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Dear Jennette, 
 
I am responding to your recent letter regarding officers travelling to and from 
home in uniform. I am aware that this debate has been active for a number of 
years, since the introduction of the travel scheme in 2001. A comprehensive 
review was undertaken in 2005 regarding officers travelling to and from home in 
uniform. At that stage, as with every re-visit to this subject, it was concluded that 
this was not a viable option for a number of reasons. 
 
Officers travelling in uniform does, at first glance, seem to be an expedient way 
to increase police presence and visibility. This in turn can provide reassurance to 
members of the public. However there are a number of other issues that need to 
be considered; 
 

• Police regulations are clear, if officers are directed to travel in uniform and 
indeed their activity directed whilst making that journey, then their tour of 
duty begins when they leave their house. This would add an average of 3 
hours to the working day, or 15 hours to the working week. In 2005, this 
was calculated at an estimated £3,500,000 in overtime costs per week for 
the approximately 11,000 officers who would be eligible for this payment. 
Whilst I have not calculated the exact figure for 2011, I am confident that 
such costs will have increased and therefore is a significant consideration. 
With current funding reductions, the MPS would not be able to meet these 
increased costs without a significant reduction in service elsewhere in the 
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organisation. This needs to be considered in the context of an already 
significant savings requirement for the organisation. 

 
• If an officer is expected to travel in uniform they have a right to carry their 

personal protective equipment (PPE).  This is a standard uniform and an 
officer safety requirement, as they will be on duty, deployed and expected 
to deal with all incidents they are faced with. However there are limitations 
as to the use of some of the PPE which may render them less effective to 
the travelling officer, for example the limited use of CS spray on the 
underground. In addition, the officers will need to secure their PPE whilst 
at home to ensure that it is safe from access by anyone or should their 
house be burgled. In addition, CS spray is a prohibited weapon, and will 
need to be locked away in a secure cabinet to enable the officer to store it 
at home - which is currently a discouraged practice, except in the most 
extreme of circumstances, due to the security considerations. 

 
• There would be also be a further training cost as MPS officers are not 

currently trained in managing incidents near train or underground tracks to 
the standard required of British Transport Police (BTP) officers.  It is also 
of note that on-duty officers are expected to take crime reports, stop and 
search records, name checks and various other administrative functions in 
order for them to perform their role to the expected standard. This 
requirement cannot be supported through mobile IT or communication 
functions, and without such, the officer will not be able to perform their 
duty entirely. I suspect that a member of the public requiring this service 
will be extremely dissatisfied if they are told by an officer in uniform that 
they are unable to perform this function. 

 
• Finally, there is an issue of the health and safety of the officer at home, 

and the welfare of their family. Police officers should have the choice 
whether or not to let their neighbours know their profession, as they fear 
an adverse reaction towards them or their family. The expectation for them 
to travel in uniform will publicise their profession, which may well have an 
impact on their loved ones. Whilst holding a public office, a police officer is 
also entitled to a private life. 

 
The scheme initially provided free travel to officers, with the MPS incurring any 
tax related costs. This has changed, with officers now being expected to ‘opt in’ 
to the travel scheme, and pay the related tax liability as a result. This has 
resulted in a saving of approximately £12 million for the MPS, with over 29,000 
officers having opted into the scheme. The expectation of TFL staff and MPS 
police officers is that they will intervene in incidents on public transport as 
appropriate. This expectation is met every day with officers dealing with a range 
of incidents, including public order, criminal damage and fare evasion  
 



To close this letter, I would like to take the opportunity of praising my officers - 
who do regularly intervene on public transport.  For example in November a 
borough based officer intervened where two drunken males were being verbally 
abusive to a bus driver. When the plain clothes officer initially spoke to them, 
they did not realise he was a member of the police and calmed down and their 
behaviour improved. The bus driver then identified that he was a police officer, 
and the situation rapidly changed. The officer had no radio or personal safety 
equipment, which left him totally vulnerable as the males attacked him. They 
punched and kicked him in the head and face whilst on the floor, leaving him with 
facial injuries. This marks the professionalism of the officers in protecting a 
member of the public, but also highlights the increased risk to officers in doing 
so. It is inappropriate to require officers to travel to and from work in uniform 
unless they have that proper level of protection and communication. 
 
I hope that this letter has provided a depth of rationale as to why the MPS is not 
currently planning for officers to travel to and from work in uniform. The mixture 
of risk, safety and financial implication provides an overwhelming case that this is 
not a sensible approach to take. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bernard Hogan-Howe 
Commissioner 


