
 

 
 

Cabinet Office: Triennial Review 
Report - Advisory Committee on 
Conscientious Objectors  
 
1. Reviewing the function, form and governance of the Advisory 
Committee on Conscientious Objectors (ACCO).   
 

Executive Summary  
 

Aim of the Triennial Review  
 
2. It is Government policy that a non-departmental public body (NDPB) 
should only be set up or remain in existence, where the model can be clearly 
evidenced as the most appropriate and cost-effective way of delivering the 
function in question. In April 2011, Cabinet Office announced that all NDPBs 
still in existence following the reforms made under the Public Bodies Review 
2010 would have to undergo a substantive review at least once every three 
years.   
 
3. These triennial reviews have two purposes:  
 

a) To provide a robust challenge of the continuing need for individual 
NDPBs, both their function and form, employing the ‘three tests’, 
namely whether – 
 
i. the NDPB in question performs a technical function; 
 
ii. the function is one which needs to be delivered (and needs to be 
seen to be delivered) with absolute impartiality; 
 
iii. the function is one which needs to be delivered independently of 
Ministers to establish facts and or figures with integrity. 
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b) Where it is agreed that a particular body should remain as an NDPB, 
to review the control and governance arrangements in place to ensure 
that the public body is complying with recognised principles of good 
corporate governance.   

 
4. All triennial reviews are carried out in line with Cabinet Office guidance 
which states that reviews should be: 
 

a) Proportionate: Reviews must not be overly bureaucratic and should 
be appropriate for the size and nature of the NDPB in question; 

b) Timely:  Reviews should be completed quickly to minimise the 
disruption to the NDPB’s business and reduce uncertainty about its 
future; 

c) Challenging: Reviews should be robust and rigorous. They should 
evidence the continuing need for individual functions and examine 
and evaluate as wide a range as possible of delivery options; 

d) Inclusive: Reviews should be open and inclusive.  Individual NDPBs 
must be engaged in reviews.  Key users and stakeholders should 
have the opportunity to contribute to reviews.  Parliament must be 
informed about the commencement and conclusions of reviews; 

e) Transparent: All review should be announced and all reports of 
reviews should be published; and 

f) Value for Money: Review should be conducted in a way that 
represents value for money for the taxpayer. 

 

The Outcome of Stage One and Stage Two of the Review 
 
5. This report incorporates review stages one and two of the ACCO. 
Stage one is set out at Annex A. It concludes that the function of the ACCO is 
still required, and that delivery of that function through a Non-Departmental 
Public Body (NDPB) is appropriate. Stage two is set out at Annex B. Stage 
two concludes (a) that the governance arrangements for the ACCO as an 
NDPB are in line with the Cabinet Office Triennial Review Guidance for 
Advisory Bodies and (b) the arrangements reflect a proportionate approach 
given the infrequency that the ACCO convenes. 
 
6. Stage two of the review began before stage one was completed. This 
was done to expedite matters: It would have been impossible to complete 
both reviews consecutively within the time frames allowed.  
   

Recommendations 
 
7. The following recommendations were made as a result of the review –  
 
Recommendation 1: The Departmental Board must strengthen its corporate 
governance arrangement and monitor the performance of the relevant 
advisory bodies appropriately in accordance with their nature, size and role. 
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Recommendation 2: The sponsoring department should strengthen the 
terms of reference by stating clearly that they are responsible for assessing 
the effective performance of the Committee. 
 
Recommendation 3:  The sponsoring department in consultation with the 
Ministry of Justice on behalf of the Lord Chancellor, to consider whether the 
Chair should become involved with lay member appointments or 
reappointment, including the skills and experience required by the Committee. 
 
Recommendation 4:  The Chair should be asked to confirm the members’ re-
appointment to ensure that no question of cause for non-renewal is raised, 
and this is then put to the Lord Chancellor to make the re-appointment. It 
would be unnecessarily burdensome to do this every year. 
 
Recommendation 5:  That the Register of Interests should be reviewed and 
regularly updated. 
 

Stakeholder Engagement  
 
8. During this review, the Chair (now former Chair) of the ACCO was 
contacted and invited to provide his views. The (former) Chair is a member of 
the judiciary and has considerable experience of the ACCO having served as 
the Chair of the ACCO from February 2008 to April 2013 .He also acted as 
the Chair when the ACCO last convened to hear an appeal in 2010. Views 
were also obtained from a representative of the Peace Pledge Union (PPU). 
The PPU is a pacifist organisation, set up in 1934. The PPU takes an active 
interest in the arrangements that the Armed Forces have in place to deal with 
conscientious objectors: A member of the PPU, attended the hearing before 
the ACCO in 2010.  
 

Background  
 
9. The ACCO is a non-statutory advisory NDPB which was established in 
1970. It is an ad hoc independent appellant mechanism available to service 
personnel whose applications for administrative discharge, on the grounds of 
conscientious objection, are rejected by their commanding officers. The 
ACCO submits its findings in the form of advice to the Secretary of State for 
Defence.  
 
10. Members of the ACCO are appointed by the Lord Chancellor and 
Ministry of Justice. The membership consists of a Chair and Vice-Chair (both 
of whom require a legal qualification) and four lay members. At a hearing, a 
quorum is required which consist of the Chair or the deputy Chair and two lay 
members.  
 
11. The ACCO meets infrequently: It meets only when a member of the 
Armed Forces brings an appeal. Since its formation in 1970, the Committee 
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has considered 37 appeals. It last met in 2010. Costs are only accrued when 
the services of ACCO members are required and are based on day rates plus 
expenses. Ministry of Defence officials provide secretariat support. This is 
provided by Ministry of Defence Officials. The most recent hearing of the 
ACCO cost approximately £700. More detail about the provision of secretarial 
support and the costs arising from the ACCO are set out in the Stage 2 review 
(see Annex B). 
 
12. Although it meets infrequently, the ACCO contributes to the 
maintenance of discipline and to the operational effectiveness of the Armed 
Forces: Members of the Armed Forces stand in a unique position. They do not 
enter into contracts of employment and are unable (in most cases) to 
terminate their employment at will. It is recognised however that personnel 
should be able to apply to leave the Armed Forces when they feel that 
continuing to serve is incompatible with their conscience. It would be 
untenable however if personnel claiming to be a conscientious objector were 
allowed to leave when the chain of command does not consider their claim to 
be genuine. This would leave the system open to abuse as some personnel 
might make this claim in order to circumvent the ordinary discharge 
mechanisms and in so doing avoid any liability to serve as part of the reserve 
forces or fulfil any return of service obligations, etc. 
 
13.  It is vital therefore that the chain of command continues to have the 
power to reject applications from personnel wishing to leave (on the ground of 
conscience) where it is considered that the applicant is not a conscientious 
objector. To sustain this position however, it is vital that a mechanism, 
independent of the chain of command, is available to personnel whose 
application to leave have been rejected by the chain of command. This 
mechanism is currently provided by the ACCO.  
 
 
Date 1 July 2013 
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         Annex A  
 

Review of the Advisory Committee on Conscientious 
Objectors (ACCO) – Stage One Review 
 

Process 
 
1. Stage 1 of this review was conducted by one member of staff working 
on behalf of Defence Personnel Secretariat (Discipline Conduct and 
Legislation Team). The project board is made up of Head of Defence 
Personnel Secretariat and Head of Central Legal Services-Command 
Discipline and Constitutional Division. The commencement of stage one of the 
review was announced by written ministerial statement on 22 March 2013. 
The Chair of the House of Commons Defence Committee was notified of the 
commencement of the review by letter dated 20 March 2013. The Chair of the 
ACCO was notified of the review on 19 April 2013.   
 

Function of the ACCO 
 
2. As set out in the Terms of Reference, the function of the ACCO is as 
follows: 
 

To advise the Secretary of State regarding all claims of conscientious 
objection for further service in the Armed Forces made by officers and 
other ranks of the Armed Forces whose applications for permission to 
retire or resign their commission or for discharge have been refused by 
the Service Authorities. 

  

Evaluation  
 
3. The ACCO’s function has been evaluated against the following three 
criteria: 
 
 i) contribution to the core business of the MOD; 
 ii) whether it is still necessary; and 
 iii) whether the function is or could be performed elsewhere. 
 
Contribution to core business 
 
4. The circumstances when service personnel might leave the armed 
forces before the end of their engagement or the expiry of their commission 
are limited. The United Kingdom has for many years however, recognised the 
possibility of genuine conscientious objection. Accordingly each service 
permits its personnel to leave if, for genuine reasons of conscience, the 
service person feels unable to continue serving. Personnel wishing to apply to 
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leave the Armed Forces of grounds of conscience are required to submit an 
application to their chain of command. If the chain of command decides to 
reject the application because it is not satisfied that the person is a 
conscientious objector, the service person may appeal the decision through 
the ACCO. The ACCO hears the appeal, makes a finding as to whether the 
person grounds are genuine and accordingly advises the Secretary of State.  
 
Necessity 
 
5. While appeals in recent years have been rare, there is a continuing 
need for a mechanism by which the Secretary of State can be provided with 
an independent and impartial assessment on the merits of a case. In the 
absence of an independent appeal system, there is a risk that a member of 
the Armed Forces, denied permission to leave, might be able to successfully 
argue that the arrangements are not human rights compliant. Therefore there 
is a continuing need for the ACCO or an alternative independent appeals 
system.  
 
Delivery Mechanism 
 
6. Alternative delivery mechanisms are considered below: 
 
Delivery Option Recommendation Justification 
Abolish No There is a continuing need for an 

independent appeals system. 
Move out of 
Central 
Government 

No The committee is required to provide 
advice directly to the Secretary of State.  

Bring In-House No The appeals system must be 
independent and impartial.  

Merge with 
another body 
(1) 

No Merger with the Security Vetting Appeals 
Panel was considered, but rejected on 
the grounds of cost and time (see below). 

Merger with 
another body 
(2) 

No Consideration was given to transferring 
the function of hearing appeals to an 
independent tribunal with statutory 
underpinning. This idea was rejected on 
the grounds of costs and because this 
approach would require legislation to be 
drafted (see below).  

Delivery by a 
new Executive 
Agency 

No Creation of a new Executive Agency 
would not represent value for money.  

Continue 
delivery by a 
NDPB 

Yes The function needs to continue to be 
delivered. There is no alternative model 
that would fulfil the function in a more 
cost efficient manner. As can be seen 
from paragraph 17 below, delivering the 
function through the ACCO satisfies all 
three tests of continued delivery.   
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7. The Security Vetting Appeals Panel (SVAP) is a Cabinet Office 
Advisory NDPB which provides a final means for personnel to challenge 
decisions to withdraw or refuse security clearance by their department’s 
internal appeals process. The panel makes recommendations to the head of 
the department in light of its findings. The panel has a similar membership to 
the ACCO in that it consists of a Chairman and Deputy Chairman, who are 
senior members of the judiciary, and several lay members. Members are paid 
a daily rate, as with ACCO.   
 
8. The secretary of SVAP could see no reason why the SVAP could not 
take on the small additional caseload of the ACCO, however there would be 
costs associated with changing its Terms of Reference and any training 
required by the panel members. There would also be costs associated with 
changing MOD’s administrative documentation for the Armed Forces and 
associated training courses for the Chain of Command.   
 
9. As there would be no savings associated with the merger (the day 
rates of members are the only costs incurred) but there would be additional 
upfront costs, merger is not recommended on the grounds of value for money.  
 
10.  Putting costs aside, a merger with the SVAP is not recommended 
because it would slow down the process for hearing appeals. If the SVAP 
were to take on the ACCO caseload, it would take (on average) 14-16 weeks 
before an appeal could be heard. By comparison, the ACCO can convene in a 
shorter time frame: When it last heard an appeal, it did so within 9 weeks of 
the appeal being submitted. Increasing the time frame within which an appeal 
will be heard may give rise to legal difficulties. This is because persons who 
claim status as a conscientious objector will often be unwilling to undertake 
certain duties or deploy into operational theatres. Unless or until their claim for 
conscientious objector status is established, the person remains liable to 
prosecution for offences such as desertion and failing to obey lawful 
commands. Taking measures to ensure that appeals are dealt with promptly 
reduces the chances of (a) prosecuting persons who are subsequently found 
(on appeal) to be a conscientious objector and (b) the risk of successful 
challenge based on alleged breaches of article 9 of the ECHR (right to 
freedom of thought, conscience or religion).  
 
11. Consideration was also given as to whether the function for hearing 
appeals should be transferred to the Administrative Court so that appeals 
might be dealt with by the first tier tribunal. This would transfer the 
responsibility for hearing appeals on conscientious objection away from the 
Ministry of Defence. Instead, this responsibility would lie with the Ministry of 
Justice. It was considered however that this model would be unsuitable: 
Tribunals do not have the jurisdiction for hear appeals of this nature in the 
absence of statutory authority. Drafting new legislation is considered to be 
unnecessary given that the ad hoc, non statutory mechanism has been tried 
and tested over the years and has proved to be is fit for purpose. A statutory 
tribunal vehicle is also likely to be significantly more expensive than an ad hoc 
non statutory tribunal. It is also considered advantageous for the Secretary of 
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State for Defence to retain some involvement in the discharge process 
available to conscientious objectors because decisions on this subject may 
have an impact on discipline and operational effectiveness within the Armed 
Forces.   
 

Three Tests of Continued Delivery by NDPB 
 
12. ACCO was also evaluated against the Government’s three tests as 
mandated by the Cabinet Office: 
 
Test Conclusion Justification 
Is this a technical 
function? 

Yes There is a requirement 
for at least one of the 
panel members to hold 
a legal qualification. 

Is this a function which 
needs to be, and be 
seen to be, delivered 
with absolute political 
impartiality?  

Yes The politically sensitive 
nature of conscientious 
objection requires the 
recommendations on 
individual cases to be 
delivered with absolute 
impartiality. 

Is this a function which 
needs to be delivered 
independently of 
Ministers to establish 
facts and/or figures with 
integrity?  

Yes The facts of the case 
must be established 
independently to be able 
to provide a 
recommendation to the 
Secretary of State. 

 
Conclusions of Stage One 
 
13. In light of the evaluation above, it is concluded that the requirement for 
the function of the ACCO remains extant and that it should continue to be 
delivered by an Advisory NDPB due to the necessity for advice to be (a) 
independent and impartial, and (b) provided by persons with the relevant 
technical expertise. The Committee does not accrue any costs except when 
hearings take place and is therefore considered a value for money solution to 
the requirement.   
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         Annex B 
 

Review of the Advisory Committee on Conscientious 
Objectors (ACCO): Stage Two - Corporate Governance 
Arrangements 
 

Introduction 
1. The first stage of the review concluded that the function of the Advisory 
Committee on Conscientious Objectors (ACCO) is still required and that 
delivery as a NPDB remains appropriate. 
2. This second stage of the review examines whether the ACCO operates 
in line with the recognised principles of good corporate governance contained 
in the Cabinet Office Triennial Review Guidance for Advisory Bodies. The 
ACCO is a non-statutory Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB), without any 
executive or operational functions or responsibilities. This review focuses on 
those governance arrangements that are relevant and proportionate to 
advisory bodies, including openness, transparency and accountability.   

 

Governance of the ACCO as a Non Departmental Public Body 

Section 1: Accountability 
3. The Cabinet Office principle is that the minister is ultimately 
accountable to parliament and the public for the overall performance, and 
continued existence, of the Committee. The responsible minister, and the 
MOD as the sponsoring department, exercise appropriate scrutiny and 
oversight of the Committee as follows: 

Accountability for public money 
4. The Committee is an advisory body and has no executive functions 
that require funding. Costs are only incurred if the Committee is called upon to 
advise in appeal cases which has been infrequent, most recently in 2010 and 
prior to that in 1996. The Committee’s Chair and Deputy Chair, as serving 
members (salaried) of the judiciary, are not paid a fee when their services are 
required. Lay members are paid a daily rate plus expenses. The cost of 
running the Committee is small, and is provided and administered by the 
sponsoring department which carries out the required financial controls. The 
cost of the last hearing in 2010 was £669.97, which comprised of £200 each 
for the lay members plus £269.97 expenses. Secretariat support for the 
Committee is provided by the existing Central Legal Services team within the 
MOD. 
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Appointments 
5. Appointments to the Committee are made by the Lord Chancellor 
independent of the sponsoring department (MOD). These appointments 
reflect the judicial nature of the Committee, and the need for independence 
from the MOD. As such, the MOD plays no role in the appointment, 
reappointment or appraisal of any of the Committee’s members.  
6. The Chair and Deputy Chair appointments are exempt from the Office 
of the Commissioner for Public Appointments (OCPA) process under an 
exclusion in the Order in Council made in July 2012. Lay members’ 
appointments are covered by the Code of Practice issued by the OCPA taking 
full account of the need for proportionality due to the nature of the Committee. 
7. The Lord Chancellor can remove any individual whose performance or 
conduct is unsatisfactory.   

No arrangement has been made for the Minister to meet the Chair  
8. The Committee sits only to hear appeals. The meetings of the 
Committee are infrequent. There have been two meetings in the last 
seventeen years, most recently in 2010 and prior to that in 1996. 
9. The function of the Committee is essentially a judicial one and contact 
between the Minister and the Chair could be perceived by some as having the 
potential to compromise the independence of the judiciary process.   

Annual Report 
10. The MOD published a NDPBs Annual Report (including ACCO) that is 
placed on the Cabinet Office website (for example, MOD Non-Departmental 
Public Bodies 2010-2011 published in November 2011). Earlier annual reports 
are available within the sponsoring department.  

Data Protection Act and Public Records 
11. The Committee is compliant with data protection legislation and the 
review found that the records are held by the Central Legal Services. 
Committee members only have access to the records held in relation to the 
casework and have no other access to any of the MOD data systems. The 
Committee has not received any data protection enquiries. 

Section 2: Roles and Responsibilities  

Role of the Sponsoring Department 
12. The Cabinet Office principles are that the departmental board ensures 
that there are appropriate governance arrangements in place with the 
advisory NDPB, and that there is a sponsor team within the department that 
provides appropriate oversight and scrutiny of, and support and assistance to 
the advisory NDPB. The review found the following: 
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Departmental Board 
13. The Committee is an independent and impartial body and provides an 
effective mechanism for personnel who are dissatisfied with decisions made 
in respect of them by their chain of command. Accordingly, the Committee is 
not monitored by the Departmental Board. It is observed by the Command 
Discipline and Constitutional Division (CD&C Division), which has 
responsibility for liaising between the Department and the ACCO, and for 
ensuring that the Secretary of State for Defence is put on notice of any key 
decisions made by the Committee and for reporting the decisions arrived at 
after hearing an appeal. However, the department board’s agenda does not 
include scrutiny of the performance of all its eleven advisory NDPBs, including 
the ACCO.   

Recommendation 1: The Departmental Board must strengthen 
its corporate governance arrangement and monitor the performance of 
the relevant advisory bodies appropriately in accordance with their 
nature, size and role.  

Terms of Reference 
14. The Committee carries out its function within agreed written terms of 
reference, which have been regularly reviewed and updated. The terms of 
reference are issued to members of the Committee and attached to their 
letters of appointment, copies of which are also available within the 
sponsoring department. 

Sponsor team and secretariat support 
15. A Department sponsor team provides appropriate and proportionate 
oversight and scrutiny of the Committee. Sponsorship is delivered through the 
Central Legal Services’ Command Discipline and Constitutional Division. 
Within this Division, the Central Legal Services provides secretariat support to 
the Committee, comprising one day-to-day administrative staff and one legal 
advisor who provides additional support if necessary. There is minimal work 
required unless there is a tribunal hearing or a triennial review taking place. 

Regular and ongoing dialogue between the sponsoring department 
and the Committee 
16. Dialogue is achieved through the use of the Secretariat as a conduit 
between the Committee and the sponsoring department during the appeal 
process, and in regard to any appointment processes and the provision of 
secretariat support when the Committee hears a case. 

Annual evaluation 
17. The sponsoring department observes the actions and decisions of the 
Committee. This consists of consideration of the annual report, ongoing 
stewardship input by the CD&C Division throughout the year into the work of 
the Committee and the quality of its advice to the Secretary of State for 
Defence. This is a proportionate approach reflecting the role of the Committee 
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as an advisory body. However, there is no formal annual evaluation of the 
performance of the Committee. 

Recommendation 2: The sponsoring department should strengthen 
the terms of reference by stating clearly that the Department is 
responsible for assessing the effective performance of the Committee.  

Role of the Chair  
The Cabinet Office principle is that the Chair is responsible for leadership of 
the ACCO and for ensuring its overall effectiveness. The review found the 
following: 
18. The ACCO Chair is led by a serving judicial office holder who is legally 
qualified and ideally has an understanding of the terms of engagement of 
service personnel (for example, the former Chair, who heard the 2010 appeal 
case, had previously held the post of an Assistant Judge Advocate General). 
The Chair of the Committee directs the Committee’s work and ensures its 
overall effectiveness, involving other members to ensure that the work is 
shared and that the skills and experience of the other members are fully 
utilised. 
19. The Lord Chancellor, who is independent of the MOD, appoints the 
Chair and Deputy Chair following recommendations by the Lord Chief Justice, 
as Head of the Judiciary. These appointments are exempt from the Office of 
Commissioner for Public Appointments (OCPA) process under the Order in 
Council made in July 2012. The ACCO is not listed in Schedule14 of the 
Constitutional Reform Act (2005) and therefore does not require a selection 
exercise to be undertaken by the Judiciary Appointment Commission. 
20. The Chair is a serving judge (salaried) and is therefore not entitled to 
claim a fee under its existing terms and conditions as a Circuit Judge. The 
Chair carries out the duties of the Committee within agreed written terms of 
reference, which have been regularly reviewed and updated. A copy of the 
Job Description is also provided to the Chair. 
21. The Chair is responsible for advising the Secretary of State for Defence 
regarding all claims to conscientious objection to further service in the Armed 
Forces from Service personnel, whose applications to prematurely leave the 
armed forces have been refused by the Service Authorities. The Chair 
ensures that the Committee in reaching decisions, takes proper account of 
guidance provided by the sponsoring department. 
22. There is no formal induction process for new members and the 
Committee decides its own hearing procedures in consultation with the MOD. 
When the Committee met in the last hearing in 2010, the review has found 
that the Chair had briefed the members prior to the hearing on the procedure 
adopted at Tribunal hearings.   
23. This review noted that the Chair is not asked to advise the sponsoring 
department about member appointments or re-appointments. Neither is he 
required to undertake an annual assessment of members.   

Recommendation 3: The sponsoring department in consultation with 
the Ministry of Justice on behalf of the Lord Chancellor, to consider 

12                                           Version 1.0 



whether the Chair should become involved with lay member 
appointments or reappointment, including the skills and experience 
required by the Committee. 

Role of other members 
The Cabinet Office principle is that members should provide independent, 
expert advice. 
24. The lay members provide independent expert advice to the Committee. 
Members are appointed by the Lord Chancellor.  
25. However, this review was unable to confirm that their reappointments 
are in line with the OCPA Code of Practice. This specifies that no 
reappointment or extension is made without a satisfactory assessment of 
performance. Members’ letters of appointment set out the rules regarding the 
acceptance of appointments. 

Recommendation 4:   The Chair should be asked to confirm the 
members’ re-appointment to ensure that no question of cause for non-
renewal is raised, and this is then put to the Lord Chancellor to make 
the re-appointment. It would be unnecessarily burdensome to do this 
every year.  

26. Members are independent of the Department and of any vested 
interest, and this is recorded. 
27. Members are drawn from a wide range of diverse backgrounds (as in 
Guide for Applicants 2001), as is reasonably compatible with providing the 
Secretary of State for Defence with expert, robust advice. 
28. Members are provided with details of their roles and responsibilities, 
their terms of office, expenses and fees when they are appointed. They 
ensure that sufficient time is allocated to the Committee to discharge their 
responsibilities effectively (for example, the 2010 hearing was concluded 
within the same day). 

Section 3: Communications 
29. The Cabinet Office principle is that the ACCO should be open, 
transparent, accountable and responsive. 
30. Freedom of Information requests have been dealt with by the 
sponsoring department in line with the statutory requirements and the spirit of 
the Freedom of Information Act 2000. The sponsoring department received 
three requests in the past three years. These were dealt with within specified 
time limits and are available on the ACCO page on the government website 
(www.gov.uk). 
31. All appeal hearings are held in public and demonstrate the 
Committee’s commitment to the spirit of openness. The outcome of the 2010 
appeal was announced at the end of the hearing. 
32. The Committee meets only to hear appeals and for no other reasons. It 
is not practical to publish the minutes of the hearing due to the personal 
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nature of the Committee. The review of the 2010 case file has found that the 
Committee discussed highly sensitive and personal matters.  

 Section 4: Conduct and behaviour 
33. The Cabinet Office principle is that members should work to the 
highest personal and professional standards. They should promote the values 
of the advisory Committee and of good governance through their conduct and 
behaviour. 
34. Members are aware of, and have received a copy of, the Cabinet 
Office Code of Conduct for Members of Public Bodies. This includes guidance 
on political activities and the conduct required of members, including the key 
principles of public life. The review found that letters were sent to members 
asking them to declare any political interests or attendance of Party 
Conferences. These, and the subsequent responses from members, show 
that a robust and effective system is in place. 
35. Members are also aware of the rules and procedures for declaring 
conflicts of interest. However, the Register of Interests has not been updated 
since 2004. 

Recommendation 5: That the Register of Interests should be 
reviewed and regularly updated. 

36. There are clear rules, in line with the civil service arrangements, for 
claiming expenses. The review found that the expenses claimed in 2010 were 
approved by the sponsoring department and a record kept for review. 

Conclusion 
37. We conclude that the governance arrangements for the Advisory 
Committee on Conscientious Objectors as a NDPB are in line with the 
Cabinet Office Triennial Review Guidance for Advisory Bodies. The 
arrangements reflect a proportionate approach given the infrequent sittings 
and that the ACCO is an advisory body. 
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