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Dear Minister, 
 
Defence Police Federation response to Ministry of Defence review: 
Ministry of Defence Police Pensions 
 
Background 
 
The Ministry of Defence Police (MDP) is the Ministry of Defence’s (MOD) 
dedicated civilian police force, with full constabulary authority across the UK. 
Its officers play a vital role in securing and guarding MOD assets and 
establishments, addressing criminal incidents that occur on the defence 
estate, and providing policing support to members of the Armed Forces and 
their families. 
 
The Defence Police Federation (DPF) is the staff association representing 
MDP officers. 
 
MDP officers and fire fighters with the Defence Fire and Rescue Service 
(DFRS) have historically been subject to the same retirement ages as civil 
servants. Neither workforce was included in the definition of ‘uniformed 
services’ set out in the Public Service Pensions Act 2013. This definition 
encompasses members of the Armed Forces, Home Office constabulary 
officers and fire fighters. Lord John Hutton, whose Commission’s work formed 
the basis of the Public Service Pensions Act, has stated that the MDP and 
DFRS were omitted from the Commission’s definition of uniformed services in 
error, and that they should be subject to the same retirement ages as Home 
Office personnel. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

While the Government rejected an amendment to the Public Service Pensions 
Act that would have included the MDP and DFRS in the definition of 
uniformed services, an amendment was included that committed the MOD to 
the production of a review on the retirement ages of MDP officers and DFRS 
fire fighters. This review was to assess the operational impact of these 
workforces having a Normal Pension Age (NPA) of 60, and was also (as set 
out by then-Economic Secretary to the Treasury Sajid Javid MP in a debate of 
24 April on the passing of the Act) to consider wider pay and conditions 
issues. 
 
Engagement and terms of reference 
 
Despite commitments made during the passage of the Act to consultation with 
the representatives of the MDP and DFRS workforces, no such engagement 
took place during the period April to December 2013 on the subject of 
workforce retirement ages with the DPF. 
 
The terms of reference to this review were not published until 19 November 
2013 when they were requested specifically by Gemma Doyle MP and Alan 
Reid MP. These terms of reference were a single line in length and set out 
only the reason for which the review was being undertaken, rather than 
providing any details as to its full scope and content. 
 
The Defence Police Federation is disappointed that no consultation on the 
preparation of this document took place, and has raised concerns with both 
the MOD directly and numerous Members of Parliament with MDP workforces 
in their constituencies or responsibilities for defence briefs. 
 
Content of the report 
 
The Defence Police Federation was provided with a copy of the report on 
Friday 13 December following its approval by the Secretary of State. The 
report is to be presented to Parliament on Monday 16 December. As such, the 
Federation has had no opportunity to consult its membership and the following 
represents initial reaction to the review’s content. The Federation reserves the 
right to offer further comment on the report’s content having taken the 
opportunity to give it additional consideration. 
 
The Defence Police Federation disputes the conclusions made in the MOD 
review and is disappointed that it does not address the wider issues of 
employment terms and conditions as indicated by the then-Economic 
Secretary of the Treasury on 24 April. Given that the Federation was not 
consulted on the content of the report, it is not possible to make a substantive 
assessment on the figures used by the MOD, but the Federation would argue 
that these figures have been used in a highly subjective manner. This is 
contrary to written assurances the Federation has received from the 
Department that the review would be a narrative outlining the factors to be 
considered in determining the need for an NPA of 60 for officers and the 
history of the issue. 
 

 Alternative interpretation of data 



 

 

 

 
The Department has used the data presented in the report to claim there is no 
correlation between increasing age and either long-term sickness or the 
number of sickness days taken per officer. The Federation believes this to be 
an incorrect assumption for which the data has been interpreted to fit a 
required conclusion. Little consideration appears to have been given to the 
possibility that this data reflects a greater number of ill-health retirements 
(IHR) amongst older officers who have suffered more from illness. This 
conclusion can be reached from an assessment of the following on page 30 of 
the MOD review: 
 

“Table 6 shows that although the proportion of officers who left on 
ill health retirement was at its highest in the 55-59 age group, it 
reduced in the 60-64 age group.” 

 
The MOD’s conclusion also fails to recognise that, apart from 200 officers who 
have joined within the past six years, MDP officers currently has a pension 
age of 60. Consequently, no officer over 60 years of age should be ill health 
retired as they would have already retired with a pension. IHR would therefore 
only be necessary for officers in the 60-64 years age bracket if they are on the 
Nuvos scheme that was introduced in 2007 and has an NPA of 65. 
 
Additionally, little consideration has been given to the number of officers who 
have had to take reasonable adjustments to continue their employment.  A 
further example of the impact of the role carried out by the MDP. Although the 
numbers are small, and perhaps not statistically significant, they nevertheless 
show that a significant increase of officers in the older age group require such 
adjustments.  
 

 Fitness testing 
 
The MOD review has noted that MDP officers will in future be subject to 
compulsory in-service fitness testing following the publication of the Windsor 
Review and College of Policing recommendations. It should be noted that the 
Federation is entirely supportive of the introduction of a comprehensive fitness 
and wellness package that improves the health and wellbeing of MDP officers 
and has been active in campaigning for this – which has included the 
Federation’s recommendation that the Institute for Naval Medicine be 
commissioned to determine appropriate testing for officers. 
 
It should, however, be noted that the planned fitness assessments will 
measure officers’ fitness levels and that there appears to be no resources 
devoted to improving those capacities. 
 
The Federation disputes the MOD’s conclusions, as set out in the review, that 
the introduction of fitness testing will make the workforce more resilient and 
therefore not in need for an NPA of 60. No reference is made to whether the 
College of Policing would be prepared to license officers older than 60 years 
to carry firearms (a requirement for MDP officers). The Federation believes it 
imperative that this be included in any assessment of operational capability. 



 

 

 

Similarly no reference has been made to evidence of changing cognitive 
function for those over 60 years of age. 
 
The review neglects to consider changes to MDP equipment and training 
during the last 15 to 20 years. The Federation contends that these changes 
have resulted in higher levels of sickness and absence amongst officers of 40-
60 years of age. This would mean that 20 years exposure to the training and 
environment of the MDP is sufficient to increase the potential for illness or 
injury. The Federation contends that this data should have been considered 
within the review. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Federation remains disappointed at the lack of consultation undertaken 
by the Department in the preparation of this report, and believes the content 
and conclusions within the document reflect the lack of engagement with the 
workforces of the MDP and DFRS. 
 
Data provided by the MOD within this review has been interpreted in such a 
way as to suggest minimal risk to older officers. The Federation would 
wholeheartedly disagree with this conclusion and believes the data 
demonstrates that the requirements on officers and the environment in which 
they work clearly has an impact on long-term health and wellbeing. With these 
requirements and environment having changed significantly in the last 20 
years, there is evidence to suggest that officers might be susceptible to ill-
health caused by their work earlier rather than later or not at all. 
 
The MOD review additionally fails to consider some data entirely, such as that 
within the report by Dr P Griffin on the subject of DFRS retirement ages, which 
highlighted increased likelihood of heart attacks and strokes with age. That 
such data has been overlooked undermines the conclusions reached in this 
review. 
 
MDP officers occupy a safety-critical role. The MOD review fails to make the 
case that there is no degradation in capability should officers have an 
extended working life. Given the sensitivity of the job role, the Federation 
believes that the issue of operational effectiveness and capability should have 
to be determined before officers’ working ages are extended. 
 
Sajid Javid, the Economic Secretary to the Treasury, clearly articulated (when 
questioned by John McDonnell in the April debate) that the Act had sufficient 
flexibilities to ensure that the NPAs for particular forces or other terms and 
conditions in pensions that required to be changed, could be accommodated.  
It would appear, on the other hand, that primary legislation is necessary to 
change the Act to retain an NPA of 60.  Consequently, we seek confirmation 
that the MDP (and DFRS) NPA can indeed be changed without having to 
resort to primary legislation/amendment and that pension can be awarded 
before 65 without actuarial reduction.  
 
 
 



 

 

 

In summary the Federation believes the review to be insufficient to reach any 
form of conclusion. There is an urgent need for collaboration and consultation 
in order for necessary regulations to be drafted in time for a 2015 
implementation date and to clarify whether or not any amendment to the act is 
necessary. 
 
Yours Sincerely 

 
John Regan 
General Secretary  
 
c.c.  Esther Wallington – HRD-HRStrat-Hd1 
 Kate Blackman – HRD-HRStrat -15 


