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• It has a lot of sympathy for Miss D and, since the SIPP was set up, it had always 

tried to do its best to obtain the best possible outcome for her. Despite its 

attempts, it had been “rather hamstrung” due to the investment choice she had 

made. Further, it did not know at the time that Miss D had received a cash 

incentive to invest in the plots.  

• Whilst it had managed to sell Plot 1, it had struggled to ensure the sale of Plot 2 

was completed and was still in communication with the agent in Bella Vista in 

respect to this.  

• It would have hoped that before making such an investment, Miss D would have 

been aware of, or asked about, the selling process. The investment she made 

was into plots of land that could be sold as residential plots at a future date. Whilst 

the product provider gave the impression that it could take up to five years before 

there was any return on the investment; in its experience, realising the investment 

was not as simple as getting an email from Miss D instructing Liberty to sell it.  

• The sale process was on the open market so the plot would need to be listed then 

advertised. After this, all that could be done was hope that a buyer could be found. 

It failed to understand how it was at fault for not realising her investment.  

• Liberty could not be held responsible for ensuring an investment return where the 

client was made aware that the investment was high risk, potentially difficult to sell 

and undertaken without financial advice. On top of this, Miss D’s motivation to 

make the investment was hidden from Liberty at the outset. Had Liberty been 

aware of her motivation, it would have prohibited her from using the SIPP to make 

such an investment.  

 

• She had written at least two or three times to the directors of Liberty SIPP and, on 

each occasion, her letters had been ignored. She had been desperate, not 

knowing what to do or where to turn and was constantly reaching out for some 

help but never had a reply.   

• She did not deny that she signed certain documents when she opted for the 

investment. However, she had not signed all the documents which she is said to 

have.   

• She had been told by a variety of Liberty staff members via email that the 

settlement of Plot 2 was “days away”. She was then told there was a “document 

hold up”, a title delay then a buyer issue. She asked for details of those handling 

the sale but was never given this information.  

• Liberty and MM had badly mishandled this matter from start to finish, ignored her 

and contributed to her suffering. 
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Adjudicator’s Opinion 

 

• Her remit was to consider Liberty’s role in the matter and identify whether any 

administrative failings had taken place. However, the matter was not entirely 

straightforward in that Liberty was one of several parties and did not, on its own, 

have the power to sell Plot 2. It was dependent on other parties to carry out their 

role in this process. 

• Miss D made enquiries to Liberty regarding selling Plot 2 in 2015 but seemed to 

take more decisive action in this from 2016. On average, it appeared Liberty was 

in contact with MM about the sale every other month. Further, it appeared that at 

this time, Liberty was in general chasing or waiting on MM for a response.  

• By 2017, there appeared to be an agreement between Miss D and Liberty for 

the sale to take place, but there were delays in finalising this with either MM or 

the title company. However this was not something which Liberty could be liable 

for, and beyond regular communication and being cooperative, there was not 

much further it could do.  

• The problems Liberty encountered towards the end of 2017 then seem to have 

continued in 2018.  

• Overall, Liberty had fulfilled its obligations as a SIPP provider to help Miss D 

realise the investment. There were instances in the overall timeline when it had 

been less proactive, and then periods when it had been very proactive. 

However, considering the entire period, it had maintained contact with the main 

parties and informed Miss D of key developments, such as the contract that was 

drawn up for the sale of Plot 2.  

• Miss D said she had been ignored on occasion but there was no evidence of 

this. The problem ultimately faced by Miss D, which was that she could not 

access her pension, was not the fault of Liberty, but was linked to the intrinsic 

set-up of the investment. 

• Liberty had not failed in its obligations to Miss D, nor had it acted unreasonably 

with regard to selling Plot 2. 

 Liberty accepted the Adjudicator’s Opinion. Miss D did not accept the Adjudicator’s 

Opinion and made the following points:- 

• She had suffered for years at the hands of Liberty. It was clear how badly Liberty 

had let her down, lied to her and strung her along. Further, it had made false 

promises and created unattainable deadlines to give a false indication of a 

resolution. MM had been impossible to reach yet when she mentioned that she  



PO-21518 

6 
 

was escalating the matter to The Pensions Ombudsman, he replied within five 

minutes. 

• She was baffled at how there was not endless evidence of where she had been 

“lied to, misled, strung along, ignored, fake email attachments etc…” Yet, 

according to the Adjudicator’s Opinion, this seemed to be acceptable. Was she 

not entitled to any compensation for the last few years? She was trying to deal 

with being unable to work and unable to access funds she needed in order to 

make life easier.   

• She had not heard anything from Liberty for nearly 18 months. She assumed 

nothing was being done now. The chairman had ignored every letter she had 

sent and it was her belief that they were waiting for her to die to avoid paying 

anything.  

 The complaint has now been passed to me to consider. I agree with the Adjudicator’s 

Opinion and I will therefore only respond to the key points made by Miss D for 

completeness. 

Ombudsman’s decision 
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Karen Johnston 

Deputy Pensions Ombudsman 
13 March 2020 
 

 


