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Prevent duty guidance: a consultation 
Introduction 

The Association of Employment and Learning Providers (AELP) represents the interests of a range of 
organisations delivering vocational learning and employment and employability support.  The 
majority of our 700+ member organisations are independent providers (from both the private and 
the third sectors) holding contracts with the Skills Funding Agency (SFA), with many also delivering 
Department for Education (Education Funding Agency) and Department of Work and Pensions 
(DWP) funded provision.  In addition to these we have a number of colleges in membership, as well 
as non-delivery organisations such as Sector Skills Councils and awarding bodies as Associate 
Members, which means that AELP offers a well rounded and comprehensive perspective and insight 
on matters relating to its remit.  

Comments on the proposals 
 

Q1: Are there other general points that should be addressed in this guidance? 

Examples in the draft guidance of the types of terrorist threat targeted by the Prevent strategy are 
limited to Islamist extremism and right-wing white supremacist groups. Whilst acknowledging that 
not all types of potential terrorist threat can or should be outlined therein, the wording as it 
currently stands infers that these are the only two types of radicalisation that Prevent seeks to 
disrupt. Presumably this is not the case, and the guidance may benefit from making this a little 
clearer. 

In the section on Further Education, the guidance refers on several occasions  to various forms of 
engagement with “regional further education Prevent co-ordinators”. It would be helpful if the 
guidance also gave details of their remit and duties, and where and how they may be contacted. 

 

Q2-3: No comment 

 

LOCAL AUTHORITIES: 

Q4-7: No comment 

 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

Q8–11: No comment. 
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FURTHER EDUCATION: 

Q12: Are there other institutions, not listed here, which ought to be covered by 
the duty? Please explain why. 

The specified authorities in further education listed in Schedule 3 as outlined in the draft guidance 
are given as those “on the Skills Funding Agency register”. For the avoidance of doubt – and 
presuming this is what it refers to – the guidance should state that the “register” referred to is the 
Register of Training Organisations (ROTO) with which all publicly-funded providers will be familiar.  

The limitation of this is however that subcontractors receiving less than £100,000 of SFA funding are 
not necessarily registered on ROTO, meaning that anomalies may arise whereby one provider who 
has considerably less than £100,000 of funding but remains on the register will be in scope for the 
guidance whereas one who has only just under £100,000 of funding but is not registered, will not be 
so covered. It also infers that where a provider’s subcontracted provision drops below £100,000 and 
they come off the ROTO, so their duty to comply also ceases. This is presumably not the intent. 

Notwithstanding the reference to subcontracted delivery at para 86, we would suggest that further 
consideration be given to the additional inclusion in Schedule 3 of any subcontractor receiving 
indirect public funds for the delivery of learning. 

We also feel that the limitations on the inclusion of private FE institutions not in receipt of public 
funding to those having a physical building, having at least 250 students and teaching people in 
group settings in preparation for examinations leaves a number of potential loopholes that would 
benefit from further consideration. 

Q13: Are there other areas of activity, or examples of good practice, that 
should be covered in this guidance? 

Independent providers are particularly heavily represented in Apprenticeship delivery and other 
forms of learning delivery based from employer premises. For the avoidance of doubt and 
clarification purposes the guidance should give advice on what responsibility is incumbent on the 
provider should they become aware of potential activity in scope of the Prevent strategy that is 
taking place on an employer premises – should, for example, they discuss/report this to the 
employer and in so doing, does this pass the onus for ensuring appropriate action has been taken to 
them, or does it stay with the provider? 

Q14: Do you agree that Ofsted should monitor compliance with this duty as 
part of their existing remit to inspect publicly-funded further education 
colleges and independent training providers? 

Yes. Ofsted should however make clear how they intend to inspect this element of delivery to 
ensure that providers have every chance to comply and not inadvertently adversely compromise 
gradings, which (particularly for independent providers) could have extremely serious implications. 
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Q15: Are there other bodies that should be involved in monitoring compliance 
with this duty? 

On an informal basis, other organisations connected with learning delivery (such as awarding 
organisations [AOs]) should be encouraged to be aware of the Prevent strategy and pass any 
information or observations they think relevant to the attention of their accredited providers. We do 
not feel this should be a statutory duty in addition to wider counter-terrorism legislation, however, 
subject to our response to Q16 (below). 

Q16: For those institutions not in receipt of public funding, which body do you 
think would be best placed to carry out this role? 

Where private institutions are not in receipt of public funding but are delivering externally-
accredited qualifications, then they will be subject to inspection procedures from their awarding 
organisations. We would suggest the AOs may therefore have a role to play in some aspects of 
Prevent compliance in these circumstances. 

Where they are not delivering externally-accredited qualifications, the issue of quality monitoring 
becomes a much wider issue, and there is not in our view any existing obvious organisation which 
could take this activity on. Whilst we believe there is a need for such monitoring, a solution as to 
who should undertake this may best be reached through a broader consideration of how such 
organisations operate and the standards to which they deliver, rather than merely concentrating on 
resolving the issue with regard to the Prevent strategy. 

 

SCHOOLS: 

Q17-18: No comment 

 

HEALTH: 

Q19-21: No comment 

 

PRISONS AND PROBATION: 

Q22-24: No comment 

 

THE POLICE: 

Q25: No comment 
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