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	Name of Institution
	
	 Date of Visit/Meeting

	BPP Law School (Leeds)
	
	19-20 April 2010 


	Title of Course/award
	
	Previous course  



	Bar Vocational Course
	
	Bar Vocational Course 


	Approved and actual numbers (2009-10)
	
	Term start date



	48 Full Time (55) (at time of visit)

48 Part Time (23) (at time of visit)
	
	7 September 2009. BSB was notified of over recruitment on 9 September 2009. A triggered visit took place on 13 October 2009.


	Monitoring Panel Members
	
	Role and area of primary responsibility

	Ms Emily Windsor (19th only)
	
	Vice-Chair BPTC Sub-committee, Vice Chair Education & Training Committee, Barrister (Chair)

	Dr Victoria Stec
	
	Education Manager, BSB

	Miss Rosie Faulkner
	
	Administration Assistant, BSB

	Mr Stephen Illingworth
	
	PT Course Leader, College of Law

	Mr Stephen Migdal
	
	Course Leader, UWE and External Examiner for Family and JR at BPP


	HEI Team attending the event
	
	Role and area of primary responsibility

	Paul Lanfear
	
	Programme Leader, Leeds

	Angela Grunert
	
	BVC Tutor

	Victoria Dawson
	
	BVC Tutor

	Helen Holmes
	
	BVC Tutor

	Anna Banfield
	
	Director of Programmes, London and Leeds

	Sarah MacDonald
	
	Associate Dean of Law School

	Chris Maguire
	
	Director of Quality and Policy

	Boryana Peeuska-Cutting
	
	Deputy Director of Quality


	The Rationale for the visit

	This visit was held as part of the annual programme of visits to all Providers to monitor the quality and standards of the course and to determine whether the course is being delivered in accordance with the Course Specification Requirements and Guidance. Additional time was allocated to allow for further scrutiny following the extra visit in October 2009 triggered by over recruitment in the academic year 2009-10. In addition to assuring itself of the quality of the student experience and the security of standards, the panel was therefore particularly concerned to explore the extent to which BPP had acted upon the recommendations made at the time of the triggered visit, and to explore the effects of the over-recruitment on quality and standards during the year. As a similar monitoring visit had taken place in London the previous week with some common panel members, it seemed expedient to take account of some of the London panel’s conclusions during the Leeds visit, especially where recommendations might appropriately take account of the needs of both sites. The focus, however, was on the Leeds provision.

During the course of the visit the panel met with management, teaching staff, and students and toured facilities where they met with learning resources staff. The panel was provided in advance with key documentation, including the most recent Annual Monitoring Report by BPP, copies of previous External Examiner and visit reports and other information.

 


	Context: The HEI/Provider 

	BPP was established about 30 years ago. It has recently been taken over by Apollo Global (USA), which owns five universities in the Americas. 

It has taught degree awarding powers for undergraduate and postgraduate programmes since September 2007 (as granted by the Privy Council and approved by the Quality Assurance Agency).

The BVC course has run in London from 1997 and in Leeds from 2006 until the present, within a suite of related law programmes delivered by BPP.

It is proposed that the new BPTC course should be delivered from September 2010 at BPP Law School venues in London and Leeds.  

There is an associated academic award, and those who successfully complete the course are awarded a postgraduate diploma in Bar Vocational Training by BPP in accordance with its degree awarding powers. There are currently arrangements in place by which students can ‘top up’ the BVC postgraduate diploma course to a Masters Degree at BPP London and at BPP Leeds, by the completion of additional modules.




	1.  Adherence to course aims, philosophy and standards



	Adherence to course aims and philosophy seemed sound and standards secure. There was no evidence that the over recruitment for the academic year 2009-10 was having any detrimental effect on the student experience: neither learning resources nor staff resources seemed over-stretched, and students themselves seemed content with their experience. Concerns that the panel had in relation to issues that BPP should address in order to maintain standards and enhance the student experience at its Leeds site are detailed below. 




	2.  Quality management systems



	The panel was provided with copies of the BVC Annual Programme Monitoring Report 2008-09. The report of the visit to BPP London 13-14 April 2010 indicates where this document was found to fall short of BSB requirements and the panel that visited Leeds reiterated the concerns of the London panel in that respect (additional documents required in that report are not requested again here since it is understood that they are common to both sites). However, the panel also felt that it was important in future for the Annual Monitoring Report to take account of the separate identity of the Leeds site. Whilst it is understood that the programme delivered is essentially the same as that in London, the student experience and many of the quality management issues must necessarily be distinctive to the Leeds site, and should therefore be reported on and analysed separately in the report. The panel therefore recommended that BPP should be more reflective of the individual identity of the Leeds provision, in particular in the AMR (Recommendation 1).

The students whom the panel met indicated that they had been invited to complete a questionnaire soon after commencing their studies at Leeds, and they felt that this had been too early in the year for it to have been of real value. Students indicated that they were disappointed that they had not been surveyed at a time when they had anything substantial to say, and would welcome further consultation on their views now that they were nearing the end of their studies. In view of the fact that the panel for the BPP London visit had recommended that a comprehensive exit survey be undertaken (details of the nature of the survey are in the report of the BPP London visit 13-14 April 2010), the Leeds panel was minded to recommend that the survey be extended to Leeds, and learned that management had if fact already planned to do this (Recommendation 2).



	3.  Staffing and staff development



	The panel met with three of the four full-time teaching staff, all of whom had joined BPP Leeds at the beginning of the current academic year. A further ten fractional staff taught on the programme, one of whom was effectively almost full-time though for personal reasons did not wish to hold a full-time contract. Of the four full-time staff, two had practical experience at the Bar and two had experience as a solicitor. The panel learned that before the start of the academic year, the programme leader had conducted three weeks of training for new staff and module leaders from London had also participated in the training. Leeds staff had benefited from the use of DVDs that London staff also used to practise with and help ensure consistency in the application of marking criteria. New staff had found class observations of colleagues very valuable, particularly in advocacy, as at Leeds fractional staff included many very experienced individuals. New staff did not therefore feel the need to observe classes in London as they felt adequately prepared. Staff had all been observed themselves several times during the past year and there was a formal mechanism for internal observations across programmes arranged by the LPC Training Manager, as well as the more informal observations that took place between colleagues. The formal sessions meant that everyone was observed at least twice and undertook at least two observations. These observations were followed up by the submission of a written feedback form and discussion groups. 

The panel was interested to know to what extent staff in Leeds had input into the development of the programme they were delivering and the formulation of tutor notes etc. Staff stated that module leaders had control over materials and associated briefing notes, and all module leaders were in London apart from that for Professional Ethics, which was led from Leeds. Three of the Leeds staff had written the Conference assessment brief for both sites and had done this by being given a scenario around which to build the brief, rather than by receiving any specific training. All Leeds staff had the opportunity to contribute feedback forms to module leaders after teaching sessions if they felt that there were issues that needed to be raised, and they felt that their views were taken into account. Leeds staff were not involved in planning meetings that took place in London but a lot of informal communication in Leeds took place as staff worked closely together in an open plan office. Leeds staff participated in markers’ meetings via video-conference links. Cross-site marking was regularly undertaken for borderline cases. The management team indicated that more use of video-conferencing between sites was planned. 
The staff whom the panel met did not feel that their workload was excessive and in fact would be willing to have greater involvement with London should this prove appropriate. 

Staff indicated that they felt supported in their professional interests in that BPP was receptive to people maintaining their practising certificates, although they were not aware of having any dedicated days for staff development. When the panel asked management about this, it learned that there were in fact intended to be 5 days set aside for professional development each year and there was a budget of £750 per person for activities such as conference attendance or marshalling. The panel learned that there was an ongoing programme of staff development co-ordinated from London by BVC Tutor, Rahim Shamji. An opportunity for staff to undertake a PGCE, with their induction programme being accredited to count towards this is currently under development.
The panel recommended that the Leeds team be involved as an integral part of the everyday planning, monitoring and development of the programme and that management capitalise on the willingness of Leeds staff to be involved further, to promote a greater sense of ownership of the programme that they are delivering (Recommendation 4). 
The panel further recommended (i) that a clear programme of staff development be provided including opportunities for peer observation across sites on the BVC; (ii) that management take steps to facilitate staff training needs and ensure that staff are fully aware of what is available to them. The BSB would like a schedule of all staff members showing their past, present and continuing links with practice as part of their staff development (Recommendation 6).
The panel commended the development of a team of highly committed and enthusiastic staff and the leadership at Leeds; the strong team ethos that already exists; the good level of communication resulting in a positive working atmosphere for both staff and students, and the good examples of teaching observed. In order to further develop the provision, the panel recommended that more direct support from senior BVC tutors should be provided for what is clearly an enthusiastic but still a developing team. 
Whilst the focus of this visit was the Leeds provision, the panel was of the opinion that there was one respect in which the findings of the visiting panel for BPP London on 13-14 April 2010 could helpfully be taken into account in making a further recommendation here: to undertake a global review of staffing at both Leeds and London and to give serious consideration to the composition of the body of experienced senior full-time staff in such a way that may (i) help the situation in London where staff are clearly overstretched and (ii) add to the pool of experienced staff who can play a substantial role in developing and mentoring the Leeds team (Recommendation 3).



	4.  Curriculum content and structure



	Curriculum content and structure remains the same as previous years, and as defined by the Golden Book.  

One aspect in which Leeds students felt themselves to be at a disadvantage was in relation to the availability of various options, some of which did not run in Leeds. One student who was required to study IP under the terms of his pupillage had had to transfer to London. The management team explained that it was not the case that certain options were not available in Leeds: simply that options were only educationally viable if at least 5 or 6 students wished to take them, in which case they could run.  




	5.  Admissions and student profile



	The profile of applicants at BPP Leeds includes students with lower second class honours degrees but staff did not report finding any evidence of a weak tail of students holding others back, or of the range of student abilities being such that teaching would need to be adapted to take account of weaker students. The management team reported that where contact had been maintained with students from the original cohort, it was evident that a number of Leeds students were successfully gaining pupillage eventually, if taking a little longer than their London counterparts to do so.




	 6.  Teaching and Learning (knowledge and skills areas)



	The visiting panel had the opportunity to observe several teaching sessions and found the teaching to be of a good standard. It was noted that students were not invited to offer peer feedback in the advocacy sessions, where feedback was entirely tutor-led. The panel was advised that this was a general policy across BPP as experience had shown peer feedback to be of variable value as at best it could offer false encouragement and at worst could dent confidence. 

Students reported that all of them had to do 5 hours Pro Bono work and there were a variety of projects running. However, student response to this was lukewarm as it was perceived to be a box-ticking exercise rather than something really useful. There was also some confusion over who was responsible for supervising Pro Bono work. Management advised that all Pro Bono subjects were supervised, although this was often by the external body rather than BPP. The panel was concerned that the level of some of the Pro Bono projects seemed insufficiently challenging and would encourage BPP Leeds to give further thought to the opportunities it provides to enhance students’ professional skills. BPP is reminded that para. 2:4:3 of the Blue Book requires the provision of opportunities to undertake suitable pro-bono work; the take up of which need not be compulsory. 
When asked about involvement with the local Bar, one student reported a very positive experience of being mentored by a practitioner at No. 6 Park Square in Leeds. Other students thought that mentoring was a good scheme but had been confused over whether they were eligible or not to apply, as they had thought that it was not open to anyone who, for instance, had already done a mini-pupillage. The panel would encourage the team to ensure greater clarity for students on their eligibility for mentoring.
The panel noted the use of feedback in small group sessions. Whilst it applauded the provision of both written and oral feedback in these sessions, the panel recommended that staff training opportunities should be provided to ensure consistency, quality and quantity of feedback, and that the feedback form itself should be reviewed, namely to address the issue of whether it is educationally valuable to grade SGS performance from the earliest SGS sessions, and, if so, on what basis the grading is made (Recommendation 5).
The panel was of the opinion that the aims and objectives of some of the teaching sessions could have been more clearly delineated and recommended that learning outcomes be better particularised in tutor notes and mirrored in student instructions (Recommendation 8).
One of the teaching sessions observed by the panel consisted of a tutor talking through a PowerPoint presentation and it was felt that such a session was not as educationally valuable as it might have been. The panel would encourage staff to review the use of lectures, particularly for the options, to ensure that they are of real educational value and make sufficient demands on students. 



	  7.  Standards and assessment strategy and methods (including progression data)



	Students reported similar problems with proof reading of assessment briefs to those raised by students at BPP London, including the recent problematic Negotiation assessment; Leeds students had found these a source of annoyance rather than a cause for formal complaint though had found it concerning that mistakes occurred frequently.

[NB At the visit to BPP London of 13-14 April 2010, the panel recommended that BPP should provide the BSB with (i) a precise chronology of events during the week the examination was conducted, and (ii) details of exactly what has been said to all students who undertook this assessment, in particular whether any students were offered resits.]




	  8.  Student support and quality of student experience



	The panel was pleased to have the opportunity to meet a group of 12 students. All were full-time, most had a first degree in law, and most aspired to pupillage, though they were realistic in their expectations of their immediate prospects. Students found the programme to be well structured and well taught and were generally satisfied with their overall experience at BPP Leeds though with some concerns listed below. 

As had been the case at BPP London, some students reported variability of grading of their formative sessions, with some tutors marking harshly to prompt students to work harder and others marking generously to give a confidence boost; this practice was felt to be confusing to students (see recommendation 5 made in section 6 above). All students would have liked more opportunities to practise advocacy, although they acknowledged that there was nothing to stop them from practising their skills outside formal sessions. Students were also of the opinion that they were less well prepared in Professional Ethics than in other subjects as there were no explicit formative assessments, these being embedded within other areas; however, they understood that assessment in this subject area was about to be changed for future years in any case. 

Students were aware of advice available from the careers service and appreciated the opportunity to do mock pupillage interviews. There was disappointment that FRU was only available in London as students did not understand why it could not be available in Leeds. 

The main source of dissatisfaction in terms of the relationship between Leeds and London was felt to be the administrative side of the programme where Leeds students believed themselves to be at a distinct disadvantage in two respects: IT support, and Finance administration. Students reported problems with PCs and printers, both of which were affected by any problems on the London network. When students needed to report any problems they were forced to ring an expensive 0845 number and the call was often left on hold or unanswered; they were not aware of any IT officer working at the Leeds site. Similarly with Finance administration, students were often unable to access any staff who could resolve their issues. An 0845 number was again the only form of contact, and the repercussions of the lack of communication were serious: one student had been incorrectly cut off from the VLE because of a misunderstanding by Finance, while another had had a long delay in being able to access funds that were intended for him because of a cheque being banked by London. The panel learned from the management team that the centralisation of administrative functions was justified on the premise that support would be excellent when in reality, regrettably, it was not. Leeds did in fact have an IT technician, although requests for assistance had to be logged through Manchester. Changes to financial administration had just been implemented in response to recent difficulties but obviously it was too soon to know whether the changes would address all problems sufficiently.
The panel was extremely concerned to learn of these issues and regarded the current arrangements as wholly unsatisfactory. The panel strongly recommended that whatever centralised processes are in place, more support for students on site was needed in terms of administrative and IT support, and in particular that someone on site should have sufficient autonomy to resolve finance issues (Recommendation 7).
Students reported the most significant benefits of studying at Leeds to be in the advantages of being a smaller cohort with smaller class sizes: this made for good relationships between students and tutors, and a very satisfactory level of support in terms of tutor responses to queries. 




	  9.  Learning resources (Library and IT)



	Students were generally happy with the level of resources to which they had access. The VLE was available to them offsite and although it was primarily used as an information resource rather than in the delivery of the programme, it was useful as a repository for things such as lecture handouts, or the minutes of Student Staff Liaison Meetings. Students reported some pressure on resources at the time of assessment and the need for more library books but had no serious complaints. The Librarian reported that the library facilities were generally in use to about a quarter of their capacity ranging to about half capacity at peak times, so were not under undue pressure. Management advised that there would be no problem about purchasing new stock where this was found to be really necessary, but in fact the pressures that students had noted around assessment time would be addressed in future by placing key items on short term loan. 




	  10.  Equality and diversity



	The panel asked about any issues in connection with special arrangements for students, but were told that this was an unusual cohort in that none of the full-time students had any need of a learning support contract, although three of the part-time students did. No issues were reported and the panel was advised that there was a dedicated learning support officer at the Leeds site.

[NB at the BPP London visit on 13-14 April 2010, the panel made a recommendation that BPP should ensure that its policy on students with disabilities or special educational needs is clear, that all staff are appropriately trained in its application, and that awareness of the policy should be promoted more widely. This clearly applies to both London and Leeds sites.] 



	Additional comments



	It was noted that at present attendance up to 15 minutes late was not penalised; the panel would encourage staff to be mindful of the ‘Attendance Rule’ and in future years ensure compliance with the requirements of the Blue Book (Part B, 4.11.3) which stipulates that a student arriving 5 minutes late may be counted as absent. 
The panel was satisfied that the over recruitment at BPP Leeds had not had any adverse impact on standards or on the quality of the student experience. The panel found much to commend at the Leeds site, but also a number of areas where improvements would enhance the student experience, as indicated in the recommendations below. 




	Good practice, distinguishing features



	Given the relatively short length of time that BPP Leeds has been in operation, the panel was impressed with the strong team ethos that already exists and the good level of communication between staff at Leeds that has resulted in a positive working atmosphere for staff and students. The panel commended the following:

· the development of a team of highly committed and enthusiastic staff and the leadership at Leeds

· good facilities and learning resources that are not being overstretched

· the cross-programme peer observation

· good teaching materials with strong briefs and effective use of scenarios

· good examples of teaching observed

· positive comments from students on the level of support received from teaching staff and from the careers service.



	Conclusions: recommendation on accreditation/approval/continuing approval

	Continuing approval (with recommendations)
For the period:    September 2009 to July 2010



	Recommendations  

	Where recommendations are additionally made, please detail below:

	Recommendation 1
	BPP should be more reflective of the individual identity of the Leeds provision, in particular in the Annual Programme Monitoring Report.

	Recommendation 2
	Include Leeds in the comprehensive exit survey that was recommended by the panel for the BPP London visit 13-14 April 2010.

	Recommendation 3
	To undertake a global review of staffing at both Leeds and London and to give serious consideration to the composition of the body of experienced senior full time staff in such a way that may (i) help the situation in London where staff are clearly overstretched and (ii) add to the pool of experienced staff who can play a substantial role in developing and mentoring the Leeds team.

	Recommendation 4
	Involve the Leeds team as an integral part of the everyday planning, monitoring and development of the programme and capitalise on staff willingness to be involved further, with a view to providing Leeds staff with a greater sense of ownership of the programme that they are delivering.

	Recommendation 5
	Provide staff training opportunities to ensure consistency, quality and quantity of feedback following small group sessions, and review the feedback form itself, namely to address the issue of whether it is educationally valuable to grade SGS performance from the earliest SGS sessions and if so on what basis the grading is made.

	Recommendation 6
	The panel further recommended (i) that a clear programme of staff development be provided including opportunities for peer observation across sites on the BVC; (ii) that management take steps to facilitate staff training needs and ensure that staff are fully aware of what is available to them. The BSB would like a schedule of all staff members showing their past, present and future links with practice as part of their staff development.

	Recommendation 7
	Provide more support for students on site in terms of administrative and IT support, in particular to ensure that someone on site has sufficient autonomy to resolve finance issues.

	Recommendation 8
	Ensure that aims and objectives of all teaching sessions are clearly delineated with learning outcomes better particularised in tutor notes and mirrored in student instructions.


First draft: 26 April 2010
Confirmed by panel members: 2 June 2010
Confirmed by Provider: 15 July 2010
Confirmed by Education and Training committee: 22 July 2010

	Response by the Provider  



	We are reassured to note that the BSB found no evidence that the over recruitment for 2009-10 was having any detrimental effect on the student experience and that there was much to commend at our Leeds site. Further, it is pleasing that the panel were impressed with the strong team ethos and positive working atmosphere for staff and students. We find the recommendations constructive and helpful and hope that by implementing these improvements we can further enhance the student experience.
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