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Knowledge Management (KM) is how organisations create, capture, organise, share, use, review and dispose of knowledge.  Davenport and Prusak (1998) describe it as the process of capturing, organising, sharing and using knowledge to achieve organisational aims.  In practice, this helps prevent useful knowledge from staying hidden in individual experience, being lost across systems or becoming outdated.

I work as a Senior Library Assistant in the Library and Knowledge Service at Swansea Bay University Health Board (SBUHB covering Swansea and Neath Port Talbot.  The LKS supports staff and students across Morriston, Singleton, Neath Port Talbot and Cefn Coed hospital sites.  It provides access to library resources, evidence, training and information services.  Knowledge Management is central to this work because NHS staff rely on current and reliable knowledge to support education, research, service improvement and patient care.

In the LKS, knowledge management includes formal systems such as ALMA, OpenAthens and healthcare databases.  It also includes staff knowledge, such as how to run a complex literature search, manage inter-library loans, support users, apply local procedures and use judgement when a request is not straightforward.  I have seen how different sites can develop different habits when knowledge is not recorded and shared consistently.  When staff leave or move roles, some knowledge may leave with them, making the service too dependent on individual memory.

This report evaluates knowledge management within SBUHB LKS and proposes a practical framework for improvement.  It examines data, information and knowledge, reviews current systems and knowledge assets, and considers information governance, security and intellectual property.  It also includes a strategic action plan, KPIs and a cost-benefit analysis. Any improvement must be realistic because the LKS works under NHS pressures, where time, staffing and resources need careful use.
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Data, information and knowledge are often used as if they mean the same thing, but they are different.  This matters because collecting data is not the same as managing knowledge and each needs to be handled differently.

Ackoff (1989) explains this through the DIKW hierarchy.  Data, Information, Knowledge and Wisdom.  Data is raw facts without interpretation.  In the LKS, this could include the number of books issued, article requests submitted, or OpenAthens accounts created.  These figures record activity, but on their own they do not explain what that activity means.

Information develops when data is given context.  An ALMA report showing a rise in article requests from one hospital site over six months becomes information because a pattern is visible.  It gives staff something to review and question.

Knowledge develops when information is interpreted through experience and judgement.  A member of staff reviewing those ALMA figures might connect the rise to a new research project at that site, a gap in training, or a change in clinical activity.  At that point, information becomes something the service can act on.

Wisdom sits at the top of the hierarchy and means making sound judgements over time. Experienced library staff use this when choosing the best database for a search or handling a complex enquiry that no written procedure fully covers.

The DIKW model is useful as a starting point, but it has limits.  Frické (2009) argues that it makes knowledge development appear more linear than it is in practice.  In the LKS, ALMA can show what was requested, but not always why it was requested or whether the evidence supplied influenced a decision.  Systems can store information well, but they do not automatically create knowledge.
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Knowledge management is the planned process of creating, capturing, organising, storing, sharing and applying knowledge so that organisations can meet their aims (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).  In workplace terms, it is about making useful knowledge available to the right people when they need it.

The LKS already carries out many activities linked to knowledge management, including literature searches, current awareness bulletins, OpenAthens support, user training and CPD.  Systems such as ALMA, OpenAthens and HDAS help staff access and retrieve information.  However, knowledge management is not only about having the right systems.

Dalkir (2017) argues that technology supports knowledge management, but it does not replace the need for culture and knowledge-sharing behaviour.  A shared drive full of procedures is only useful if staff can find them, trust them and use them consistently.  If the default is to rely on habit or ask the nearest colleague, the organisation is storing knowledge rather than managing it properly.

Wiig (1993) makes a similar point by arguing that knowledge only creates value when it is actively organised, maintained and used.  ALMA can record every loan and article request, but the value comes when staff use that data to review demand, spot patterns and plan services.  Data collected and never reviewed becomes background noise.

For the LKS, this is a real issue. Working across four hospital sites means useful knowledge can stay with one person or one site, instead of being shared across the whole service. A stronger knowledge management approach would help the LKS reduce duplication, protect staff knowledge and support more consistent practice.
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Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) separates knowledge into tacit and explicit forms.  Explicit knowledge can be documented, stored and shared.  In the LKS, this includes ALMA procedures, OpenAthens guidance, inter-library loan workflows, database guides and local service documents.  This type of knowledge can be reviewed, updated and stored somewhere staff can find it.

Tacit knowledge is different.  It is personal, experience based and difficult to capture fully.  In the LKS, this includes knowing which database suits a particular search to support a clinician who needs evidence quickly.  This knowledge is built through practice and is highly useful, but it creates risk if it only sits with one or two members of staff.

There is also implicit knowledge.  This refers to knowledge staff use routinely but have not yet written down.  A senior library assistant may know how to fix a recurring OpenAthens issue, but the process may exist as habit rather than a written guide.  This type of knowledge can often be captured through a checklist, screenshot walkthrough or short procedure, if time is made to record it.

Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) SECI model explains how individual knowledge can become organisational knowledge.  Socialisation happens when staff share tacit knowledge through shadowing and discussion.  Externalisation happens when this knowledge is written down.  Combination happens when different documents and guides are brought together into one organised system.  Internalisation happens when staff use that guidance in practice until it becomes part of their own working knowledge.  The cycle can then continue as staff gain new experience.

The SECI model is useful because it shows that knowledge transfer is not a one-off task. Knowledge needs to be shared, recorded, organised and used. However, Gourlay (2006) questions whether tacit knowledge can ever be fully captured because judgement depends on context and experience. 

The issue in SBUHB LKS is not a shortage of knowledge. The issue is whether that knowledge is captured and shared consistently enough to belong to the whole service, rather than to one individual.
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The LKS relies on a small number of core systems to support daily library work.  These systems store information well, but storing information is not the same as managing knowledge.  Records only become useful when staff interpret them and use them to improve decisions or practice.

ALMA is the main library management system.  It is used for acquisitions, cataloguing, borrower records, loans, renewals, article requests and fulfilment.  It gives staff data about borrowing patterns and service activity, but it does not create knowledge on its own.  For example, ALMA may show that article requests have increased at one site, but it cannot explain why this has happened or what should be done next.  This reflects Rowley’s (2007) point that data needs to be organised and interpreted before it becomes knowledge.

The borrower registration process shows the information lifecycle in practice. When a new borrower registers the paper form is scanned into their ALMA account and then shredded. Buckland (1991) argues that recorded information can be treated as an object that can be stored, retrieved and controlled.  This supports UK GDPR data minimisation because no duplicate paper record is kept after scanning.

OpenAthens manages access to electronic journals, databases and clinical information tools.  When access fails, knowledge is blocked at the point of need.  Troubleshooting is therefore part of knowledge management, not only an IT issue, because clinicians, researchers and students need timely access to evidence.

The LKS also uses Microsoft SharePoint to share procedures and service information across sites.  When a site is unstaffed, other team members can access that library’s email inbox and SharePoint folders to keep the service running.  However, SharePoint still depends on staff knowing where to look and trusting that documents are current.  Without clear ownership and version control, even a shared system can become difficult to manage.
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Knowledge management in the LKS is a full cycle, not a single activity.  Dalkir (2017) argues that knowledge must be created, captured, stored, shared, used and reviewed to benefit an organisation.  In an NHS library, secure disposal also matters because the service handles personal data, service records and licensed resources.

Knowledge is created through daily work, including literature searches, article requests, user training, inter-library loan work and CPD.  However, useful learning from these activities is not always captured once the task is complete.  It can remain in individual experience rather than becoming knowledge the whole service can use.

Storage is spread across ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS, SharePoint, emails and local folders.  Some spread is unavoidable, but problems arise when staff cannot find a procedure, do not know whether it is current, or find different sites using different versions.

Knowledge sharing happens through conversations, emails, meetings and informal support, but it can be uneven.  Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) SECI model shows how tacit knowledge can become shared knowledge through discussion, documentation and use.  In practice, this means turning repeated problem-solving into short guides on SharePoint rather than leaving the answer with one person.

Secure disposal is also part of the cycle.  UK GDPR requires personal data to be kept only as long as needed (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2021).  The borrower registration process shows this well: the form is scanned into ALMA and then shredded.  The same principle should apply to outdated procedures and documents that no longer have a clear purpose.
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Knowledge assets are the resources, skills, systems, processes and relationships an organisation relies on to work effectively. Dalkir (2017) argues that organisations need to identify their knowledge assets before they can manage them properly. In the LKS, these assets are spread across sites, staff and systems.

Knowledge takes explicit, tacit and implicit forms and the LKS holds all three.  Its explicit assets include ALMA records, OpenAthens account data, HDAS search guidance, inter-library loan procedures, training materials and local documents.  Tacit assets include staff experience, search judgement, knowledge of regular users and the ability to handle unusual enquiries.  The service also relies on implicit knowledge that staff use daily but have not always written down, such as fixing a recurring OpenAthens issue or finding the right supplier contact.  Capturing this knowledge through short guides, checklists or screenshots would help newer staff learn faster and reduce reliance on individual memory.

The systems themselves, including ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS and SharePoint, are also knowledge assets.  However, they create risk if they are not connected by clear processes. Information may exist somewhere, but staff may not know where it is, whether it is current, or whether it can be trusted.  A knowledge audit would help the LKS identify what it holds, who owns it, where gaps exist and what needs review.
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The LKS already creates, stores and shares knowledge through literature searching, article requests, user support, training and ALMA records.  The foundation is in place, but knowledge is not always managed consistently across all four sites.

The main strength is the existing infrastructure.  ALMA, OpenAthens and HDAS support information access, while experienced staff hold practical knowledge of systems, users and search techniques.  However, this also creates risk because much useful knowledge sits with individuals.  Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue that tacit knowledge is personal and difficult to transfer.  In the LKS, this could affect literature searching, inter-library loan work and system problem-solving if experienced staff leave or are absent.

Fragmentation is another weakness.  Four sites allow local flexibility, but they can also lead to inconsistent practice.  Davenport and Prusak (1998) argue that knowledge transfer depends on effective sharing, not only having information available.  A procedure stored on one site’s SharePoint, but unknown to other staff, is not true organisational knowledge.

There is also a gap between collecting data and using it.  ALMA can generate reports on loans, article requests and borrower activity, but this data only becomes useful when reviewed and applied.  KPIs and regular review would help close this gap.

Information governance adds pressure.  Borrower records, article request data and OpenAthens account details must be accurate, secure and kept only as long as needed.  Without review, there is a risk of retaining information that should have been disposed of, creating compliance and security concerns (Whitman & Mattord, 2021).
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The business case for improving knowledge management comes down to time, consistency and risk reduction.  The aim is not to buy another system.  ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS and SharePoint are already in place.  The issue is whether they are being used in a clear and controlled way.

The main cost is staff time.  Reviewing procedures, writing short guides, updating documents and attending knowledge-sharing sessions all take time, especially in an NHS service where staff are already stretched.

The benefits are practical.  Staff would spend less time searching for procedures, repeating explanations or duplicating work across sites.  A short OpenAthens guide could reduce repeated queries.  A clear ALMA workflow could help new staff learn faster.  A better SharePoint structure could reduce time wasted checking which document is current.

There are governance benefits as well.  Clear ownership, version control and review dates would reduce the risk of staff following outdated guidance or keeping information longer than needed, which links to UK GDPR expectations on retention and data minimisation (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2021).  Better capture of tacit knowledge would also support induction and succession planning, because tacit knowledge is personal, experience-based and hard to transfer (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).
[bookmark: _Toc230701940]

4.  2 Knowledge Creation

Knowledge is created in the LKS through daily work, including literature searches, article requests, user enquiries, OpenAthens support, training, CPD and problem-solving.  Some knowledge comes from external sources such as healthcare databases, NICE guidance and NHS Wales library networks.  Some comes from internal experience, such as learning how to fix recurring problems or support particular user groups.

The framework should make knowledge capture part of normal work, rather than an extra task added at the end.  When staff resolve a difficult enquiry, attend CPD or improve a process, the learning should be recorded briefly and shared.  A checklist, screenshot guide or short note is usually enough.

This links to the externalisation stage of the SECI model, where tacit or implicit knowledge is turned into a form others can use (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  In the LKS, this means recording repeated troubleshooting steps, useful search strategies or local process knowledge before it is lost when staff move roles, leave or forget the detail.
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Knowledge storage should be organised, consistent and easy to use.  At present, knowledge is spread across ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS, SharePoint, emails and local folders.  These systems all have value, but without clear ownership and structure they can create confusion.

The framework should establish one agreed SharePoint area for LKS procedures and guidance, used by all sites and trusted by all staff.  Core procedures, training notes, troubleshooting guides, search guidance, inter-library loan processes and OpenAthens support documents should be stored there.

Each document should have an owner, version number, review date and clear title.  This would help staff know what is current, who is responsible for it and when it was last checked.  Outdated documents should be archived or removed.  Records containing personal data should be kept only as long as needed and disposed of securely, in line with UK GDPR data minimisation requirements (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2021).
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Knowledge sharing matters more in a four-site service than it might in a single location.  If useful knowledge stays with one person or one site, it never becomes organisational knowledge.  It becomes that site’s way of doing things.

The framework should include practical, regular ways to share learning across the service.  Quarterly knowledge-sharing sessions, short team updates, cross-site shadowing, CPD feedback and shared troubleshooting notes on SharePoint would all help.  If Morriston finds a better way to handle a common ALMA issue, the rest of the team should know about it.  If a staff member attends training on copyright or database searching, a short note or team discussion means the learning does not stop with them.
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Knowledge only has value when it is used.  For the LKS, implementation means applying knowledge to improve consistency, service quality and decision-making.  Updated procedures should be used in daily work.  ALMA data should inform service planning.  User feedback should shape training and current awareness activity, while learning from literature searches should improve future searches.

A procedure saved in a SharePoint folder nobody visits will not improve practice.  New or updated guidance should be introduced through team updates, short training or demonstration so staff know it exists and feel confident using it.

The framework should be reviewed quarterly.  This review should check whether documents are current, whether knowledge-sharing sessions have taken place, whether CPD learning has been captured, and whether KPIs show improvement.  This reflects Dalkir’s (2017) view that knowledge must be reviewed and used if it is to benefit the organisation.
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A knowledge management framework is only useful if it leads to action.  The actions are drawn from the issues identified in Section 3: fragmented storage, knowledge held by individual staff, inconsistent document control and limited review.  Dalkir’s (2017) KM lifecycle provides a useful structure because it covers knowledge creation, storage, sharing, use, review and disposal.  Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) SECI model is also relevant because several actions aim to turn tacit knowledge into shared organisational knowledge.  A summary of the proposed actions, responsibilities, timescales and success measures are provided in Appendix A.

The first priority should be a central SharePoint repository.  At present, guidance and procedures are not stored consistently across Morriston, Singleton, Neath Port Talbot and Cefn Coed.  Staff looking for a current procedure may find different versions depending on site or colleague.  Wiig (1993) argues that knowledge only creates value when it is organised and accessible, which applies directly here.

The second step should be a knowledge asset audit.  The LKS needs to know what it already holds before it can manage it properly.  This should include databases, systems, written procedures, staff expertise and site-specific knowledge.  In practice, much operational knowledge sits with individuals, especially around inter-library loans and literature search support.  That knowledge would be difficult to replace if staff left or moved roles.

Knowledge sharing sessions and CPD capture should address the same risk from another angle.  Rather than waiting for knowledge to be lost, these actions create regular chances to move it into shared formats.  This links to the SECI model because knowledge can move from individual practice into written guidance, then into wider use across the service (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).  However, this assumes staff have time to reflect and record learning, which is not always easy in a busy NHS setting.

Finally, quarterly KPI review is needed so the plan can be checked over time.  Kaplan and Norton (1996) argue that measures help turn strategy into action.  For the LKS, this means reviewing procedure updates, knowledge-sharing activity, CPD capture, staff confidence and user feedback.  The service should not measure only what is easy to count.  Literature search numbers show activity, but feedback and staff confidence may say more about whether knowledge management is improving.  Appendix A sets this out in table form so the actions can be monitored and reviewed over time.
[bookmark: _Toc230701945]Section 6:  Key Performance Indicators

KPIs are used to measure whether the proposed KM framework is working in practice.  Without clear measures, the LKS could introduce new processes without knowing whether they have made a real difference.  Kaplan and Norton (1996) argue that performance measures help organisations translate strategy into action.  In this report, KPIs turn the action plan into something that can be reviewed, questioned and adjusted over time.

For the SBUHB LKS, KPIs should measure both activity and quality.  Activity measures could include article requests, literature searches, OpenAthens queries, book issues and training sessions.  These figures show demand and help managers identify patterns across Morriston, Singleton, Neath Port Talbot and Cefn Coed.  A high number of literature searches may show demand, but not whether those searches helped staff make better decisions.

The LKS should therefore also use quality and impact measures.  These would include user satisfaction feedback on literature searches, completion rates for procedure reviews, CPD learning shared with the team and the number of knowledge sharing sessions held each year.  These measures show whether knowledge is being captured, shared and used.

The KPIs proposed in Appendix A links directly to the action plan in Section 5.  The central knowledge repository could be measured by the percentage of core procedures uploaded and reviewed.  Knowledge sharing sessions could be tracked by frequency and attendance.  CPD capture could be measured by the proportion of training events where learning is shared back with the team.

KPIs would help the LKS move from informal knowledge management to a more evidence-based approach. 
[bookmark: _Toc230701946]

Section 7:  Information Governance, Security and Intellectual Property

Information governance is part of knowledge management because the LKS handles borrower records, article request data, OpenAthens account information, internal procedures and licensed resources.  In an NHS setting, this information must be managed safely, legally and consistently.  UK GDPR requires personal data to be processed lawfully, kept accurate, protected and retained only for as long as necessary (Information Commissioner’s Office, 2021).

The CIA triad provides a practical way to consider information security in the LKS (Whitman & Mattord, 2021).  CIA stands for Confidentiality, Integrity and Availability.  Confidentiality means information should only be accessed by authorised staff, such as ALMA borrower records and OpenAthens account details.  Access controls, staff permissions and current information governance training help reduce inappropriate access.

Integrity means information should be accurate, complete and protected from unauthorised change.  This matters for borrower details, article request records and shared procedures.  Version control, document ownership and regular review help staff know which information is current and reliable.

Availability means information must be accessible when staff and users need it.  OpenAthens, HDAS, ALMA and SharePoint all support access to knowledge, but they depend on stable IT infrastructure.  Firewalls, anti-virus software, secure networks, backups and NHS IT policies help protect these systems, although the LKS has limited control over wider Health Board IT decisions.

Intellectual property is also relevant to daily LKS work. The service provides access to copyrighted journal articles, licensed databases and publisher materials.  Staff must follow copyright law and licence terms when sharing articles or search results (Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988).  Knowledge management must therefore support sharing without breaching legal or licence conditions.
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This report has shown that the SBUHB Library and Knowledge Service already manages knowledge through literature searches, article requests, OpenAthens support, ALMA records, SharePoint documents, and local procedures.   The issue is not a lack of knowledge.   The issue is whether that knowledge is captured, controlled, shared, and reviewed consistently across all four sites.
The main risks are fragmented storage, reliance on individual staff knowledge, inconsistent document control, and information governance pressure.   These can lead to duplicated work, outdated guidance, and the loss of useful knowledge when staff leave, move roles, or are absent.  In a multi-site NHS library service, this affects consistency and makes the service more dependent on individual memory than it should be.
The proposed framework offers a practical way to reduce these risks.  Wiig (1993) argues that knowledge creates value when it is organised and used, while Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995) SECI model explains how tacit knowledge can be shared more widely.  More recent healthcare KM research also supports the need to link systems, staff behaviour, and knowledge-sharing routines, rather than relying on technology alone (Ayatollahi & Zeraatkar, 2020).
The recommendations are realistic because they build on systems the LKS already uses.  A central SharePoint repository, clearer document ownership, regular knowledge sharing, stronger review processes, and practical KPIs would help the service make better use of what it already knows.  Knowledge management is not about creating a perfect system.  It is about helping the team capture what it knows, share it properly, and deliver a more consistent service across every site.
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Section 10:  Appendices
[bookmark: _Toc230701950]    Appendix A: Proposed Knowledge Management KPIs for SBUHB LKS

	KM Area

	Proposed Action

	KPI / Success Measure
	Target

	Lead Responsibility

	Review Timescale


	Knowledge storage
	Create one central SharePoint area for LKS procedures, guides and templates.
	Percentage of core procedures uploaded to the agreed SharePoint area.
	90% of core procedures uploaded within 6 months.
	Library Manager / nominated document owners
	Quarterly

	Knowledge capture
	Record repeated troubleshooting steps, such as OpenAthens access issues, ALMA workflow problems and common user enquiries.
	Number of short guides, screenshots or checklists created.
	At least 1 new guide per month for recurring issues.
	Senior Library Assistants / system leads
	Quarterly

	Tacit knowledge sharing
	Introduce short knowledge sharing sessions across Morriston, Singleton, Neath Port Talbot and Cefn Coed.
	Number of knowledge-sharing sessions held each year.
	Minimum of 4 sessions per year.
	Library Manager / team leads




	Quarterly

	CPD learning
	Ask staff to share learning from training, webinars or professional events.
	Percentage of CPD events where learning is shared back with the team.
	75% of relevant CPD activity shared.
	All staff / line managers
	Quarterly

	Knowledge asset audit
	Identify current knowledge assets, including systems, databases, procedures, staff expertise, site-specific knowledge, PCs and laptops.
	Completion of a knowledge asset audit.
	Audit completed within 6 months.
	Library Manager / nominated project lead
	Six-month review

	IT equipment and access





	Keep an up-to-date record of LKS PCs and laptops used to access ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS, SharePoint, emails and shared drives. Report faulty or outdated equipment through the correct NHS IT route.
	Percentage of LKS PCs and laptops checked for access, condition and suitability.
	100% of LKS PCs and laptops checked once per year.
	Library Manager / nominated site leads / NHS IT support
	Annually

	Retention and disposal
	Review outdated documents and remove or archive material no longer needed.
	Number of outdated documents archived, updated or removed.
	Annual review completed for all core documents.
	Document owners
	Annually

	User feedback
	Collect feedback on literature searches, training and information support.
	Number of feedback responses received and reviewed.
	Feedback reviewed twice per year.
	LKS staff / service lead
	Six-monthly



The targets are realistic for a busy NHS library service because they build on existing systems, including SharePoint, ALMA, OpenAthens, HDAS, PCs and laptops, rather than requiring major new spending.  IT equipment is included because knowledge management depends on staff being able to access the systems where knowledge is stored.  If access is limited, slow or unreliable, staff may struggle to retrieve procedures, update records, support users or share knowledge across sites.
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