
Faculty of Engineering and Physical Sciences 
 

Consultation on the Policy on Advising 
 

Summary of Comments 
 
• Consideration needs to be given on how the ‘Policy on Advising’ will be implemented in conjunction with 

the ‘Personalised Learning Policy’ as there is overlap between the two policies.  A decision is required on 
whether the new Policy will replace the existing Personalised Learning Policy, sit alongside it or if a 
new/revised Personalised Learning Policy is required. 
 
It is however stated in the Document Control Box that this Policy will supersede the ‘Policy on 
Personalised Learning’. 
 

• Generally, some School processes already in place are similar to what is proposed in the Policy, and those 
which are not specifically aligned are still effective and work for the School and in some cases exceed the 
requirements of the Policy. 

 
• Schools would welcome sufficient flexibility within the Policy, which would be monitored/checked by the 

Faculty.  In addition, the University could provide guidance and best practice to help Schools further. 
 

• Schools would like more flexibility with the first meeting to be scheduled, Welcome Week is not 
necessarily a good time 

 
• If a student wants to change their Advisor, then a reason should be provided by the student (as per the 

Personalised Learning Policy). 
 
• A number of ‘advisor’ roles are mentioned within the Policy, what is the individual remit of these roles, as 

they can be interpreted differently and in some cases one person fulfils all roles? Can the Advisor be the 
Personal Tutor as they meet regularly with their students? 

 
• Issues were raised with the frequency of meetings stated and whether this supersedes previous 

guidance? 
 
• A timetable/schedule for meetings in Year 4 has not been included (Part 2) 

 
• Concerns with the need for a Senior Advisor and whether this person would cover both UG and PGT? 

 
• How are Senior Advisors expected to gather student feedback on their experience of Advising, via their 

Advisors, or meeting with students themselves to gather feedback, or a survey? 
 

• The Policy does not align well for PGT students: 
o in particular the meeting to be arranged in Welcome Week as many PGT students do not arrive in 

Welcome Week 
o Programme Directors and Dissertation Supervisors act as Advisors for PGT students which works 

well 
o More emphasis should be given on employability & careers guidance for PGT students as is 

mentioned for UG students 
 

• It states that the role ‘should be undertaken by an appropriately trained member of academic staff’ (5.1).   
o Will training be provided and by whom?   
o Are probationers allowed to be Advisors?  

 
• It is assumed the academic promotions criteria will be updated in order to recognise high quality 

performance in Advising? 
o When will the institutional award scheme be developed and implemented? 

 



School Comment 1 Comment 2 Comment 3 Comment 4 Comment 5

Chemistry

If students want to change their advisor I think they should provide a 
reason to the appropriate person and it should not be an automatic right. 
This will prevent 'popular' staff being oversubscribed and allow genuine 
cases to be accommodated as well as identify any issues with specific 
advisors. The advisor should be the personal tutor who meets the student 
regularly anyway and may pick up on potential problems e.g. attendance 
or health

I don't have many problems with the overall aims of the 
document but I do have a problem with the time 
commitments that it puts in as a bare minimum for individual 
meetings.  On page 6 it suggests two meetings in semester 
one (15–20 mins) plus one in semester two (15–20 mins).  
With six personal tutees in four year groups that's 24 people 
x 3 meetings = 72 meetings. 72 x 15 mins = 18 hours. The 1 
hour given for prep/record keeping - is that per student or 
per semester?  Either way I am loath to agree to a guideline 
document that takes away over two working days of a year 
when people are already stretched with commitments.  The 
meeting guidelines on pages 8 and 9 look very much like 
they could mostly be done in a group tutorial, with minor 
things covered in a 5-minute individual chat

It all seems reasonable to me although I would 
query the phrase: Section 5.1 “The advising role 
should be: undertaken by an appropriately trained 
member of academic staff”.  Far be it from me to 
wish to increase the burden of administration but as 
far as I am aware I have had no formal training in 
being an advisor at Manchester

This appears reasonable to me, our existing system 
appears to fit with what is proposed. I didn't notice any 
major problems.  I note that the timetable of meetings 
etc. only covers 3-year courses - again (as with exam 
regs in the past) UG 4-year, i.e. MChem, courses do not 
appear to be understood centrally!

CEAS

Concern about the need for a Senior Advisor * The role stresses 
‘academic support’ “e.g., reviewing a student’s assessments and 
achievements across their programme of study and giving guidance on 
where and how to improve”; this description could be overly generously 
interpreted by students * Point 4.6 invites abuse. The pastoral support 
people should be given a reason, or students can just chop and change 
as and when they wish

Guidance is inconsistent -  p. 6 states “Frequency of 
meetings: Advisors will meet with their students at least 
twice a semester…”. (Also, what is a non face-to-face 
meeting?) * Training and “qualification”… p. 3 Notes need for 
appropriately trained member of Academic staff; p. 6 
notes appropriately qualified and experienced 
Advisor.  Will training be provided? * p. 7 suggests that 
“appropriate mechanisms are in place to recognise high 
quality performance in Advising via recognition within the 
academic promotions criteria”.

First years – why insist on one-to-one meetings if 
weekly group tutorials are being held? * Pet Eng 
(joint hons programme) – it would be expected that 
BOTH CEAS and SEAES provide AAs, which seems 
unnecessarily resource-intensive * New guidance 
wants continuity for the whole degree – this may be 
difficult for industrial experience programmes? * The 
guidance could do more to emphasise that they do 
not pertain to PGR students. Point 2 notes that 
ALL students need support and point 3.1 notes that 
the policy is for UG and PGT students.

The arrangements don’t work well for PGT students. 
The guidance expects them to be guaranteed one-to-
one support. This means that a large number of 
academic staff will be assigned PGT tutees and 
continuity throughout the degree. The current 
arrangement of having programme director as Advisor 
until Semester 2 works fine. Then Sem 2 and Sem 3 are 
handled by dissertation supervisor. The guidance is 
inconsistent – first meeting should be “within two 
weeks” of start of Sem 1 (p. 9) … or “within two weeks 
of arrival” (p. 6). Also, many students arrive more than 
two weeks late…

SEAES

SEAES believes this draft policy on advisement is, in general, an 
improvement on the current personalised learning policy.  Several items 
do require additional comment and clarification, however; We believe 
much of the information presented here should be “guidance” rather than 
“policy".  Different schools should do what works (or has worked) best for 
them.  Innovation is borne out of the independence and 
flexibility to try new things, even if those things don’t work out the 
first time.  The university should expect that schools conduct advisement 
as a matter of policy, but how that is implemented will vary by school. 
 The TLG can help by presenting a series of best practices and guidance 
to assist schools in developing their own advisement programme that 
works best for them.  This guidance is useful in that regard.

The guidance offered in Part 2 for the minimum content of 
the various meetings is welcomed by academics who need 
more guidance about what should be discussed at each stage 
* For joint programmes operated by two or more schools, 
requiring separate advisors in each school risks causing 
confusion for the students and the supervisors, allowing 
problems to slip between the cracks because each school is 
assuming the other is handling the problem.  We suggest 
requiring only one advisor in the school that leads joint 
programmes * The policy states, “Advisors will meet with 
their students at least twice a semester, at least once by 
means of a face-to-face meeting.”  How is a meeting defined 
if not face-to-face?  For almost all students, the frequency of 
a face-to-face contact with the students of twice a semester 
can be time consuming for academics with large numbers of 
advisees.  By the time all the students have been scheduled 
for their first meeting of the semester, it is time to start 
scheduling a second consultation.  We therefore wish to 
emphasize that the twice-a-semester contact can be met by 
one email contact and one face-to-face meeting.

The stated roles of academic advisors provides a 
long list of expectations that are not feasible for any 
one individual to possess: develop skills for 
employment, citizenship, and entrepreneurship. 
 Instead, advisors should point students towards 
resources and encourage them to take up 
opportunities.  The implication that advisors should 
be involved in teaching citizenship is potentially 
discriminatory language against non-UK citizen 
academics * Some of the language in the document 
can be dense and impersonal.  For example, what 
does it mean “to work with students to build 
personal academic relationships”? * The expectation 
to have meetings during welcome week can be 
difficult because many students are only setting up 
their university email accounts during this week. 
 Even two weeks into the semester may be difficult 
to arrange.  More flexibility is needed on this 
requirement

The expectation that students see advisors as someone 
who can offer "confidential help and advice" about 
pastoral issues opens up legal troubles for the university. 
 How can any academic offer “help and advice” to 
students with mental illness, learning disabilities, or 
other sensitive issues, which require specialized training 
and guidance?  By codifying in a formal university policy 
that students can expect advisors to offer “confidential 
help and advice”, the university is exposed to legal 
challenges for having untrained academics handling 
particularly delicate matters.  It is not feasible nor 
desirable to have academics take on this role * The 
policy states that Schools are expected to “ensure that 
all students on taught programmes are assigned [sic.] 
appropriately qualified and experienced Advisor prior to 
or on arrival.”  How can academics become advisors for 
the first time if they are already expected to be 
experienced?  This sentence needs rewording.

On page 9, Meeting 1 for the PGT programmes: 
 No mention is made of exploring with the 
student "what ambitions they have after their 
degree”, a point that is specifically mentioned for 
undergraduates, but not for PGT students. 
 Discussing this topic is as important, if not more 
important, for PGT students * That the document 
allows multiple people to fill the nominal role of 
“advisor” (for example, one person for academic 
advising and one for pastoral support, as well as 
additional academic support through additional 
skill training directed within the programme) 
allows for different schools to interpret the rules 
in ways that benefits the specific programmes 
within each school.  Some schools may prefer to 
have these roles be served by the same person.



Computer 
Science

We're very much behind the spirit of the policy as outlined in Point 2, 
however in its current form the proposal is largely incompatible with the 
arrangements we currently have, and which we think exceed and improve 
upon those outlined in the proposal in almost all respects. Implementing 
the letter of the proposal would leave us with a less effective form of 
Advising role overall, and at UG level would require significant 
restructuring of the way we teach * Amount of flexibility: the document 
states in Policy 4.3 and 4.7 that implementation should be based on local 
context, but the document seems to provide no flexibility at all.  It even 
states how often meetings should be held and when! * Expectations on 
advisors: it is suggested that Advisors should be able to "assist students 
in developing skills vital to employment, entrepreneurship and citizenship" 
- in two 20 minute meetings a year in which they are also doing lots of 
other things.  This is unrealistic * Personal Advisor. There are ‘personal 
advisors’, ‘academic advisors’ and ‘personal tutors’ in this document.  Too 
many indistinguishable roles * ‘Take an interest in their development 
throughout their academic career’: This seems to imply ‘after their current 
programme’, which seems a bit unlikely!  If it means ‘duration of their 
programme’ perhaps it should say so explicitly. Even without such a 
scope, it seems naive - under this scheme at PGT level the advisors will 
meet their advisees twice: they will barely recognise them in the corridor! 
 

This is an overview of our current UG model: Year 1 : 
students are allocated a personal tutor and become part of a 
tutorial group (typically 5 or 6 students), which meets face to 
face on a weekly basis. The tutorials include pastoral, career 
and academic support that exceeds that in the proposal. 
Tutor groups work together during the whole of the first year 
on a technical group project (a 20 credit course unit), with 
the tutor acting as a facilitator. Year 2 : students once again 
are allocated a personal tutor and tutor group; where 
possible we retain the groups and tutors from the first year 
but this cannot be guaranteed (because of changes in staff 
duties or where groups have become too small). Tutors meet 
their groups fortnightly, covering academic and pastoral 
material. Year 3: students undertake a substantial piece of 
individual work under the supervision of a member of staff. It 
is rare for a student's supervisor to be the same as their 
previous tutor(s). Face to face meetings are held weekly, 
nominally for an hour. They primarily cover the technical 
content of the project, but also touch on pastoral and career 
issues.

Each year is overseen by a Year Tutor, who is 
responsible for the smooth running of the tutorials / 
projects, and who acts as a backup in the case 
where a student does not feel comfortable talking to 
their personal tutor. We feel that this process meets 
or exceeds the principles set out in the proposal, 
with the following exceptions: 1) It's unlikely that a 
student will have the same advisor for the duration 
of their studies, especially in the third year. 
2)Students cannot arbitrarily decide to switch 
advisor, since that would be highly disruptive to 
their tutorial groups (though they can at any time 
speak to the year tutor, who can take over as 
advisor in the case of serious problems). We're 
confident that what we do at the moment provides 
excellent support to our students, and are 
concerned that implementing the policy as it stands 
would damage that; in particular, having an 
additional advisor over and above the 
tutors/supervisors would be confusing, and most 
likely would undermine the relationship with 
members of staff that our students currently value. 

At PGT, each Programme has a student-facing 
programme director whose role it is to provide academic 
guidance to students (we have a student support office 
for other topics) and to support students through 
difficulties.  The people in these posts are chosen 
carefully, are highly visible to students, and are readily 
available.  Our PTES scores are among the highest in the 
university * This document seems to have been written 
from an UG perspective, and makes no sense at PGT (at 
least how we are organised).  At PGT we have no 
possible role for weekly tutorials, so there is no 
meaningful relationship to attach advising to * The 
proposal is to create a superficial (I think mostly token) 
relationship with a member of staff who most likely has 
no other contact with the student.  It will be difficult to 
police centrally, and there is a risk that students will 
receive bad advice from poorly informed staff. Often 
meetings will not happen * Token relationships are not 
good - why would anyone imagine that it is better to 
meet twice a year with someone who has no idea who 
you are or what you are doing than to have the right to 
access a Programme Director who knows that it is 
his/her job to be available, and who knows the ropes?

The costs of this would be high for us.  Lets 
imagine that we spread the work evenly: Every 
member of staff has 3 advisees at PGT level. 
 They must: (i) arrange two meetings that are 
minuted (1 hour for each to arrange, carry out, 
and minute); (ii) have some other contact (say 15 
minutes).  Lets assume that each student makes 
1 approach per year - as the member of staff has 
no idea what they are doing, it takes them 1 hour 
to find out and respond, whereas the Programme 
Director would be much quicker * Total time per 
advisor - 3 hours 15 minutes. This is 170 * 3.5 
hours = 595 hours. This is almost exactly the 
average assigned duties for academics in the 
school, so 1FTE! * I guess we save no time for 
the Programme Directors, as they will have to 
tidy up the mess, and we create another 
administrative job to assign advisors (and 
monitor that meetings are taking place??!!).

MACE
Easy for us to implement as can fit into what we currently do Is NAP training of staff sufficient?

How often should these be topped up through 
Sessions at Away day

Year 4 mentioned briefly but missing from table as year 
3?

Maths
Overall the suggested principles of the advising role and timetable of 
meetings doesn’t differ significantly from our current situation and so we 
would be able to satisfy the requirements in the policy. 

In 4.1 we would welcome an academic advisor from each 
School involved in a joint programme. We currently provide 
AAs for Maths and Physics and Computer Science and Maths 
students, even though these students are registered with the 
other School. There is no similar arrangement in the partner 
schools for our other joint honours programmes but we feel 
there should be

In 4.2 would the Senior Advisor be the same person 
for both UG and PGT programmes? * In 5.1 we 
would like some clarification on what is meant by 
‘appropriately trained’ in the first bullet point

In the Guidance section ‘personal tutor’ is mentioned. Is 
that a different role to the academic advisor ?

We think the list of prompts for discussion topics 
in the schedule of meetings on p8 is helpful

Materials

The School currently has a well-established system for Advising based on 
the previous/existing University guidance on the role of the Personal 
Tutor/Academic Adviser. Generally this draft policy fits the policy we have 
in place. The School welcomes the opportunity to develop the system it 
has in place in view of the new policy, however where it is felt aspects of 
the existing School policy are effectively working, the preference would 
be that the policy offers sufficient flexibility to allow for local adaptation

The policy gives an outline of the frequency of contact – does 
this supersede the previous guidance which required students 
to see a Personal Tutor/Academic Adviser every week? * 
Permission to change tutor – the School has concerns about 
the practicality of allowing students to change tutor without 
good reason. It is highly likely this will be unmanageable and 
students will excessively request a change of tutor from 
‘unpopular’ members of staff.  

On page 3 line 3 it states advisors should also take 
initiative in arranging meeting in welcome week. 
With regards to PGT where 95% are overseas – a 
significant proportion of students are not here in 
welcome week. Perhaps this sentence should be 
rephrased to 'meet within 1 week post-arrival at 
Manchester' or similar * Point 5.1 states that the 
Adviser role should ‘be undertaken by an 
appropriately trained member of staff’ – what is the 
required training? Who will provide the training? The 
School finds the wording of this clause concerning. 
The implication is that the School will have to 
provide much more significant ‘training’ in the role 
and we question the resource and practicality of 
this.

Guidelines Part 1 (page 6) ‘Role of the School’ requires
the School to assign an appropriately qualified and
experienced adviser prior to the student arriving. It is
not always possible to make the assignments prior to the
student arriving as this level of information is not always
known * We prefer the system we already have in the
School for the allocation of Advisers for PGT whereby the 
Adviser also becomes the project supervisor. It is
impossible to make these allocations before week 5 as
this allows time for students to pick projects. The School
believes this to be the most efficient use of staff time
and also best for the student experience i.e. consistency
throughout the year. During the period of time from
welcome week to project supervisor allocation, the
Programme Co-ordinator fulfils the Adviser role.    

Further clarification on what the expectations of
‘qualification and experience’ (part 1 page 6) are
needed e.g. does this rule out staff on probation?
What is the expectation of ‘training’ etc * Page 6
specifies meeting time preparation / record
keeping – 1 hour but does not specify if this is 1
hour student time, or 1 hour academic time, or
split, or per student * The School could
practically nominate a Senior Adviser for the
School, but in practical terms there would have to
be a ‘Deputy’ Senior Adviser for each grouping of
programmes * The School is surprised that the
students union is not involved in the consultation
stage – would it be better to consult with the
student body earlier in the process?



 
 
 
Response to the Draft Policy on Advising from 
The School of Electrical and Electronic Engineering 

 
I have been a student advisor for many years now and understand the importance of 
the role.  The policy on advising makes a good case for allowing students essential 
access to staff who can provide support, guidance, advice and encouragement.  The 
advising process that is in place in the School of Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
(EEE) already provides far more help than the scheme envisaged by the new policy 

 
In EEE we have a tiered tutor/advisor system for our undergraduates, where 
the tutors provide technical and pastoral support.  Each student is allocated a 
set of tutors, one in the first year, a second in the second year, a third in the 
third year and two more should the student go on to the MEng year. Our MSc 
taught students are allocated an advisor for the year, who is the equivalent of 
the undergraduate tutor, but they also have a dissertation supervisor who 
acts as a second advisor during the period of the  dissertation project. 

 
We believe it is essential that students get to know two, three or five 
tutors/advisors, depending on their course, reasonably well in order that 
tutors can provide advice, support and for example, employment references. 
All students in the first, second and fourth year meet with their tutors at least 
once a week in groups, however, personal issues are dealt with on an 
individual basis.  Third year students meet with their tutors on a group and 
individual basis.  Additionally, each year has a Year Tutor (UG) or Course 
Director (PG) who can be consulted by students should the need arise.  MSc 
students meet with their advisor a couple of times in each of the semesters 
and once a week with their dissertation advisor.  Our system has received 
overwhelming praise from our professional body the Institution of Engineering 
and Technology (IET) and our Industrial Advisory Group. 

 
Our tutorial/advisory system employs the services of the majority of the 
academic staff in the School.  These same people would, under the new policy, 
each have to take on an extra role as a second advisor, which would seem 
superfluous as they already perform this function as tutors. 

 
We tried, a few years ago, to implement a system of separate advisors each 
of whom was allocated a first year student.  The joint systems of tutors and 
advisors caused confusion for our students and they did not or could not 
embrace the extra advisory system which became extinct. 

 
Our tutorial/advisory system is not perfect and we are always happy to 
improve it, however, I believe that it fosters a much more effective 
academic partnership than that of a system where students only see their 
advisor three times a year. 

 
As our tutorial system forms an integrated part of our teaching, learning and 
pastoral care, we are extremely reluctant and disappointed to be forced to change 
something that works very well. 

 

 
 

Reply from Professor Richard Reece 
“It is inevitable that Schools will want to interpret things to fit in with their local context. As you 
say, 'normally’ we would expect the activities described to be undertaken by one (or perhaps 
two) individual(s) for the sakes of consistency and accountability. However, providing that the 
activities are being undertaken, and that it is crystal clear to the students where they should go 
for what, then I am fairly relaxed about the absolute mechanism of delivery”. 

 



Proposed Advising Policy 

School of Law Response 

(2015-2015) 

 

The Law School is grateful for the opportunity to engage with this draft Faculty academic 

advising policy and to develop the academic advising model currently in operation. The 

policy has been discussed by the Teaching and Learning Committee and the concerns and 

recommendations expressed in this document reflect the views of the Committee. While, in 

general, the draft policy reflects the current practice in the School of Law, some provisions of 

the draft policy have raised concerns which are set out in this document. The document also 

sets out recommendations for consideration as to how these concerns may appropriately be 

addressed by the draft policy. 

 

The main issues addressed in this response are:  

 
1. Continuity of Support for Academic Advisees ............................................................................... 2 

2. Leading the Academic Advising Relationship ................................................................................ 2 

3.     Academic Advisor Alteration ......................................................................................................... 3 

4. Training for Academic Advisors ..................................................................................................... 4 

5. Frequency and Type of Meetings .................................................................................................... 5 

6. Academic Advising for Distance Learning Students ...................................................................... 6 

7. Academic Advising Toolkit ............................................................................................................ 6 

  



1. Continuity of Support for Academic Advisees 
 

1.1.Draft Policy 

 

The draft policy intimates in section 4.4 that academic members of staff will take 

responsibility for a particular academic advisee and that this responsibility will remain with 

the member of staff for the duration of the programme of the academic advisee. 

 

1.2.Concern  

 

There was a concern expressed within the School as to how or whether such continuity 

should be maintained at a time when staff members are on study leave. Presently, academic 

advisees are moved temporarily to another member of staff during this period. However, this 

draft policy suggests that the staff member may retain some responsibility for the student 

even during this period. This could have significant repercussions for staff mobility and 

research time during this period. 

 

1.3.Recommendation 

 

The School recommend that the draft policy clarify whether academic advisors retain 

responsibility for academic advisees during study leave periods and, if so, how such a policy 

can be implemented. 

 

2. Leading the Academic Advising Relationship 
 

2.1.Draft Policy 

 

The draft policy provides in section 4.5 for a model of academic advising which is academic 

advisor-led, as opposed to academic advisee-led.  The policy specifically requires academic 

advisors to make contact which their students at least twice per semester and at least one of 

these meetings should be through face-to-face contact. 

 

2.2.Concern 



 

While it is appreciated that contact with academic advisees is crucial, there was a concern 

expressed that the model proposed is led by academic advisors and requires academic 

advisors to take positive action to meet students face-to-face and to insist upon meetings with 

students over certain intervals. It was felt that his could be interpreted negatively by students, 

many of whom may consider this to be invasive. Many students find it difficult to come 

forward and meet with academic members of staff and would not view this requirement in a 

positive light. 

 

2.3.Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that rather than imposing an academic advisor-led model, an academic 

advisee-led model should be encouraged. Academic advisors should be required to publicise 

their contact hours for students and to encourage students to utilise these contact hours to 

come and meet with their academic advisor. Academic advisors should inform students that 

they are available twice a semester to meet with them, whether or not they have any issues. It 

was recommended that this should be made available to students and encouraged but not 

made a requirement.   

 

3. Academic Advisor Alteration 
 

3.1. Draft Policy 

 

The draft policy indicates at sections 4.6 and 4.7 that students will be permitted to change 

their academic advisor upon request, with no good reason, and that the Senior Advisor / Head 

of School should facilitate this change.  

 

3.2. Concern 

 

Current practice in the School of Law provides that students are not allowed to change their 

academic advisor without the permission of the Senior Advisor / School Tutor and without 

giving good reason for this change. Changes of academic advisors are only made as a last 



resort when all other efforts to deal with the issue at hand have failed (this is rare). The 

reason for this position is that all members of academic staff within the Law School are 

appointed as academic advisors, no credits are awarded to staff for this role and if changes 

were allowed to be made at the request of students, there is a danger that ‘high demand’ 

academic advisors would be overloaded with academic advisees with no additional credit for 

this increased workload. 

 

3.3. Recommendation 

 

Students should only be allowed to change academic advisors, with good reason and as a last 

resort, after consultation with the Senior Advisor / School Tutor. 

 

4. Training for Academic Advisors 
 

4.1. Draft Policy 

 

The draft policy intimates at section 5.1 that the role of academic advisor should only be 

undertaken by appropriately trained members of academic staff. However, this conflicts 

slightly with the definition of “advisor” set out in Part I: Roles and Responsibilities where an 

“advisor” is defined as “an appropriately trained or member of academic staff”. This indicates 

that there may be academic advisors appointed who are appropriately trained but who are not 

members of academic staff. Even, if it is to be assumed that only academic members of staff 

may become academic advisors, the draft policy requires that such staff be “appropriately 

trained”. 

 

4.2. Concern 

 

There is no formal training for academic advisors in the Law School, although ad hoc 

sessions are made available on specific issues, e.g. careers and employability. Formal training 

at a school level has been attempted in the past. However, due to a very poor uptake, this has 

not been repeated. The School is aware that training is provided for new members of 

academic staff via HNAP. 



4.3. Recommendations 

 

The definition of academic advisor should be clarified (i.e. is it an academic member of staff 

with training in academic advising?).  

 

If training is to be provided, then this should occur centrally in the first instance (perhaps 

through HNAP or other courses) and additional training should be included in the induction 

programme for new academic staff members. 

 

5. Frequency and Type of Meetings 
 

5.1. Draft Policy 

 

Preference is indicated within the draft policy (Part 2) for one-to-one meetings as opposed to 

group meetings. The policy also proposes 3 one-to-one meetings during Year 1 and twice in 

subsequent years and for postgraduate students, including in study abroad years and 

placement years. (Part II) 

 

5.2. Concern 

 

Current school policy is more oriented towards group, rather than one-to-one meetings, 

although one-to-one sessions during contact hours are encouraged. The Law School currently 

provides more meetings than is required under the policy (3 times a semester for Year 1 and 2 

times a semester for Years 2-3).  There is no evidence to suggest that mandatory one-to-one 

meetings are required or desired by students (as discussed above) and this could have the 

effect of intimidating, rather than supporting, students. 

 

5.3. Recommendations 

 

Group meetings 3 times a year (Year 1) or 2 times a year (years 2and 3) should be 

encouraged but not required. Students should be encouraged to attend the designated contact 

hours for one-to-one assistance. 



6. Academic Advising for Distance Learning Students 
 

6.1. Draft Policy 

There is no mention in the draft policy of the importance of academic advising to distance 

learning students and to the need for a clear policy on the responsibility of academic advisors 

towards such students. 

 

6.2. Concern 

A concern was expressed that distance learning students require academic advising support at 

similar levels to other students, and, in many cases, require specialised support given that 

their position leaves them more vulnerable than other students. 

 

6.3. Recommendation 

It was recommended that the policy should refer expressly to distance learning students and 

the academic advising responsibilities of each School towards these students. 

 

7. Academic Advising Toolkit 
 

7.1. Draft Policy 

 

An agenda for meetings between advisors and advisees is set out in Part II of the draft policy. 

The School of Law support this toolkit. 

 

7.2. Recommendations 

 

The ‘toolkit’, which essentially sets out the agenda for each of the academic advisor meetings 

appears sensible and the items for discussion are very useful. The addition of a feedback 

logbook would perhaps focus greater attention on the issue of feedback (for NSS purposes). 



Feedback from MBS on academic advising policy: 

The policy has been discussed at Teaching & Learning Committee, where general feedback has 
highlighted some concerns about the policy, specifically in terms of the role of the ‘senior advisor’, 
implications for resources and the extent to which the policy would apply to blended learning 
programmes, including the Global MBA. The policy has also been discussed in activity areas (UG, 
PGT, MBA) and in Divisions (IMP & MOMS have provided comments).  

Comments returned from MBS Undergraduate Strategy Working Group regarding the draft Policy 
on Advising 

3. Scope 

Within the bullet point ‘preparation for careers and life after graduation’ it was felt that one of the 
examples should be the role an Advisor has in writing a reference for a student.   

4. Policy 

4.1 - It was felt that 4.1 does not adequately reflect the model that some Schools have where PSS 
staff provide a substantial element of pastoral support to students, rather than this being included in 
the Advisor role.  The ‘these academics will provide academic guidance and/or personal support to 
their Advisees’ moves away from the professionalisation of pastoral support across PSS staff which, 
in MBS for example, works in tandem with the Advising scheme.  It is therefore assumed that if a 
School has a model whereby the key role of the Advisor is to provide academic guidance alongside a 
good knowledge of how the School provides wider personal support to students (through PSS staff) 
and how to refer students on in a sensitive manner, then this is within the ‘spirit’ of this policy. 

4.2 – There may be issues with large Schools identifying one Senior Advisor who would act in this 
capacity across all activity areas.   

4.6 – Strong concern was expressed about a student being permitted to change their Advisor 
without being required to give a reason for this request.  This could be very problematic for Advising 
schemes where formal contact is embedded within the curriculum and impacts on summative 
assessment (presentations for example). 

5. Principles of the Advising Role 

First bullet point - How will the University support Schools in ensuring that those undertaking an 
Advising role are ‘appropriately trained’?  How is ‘appropriately’ defined? 

Second bullet point – How will the University support Schools in ensuring participation and 
engagement by students?  If the onus is on the Advisor to make the initial contact with students  (as 
it should be) then in cases where there is no participation or engagement from a student, will there 
be guidance for Advisors in terms of what is considered acceptable in terms of making further repeat 
contact? 

Fifth bullet point advises that the Advising role should be delivered consistently and be available to 
all taught students.  What further advice is going to be provided in terms of how this is delivered 
across blended / distance delivery programmes where students are not based in Manchester?  This 



policy is very much geared to students on campus and so there are concerns about this being 
replicated with students who are not. 

The final bullet point advising that the role should ‘be based on one-to-one meetings between a 
student and an academic member of staff which are scheduled at regular points during the academic 
year’ seems to contradict itself to point 4.5 of the policy which advises that only one face to face 
meeting is required per semester. 

5.3 Concern was expressed that a student having more than one Advisor, particularly students on 
joint programmes, could cause real problems in terms of consistency of message and having clear 
lines of responsibility.   

It is also assumed that programmes where Schools provide input into the teaching and may often be 
termed as ‘joint programmes’, i.e. BA Econ A&F pathways are not within the scope of ‘joint honours’ 
programmes and so would not need to have an Advisor from both areas of study that contribute to 
their award.  This would have a significant resource implication. 

Guidance document 

It is felt that there is not sufficient mention within this documentation about the role an Advisor has 
(both Academic and/or Personal) in writing references for students. 

 (UG Services): we need to think very carefully about the statement at the end 
re: joint programmes.  If programmes like MLBM, BA Econ A&F, BA Econ Business Studies are 
considered to be joint programmes then there will be significant resource issues for both MBS and 
SoSS in particular in having an advisor from each of the contributing Schools. 

 (UG Director): Not only are resource issues involved, but also the potential for 
students to get different advice from the two different advisors. 

 

Consultation on Academic Advising Policy: MBS PGT 

Comparison with existing schemes: 

We currently have a personal tutor system that seems broadly compliant with the proposed policy. 
We see our personal tutees at least twice in the first semester in the form of an introduction 
meeting and a meeting to discuss their formative assignment. We have no scheduled meetings in 
the second semester but are likely to see the tutees at some stage. In the last few years we have 
asked personal tutors to organise a meeting with those students whose performance in the first 
semester was a cause of concern. It would not be too onerous to formally record these meetings or 
to introduce some greater structure in the second semester (although we should take into account 
that most students don't express a need for such meetings).  

Implementation: 

I support this scheme in principle because I agree with the benefits that it brings to the PGT 
students. However, I think there should be clearer details on how it is going to be implemented, 



especially in MBS. On our large Masters programmes with dozens of students, I would imagine that 
there would have to be a number of members of staff undertaking this role, as evident in the UG 
Advising system. So my question is if there is, or there should be, a maximum Academic Advisor to 
Student ratio? Should the Programme Director also act as one of the Academic Advisors?  

There is reference in the document about the potential role of a Personal Advisor, who can also act 
as, or in conjunction with, an Academic Advisor. I feel there has to be a clearer definition of this role, 
i.e., how it differs from, if at all, from that of an Academic Advisor, and whether our academics 
should be asked to take this role. 

For various reasons we don't see much in a credit bearing course. For one thing, the current system 
seems effective and the added value seems minor. Moreover, we simply cannot fit in another 
module with credits. All of our modules are essential to our programme professional accreditation 
and we therefore are not in the position to replace any.  

There is concern re (a) the unspecified ‘appropriate training’ for the role of advisor; (b) the need to 
ensure that any further development has input from staff who will be the advisors; (c) whether the 
scheme should be designed around one or two advisors per student; and (d) whether this would be 
implemented as an additional parallel course such as a ‘Personal Development and Career’ module. 

For PGT students, it would seem important for Advisors to be familiar with the discipline students 
are studying (e.g. Marketing, Operations Management etc). This limits the pool of academic staff 
who can act as Advisors to students on specific programmes; this could be a particular issue in the 
case of programmes with high student numbers. 

Workload considerations: 

Given that an Advisor will have to meet with students individually at least twice per year (30 minutes 
each student per year), the contact hours for a group of 20 MSc students may amount to 10 hours 
per year and potentially more if any follow-up discussions are required. I feel that these hours 
should be recognised properly and that they should be reflected by the WAM points appropriately. 

One of the main concerns regards the resources or the workload allocation to run such formal 
academic advising scheme. It is not clear what the impact of the scheme on resources is. For all MBS 
PGT students (1,000) this would total a minimum of 2,000 meetings per year. There are concerns 
regarding the implications of the scheme for the allocation of resources.  Moreover re resource 
allocation and as an example, a similar scheme is already in place for MBS UG Programmes with an 
allocation of 70 PACT hours per year is specified for academic staff mentoring approx. 15 students. 
As far as I know this scheme is working well. Calculating the WAM hours for the current MBS PGT 
numbers (~1,000), it adds up to over 4,650 pact hours per year. 

It obviously would be nice to hear how we receive workload allocation for this formalisation. 

 
 (MBA Director):  

4.1 
The personal support would be provided by our administrative staff.  Academic advice - this is not 
feasible if the academic is required to be contributing substantively to their degree programme.      
I¹m assuming the expectation is that these would be full time faculty. 



In the case of the Global MBA we only have 5 full time faculty who contribute substantively, i.e., are 
core course coordinators.  If we expected them to take on this role then we are looking at c. 400 
students per academic 

 

4.5 
See point 4.1 above  if they did contact their students twice per semester then that would be 800 
contact points per semester!  Also face-to-face contacts are not possible. 
 

 (Global MBA): 
I will list below how support is delivered on the global plus a few other comments: 

- All students are provided with feedback and a grade for written assignments 
- Global MBA courses either have e-tutors or e-facilitators 

o The majority of core courses will have an e-tutor and the e-tutor deliver online 
tutorials (between 2-5 to sessions and delivered twice to take into account different 
time zones, they are also recorded).  The e-tutor will also respond to queries on 
Blackboard and can also provide support as and when requested by a student 

o An e-facilitator is similar to the e-tutor role, however, delivering online tutorials is 
not a requirement for this role.  Approval can be granted for delivery of an online 
tutorial if there is sufficient need. 

- The academic team  can also 
provide academic support and guidance 

- Pastoral support is typically provided by the student adviser.  The student adviser is an 
administrative member of staff based at one of our centres.  Support staff provide guidance 
and support to students and if their query is academic related, they will either be passed 
over to the e-tutor or MBA, Associate, Projects MBA Director. 

- All students are invited to take part in the MBA Prep course.  As well as providing 
information about support, students are also given the opportunity to complete the 
practical study skills course, delivered by two academics.  Students are given the opportunity 
to submit a non-assessed piece of work and receive feedback.   

-  Students are informed at induction about the levels of support available 
 

I don’t feel the careers section is relevant as Global MBA students will typically be in full-time 
employment and a number are also sponsored by their employers.  There is a Global Careers Service 
which provide support and guidance to the students.  I’m sure  has already mentioned that 
many of the academic on the Global MBA programme are adjunct faculty. 

 (IMP Division): One of the consultation documents recently circulated in IMP division 
is ‘university policy of student advising’. I have a minor comment on this relating to Section 5.1 (first 
bullet point) on p. 3, where it is stated that the advising role should be undertaken by appropriately 
trained member of academic staff. 

Maybe need clarification in the document on what type of training provision is available for the 
academic advisor and personal advisor roles? Is this university wide training or something that can 
be provided at School or Faculty level?  Also should there be any special requirement for 
probationary lecturing staff who need to familiarise themselves with this type of role? (e.g. 
embedded within the probation period). 

 



 (MOMS Division):  
 I completely understand that students need access to the kind 

of advice and support detailed within the document. However, I feel equally strongly that academic 
staff are not the right people to offer it.  This is based on many meetings with students, most of 
whom wanted advice in areas better served by other people. To give you some examples: 

• "I don't understand what to do for my essay", "I think I've been marked too harshly" etc - 
where this was an essay I had set, I was willing and able to comment. However, where I 
hadn't set it, I invariably sent the student to speak to the relevant lecturer.  This was usually 
greeted with a "well what's the point of you then?" or "why can't you fight this battle for 
me?" type response, and the student leaving my office no less upset than when they arrived. 

• "I'm worried about finding a work placement next year" - these students I would direct to the 
relevant team within the careers department. 

• "I want to stay in the UK when I graduate, but don't know what to do about my visa" - Again, 
I sent them to speak to someone else. 

• "Please can you help me with my CV?" - usually I would review these. I also spent time with 
students, helping them develop presentations for job interviews, holding practice sessions 
etc. Again, however, I think someone in the careers service is better equipped. I have 
practitioner experience and have recruited, so I can offer advice. Not everyone has my 
background in that respect. 

• "I'm struggling with my work/life balance" - in these situations I would just chat through the 
situation with the student. Not really an academic issue though and I only have my own 
experience to draw on. What worked for me doesn't necessarily work for them. 

• On one occasion "I got into a fight at the weekend, spent the night in jail and I don't know 
what that means for my job prospects".  I hadn't a clue here! 

These are just a few examples, but they share the same theme - I didn't add much, if any value to 
the student experience, despite my best efforts. As a consequence I was somewhat relieved to learn 
that I wouldn't be expected to fulfil the same role at MBS. 

I realise additional training would help, but to be able to cover all bases effectively would require a lot 
of training as, in reality, we need to be fully trained in counselling, coaching and career advising if we 
are to make a difference.  Otherwise we are just handing students off and I am concerned that this 
makes a stressful situation even worse, particularly if they've already waited a few days to meet with 
me etc.   

Something that wasn't clear from the document was how this would be reflected in WAM. The time 
spent adding no value was considerable - scheduling meetings, speaking to students, finding out 
where to send them, making a record etc. I don't think this fits into teaching or research; in reality it 
introduces a third tier to our role - teaching, research and support.  I would imagine that the pressure 
to deliver all three would result in reduced research time. Finding time for research is already a 
challenge.  

I'm sorry to sound so negative - I do genuinely have the best interests of the students at heart. I 
went through a difficult period myself as an undergraduate student and didn't know who to turn to 
for support, and that was not nice. Students do need ready access to help and advice, but we need to 
acknowledge where we can and can't realistically contribute. 

 (MOMS): Just a few of thoughts on the Postgraduate structure that's proposed (I 
suppose with some implications to the Undergraduate structures)...  

I know that the CCRM MSc (and I think it's the same with other MSc's in Marketing) are moving to 
meeting as a group around 3-5 weeks after the start of the semester, which gives the staff a chance 
to mark their initial essays, make recommendations, and then discuss some of these issues already. 



We're doing a second meeting towards the end of the first semester to check in with them and then 
get them ready for 's (as the programme coordinator) meeting with them about the dissertations. 
It seems like this is a more sensible advising model for the postgraduate programmes than that 
proposed so that in the second semester, the dissertation advisor takes over as the primary point-of-
contact for the student. It also seems like a more sensible timing on contact issues as well.  

However, in terms of student support and career services -- I am not sure that the staff are the best 
ones to address this information. Students ought to be receiving this information in their induction 
period and often I suspect staff probably aren't great sources of information on this. This is, 
unfortunately, the model used in the US and it's not a particularly effective model for both students 
and staff.  

With regard to work load -- given the one-on-one time requirements and having 2-3 meetings per 
student (with potentially about 10-15 students per staff member) -- where are staff supposed to fit 
these meetings into their work load requirements? Do we reduce the teaching contact time, 
preparation time, etc.? I think this is an important question to ask -- again coming from the US where, 
depending on the type of institution we teach/research at, we're regularly asked to advise students 
individually -- the work load is typically piled on top of the full-time load of teaching, service, and 
research so the reality is that it typically cuts into our research time, decreasing our productivity.  

I do think supporting students is important at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. However, I 
think in MOMS there are some existing group-based support structures for students that could 
potentially be revised and added to that provide students with support but also are more sensitive to 
staff requirements as well. From there, identifying who a student's academic advisor is and placing 
the onus of responsibility on the student to reach out for more assistance when needed pushes 
students to be more responsible for their own education while still offering them group resources and 
individual attention if needed.  

A final thought -- at the US, large research institutions, like MBS, typically employ a professional 
undergraduate and postgraduate advisor to handle these types of issues and let the staff focus on the 
conceptual advising and teaching. It's typically only at smaller teaching colleges that staff are asked to 
take on significant advising responsibilities where research is a minor (if at all required) component of 
their job function. Having been at both types of institutions -- as a student I found the professional 
advisor much more effective for procedural questions ... I also noticed that students were more 
comfortable approaching the administrative advisor with many of these kinds of program and support 
questions compared to staff. As a staff member at small universities where we had to do all of the 
support, it took a significant part of our work weeks at the peak advising times and the quality of the 
advice varied greatly depending on the staff member.  

 

 (AHT MOMS Division): I think it is key that each student feels there is an academic 
member of staff who knows them and to whom they can go to for advice. Our institution is large and 
particularly on large programmes it is difficult for people not to get lost and lonely.  I think as 
members of staff we can forget how difficult it is for somebody who is not used to this way of 
working to find material and to know who to turn to, so in principle I like the idea and I do think we 
need consistency across departments, schools and faculties because the students interact with each 
other and different practices create confusion. 

The scheme highlights some deficiencies/challenges in our current systems and practices and these 
relate to the expectations students will have.  Academic advisors cannot be experts in all the work 
their students are doing or even know the intricacies of the multiple options available for students to 



study. For example of a student is struggling with an essay the course unit leader for that unit should 
actually take overall responsibility for guiding them and be prepared to provide input both before 
the essay/coursework is submitted and think about how their comments feedforward to help the 
student move forward in their studies.  We need to be able to train academic advisors so that they 
can act in situations such as this. 

The same is true with respect to giving pastoral advice and careers advice:  Hence for this to work we 
have to have clear signposting to where additional support can be found and students need to be 
made aware of this.  We also have to provide this support.  I also think that staff should have 
additional training and fair reward within WAM for doing this role.   

The other hugely onerous task is that of writing references, perhaps we should have an expectation 
that we all write one reference letter per tutee and keep this on file and do this before they leave? 

 

 

 



School of Social Sciences Feedback: 
Advising Policy Consultation 

November 2014 

The School of Social Sciences operates a system of student support that consists of a number of 
components. They function together as a coherent whole in order to deliver all aspects of the 
Advising Policy. Therefore, the School of Social Sciences is de facto compliant with the draft 
University Policy on Advising.  

Background context 

Academic Advisors in SoSS: Academic support 

Academic Advisors are intended to monitor the academic progress of students, to give advice on 
generic academic matters (such as the transition to independent learning in higher education, 
registration for course units, plagiarism, essay writing, preparation for exams, time management and 
English language issues), to write references, and to refer students, where necessary, to study clinics 
and to other support services within the University. Students are invited to bring any academic 
issues of concern to them to AAs. 

Every academic member of staff is an AA. As far as possible, a student will retain the same AA 
throughout their degree programme. 

Academic advisors do not provide full pastoral support. This is provided by other persons. 

 

Other non-academic personal support for students in SoSS 

1. BA(Econ) Senior Tutor and BA(Econ) Tutors: These are different from Academic Advisors on 
the BA Econ. At least one BA Econ Programme Tutor is on duty every day. The BA Econ 
programme tutors are expected to: 

a. Provide pastoral support 
b. Deal with emergencies and mitigating circumstances 
c. Provide advice on BA Econ regulations 
d. Provide help with course and pathway changes.   

2. Programme Administrators: Programme Administrators are highly trusted and valued by 
our student body. They are often the first port of call for pastoral support and general advice 
on the administration of their study.  

3. Programme Directors: Programme Directors often play a pastoral role for students in their 
programme. AAs may refer students to the relevant Programme Directors for further 
student support, e.g. interruption, etc. 

4. Joint degree programme liaisons: Each programme across more than one School has a link 
academic in SoSS. This person will sometimes act as de facto Advisor to the student in SoSS. 

5. School of Social Sciences Student Welfare Officer: The role of the SWO is to provide 
pastoral support for students in the School. She works closely with Academic Advisors when 
a student requires support beyond academic advising. She also implements the School’s 
Early Warning System which identifies students who may require proactive support (e.g 



students who have a failed a module, have missed classes, have mitigating circumstances, 
have been a victim of crime etc). 

6. School of Social Sciences Student Support Officer: The role of the SSO is to provide pastoral 
support as well academic support, especially the development and delivery of study and 
employability skills across the School. 

Feedback 
1. Paragraph 4.2 - "Each School will identify a Senior Advisor whose role is to oversee and 

coordinate the Advising function and act as a first point of contact..." In SoSS the role of 
Senior Advisor is delivered by a variety of people.  

a. One person, as first point of contact, is not viable for nearly 3,000 social science 
students. 

b.  On large degree programmes (BA(Econ), PPE and BA in Social Science) the 
Programme Directors act as Senior Advisors 

c. On specialist degree programmes, the Discipline Area Undergraduate Director acts 
as Senior Advisor 

d. For other students who have queries that need resolution,  the SoSS Student 
Support Officer acts as Senior Advisor 

2. Paragraph 4.4. It is a basic principle in SoSS that, as far as possible, we allocate one member 
of staff for a student throughout the duration of their programme. There are challenges 
dealing with other Schools for advising purposes and this may mean that we cannot meet 
this requirement. The current Policy should help address this. 

3. Paragraph 4.5 – SoSS exceeds this requirement.  
4. Paragraph 4.6 (4.7) - "Students are permitted to change their Advisor".  At present we would 

only countenance this if a student is changing degree or if there is an irretrievable 
breakdown in relations between the two. This policy would possibly cause us administrative 
complications if students were permitted to do this at will. Moreover, if students are not 
obliged to give a reason, poor AA practice may not come to light to be dealt with by the 
acting Senior Advisor. Likewise paragraph 4.7. 

5. Paragraph 5.3 “Students on joint honours programmes will be expected to have at least one 
advisor from both areas of study”. This is potentially disadvantageous to the student and 
risks ‘by-stander syndrome’ where neither Advisor will take responsibility assuming that the 
other Advisor has done so. This can also cause confusion for the student who will not be 
clear which Advisor to go to. It also has resource implications regarding staff allocation. At 
present, in practice, joint honours students from programmes outside the School raise issues 
with the Programme Liaison in SoSS who acts as de facto Advisor. E.g. Politics and Law, 
History and Sociology. 

6. p.6, under "Role of the School": "evaluate annually the operation of the [AA] system". No 
new mechanism is required. Student feedback on AAs is regularly reported from the SSO to 
the School UG Director. We consider student support regularly as part of the Student 
Experience Action Plan. 

7. "Role of the Head of School" in practices is delivered by HoDAs in SoSS.  
8. There is no discussion of how or where records of meetings between the student and the AA 

should be kept.  

 
 



Feedback on Academic Advising Policy from School of Social Sciences  
Employability Lead 
The emphasis on this response is in terms of the employability strand of responsibility and activity 
for the academic adviser (AA) role. 
The importance of employability 
• Students increasingly expect to receive help in developing skills and capacities that will help 
them to become more employable. There are some good signs that employability is to be taken 
seriously in the academic advising role and that the University is more formally acknowledging this 
work and time that academics spend on it.  
• The University should link the AA policy to emerging discussions on employability in the 
working group set-up to represent the University at the HEA strategic enhancement of employability 
initiative. (Contacts: Christine Rogers christine.rogers@manchester.ac.uk, Andrew Balmer 
andrew.balmer@manchester.ac.uk, Louise Walker louise.walker@manchester.ac.uk)   
 
The proposed role of AAs in regard to employability 
• The current description of principles for the academic advising role includes the following: 
“support the academic, personal and professional development of students, assisting them to 
develop skills vital for employment, entrepreneurship and citizenship in a structured process that is 
clearly articulated.”  
• The criterion that AAs should assist students to develop skills vital for employment, 
entrepreneurship and citizenship is a welcome expansion of the meanings of such support, so that 
entrepreneurship, and in particular citizenship are being formally recognised.  
• However, AAs are often ill-equipped to provide this kind of support directly and it must be 
made clear that AAs are primarily to act as conduits to further sources of information, support and 
training. Of course, there are ways in which AAs can be of more direct support to students in 
developing their employability, entrepreneurship and citizenship, which mostly have to do with 
gaining a deeper understanding of the student’s dispositions and values over the course of their 
programme, and thereby helping them to reflect on their aspirations, current capacities and further 
development needs. 
 
The need for guidance and support for academic advisers 
• Not all programmes will require the same kinds of support for students from their AAs in 
terms of employability (contrast medicine to English literature) and academics will not be equally 
disposed to providing such support.  
• In order to help AAs to better engage with their advisees on employability there should be 
practical advice and support in a discipline specific fashion. 
• AA support in this role should thus be tailored to the discipline area so that it effectively 
complements rather than duplicates other embedding of employability within curricular.  
• The Careers Service should help to produce tailored guidance, perhaps modified, case-by-
case, from a more standardised package of materials. 
 
The need for local implementation of employability practices 
• We welcome provision of a core set of values for academic advising. However, there must be 
local implementation of the values so that practices for employability, for example, are tailored to 
the needs of specific disciplines and their allied professions, values and so forth.  
• The University could provide a similar set of values for employability, so that schools and 
discipline areas can tailor these to their own practices and ensure that employability practices 
continue to be implemented creatively and effectively without being constrained by too narrow a 
definition of employability (e.g. in terms of DLHE measures and graduate scheme employment). 
 



Andrew Balmer, SoSS Employability Lead 

Feedback on Academic Advising Policy Sociology 
The policy on academic advising consolidates much of the practice already undertaken in sociology. 
Moves to further specify the academic advisor role for staff and students are welcomed, as well as 
recognition of the time spent in meeting students and keeping records. Importantly, the policy 
acknowledges the need for supporting resources for advisors, and for concrete advice about the 
content of meetings. The list of what students can expect from their advisor on pages 5-6 appears 
reasonable and especially well worded. There are four points of feedback relevant to Sociology: 
 
1. Frequency of advisor meetings: 
Clarification is needed on the frequency of face to face meetings required, which is stated slightly 
differently at times in the policy (e.g. page 6, page 8).  
We see our current practice of meeting students face-to-face once per semester sufficient and any 
more than this onerous. We would support email contact counting in addition to this, and the group 
meeting in welcome week counting as the third face-to-face contact required for year 1. 
 
2. Joint honours students: 
The major point of the policy in terms of its implications for resourcing and staffing in Sociology is 
the expectation that students on joint programmes have one advisor from each area of study.  
Currently joint honours students (History/Sociology, Linguistics/Sociology) have an advisor from 
their home department only (History/Linguistics). We have already noted the need to offer joint 
honours students support from the sociology-side of their degree, but have done this through a 
named sociology liaison for History and Linguistics students, rather than individual academic 
advisors, which would considerably increase the numbers of students requiring a sociology advisor.  
 
3. ‘Personal advisor’ role: 
Having ‘academic advisors’ and ‘personal advisors’ might confuse both staff and students unless 
more distinction is drawn between their responsibilities.  
If academic advisors do provide personal/pastoral support of the kind described also under the role 
of ‘personal advisor’ then it is not clear what the personal advisor would bring in addition. Rather 
than setting out the two roles, the main role should be the academic advisor, and further support for 
students regarding personal problems, pastoral support, and health issues can be provided by the 
named School Student Welfare Officer, who currently already provides such a service in SoSS.  
4. Remit of role: 
The emphasis should be on academic progress. In relation to personal problems ad careers (which 
are inevitably part of academic progress), it should be made clear that an advisor is there to signpost 
to other services that are clearly specified.  
One of the major problems of the advising role to date has been the broad remit (covering careers, 
personal support, and academic progress), which has made the role diffuse in its purpose for both 
staff and students. Further specification of the advisor role is achieved at times in the policy, where 
the advisor role covers reflective discussions and prompts on careers rather than individual careers 
advice (or doing personal development plans, which should not be the remit in our view). Equally, 
while advisors are crucial in helping students consider how personal problems are impacting on their 
work and might be tackled, they are not trained in dealing with personal problems, and clear lines of 
referral should be stated in the policy – counselling is one service that all advisors point students 
towards, but we also need clear guidance on referring students with more serious personal 
problems – e.g. to school student welfare officer and/or other university pastoral support staff. 
 



It is problematic to make the student’s advisor the person they need to contact about absences 
and/or missing deadlines. What is more important is for advisors to inform the office if a student 
fails to attend meetings (a good indication that there might be problems). Can there be an online 
record/roster on campus solutions where advisors can record attendance at meetings so this 
information is freely available? 

Firstly, it is unnecessary to get students to contact their advisor about absences because the student 
is already asked to contact office staff and the course lecturer (who chase them up), and the 
programme director meets with students who have poor attendance. Secondly, we think it would be 
ill advised to add a punitive aspect to the advisor role. Instead, we suggest that the advisor is kept 
informed of any major attendance/work issues with a student so that they can follow up in a 
supportive manner.  

, Sociology Undergraduate Director 

Feedback from Economics 
1. Economics note that in SoSS we moved from “personal advisors” to “academic advisors” mainly to
clarify our role as advice was only on academic grounds and not for personal issues which should 
(with the consent of the student) should be referred to a Senior Tutor or the appropriate officer.  

2. There is also more emphasis on things clearly outside just Academic advising. For example,
 The Advising role should 
-support the academic, personal and professional development of students, assisting them to 
develop skills vital for employment, entrepreneurship and citizenship in a structured process that is 
clearly articulated etc… 
- ensure that students are well supported, academically and pastorally,… 

3. There are quite a few things that have been left vague in the document.  So for instance, what
does 'proactive academic partnership' (which is built in the advising role) mean?   Also what does 
"appropriate training" mean?  

, Economics UG Director 

Feedback from BAEcon Director 
Lack of clarity in para 5.3, relating to the use of two titles: Academic Advisor and Personal Advisor. 
Possibly this arises from trying to reconcile practice in different schools or faculties, but it confuses 
matters.  

What seems to me important now, and what the policy correctly articulates, is that academics must 
accept that they do have a role in providing more than just academic advice to students. We should, 
as happened in the past, be willing to provide some measure of pastoral support plus advice 
regarding employability (e.g. looking at draft CVs, and helping students reflect upon why they are at 
university and what they are hoping for in the future). 

However, that does not mean we must become counsellors or careers advisers. For the policy does 
not say we must become experts in all these non-academic areas. Rather, it says we are expected to 
be "a point of contact and gateway to appropriate services" (3.2, third bullet); we are not expected 
to be "experts" in pastoral issues but merely be able to provide "signposting to appropriate services" 
(5.2). In SoSS, this is actually what we already do - or, at least, what any sensible, reasonably caring, 
i.e. human, and diligent AA should be doing.  



The Policy on Advising has been to the FLS Education Board and the Education Management
Team (EMT) as part of the consultation process.  EMT are happy with the draft policy and
guidance as written.



Policy on Advising 

Guidance 

Institute of Inflammation and Repair: 

Just one comment- under the heading 'role of the personal advisor' - it states that this 
person should advise not only on academic matters but also, careers and health. I think this 
needs some re-writing. Academics should not be advising on health matters unless they are 
clinically qualified. It should read something like 'will direct the student to health services'. 

Manchester Medical School: 

What is the difference between an indicative forward plan and a forward plan? Come to 
that, what is the value of adding the word forward to the word plan. 

If I announce a plan to make the world a better place, will the plan benefit from the 
statement that it is a forward plan? 

The plan states how often an A must meet students, but it does not require these meetings 
to be one to one. Were you aware that some AA's only see students in large groups and not 
as individuals? 

I see that students can change their Adviser whenever they wish, and do not have to give a 
reason. We have some very difficult students where the School is tasked with finding a 
special AA and saying that the student can change willy-nilly will cut across that. We have 
just allowed back on the programme a stalker who will be subject to meetings with a 
specially appointed AA. If they do not get on it could be a sign that his mental health has 
deteriorated. The solution will not be to find a new AA it will be to find out what has gone 
wrong. 

The advice says how often an A should meet a student but now how these meetings should 
be documented. The documentation of these meetings, as with the documentation of all 
professional meetings, is important. MMS, for example, has a formal system whereby every 
AA meeting is logged via Medlea. Thus the student and UoM has a formal record, which is 
good practice.  

We now have: 

Advisors 

Academic Advisors 

Personal Advisers 

Tutors 

Clinical advisor (I had never come across this before) 



To some extent these terms are used inter-changeably, and I wonder whether the 
document would be assisted by a definition of these terms. 

The big gap, and to my mind one of the Achilles’ heel of the system, is the lack of any 
understanding as to the School's role in communicating information to the AA. In MMS, this 
is left to the student.  When I have asked about these matters I have been told that all 
student affairs are confidential therefore even I, an Academic Advisor, cannot be told. 

In another School in our Faculty, the AA's get provided with the exam results of their 
students. In MMS this only happens if the student provides it. 

So my feeling is that this policy is not very joined up. 

 

School of Nursing Midwifery and Social Work: 

 4.1 – The AA could be allocated prior to the student’s arrival 

4.2 – Is it the intention that only one Senior Advisor is identified per school and will this 
cover both UG and PG? 

4.3 – duplicated in paragraph 4.8 

4.4 – a student will normally have the same academic advisor for the duration of their 
studies except where the student has interrupted and re-joins the programme with a 
different cohort. They would then be allocated to an academic advisor who has a group of 
students from the same year 

4.5 – we welcome this suggestion to meet with students twice per semester 

4.8 – duplicate of 4.3 

5.1 (5th bullet) – it would be difficult to apply the AA principles consistently across UG and 
PT because of the nature of some of the programmes. Furthermore, there is no distinction 
made in the policy about part-time students.  

Guidance 

Role of the Academic Advisor 

- An important part of our AA role is to be informed of and monitor their students’ 
sickness and absence record and to ensure that appropriate support/guidance can be 
given to them. This is primarily because of the professional nature of our 
programmes, but it would seem sensible that an AA has an awareness of any issues 
relating to their students’ attendance. 

- AAs support and attend with the student (where possible) relevant Health and 
Conduct, Progress and/or Fitness to Practice hearings 

- AAs are made aware of their students’ additional needs, receive reports from 
Occupational Health and are involved in developing and monitoring the Individual 



Support Plans for Practice which ensure reasonable adjustments are made where 
necessary 

 

Role of the Pastoral Advisor 

- this seems to duplicate much of the AA role which offers academic and pastoral 
support. We don’t feel this role is necessary as the AA is sufficient. 
 

Role of the Head of School   

- the responsibility of allocating AAs to students could be a devolved responsibility, but 
it’s important that the HoS remains informed of the issues and challenges of the AA 
system.  

 

Role of the Senior Advisor 

- the SA should be involved in preparing/training of AAs to ensure consistent 
approaches are applied.  

- They should work with AAs to collate and act upon concerns/identify trends that 
student raise and escalate appropriately 

- The SA should work in partnership between the students and AAs through 
augmenting the AA meetings with additional, cohort-wide reviews to gain insight into 
the concerns facing the student body – at least once per semester.  

- The policy states that Schools should appoint a Senior Advisor. We have, up to now, had one 
for UG and one for PG. Is it the intention of the policy that there should be only one to cover 
UG and PG? We would be very interested in the answer to that query.  

 

Manchester Medical School 

1. Senior Advisor Role fulfilled by MMS PPDportfolio Team; Deputy Phase 1 Academic 
Lead PPDportfolio and TPPDs (MR) for Years 1 and 2, Deputy Phase 2 – 3 Lead (TBA) and 
overall Academic Lead for entire Medical School (IPB) also supported by sector 
PPDportfolio/Advisor Leads. I am NOT willing to change titles to Senior Advisor, as Academic 
Lead is consistent with other equivalent roles in MMS and it indicates the academic and 
educational content of the Advisor/TPPD scheme in  the Medical School 

2. Advisors from years 1 – 5. Our experience is that this is not possible in our 
programme, but that we cover the role more than adequately by having TPPDs in Phase 1 
and Clinical Academic Advisors in years 3 – 5. This reflects the transition from Phase 1 
learning to the more clinical environment of years 3 – 5. (Other healthcare educational 
degrees may have a similar issue). 

3. Names There must be flexibility on names – Tutors for Personal and Professional 
Development describes exactly what they are and covers  the Advisor role and much more 
besides (See below). Likewise, Clinical Academic Advisors refers to the clinical learning 
environment in years 3 – 5 and that fact that they are senior clinicians, again essential to 
our degree programme. 



4.  Statement of roles Clearly spelled out in Handbook for both TPPDs and CAAs 

5. Contact Twice per semester – this fits with our current practice 

6. Professional Development This area is largely missing from the document but is 
crucial for medicine, other healthcare educational courses (Nursing, Dentistry etc) and other 
courses which have a vocational and educational purpose (Law for example). This has an 
impact on the nature of the meetings between students and Advisors or those taking on the 
Advisor role (See below) 

7. Training and Preparation of those undertaking this role. This is absolutely 
essential for a well run and successful scheme, yet it is hardly mentioned, with no indication 
how it might be provided. It does not feature in the role of the Senior Advisor or in the Head 
of School 

8. “Ports of call” for students In many ways PBL tutors fulfil important  aspects of the 
Advisor role – pastoral support as they see students twice per week, discussion of exam 
results and suggestions for further academic support. Richard Reece recognised this when 
he visited Programme Committee, but the University document is rigid on these points, 
although it does indicate that there may be several members of academic staff who are in 
contact with students. Likewise in Years 3 – 5, Hospital Deans and their team provide 
academic support for students in their sector. They also monitor students’ exam 
performance and their progress in their clinical placements e.g. in Year 5 this is no longer in 
the hands of Advisors and it is likely to be the case in Years 3 and 4. 

9. Records of meetings The document refers to a “note” being kept of meetings. Our 
practice of clear electronic records of meetings with PBL tutors, TPPDs and CAAs, accessible 
to all, is better practice. No mention is made in the document of who has access to the 
“notes” 

10.   PPDportfolios: Good to see that “portfolios” are mentioned although the role of the 
portfolio in other degree courses may be different to that in ours. For us and I suspect 
Nursing and possibly other educational/vocational courses  “portfolios” are much more 
concerned with professional development and for us they are an essential preparation for 
practice post qualification 

11.  Evaluation We already evaluate TPPDs and PBL Tutors electronically – others may be 
interested in our approach. We will be applying this to the CAAs, together with the QA 
requirements, agreed at Programme Committee 

12. Nature of the meetings. The document lays down an approach which, after initial 
introductory discussions, emphasises academic attainment. These areas are often covered in 
Years 1 and 2 by PBL Tutors and HDs and their teams in 3 – 5. Such meetings are not 
appropriate to our requirements i.e. Professional Development of students as required by 
GMC’s Tomorrows Doctors (reflective learning and practice, taking responsibility for own 
learning, understanding strengths weaknesses, and the professional basis for clinical 
decision making). These are all essential preparation for future careers and employment 
(and also mentioned in the Manchester Graduate). They are included in the structure of our 



meetings (ILOs). CAAs and TPPDs also play a role that is a precursor for that of the 
Educational Supervisor who students will have after graduation and includes assessment of 
professional development through PPDportfolios. The document should include more 
flexibility for professional aspects of courses, where appropriate. 

13. Role of the Head of School He/she is supposed to allocate students to Advisors – 
there is no mention of delegating this role to a dedicated team 

14. Pastoral Support As indicated above there are several points of contact at which 
pastoral support may be given – e.g.  PBL Tutors, Communications Team and TPPDs in 
Phase 1; CAAs, Placement Tutors and Deans in Years 3 – 5. We place more emphasis on 
referrals to Senior Tutor, SWAP and Deans. I do not consider this to be a huge point of 
difference. 

15. Careers Advice This will affect our students more in Years 3 - 5, although there are 
the Careers activities in Communities both in Phase 1 and for Phases 2 and 3. The issue for 
us here is one of signposting. 

An important point here is not specific careers advice, but the role of TPPDs and CAAs 
preparing our students for their futures after graduation, when professional development 
will be key to their re validation and appraisal as clinicians  

It is somewhat disappointing that this otherwise excellent document did not specifically 
address the issues relating to professional vocational courses such as ours, dentistry, 
pharmacy etc. It covers a standard 3 year degree course but our 5 year course is not 
acknowledged, even Richard Reece did attend a school meeting and apparently accepted 
the particular issues of our programme and our excellent approaches to providing advisor 
support for our students. 

 

School of Dentistry: 

We are doing this for UG and PGT. 
  
This policy fits well with GDC recommendation 20 
(i)            The School must continue to develop the engagement of students with 
reflection.    (AA meetings, and prior preparation, are an opportunity for this.) 
(ii)           CEDAR and LIFTUPP offer the potential for feedback to be well targeted and 
extensive. The School should continue to explore maximising these elements of the systems. 
  
We are using CEDAR with year 1 AA meetings for the first time this year and arranging for 
Senior Tutor to have overview of all the data so as to sample it and spot problems. 
  

School of Psychological Science: 

Confidentiality to students 
The T&L committee stated that we can’t promise confidentiality to students. If a student 
discloses an issue to us we tell the student it can be shared discreetly with other appropriate 



members of staff or any of the central support services. Especially on healthcare 
programmes, we positively warn academic colleagues to guard against promising 
confidentiality: disclosure to a team member means the matter is recorded. 

Continuity of AA 
We need to be clear that this system doesn’t happen in our School: in 2/3 of our UG 
programmes we do our utmost to ensure continuity but in the BSc Psychology we plan that 
students have a different person each year of the programme as this fits with supporting 
students the best way we think possible. 
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