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Executive summary 

The aim of this survey is to assess the current state of staff development policy and practice in the academic libraries in the UK.  Thirty four individual library and information services replied.  This survey was based on a questionnaire used to conduct a survey of staff development policy and practice in Australian libraries in 2001(Smith 2002).  This survey provides a follow up to a similar survey conducted by CPD25 in June 2004 which was focussed only on the academic library consortia training support organisations of M25 (CPD25), NoWAL, SALCTG and Oxford University Library Services.
A summary of the key findings is given below:

· Half have a formally stated policy on staff development.
· Two-thirds have a planned staff development programme.

· Just less than half have a staff development committee.
· Three-quarters believe the amount of staff development has increased in the past five years.
· The most common elements of staff development programmes are: appraisals, induction programmes, conference attendance, external courses, seminars/workshops and visits to other information services.
· Management/leadership, ability to adapt to change and customer service are the most important skills for the next three years.
· Nine out of ten information services rank staff development as high or medium priority in their strategic plan.
· Investors in People, technological change, restructuring and budgetary changes are the other factors which have a major influence on staff development programmes.

· Almost all services offer staff paid time, travel/subsistence and payment of course fees for development activities.

· Two-thirds provide documentation of participation on personal files and one-third offer formal accreditation.

· Two-fifths are IiP accredited.

· Just over half formally support CILIP accreditation.
· Three-quarters evaluate the effectiveness of staff development.

· Cost constraints and staff reluctance to participate are the most significant barriers to staff development.

1.  Introduction

In the complex and challenging environment in which academic libraries are operating today, skilled and knowledgeable staff are critical to success.  Technological developments, restructuring and budget reductions are just some of the challenges which information services face.

In 2004, CPD25 carried out a survey
 to provide an overview of the current state of staff development policy and practice and to ascertain how staff development is managed and organised.  This survey was focussed only on the academic library consortia training support organisations of M25 (CPD25), NoWAL, SALCTG and Oxford University Library Services.  

This survey, carried out in 2007, aimed to update the 2004 survey and highlight developments in the intervening period.  Some changes were made to the 2004 survey, but where possible, comparisons are made between 2004 and 2007 in this report.

2.  Methodology
A survey questionnaire was developed based on a previous survey that CPD25 had conducted in 2004.  The original 2004 survey was based on an Australian survey, developed by Ian Smith from La Trobe University Melbourne (2002), and conducted in Australia in 2001
. 

Some adjustments were made to 2004 questions, but the aim as far as possible was to be able to provide some comparison between the results of the two surveys. 

The revisions to the survey were implemented by Evidence Base, Research and Evaluation Services at The University of Central England In Birmingham and the final survey was hosted on an institutional server.

Representatives from UK academic library and information services were invited by Dr Jean Yeoh to respond to the survey by an email posted to the SCONUL (Society of College, National and University Libraries) mailing list for Library and Information Services Directors and Assistant Directors.  The survey was available for completion in June 2007. Tabulation and analysis of the survey results was undertaken by Evidence Base. 

Percentages are given for most tables, but the small size of the samples, especially for the CPD25 group means these should be treated with caution.

3.  Analysis of results
3.1. Respondents

34 libraries responded to the survey.   In 2004, 74 libraries had responded.  Of the 34 responses in 2007, 10 were from CPD25, 3 from SALCTG and 2 from NOWAL.  Seven said they were not a member of any of these groups and the remainder did not respond to this question.  Membership of consortia was higher among the 2004 respondents, when 42 were from CDP25, 17 from SALCTG and 14 from NOWAL.  
Responses to the survey were provided by Library Directors, senior managers and middle managers and are shown in Table A.  One point worth noting is that more middle managers whose primary responsibility is for staff development completed this survey than was the case in 2004.  Whether this indicates a change in structures and roles is not known.
	Table A

The role of the survey respondents in their library and information service

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Library Director or equivalent
	3 (30%)
	7 (29%)
	10 (29%)

	Senior manger with responsibility for staff development 
	2 (20%)
	10 (42%)
	12 (35%)

	Middle manager whose primary responsibility is for staff development
	2 (20%)
	6 (25%)
	8 (24%)

	Other middle manager
	3 (30%)
	1 (4%)
	4 (12%)


The number of full-time staff employed in the information services are given in Table B.  The size of services responding to this survey ranged from 0-10 staff to more than 200.  51-100 was the modal group.
	Table B

Number of full time staff in the library and information services

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	0-10
	0
	3 (13%)
	3 (9%)

	11-20
	2 (20%)
	2 (8%)
	4 (12%)

	21-50
	2 (20%)
	1 (4%)
	3 (9%)

	51-100
	4 (40%)
	5 (21%)
	9 (38%)

	101-150
	1 (10%)
	6 (25%)
	7 (21%)

	151-200
	0
	2 (8%)
	2 (6%)

	>200
	1 (10%)
	5 (21%)
	6 (18%)


Overall, the percentage of staff who carry out duties at professional levels ranged from 16% to 40%, with the average being 29%
.  Four respondents said the proportion was unknown.

The number of sites ranged from 1 to 17, with 3 being the median.  The most common structure was a separate academic computing service and information service.
	Table C

Organisational management arrangements

	Structure
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Merged computing service and information service
	1 (10%)
	6 (25%)
	7 (21%)

	Computing and information service services are managerially merged but the services are not operationally merged
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)

	Separate academic computing service and information service
	7 (70%)
	16 (67%)
	23 (68%)

	No response
	1 (10%)
	2 (8%)
	3 (9%)


The number of computing and information services which are managerially merged but where the services are not operationally merged was much smaller than in 2004, when these had accounted for 28% of respondents.  

3.2.  Policy 

Respondents were asked whether their library has a formally stated policy on staff development.  Their answers are given in the table below.
	Table D

Services with formally documented staff development policies

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Yes
	7 (70%)
	11 (46%)
	18 (53%)

	No
	3 (30%)
	13 (54%)
	16 (47%)


Overall, just over half the libraries responding to this survey did have a formally stated policy on staff development.  The percentages are almost identical to those in the 2004 survey.  Although the sample size was small, the percentage was higher among CPD25 institutions than others.  Unlike the 2004 survey, there is no correlation between size of service and likelihood of having a formal staff development policy among this sample.  

Eleven of those who did have a policy said they would be prepared to make it available for publication on the CPD25 website (4 were from CPD25).  Several of those who answered ‘no’ said this was because it was being, or would shortly be, updated.
3.3  The way in which staff development is organised

Questions in this section look at levels of staff development planning; links to overall strategic planning; co-ordinating responsibilities; and the role of staff development committees.

Respondents were asked which of the statements shown in Table E best describes their information service.  

	Table E

Description of information service

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	The information service has a planned staff development programme
	6 (60%)
	17 (71%)
	23 (68%)

	The information service has an informal approach to staff development
	3 (30%)
	5 (21%)
	8 (24%)



	The information service regards staff development as primarily the responsibility of individual staff members
	1 (10%)
	2 (8%)
	3 (9%)


Overall, around two-thirds of respondents said they had a planned staff development programme; a further quarter took an informal approach and the remainder regarded staff development primarily as the responsibility of individual staff members.  This does not vary significantly from the pattern reported in 2004. 
One issue raised was that a number of libraries felt that more than one of these statements applied.  For example, they might have mandatory aspects of training, while also allowing staff to take responsibility for some aspects of their training:
All three statements are relevant for us: while we do have a planned programme it is mainly aimed at one group of staff - there is an informal approach for the rest. We also make a big point of advertising external training and encouraging staff to attend, but largely leave it up to individuals to follow up on this themselves.

I would say we have a combined approach: we do have some formal planned T&D, but there is a big emphasis on staff and their line managers identifying their individual requirements.

Some respondents commented on the ways in which training requirements were identified via appraisals and others said their programme was planned in conjunction with the university planning process.

Respondents were then asked which phrase best described the approach to staff development.  The responses are shown in Table F. 
	Table F 

Approach to coordinating staff development

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Overall co-ordination of staff development is the responsibility of a designated information service staff member
	4 (40%)
	7 (29%)
	11 (32%)

	Staff development is the responsibility of an information service staff development committee
	1 (10%)
	6 (25%)
	7 (21%)

	Responsibility for staff development is shared between local campus managers/section heads and a staff member with designated authority for staff development
	2 (20%) 
	8 (33%)
	10 (29%)

	No response
	3 (30%)
	3 (13%)
	6 (18%)


Almost equal numbers of respondents said that staff development was the responsibility of an individual member of staff, or was shared between a number of members of staff; fewer institutions had a formal committee with responsibility for staff development.  This was also true in 2004.
As in 2004, slightly less than half the respondents in 2007 said their information service had a Staff Development Committee.  Of these, 13 have Terms of Reference (including all those from CPD25).  This compares to just two-thirds of the sample in 2004.  Seven of those who have terms of reference would be prepared to make them available to CPD25 for publication on the website (including 4 from CPD25).  Table G shows the responses.

	Table G

Services with staff development committees

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Yes
	4 (40%)
	11 (46%)
	15 (44%)

	No
	6 (60%)
	13 (54%)
	19 (56%)


Ten committees (67%) report to the senior management team in the information service and four (27%) report to a group of individual with responsibility for planning and resources (eg Library Planning and Resources group, Head of Planning and Resources)
.  
A question on funding was designed to elicit the percentage of staffing budget allocated to staff development as a means of measuring the priority given to this.  

However, two-fifths of respondents were not able to say what percentage of staff budgeting is allocated for staff development.  For those who were able to give a figure, 0.6% to 1.0% was the most common response. Seven respondents said that the budget was partially, or fully, allocated centrally.  This might mean the library has to bid for funds or complete satisfactory planning and evaluation processes in order to receive funding.  In other cases, an amount is allocated based on the number of full time equivalent staff.  Table H shows the responses.
	Table H

Percentage of staffing budget allocated for staff development

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	0.0%-0.5%
	0
	4 (17%)
	4 (12%)

	0.6%-1.0%
	3 (30%)
	8 (33%)
	11 (32%)

	1.1%-1.5%
	1 (10%)
	1 (4%)
	2 (6%)

	1.6%-2.0%
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	3.0% or more
	0
	2 (8%)
	2 (6%)

	Not known
	6 (60%)
	8 (33%)
	14 (41%)


It is difficult to make comparisons because so many respondents in both 2004 and 2007 found this question difficult to answer, but there are no obvious differences to be seen.

3.4  Characteristics of staff development programmes

This section examines modes of delivery and the range of development activities undertaken.

Some respondents found it difficult to calculate the average number of training hours per employee because they did not keep records of the total number of hours spent training or said the time varied depending on individual circumstances.  The issue of how to define training hours presented another difficulty in answering this question.  This meant that only 13 respondents were able to give a numerical answer.  For these, 21-25 hours and 31-35 hours were the most common answers.  The responses are shown in Table I.

	Table I 

Average number of training hours per employee

	Average hours per employee
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	0-5
	0 
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	6-10
	2 (20%)
	0
	2 (6%)

	11-15
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	15-20
	0
	0
	0

	21-25
	1 (10%)
	3 (13%)
	4 (12%)

	26-30
	0
	0
	0

	31-35
	0
	4 (17%)
	4 (12%)

	>35
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)

	Not known
	6 (60%)
	15 (63%)
	21 (62%)


As Table J shows, almost all information services make use of on the job training and internal trainers.  External training and institutional staff development are used in the vast majority of cases too.  Almost all information services make use of external trainers to deliver in-house training.  This pattern is extremely similar to that reported in 2004.
	Table J

How staff development activities are conducted

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	On the job
	10 (100%)
	23 (96%)
	33 (97%)

	In-house with internal information service trainers 
	10 (100%)
	24 (100%)
	34 (100%)

	In-house with external trainers
	8 (80%)
	21 (88%)
	29 (85%)

	Externally
	9 (90%)
	23 (96%)
	32 (94%)

	Institutional staff development department
	9 (90%)
	22 (92%)
	31 (91%)

	Visits to other organisations
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	e-learning
	1 (10%)
	1 (4%)
	2 (6%)

	Support for university courses
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	Job shadowing
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)

	Mentoring
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)


In addition, some respondents commented that they adopted a flexible approach:

We are open to considering all training and development activities that support a person’s development and training

Provided there is budget and the activity is directly related to the job and there is a proven development need we would normally support it.

The most common elements of staff development programmes are: appraisals, induction programmes, conference attendance, external courses, seminars/workshops and visits to other information services.  All formed part of the programme in more than 90% of information services responding to this survey.  Based on this sample, the incidence of appraisals and external long courses appears to have increased since 2004.
	Table K 

Type and range of staff development activities undertaken

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Appraisals
	10 (100%)
	23 (96%)
	33 (97%)

	Personal development plans/Portfolios
	5 (50%)
	8 (33%)
	13 (38%)

	Orientation/induction programmes
	10 (100%)
	22 (92%)
	32 (94%)

	Attendance at conferences
	10 (100%)
	24 (100%)
	34 (100%)

	External long courses (Degree, Diploma, etc)
	10 (100%)
	22 (92%)
	32 (94%)

	Institutional short courses
	8 (80%)
	20 (83%)
	28 (82%)

	External short courses
	9 (90%)
	22 (92%)
	31 (91%)

	Seminars/workshops
	10 (100%)
	24 (100%)
	34 (100%)

	In-service training programmes
	7 (70%)
	19 (79%)
	26 (76%)

	Job exchanges within the information service
	2 (20%)
	9 (38%)
	11 (32%)

	Staff exchanges with other organisations
	2 (20%)
	6 (25%)
	8 (24%)

	Visits to other information services
	10 (100%)
	23 (96%)
	33 (97%)

	Coaching / mentoring
	5 (50%)
	17 (71%)
	22 (65%)

	Support for research projects and/or activities
	3 (30%)
	10 (42%)
	13 (38%)

	Support for publication
	3 (30%)
	8 (33%)
	11 (32%)

	Guest speakers
	6 (60%)
	13 (54%)
	19 (56%)

	E-learning
	7 (70%)
	13 (54%)
	20 (59%)


In addition to the options given, one respondent in each case said that their programme included: away days, forums with the university librarian, ECDL, job shadowing and bespoke courses.

3.5  Levels of staff development activity

Respondents were asked to assess whether levels of staff development had changed over the last five years and identify any factors leading to a change. When asked about changes in the amount of staff development in the past five years, 76% thought it had increased; only one respondent said it had decreased.  Table L shows the responses. 
	Table L

Levels of staff development activity over the past 5 years

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Increased
	8 (80%)
	18
	26 (76%)

	Decreased
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	Stayed the same
	2 (20%)
	5 (21%)
	7 (21%)


These percentages are almost identical to those reported in 2004.

One respondent commented on budgetary constraints, but three said the budget for staff development had increased.  In one case this occurred as a result of the appointment of a new director and greater commitment from the institution.  Two respondents said staff were now more likely to take up opportunities.  One respondent thought that the information service itself probably provided less than it had in the past, but the university was providing more opportunities.

The amount of external change was a factor which had led to an increase in the amount of staff development mentioned by two respondents.
3.6  Strategic Priorities

Respondents were asked to rank the types of skills which they believed their information service needs to focus on over the next three years.  Average rankings are given in Table M (1 signifying most important and 7 least important).
	Table M

Strategic priorities for staff development

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Core IT skills
	4.5
	5.2
	5.0

	Management / leadership
	2.8
	2.1
	2.3

	Communication / interpersonal
	3.6
	4.0
	3.9

	Customer Service
	3.2
	3.1
	3.2

	Project Management
	5.1
	4.8
	4.9

	Ability to adapt to change
	3.2
	3.2
	3.2

	Advanced / high level technical skills
	4.7
	5.5
	5.3


Therefore, the skills ranked in order of importance are:

1  
Management / leadership

2=
Ability to adapt to change

2=
Customer Service

4
Communication / interpersonal


5
Project Management

6
Core IT skills

7
Advanced / high level technical skills
3.7  Factors influencing staff development programme
31 out of the 34 respondents (91%) said their information service had a formal strategic plan.  All CPD25 information services had a formal strategic plan.  In 2004, just 74% of respondents (and 74% of CDP25 services) said they had a strategic plan.  Respondents were then asked what level of priority staff development is afforded in their strategic plan
.  Responses are shown in Table N. Two respondents said it was ranked low and the remainder were equally divided between high and medium priority. This is not significantly different from the situation reported in 2004.  One respondent commented that staff development was ranked equal in priority with other strategic objectives and three said that staff development is implicit in a number of priorities, although it did not have a dedicated section in the plan.  
	Table N

Level of priority of staff development in formal strategic plans

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	High 
	4 (40%)
	11 (50%)
	15 (47%)

	Medium
	6 (60%)
	9 (41%)
	15 (47%)

	Low
	0
	2 (9%)
	2 (6%)

	Total
	10
	22
	32


27 respondents (79%) said that other organisational or external factors had a significant influence on their staff development programme. This is slightly higher than in 2004 (one of the 7 who said they did not was from a CPD25 information service).
Respondents identified a range of factors, other than the strategic plan, which had a significant influence on their staff development programme.  The most common themes were: Investors in People, restructuring, technological changes and budget reductions.  A list of the factors given and the number of respondents who mentioned each are given in Table O. 

	Table O

Factors influencing staff development plans

	
	Number of respondents 

	Restructuring
	7

	Investors in People 
	6

	Technological changes
	6

	Budget changes
	6

	New staff roles
	3

	New Library Director
	2

	More interest in staff development in the institution
	2

	Appraisals
	2

	Building changes
	2

	Skills shortages
	1

	Teaching year changes
	1


Although e-learning was mentioned, for example:
The need to be able to support learners using new technologies.  
There seemed to less emphasis on learning and teaching than in 2004.  Legal compliance was also less of a driver for staff development.  However, technological change (eg Web 2.0, RFID) was of greater significance than was reported in 2004.  New staff roles was another interesting driver for some:
Reduction in staffing budget has led to a more focussed and compact service with staff requiring multi-disciplinary skills.


…introduction of roving role in the context of the new learning zone

3.8  Recognition and incentives
These questions looked at support for staff in terms of funding and time off to attend events and the role of formal accreditation of training activities. 

As Table P shows, almost all respondents offered all three forms of incentive listed: Paid time to attend staff development activities; Travel and subsistence allowances; and Payment of course fees.  Just one did not offer paid time and two did not pay course fees.  The percentage of respondents paying course fees is much higher than that reported in 2004 when it was just 55%.
	Table P

Incentives to encourage participation in staff development activities

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Paid time to attend staff development activities
	10 (100%)
	23 (96%)
	33 (97%)

	Travel and subsistence allowances
	10 (100%)
	24 (100%)
	34 (100%)

	Payment of course fees
	9 (90%)
	23 (96%)
	32 (94%)

	Other

	1 (10%)
	3 (13%)
	4 (12%)


In terms of recognition for staff members who have participated in staff development, practice varied.  Around two-thirds said they offered documentation of participation on staff member's personal files and one-third provided formal accreditation/certification following completion of staff development courses; in-house certification was slightly less common, being provided in approximately one-quarter of institutions. The percentage reporting formal accreditation is higher than in 2004 when this was offered by just 18%.  The responses are shown in Table Q. 
	Table Q

Recognition or certification of development activities

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Formal accreditation/certification following completion of staff development courses
	4 (40%)
	7 (29%)
	11 (32%)

	Documentation of participation on staff member's personal files
	6 (60%)
	16 (67%)
	22 (65%)

	in-house certification of participation in staff development activities
	2 (20%)
	7 (29%)
	9 (26%)

	At appraisal
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)

	PDP
	1 (10%)
	1 (4%)
	2 (6%)

	Recorded centrally
	1 (10%)
	1 (4%)
	2 (6%)

	Personal intranet pages
	1 (10%)
	0
	1 (3%)

	Informal record kept by staff development officer
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	None
	2 (20%)
	4 (17%)
	6 (18%)


3.9 National accreditation schemes

Respondents were asked about IiP and CILIP accreditation schemes.

Overall, around two-fifths were IiP accredited; the percentage has not altered significantly from that reported in 2004. Two respondents commented that, although the library service was not accredited separately, their institution was.  Just three institutions which were not IiP accredited had plans to apply (one was a member of CPD25).  This is less than 2004 when 19% were planning to apply or currently undergoing the process.  Table R shows the responses.
	Table R 

Investors in People (IiP) accreditation

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Yes
	3 (30%)
	10 (42%)
	13 (38%)

	No
	7 (70%)
	14 (58%)
	21 (62%)


Overall, just more than half the respondents have programmes to support staff seeking to obtain CILIP accreditation.  This is similar to the proportion in 2004.  The most common is support for Chartership which is available in 53% of institutions.  Table S shows the responses.
	Table S

CILIP accreditation

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Certification
	1 (10%)
	5 (21%)
	6 (18%)

	Chartership
	5 (50%)
	13 (54%)
	18 (53%)

	Fellowship
	1 (10%)
	2 (8%)
	3 (9%)

	Revalidation
	0
	3 (13%)
	3 (9%)

	None of the above
	5 (50%)
	10 (42%)
	15 (44%)


Although some libraries may not have a formal programme for CILIP accreditation, seven said they offered informal support or were happy to offer support if any members of staff wanted to take advantage of this.  It was something which two other libraries are currently considering.
3.10 Evaluation

This section asked about the types of mechanisms used to evaluate development activities.   As Table T shows, overall, 26 respondents (76%) said they have mechanisms in place for evaluating the effectiveness of staff development.  Eight of these were CPD25 members and 18 from other institutions.  This is similar to the percentage given in 2004. 
	Table T

Mechanisms for evaluating staff development activities

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Yes
	8 (80%)
	18 (75%)
	26 (76%)

	No
	2 (20%)
	6 (25%)
	8 (24%)


The most frequently used evaluation mechanisms are:
· A periodic review of the overall staff development programme

· Review by individual’s line manager

· Review of evaluation forms by the person/s with primary responsibility for staff development
· Completion of a pre-event objective setting form.

Most institutions used a variety of evaluation mechanisms as Table U shows.

	Table U
Types of staff development evaluation mechanisms

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Completion of a pre-event objective setting form
	6 
	11
	17

	Completion, by participants, of evaluation forms at the completion of a training/development activity
	4
	12
	16

	Completion, by participants, of evaluation forms at some time after the completion of a training/development activity
	4
	5
	9

	Review of evaluation forms by the person/s with primary responsibility for staff development 
	7
	11
	18

	Review by individual’s line manager
	7
	11
	18

	Review of evaluation forms by the Staff Development Committee 
	2
	3
	5

	A periodic review of the staff development policy
	4
	12
	16

	A periodic review of the overall staff development programme 
	7
	13
	20

	Written report
	1
	1
	2

	Verbal report
	1
	0
	1

	Via appraisal
	1
	0
	1

	Rating
	0
	1
	1


The methods reported are broadly similar to those in the 2004 survey.
Under the additional comments section, two respondents commented that evaluation was largely informal; three said staff development was evaluated by line managers reviewing the experience with staff and one had a Library Staff Feedback Survey.  In addition, two respondents said that one method of evaluation was feedback to colleagues.

3.11 Barriers to staff development 

Cost constraints and staff reluctance to participate were the most significant barriers to staff development; these overshadowed other issues.  One respondent commented that staff reluctance was a problem which was reducing.  Another said that this attitude tended to be confined to part time evening staff who ‘just want to do the job’ and are therefore reluctant to participate in staff development. Table V shows the responses.
	Table V
Barriers to staff development

	
	CPD25
	Other institutions
	Total

	Cost constraints
	8 (80%)
	13 (54%)
	21 (62%)

	Staff reluctance to participate
	6 (60%)
	15 (63%)
	21 (62%)

	Lack of interest from senior staff
	1 (10%)
	1 (4%)
	2 (6%)

	Skills shortages or recruitment difficulties
	0
	4 (17%)
	4 (12%)

	Time constraints
	3 (30%)
	2 (8%)
	5 (15%)

	Difficulty evaluating
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	No constraints
	0
	1 (4%)
	1 (3%)

	No response
	1 (10%)
	2 (8%)
	3 (9%)


4.Conclusions
The degree of formality afforded to the organisation of staff development activities varies.  Around half the respondents in this survey have a formally stated policy of staff development; two-thirds have a planned staff development programme and just less than half have a Staff Development Committee.  It was also notable that providing figures for the staff development budget and training hours was something which a number of respondents found difficult.

However, despite these differences in organisation and management, there was a good deal of consistency when it came to the actual programmes on offer.  Almost all information services make use of on the job training and internal trainers.  External training and institutional staff development are used in the vast majority of cases too.  Most make use of external trainers to deliver in-house training.  In addition, appraisals, induction programmes, conference attendance, external courses, seminars/workshops and visits to other information services are elements common to 90% of services responding to this survey.  Almost all offer staff paid time to attend staff development activities, travel and subsistence allowances and payment of course fees.  Practice is more varied when it comes to accreditation and recognition.  The most common form of recognition is documentation on a staff member’s personal file. Support for CILIP accreditation also varies, with around half having programmes to support this.  
Whether or not they had a formal staff development policy and/or committee, the majority of respondents said that staff development was a high or medium priority strategic objective.  Three-quarters evaluate the effectiveness of staff development activities.  Around 60% felt that cost constraints and staff reluctance were significant barrier to development.
Looking to the future, over the next three years, management/leadership, the ability to adapt to change and customer service are the priority areas identified for staff development.  Other factors which are expected to have an influence on staff development are Investors in people, technological changes, restructuring and budgetary changes.
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� CPD25 Staff Development Report 2004.  http://www.cpd25.ac.uk/component/option,com_docman/task,cat_view/gid,44/


� Smith, I (2202) Staff development and continuing professional education policy and practice in Australian academic and research libraries. 


IFLA satellite meeting, Aberdeen. 


http://www.lib.latrobe.edu.au/staff/jf-staffdev.html Accessed 28 May 2004


� The average was 30.2 for CPD25 institutions and 28.45 for other respondents.


� One did not answer this question.


� One respondent who said their information service did not have a strategic plan went on to claim staff development was afforded High priority in the Strategic plan.


� Partial payment of fees; limited time off.
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