increased further when I considered the seniority of those attending, many of whom were directors and senior strategic leaders from partner organisations. I questioned whether I possessed the confidence and credibility to facilitate a session involving professionals with considerably more experience than myself. 

Reflecting on these feelings, I now recognise that they were closely linked to my own perceptions of leadership. Initially I associated credibility with seniority and experience, whereas Northouse (2022) argues that leadership is fundamentally a process of influencing others towards a shared objective rather than relying upon positional authority.

Throughout the planning process I was very aware that assertiveness was not one of my natural strengths. Coordinating contributions from multiple agencies required me to set deadlines, challenge delays, remind partners to complete agreed actions and occasionally escalate issues. I found these conversations uncomfortable because I wanted to maintain positive working relationships and was concerned about appearing overly demanding. However, I recognised that effective partnership working requires clear expectations and accountability and I felt that my lack of assertiveness could be an issue, which led to me feeling low in confidence at times during the project. 

This experience prompted me to reflect upon the importance of emotional intelligence within leadership. Goleman (1998) suggests that emotionally intelligent leaders demonstrate self-awareness, self-regulation and effective relationship management, enabling them to navigate challenging situations whilst maintaining positive professional relationships. My reluctance to challenge highlighted my tendency to prioritise feelings over accountability. 

During the first training session I felt worried and anxious as presenters exceeded their allocated speaking times and the programme risked overrunning. I also felt particularly concerned when my line manager questioned why information within one presentation was missing. Although this initially affected my confidence, I felt reassured knowing I had retained a clear e-mail trail, which demonstrated that I had taken steps to obtain the outstanding information. As the programme progressed and subsequent sessions became more structured, my confidence increased considerably. I began to enjoy facilitating the sessions and felt proud that I was successfully coordinating complex multi-agency events that were attended by senior leaders. 

	
	Evaluation

Overall, coordinating and delivering the regional training sessions to senior leaders was a valuable learning experience. One of the strengths of the project was the collaborative approach taken with partner organisations. Bringing together specialist services, Learning and Development Leads, survivors, and statutory agencies ensured that the training reflected a broad range of expertise and provided senior leaders with practical and survivor-informed perspectives.

This aligns with Glasby and Dickinson (2014), who argue that integrated working enables organisations to address complex issues more effectively by promoting shared ownership and combining expertise. Similarly, Huxham and Vangen (2005) suggest that collaboration is achieved when organisations work collectively towards shared objectives that would be difficult to accomplish independently. Reflecting on the programme, I believe that the diversity of contributors enhanced both the credibility and relevance of the training for senior leaders.

Another positive aspect was my ability to reflect and adapt following the first session, in order to keep to time more effectively and significantly improved the flow of the next sessions. This demonstrated the importance of evaluating practice and implementing improvements.

Kolb’s (1984) Experiential Learning Cycle proposes that learning develops through a process of concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation. My experience reflected this cycle, as I evaluated the shortcomings of the initial session, identified an alternative approach and successfully tested that solution within subsequent training events. 

The experience also highlighted areas of development for me. I underestimated how difficult it can be to coordinate contributions across multiple organisations with competing priorities. My reluctance to be assertive meant that I sometimes delayed challenging missed deadlines or requesting commitments, and I recognise that clearer expectations may have reduced some of the difficulties I encountered.

Despite these challenges, the training strengthened my confidence in leading regional initiatives. The knowledge and skills I gained were directly transferable to future regional training initiatives, demonstrating the longer-term value of this experience.

Overall, whilst this work exposed areas requiring further development, particularly in relation to assertive communication and managing competing organisational priorities, I feel that working on this project provided important opportunities for professional growth.

	
	Analysis

This experience reinforced that leadership is not only dependent upon knowledge but also upon communication skills and the ability to coordinate others towards a shared objective. Reflecting on the experience, I recognise that my initial nervousness was due to the seniority of the attendees. However, my confidence grew as I realised that my role was to facilitate an opportunity for learning and coordinate expertise rather than position myself as the expert in the room.

The experience also highlighted the importance of assertive communication. I have tended to associated assertiveness with confrontation, which has always led me to avoid difficult conversations. Through coordinating the training, I recognised that respectful challenge is essential and beneficial for successful partnership working. Goleman (1998) suggests that emotionally intelligent leaders balance empathy with accountability, recognising that constructive challenge can strengthen relationships when delivered with respect and clarity.

The experience also reinforced the value of reflective practice as a mechanism for continuous professional development. Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle (1984) suggests that learning occurs through experience, reflection, conceptualisation and experimentation. This was evident as I reflected on the shortcomings of the first training session, developed an alternative approach and implemented this successfully during later sessions. 

The experience strengthened my understanding of collaborative and I now recognise the value of drawing upon the expertise and credibility of partner organisations, as contributions from others created a richer learning experience for participants. 

Finally, this experience strengthened my appreciation of adult learning principles. Knowles (1984) argues that adult learners are motivated when learning is relevant to their professional roles, builds upon previous experience and has immediate practical advantages. The training sessions deliberately combined legislation, organisational responsibilities, regional data and lived experience, enabling senior leaders to connect real-world knowledge with their own responsibilities.

	
	Conclusions

Reflecting upon this experience, I recognise that planning, coordinating and delivering the regional training developed a much broader range of skills than I initially anticipated. In particular, it strengthened my skills in project planning, stakeholder engagement, communication, facilitation and problem-solving, alongside my ability to coordinate contributions from professionals across different organisations and areas of expertise. 

The challenges encountered throughout the process were particularly important to my learning. Delayed contributions, changes in presenters and difficulties maintaining agreed presentation times required me to become more adaptable and develop greater confidence in contingency planning, decision-making and holding partners accountable for agreed actions. I also learned that effective coordination requires a balance between maintaining positive professional relationships and being assertive enough to challenge delays. 

I learnt that successfully delivering multi-agency training does not require me to be the expert in the subject. My role was instead to create the structure and conditions through which the expertise of different contributors could be brought together towards a shared learning objective. Through this experience I became more confident, and more competent in planning, coordinating and facilitating multi-agency projects which are skills I can apply to future project management and partnership-working. 

	
	Action Plan

1. I will actively seek further opportunities to design and facilitate regional training sessions to build upon the confidence developed through this experience. 
2. Recognising that assertiveness remains an area for development, I will undertake relevant professional development in assertive communication and consciously practise setting clear expectations and addressing concerns promptly with partner organisations. 
3. I will continue applying reflective practice following significant pieces of work, using models such as Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle to critically evaluate my performance and identify learning that can inform future leadership and partnership-working opportunities.



	Learning
Outcome 4

	Critically reflect upon the development of project management, digital learning and adaptive problem-solving skills gained through designing and coordinating a virtual VAWDASV awareness raising programme for education staff.

	
	Description
During my time of coordinating the regional Violence Against Women, Domestic Abuse and Sexual Violence (VAWDASV) training agenda, one area of concern identified through discussions with partners within the regional Training Subgroup was the accessibility of VAWDASV training for staff working within education. This highlighted the need to consider alternative approaches to increasing awareness and understanding of VAWDASV within education.

Our initial approach was to develop a programme of face-to-face awareness raising sessions for senior education staff across Mid and West Wales, to highlight the need for better knowledge and understanding of the impact of VAWDASV on children and young people, and encourage buy-in of the regional offer of VAWDASV training. 

The intention was to deliver a full-day awareness raising event within each Local Authority area to encourage schools to become more engaged in the regional and national work around VAWDASV, more aware of the impact of VAWDASV on children and young people and the impact on education, and to feel more confident to include VAWDASV topics within their RSE curriculum and lesson planning. My role was to coordinate the development and delivery of this awareness raising programme events.

This required considerable advance planning. I consulted with colleagues across the region to gain a better understanding of the challenges for schools and to identify what the awareness raising events should include and cover (Appendix 50), and also who the events should be targeted at. I received a very clear message from an Education Advisor, which was confirmed by others I consulted with, that the events should to be targeted at senior leaders within schools, and those with responsibility for implementing the Relationships and Sexuality Education (RSE) curriculum. The education advisor suggested that only senior staff would have the authority to implement the required changes or to authorise training. so without their involvement the events might not lead to the required outcomes for schools. This reminded me of how important it is to remain focussed on the purpose of the events and the desired outcomes. 

To achieve this buy-in and make it possible for senior school staff to attend, it was proposed by the Advisor that a financial payment should be offered, to help schools cover the cost of hiring a substitute senior member of staff. I asked my line-manager for a meeting to discuss this further, and we considered the available budget for the events and how this could be re-purposed, and I felt very pleased that we were able to achieve this, and offer £100 to the first 17 schools in each area to register for the event. This reinforced to me the importance of consulting with experts in the field and how this can influence arrangements and determine how funding is used (Appendix 51). 

I worked with colleagues across the region to identify suitable venues within each Local Authority area (Appendix 52) and agreed a budget with my line manager that enabled us to hire venues and provide lunch for attendees. Once suitable venues were identified, I contacted colleagues from Learning and Development teams, education safeguarding, specialist VAWDASV services, along with a survivor and representatives of young people, to develop a programme that would provide participants with a broad understanding of VAWDASV and it’s impact on children and young people particularly within education, and what training is available regionally for schools to access. 

I felt it was particularly important that the training did not focus solely upon legislation or organisational responsibilities, but helped education staff understand the impact of VAWDASV upon children, young people and families and the role schools could play in recognising concerns and responding appropriately. The proposed programme therefore combined professional expertise with lived experience and the perspectives of children and young people, and I worked with the different contributors to agree the areas each would cover and developed an agenda that brought the individual presentations together into a structured full-day programme (Appendix 53, Appendix 54).

Dates were agreed, venues were booked and invitations were circulated through the official channels to schools within the first two Local Authority areas (Appendix 55, Appendix 56). However, despite the amount of preparation undertaken and repeated reminders, the level of interest was significantly lower than anticipated. Very few education staff registered to attend and there were insufficient numbers to justify proceeding with the sessions. I therefore made the decision to cancel the planned face-to-face programme (Appendix 57 Appendix 58).

Initially, I viewed the poor uptake as disappointing because a considerable amount of work had already gone into identifying venues, arranging presenters and developing the programme. However, it also required me to reconsider whether the delivery model we had developed genuinely reflected the circumstances of the audience we were attempting to engage. The reasons the project had been developed in the first place was that education staff found it difficult to access existing VAWDASV training, yet our original solution still required staff to be released from school for an entire working day. I realised we had not sufficiently addressed the fundamental barrier relating to staff availability.

This became an important learning point for me around designing services and training around the needs and circumstances of the intended audience rather than assuming that an approach which works effectively for one professional group will be equally suitable for another. Instead of viewing the cancellation simply as a failure to secure engagement, I used this as an opportunity to reconsider the delivery model.

Following discussion with colleagues, we agreed to convert the planned programme into a virtual training resource. Rather than requiring education staff to attend an entire day of training at a specified venue and time, each of the presentations would instead be professionally recorded and brought together to create a virtual training session that could be accessed more flexibly.

This represented a completely new area of work for me. Although I had experience of coordinating meetings and training events, I’d never previously been responsible for producing recorded training content or coordinating a filming and editing process. I therefore needed to learn about the practical requirements involved whilst simultaneously progressing the project.

One of my first responsibilities was identifying how the filming could be undertaken professionally. I sought advice from a media company who I had some experience of working with through the Communications Subgroup, and explained what we were hoping to achieve. A meeting was held in which options were discussed and suggestions were made by the media company as to the best approach to creating the digital resource, This required me to communicate the objectives of the training to someone who had no previous involvement in the VAWDASV programme and translate what had initially been designed as a face-to-face event into a clear brief for a digital product. I needed to consider the number and length of presentations, filming requirements, editing and how the separate contributions would ultimately come together as one coherent training resource. I requested a quotation for filming and editing all of the individual presentations, before combining the individual components to create a pre-recorded awareness raising session for schools (Appendix 59).

Through this process I developed new experience of working with an external supplier and gained a greater appreciation of the importance of establishing a clear project brief before commissioning work. I learnt that assumptions which may be understood between colleagues who have been involved in developing a project together cannot be assumed when working with an external organisation. The intended outcome, audience, format and expectations therefore needed to be clearly communicated from the outset.

Once the filming arrangements had been agreed, I approached each presenter individually to explain the revised approach and arrange their recording session (Appendix 60, Appendix 61, Appendix 62). Moving from a single training day to individually recorded contributions created a different type of coordination challenge. Rather than bringing everybody together at one time and location, I needed to manage a series of smaller activities involving different presenters, availability and filming arrangements, whilst maintaining oversight of how each contribution would eventually form part of the complete training package.

I also learnt that presenting to a camera was different from presenting to a live audience. Content originally developed for an interactive training day could not automatically be transferred into a recorded format without considering how it would be experienced by somebody watching independently. There was no opportunity for a presenter to respond to the mood of the room, answer questions immediately or provide additional explanation where participants appeared unsure. This encouraged me to think more critically about clarity, sequencing and how each presentation connected with the next.

I realised the training needed to be designed from the perspective of the person accessing it. I developed a greater appreciation of the importance of creating a clear structure, avoiding unnecessary duplication between presenters and ensuring that individual contributions collectively achieved the intended learning objectives.

The move to recorded delivery also increased the importance of quality assurance. During a live event, minor mistakes or content that isn’t clear can often be raised and corrected immediately through further discussion. Once information is recorded, however, any inaccuracies or inconsistencies may remain within the training until the resource is updated.

This experience also changed my understanding of project management as previously I’d associated planning training largely with establishing a plan, identifying presenters and working towards delivering the training. This project demonstrated that effective project management also involves recognising when the original approach is not achieving what it was intended to achieve and being prepared to change direction despite the work already invested.

Cancelling the face-to-face programme could initially have been viewed as an unsuccessful outcome. However, adapting the project resulted in the development of a resource that had the potential to overcome the accessibility barrier the programme had originally been intended to address. I learnt that maintaining commitment to the intended outcome was more important than maintaining commitment to the initial plan. 

Disappointingly and sadly, I didn’t have site of the final product as despite all of the individual presentations being completed and recorded, I left my role with the VAWDASV Partnership before the final pre-recorded sessions were finalised and ready to share. However I am grateful to have had the opportunity to lead on this piece of work as the experience enabled me to develop skills that were considerably different from those I had gained through coordinating conventional training sessions. I developed practical experience of commissioning and working with an external media provider, coordinating filming schedules, adapting learning content for recorded delivery and considering quality assurance within a digital training resource. More importantly, I developed a greater understanding of designing training that is learner-centred, and the need to consider accessibility and flexibility. 

Perhaps the most significant learning for me was recognising the distinction between delivering the plan and achieving the purpose of the project. Our original plan was organised, funded and ready to deliver, but the limited response from schools demonstrated that it wasn’t accessible to the audience we were trying to reach. Being prepared to abandon that approach and develop a different solution strengthened my skills in adaptability, problem-solving and project management, and taught me that sometimes it is necessary to change a plan in order to remain focused on the intended outcome. 

	
	Feelings 

At the beginning of this project, I felt confident that the proposed face-to-face programme was a positive approach. I’d made a considerable effort to identify the appropriate audience, secure venues, develop the content and bring together presenters to provide professional expertise alongside the perspectives of survivors and young people. I therefore felt we’d developed something that would be valuable to education staff and I was hopeful this would translate into good attendance.

When registration numbers were low despite repeated attempts to promote the sessions, I felt disappointed and frustrated. A considerable amount of time had already been invested in planning the sessions and I’d personally coordinated many of the arrangements. I initially felt therefore that a lot of time had been wasted, and I questioned if I’d done enough to secure engagement from schools.

However, once I began to consider why the engagement had been so low, my perspective changed. The purpose of developing the sessions was to overcome barriers experienced by education staff in accessing VAWDASV training, yet the solution we’d designed still required senior school staff to leave their workplace for an entire day. The offer of a financial contribution towards the cost of ‘cover’ would not automatically mitigate this issue, if cover wasn’t available. I began to recognise that my focus had been on creating a high-quality programme rather than thinking about whether the format met the needs of the audience.

Although it felt frustrating and uncomfortable to abandon the original plan because of the work already undertaken, I became more confident that adapting the approach was the right thing to do rather than continuing with something simply because it had already been planned. I also felt motivated by the challenge of developing the programme digitally and felt excited that there could be even greater benefits to this resource, despite this being outside my comfort zone. 

I lacked confidence at first when discussing the plan with the media company and discussing suitable content with the presenters, because I didn’t fully understand the technical process. However, this also gave me an opportunity to develop skills that I wouldn’t otherwise have gained if the original programme had gone ahead as planned.

	
	Evaluation

Recognising that we’d failed to secure good enough attendance allowed the delivery model to be changed to one that better met the needs of education staff. Although cancelling the initial sessions was disappointing, proceeding with poor attendance would have used even more time and resources without addressing the underlying accessibility issue. 

The process also demonstrated the value of collaboration. Discussions with colleagues helped move the project away from simply attempting to increase promotion of the existing offer towards reconsidering the training delivery model itself. This was important because additional promotion may have increased attendance slightly, but would not necessarily have addressed the underlying problem that staff found it difficult to be released from schools for a full day.

The move to virtual delivery also had several advantages. Recording the individual contributions and creating a digital resource meant this could be viewed multiple times and the resource therefore had the potential to reach an even wider audience than was originally anticipated. 

However, there were also limitations. On reflection, the needs and practical constraints of education staff could have been explored more thoroughly before the original plan was developed. Had I engaged more directly with potential participants during the design stage, the difficulty of releasing senior school staff for an entire day may have been identified earlier. This could have saved a considerable amount of the time spent securing venues, agreeing budgets and coordinating arrangements that were subsequently cancelled.

The change to a pre-recorded session also created new risks. A recorded training resource provided flexibility, but took away any opportunities for discussion, questioning and clarification. There was therefore a risk that simply recording the presentations which were originally intended for face-to-face delivery wouldn’t create an effective learning experience, which reinforced that designing something digital involved more than just transferring existing content online, and something we had to be mindful of.

	
	Analysis

The experience significantly developed my understanding of learner-centred design. Initially, I’d approached the work from the perspective of what information we wanted to communicate, and which presenters could provide it. While these were important considerations, the limited uptake demonstrated that an effective training offer also needs to be designed around how learners are realistically able to engage with it.

This aligns with Knowles’ principles of adult learning, which emphasise the importance of relevance, learner needs and the capacity of adults to take greater responsibility for how they engage with learning (Knowles, Holton and Swanson, 2015). In this context, the problem was not necessarily that education staff lacked interest in VAWDASV, but the delivery model required them to overcome a practical barrier in order to participate. Moving to a more accessible pre-recorded format therefore reflected a change in my thinking from designing training around convenience to considering the experience of the learner.

This also caused me to reflect upon my approach to project management and adaptability. The original plan was at an advanced stage which made it tempting to continue with the plan because a significant amount of time had already been invested. Staw’s (1976) work on escalation of commitment demonstrates how decision-makers can continue investing resources in an existing plan or action despite evidence that it is not achieving the intended result.

Although the circumstances around this project were different from those examined by Staw, the concept helped me recognise the importance of separating previous investment from decisions about what should happen next. Continuing with the face-to-face programme solely because of the work already undertaken would have prioritised protecting the original plan over achieving the project’s purpose. My learning was therefore that effective project management requires commitment to the outcome, rather than the method used to achieve it. 

This is also consistent with contemporary project-management approaches that recognise the importance of adapting delivery approaches as circumstances change (Project Management Institute, 2021). 

This distinction has been important to my professional development because I’d previously associated successful project management largely with planning and delivering against an agreed plan. This experience taught me that changing a plan is not necessarily evidence of poor project management as instead it can demonstrate effective problem-solving.

The project also developed my understanding of digital learning design. Initially, I viewed the virtual programme primarily as an alternative mechanism for delivering the same content. Through the development process, I realised that recorded learning could be experienced differently from face-to-face training because a live presenter can respond to learners, elaborate on points, answer questions or adjust the pace of their presentation if necessary. Recorded content cannot respond in the same way, placing greater importance on clarity and structure.

Mayer’s (2009) cognitive theory of multimedia learning was particularly relevant to this learning. Mayer argues that learners have limited cognitive processing capacity so multimedia learning should be designed so that essential information doesn’t have to contend with unnecessary information. His Coherence Principle suggests that learning can be improved when extraneous content is removed from multimedia learning materials (Mayer, 2009). This helped me understand why the pre-recorded session shouldn’t simply replicate everything that might have been included within the original full-day event. 

This is also closely connected to quality assurance. Within a live event there is some opportunity to correct ambiguity or misunderstanding through discussion. Once material has been professionally recorded and distributed, errors or unclear messages become embedded within the resource and may be repeated each time it is accessed. I therefore became more conscious of quality assurance and considering how the finished resource would be experienced by somebody who had not participated in its development.

I gained very useful learning around the distinction between outputs and outcomes. Had I measured the success of the project solely against its original outputs, cancelling the face-to-face events could have been regarded as a failure. However the intended outcome was to improve education staff’s access to VAWDASV awareness and learning. This reminds me that providing training or counting the number of sessions delivered does not in itself demonstrate that meaningful change has occurred as the more important question is whether the sessions improved knowledge, confidence and professional practice, or contributes towards the wider outcomes it was established to achieve.

I realise therefore that completing planned activities can provide evidence of progress, but it can also create a false sense of success if those activities are not contributing to the intended outcome. I now recognise how important it is to refer back to what a project is trying to change and consider whether the activities being delivered remain the most appropriate way of achieving that change

	
	Conclusions

This experience developed my project management skills in ways I hadn’t anticipated when the sessions were initially planned. My learning went beyond coordinating a training programme and included adapting a project when the original format proved unsuitable, working with an external supplier, developing a digital programme and the quality assurance that needed to be considered. 

I developed a much stronger appreciation of learner-centred design and learnt to consider not only what learners need to know, but how the circumstances in which they work affect their ability to access learning.

I also became more confident in moving away from an established plan when evidence suggests that it’s not achieving its intended purpose and I recognise adaptability as an important project-management skill.

Finally, I learnt to distinguish more clearly between delivering outputs and achieving outcomes. I realise that producing a resource or delivering training doesn’t automatically mean that the objective has been achieved and this has encouraged me to think more critically about the purpose of the project and to stay focussed upon the difference the activity is intended to make.

	
	Action Plan
1. In future projects, I will consult more comprehensively with the intended audience earlier within the design process rather than relying upon professional stakeholders to identify what the audience needs. I will try to understand practical barriers to participation before committing time and resources to a particular delivery method.
2. I will build formal review points into project plans. At these stages, I will consider whether evidence continues to support the original approach and whether planned activities remain aligned with the intended outcome. 
3. Alongside monitoring outputs such as the number of sessions or number of participants, I will identify from the outset what change those outputs are intended to produce and how that change can be evidenced. This will allow me to judge the success of a project not simply by whether the activity has been completed, but by whether it’s contributed towards the outcome the project was set up to achieve. 




Learning Area 3

	Learning Area Title:
	Developing a regional approach to implementing the NYTH/NEST Framework in West Wales

	Level of claim: (4, 5, 6 or 7)
	7

	Total credit being claimed:
	20 credits

	List of learning outcomes:
	LO1: Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in systems leadership, stakeholder engagement, strategic coordination and adaptive project management gained through coordinating the regional implementation of the NYTH/NEST Framework.

LO2: Critically reflect upon the development of project planning, stakeholder engagement, facilitation, risk management and quality assurance skills gained through the design and delivery of NYTH/NEST workshops across West Wales.

	Introduction to your Learning Area
	The NYTH/NEST Framework is Welsh Government’s whole-system approach to supporting the mental health and emotional wellbeing of babies, children and young people in Wales. The Framework recognises that supporting emotional wellbeing and mental health is not the responsibility of one individual service or professional group, but requires a coordinated response across the wider system of services and organisations that children, young people and families may come into contact with.

NYTH/NEST is structured around six core principles which provide a framework through which organisations, services and projects can consider how effectively they are supporting the emotional wellbeing and mental health of babies, children and young people. Rather than prescribing one particular service model, the Framework encourages different parts of the system to consider how these principles are reflected within their own practice, and where improvements may be required. This means that implementation depends upon organisations and professionals understanding the principles, reflecting upon their existing practice and working collectively across organisational and professional boundaries.

I started in the role of NYTH/NEST Project Manager for West Wales having previously worked as the Regional VAWDASV Partnership Coordinator. Although my previous role had given me considerable experience of regional partnership working, strategic coordination, stakeholder engagement and working across organisational boundaries, NYTH/NEST represented a completely new policy area for me. I therefore needed to develop my knowledge and understanding of children and young people’s mental health and emotional wellbeing, whilst simultaneously establishing relationships with a new network of professionals, projects and services across West Wales.

The purpose of my role is to support the regional implementation of the NYTH/NEST Framework across West Wales. This involves working across organisational and professional boundaries to increase understanding and awareness of the Framework, support services to consider how the six principles are reflected within their practice, coordinate the regional NYTH/NEST self-assessment process and identify opportunities for improvement. The role also requires me to support the development of appropriate regional governance arrangements and strategic ownership of NYTH/NEST, whilst building engagement amongst practitioners, managers and services across the region.

An important aspect of the role is therefore influencing and coordinating activity within a complex regional system where I do not have direct authority over the organisations or professionals involved. This has required me to draw upon skills developed through previous roles, whilst also developing new knowledge and skills in areas including systems leadership, adaptive leadership, stakeholder engagement, project management, implementation, facilitation and learning and development.

This Learning Area reflects upon two particular areas of learning from the early period of my role as NYTH/NEST Project Manager. The first Learning Outcome focuses upon my experience of coordinating the regional NYTH/NEST self-assessment, responding to limited engagement and attempting to establish appropriate governance arrangements and strategic ownership for the Framework. This experience developed my understanding of working within complex systems, influencing without formal authority, stakeholder engagement and adaptive leadership.

The second Learning Outcome reflects upon my experience of designing and delivering NYTH/NEST workshops for practitioners and managers across West Wales. This involved moving from identifying a problem around understanding and engagement with the self-assessment to designing and delivering an intervention intended to address it. Through this experience I developed my knowledge and skills in project planning, sequencing and dependencies, stakeholder engagement, blended and adult learning, facilitation, risk management and quality assurance. It also developed my understanding of the difference between simply disseminating information about a Framework and actively supporting its implementation within practice.

To critically reflect upon these experiences, I have chosen to use Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle (1988). Gibbs’ model provides a structured six-stage process consisting of Description, Feelings, Evaluation, Analysis, Conclusion and Action Plan. I find this structure particularly useful because it enables me to move beyond simply describing an experience and instead consider what happened, how I responded, what was successful or unsuccessful, what I learnt from the experience and how this learning can influence my future practice.

I am particularly drawn to Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle because it gives specific consideration to feelings as part of the reflective process. My experiences within the NYTH/NEST role have involved periods of confidence, frustration, disappointment, uncertainty and increased confidence as I have navigated unfamiliar systems and undertaken new responsibilities. I feel that recognising these emotions is important because they influenced how I initially interpreted situations and the decisions I subsequently made. Gibbs’ model therefore enables me to consider both the professional and personal dimensions of my experiential learning.

I considered other approaches to reflection, including Schön’s (1983) concepts of reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action. Schön’s model is particularly relevant to professional practice because it recognises that practitioners frequently reflect and adapt while situations are occurring. This is evident within my own practice, particularly when adapting engagement approaches or facilitating workshops. However, Schön provides less of a structured framework for retrospectively examining an entire experience, and I therefore felt it was less suitable as the main model for organising this Learning Area.

Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle (1984) was also considered because of its focus upon learning through experience. The movement between concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active experimentation closely reflects how I have developed within the NYTH/NEST role, particularly where I have adapted approaches following challenges or tested new methods of engagement. However, Kolb focuses primarily upon the process through which experience becomes learning, whereas Gibbs provides more explicit prompts for critically evaluating what worked, what did not work and how I felt during the experience.

I also considered Rolfe et al.’s (2001) reflective model, structured around the questions ‘What?’, ‘So what?’ and ‘Now what?’. I recognise the value of this model in providing a simple and accessible approach to reflection, particularly when reflecting quickly upon professional situations. However, for the level and depth of critical reflection required within this Learning Area, I felt that its broader stages would provide less guidance than Gibbs’ more detailed structure.

For these reasons, I have chosen Gibbs’ Reflective Cycle as the overarching structure for this Learning Area. Its structured approach allows me to critically examine my experiences whilst incorporating academic theory and evidence, identify the experiential learning I have acquired and consider how this learning will influence my continued development as a regional Project Manager.



	Learning Outcome 1 

	Critically evaluate the development of knowledge and skills in systems leadership, stakeholder engagement, strategic coordination and adaptive project management gained through coordinating the regional implementation of the NYTH/NEST Framework.

	
	Description 

When I started in my role as NYTH/NEST Project Manager for West Wales, I felt considerably more confident about working regionally than I did when I first moved from operational practice into my previous role as VAWDASV Partnership Coordinator. My previous experience had developed my skills in strategic coordination and communication, leadership, partnership working, facilitating and chairing multi-agency meetings and building relationships across organisational boundaries. However, NYTH/NEST represented a completely new area of work for me, with a focus on the mental health and emotional wellbeing of babies, children and young people. 

Although there were some familiar partners due to the cross-cutting nature of the area of work, there were also many services, projects and professionals across West Wales that I had never worked with before. I therefore recognised early on that I would need to quickly develop my knowledge of a new policy area, establish new professional relationships and understand a different regional system.

One of my first responsibilities was undertaking the regional NYTH/NEST self-assessment. Welsh Government had stipulated that all Regional Integration Fund (RIF) funded projects were required to complete an individual self-assessment against the six principles of the NYTH/NEST Framework, with other relevant services and projects also encouraged to participate. I would then collate all of the information to produce an overall regional self-assessment for West Wales. Starting in the role at this particular point meant that I needed to quickly understand both the Framework itself and the self-assessment process, whilst coordinating activity across a regional network that was still unfamiliar to me.

I began by meeting with colleagues within the Regional Partnership Board team to identify the leads for RIF-funded children and young people’s projects across West Wales. I then contacted each project lead, attaching the official communication from Welsh Government to ensure that they understood the requirement to complete the self-assessment (Appendix 63). 

I attended local and regional meetings to introduce myself, explain my role and increase awareness of the NYTH/NEST Framework, and I hosted a workshop in Pembrokeshire to provide further information about the Framework and self-assessment process (Appendix 64). These activities enabled me to apply the stakeholder engagement and partnership-working skills I’d developed in my previous role, but within a new professional context.

My new role required me to operate as a ‘boundary-spanner’ across different organisations and professional groups and Williams (2002) identifies relationship-building, communication and networking as important competencies for individuals who work as boundary-spanners organisational boundaries, which reflected the skills I needed to draw upon when establishing relationships within this unfamiliar regional system.

However, I quickly encountered a significant challenge. Despite repeated communication and offers of support, engagement and responses were low and I ultimately received only four completed self-assessments from across the whole region. 

When I began collating the four completed self-assessments, I recognised that they didn’t provide a detailed enough picture of how the six NYTH/NEST principles were being implemented across West Wales, so I adapted my approach and invited project leads to meet with me individually for approximately one hour to discuss their work against the principles, which was considerably more successful. Project leads who had not completed a self-assessment were more willing to talk through their work with me, allowing me to gather examples and evidence that could contribute to the regional assessment (Appendix 65).

This experience developed my understanding of adaptive leadership and reinforced learning I’d gained previously about influencing partners without having formal authority over them. I couldn’t require project leads to engage with me simply because there was a regional deadline, and repeatedly sending the same request wasn’t producing a different outcome, so instead I needed to understand the barriers to engagement, with time and capacity being the biggest barriers, and make participation easier. 

The experience helped me recognise that stakeholder engagement isn’t simply about communicating requirements, it’s also about considering whether there are alternative engagement methods that will achieve the same outcome. This represented an example of experiential learning for me, as described by Kolb (1984), because I reflected upon an approach that wasn’t achieving the intended outcome, adapted it and applied a different approach. 

Completing the regional self-assessment then required me to develop my skills in information gathering, analysis and synthesis. The information provided by projects varied considerably, and I needed to consider how individual examples related to the six NYTH/NEST principles and bring information from different services together to form a coherent regional picture.

This developed my understanding of the importance of looking beyond individual projects when working regionally, and instead identifying common themes, strengths and areas requiring development. It also reinforced that regional project management involves creating meaning from information gathered across a complex system. 

This experience began to change how I understood leadership within a regional system. Uhl-Bien, Marion and McKelvey (2007) argue that leadership within complex adaptive systems depends upon interaction, learning and adaptation rather than upon traditional hierarchical authority. This reflected my experience of needing to adapt the method of engagement rather than relying upon the authority of a process proposed by Welsh Government. 

Once the regional self-assessment was completed and actions identified (Appendix 66), my next priority was establishing the governance arrangements for the NYTH/NEST Framework and securing strategic ownership for its the implementation. I saw the required regional sign-off of the self-assessment as an opportunity to introduce the Framework to senior leaders, and in line with arrangements that existed in other regions of Wales, I requested that the Children and Young People Board consider the self-assessment and provide the regional sign-off requested by Welsh Government.

I was surprised when the Board did not feel able to take responsibility for the NYTH/NEST Framework and was not prepared to consider the regional self-assessment. This was particularly unexpected because mental health had been identified as one of the Board’s priorities. Instead, I was advised that the self-assessment should be presented to the Integrated Executive Group (IEG), and I was asked to produce a briefing paper explaining the purpose of the NYTH/NEST self-assessment and the sign-off being requested. 

Producing the briefing paper strengthened my strategic communication skills, as I needed to condense a considerable amount of information and communicate clearly what was required from senior leaders (Appendix 67).

This became a significant new learning experience for me. My previous role had provided substantial experience of working within regional governance structures and I’d assumed that a Welsh Government framework relating to children and young people’s mental health would have an obvious route of regional ownership. I learnt that regional governance is considerably more complex than this however, and responsibility for a national agenda isn’t necessarily automatically accepted simply because there’s an apparent strategic fit. 

I escalated the difficulties to the National NYTH/NEST Lead, who wrote to the Children and Young People Board to emphasise Welsh Government’s expectation that the Board should oversee implementation of the Framework. I also discussed my frustrations with my line manager, who helped me to better understand some of the wider dynamics between Welsh Government and regional governance structures. This taught me the importance of seeking advice and using the knowledge of more experienced colleagues when navigating unfamiliar strategic environments. 

Whilst I initially felt disappointed, rather than viewing this as a failure to secure engagement, I began to understand the wider systemic factors that could influence whether a national priority gains regional strategic ownership.

I also raised this at the National ‘NYTH/NEST Leads’ meetings, to understand whether other regional leads had encountered similar difficulties and to learn from their approaches. Hearing that other regions had experienced similar barriers was reassuring and provided an opportunity for professional learning. One regional lead suggested that a lack of immediate buy-in at Board level didn’t mean implementation of the Framework needed to stop. They shared that due to a similar barrier they focussed upon developing engagement amongst practitioners, project leads, and service managers, which ultimately led to an interest being taken by the Board. 

This advice changed my approach and I recognised that this reflected systems leadership rather than conventional leadership. Figueroa et al. (2020) describe systems leadership as collective leadership that crosses organisational and professional boundaries, particularly where no single organisation has overall command or control. This reflected the environment within which I was attempting to progress NYTH/NEST.

I decided to focus on areas where I could influence and create engagement across the system. Drawing upon the skills I’d developed through coordinating regional subgroups within my previous role, I established a West Wales NYTH/NEST Community of Practice. The Community of Practice was open to practitioners and managers from any service or organisation working with babies, children or young people in relation to mental health and emotional wellbeing. 

My intention was to create a regional space where people could develop their understanding of NYTH/NEST, share good practice, establish relationships across organisational boundaries and consider how the six principles could be applied within their own areas of work.

Establishing the Community of Practice required me to draw upon several skills that I had developed through previous experiential learning. I developed Terms of Reference for the group (Appendix 67a), promoted the Community of Practice across my professional networks, and created a structure whereby each quarterly meeting would focus upon one of the NYTH/NEST principles with an agenda circulated in advance, recognising from my previous experience of chairing that meetings had better engagement where there was a clear purpose and participants understood what the session was intended to achieve (Appendix 68).

I also applied the facilitation and training coordination skills I’d developed previously. I identified potential guest speakers, including people I’d heard presenting at other regional meetings whose work I recognised as relevant to NYTH/NEST. I contacted speakers in advance to explain the intended outcomes of the Community of Practice meeting so that their contributions could be tailored to the purpose of the meeting, and I developed agendas (Appendix 69) and produced PowerPoint presentations (Appendix 70) to provide structure to each meeting. I also prepared detailed notes for myself as Chair, and I rehearsed these beforehand so that I could communicate clearly, manage the meeting confidently and ensure that agenda items kept to time. 

The response to the Community of Practice was considerably stronger than I’d anticipated, with more than 50 people attending the first meeting. This was particularly significant for me because it demonstrated that although I’d struggled to secure responses through the formal self-assessment process, there was interest across the region in NYTH/NEST. This was important learning as it helped me to distinguish between a lack of engagement with a particular process and a lack of interest in the agenda itself, and the method of engagement was important. 

Seeing meeting invitations being accepted by senior managers initially made me nervous and brought back some of the apprehension I’d experienced when I first began facilitating meetings involving senior professionals in my previous role. However, I also recognised a significant difference in myself. I now had experience of chairing regional meetings and facilitating sessions involving senior colleagues. I was therefore able to use strategies I’d previously developed, including careful preparation, a clear agenda, structured notes, rehearsal and my own method for capturing actions. This helped me recognise that learning from my previous role had become transferable professional practice.

Alongside the quarterly Community of Practice meetings, I established bi-monthly ‘Self-Assessment Drop-In’ sessions. These were intended to provide projects and services with regular opportunities to ask questions, discuss concerns and develop their understanding of the self-assessment well in advance of the next reporting deadline. This was a direct response to what I’d learnt from completing the first regional self-assessment. I recognised that where services didn’t yet fully understand the Framework or feel confident assessing themselves against its principles, requesting information before a deadline was unlikely to create good engagement. I therefore changed the emphasis from simply requesting completion to creating ongoing opportunities for support and learning.

Overall, the early period within my NYTH/NEST Project Manager role has enabled me to recognise how much of the learning acquired within my previous regional role has become embedded within my professional practice. At the same time, the experience has extended my learning and professional development considerably. I have developed a better understanding of regional governance and systems leadership, strengthened my ability to adapt when an initial engagement strategy is unsuccessful, developed my skills in interpreting information across a complex regional system and become more confident in continuing to progress without strategic ownership.

 Importantly, I’ve learnt that effective regional leadership involves identifying where it’s possible to influence and maintain momentum whilst working through strategic barriers.

	
	Feelings 

I started in the role of NYTH/NEST Project Manager with confidence in my regional partnership-working skills but also with some apprehension about working in a new and complex policy area. I wanted to transfer my previous learning effectively but I also recognised how much I needed to learn about NYTH/NEST and the system around children and young people in West Wales. 

I felt disappointed about the limited number of self-assessment returns and I worried that I hadn’t communicated well enough. Because the approach had worked previously, I expected that providing written information, offers of support, and building a good rapport with project leads would generate a stronger response than it did. 

I felt more positive when I received a better response to my invitation to hold Individual conversations as an alternative to completing the self-assessment. This showed that the barrier wasn’t necessarily a lack of interest and this increased my confidence in my ability to adapt a process that isn’t working. 

I felt surprised and disappointed in the Board’s response. I initially viewed it as a personal failure to communicate the importance of NYTH/NEST, but discussions with my manager, the National Lead and regional colleagues helped me recognise the influence of wider governance relationships and organisational dynamics.

I remained concerned that a lack of senior ownership could restrict progress, but advice to build engagement at practitioner and manager level renewed my sense of purpose, and once I had a plan to establish the Community of Practice, I felt motivated and excited. I felt nervous when senior managers accepted Community of Practice invitations, although careful preparation helped me manage this. Attendance of more than 50 people gave me a strong sense of achievement and showed that I could create momentum while formal ownership remained unresolved.

	
	Evaluation

Several aspects of this experience were positive. I was pleased with the response to the individual discussions, which made the participation more accessible and prevented the limited written returns being overly detrimental to the quality of the regional assessment. These discussions allowed me to gather the required information whilst building relationships, which has proven very valuable for future engagement. 

I also found an alternative way to support regional implementation rather than allowing the uncertainty around ownership to stop progress. The Community of Practice enabled practitioners and managers to learn, share examples and connect across organisational boundaries. Wenger (1998) suggests that communities of practice support learning through shared activity, relationships and common meaning. This was important because NYTH/NEST was more likely to become embedded when professionals interpreted the principles together, rather than encountering them only as a reporting requirement.

Strong attendance challenged my initial interpretation of the poor returns and helped me to understand that participation had initially been affected by the formal process, timing, competing priorities and lack of familiarity with the Framework, not simply commitment. This prevented me from thinking about stakeholders as disengaged and instead helped me to understand the impact of these barriers.

However, my initial strategy relied too heavily on written requests and assumed that a national requirement and deadline would motivate participation. I didn’t explore stakeholders’ understanding, confidence or operational pressures, mainly due to the timing of me starting in the role. Bryson (2004) argues that stakeholder analysis should consider interests, influence and likely responses; applying this earlier would have helped me tailor engagement.

I also assumed the Children and Young People Board would naturally own the Framework without sufficiently mapping governance, exploring its interpretation of its remit or building informal support. 

Although the Community of Practice attracted participants, attendance alone cannot demonstrate strategic ownership or be evidence of changed practice. It could only be an information-sharing forum unless learning informs action and regional decisions. Practitioner enthusiasm cannot replace senior accountability, as there remains a lack of resources and authority to address system barriers.

	
	Analysis

The low number of self-assessments received and the uncertainty around the regional governance arrangements for the NYTH/NEST Framework suggested the Framework lacked sufficient meaning, however due to the Framework crossing professional and organisational boundaries, I realise now this was a systems-leadership challenge rather than a project-management issue. 

Clear communication alone was therefore insufficient as stakeholders were being asked to interpret an unfamiliar framework and assess their service, which required them to dedicate time and resource when there were already competing priorities. Ansell and Gash (2008) identify trust, shared understanding, commitment to process and facilitative leadership as important to collaboration. The one-to-one discussions I later arranged better supported these conditions through providing an opportunity to discuss practice, explore concerns and create connection between existing work and the principles of the Framework. 

The situation also developed my understanding of adaptive leadership. Heifetz, Grashow and Linsky (2009) distinguish technical problems from adaptive challenges, and in this case although completing a template appeared technical, meaningful participation and ownership were adaptive, meaning progress depended upon different parts of the system recognising and understanding their role. 

One-to-one conversations changed both the method and my perspective because I reconsidered my initial assumption that non-completion of the self-assessment meant an unwillingness by the projects. This resembled double-loop learning, which questions underlying assumptions and values rather than merely correcting action within an existing approach (Argyris and Schön, 1978). The response to my invitation to take part in one-to-one discussions suggested that reducing the practical and cognitive burden was more effective than repeated reminders.

Buchanan and Badham (2020) argue that organisational change involves competing interests, relationships and influence, not only rational structures. I had assumed that strategic fit would create ownership, but I learnt that historical relationships, workloads, perceptions of national expectations and uncertainty about what ownership requires may affect a Board’s willingness and capacity to take ownership of a national piece of work. 

The briefing paper therefore required me to frame NYTH/NEST meaningfully and make the decision explicit. Kotter (1995) emphasises clear vision and a guiding coalition in change. Formal approval still required prior understanding and support. In future, I would use informal engagement to explore concerns, identify advocates and refine the request before approaching governance meetings.

The Community of Practice allowed me to exercise facilitative leadership whilst governance remained unresolved. I created a space for professionals to connect and develop shared understanding. Wenger (1998) explains that participation in a community of practice contributes to shared identity and meaning. Focusing each meeting on one principle and using practical speakers helped participants recognise an abstract national framework within their work.

Bottom-up engagement and top-down ownership must remain connected. Kotter (1995) cautions that change is difficult to sustain without a powerful coalition. The Community of Practice can build commitment and evidence, but senior sponsorship is needed to legitimise priorities, address system barriers and ensure accountability. Evidence from practitioners can inform leaders, and show participants that their contribution influences change.

The experience also strengthened my emotional self-awareness. Feeling frustrated risked narrowing my interpretation of the situation and attributing any failure as a personal failure, which would have, which would have been a familiar response for me. Goleman (1998) identifies self-awareness and self-regulation as important elements of leadership. Instead of interpreting the failure as personal, seeking advice helped me to distinguish personal responsibility from systemic constraints and respond constructively by creating an offer for practitioners whilst pursuing strategic ownership.

The most significant learning for me was that whilst formal governance remains important, this is only one part of systems leadership. Strategic ownership is developed through relationships, shared understanding, and alignment across a system, and requires people to recognise the Framework’s relevance, actions required and trust one another enough to work collectively. 

	
	Conclusions

I have learnt what it means to lead a regional programme where authority, accountability and expertise are distributed. Strategic fit does not guarantee ownership, and I must understand formal and informal governance dynamics before seeking decisions. In future, I will map stakeholders and governance, speak informally with influential colleagues and clarify what ownership entails before presenting a concise request.

I have also learnt to interpret limited engagement carefully. Poor written returns did not mean that partners lacked interest; individual discussions and Community of Practice attendance showed that accessibility, timing and perceived value shaped participation. Effective regional leadership therefore requires curiosity about barriers rather than immediate judgement of motivation.

Most importantly, I’ve learnt that I can maintain progress and motivation when the preferred strategic route is unavailable. The Community of Practice and drop-ins did not replace senior ownership, but created shared understanding, relationships and engagement from which support could grow. I am more confident using facilitative and adaptive leadership, influencing without authority and seeking advice. I now understand strategic ownership as an ongoing process of building commitment across the system rather than a single Board decision.

	
	Action Plan


1. Before seeking formal decisions, I will ask for a meeting with relevant Chairs and senior responsible officers to understand their interpretation of NYTH/NEST and concerns about ownership. I will use this insight to produce a paper connecting the Framework to regional priorities and responsibilities. 
2. I will continue the quarterly Community of Practice and bi-monthly drop-ins, but measure impact beyond attendance numbers. I will seek feedback on level of understanding, intended practice changes, and what support is required, with later meetings revisiting any actions that are set. 
3. I will create a two-way route between the Community of Practice and Regional Partnership Board, to summarise to senior leaders what the good practice and system barriers are, before communicating the resulting decisions back to members.
4. For the next assessment, I will begin earlier and offer structured individual discussions and group support from the outset.



	Learning Outcome 2 

	Critically reflect upon the development of project planning, stakeholder engagement, facilitation, risk management and quality assurance skills gained through the design and delivery of NYTH/NEST workshops across West Wales.

	
	Description

Following my initial experience of completing the regional NYTH/NEST self-assessment, I recognised that increasing awareness of the Framework alone would not necessarily result in services feeling confident enough to implement the Framework or complete the self-assessment. Although I had established the Community of Practice and self-assessment drop-in sessions to provide ongoing opportunities for engagement, I wanted to develop a more structured offer that would support practitioners and managers to understand the Framework and then apply that understanding directly to their own area of work.

I therefore decided to develop a series of NYTH/NEST workshops that could be offered to teams, projects and services across West Wales. This represented a different type of responsibility within my Project Manager role. Rather than coordinating a regional process that was introduced by Welsh Government, I was responsible for designing an intervention from the initial idea through to delivery. This required me to think about the intended outcome, identify the audience, secure participation, design appropriate content, coordinate the practical arrangements and consider how I would know whether the session had achieved what I intended.

I began by approaching teams and projects across the region and offering to deliver a workshop for their staff. This involved explaining what the workshop would provide and why I believed it could be useful, rather than simply asking people to attend another NYTH/NEST meeting. Where teams expressed an interest, I worked with managers to identify suitable dates and times and discussed the likely number and roles of participants so that I could tailor the session appropriately. For example, I delivered workshops to all projects in Carmarthenshire funded through the Children & Communities Grant (CCG), which required me to consider what the specific ask on CCG projects is in relation to implementing NYTH/NEST, using the newly published CCG Guidance (Appendix 71, Appendix 71a).

I also arranged venues for the face-to-face workshops and needed to consider practical requirements including room capacity, accessibility, equipment and the way the room could be arranged to enable participants to work together in smaller groups (Appendix 72). 

This developed my understanding of stakeholder engagement from a project-management perspective. I learnt that securing engagement began considerably earlier than delivering the workshop itself. The success of the session was partly dependent upon making the purpose and expected benefit clear, engaging the appropriate manager or lead, agreeing arrangements that worked operationally for the team and removing as many practical barriers to participation as possible. For example, for a workshop I delivered to Ceredigion’s Parenting and Family Support Team, the lead felt that scheduling the workshops for a time that would ordinarily be used for a monthly team meeting would lead to better attendance, as that time had already been ‘ring-fenced’ by team members for a face-to-face meeting in Aberaeron. I began to see engagement as a workstream that needed to be planned and managed rather than something that occurred automatically once an intervention had been developed.

As I began designing the workshop, I initially considered covering both the background to NYTH/NEST and completion of the self-assessment within one face-to-face session. However, when I started developing the content, I recognised that this would require participants to absorb a considerable amount of information about the origins, purpose and principles of the Framework before they could begin applying it to their own practice. I was concerned that too much of the face-to-face session would consequently become presentation-based and there would not be enough time for discussion and practice. 

I therefore separated the learning into two stages. I developed an online information-sharing session which focused primarily upon the theory behind NYTH/NEST, including why the Framework had been developed, its purpose, the six principles and the intention behind the self-assessment process. This could be delivered virtually before the workshop and meant that participants arrived at the face-to-face session with a shared baseline understanding. I could then use the face-to-face workshop for the practical ‘doing’ of the self-assessment rather than repeating information that could be communicated effectively online.

My decision to separate the sessions was also consistent with Cognitive Load Theory. Sweller (1988) argues that learning can be inhibited when the cognitive demands placed upon learners exceed the processing capacity available. Separating the background information from the practical application therefore helped me reduce the amount of new information participants were required to process in one session. 

This was important new learning for me in relation to project design. Previously, I might have concentrated primarily upon what information needed to be communicated. Through developing these sessions, I began thinking more carefully about sequencing: what participants needed to know first, what activity needed to follow that learning, and which method of delivery was most appropriate for each stage. I learnt that effective project delivery is not simply about completing a series of activities; the order and relationship between those activities can significantly influence the overall outcome. Separating the theoretical and practical components also helped me make more purposeful use of face-to-face time, recognising that bringing people together had greatest value when it was used for interaction, discussion, problem-solving and shared learning.

I then developed the content for both elements. For the online information-sharing session, I produced a PowerPoint presentation that provided enough background information to establish a shared understanding of the Framework without overwhelming participants with detail. I needed to decide which information was essential, explain terminology clearly and make connections between the six principles and the work that practitioners and managers were already undertaking. (Appendix 73).

The face-to-face workshop required a different approach. Rather than developing another presentation-led session, I structured the workshop around the self-assessment itself. I worked through the assessment in the same order that participants would encounter it when completing the document. For each section, I introduced the relevant questions and then gave participants approximately 15 to 20 minutes to discuss them in smaller groups. We then reconvened as a whole group so that participants could share what they had discussed, identify examples from their practice and raise any questions, concerns or barriers before moving on to the next part of the assessment (Appendix 74).

Designing the workshop in this way developed my understanding of facilitation as a project implementation tool rather than simply a presentation skill. I was not there to provide participants with the ‘correct’ answers to the self-assessment. My role was to create a structured process through (which they could interpret the Framework, consider their own practice and identify evidence collectively. This was particularly important because NYTH/NEST applies across different organisations, professions and service models, meaning that implementation will look different in every setting or service.

Pulling together the sessions also required more detailed planning than I had initially anticipated. I needed to estimate how long each section would take, balance presentation with discussion, build sufficient flexibility into the agenda for questions and consider what I would do if conversations took longer than expected. I also needed to think about how the two sessions connected, ensuring that information covered online prepared participants for the workshop without unnecessarily duplicating content.

This strengthened my project-management skills because I began to view delivery as a series of activities rather than simply the final workshop date. Engagement with the team, agreeing dates, securing a venue, developing the information session, producing the workshop materials and preparing myself to deliver them all needed to happen in an appropriate sequence. A delay or weakness in one area had the potential to affect the next. I therefore became more conscious of dependencies, timescales and the need to work backwards from the intended delivery date when planning activity.

Preparing to deliver the sessions also created a personal challenge for me. Although I had considerable experience of chairing meetings and presenting virtually, I felt nervous about delivering a substantial amount of content face-to-face. My visual impairment meant that I could not rely upon reading detailed presenter notes or referring quickly to information on a screen in the way that I could when sitting behind my laptop during an online meeting. I was concerned that this might affect the fluency of my delivery or result in me forgetting important information.

I was also apprehensive about whether the content would be interesting and valuable for participants. I was asking busy practitioners and managers to give a significant amount of their time to the sessions, and I felt a responsibility to ensure that this resulted in something useful rather than simply providing information that they could have read independently.

To manage these concerns, I invested considerable time in preparation and rehearsal. I familiarised myself closely with the structure and content of both sessions and practised delivering sections aloud so that I was less dependent upon written notes and this increased my confidence in my ability to deliver the session effectively. This relates to Bandura’s (1997) concept of self-efficacy, which emphasises the importance of an individual’s belief in their capability to successfully undertake a particular task. Becoming increasingly familiar with the content through practice reduced my anxiety and strengthened my confidence ahead of delivery.

Rather than attempting to memorise a script, I focused upon understanding the purpose and key messages of each section so that I could communicate them naturally. Rehearsing also helped me identify areas where the presentation did not flow effectively, where explanations were too detailed and where transitions between topics needed to be clearer.

This developed my understanding of quality assurance at an individual project level. I had previously associated quality assurance more closely with reviewing completed work or ensuring that required processes had been followed. Through this experience I recognised that quality can also be designed into delivery beforehand through preparation, rehearsal and refinement. Rehearsal allowed me to identify potential problems before participants encountered them and gave me greater confidence that the session was achievable within the available time.

When I delivered the online information-sharing session, it went considerably better than I had anticipated. Participants engaged with the content, asked questions and appeared to develop a clearer understanding of the purpose of NYTH/NEST and how the six principles connected to their work. This gave me greater confidence going into the face-to-face workshop because I knew that participants would arrive with some understanding of the Framework rather than encountering it for the first time.

The face-to-face workshop was also successful and felt rewarding. Working through the self-assessment sequentially gave the day a clear structure whilst the small-group discussions encouraged participants to interpret the questions in relation to their own practice. When the groups came back together, the wider discussions provided opportunities to share examples, clarify areas of uncertainty and identify barriers that might not have emerged through completion of the self-assessment independently.

I found that my visual impairment affected my delivery considerably less than I had feared. Because I had rehearsed and understood the structure of the workshop, I was able to concentrate upon facilitating the discussion rather than attempting to follow detailed notes. This increased my confidence in my ability to deliver face-to-face sessions and reinforced the value of preparation as a way of reducing a potential delivery risk rather than allowing concerns about accessibility to determine the type of activity I was prepared to undertake.

The level of participation was particularly encouraging. Participants appeared comfortable discussing both areas of good practice and aspects of the Framework that they found more challenging. The small-group format meant that the session was not dependent upon individuals speaking in front of the entire room immediately, whilst the whole-group discussions enabled learning and concerns to be shared more widely.

The experience also changed how I thought about the self-assessment itself. Previously, I had largely viewed it as a process for gathering information about how services were implementing the six principles. Through facilitating the workshop, I began to understand how the process functions as an implementation and service-development tool. Discussing the questions collectively encouraged participants to reflect upon existing practice, identify strengths, recognise gaps and consider areas where they could work differently. The value was therefore not solely in the completed assessment that would eventually be returned to me, but in the professional discussion generated through completing it.

This represented important learning for me as a Project Manager. I learnt that achieving a project outcome sometimes requires developing the capability of the people responsible for implementing it, rather than simply communicating what is required. The original challenge had appeared to be increasing completion of the self-assessment, but the workshops helped me understand that sustainable improvement was more likely to come from increasing people’s understanding, confidence and ability to engage meaningfully with the process.

Overall, designing and delivering the workshops developed my project-management practice considerably. I learnt to move from identifying a problem to designing a structured intervention, consider the needs of different stakeholders, sequence activities deliberately, coordinate practical resources, identify and manage delivery risks, test and refine my approach before implementation and adapt the method of delivery to the outcome I wanted to achieve.

Most importantly, I realised that whilst a completed self-assessment was an important requirement, the wider purpose was to support services across West Wales to understand the NYTH/NEST principles and consider how they could be embedded within practice. This experience therefore helped me move from thinking primarily about delivering project activities to considering how those activities could be designed to create the conditions for implementation and longer-term change.

	
	Feelings 

At the beginning of the process, I felt confident that developing workshops was the right response to the difficulties I’d identified around engagement with the NYTH/NEST self-assessment, but I was less confident about how I would translate this idea into an effective training experience. I was conscious that I was asking practitioners and managers to commit a considerable amount of time, and I felt a responsibility to ensure that the sessions were genuinely useful rather than simply another opportunity to provide information about the Framework.

As the planning developed, I became increasingly aware of the number of factors that I needed to consider for the workshops to be successful. Initially, I’d thought mainly about the content I wanted to cover. However, securing engagement from managers, agreeing suitable dates, identifying the correct audience, booking appropriate venues and ensuring that participants had received the necessary information beforehand all became equally important. This initially felt daunting because I realised if participants didn’t understand why they were attending, if the wrong people attended or if the online information-sharing session didn’t provide good-enough preparation, then the face-to-face workshop might not achieve what I intended.

I also felt nervous about delivering a 4-hour session face-to-face. Although I was accustomed to chairing meetings and presenting virtually, I had become comfortable using my laptop and assistive technology to support my delivery. In a face-to-face environment, I couldn’t rely upon these in the same way. I therefore worried that my visual impairment might affect my fluency, cause me to lose my place or make me less confident when responding to participants. 

However, these concerns encouraged me to prepare more thoroughly. As I rehearsed the sessions and became increasingly familiar with the content, my anxiety reduced. Rehearsal helped me recognise that I did not need to memorise everything I intended to say; I needed to understand the purpose of each section, the key messages I wanted participants to take from it and how each part connected to the next. This gave me considerably more confidence. I also decided the best approach for me was to be honest about how I was feeling about the potential impact of my visual impairment, and I explained at the start of the session that I might lose my place or not see a hand going up. I therefore told attendees to please feel free to ‘shout out’ with any questions, and this made me feel better and more relaxed.

Following delivery, I felt a strong sense of achievement. The level of engagement demonstrated that participants were not simply receiving information but were actively interpreting the Framework in relation to their own practice. I was particularly encouraged that my visual impairment affected my delivery considerably less than I had anticipated. This challenged some of my own assumptions about what I would find difficult and increased my confidence in facilitating similar face-to-face sessions in future.

	
	Evaluation

A significant strength of the approach I took was the decision to separate the theoretical information from the practical workshop. Delivering the background to NYTH/NEST through an online information-sharing session meant that the face-to-face session could concentrate upon discussion, application and completion of the self-assessment. In practice, this worked well because participants arrived with a shared level of understanding and I didn’t need to spend a large proportion of the workshop explaining the history and purpose of the Framework.

The structure of the face-to-face session was also effective. Working through the self-assessment provided a clear structure, while alternating between smaller-group discussions and whole-group feedback created opportunities for participants to interpret the questions, test their understanding and hear perspectives from colleagues. This was more effective than simply presenting information because participants were required to actively engage with how the NYTH/NEST principles applied within their own service.

My approach to stakeholder engagement worked well. Contacting managers in advance, explaining the purpose of the workshop and adapting arrangements around existing team structures helped secure attendance. I learnt that engagement needed to begin during the planning stage and continue throughout the process. The example of delivering a workshop during a team’s existing meeting time demonstrated how understanding operational pressures could remove barriers to participation.

Preparation and rehearsal were another important strength. Practising the sessions increased my confidence, but it also improved the quality of the intervention itself, for example I identified sections that contained too much information. I was therefore able to make adjustments before delivering the sessions rather than discovering these issues in front of participants.

There were nevertheless areas that I could have strengthened. Although I considered what I wanted participants to gain from the sessions and developed a session evaluation survey which was accessed via a QR code, due to running over by 10 minutes at the end, I asked participants to take a photo of the QR code as they were leaving, and complete the survey in as soon as possible. Unfortunately, I didn’t receive many responses. It was disappointing therefore to no have clearer evidence of whether participants’ knowledge and confidence had increased.

I could also have considered the dependencies between the online and face-to-face elements more formally. The face-to-face workshop relied upon participants attending the information-sharing session or otherwise having an appropriate baseline understanding of NYTH/NEST. If participants had missed that stage as a small number did, this could have affected their ability to participate fully. Although this did not significantly disrupt the sessions I delivered, it represented a project risk that could have been identified more explicitly within my planning.

	
	Analysis

This experience developed my understanding of the relationship between project planning and successful implementation. I recognised that delivery was the end point of many connected activities. Project-management literature emphasises the importance of identifying dependencies because delays or weaknesses in one activity can affect subsequent stages of delivery (Project Management Institute, 2021). This reflected my experience. For example, the practical workshop depended upon participants having sufficient prior knowledge of NYTH/NEST; therefore, the quality and timing of the information-sharing session directly influenced the next stage of the project.

I also developed a greater understanding of risk management. Previously, I might have associated project risks primarily with significant organisational issues such as capacity, funding, or governance. This experience demonstrated that risks can also exist at a more operational level. Poor attendance, unsuitable venues, excessive content, insufficient time for discussion or my own difficulty accessing presentation notes could all have affected the outcome. Identifying these issues in advance enabled me to be proactive, which aligns with the principle that risk management should be proactive, identifying uncertainty before it affects delivery rather than responding after problems have occurred (Project Management Institute, 2021).

The decision to separate the theoretical and practical elements developed my understanding of ‘blended learning’. Garrison and Kanuka (2004) argue that blended learning is most effective when different modes of learning are deliberately integrated and deciding what each method was best suited to achieving. The online session provided information and established a baseline understanding, while the face-to-face session provided space for discussion and practical application.

This also connected strongly with principles of adult learning. Knowles, Holton and Swanson (2015) argue that adults are more likely to engage with learning when it is relevant to their experience and capable of being applied to real situations. This helped me understand why the workshop generated a different level of engagement to simply providing information about the Framework, as I have done through other engagement opportunities.

Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning theory provides further insight into this process. The discussions enabled participants to consider their existing practice, reflect upon it through the questions contained within the self-assessment, conceptualise that practice against the NYTH/NEST principles and begin identifying changes that could be made.

This changed my understanding of implementation, as implementation literature distinguishes between simply distributing information and actively supporting people to adopt and embed new approaches within their practice. Fixsen et al. (2005) argue that implementation requires more than communication, as attention must also be given to the processes that enable people to use it effectively. My experience reflected this as increasing awareness of NYTH/NEST was useful, but practitioners also needed opportunities to interpret the Framework, discuss what the principles meant in their context and build confidence in applying them.

My role within the workshop was therefore about facilitating a process through which they could reach their own understanding. This developed my facilitation skills. Heron (1999) describes facilitation as enabling learning and development within groups rather than directing all aspects of the process. This was particularly relevant because NYTH/NEST is being implemented across many services and there couldn’t be one standard answer that I could provide. Instead, my responsibility was to structure conversations, ask questions, provide clarification and enable participants to draw upon discussions with each other. 

The experience also strengthened my understanding of stakeholder engagement. Freeman (1984) emphasises that stakeholders have different interests and levels of influence, meaning that engagement approaches need to consider what is important to participants. I found that simply informing teams that a NYTH/NEST workshop was available was unlikely to be sufficient. I needed to explain why participation was relevant to them, understand operational pressures and work with managers to make a workshop achievable. 

Finally, I now see rehearsal as a form of quality assurance. Deming (1986) emphasises the importance of building quality into processes rather than relying solely upon inspection at the end. I learnt that quality assurance did not need to be a separate exercise undertaken following delivery but could be incorporated throughout the development process through rehearsal, reflection and refinement.

Taken together, these areas of learning demonstrated that the success of the workshops resulted from a combination of project planning, stakeholder engagement, sequencing, facilitation, risk management and quality assurance. This was important learning for me because it demonstrated how these project-management skills interact rather than work independently.

	
	Conclusions

This experience significantly developed how I understand project delivery. I learnt that I needed to understand the intended outcome, engage the appropriate stakeholders, identify dependencies, choose appropriate methods of delivery, manage practical and personal risks, test my approach and ensure that each activity contributed towards the overall purpose.

One of my most important areas of learning was recognising the difference between dissemination and implementation. Providing practitioners with information about NYTH/NEST may have increased awareness, but awareness alone was unlikely to result in meaningful application of the Framework. I also learnt that facilitation involves creating the conditions in which other people can use their own knowledge and experience. 

On a personal level, the experience increased my confidence in delivering face-to-face workshops. The concerns I had about the impact of my visual impairment encouraged me to prepare thoroughly, but I learnt that preparation could reduce this risk considerably. 

	
	Action Plan

1.  I will continue to develop my facilitation skills by becoming more deliberate in the questions I use, how I structure group activities and how I manage different levels of participation.
2. I will continue to use rehearsal and testing as part of my approach to quality assurance. I will build sufficient time into project plans to practise important presentations or workshops, test timings and identify potential difficulties before delivery.
3. When designing future learning opportunities, I’ll continue to consider which delivery method is best suited to the learning objective. I’ll avoid assuming that all content needs to be delivered through the same format and will use blended approaches where this adds value. 
4. For future workshops, I will strengthen evaluation by identifying clearer measures of success before delivery. Depending upon the purpose of the session, this could include short pre- and post-session measures of knowledge or confidence, structured participant feedback and follow-up with teams to understand whether learning has influenced practice. 
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