
How well are further education and skills 
providers implementing the ‘Prevent’ duty? 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The government published the ‘Prevent’ strategy in 2011 as part of its overall counter-
terrorism strategy, CONTEST. ‘Prevent’ duty guidance, first published in February 2015, was 
put into place in the further education and skills sector on 18 September 2015. As a result, all 
further education and skills providers in England must have ‘due regard’ to the need to 
‘Prevent’ people from being drawn into terrorism. Therefore, 2015/16 is the first academic 
year of the duty being put into practice formally. 
 
The purpose of this survey was to evaluate how well further education and skills providers 
are implementing the ‘Prevent’ duty in its first year, and to assess the impact of the work 
being done to protect learners from those who wish to promote extremism. Her Majesty’s 
Inspectors carried out the fieldwork for this survey between November 2015 and May 2016. 
 
Summary of key findings 
 
Findings were based on visits to 37 FE and skills providers and combined with a range of 
other inspection or monitoring visits between November 2015 and May 2016. 
 

• Twenty-two providers had implemented the ‘Prevent’ duty well. Colleges were found 
to be the most successful provider type in this respect, having generally formed 
strong partnerships with external agencies and stakeholders. Risk assessments and 
action plans in these providers were of good quality. Too many other providers 
however focused on compliance rather than evaluating the impact of the steps 
taken.  

• Two of the eight independent learning providers visited had not implemented any 
aspect of the ‘Prevent’ duty. The independent learning providers tended to operate 
in isolation and few had adequate systems in place to ensure the safety of learners. 

• Independent learning providers’ arrangements for sharing information were 
ineffective. These providers typically did not have the staff, skills or expertise to 
develop robust information-sharing protocols with partners or external agencies.  

• The quality of risk assessments and action plans to reduce the risk of radicalisation 
and extremism was poor in 11 of the providers. Two independent learning providers 
had no risk assessments in place at all. Of the other nine providers, most adopted a 
‘tick-box’ approach to risk assessment rather than conducting a comprehensive 
evaluation of risks. 

• Approximately half the providers visited were unaware of the support, information 
or intelligence available to them from a range of external partners, including the ETF.  

• Local authorities had often not worked with providers to build partnerships or share 
information effectively. Several local authorities were not fulfilling their 
responsibilities in developing multi-agency arrangements and did not work closely 
enough with further education and skills providers to share information.  

• The quality of staff training was ineffective in a third of the providers visited. These 
providers tended to be over-reliant on staff completing online training packages for 
‘Prevent’, with little being given to adapting training to meet the needs of all staff or 
take account of the specific context of the provider.  
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• Vetting and monitoring of external speakers were inadequate in around a quarter of the providers, 
allowing speakers onto the premises to talk to learners without appropriate suitability checks.  

• Providers that had faith rooms generally monitored them well. Providers usually had comprehensive 
policies and procedures in place for checking the use of multi-faith rooms. However some bad practice 
as found where faith rooms were not suitably monitored which potentially increased threats of 
radicalisation and extremism. 

• Leaders in nearly half the providers visited did not adequately protect learners from the risk of 
radicalisation and extremism when using IT systems.  

 
 
AELP view 
AELP naturally recognises the overarching significance of counter-extremism and counter-radicalisation 
policies and strongly supports the role that FE and skills providers have to play in enabling these to be 
effective to allow for safe learning environments for all. We have worked, and continue to work, closely with 
the Education and Training Foundation (ETF) and the relevant authorities to help to ensure that providers 
have up-to-date information and support in understanding their duties under the Prevent strategy, and to 
ensure that these policies are implemented as effectively as possible. In fact, our Prevent workshops 
arranged for AELP members across the country have regularly sold out, which is clear evidence that 
providers are taking this matter very seriously. 
 
The report clearly highlights some good practice around the country in a number of providers that all would 
do well to learn from; equally, there are some examples of poor practice that are easily avoided with only a 
little thought. We therefore agree this is an important report that all in the sector would benefit from 
reading and contextualising to their own situations and organisations. 
 
We do however have concerns with the report on a number of fronts.  
 
It is largely critical of how independent providers have implemented the duty, but makes no mention of the 
context in which very many such providers operate; specifically, the fact that most independents operate in 
work-based (i.e. employer-based) settings. The report appears to have been based on the premise of 
learning taking place within provider-managed premises, which of course gives a greater degree of control 
over implementation of the Prevent duty than is the case when learners are actually employees of a third 
party, undertaking their learning largely at their employer’s premises.  
 
This has been a long-standing issue, whereby employers do not have legislative duties to implement Prevent 
strategies, though providers do. This leads to confusion as to who is responsible for overseeing and 
implementing Prevent strategies for work-based learners, when providers are perhaps only in direct contact 
with the learner on a peripatetic basis for only a very few hours at a time.  
 
There is no indication in the report of whether Ofsted addressed these concerns during their visits and 
surveys, or investigated the extent to which independents had clarified or understood the relationship 
between their own responsibilities under Prevent and those of employers (such as they are). Independents 
are both unclear and concerned, in our experience, that if they are working with employers who are not 
following the advice or guidance of the provider in terms of steps towards implementation of Prevent, then 
the provider may therefore be held liable for the actions or omissions of a third party over which they have 
very little or even no control. This not only potentially affects safeguarding gradings – with concomitant 
affects on overall Ofsted grades and perhaps even access to funding - but more seriously means there are 
loopholes in the strategy which put learners in danger of radicalisation and extremism despite the provider’s 
best efforts. 
 
 
 
 
 



Our views on the precise recommendations follow: 
 
Ofsted recommends that the government should: 
 

• ensure the consistency of advice and guidance provided by BIS ‘Prevent’ coordinators, police 
‘Prevent’ teams and local authorities 

 
 

• through Jisc, publicise further the support available to providers to develop IT policies that counter 
inappropriate internet access 

 

 
 

• promote the support, advice and guidance available through ETF to enable providers to do more to 
protect learners. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AELP view: 

Consistency is key in all things, and particularly here. However it is noticeable that this is being 
hampered by the current unfilled posts around the country of Prevent Co-ordinators, some of 
which have been vacant for some time. This does not give providers reassurance either that the 
Prevent strategy is being given sufficient priority or importance by the government as a whole, and 
undermines the ability of the entire system to function. 

 

AELP view: 

Jisc is mentioned several times in this document, but the experience of our members with Jisc 
has been decidedly patchy. Indeed, attempts by AELP itself to engage with Jisc have met with 
considerable difficulty, with many independent providers in particular expressing the view that Jisc 
have little understanding of the way in which their businesses work, nor much inclination to 
remedy this. We would suggest that government needs to do rather more than publicise the 
support available to providers through Jisc – they must ensure that Jisc actually take steps to 
engage with providers, or such publicity will be pointless. 

 

 

AELP view: 

The ETF provides considerable support and resources for providers of all types to understand and 
implement the Prevent duty. AELP are very happy to continue our work with them to promote and 
disseminate this expertise. 

 



Ofsted recommends that providers should: 
 

• ensure that appropriate policies and procedures are in place, and implemented effectively, to 
protect learners from the risks posed by external speakers and events  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• develop stronger and more supportive links with partners, including local authorities, to develop 
stringent information-sharing protocols and share intelligence  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• ensure that risk assessments and associated action plans are of high quality and cover all aspects of 
the ‘Prevent’ duty 

 
• provide staff training that is aligned to job roles and evaluate this to measure its impact across the 

organisation 
 

• ensure that learners have a good understanding of British values and the risks and threats of 
radicalisation and extremism 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
• refer to the ‘Prevent’ duty explicitly in IT policies and procedures, closely monitor learners’ use of IT 

facilities to identify inappropriate usage, and work with partners and external agencies for additional 
support, information and intelligence. 

AELP view: 

Such checks need not be onerous but should be effective in helping to reduce the threat of 
learner exposure to extremist or radicalised views. Providers have a clear duty of care to 
learners and this common-sense recommendation is, it seems, being too often neglected or 
ignored. 

AELP view: 

Partnerships are always vital to delivery, not just with regard to information-sharing but more 
generally. Independent providers in particular have reported problems in properly engaging 
with local authorities on a number of fronts, of which the Prevent agenda is just one 
example. It is important that local authorities recognise that the FE skills infrastructure in a 
local area extends way beyond the obvious and that engagement with providers in all their 
forms is vital both to protect learners and to give them the full range of options and choice 

     

AELP view: 

Exactly what constitutes “British values” in a general sense may be open to debate, but in 
this context it refers to tolerance, democracy, individual liberty, mutual respect and the rule of 
law. This requires some thought to ensure understanding through teaching and learning, but 
many case studies of good practice are available, for example through the Education and 
Training Foundation webpage, that can address these issues through embedding them in 
the existing curriculum rather than teaching them as  distinct and discrete items. 



 

AELP view: 

This recommendation in itself is one which AELP can and does support, but it does present some 
contextual issues where our view becomes more nuanced and thus qualified. 

Where a provider is hosting the learner at their own premises, then implementing policies on 
restricting IT access to inappropriate websites and other online materials is relatively 
straightforward.  

It is much more difficult however to have an effective policy on such matters in work-based 
situations where learners are most likely to be using either their employer’s, or their own, IT 
infrastructures for internet access. The provider could therefore have an excellent and effective 
policy that works well if the learner is on their own premises, but if the learner is sited at an 
employer who has no such policy, is it incumbent on the provider to insist that it is provided? Is it the 
responsibility of the employer or the provider to monitor them as a result? Ofsted have no comment 
to make on what is a fundamental issue of concern for all work-based learning providers, 
particularly if shortcomings in the implementation of the Prevent agenda result in adverse Ofsted 
gradings. 

Indeed, the same principle applies for other aspects of implementation such as the provision of 
prayer rooms. If these are sited on employer premises, whose responsibility is it under the Prevent 
agenda to ensure that (for example) it does not hold extremist and radicalised literature? The 
provider is under a duty to monitor this sort of activity on their own premises, but employers are not 
– so whether the provider is expected to monitor it on employer premises where their own learners 
are sited is open to question. This principle underlies a lot of confusion regarding the Prevent 
agenda amongst work-based learning providers, and Ofsted – and government more generally – 
need urgently to clarify these points. 

We are also very concerned that Ofsted have cited as evidence of good practice the following on 
page 20 of the report: 

“blocking 3G and 4G data on learners’ personal devices while on provider premises.” 

It is important firstly to note that such actions are illegal, as is made clear in this excerpt from the 
Ofcom website: 

http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/enforcement/spectrum-enforcement/jammers/ 

which states that: 

“The use of any apparatus, whether or not wireless telegraphy apparatus, for the purpose of 
interfering with any wireless telegraphy, is an offence under the Wireless Telegraphy Act 2006. 
It is an indictable offence that on conviction in Crown Court carries a maximum penalty of two 
years imprisonment and/or an unlimited fine. The courts can also order forfeit of any apparatus 
used in the commission of the offence.” 

We would therefore urge Ofsted to withdraw this citing of good practice immediately, and we 
would certainly advise that any providers or others or others who are taking such steps 
should desist from doing so without delay. 

On a more general level, the logic behind seeing this as good practice is deeply questionable. If the 
learner has their personal device blocked on the provider premises to prevent the downloading of 
undesirable material, it is difficult to see why they should not also be blocked whilst on the employer 
premises, or indeed anywhere else. Such a notion is clearly unacceptable. 

 
Note: Following the publication of this briefing, Ofsted have removed the example of “good 
practice” referred to above. We have however decided to leave this section in place in this 
briefing in the event that some providers are continuing to follow this practice. 
 

http://stakeholders.ofcom.org.uk/enforcement/spectrum-enforcement/jammers/


Ofsted recommends that Ofsted itself should  
• from September 2016, raise further its expectations of providers to implement all aspects of 

the ‘Prevent’ duty, and evaluate the impact this has on keeping learners safe. 

 
 
 

 
July 2016 

 
 

 

AELP view: 

We generally support this in the furtherance of continuous improvement. However it is now urgently 
required that Ofsted and/or government clarify their expectations of how providers delivering in work-
based scenarios are to be expected to comply with their obligations under the Prevent agenda, 
before any consideration is given to tightening grade awards on the basis of such compliance. 


