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Mercian Staff Development Group: Annual Report 2014-2015
 

Summary of activity 

 In 2014-15 EMALINK and WESLINK operated separate programmes of events 

 6 events ran across the region, attended by 97 participants, with an average attendance of 16 
people per event (Appendix 1) 

 Post-event evaluation data indicates high levels of satisfaction, with participants finding the 
opportunities to hear/share experiences and gain detailed information about a topic the most 
useful (Appendix 2) 

 Suggestions for improvement are always sought; the opportunity to have a round table discussion 
with colleagues is suggested the most often. 
 

Programme of Events 2014-15 
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Nov 19th 
Managing the Library Environment 
Bishop Grosseteste University 
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Feb 25th 

 

Reaching students with unseen disabilities 
Aston University 

March 18th 
Evaluating Learning Spaces Through Observation 
Nottingham Trent University and Coventry University 

May 20th 

 

Webinars: Learning From Experience 
University of Loughborough 

 

June 17th  

 

Induction: is it still fit for purpose? 
University of Birmingham 

 

June 17th 
Promoting & Displaying Resources 
De Montfort University and Nottingham University 

 
 
 
  

The Directors’ Group is asked to:  

 note and comment on the Annual Report of the Mercian Staff Development Group. 
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Appendix 1: Participants 

 

Appendix 2: Evaluation 
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Number of participants by course 

Managing the library environment

Reaching students with unseen disabilities

Evaluating learning spaces through observation

Webinars: Learning from experience event

Induction: Is it still fit for purpose?

Promoting resources using displays

42 

4 

24 

What was most useful about the event? 

Hear / Share experiences

Discussion/networking

Detailed information on topic/new knowledge can apply at work
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