MODEL LETTER TO COUNCIL LEADERS
Dear 

I am writing to you about the negotiations established by the Government to make savings within the LGPS and to establish a ‘new’ scheme for the future, following the Hutton report, sponsored by the Government.

As you will know, the Treasury has established a ‘savings’ target of £900 million for the LGPS by 2014/15, which will be used by the Government to keep Council Tax down during the 2012-2015 period. While we do not agree that such savings are necessary or desirable, we are very concerned at the unrealistic timetable established by the Treasury for negotiations to take place and for the enforced separation of those negotiations, which will think will be of no benefit to the Government, the employers or LGPS members in the long-term.

The Government is trying to impose a timetable on the local government employers and the unions to come up with proposals to save £900 million by 9 September. Negotiations on what the ‘new’ scheme will look like are then to be concluded by the end of October, for a scheme that is likely to come in from 2015.  There is widely held view that the timetable is unrealistic and unnecessary. It simply does not give enough time for safe and considered decisions to be made.

We do not believe that the issue of short term savings can be separated from discussions to consider the options for a ‘new scheme’.  There is not sufficient available information about the LGPS and the possible impact of changes on it for “safe” decisions to be made in this timescale.

We are therefore writing to you to ask you to request of Danny Alexander, Chief Secretary to the Treasury and the Cabinet Office Minister, Francis Maude that the LGPS employers, trade unions and the CLG which administers the scheme, are given adequate time to examine all possible options, commission research and look in depth at the outcome of the 2010 LGPS evaluations to be able to make sound and prudent judgements about possible changes. 

We believe that imposing short-term, uninformed changes because the timetable for informed negotiation is too short, could have disastrous implications for the LGPS and drive members out of it, making its future uncertain. 

The implications of such an important investor in the domestic and global economies becoming unviable are enormous and we are sure that you would rather have considered negotiations which come up with properly considered proposals.

We would urge you to call upon Ministers for more time to allow the LGPS employers, trade unions and civil servants to carry on the negotiations according to a reasonable timetable.

Yours Sincerely
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