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Introduction 

The Academic Advising Task Force, co-chaired by Teorah Lowe and Janice Munnings, was struck 

to review and make recommendations to the Provost for the revision of the University of The 

Bahamas Academic Advising System. The Task Force is comprised of full-time faculty from each 

academic unit and staff from key areas of the University.   

According to the National Academic Advising Association (NACADA) which was established in 

1977, “advisors are responsible for themselves, to the individuals they advise, for involving 

others, to their institutions, to higher education and to their educational community.”  

The University policy was requested from the Office of Academic Affairs; to date it has not been 

obtained.  The current Academic Advising Model practiced by the University is the 

Decentralized Structure - Faculty Only Model. In this Model, students are assigned to a 

department advisor resident within the academic discipline for the duration of their tenure at 

the University.  Students on academic probation are referred to the counsellor responsible for 

probationary students until they have improved their academic standing.  

Centre for Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning (CLEARN), formally CEES, is responsible 

for College Prep and mature upgrading students. These students are advised by persons within 

CLEARN until they have completed the upgrading requirements for entry to the University.  

Process: 

The Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) Academic Advising 

Programs document and the National Academic Advising Association document were 

distributed to all committee members for review prior to the first meeting.  

Academic advising programme of the following Universities were examined; 

a. University of Richmond 

b. Ave Maria University 

c. Babson College  

d. East Tennessee State University  

e. Kent State University  

f. Florida Atlantic University 

g. Morehouse College 

 Lengthy discussions were held regarding the current academic advising process including 

advantages and disadvantages.  The primary concerns were as follows: 

1. A number of faculty do not like academic advising.  

2. Only a few academic units train their faculty to engage in the advisement process. 



3. Orientation be should be resident within the academic units.  Currently, there are too 

many speakers in a short time frame which results in information overload.  

4. Once the advisement form is signed by faculty, students amend the courses for which 

they were advised as they desire. 

5. Insufficient faculty are resident within some academic units resulting in them having to 

advise too many students.   

6. Insufficient sections of many courses are offered, hence in some instances, students are 

having to take courses that are available instead of what are required to either have a 

full load, or be able to matriculate through their programme.   

7. Many courses are offered at the same time each year.  Additionally, the University’s 

work day from 8:00am to 10:00pm is not being fully utilized. Scheduling of courses need 

to be more sensitive to students’ needs.  

A review of the Organizational Models for Advising by Celeste F. Pardee (2004) from National 

Academic Advising Association (NACADA) was conducted.   

Centralized Model: - professional and faculty advisors are housed in one academic or 

administrative unit. 

Decentralized Model: professional or faculty advisors are located in their respective academic 

unit. 

Shared Model: some advisors meet with students in a central administrative unit e.g. an 

advising center, while others advise students in the academic department of their major 

discipline.  

The three primary questions that were debated to inform the decision of the Committee 

regarding the best model for the University were; 

 1) Which organizational structure, with its attendant models, is most common to our 

institutional type? 

 2) What variables should we consider in selecting an appropriate organizational structure?   

 3) How can we determine the effectiveness of the structure?  

 

Recommendations for UB  

The Committee concluded that -the model best suited for -the University is the Split Model of 

the Shared Model structure.  According to Celeste F. Pardee (2004), “In the Split Model, which 

is found at 27% of all institutions, advising is carried out by faculty in their departments, as well 

as the staff of an advising center. The latter is usually responsible for a particular subset of 

students (e.g., those who are undecided on a major, freshmen, those on academic probation, 

pre-majors preparing for a professional program). When students have satisfied certain criteria, 



such as declaring a major or completing prerequisites for admission to a professional program, 

they are reassigned to advisors in the school or department that offers their major. The Split 

Model is the dominant one at 4-year public colleges and universities; nearly half (46%) of these 

institutions are using this model.” 

1.  Enrollment size and composition  

2.  4-year public university 

3. Administrative structure advising comes under the Provost 

4. Programme offerings, mature upgrading, college prep, traditional degrees and 

professional programmes.  

5. Faculty’s interest in advising, according to clause 28 Duties and Responsibilities of 

Instructional Faculty, 4.1.5 of the Industrial Agreement, Faculty are required to engage 

the advisement process. 

Task Force Recommendations  

The following recommendations emanated from the Committee: 

1.   The University should engage a split model for academic advising; 

2. The Centre for Continuing Education and Lifelong Learning will continue to advise   

College Prep and Mature Upgrading Students.  

3. Faculty will continue to be responsible for advising the students within their academic 

units.  

4. The University hold mandatory training sessions for all faculty, annually. 

5. Faculty members should be required to meet with their advisees a minimum of three 

times a semester.  

6. Counsellors should be assigned to each academic unit. (Already assigned) Designated 

counsellor will assist the academic unit with student advisement and special 

consideration(s) that might arise.  

7. Counselors responsible for students on academic probation will continue to provide 

requisite support. 

Other Considerations 

The Task Force also discussed having “Undeclared” as a major on the University’s Application 

Form for Admission.  The Committee recognizes that this might have implications for 

scholarships and financial aid.  

Over time, an Academic Advising Center should be implemented to fully implement the Split 

Model.  



Resources  

www.nacada.ksu.edu/resources/clearinghouse/  Core Values of academic advising 

Organizational Models for Advising Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher 

Education – Academic Advising Programs 
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