
Summary of comments on the draft Advising policy (November 2014) 
 
General 
 

• Request for clarity on links to/withdrawal of Personalised Learning policy. 
• Request for Faculty discretion regarding practical implementation of policy and 

variations in practice, including the endorsement of systems that exceed University 
requirements. 

• Need for underpinning guidance and support (e.g. toolkit/signposts/FAQ/use of 
technology in general).  Any such support should be underpinned by discipline-level 
information. 

• Needs to be explicit information for students on distance/blended learning 
programmes. 

• Still some comments about the proliferation of terminology describing the role(s), 
including Personal/Academic Advisor. 

• Information requested about who provides what training for Advisors (this was a 
very common theme). 

• Information requested about how advising activity will be recognised and rewarded 
(e.g. promotion criteria, workload allocation models). 

• Guidance requested about the maximum advisor to advisee ratio. 
• More references or consideration of to the role that non-AAs (PSS staff, 

professionally trained advisors, welfare officers and other academic roles were 
mentioned) play or could play in advising/supporting students would be welcomed, 
and there was still some feedback that academics are not best placed to do this. 

• Clarification requested on what the implications are of students not engaging with 
the system, and whether any sanctions should be in place should this be the case. 

 
Practical 
 

• The timing of the first meeting needs to be more flexible. 
• It may not always be practical to offer one-to-one meetings. 
• There should not be a ‘punitive’ element to the role (e.g. implications of attendance 

monitoring). 
• A student should have to justify why they want to change their Advisor (this was very 

strongly expressed in several areas). 
• Clarity requested on whether there could/should be different Senior Advisors for UG 

and PGT, and whether large Schools needed more than one Senior Advisor because 
of numbers. 

• Guidance is requested on how meetings between Advisor and Advisee are recorded. 



• Concern expressed over joint honours students getting inconsistent support and 
advice if they have more than one Advisor. 

• The system as described presents some practical difficulties on the PGT side. 
• Some resistance to advisor-led system (concerns about it being seen as ‘invasive’ and 

‘unnecessary’ to force students to attend meetings, although advisors’ availability 
needs to be clearly publicised). 

• Document needs to reference the role of Advisor in providing references. 
• The issue of how to address gaps in continuity of support by the same person was 

raised, as was how messages about employability are relayed. 
• There are some contradictions in the logic of the documentation that need to be 

ironed out (e.g. about frequency of meetings). 


