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	Document control
	Details

	Owner
	Trust safeguarding lead / designated trust officer: [complete]

	Approval
	Trust board / delegated committee: [complete]

	Effective date
	[complete following approval]

	Next scheduled review
	[complete – no later than 12 months after approval]

	Applies to
	All BCWCAT academies; school-level contextual assessment required

	Status
	Draft for local completion and formal approval


1. Purpose and statutory context
Section 26 of the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 requires specified authorities, including schools, to have due regard to the need to prevent people from being drawn into terrorism. Prevent is a safeguarding responsibility: concerns should be considered in the context of the child’s circumstances, behaviours, relationships, online environment and protective factors. This document provides a trust-wide framework; it is not a substitute for a school-specific assessment or professional safeguarding judgement.
Read alongside the Prevent duty guidance (2023), Keeping Children Safe in Education (2026), Working Together to Safeguard Children (2023, as amended), DfE practical guidance for designated safeguarding leads (updated October 2026), local safeguarding procedures and the trust’s safeguarding, online safety, acceptable use, visitor and equality policies.
2. Principles and proportionality
The trust promotes dignity, mutual respect, democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs, consistent with its Catholic ethos. Legitimate religious practice, peaceful protest, political opinion or protected characteristics are not, in themselves, indicators of radicalisation. SEND or neurodivergence is not an indicator of radicalisation. Staff must avoid assumptions or profiling and consider observable concerns in context.
3. Accountability and response
	Role
	Minimum responsibilities

	Trust board / committee
	Oversight, assurance, approval and review of risk management; challenge gaps and resource needs.

	Trust safeguarding lead
	Coordinate trust framework, share verified intelligence, review trends and support escalation.

	Headteacher / principal
	Own school-specific assessment, ensure controls operate, report to governors/trust.

	DSL / deputy DSL
	Lead identification, recording, consultation, referrals and follow-up; maintain training and local partnership knowledge.

	IT / online safety lead
	Document filtering and monitoring responsibilities, testing, alerts, escalation and annual review.

	All staff
	Complete training, recognise concerns, record promptly and follow safeguarding procedures.


4. Risk-rating method
Score likelihood (L) and impact (I) from 1 to 3. Inherent score is before controls; residual score reflects verified controls. Ratings below are illustrative initial assessments, not evidence that controls are in place at an individual academy. Each school must confirm and amend them.
	Score
	Likelihood
	Impact

	1
	Unlikely
	Limited

	2
	Possible
	Significant

	3
	Likely
	Severe


Risk score = L × I: 1–2 Low; 3–4 Medium; 6–9 High. High risks require prompt leadership review and documented mitigation; all risks are revisited after incidents or significant changes.
5. Trust-wide risk register — local verification required
R1  Insufficient understanding of local/national radicalisation threats
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	3×3=9 High
	DSL obtains current Bradford/West Yorkshire Prevent briefing and records academy-specific context; review at least annually and after material events.
	2×3=6 High
	DSL / trust lead


R2  Staff miss or misinterpret indicators or use stereotypes
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Induction and proportionate refresher training; case-based discussion; clear DSL advice; avoid profiling and consider individual context.
	1×3=3 Medium
	Headteacher / DSL


R3  Delayed reporting, referral or follow-up
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Accessible reporting route and secure chronology; DSL consults local Prevent/children’s services and police as appropriate; record decisions and follow-up.
	1×3=3 Medium
	DSL


R4  Exposure to extremist or terrorist content online, including gaming, messaging and AI-generated content
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	3×3=9 High
	Age-appropriate teaching; filtering/monitoring with named owners, alert response, testing and annual effectiveness review; parent engagement.
	2×3=6 High
	IT lead / DSL


R5  External speakers, visitors or premises use introduce harmful extremist messages
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Pre-approval, due diligence, agreed content and supervision; escalate concerns; apply premises-hire controls.
	1×3=3 Medium
	Headteacher


R6  Curriculum does not build resilience or safe discussion
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×2=4 Medium
	Review PSHE/RSHE, RE, citizenship, online safety and British values; support respectful discussion and pupil voice.
	1×2=2 Low
	Curriculum lead / DSL


R7  Community tensions or major events lead to polarisation or targeted hostility
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Review verified local intelligence; safeguarding response to harassment; balanced age-appropriate dialogue and communication.
	1×3=3 Medium
	Headteacher / DSL


R8  Governance and quality assurance fail to identify weaknesses
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Named link governor, termly assurance, annual board review, evidence checks and action tracking.
	1×3=3 Medium
	Governors / trust lead


R9  Partnership and Channel referral knowledge becomes outdated
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Maintain current local authority Prevent contacts, safeguarding partnership and police routes; test process during DSL reviews.
	1×3=3 Medium
	DSL


R10  Individual needs or vulnerabilities are misunderstood, including SEND
	Inherent risk
	Required controls / evidence to verify
	Indicative residual risk
	Accountable lead

	2×3=6 High
	Use child-centred contextual assessment, reasonable adjustments, SEND expertise and multi-agency advice; no diagnosis-based profiling.
	1×3=3 Medium
	DSL / SENCO


6. Academy-specific contextual assessment
Complete separately for each school. Do not rely on trust-level statements alone. Include relevant pupil age range, online patterns, incidents, intelligence from the local Prevent lead, and community circumstances. Avoid unverified threat statistics.
	Field
	School entry

	Academy / phase
	[complete]

	Headteacher / principal
	[complete]

	DSL and deputy DSL
	[complete]

	Link governor
	[complete]

	Date local intelligence obtained / source
	[complete]

	Relevant school-specific vulnerabilities and protective factors
	[complete]

	Recent concerns / incidents (anonymised)
	[complete]

	Filtering and monitoring provider, named reviewers and last test
	[complete]

	Training completion / refresh date
	[complete]

	Referral pathway and local contact check date
	[complete]

	Additional risks / changed residual scores
	[complete]


7. Local action plan and assurance
	Action / gap
	Owner
	Deadline
	Evidence / outcome
	Status

	Confirm named Prevent lead and deputies
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open

	Obtain and document current local Prevent intelligence
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open

	Audit staff and governor Prevent training
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open

	Review filtering and monitoring effectiveness
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open

	Validate referral routes and escalation arrangements
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open

	Approve academy-specific risk scores and report to governors
	[name]
	[date]
	[evidence]
	Open


8. Escalation and review
Any immediate risk of harm or emergency: call 999. Otherwise follow the academy safeguarding procedure immediately, notify the DSL and seek timely advice/referral via the current local Prevent and children’s safeguarding routes. Do not investigate independently or promise confidentiality. Record facts, rationale, consultation, actions and follow-up securely. A Channel referral may be appropriate following professional consultation; Channel is a voluntary, multi-agency support process.
Review this assessment at least annually and whenever local intelligence, safeguarding incidents, staffing, technology, curriculum or the operating context changes. Governors/trust should scrutinise evidence that controls are working, not only the existence of policies.
9. Sign-off
	Approval
	Name / signature / date

	Prepared by
	[complete]

	Reviewed by headteacher / principal
	[complete]

	Reviewed by link governor
	[complete]

	Trust approval / committee
	[complete]

	Next review
	[complete]


10. Authoritative reference links
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/keeping-children-safe-in-education--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/prevent-duty-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/prevent-duty-risk-assessment-templates
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-prevent-duty-safeguarding-learners-susceptible-to-radicalisation/the-prevent-duty-practical-guidance-for-designated-safeguarding-leads
https://www.bcwcat.co.uk/
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