
 

 

 

 

 

Triennial Review Report: Nuclear Research Advisory Council (NRAC) and 
Defence Nuclear Safety Committee (DNSC) 

 

Communicated by Professor Sir Peter Knight FRS, Reviewing the function, form and 
governance of NRAC and DNSC  

 

 

Page 1 of 36  



 

 

Page 2 of 36  

 

 

 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

I am grateful to the NRAC and DNSC Secretariat for their support and to all those 
listed in Annex B for setting aside time to speak with me in a most constructive 
and helpful manner. I have referred to these discussions on an unattributed 
basis. The recommendations made here are based on the advice I have been 
given but the responsibilities for errors or misunderstandings are mine alone. The 
two NDPBs (DNSC and NRAC) were reviewed, with separate interviews and 
evidence gathering, and conclusions formed about each separately. Following 
advice from stakeholders, this report sets out the conclusions for each. But for 
reasons of coherence, given their inter-relationship, this joint report covers both 
NDPBs. 

 

Peter Knight, August 2014 



 

 

Page 3 of 36  

 

 

 

 

  

Executive Summary 

 

S1.  This section summarises:  

 the aims of the reviews; 
 the outcomes (of both stages one and two); and  
 any further recommendations.  

S2.  The reviews were announced by the Secretary of State for Defence on 31st 
 March 2014 in a written statement to Parliament.  

S3.  The Triennial Reviews of the Defence Nuclear Safety Committee (DNSC) and 
 the Nuclear Research Advisory Council (NRAC) are part of the Government's 
 commitment to ensuring that Non Departmental Public Bodies continue to 
 have regular independent challenge. 

S4.  The role of DNSC is to provide unbiased, independent, expert advice to the 
Secretary of State for Defence and senior officials on all safety matters 
pertaining to the Defence Nuclear Programme (and security and 
environmental issues, where such issues have the potential to impact upon 
nuclear safety). This includes equipment and facility design, development, 
manufacture, and storage, in service support, handling, transport, operational 
training, operations, decommissioning and disposition, support facilities and 
capabilities, and the safety of workers and the public.  

S5.  The NRAC is responsible for reviewing the Atomic Weapons Establishment 
 (AWE) nuclear warhead research and capability maintenance programme, 
 including the requirement for above ground experiments and other facilities 
 and techniques necessary to develop and maintain a UK nuclear weapon 
 capability in the absence of underground testing; NRAC also examines AWE's 
 programme of international collaboration. 

S6.  The Reviews examine whether there is a continuing need for DNSC and 
 NRAC's function, their form and whether they should continue to exist at arm's 
 length from Government. Should the reviews conclude there is a continuing 
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 need for the bodies, they will go on to examine whether the bodies’ control 
and governance arrangements continue to meet the recognised principles of 
good corporate governance. 

S7.  The review main conclusions in summary are: 

a. DNSC and NRAC provide the independent and robust challenge function 
necessary for this Government activity. It is recommended they continue in 
their present form. 

 
b. Their current Terms of Reference and governance arrangements are 

appropriate. 
  
c. The review did investigate whether DNSC and NRAC could be combined 

into a single Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB). There are compelling 
reasons to keep them separate (principally because safety permeates a 
much broader remit than NRAC covers). Were the two bodies to be 
combined, it would require a larger membership to cover the necessary 
extended skill base, and MOD would need to brigade the enlarged body in 
such a way that in effect it would replicate the two separate bodies and 
generate no efficiencies or savings. For this reason the review 
recommends the continuation of two separate bodies but with appropriate 
cross linkages to ensure there is no duplication of effort. In the past there 
has been a useful, albeit accidental joint Member (someone with skills 
appropriate to both NDPBs); this good practice could be formalised as a 
requirement for at least one Member when recruitment is undertaken.  
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Introduction 

 
Aims of the review 
 
1.  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. 

2.  In April 2011, Cabinet Office announced that all NDPBs still in existence 
 following the reforms brought about by the Public Bodies Act would have to 
 undergo a substantive review at least once every three years. The first year of 
 these reviews would be 2011-12. These triennial reviews would have two 
 purposes: 

a. To provide a robust challenge of the continuing need for individual 
NDPBs – both their function and their form, employing the ‘three tests’ 
discipline; and 

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. 

3.  This review concerns two inter-related NDPBs, The Defence Nuclear Safety 
  Committee (DNSC) and the Nuclear Research Advisory Council (NRAC), of 
  the Ministry of Defence. This report offers a triennial review of DNSC and  
  NRAC as NDPBs under the Cabinet Office Guidance on Reviews of NDPBs, 
  issued in June 2011. 

Background on the body being reviewed 
 

4.  This report combines a review of two NDPBs (DNSC and NRAC) with 
 complementary remits within the nuclear area. There were no previous GO-
 Science or regulatory reviews to build upon.  

Defence Nuclear Safety Committee:  

5.  The role of the Defence Nuclear Safety Committee (DNSC) is to provide 
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unbiased, independent, expert advice to the Secretary of State for Defence 
and senior officials on all safety aspects pertaining to the Defence Nuclear 
Programmes (DNP) (and security and environmental issues, where such 
issues have the potential to impact upon nuclear safety). This includes 
equipment and facility design, development, manufacture, and storage, in 
service support, handling, transport, operational training, operations, 
decommissioning and disposition, support facilities and capabilities, and the 
safety of workers and the public. DNSC has three formal meetings a year plus 
a number of subgroup meetings, and Members commit in the order of 12 to 16 
days per year to these activities. They have access to the Secretary of State, 
other Ministers and senior staff, and have a typical annual spend of around 
£65,000, including Travel and Subsistence (2013 data). As an Advisory 
NDPB, DNSC does not administer any public funds, but Members are paid on 
a per diem basis.  

6. There are currently 8 Members plus a Chair and a Secretary (currently a 
secondee from AWE). The DNSC is the primary source of independent 
external expert advice to the Secretary of State for Defence on all nuclear 
safety issues associated with the Defence Nuclear Programmes (DNP).  

7.  The DNSC focus lies in providing assurance about the soundness of the 
 safety practices and safety management arrangements relevant to the 
 Defence Nuclear Programmes. The Committee’s ultimate focus is on assuring 
 the Secretary of State for Defence about the soundness of the Department’s 
 safety practices and safety management arrangements. DNSC has a direct 
reporting line to the Secretary of State to whom they are accountable.  

Nuclear Research Advisory Council: 

8. The Nuclear Research Advisory Council (NRAC) (established in 1996) is 
responsible for reviewing the Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE) nuclear 
warhead research and capability maintenance programme, including the 
requirement for above ground experiments and other facilities and techniques 
necessary to develop and maintain a UK nuclear weapon capability in the 
absence of underground testing; NRAC also examines AWE's programme of 
international collaboration.  

9. NRAC has an annual spend of around £38,000, including Travel and 
Subsistence. It has 6 formal meetings a year and Members commit 12 to 16 
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days per year to NRAC activities. As an Advisory NDPB, NRAC does not 
administer any public funds, but Members are paid on a per diem basis. 

10.  NRAC formally reports through the Chair to the MOD Chief Scientific Adviser 
(CSA), and also has formal access via CSA to the Secretary of State to whom 
they are accountable. There are currently 8 Members plus a Chair (a 
recruitment campaign for new Members is proposed for later this year). NRAC 
Secretariat is provided by the MOD CSA’s office.  

11.  There is an issue relating to definitions that needs to be resolved at an early 
 opportunity. NRAC’s title specifically contains the word “Research” whereas 
 the Terms of Reference go well beyond the pure “research” label; it may be 
 appropriate at this stage to stress that the ToR are viewed as entirely 
 appropriate (and are being adhered to by the Council) and that any efforts to 
 constrain NRAC to issues concerned purely of research need to be resisted. 
 The reviewer sees no merit in changing the Terms of Reference.  

The Review: Stage One 

 
Process 
 
12.  This review has been undertaken following the Cabinet Office Guidelines 

 (Guidance on Reviews of Non Departmental Public Bodies, June 2011). 

13.  The review was carried out by Prof Sir Peter Knight, Emeritus Professor of 
 Quantum Optics at Imperial College London, and a past Chair of the Defence 
Science Advisory Council (DSAC) at MOD. Consultations took place through a 
series of interviews with Members of DNSC and NRAC and other key 
stakeholders and observation of a meeting of NRAC at AWE.  

14.  The review was announced by the Secretary of State for Defence by 
 Ministerial Statement in Parliament on 31st March 2014.  

Functions of the bodies:  

15.  The role of DNSC is to provide unbiased, independent, expert advice to the 
 Secretary of State for Defence and senior officials on all safety matters 
 pertaining to the DNP (and security and environmental issues, where such 
 issues have the potential to impact upon nuclear safety). This includes 
 equipment and facility design, development, manufacture, and storage, in 
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 service support, handling, transport, operational training, operations, 
 decommissioning and disposition, support facilities and capabilities, and 
 safety  of workers and the public. 
 

16.  The NRAC is responsible for reviewing the Atomic Weapons Establishment 
 (AWE) nuclear warhead research and capability maintenance programme, 
 including the requirement for above ground experiments and other facilities 
 and techniques necessary to develop and maintain a UK nuclear weapon 
 capability in the absence of underground testing; NRAC also examines AWE's 
 programme of international collaboration. 

17.  The primary function of both bodies is to provide independent robust and 
 evidence-based advice to the MOD on nuclear science, engineering, 
 production and safety within their Terms of Reference.  Members of both 
 DNSC and NRAC are appointed in a personal capacity and do not represent 
 employers or particular organisations. To ensure that Members have access 
 to sensitive material, all Members are cleared to DV before appointment.   

Evidence and Stakeholder Engagement 
 
18.  A series of interviews with stakeholders was arranged and evidence taken 

 which informed the review. A list of those consulted is provided in Annex B. A 
formal invitation was issued to the House of Commons Defence Select 
Committee, but they did not participate in the Review. By the nature of the 
classified work of the two bodies being reviewed, stakeholders were of 
necessity drawn from the Defence nuclear community.  

Nuclear Science and Technology within MOD 

19.  The nuclear activity within MOD is very broad, and S&T is at the heart of this 
 activity. A very large number of staff are employed at a number of sites, and 
 are responsible for maintaining current capability as well as responding to 
 new challenges and threats.  

“Customers” 

20.  Significant parts of MOD and the supply chain are potential customers of the 
scrutiny work of the DNSC and NRAC: 

 Policy: Ministers, civil servants, and others in this area  
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 CSA at MOD and his staff who set science strategy and advise on 
priorities and investment for the future and who need to act as an 
“intelligent customer” 

 DE&S at Abbey Wood, Bristol  
 AWE itself in the deployment of S&T skills and investment.  
 Contractors throughout the nuclear propulsion supply chain 

Ways of Working 

21.  DNSC reports to the Secretary of State through an Annual Report and 
 through ad hoc reports and advice as necessary. It sets its agenda annually. 
 Members commit typically 12 to 16 days per year to the work of the 
 committee. Work is predominately done by sub-groups of the main committee.  

22.  NRAC reports to the CSA (a senior civil servant with an international scientific 
reputation) through an Annual Report and through ad hoc reports and advice 
as necessary. These reports are used to inform the Secretary of State. 
Members commit in the order of 16 days per year to the work of the Council.  

Current Effectiveness: Defence Nuclear Safety Committee 

23.  The safety aspects of the nuclear undertaking at MOD permeates the whole 
 enterprise, and from stakeholder interviews and reading of annual reports etc 
 it is clear that DNSC is providing evidence-based, robust scrutiny needed for 
 the assurance process as well as providing advice to policy makers. Some 
 concerns were expressed by some interviewees that DNSC recommendations 
 did not receive a timely “management response”.  

24.  The membership has the necessary breadth and skill base, and MOD has 
 been able to recruit Members of the highest standard. To date, one Member 
 recruited had the skills and experience that was needed for DNSC and for 
 NRAC and served as a common Member; this has added value to the 
 independent scrutiny process and it is recommended that MOD look at the 
 pros and cons of regularising this common membership as a formal process 
 rather than rely on good fortune in attracting the right individual. This could be 
 handled through the recruitment process.  

25.  The Chair leads the committee very effectively and the Secretariat serves an 
 active committee with skill and efficiency. Although many current Members 
 had considerable previous experience of the work of MOD in this area, not all 
 will have this background knowledge in future (for example someone from the 
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 civil area or safety areas in general) and it takes time to get to grips with such 
 a complex operation.  It is recommended that an enhanced induction process 
 for new Members be constructed to enable recruits to contribute more 
 effectively from the start of their term of service. Succession planning for new 
Members is done very carefully but it was mentioned several times by 
interviewees that recruitment of independents with the right skill base is 
difficult. 

 
 One interviewee suggested that cross-linking DNSC to DSAC, the other 

NDPB of MOD on wider safety issues may be worth investigating. 
  

 Several interviewees noted the need to adequately record “lessons learnt” 
and the need for retention of critical long-term knowledge and the 
avoidance of “corporate amnesia”. The ability to access accurate records 
efficiently was raised as an issue by one interviewee.  
 

 Several interviewees mentioned the effectiveness of the Chair, who from 
his previous role as a nuclear inspector brought great insights and 
experience, and recommended the practice of attracting former regulators 
to join DNSC.  

 
 One interviewee mentioned the value that DNSC brought to the enterprise 

by observing emergency exercises in action.  

 DNSC is proactive in making  visits to relevant nuclear sites and 
installations and ensures it has good visibility of the entire nuclear 
programme.  

 

Current Effectiveness: Nuclear Research Advisory Council 

26.  NRAC deals with a very wide range of activities and requires a very broad skill 
 base from basic physics, through materials science, metallurgy, engineering, 
 production and systems engineering. The Council membership is active, with 
 the needed spectrum of skills and experience. The balance between former 
 “insiders” with many years of AWE and MOD experience and those brought in 
 from outside is something that needs to be kept under scrutiny; at present this 
 balance is about right to ensure delivery of informed and robust independent 
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 advice. The reviewer had the opportunity to observe NRAC during part of a 
recent Council meeting and was impressed by their diligence and 
engagement.  

27.  The Chair leads the council very effectively and the Secretariat serves an 
 active council with skill and efficiency. As mentioned above for DNSC, 
 although many current Members had considerable previous experience of the 
 work of MOD in this area, not all will have this background knowledge in 
 future (for example someone from the civil area or safety areas in general) 
 and it takes time to get to grips with such a complex operation. This is at least 
 as true for NRAC.  It is recommended that an enhanced induction process 
 and briefing pack for new Members be constructed to enable recruits to 
 contribute more effectively from the start of their term of service. There will be 
 a number of new appointments to the Council this year and it is essential to 
 make efficient use of the skills they bring to bear on this important area.  

 Several stakeholders stressed the important role played by an 
Independent Peer Review Group that has undertaken deep dive exercises 
in the NRAC area to scrutinise options; this IPRG is commissioned by and 
reports to SWPT, Abbey Wood and is only marginally coupled to NRAC, 
even though some of the concerns have been in common. Several 
stakeholders noted that the IPRG had been relatively dormant in recent 
years. Some stakeholders stated that the connections between the IPRG 
and NRAC were stronger in the past and gave the opportunity for 
appropriately vetted independents to contribute to the assurance and 
scrutiny process. It is recommended that the relationship between NRAC 
and the Independent Peer Review Group be clarified and suitable use 
made of their expertise for urgent deep dives.  
 

 Several interviewees stressed the importance of NRAC’s Terms of 
Reference in stressing the UK warhead capability in its entirety, especially 
in manufacturing, production and sustainability, rather than a narrow 
“research” focus.  

 
 The Terms of Reference for NRAC include examining AWE's programme 

of international collaboration, and although evidence was provided that this 
was done by interaction with AWE scientists and others, it was suggested 
by several interviewees that this aspect may require enhancement in the 
future given the importance of such collaboration.  
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 The Annual reports from NRAC each contain detailed recommendations 

and there is evidence that these result in changes to procedures to deal 
with issues; some interviewees queried the need for more clarity on the 
provision of a formal response to recommendations.  
 

 Some recommendations seem to have been repeated in subsequent 
years, especially concerning the shortage of nuclear suitably qualified and 
experienced personnel and gaps in capability, indicating a problem with 
follow-up.  
 

 Several interviewees praised NRAC’s insistence on the organisation’s 
need to change from being reactive to proactive but stressed the need for 
a change from tactical to strategic thinking.  
 

 Several interviewees noted the need to adequately record “lessons learnt” 
and the need for retention of critical long-term knowledge and the 
avoidance of “corporate amnesia” at a time when career progression 
means that a new generation of scientists and engineers are responsible 
for the activity. 
 

 One interviewee felt that NRAC was doing a good job on specific problem 
areas, but felt that a more strategic approach would enable them to 
contribute to the bigger picture. In contrast, another felt that they needed 
to concentrate on the more technical issues. 
 

 The expertise and experience of the NRAC Secretariat was praised by 
several interviewees. 

28.  The full list of stakeholders consulted is included in Annex B. 

Summary of Functions of the Body 
 
29.  NRAC and DNSC have been MOD’s main source of independent advice on 

 nuclear science, technology, engineering, production and international 
 engagement for approximately 25 years. The primary role of independent 
 Members is to provide independent, impartial, objective and timely advice as 
 “critical friends”. Members are appointed in a personal capacity, not as 
 representatives of other organisations or of their employers. To be effective as 
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 critical informed friends, Members are all security cleared to DV (Atomic 
 Principal) levels before appointment.  

30.   The review examined the fundamental question of whether the functions
 provided by DNSC and NRAC still need to be performed, and is satisfied that 
 they do, and in addition, the delivery model adopted remains appropriate. 

Delivery Models 
 
31.  The triennial review guidance sets out a checklist of delivery options that 

 departments should consider when reviewing the functions of an NDPB.  

32.  The NDPB review guidelines enumerate 6 options for DNSC and NRAC: 

1) Abolish 
2) Move out of central government 
3) Bring in-house 
4) Merge with another body 
5) Delivery via a new Executive Agency 
6) Continued delivery by an NDPB 

33.  All stakeholders interviewed agreed that independent scrutiny and advice for 
the nuclear programmes at MOD are essential. This rules out option 1 above. 
Option 2 is ruled out by the sensitive nature of the nuclear programmes and 
the need for clearances. Option 3 was examined: for example the CSA’s office 
provides informed scrutiny of these programmes but would lack the 
 independence regarded by stakeholders and interviewees as essential. 
 Option 4 was also explored: for example whether DSAC could undertake this 
 role, but it was noted that DSAC Members are not cleared at the higher level 
 needed for nuclear programmes. A merger of DNSC and NRAC was also
 examined but did not get support from anyone interviewed (safety permeates 
 the whole nuclear enterprise, not just those areas covered by NRAC and 
 requires special skills); however one recommendation described later involves 
 cross-membership options to be explored.  Were the two bodies to be 
combined, it would require a larger membership to cover the necessary 
extended skill base, and MOD would need to brigade the enlarged body in 
such a way that in effect it would replicate the two separate bodies and 
generate no efficiencies or savings. For this reason the review recommends 
the continuation of two separate bodies but with appropriate cross linkages to 
ensure there is no duplication of effort. There was no support for the idea that 
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independent scrutiny could be delivered by a new Executive Agency (Dstl has 
some expertise but was not regarded as possessing either the whole range of 
skills nor the necessary independence). This leaves option 6, of continued 
delivery by NDPBs which was supported by those interviewed, so the next 
task undertaken was a review of the principles of good governance.  

The Three Tests 
 
34.   If the final option, continued delivery by an NDPB, is the preferred one, as 

 stated above, then consideration of whether the body passes at least one of 
 the Government’s “three tests” should be examined: 
 

 is this a technical function (which needs external expertise to deliver);  
 is this a function which needs to be, and be seen to be, delivered with 

absolute political impartiality (such as certain regulatory or funding 
functions); or  

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

 

35.  DNSC and NRAC meet every one of these three tests in relation to function. 
 Most importantly they are charged with advising on highly technical areas 
 where external expertise is essential, meeting the first test.  

Conclusions of Stage One 

 
36.   The roles of DNSC and NRAC are to provide independent scrutiny of 

 important aspects of MOD’s programmes; these aspects involve the use of 
 high level science and engineering where robust scrutiny is valuable.  

37.   The conclusion from Stage One therefore is to retain both DNSC and NRAC 
 as NDPBs. However, there are issues to be considered for their future 
 development that are described in the Conclusions and Recommendations 
 section.  

38.   As a result of the conclusion of Stage One, it was necessary to undertake 
 Stage Two to be assured that DNSC and NRAC comply with the principles of 
 good corporate governance for advisory NDPBs. This was done and the 
 outcome of this forms the next section of this report.  
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The Review: Stage Two 

  

39.   As Stage One recommended maintaining both DNSC and NRAC as NDPBs, 
  the next step has been to address the issues raised formally by Stage Two, 
  where consideration has been given to the two bodies’ adherence to the  
  principles of good corporate governance. The Cabinet Office published  
  guidance on NDPB Good Governance was utilised in an examination of  
  DNSC and NRAC and the outcome of this examination is summarised in  
  Annex A in tabular form.  

Conclusions of Stage Two 

 
40.   The areas of government work covered by DNSC and NRAC are highly

 technical and benefit from the informed scrutiny that they provide. Both are fit 
for purpose and it is recommended that they continue in their existing form. 
The reporting lines to the CSA and the Secretary of State ensure the 
appropriate level of ministerial control and accountability. They are delivering 
high level advice valued by stakeholders. The  recommendations below are 
therefore concerned with enhancing the efficiency of the two NDPBs.  

Recommendations from Stage Two 

R1. MOD should maintain both DNSC and NRAC as NDPBs in their current form 
 and with the current terms of reference. 

 
R2. MOD should ensure the nuclear aspects of their work continue to receive 

 independent, evidence-based and robust advice. To do this requires MOD to 
 recruit independent external scientists and engineers of the highest quality. 

  
R3.  While it was recognised that DNSC and NRAC need to continue as separate 

 NDPBs, the activities of the two would be enhanced if at least one Member be 
 appointed with the right skills to serve on both DNSC and NRAC to add 
 coherence to the scrutiny; this has happened by chance previously when a 
 Member has been appointed to both given their skill base but MOD would 
 benefit if this good practice was formalised. Care would need to be taken to 
ensure a fair and open process to recruit such a combined member.  
 

R4. Although this review considered a change in the name of NRAC to align better 
 with the Terms of Reference (which rightly stressed much more than just 
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 research), it was felt it may be better to continue to use the well-known 
 acronym but to stress the range of activities set out in the ToR.  

  
R5. The skill base needed to make both DNSC and NRAC effective has meant a 

 strong reliance in recruitment of former Members of MOD; we have been 
 lucky to have these talented individuals on board and this to some extent 
 should continue. But there are obvious needs for insights from systems 
 engineers and production experts from industry as well as from academia. 
 The recent recruitment exercise for both NDPBs has effectively addressed 
 these concerns so that the new membership of both bodies is fit for future 
 challenges. This balance needs to be retained in future recruitment exercises. 

  
R6.  It is recommended that an enhanced induction process for new Members be 

 constructed to enable recruits to contribute more effectively from the start of 
 their term of service. The NRAC Secretariat has recently implemented an 
induction process that includes underpinning science, manufacturing, 
procurement, safety and the governance of the deterrent; this should be 
extended to include DNSC Members as well. Given the substantial cost and 
timescale of obtaining relevant clearances for new members, this induction 
process is essential to get best value from new members. New members 
cannot be properly briefed on the nuclear enterprise until this clearance is 
obtained.  

 
R7. It is recommended that the relationship between NRAC and the Independent 

 Peer Review Group be clarified and suitable use made of their expertise to 
 avoid duplication and to strengthen the peer review community.  

 
R8.  The Terms of Reference for NRAC include examining the UK’s programme of 

 international collaborations. In light of the reaffirmation of these collaborations, 
this review suggests that it may be timely to re-examine the British 
contributions to such international treaties to ensure they meet the stated 
requirements.  
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Annex A: Compliance with the Principles of Good Corporate Governance 

 

Defence Nuclear Safety Committee 

Adherence to the Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Accountability 

The Minister is ultimately accountable to Parliament and the public 
for the overall performance and continued existence of the advisory 
NDPB. 

DNSC is an advisory body 
comprised of individuals 
appointed by the Secretary of 
State for Defence (SofS) in 
accordance with the Code of 
Practice on public appointments. 
Ministers are accountable to 
Parliament and the public for the 
overall performance of DNSC. 

Supporting Provisions 

The Minister and sponsoring department should exercise 
appropriate scrutiny and oversight of advisory NDPB. This includes 
oversight of any public monies spent by, or on behalf of, the body. 

Scrutiny of all activities 
undertaken by DNSC is 
undertaken by the Minister and 
the sponsoring department 
through the annual reporting 
from the body and day-to-day 
oversight by the DNSC 
Secretariat. 

Scrutiny and oversight of 
attendance claims and claims for 
travel and subsistence is 
achieved by the DNSC 
Secretariat. Oversight of all 
expenditure on behalf of the 
body is undertaken by HOCS 
Finance. 

Appointments to the board should be made in line with any statutory 
requirements and, where appropriate, with the Code of Practice 
issued by the Commissioner for Public Appointments. 

All appointments to DNSC are 
made in line with the 
Commissioner for Public 
Appointments Code of Practice 
for Ministerial Appointments to 
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Public Bodies. 

The Minister will normally appoint the Chair and all board Members 
of the public body and be able to remove individuals whose 
performance or conduct is unsatisfactory. 

SofS makes all appointments to 
DNSC. Individual’s terms of 
appointment allow for early 
removal of individuals whose 
performance or conduct is 
unsatisfactory. 

The Minister should meet the Chair on a regular basis. DNSC Chair meets with SofS, 
PUS and CSA as needed to 
discuss the DNSC Annual 
Report, and on other occasions 
throughout the year as required. 

There should be a requirement to inform Parliament and the public 
of the work of the public body through publication of an annual 
report (or equivalent publication). 

 

Because of the classified nature 
of their work, DNSC do not 
openly publish an account of 
their activities, though the 
Secretariat does keep all 
necessary information pertaining 
to the management of DNSC.  

The public body must be compliant with Data Protection legislation. 

 

The Secretariat is responsible for 
compliance with data protection 
legislation on behalf of the 
DNSC. The Secretariat operates 
within the MOD framework on all 
data protection issues.  

The public body should be subject to the Public Record Acts 1958 
and 1967. 

 

The Secretariat is responsible for 
ensuring that the DNSC is 
compliant with the obligations 
under the Public Record Acts 
1958 and 1967.   

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Roles and Responsibility – Sponsor Department 

The departmental board ensures that there are appropriate 
governance arrangements in place with the advisory NDPB. 

There is a sponsor team within the department that provides 

MOD CSA’s staff provides a 
dedicated Secretariat for DNSC 
which ensures appropriate 
governance arrangements are in 



appropriate oversight and scrutiny of, and support and assistance 
to, the advisory NDPB. 

place and provides support to 
DNSC throughout the year. 

Supporting Provisions 

The departmental board’s agenda should include scrutiny of the 
performance of the advisory NDPB proportionate to its size and 
role. 

Oversight of DNSC is provided 
through the CSA office, the 
Director Defence Science and 
Technology and S&T Officials at 
MOD. 

There should be a document in place which sets out clearly the 
terms of reference of the advisory NDPB. It should be accessible 
and understood by the sponsoring department and by the Chair and 
Members of the advisory NDPB. It should be regularly reviewed and 
updated. 

A set of Terms of Reference for 
DNSC are in place, and are 
reviewed by the Chair on a 
regular basis. 

 

There should be a dedicated sponsor team within the parent 
department. The role of the sponsor team should be clearly defined. 

A dedicated Secretariat is 
provided through the MOD 
CSA’s office. 

There should be regular and ongoing dialogue between the 
sponsoring department and the advisory NDPB. 

DNSC and the sponsoring 
department are both compliant. 

There should be an annual evaluation of the performance of the 
advisory NDPB and any supporting committees – and of the Chair 
and individual Members. 

Annual evaluation of the Body is 
undertaken by the DNSC 
Secretariat in conjunction with 
the Director Defence Science 
and Technology. Member 
evaluations are undertaken by 
the Chairman. The performance 
of the Chair is the responsibility 
of CSA and Director Defence 
Science and Technology.  

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Role of the Chair 

The Chair is responsible for leadership of the 
advisory NDPB and for ensuring its overall 

This is the case. 
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effectiveness. 

Supporting Provisions 

The advisory NDPB should be led by a non-
executive Chair. 

DNSC is compliant. 

There should be a formal, rigorous and 
transparent process for the appointment of the 
Chair. This should be compliant with the Code of 
Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

The Chair is appointed following the Code of 
Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

The Chair should have a clearly defined role in the 
appointment of non-executive board Members. 

This is the case. The Chair of DNSC is a member 
of the recruitment panel for all Member 
appointments. 

The duties, role and responsibilities, terms of 
office and remuneration (if only expenses) of the 
Chair should be set out clearly and formally 
defined in writing. 

These are clearly articulated in the DNSC 
supporting documents; these are provided to the 
Chair and Members in their letter of appointment. 

Terms and conditions must be in line with Cabinet 
Office guidance and with any statutory 
requirements. The responsibilities of the Chair will 
normally include: 

• representing the advisory NDPB in any 
discussions with Ministers;  

• advising the sponsoring department and 
Ministers about Member appointments 
and the performance of Members;  

• Ensuring that the Members have a proper 
knowledge and understanding of their role 
and responsibilities; 

• The Chair should ensure that new 

Members  undergo a proper induction 

process and is normally responsible for 
undertaking an annual assessment of 
non- executive board Members’ 
performance;  

• ensuring that the advisory NDPB, in 
reaching decisions, takes proper account 
of guidance provided by the sponsoring 

These are in line with Cabinet Office guidelines 
and laid out in the DNSC supporting documents. 
In addition, the Secretariat supports the Chair with 
guidance and advice as required or when 
requested. 
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department or ministers;  

• ensuring that the advisory NDPB carries 
out its business efficiently and effectively; 
and  

• Representing the views of the advisory 
NDPB to the general public, when 
required. 

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Role of Board Members 

Board members should provide independent, 
expert advice. 

This is the case. 

Supporting Provisions 

There should be a formal, rigorous and 
transparent process for the appointment of non-
executive members of the board.  This should be 
compliant with the Code of Practice issued by the 
Commissioner for Public Appointments. 

Board Members are appointed following the Code 
of Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

Board members should be properly independent 
of the Department and of any vested interest 
(unless serving in an ex-officio or representative 
capacity). 

This is the case for all the Board Members. 

Board members should be drawn from a wide 
range of diverse backgrounds, but should have 
knowledge and expertise in the field within which 
the body has been set up to advise ministers.  The 
board as a whole should have an appropriate 
balance of skills, experience, independence and 
knowledge.  

This is the case. Board Members are recruited to 
ensure an appropriate level of skills and 
knowledge. There is a recognition that the nuclear 
area does have a very narrow demographic pool 
of expertise to draw upon, so Members are 
actively sought from outside of these “traditional” 
nuclear areas, with encouraging results.  

The duties, role and responsibilities, terms of 
office and remuneration of board members should 
be set out clearly and formally defined in writing.  
Terms and conditions must be in line with Cabinet 
Office guidance and with any statutory 

These are clearly articulated in the DNSC 
supporting documents; these are provided to the 
Members in their letter of appointment. 
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requirements. 

All board members must allocate sufficient time to 
the board to discharge their responsibilities 
effectively. 

The Board Members are very conscious of the 
commitment they undertake and allocate their time 
accordingly. 

There should be a proper induction process for 
new board members.  This should be led by the 
Chair.  There should be regular reviews by the 
Chair of individual members’ training and 
development needs. 

The Secretariat provides advice and guidance 
upon appointment. Members are provided with 
briefing material on all the sites visited in the 
course of their duties. The Chair ensures that the 
Secretariat is aware of any specific training or 
development requirements, and will facilitate any 
formal training on their behalf. 

All members should ensure that high standards of 
corporate governance are observed at all times. 
This should include ensuring that the advisory 
NDPB operates in an open, accountable and 
responsive way.  

DNSC Members are aware of their responsibilities 
and support the Chair to ensure that the DNSC 
operates in an open, accountable and responsive 
manner. 

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Communications 

The Public Body should be open, transparent, 
accountable and responsive.  

This is the case. DNSC is open, transparent 
(albeit its work is classified), accountable and 
responsive. 

Supporting Provisions 

The public body should operate in line with the 
statutory requirements and spirit of the Freedom 
of Information Act 2000. 

DNSC is compliant. DNSC do not respond directly 
to FOI requests: such requests are handled 
centrally within MOD. 

The public body should make an explicit 
commitment to openness in all its activities.  
Where appropriate, it should establish clear and 
effective channels of communication with key 
stakeholders.  It should engage and consult with 
the public on issues of real public interest or 
concern.  This might include holding open 
meetings or annual public meetings.  The results 

ToRs are in the public domain. The classification 
of their work means there is no record of it in the 
public domain. Similarly, DNSC do not hold public 
forums. 
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of reviews or inquiries should be published. 

The public body should proactively publish 
agendas and minutes of board meetings. 

These are published internally. As they are 
classified they will not be found in the public 
domain. 

There should be robust and effective systems in 
place to ensure that the public body is not, and is 
not perceived to be, engaging in political lobbying.  
There should also be restrictions on board 
members attending Party Conferences in a 
professional capacity 

DNSC are aware of their responsibilities; they are 
aware of the political sensitivity around nuclear 
issues and adhere to the code of public conduct 
accordingly and MOD guidance in relation to 
political lobbying and Party Conference 
attendance.  

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of DNSC 

Principle: Conduct and Behaviour 

Board members should work to the highest 
personal and professional standards.  They should 
promote the values of the public body and of good 
governance through their conduct and behavior. 

DNSC are compliant. 

Supporting Provisions 

A Code of Conduct must be in place setting out 
the standards of personal and professional 

behavior expected of all board members.  This 
should follow the Cabinet Office Code.  All 
members should be aware of the Code.  The 
Code should form part of the terms and conditions 
of appointment. 

These are clearly laid out in their terms and 
conditions upon appointment. The DNSC abide by 
the MOD Standards of Conduct and Behaviour, 
which is derived form the Cabinet Office Code of 
Conduct for Board Members of Public Bodies. 

There are clear rules and procedures in place for 
managing conflicts of interest.  There is a publicly 
available Register of Interests for board members.  
This is regularly updated. 

Conflicts of interest are investigated at 
recruitment, utilising the usual codes of conduct 
issued by the UK Government. For existing 
Members, the Chair, in conjunction with the 
sponsoring department, is responsible for the 
management of conflicts of interest. For the Chair 
this is managed by the sponsoring department. 
Names of Board Members do not appear in the 
public domain; therefore the MOD does not 
publish a Register of Interests. Details of official 
activities, such as overseas visits, which could 
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compromise their ability to undertake their NDPB 
duties because of the clearances they hold, are 
held by the Secretariat. In addition because they 
hold DV clearances, the Chair and Members are 
responsible for declaring any activity which might 
affect their access to protectively marked or 
sensitive assets. MOD Joint Services Publication 
440 refers.  

There must be clear rules in place governing the 
claiming of expenses.  These should be published.  
Effective systems should be in place to ensure 
compliance with these rules. 

DNSC Chair and Members claim expenses under 
MOD terms and conditions, which have a high 
level of internal and external scrutiny.  

There are clear rules and guidelines in place on 
political activity for board members and that there 
are effective systems in place to ensure 
compliance with any restrictions.   

The Chair and Members are aware of their 
responsibilities, and adherence is regularly 
scrutinised.  

There are rules in place for board members and 
senior staff on the acceptance of appointments or 
employment after resignation or retirement. These 
are enforced effectively. 

DNSC is compliant.  
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Nuclear Research Advisory Council 

 Adherence to the Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Accountability 

The Minister is ultimately accountable to Parliament and the 
public for the overall performance and continued existence of the 
advisory NDPB. 

NRAC is an advisory body 
comprised of individuals appointed 
by the Secretary of State for 
Defence (SofS) in accordance with 
the Code of Practice on Public 
Appointments. Ministers are 
accountable to Parliament and the 
public for the overall performance 
of NRAC. 

Supporting Provisions 

The Minister and sponsoring department should exercise 
appropriate scrutiny and oversight of advisory NDPB. This 
includes oversight of any public monies spent by, or on behalf of, 
the body. 

Scrutiny of all activities undertaken 
by NRAC is undertaken by the 
sponsoring department through the 
annual reporting from the body and 
day-to-day oversight by the NRAC 
Secretariat. 

Scrutiny and oversight of 
attendance claims and claims for 
travel and subsistence is achieved 
by the NRAC Secretariat. 
Oversight of all expenditure on 
behalf of the body is undertaken by 
HOCS Finance. 

Appointments to the board should be made in line with any 
statutory requirements and, where appropriate, with the Code of 
Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public Appointments. 

All appointments to NRAC are 
made in line with the 
Commissioner for Public 
Appointments’ Code of Practice for 
Ministerial Appointments to Public 
Bodies. 

The Minister will normally appoint the Chair and all board 
Members of the public body and be able to remove individuals 
whose performance or conduct is unsatisfactory. 

SofS makes all appointments to 
NRAC. Individual’s terms of 
appointment allow for early 
removal of individuals whose 
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performance or conduct is 
unsatisfactory. 

The Minister should meet the Chair on a regular basis. NRAC Chair meets with CSA 
routinely to discuss the NRAC 
Annual Report, and on other 
occasions throughout the year as 
required. Although NRAC has no 
formal mandate to meet with SofS, 
they can raise issues with the SofS 
via CSA.  

There should be a requirement to inform Parliament and the 
public of the work of the public body through publication of an 
annual report (or equivalent publication). 

 

Because of the classified nature of 
their work, NRAC do not openly 
publish an account of their 
activities, though the Secretariat 
does keep all necessary 
information pertaining to the 
management of NRAC.  

The public body must be compliant with Data Protection 
legislation. 

 

The Secretariat is responsible for 
compliance with data protection 
legislation on behalf of the NRAC. 
The Secretariat operates within the 
MOD framework on all data 
protection issues.  

The public body should be subject to the Public Record Acts 1958 
and 1967. 

 

The Secretariat is responsible for 
ensuring that the NRAC is 
compliant with the obligations 
under the Public Record Acts 1958 
and 1967.   

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Roles and Responsibility – Sponsor Department 

The departmental board ensures that there are appropriate 
governance arrangements in place with the advisory NDPB. 

There is a sponsor team within the department that provides 
appropriate oversight and scrutiny of, and support and assistance 
to, the advisory NDPB. 

MOD CSA’s office provides a 
dedicated Secretariat for NRAC 
that ensures appropriate 
governance arrangements are in 
place and provides support to 
NRAC throughout the year. 
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Supporting Provisions 

The departmental board’s agenda should include scrutiny of the 
performance of the advisory NDPB proportionate to its size and 
role. 

Oversight of NRAC is provided 
through the CSA office, the 
Director Defence Science and 
Technology and S&T Officials at 
MOD. 

There should be a document in place which sets out clearly the 
terms of reference of the advisory NDPB. It should be accessible 
and understood by the sponsoring department and by the Chair and 
Members of the advisory NDPB. It should be regularly reviewed and 
updated. 

A set of Terms of Reference for 
NRAC are in place. 

There should be a dedicated sponsor team within the parent 
department. The role of the sponsor team should be clearly defined. 

A dedicated Secretariat is 
provided through the MOD 
CSA’s office. 

There should be regular and ongoing dialogue between the 
sponsoring department and the advisory NDPB. 

NRAC and the sponsoring 
department are both compliant. 

There should be an annual evaluation of the performance of the 
advisory NDPB and any supporting committees – and of the Chair 
and individual Members. 

Annual evaluation of the Body is 
undertaken by the NRAC 
Secretariat in conjunction with 
the Director Defence Science 
and Technology. Member 
evaluations are undertaken by 
the Chairman. The performance 
of the Chair is the responsibility 
of CSA and Director Defence 
Science and Technology 

 

 Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Role of the Chair 

The Chair is responsible for leadership of the 
advisory NDPB and for ensuring its overall 
effectiveness. 

This is the case. 

 

Supporting Provisions 

The advisory NDPB should be led by a non- NRAC is compliant. 
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executive Chair. 

There should be a formal, rigorous and 
transparent process for the appointment of the 
Chair. This should be compliant with the Code of 
Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

The Chair is appointed following the Code of 
Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

The Chair should have a clearly defined role in the 
appointment of non-executive board Members. 

This is the case. The Chair of NRAC is a member 
of the recruitment panel for all Member 
appointments. 

The duties, role and responsibilities, terms of 
office and remuneration (if only expenses) of the 
Chair should be set out clearly and formally 
defined in writing. 

These are clearly articulated in the NRAC 
supporting documents; these are provided to the 
Chair on appointment. 

Terms and conditions must be in line with Cabinet 
Office guidance and with any statutory 
requirements. The responsibilities of the Chair will 
normally include: 

• representing the advisory NDPB in any 
discussions with ministers;  

• advising the sponsoring department and 
ministers about Member appointments 
and the performance of Members;  

• Ensuring that the Members have a proper 
knowledge and understanding of their role 
and  responsibilities; 

• The Chair should ensure that new 

Members  undergo a proper induction 

process and is normally responsible for 
undertaking an annual assessment of 
non- executive board Members’ 
performance;  

• ensuring that the advisory NDPB, in 
reaching decisions, takes proper account 
of guidance provided by the sponsoring 
department or ministers;  

• ensuring that the advisory NDPB carries 
out its business efficiently and effectively; 

These are in line with Cabinet Office guidelines 

and laid out in the NRAC supporting documents. 

 

An induction process is in place but could be 

improved and extended. 
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and  

• Representing the views of the advisory 
NDPB to the general public, when 
required.  

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Role of Board Members 

Board members should provide independent, 
expert advice. 

This is the case. 

Supporting Provisions 

There should be a formal, rigorous and 
transparent process for the appointment of non-
executive members of the board.  This should be 
compliant with the Code of Practice issued by the 
Commissioner for Public Appointments. 

Board Members are appointed following the Code 
of Practice issued by the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments. 

Board members should be properly independent 
of the Department and of any vested interest 
(unless serving in an ex-officio or representative 
capacity). 

This is the case for all the Board Members. 

Board members should be drawn from a wide 
range of diverse backgrounds, but should have 
knowledge and expertise in the field within which 
the body has been set up to advise ministers.  The 
board as a whole should have an appropriate 
balance of skills, experience, independence and 
knowledge. 

This is the case. Board Members are recruited to 
ensure an appropriate level of skills and 
knowledge. There is a recognition that for nuclear 
weapons related areas there is a very narrow 
demographic pool of expertise to draw upon, so 
Members are actively sought from outside of these 
“traditional” weapon areas, with encouraging 
results.  

The duties, role and responsibilities, terms of 
office and remuneration of board members should 
be set out clearly and formally defined in writing.  
Terms and conditions must be in line with Cabinet 
Office guidance and with any statutory 
requirements. 

These are clearly articulated in the NRAC 
supporting documents; these are provided to the 
Members in their letter of appointment. 

All board members must allocate sufficient time to 
the board to discharge their responsibilities 

The Board Members are very conscious of the 
commitment they undertake and allocate their time 
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effectively. accordingly.   

There should be a proper induction process for 
new board members.  This should be led by the 
Chair.  There should be regular reviews by the 
Chair of individual members’ training and 
development needs. 

The Secretariat provides advice and guidance 
upon appointment. Members are provided with 
briefing material on all the sites visited in the 
course of their duties. The Chair ensures that the 
Secretariat is aware of any specific training or 
development requirements, and will facilitate any 
formal training on their behalf. 

All members should ensure that high standards of 
corporate governance are observed at all times. 
This should include ensuring that the advisory 
NDPB operates in an open, accountable and 
responsive way. 

NRAC Members are aware of their responsibilities 
and support the Chair to ensure that the NRAC 
operates in an open, accountable and responsive 
manner. 

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Communications 

The Public Body should be open, transparent, 
accountable and responsive.  

This is the case. NRAC is open, transparent 
(albeit its work is classified), accountable and 
responsive. 

Supporting Provisions 

The public body should operate in line with the 
statutory requirements and spirit of the Freedom 
of Information Act 2000. 

NRAC is compliant. NRAC do not respond directly 
to FOI requests: such requests are handled 
centrally within MOD. 

The public body should make an explicit 
commitment to openness in all its activities.  
Where appropriate, it should establish clear and 
effective channels of communication with key 
stakeholders.  It should engage and consult with 
the public on issues of real public interest or 
concern.  This might include holding open 
meetings or annual public meetings.  The results 
of reviews or inquiries should be published. 

ToRs are in the public domain. The classification 
of their work means there is no record of it in the 
public domain. Similarly, NRAC do not hold public 
forums. 

The public body should proactively publish 
agendas and minutes of board meetings. 

These are published internally. As they are 
classified they will not be found in the public 
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domain. 

There should be robust and effective systems in 
place to ensure that the public body is not, and is 
not perceived to be, engaging in political lobbying.  
There should also be restrictions on board 
members attending Party Conferences in a 
professional capacity. 

NRAC are aware of their responsibilities; they are 
aware of the political sensitivity around nuclear 
issues and adhere to the code of public conduct 
accordingly and MOD guidance in relation to 
political lobbying and Party Conference 
attendance. 

 

Principles of corporate governance for Advisory NDPBs 

Description Assessment of NRAC 

Principle: Conduct and Behavior 

Board members should work to the highest 
personal and professional standards.  They should 
promote the values of the public body and of good 
governance through their conduct and behaviour. 

NRAC are compliant 

Supporting Provisions 

A Code of Conduct must be in place setting out 
the standards of personal and professional 
behaviour expected of all board members.  This 
should follow the Cabinet Office Code.  All 
members should be aware of the Code.  The 
Code should form part of the terms and conditions 
of appointment. 

These are clearly laid out in their terms and 
conditions upon appointment. The NRAC abide by 
the MOD Standards of Conduct and Behaviour, 
which is derived form the Cabinet Office Code of 
Conduct for Board Members of Public Bodies. 

There are clear rules and procedures in place for 
managing conflicts of interest.  There is a publicly 
available Register of Interests for board members.  
This is regularly updated. 

 

Conflicts of interest are investigated at 
recruitment, utilising the usual codes of conduct 
issued by the UK Government. For existing 
Members, the Chair, in conjunction with the 
sponsoring department, is responsible for the 
management of conflicts of interest. For the Chair 
this is managed by the sponsoring department. 
Names of Board Members do not appear in the 
public domain; therefore the MOD does not 
publish a Register of Interests. Details of official 
activities, such as overseas visits, which could 
compromise their ability to undertake their NDPB 
duties because of the clearances they hold are 
held by the Secretariat. In addition because they 
hold DV clearances, the Chair and Members are 
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responsible for declaring any activity which might 
affect their access to protectively marked or 
sensitive assets. MOD Joint Services Publication 
440 refers. 

There must be clear rules in place governing the 
claiming of expenses.  These should be published.  
Effective systems should be in place to ensure 
compliance with these rules. 

The NRAC Chair and Members claim expenses 
under MOD terms and conditions, which have a 
high level of internal and external scrutiny. 

There are clear rules and guidelines in place on 
political activity for board members and that there 
are effective systems in place to ensure 
compliance with any restrictions.   

The Chair and Members are aware of their 
responsibilities, and adherence is regularly 
scrutinised. 

There are rules in place for board members and 
senior staff on the acceptance of appointments or 
employment after resignation or retirement. These 
are enforced effectively. 

NRAC is compliant. 
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Annex B: List of Stakeholders Consulted 

 

Professor Vernon Gibson FRS (MOD CSA) 

Dr Paul Hollinshead OBE (MOD) 

Dr Tim Digman (MOD) (Secretary of NRAC) 

Ms Karen Evans (MOD) (Secretary of DNSC) 

Mr Paul Taylor FREng (Former MOD and now AWE plc) 

Dr Mike Baker (MOD) 

Mr Mark Pollington (MOD) 

Professor Roger Cashmore FRS (NRAC Chair) 

Professor Laurence Williams FREng (DNSC Chair) 

Ms Angela Lidiard (MOD) 

Mr Andrew Mackinder (MOD) 

Dr Robin Pitman (former Secretary of NRAC) 

Dr David Parkes (former MOD) 

Mrs Carol Saar (MOD) 

Other interviewees’ names were withheld at their request 
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Annex C: Terms of Reference of the Review  

 

Aims of the review 

 

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 brought about by the Public Bodies Act would have to undergo a 
substantive review at least once every three years. The first year of these reviews 
would be 2011-12. These triennial reviews would have two purposes: 

1. To provide a robust challenge of the continuing need for individual NDPBs – both 
their function and their form, employing the ‘three tests’ discipline; and 

2. 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. 

All triennial reviews are carried out in line with Cabinet Office guidance “Guidance on 
Reviews of Non Departmental Public Bodies”, June 2011.  This guidance states that 
reviews should be: 

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

 
 Timely: Reviews should be completed quickly – the first stage ideally within 

three months – to minimise disruption to the NDPB’s business and reduce 
uncertainty about it’s future; 

 
 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; 

 



 

 

Page 36 of 36  

 

 

 

 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. 

 
 Transparent: All reviews should be announced and all reports of reviews 

should be published; and 
 

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