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PENSION SCHEMES ACT 1993, PART X

DETERMINATION BY THE PENSIONS OMBUDSMAN

Applicant
:
Mrs S Hall

Scheme
:
Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme (PCSPS)

Manager
:
Civil Service Pensions (CSP)

Employer 
:
Department for Work and Pensions (DWP)

MATTERS FOR DETERMINATION 

1. Mrs Hall considers she has received insufficient redress for the delay in payment of her lump sum following her retirement.  The CSP does not consider that Mrs Hall has put forward a persuasive case for additional redress to that already given by the DWP.

2. Some of the issues before me might be seen as complaints of maladministration while others can be seen as disputes of fact or law and indeed, some may be both.  I have jurisdiction over either type of issue and it is not usually necessary to distinguish between them.  This determination should therefore be taken to be the resolution of any disputes of facts or law and/or (where appropriate) a finding as to whether there had been maladministration and if so whether injustice has been caused.

MATERIAL FACTS
3. Mrs Hall became 60 on 2 June 2002.  This is the normal retirement age under the PCSPS and the date Mrs Hall elected to retire.  Mrs Hall advised DWP of this in early January 2002.

4. In February 2002, DWP sent Mrs Hall estimates of the pension benefits she would receive at age 60, one comprising benefits based on her current and preserved service, the second relating solely to her current service.  The covering letter contained a statement that indicated the benefits would not be confirmed until a final award letter was received.  

5. On 23 May 2002, Mrs Hall was sent a further estimate.  Mrs Hall was given the choice of having two separate awards in respect of her two periods of service, or to have one combined award.

6. Mrs Hall retired on 2 June 2002, but did not immediately receive any payment of her pension benefits.

7. Mrs Hall completed a form on 12 June 2002 choosing to aggregate her two periods of service to receive a combined award.  At this time, Mrs Hall also advised DWP that she had a bank loan which she had intended to pay off on the date of her retirement with her lump sum.  Mrs Hall said the delay in paying her benefits meant she had accrued additional interest.

8. On 18 June 2002, DWP advised Mrs Hall of her pension benefits, noting they were less than had been estimated and apologising for the inaccurate estimate.  DWP said that the benefit details had been given to Paymaster for payment to be made.

9. On 21 June 2002, DWP further advised Mrs Hall that an error had been discovered in her reckonable service, which resulted in her pensionable service being higher than had been used in her pension award.  Mrs Hall was told she would receive an additional payment as a result.

10. The majority of Mrs Hall’s lump sum benefit was paid to her on 25 June 2002.  Mrs Hall was able to repay her bank loan with this amount.

11. DWP initially paid Mrs Hall interest on the lump sum calculated at the bank base rate.  Under stage 2 of the Internal Disputes Resolution Procedure (IDRP), CSP agreed that Mrs Hall was entitled to be reimbursed for the additional interest she accrued on her loan.  It directed the difference between the interest amount paid by the DWP and the additional interest accrued on the loan to be paid to Mrs Hall.

12. Mrs Hall accepts the payment of interest but has set out two grounds of continuing dissatisfaction.

12.1. Mrs Hall says she had sought a full recognition that the blame for the mishandling of her case lay with DWP.  She believes that she is entitled to receive an apology that unreservedly acknowledges that DWP seriously mishandled her case.  Mrs Hall says a considerable degree of distress and inconvenience was caused to her, both at the time and, subsequently, by way of the correspondence into which she was obliged to enter to pursue her complaint through the IDRP.

12.2. Mrs Hall considers that the lost interest per se does not even begin to compensate her for the distress and inconvenience suffered by her.

CONCLUSIONS
13. Mrs Hall has been compensated for the additional interest she accrued on her loan.  She has made no further claims of financial loss.  I am satisfied that the financial injustice suffered by Mrs Hall has been satisfactorily addressed.

14. Mrs Hall claims maladministration by DWP caused her distress and inconvenience such that she is entitled to further compensation.

15. DWP were rather tardy in failing to ask Mrs Hall whether she wished to aggregate her two periods of service until some 10 calendar days before she retired.  Mrs Hall did not notify DWP of her selected option until some two weeks after she retired, although I note that Mrs Hall was on holiday between 24 May to 7 June 2003, which correspondingly affected her ability to reply promptly.  Once DWP was notified, the majority of Mrs Hall’s lump sum was paid shortly thereafter.

16. While it may be that there was maladministration by DWP in the delay in contacting Mrs Hall about her benefit options and, also, in the provision of inaccurate benefit statements, I do not see that this caused any injustice deserving of further compensation.  Mrs Hall received the majority of her benefit and was able to repay her bank loan 23 days after she left service.  She has been compensated for the financial loss she suffered.  The delay in receiving those benefits is not so great as to amount to maladministration.

17. Finally, the IDRP is a statutory requirement and provides a service for the benefit of members.  There is no maladministration in requiring a member, with a complaint, to utilise the IDRP.  While Mrs Hall may have found it onerous, this does not entitle her to compensation.

18. I do not uphold this complaint.
DAVID LAVERICK

Pensions Ombudsman

24 March 2004
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