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Ombudsman’s Determination 

Applicant Ms S 

Scheme Teachers' Pension Scheme (the Scheme)  

Respondents  The London Borough of Merton (LBM), Teachers’ Pensions (TP) 
  

Outcome  

 

 

Complaint summary  

 Ms S’ complaint is that LBM, your employer, and TP, the Scheme administrator, failed 

to correctly administer your election to purchase Additional Pension (AP). 

Background information, including submissions from the parties 

 On 14 August 2017, Ms S rang TP to query the process for purchasing AP. Ms S 

says she was told that she could elect to purchase AP at any date prior to her leaving 

pensionable employment. However, TP’s representative also said it was unlikely an 

election could be completed in the time available as this would be dependent upon 

receiving information from LBM before 31 August 2017.   

 On 25 August 2017, Ms S submitted an election to LBM to purchase £1,000 per year 

of AP, via a lump sum payment. 

 On 31 August 2017, Ms S left pensionable employment with LBM. 
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Adjudicator’s Opinion 

 

• The Adjudicator referenced Schedule 4.2.8 of the Scheme rules, which state: 

“An election is accepted by the Secretary of State if the Secretary of State 

gives written notice to the person making it that it is accepted.” 

• As Ms S had not received written notice from TP prior to leaving pensionable 

employment, her election was not accepted. In the Adjudicator’s view it was not 

sufficient that TP had merely received an election from Ms S.  

• It was reasonable for TP and LBM not to have processed Ms S’ election to 

purchase AP. The Adjudicator said that 6 days was insufficient time to reasonably 

expect LBM to complete its section of the form and for TP to then process the 

election, all before 31 August 2017. 

• Ms S was misinformed about the success of her election when she telephoned TP 

in September 2017. Following the involvement of this Office, TP has subsequently 

offered Ms S £250 in acknowledgement of the distress and inconvenience caused 
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by being misinformed about the success of her election. The Adjudicator believed 

TP’s misinformation did not cause significant distress and inconvenience. He 

considered the £250 offer was reasonable, based on the facts.   

 Ms S did not accept the Adjudicator’s Opinion and the complaint was passed to me to 

consider. Ms S provided her further comments which do not change the outcome. I 

agree with the Adjudicator’s Opinion and I will therefore only respond to the key 

points made by Ms S for completeness. 

Ombudsman’s decision 
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 I do not uphold Ms S’ complaint. 

 
Anthony Arter 

Pensions Ombudsman 
8 April 2019 
 

 

 


