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Welcome 
 
Good morning conference. May I take this opportunity to formally welcome you all to 
this, the 47th annual conference of the Defence Police Federation. 
 
I would particularly like to welcome our honoured guests:  

Rt Hon Tobias Ellwood MP (Minister for Defence People and Veterans);  
Gerald Jones MP (Shadow Defence Minister); and  
Stuart McDonald MP (Defence Spokesperson for the SNP). 

 
I would also like to take this opportunity to congratulate our new Chief Constable, Mr 
Andy Adams QPM, on his appointment having held the position since the sad and 
untimely passing of Alf Hitchcock last year. Sir, we are glad that you are able to be 
here with us for this conference. 
 
I speak for everyone at conference on extending our congratulations on your 
appointment and we look forward to working with you into the future, and welcome the 
continuity that your appointment brings, hopefully providing a catalyst for change that 
will allow us to work cooperatively together going forward. 
 
It is important that this conference continues to be attended both by representatives 
from Parliament, and by our senior officers, allowing you to directly engage with the 
dedicated and professional men and women of the Ministry of Defence Police, many 
of whom are represented here today. 
 
We are very grateful for our ministerial and parliamentary guests’ continued 
engagement with the Federation, and your continued recognition of the essential roles 
performed by our officers, and of their professionalism and dedication – which remains 
exemplary. 
 
It is important we acknowledge the continued commitment of Ministry of Defence 
Police officers across the country. And that we take the opportunity of our annual 
conference to reflect on what this essential workforce needs to continue protecting 
some of this nation’s most important military assets. That includes both matters 
currently high on the political agenda in terms of security; and also matters requiring 
the attention of our senior officers specifically. 
 
 
Conference, the Strategic Defence and Security Review in 2015 and the recently 
published National Security Capability Review reinforced the challenges that drive the 
UK security priorities, in particular the increasing threat posed by terrorism, extremism 
and instability. 
 
2017 again saw the catastrophic effect of the terrorist threat to the UK, with five attacks 
in London and Manchester. 
 
The National Security Capability Review acknowledges that the challenges posed by 
our adversaries, are significant as they continuously seek to develop and enhance 
their capabilities whilst at the same time exploiting the country’s vulnerabilities. 
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The United Kingdom remains at significant risk of a terrorist attack, and global tensions 
mean the country must also be alert to the aggression of other nations. 
 
Indeed, the assessment is that we expect the threat from Islamist terrorism will remain 
at its current heighted level for at least the next two years and it might increase further. 
 
We, the Defence Police Federation, and our members fully support the continuing 
work of the National Security Capability Review and also the decision to separately 
consider the specific requirements of the Armed Forces and Ministry of Defence within 
the Modernising Defence Programme. 
 
The threat our enemies pose is constant. The potential consequences of a successful 
attack are grave and even catastrophic. And the reality is that this threat extends to 
even our most protected sites.  
 
The Ministry of Defence is undertaking essential and very welcome work in the form 
of the Modernising Defence Programme to assess its needs, the capability of the 
Armed Forces, and whether additional financial resources are needed to maximise 
those capabilities and ensure Defence and Public Safety.  
 
These factors are extremely important for the Ministry of Defence Police which plays 
a critical role in protecting the MoD’s personnel and assets, helping to maximise the 
capability of our world-class Armed Forces, and ensuring the safety of the public. 
 
Conference, perhaps my most important message today is that maximising our 
defensive capability must start at home. There is a golden opportunity to address some 
of the pressures on the Defence budget and to ensure our Armed Forces have what 
they need to guarantee that they remain the best and most respected in the world. 
 
But, the reality is that opportunity cannot be realised if  
 

the security of the establishments and assets that we protect at home is not 
absolutely assured;  

 
if the financial resources are not in place to ensure and deliver security to meet 
the risks to personnel and assets;  

 
and if the determining factor in protecting establishments and assets is financial 
rather than the acute and constant threats we face. 

 
Conference, the security of our bases, assets and Critical National Infrastructure also 
hinges on the wellbeing of the personnel and workforce entrusted with their protection 
– particularly if under resourced and suffering from understandably but still chronically 
low morale. 
 
Officers and personnel entrusted with these roles are expected to pay the highest price 
to ensure our security.  The commitment and bravery that requires demands our 
respect. Not a perception that a workforce like the Ministry of Defence can be a target 
for a saving every time there is a financial pressure within the Department. 
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We are extraordinarily fortunate that our officers will only face that sacrifice in the most 
extreme and dangerous of circumstances – the potential for which is minimised by 
their diligence and professionalism. But we cannot and must not forget the risk these 
officers face as a staple of their employment. We expect the highest levels of bravery 
from them, and they and their families deserve continued respect and support in 
return.  
 
 
I would like to start this address by talking about the Modernising Defence Programme 
 
 
We very much welcomed the decision to separate Defence from the National Security 
Capability Review. Both are essential pieces of work and must be given deep and 
serious consideration. But there is a clear need to review the needs of the MoD and 
the Armed Forces separately to other elements of national security.  
 
The world is very different to what it was at that time of the Strategic Defence and 
Security Review in 2015, and there are significant pressures on the Department’s 
budget that must be addressed. 
 
We particularly welcome the indications by the Secretary of State for Defence and the 
Minister that the NATO defence spending target should be a floor rather than ceiling 
– and we hope the Modernising Defence Programme will consider the need for 
additional financial resourcing, with a case made to the Treasury if required. 
 
Conference, the Modernising Defence Programme is an opportunity to address acute 
financial pressures and to maximise the capabilities of our world-class Armed Forces. 
 
The Defence Police Federation believes maximising the capabilities of our Armed 
Forces must start at home – not just in terms of finance, but in terms of protection. 
 
To this end, while we very much welcome the Modernising Defence Programme and 
look forward to its initial findings and recommendations in the coming weeks, we would 
caution that if it does not consider security at home, it will ultimately be a job half done. 
 
The Modernising Defence Programme must consider the Department’s procurement 
and financial commitments. It must consider what we need in terms of numbers and 
resources within our Armed Forces. But, conference, it must also consider how best 
to protect the resources, assets and personnel we have. 
 
If another nation was to attack us, they would seek to disrupt our military capability 
and our ability to respond.  
 
Meanwhile, we have seen that extremists are willing to attack even the highest profile 
and best protected targets. 
 
It would incredibly naïve to think the Department’s sites and major assets are not at 
high – and constant – risk. Indeed, this must be the case as otherwise there would be 



 5 

no need to have our members, as officers of the Ministry of Defence Police, protect 
assets that include the nuclear deterrent and the HMS Queen Elizabeth aircraft carrier. 
 
Conference, the consequences of a successful attack on an MoD site within the UK 
hardly bares contemplation. 
 
Notwithstanding the potential – even likely – loss of life, an attack could mean the 
destruction, or rendering unserviceable, of weapons and assets needed by our Armed 
Forces, meaning military strategy and ability to protect our nation would be 
compromised. 
 
The financial cost of an attack, particularly on those assets with a high monetary value, 
could severely affect the Department’s budgeting for years to come and impact on the 
wider public finances. 
 
The impact such an attack would have on the public confidence and their sense of 
security would be seismic.  
 
And the impact on our standing abroad could not be underestimated. Our status on 
the world stage could be diminished with consequences for the safety of our personnel 
and citizens abroad and for our national economy. 
 
It is for these reasons that the Federation believes most strongly that a Modernising 
Defence Programme that does not consider domestic security would be a job only half 
done. And while we welcome the work of the Secretary of State and the Ministry to 
take forward this review separately to that of National Security, we would implore them 
to ensure the domestic security of our bases and assets is fully considered ahead of 
recommendations from the review later in the year. 
 
Considering and maximising security also means ensuring the utilisation and 
resourcing of the workforces entrusted with protecting the MoD’s estate, assets and 
infrastructure. 
 
It means considering how decisions on security are made to ensure there is no 
disconnect between the threats to our sites and assets and the financial decision-
making being made within the Department – avoiding any scenario in which savings 
rather than risk are the priority, which appears to be the case at this moment in time. 

 
Conference, this is an important – even a watershed moment. The recommendations 
from the Modernising Defence Programme can help alleviate what we know are 
incredible pressures on the defence budget. But in ensuring the protection of the 
assets we already have at home, it is possible to thereby ensure our Armed Forces 
are as prepared and as well-equipped as possible when called upon for deployment. 
And that the defence budget itself is protected – protected from an attack that could 
cost millions if not billions of pounds. 
 
So where does the Ministry of Defence Police fit into this area of security and the 
Modernising Defence Programme? 
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The Ministry of Defence Police remains a crucial and unique component of the MoD’s 
security. Without the Ministry of Defence Police carrying out its essential role, the 
Department would lose a flexible, proactive and capable defensive shield for its 
highest priority sites and it would be far easier for terrorists, nation states or even 
domestic criminals to test those sites and undertake hostile reconnaissance prior to 
an attack. 
 
At its most basic level the use of the Ministry of Defence Police to protect the nation’s 
most critical assets and establishments means that our Armed Forces personnel 
remain available for deployment in protection of our nation and that they are also 
protected from operating in domestic civilian environments for which they have no 
constabulary authority. 
 
In short, the Ministry of Defence’s estates and assets – including for example, the 
nuclear deterrent and the Royal Navy’s new aircraft carriers - are inherently safer 
because of the roles carried out by our police officers. 
 
However, the ability to provide that security must be considered at significant risk. 
 
There are numerous issues affecting the Ministry of Defence Police and individual 
officers. These of course include the high level political and strategic discussions over 
military capability. And they include the professional requirements on officers that fall 
under the responsibility of our senior officers. Conference, the Federation has 
highlighted many of these in the past year, believing it our responsibility to ensure 
security and protect our members. While the Modernising Defence Programme is an 
encouraging step, we cannot, should not, and must not focus on it entirely – there are 
fundamental issues undermining the effectiveness and full capability of the Ministry of 
Defence Police that must be addressed. 
 
Conference, it has been in the public domain for many months that the Ministry of 
Defence Police is having to ‘reset’ the size of its workforce, and that this reset is a 
consequence of a requirement for savings that cannot remain sustainable. 
 
This was highlighted in the Ministry of Defence Police Committee’s annual report 
(published in January), where the committee noted the significant challenge/difficulties 
presented in meeting the security needs of establishments. 
 
Quite simply, the reset is a demonstration of the Ministry of Defence Police working 
beyond its means, without any alternative way of finding savings expected by the 
Ministry of Defence centrally. It shows costs being prioritised over the risk to 
establishments, the public and the Ministry of Defence assets we protect. 
 
And it sets a disturbing precedent and raises concerning questions as to how the 
Ministry of Defence Police could meet any future savings requirements made of it, 
without further reductions in numbers. 

 
But prior to considering the implications of this decision, it is important to understand 
the context against which it has been set. 
 
As a Force our workforce numbers are generated from two areas: 
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Numbers required to deliver the security protection required at the highest 
priority sites that we protect. 
 
And numbers required to support that delivery, through training, administration, 
recruitment, and Health and Safety. 
 

Put simply, each post at which an officer is deployed requires a certain number of 
officers to allow us to achieve a presence 24-hours of day, 365 days a year, while 
allowing for essential training, covering annual leave and other issues such as 
sickness absence. 
 
As a Force we were not allowed to recruit for many years, and from 2009 to 2011 we 
operated a voluntary release scheme which reduced our numbers by around 1,000 
officers. 
 
The net result is that, even with the most recent recruitment drives that we have had, 
we are currently working with around 200 officers less than we require. 
 
What the reset does is to take the number of officers that we have and brings the 
Force total numbers down to that level, removing positions currently vacant due to our 
inability to recruit into them, and not addressing the shortfall of officers as a 
consequence of the eagerness to allow officers to leave some years ago, which meant 
that we dropped significantly below the workforce size we required. 
 
The Department and the Force will say that these reductions don’t affect real people 
and are simply a change in a mathematical figure. 
 
This is incorrect. The reality is that those vacant positions are covered with the use of 
overtime by our officers, and that they account for front line firearms deployments. Any 
reduction to those numbers will not be mathematical, but will actually mean a reduction 
in frontline firearms deployments. 
 
In real terms this is a reduction of nearly 400,000 hours a year of frontline firearms 
officers protecting the Ministry of Defence estate, its assets and personnel, and the 
public. 
 
Conference, it is simply impossible to reduce frontline firearms policing capacity by 
that much without a real reduction in security. To think otherwise is naïve and 
dangerous. A reduction of nearly half a million hours a year in firearms deployments, 
at a time when the threat levels are continually increasing, and having seen an 
increase in attacks, cannot be badged maintaining the same levels of security or even 
ones which we should be remotely comfortable with. 
 
If we take the numbers back to 2009/11, then we have seen a reduction of nearly two 
million hours a year of Ministry of Defence Police deployments. 
 
We recognise the need for efficiencies. We recognise the need to deliver value for 
money. 
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But the reality is that the threat to this country and its people has increased over those 
years and due to financial restrictions and savings our numbers have decreased to 
the point where our members are barely able to deliver the security we are responsible 
for. 
 
That is not to suggest for one second that our officers do not carry out their role with 
the utmost professionalism and dedication. Rather that that professionalism and 
dedication is taking them to the point at which their structure is likely to collapse. 
 
We have seen our budget reduced every year, and we have no indication that that will 
not occur into the future. 
 
Yes, this Federation has issued this same warning for a number of years. But, the 
reality remains the same. Such a reduction in deployments is incompatible with 
delivering the same or better security. We must ask - at what point will any notice be 
taken? 
 
Every warning we have issued in the past has come to fruition. 
 
I hope this warning, prompted by the Force’s ‘reset’ will be heeded before there is any 
serious failure in security or loss of life. 
 
We are now at the point, demonstrated by this reset, where the only way our Force 
can meet its financial savings is to cut its personnel numbers and reduce security 
nationally. 
 
Conference, that is simply unsustainable and is, frankly, dangerous. 
 
Even without this reset, the pressures on Ministry of Defence Police resources are 
now beyond acute 
 
Oddly, whilst one part of the Department is looking to reduce our numbers in order to 
return savings, other parts of the Department seek more from our officers, requesting 
the Ministry of Defence Police is deployed to new sites – or those we have previously 
vacated to make savings in years past. 
 
For a Force delivering a firearms role, flexibility within our workforce to accommodate 
training and other extractions is limited. There is a greater reliance than ever before 
on officers working overtime to ensure that all security responsibilities are delivered. 
Conference, this is very definition of a false economy. 
 
The size of the Ministry of Defence Police is now at a level where the policing models 
that were put in place following the workforce reductions in 2009/11 (following the 
financial crash) are now barely viable. 

 
This has an inevitable consequence on levels of security. 
 
The situation facing the Ministry of Defence Police now is a result of years of mission 
creep when it comes to the quest for savings. 
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Instead of moving to a significantly smaller police service, the Department has made 
this move over a period of years. This means that each time they take part of their 
policing delivery away, it is only measured against the last time. Not the beginning of 
a process more than a decade ago. This might mean reductions to our capacity look 
incremental but cumulatively they have been – and continue to be – severe. 
 
As I stated earlier in my address, our numbers have reduced by over 30%. That is a 
30% reduction in the security of the Ministry of Defence and the nation at a time when 
the risk has actually increased. Conference, this cannot be right, and we would 
strongly dispute any suggestion that alternative security measures have been put in 
place to compensate for a what is a substantially reduced police firearms presence. 
 
Security levels at establishments have to be reduced at this time of heightened risk 
because there are simply not enough officers to meet the demands on our resources 
- especially when some assets like HMS Queen Elizabeth need greater protection.  
 
And there are greater consequences than simply not having sufficient officers to 
immediately respond to an attack. A smaller Ministry of Defence Police footprint 
reduces intelligence that can prevent possible attacks on establishments or the 
country. 
 
There are fewer officers available for deployment to support colleagues in the Home 
Office in the event of a critical incident. 
 
And conference, let us not forget that if this armed security cannot be provided by the 
reduced number of Ministry of Defence Police officers, Armed Forces personnel must 
take on these responsibilities. That means they are immediately unavailable for 
deployment, reducing our military capability. 
 
The reset has compounded pressures on officers of the Ministry of Defence Police, 
and it is important that these are addressed to ensure the workforce remains robust 
and able to meet the security requirements of individual sites. 
 
The reality is consistently reduced resources have laid greater demands on a 
workforce that is having to work harder, meet as many if not more hours of firearms 
protection delivery with fewer people; all the while working for far longer and carrying 
a greater weight of equipment than any other police force in the country. 
 
Returning to the Modernising Defence Programme, within this review the Ministry of 
Defence Police is identified as one of the enablers, allowing Defence to function. 
 
We are identified as such, not regarded as being Front Line providers, alongside other 
groups such as the Defence Business Services (DBS), but this fails to recognise the 
full scope of the responsibilities we meet and perform. 
 
And whilst we believe that the separation of defence from the National Security Review 
is correct, it is essential that any work carried out under the Modernising Defence 
Programme, links in directly with the National Security Capability Review. 
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This is to ensure that decisions made within Defence fully complement other national 
security needs and requirements. We would not want to see any unintended 
consequences as a result of a failure to recognise this role. 
 
 
By way of example, within the National Security Capability Review several areas are 
identified.  I will talk to three of these now: 
 

1. Under the section entitled Defence, recognition is given to the use of Armed 
Military personnel being deployed under Operation Temperer directly 
supporting the police to provide additional protective security, aimed at 
deterring, disrupting and preventing terrorist activity and providing public 
reassurance.  
 
What this fails to identify is the change in role between the Ministry of Defence 
Police and the Armed Forces, where we become the Front Line provider and 
they become the enabler. 
 
Our role under Operation Temperer, as the second largest firearms capability 
in the country next to the Metropolitan Police, is essential to the proper and 
smooth operation of this response to a National Critical Incident and that needs 
to be considered during these two reviews. 
 
We have spoken of the need to ensure security within the Modernising Defence 
Programme to support Armed Forces capability – but it also important the 
Programme also considers the role the Ministry of Defence Police plays in 
Operation Temperer and how that may and indeed is impacted by the current 
demands on our resources. 
 

2. Within the section of the National Security Capability Review, entitled National 
Resilience, mention is made of the Infrastructure Policing Review from SDSR 
15 and the considerations of how the Government can optimise its protection 
of critical infrastructure. 
 
Clearly the Ministry of Defence Police has a critical role to play in this response 
and it is important the Modernising Defence Programme also considers how 
decisions pertaining to the Ministry of Defence Police will impact on the 
protection of critical infrastructure, and also any commitments within the 
Infrastructure Policing Review. 
 

3. The third area I will identify here, is under the section entitled Ports and Borders. 
 
Within this section of the Review it states that, as a consequence of Brexit and 
the impacts that will have on security, several areas of new enforcement will be 
considered, including a UK-wide review to improve the coordination, tasking, 
asset sharing and governance of all marine policing, maritime security and 
border enforcement activity in the UK Marine Area. 
 
With arguably the largest, most professional and experienced marine policing 
capability in the UK, this must present a huge opportunity to government and 
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Defence, to utilise the expertise of the Ministry of Defence Police, to help 
contribute towards the protection of our borders, ports and ultimately National 
security. 
 
But, again this requires joined up across the Modernising Defence Programme 
and the National Security Capability Review, rather than the two pieces of work 
being undertaken in isolation. 

 
These elements of the National Security Capability Review – and the responsibilities 
held by our officers – demonstrate the importance of the Ministry of Defence Police. 
However, their importance is not reflected in the treatment of this essential workforce. 
 
Quite simply, our members – police officers entrusted with a job of paramount 
importance - feel completely devalued and unwanted. And this is a systemic problem 
that has developed over a decade in which the expectations and demands on officers 
– ranging from the hours they work to the equipment they carry to the standards they 
have to meet – have consistently increased. But officers have seen no commensurate 
support to help them meet these demands or recognise what more is being expected 
of them. 
 
Conference, in any workplace, if you keep expecting more of people without giving 
anything in return, eventually and ultimately morale will suffer. It is inevitable.  
 
Pride in your job is a strong motivator, but it can only ever go so far. And when our 
officers are being told to meet higher standards, have greater physical demands put 
upon them, and then see colleagues in other services receive an admittedly well-
earned pay increase while their wages remain static and their retirement age remains 
older, it must be understandable why morale would fall. 
 
Many of these issues stem from the Force’s slavish commitment to the standards and 
processes of the College of Policing, irrespective of whether these – which are 
designed primarily for our colleagues in other police services – are appropriate for the 
unique roles and responsibilities of the Ministry of Defence Police.   
 
The consequence of this commitment to the College’s standards is an effort by the 
Force to meet national firearms standards, which are developed for around five 
percent of officers nationally, who are deployed in critical situations. They are not 
designed for officers required to carry firearms continually for every shift from day one 
until the age of 67, as is the case for the Ministry of Defence Police. 
 
But this change would be at least slightly more digestible if it were accompanied by 
commensurate support for officers, and an effort to address fundamental issues in 
their employment like pay and retirement. But, conference, this is not happening. 
Instead, more is being expected of officers with nothing in return. The consequence is 
that our officers are expected to meet higher standards for the same salaries – which 
are already lower than colleagues in other forces – and to work longer with a later 
retirement age. We contend this is entirely unreasonable. It leaves people feeling 
unrecognised and unappreciated. And it is a situation that creates problems for the 
future. How will the Ministry of Defence Police recruit its next generation of officers, 
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when its workforce is expected to meet higher standards for less pay and a later 
retirement than other police services?  
 
And this issue of a lack of support for officers has manifested across their employment 
conditions.  
 
During what were protracted negotiations on our Terms & Conditions of Service, the 
Department sought to secure an agreement through a number of routes, which 
included the withholding of our pay increments for officers during the negotiation 
process. 
 
This has been painful for officers, who have been forced to see their wages stagnate 
at a time when more is expected of them. This Federation has always remained 
committed to working constructively with the Department, but we could not in good 
conscience commit our members to employment conditions without seeking absolute 
clarity on issues such as their pension age. Yet despite seeking assurances from the 
Force and Department, we are yet to see these obligations met. 
 
Our officers have still not been afforded the agreed effective pension age reduction of 
three years to bring our pension age down from 67/68 (dependent on your date of 
birth) to 65 – some five years later than every other police officer in the country. That 
doesn’t begin to balance the age differential for our officers next to every other officer 
in the country with a statutory pension age of 60, but was at least a partial step in the 
right direction.  
 
Yet after many months of negotiation and a commitment from the Force, Department 
and Ministers, there has been no change. Nor has there been an acceptable 
explanation as to why the effective pension age has not come into force. Conference, 
this is disappointing – and of great frustration to officers that what they’ve been 
promised has not become reality and has led us to have to take external action against 
the Department. This at a time when officers are expected to deliver on all of the areas 
they committed to in return. 
 
On fitness, we agreed with the then Chief Constable to honour the findings of the 
review that was commissioned by him with the Institute of Naval Medicine to ensure a 
bespoke standard for the Ministry of Defence Police. One that was scientifically 
determined according to the role performed by our officers, as opposed to the generic 
standard based on the duties of a limited number of colleagues in other police 
services. 
 
We anticipated there would be pressure to shift away from this bespoke standard, and 
thus ensured it was both included in our members’ collective agreement and that the 
College of Policing confirmed in writing that it was satisfied with this standard. 
 
But, conference, despite those commitments being forthcoming, since signing off this 
change to our members conditions, there has been continuous pressure to increase 
the fitness standard substantially. The new standard is included in all new entrants’ 
contracts and the Force is working towards trying to apply this standard to longer 
serving officers. 
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We understand the rationale behind this, but do not agree with it. Our officers’ 
standards are different, because their employment and the physical demands it 
presents are different. 
 
We were given absolute clarity that the standards identified by the Institute of Naval 
Medicine would be honoured, but this appears to have been disingenuous. Indeed, I 
have seen documents suggesting the transition to this higher standard was always the 
intention of the Ministry of Defence Police. Conference, if this is the case, it is 
extremely disappointing. And we must question – why commission the Institute of 
Naval Medicine to develop a bespoke fitness standard for a unique workforce if you 
have no intention of using it? 
 
One of the agreements in the final and signed agreement of our members’ terms and 
conditions of service was the agreement to the payment of an Unsocial Hours 
Allowance when affordable. 
 
The affordability caveat was a difficult pill for our members to swallow, but it was a 
reasonable one considering the financial environment we were in. 
 
That said, each year we have approached the Force to examine the affordability of 
this allowance and each time it is unaffordable. 
 
That would be acceptable, were it not for the fact funding seems to be found for all 
sorts of other issues and requirements that appear to have been prioritised, by the 
Chief Officer Group, above the welfare of their officers. Conference, it is surely 
understandable why officers would be frustrated if told the money is not there to pay 
an unsocial hours’ allowance but then funding is allocated for something else that is 
either less of a priority, or otherwise – and perhaps most frustratingly of all – a 
consequence of a false economy that has plagued the Force over the past decade. 
 
I would particularly like to cite the example of national firearms instructors. During the 
planning rounds from 2009 to 2011 we cautioned that the Force was reducing its 
firearms training capability well beyond what was sensible, and that such a decision 
would have long-term and undesirable consequences. 
 
In the middle of last year, the College of Policing removed our firearms licence, our 
licence to train, and one of the outcomes of that is a recognition that we need to 
increase our number of firearms instructors to deliver training in a more efficient and 
acceptable way. 
 
Increasing our number of firearms instructors will cost more than £1.6 million. And 
while we do not know as yet from where that funding come, it will be found. But at the 
same time, our officers will be told the money isn’t available to pay an unsocial hours’ 
allowance. 
 
Conference, it is a bitter pill for our members to swallow. That money to pay them the 
same for their work as colleagues in other police services around the country will not 
be found or is not available, because it is not a priority for either our Department or 
our senior officers – or is being sidelined in favour of an avoidable training cost, a 
consequence of budget cutting over the last decade that now comes back to haunt us. 
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Another area of the terms and conditions of service agreement, reached over two 
years ago, was in relation to the changing of shift patterns for our members. 
 
Within an annex to our Terms & Conditions of Service agreement, the requirements 
for a forced change to shift pattern were set out. 
 
These were rigid, and quite rightly so, as the consequence of changing shift patterns 
has a huge impact on both our members and their families. 
 
For some time now, the Force has been attempting to change all of our officers’ shift 
patterns to a single national pattern. 
 
This Federation has engaged in this process and we have continually identified where 
we believe the shortcomings are, how we believe this concept will be unmanageable, 
and the barriers over which the Force must climb to implement an unnecessary and 
unwanted change. 
 
This matter is still very much under discussion. We are engaged in the process, but 
the Force is still to explain why a change is necessary, what substantial benefits it 
might realise, and most importantly what is fundamentally wrong with a shift pattern 
structure that worked for many years. This smacks of change for change’s sake – and 
this is concerning given the impact it will have on or members and their families. 
 
That impact is almost immeasurable. Conference, no change like this should be 
considered much less implemented unless the current process is fundamentally 
failing, and a change would be of such benefit that the consequential impacts could 
be ignored. 
 
This is not the case at the moment, and the future pattern proposed by the Force is 
fundamentally flawed itself, in that it follows the same pattern as the one currently 
worked within the organisation - that being 12-hour shifts - and only alters the 
sequence of shifts. 
 
This means that there will be no more and no less officers on duty at any one time and 
that the only change will be a presentational one which will look better from 
headquarters' perspective. This appears to be an unnecessary change, but given the 
significant impact on officers and their families, contributes significantly to declining 
workforce morale. 
 
Conference, it would also be remiss of me not to speak specifically about our officers’ 
pay.   
 
At this point in time, our officers have still not received the one percent pay increase 
from September 2017 issued to police officers around the country. We are ten months 
on from that increase being announced, and our officers have seen colleagues in other 
forces receive that pay rise while their wages continue to stagnate. 
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The police pay rise for last year was a one percent rise in pay, plus a one percent non-
Consolidated (non pensionable) payment. This has been applied to constabularies 
across the country. All but the Ministry of Defence Police. 
 
The Department has agreed to pay the one percent rise in pay, but is currently refusing 
to honour the additional one percent non-Consolidated payment. This is a payment 
that has been received by every single other police officer in the United Kingdom. 
 
The rationale of the Department is that non-consolidated payment was not budgeted 
for. But, conference, every police force, chief constable and local authority have faced 
the same issue – yet they have managed to deliver that non-consolidated payment, 
recognising it is needed, well earned, and will have a positive impact on workforce 
morale.  
 
It is not, I believe, unreasonable to ask why the Ministry of Defence Police is different 
– and why, at least at this point, our officers will not receive a payment made to every 
other police officer around the country. 
 
On pay parity, we are now the only large force in the country that does not receive full 
pay. Our officers receive 95% of the wages paid to colleagues in the Home Office – 
and other constabularies such as the British Transport Police, Civil Nuclear 
Constabulary, Police Scotland, and the Police Service of Northern Ireland. 
 
We have and continue to discuss the importance and need for pay parity with the 
Force’s senior officers. This should be considered essential – both in recognising the 
job of work performed by officers, and to ensure the Ministry of Defence Police is 
capable to recruiting the next generation of officers. Clearly, if you expect officers to 
meet specific levels and standards, then you should compensate them accordingly 
and we hope that the Force’s senior officers will work with us, as the senior officers at 
the likes of the CNC have done, to realise a pay parity for our workforce, which is long 
overdue. 
 
Conference, the issues around employment conditions paint a difficult and troubling 
picture. the vast majority of our officers carry firearms, and perform essential duties.  
 
We receive 95% of the pay of other police officers in the country. We receive no 
unsocial hours’ allowance as it is unaffordable, but the Force finds funding for internal 
issues seen as of greater importance than officers’ pay. The fitness standards to which 
we agreed – which are higher than any of the Home Office standards – have been 
deemed to be not high enough and the Force wishes to increase them. Our pension 
age is seven to eight years longer than that of any other police service in the country, 
and when it comes to additional payments like the non-consolidated payment 
announced last year, it is not applied to our officers. Conversely, the Force is happy 
to approach the Federation in a timely manner when a Home Office Allowance is 
reduced. 
 
It is for these reasons, coupled with our diminishing workforce, that officers – who are 
expected to risk their lives in protection of the nation - feel utterly unwanted and 
devalued.  
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These demands on officers have led to a position where I can say, unequivocally, that 
the morale within the Ministry of Defence Police is lower than I have ever seen it, and 
lower than I am aware that it has ever been. Conference, this is deeply disturbing 
given the roles these officers perform and what we would expect of them in the most 
severe of circumstances. 
 
I am told that the numbers of officers leaving the Ministry of Defence Police have not 
significantly increased, but I can tell conference this does not align with my experience.   
 
We are witnessing and risking an exodus from our Force, especially in the case of new 
entrants in their early years of service. It breaks my heart to say it, but I cannot blame 
those who are going. 
 
The Home Office, and other forces including our colleagues in British Transport Police 
offer more pay, with lower baseline fitness standards, shorter careers because of the 
earlier pension ages and parity of conditions. Inevitably that is tempting to our officers, 
and conference, this presents an acute challenge in both future recruitment and 
retention. 
 
Those who leave us and transfer to other forces have the opportunity to work for fewer 
years for more pay with a lower fitness standard. I can honestly say that I am amazed 
more are not going. 
 
We are risking security by reducing the number of officers protecting our sites, and 
reducing those officers’ morale by the way we treat them and value them. 
 
This has got to stop. 
 
 
Summary / Conclusion 
 
The Federation’s message today is that the Modernising Defence Programme is very 
welcome – particularly if it helps address the Department’s financial needs and 
ensures greater resourcing to maximise defence capability and to support the Armed 
Forces. 
 
However, that defensive capability starts at home, and if the Modernising Defence 
Programme does not consider the security of MoD sites, assets and critical 
infrastructure in the United Kingdom, it will be a massive missed opportunity. 
 
The assumption must be that the Ministry of Defence’s resources are at constant and 
heightened risk of attack. If that were to happen, our military capability and public 
finances could be severely compromised. 
 
This means security must be supported and effectively resourced, and this must be 
considered to be an opportunity to view and act upon the pressures on an MoD police 
service, entrusted with a vital job, but stretched to breaking point. 
 



 17 

The continued neglect of our members’ pay and conditions cannot be allowed to 
continue as its impact on our officers’ morale and their ability to continue to deliver the 
professional and dedicated service they do will be damaged, possibly irrevocably. 
 
The role and strategic direction of the Ministry of Defence Police needs to be clarified 
and the Department needs, once and for all, to recognise what a professional and 
dedicated unit it has in its police service, and to take action to support that essential 
workforce. 
 
We look forward to the outcome of the Modernising Defence Programme and hope 
that the opportunity is taken to reinforce security; to protect vital assets and materials; 
and to ensure that the dedicated officers that police this environment have the 
resources and support they need to do their jobs. 
 
I am proud to be an officer within the Ministry of Defence Police, an office I have held 
for more than twenty-eight years. And I hope that the Ministry of Defence is proud of 
its police service as we are of it. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Conference, please be upstanding for Rt Hon Tobias Ellwood MP, Minister for Defence 
People and Veterans, our minister. 
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