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PENSION SCHEMES ACT 1993, PART X

DETERMINATION BY THE PENSIONS OMBUDSMAN
	Applicant
	Mr Thomas Beattie

	Scheme
	Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS)

	Respondent 
	Scottish Water


Subject
Mr Beattie complains that his former employer, Scottish Water, has wrongly declined his new application made in September 2011 for early payment of the deferred pension available to him from the LGPS on compassionate grounds.  
The Pensions Ombudsman’s determination and short reasons

The complaint should be upheld against Scottish Water to the limited extent that they did not adequately explain the basis on which they were considering Mr Beattie’s new application (that is, his benefits could not be paid until his 55th birthday in April 2014 in order to avoid the punitive tax charges applicable to his pension and lump sum benefit payments if it had been successful).
DETAILED DETERMINATION
Relevant Legislation
1. Regulation 30 of the LGPS (Scotland) Regulations 1998 (the 1998 Regulations) allows former members to choose to receive benefits earlier than their normal retirement age provided they are at least 50 years old. Benefits would be based on the member’s pensionable service to date of leaving and there would normally be a reduction for early payment in both the lump sum and annual pension. The reduction in benefits is calculated in accordance with guidance from the Government Actuary’s Department. 
2. For those younger than 60, the consent of the former employer is needed. In addition, where the employer so decides, the actuarial reduction may be waived on compassionate grounds. 

3. Regulation 105 of the 1998 Regulations states that each administering authority and scheme employer must formulate and keep under review their policy concerning the exercise of their functions under Regulation 30.
4. The LGPS was substantially altered by new regulations with effect from 1 April 2009.  However, under Regulation 5 of the LGPS (Transitional Provisions) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 (the 2008 Transitional Regulations) which came into force on 1 April 2009, the 1998 Regulations would normally continue to apply to any person (such as Mr Beattie) who immediately before 1 April 2009 was a deferred member of the 1998 Scheme (i.e. the occupational pension scheme constituted by the 1998 Regulations). Regulation 30 of the 1998 Regulations therefore still directly applied to Mr Beattie (including the right to apply for payment from age 50).   
5. But under section 165 of the Finance Act 2004, other than in circumstances that do not apply in this case, authorised payments from a registered pension scheme benefits include only benefits paid after a member reaches “normal minimum pension age” (which is defined as age 55 after 6 April 2010). 

6. For a member such as Mr Beattie who does not have a “Protected Pension Age” of earlier than 55 for HMRC purposes
, if he received his benefits before the new “normal minimum pension age” of 55, the payments made would be classified as unauthorised member payments. This means that he would be liable to a 40% unauthorised payments charge, and if applicable, a15% unauthorised payments surcharge if his pension was to become payable before age 55.   
7. Ordinarily, an unauthorised member payment to Mr Beattie for the purpose of the tax rules would also trigger a scheme sanction charge on the Scheme.                 
Scottish Water’s Policy Statement

8. Scottish Water reviewed and updated their policies in 2009 on those parts of the regulations applying to the LGPS which called for the exercise of their discretion. Specifically under Regulation 61 of the LGPS (Administration) (Scotland) Regulations 2008, Scottish Water had to formulate a new discretions policy and have this in place no later than 30 June 2009. Their new policy statement for Regulation 30 of the 2008 Benefits Regulations (Voluntary early retirement between the ages of 50 (55 since 31 March 2010) and 60) and for Regulation 30 of the 1998 Regulations (where still applicable) stated that:

“Scottish Water will not have a general early release of benefits policy, but will consider applications on their merits. Scottish Water may consent to voluntary early release of benefits under Regulation 30 where it can be demonstrated as being in Scottish Water’s financial or operational interests. In the event that Scottish Water does consent to a scheme member’s early release, benefits will normally be payable on an actuarially reduced basis, but Scottish Water may determine on compassionate grounds and where there is a compelling argument for so doing, such as in exceptional cases of hardship, that a member’s benefits should not be reduced. In any case where non-reduced benefits are paid or in those cases where reduced benefits still incur a fund strain cost, this cost will be borne by Scottish Water.”
Material Facts

9. Mr Beattie was born on 29 April 1959. 

10. Mr Beattie left Scottish Water on 31 March 2005 and became a deferred pensioner of the LGPS.
11. Mr Beattie received a letter dated 3 March 2009 from the Lothian Pension Fund, the administering authority in relation to the LGPS, which said:

“I refer to your recent request for early payment of your deferred benefits.

Deferred benefits become payable at age 65 but may be put into payment without reduction at any age earlier than age 65 in the event of ill health. You can also choose to take your benefits voluntarily between age 60 and 65 but your benefits may be subject to reductions to take into account of early payment.   

Payment of your benefits between age 50 and 60 can be made on compassionate grounds with the consent of your former employer. If you wish to make an application, please complete the enclosed form…together with a covering letter making a formal application for early payment.”  

12. It is not directly part of this complaint, but in fact that letter was wrong.  Payment between age 50 and 60 could be made at the general discretion of the former employer, taking into account the related policy.  Compassionate grounds were only relevant to a decision whether to apply the actuarial reduction.

13. Mr Beattie made his first application for early release of his deferred pension in March 2009. Scottish Water declined his request and justified their decision as follows:

“In reaching a decision on requests for early payment of a pension, Scottish Water takes accounts of a number of factors, including the individual’s ability and availability to work in both the short and long term and any other relevant information.

I note from your application that you are currently in paid employment and at present have no reason to believe that this will not continue for the foreseeable future.

I appreciate that you have had to deal with particularly distressing events of late and would assure you that we are sympathetic to the effect of your wife’s illness may have had on you…”      

14. Scottish Water sent Mr Beattie another letter in July 2009 to inform him that:
· the LGPS was administered under the 1998 Regulations and any election for early payment of deferred retirement benefits was considered under Regulation 30;

· Regulation 30 allowed former members to receive LGPS benefits earlier than their normal retirement age provided that they were at least 50 years old but if they were aged less than 60, then the consent of their (former) employer was required;
· they could consent to early payment on compassionate grounds where there were sufficient grounds to do so;

·  although sympathetic to his situation, they had seen no evidence to suggest that his circumstances had changed substantially since April 2009; and

·  they consequently upheld their original decision.  
15. As part of their process in considering his appeal, in August 2009, they asked Lothian Pension Fund to provide them with details of the strain costs on the LGPS if the benefits available to Mr Beattie had been paid early on compassionate grounds.    
16. In August 2010, Lothian Pension Fund provided Mr Beattie with further information on the calculation of strain costs and also explained why they still applied in cases where benefits were paid on an actuarially reduced basis, as follows:

· under Regulation 79(5) of the 1998 Regulations, where benefits are paid under Regulation 30, Lothian Pension Fund (as administering authority) requires the relevant employing authority to make additional payments in respect of the additional cost of the immediate payment of the pension and lump sum;

· these strain on fund costs represent the cost of paying a pension earlier than expected and the fact that the pension will be in payment for longer than expected;

· in calculating strain costs, they are required under the 1998 Regulations to seek guidance from their actuaries who have provided them with guidance and factors with which to calculate strain costs;

· although the effect of actuarially receiving the pension does offset the amount payable by the employer because different factors are used in the two calculations, the offset does not necessarily reduce the strain costs to zero;

· this is why although the strain cost for reduced benefits is less than for unreduced benefits, a cost still arises;

· the decision to allow early payment of deferred benefits is made at the discretion of Scottish Water who must consider such requests in line with their policy concerning the exercise of their functions under Regulation 30;

· although his application was turned down as was the subsequent appeal, should his circumstances change, a further request for early payment can be made; but

· following the increase to the minimum pension age to 55 from 6 April 2010 (an overriding change as a result of the Finance Act 2004), he would not be able to make such a request until he attained age 55.



17. I should point out that Scottish Water is now at least uncertain about the last statement. In their view, Mr Beattie could still have re-applied for early payment of deferred benefits whilst under 55 years old.  If his application was successful, Scottish Water says that they would have:

· reminded Mr Beattie that his pension could not be paid until his 55th birthday in April 2014 (in order to avoid the punitive tax charges applicable to his pension and lump sum benefit payments);

· checked Mr Beattie’s circumstances nearer this date and if they remained the same, confirmed their decision to him in time for payment of his pension to be made at the earliest possible date.         

18. In a letter dated 21 March 2011 to Mr Beattie’s representative, Mr A, Scottish Water said that:

· any new application by Mr Beattie for early release of pension benefits would require their consent, where any discretion would be on the basis of compassionate grounds in line with existing policy; and

· even accepting that new information on Mr Beattie’s circumstances might lead to such discretion being granted, the LGPS regulations would now require Mr Beattie to be aged 55 before pension benefits could be paid (except in circumstances of ill health or redundancy after April 2010 and the member had been in the LGPS since before 6 April 2006 - in the second circumstance, pension benefits may be paid if the member was aged at least 50 at point of redundancy). 

19. Mr Beattie re-applied in September 2011 when he was aged 52. He said this was because:

· there was no foreseeable medical prospect of improvement or cure for his  wife’s debilitating illness which had struck without warning in early 2009;
· his wife, more or less, now required constant surveillance;

· there was no prospect that his wife would ever be able to return to (full time) employment;
· the hospital reports submitted with his application corroborated his view;

· he was under considerable daily stress that was exacerbated by the significant financial constraints placed on him as a consequence of the total family income reducing by over 30%;
· he now had to regularly check whether or not the current mortgage on the family home remains affordable; 

· his family was potentially a victim of home fuel poverty and had to face the dire life financial pressures of the current hugely depressed UK economic environment;
· due to high petrol costs, he had to consider using public transport instead of his car travelling to and from work;

· there were other more discretionary financial constraints such as the affordability of suitable annual holiday packages and selective spending on Christmas/New Year festivities;
· although he was still in full time employment, his wife’s illness meant that he had limited ability to work overtime in order to earn extra money; and  

· only through the early release of his deferred pension benefits would his extremely depressive financial circumstances and huge family compassionate duress be alleviated.
20. Mr Beattie requested early release on the basis that benefits provided would be on a fully actuarially discounted basis. He accepted that Scottish Water had the right to exercise discretion in making their decision but, in his view, they also had a duty of care to do so on the basis of fully unbiased and rational consideration of all the facts of the situation and with complete fairness to his circumstances of compassionate and financial hardship. If his application was rejected again, he asked that Scottish Water provide him with a full explanation of the core rationale and fairness criteria which were applied in their assessment.
21. He also said that:

· he disagreed with Scottish Water’s view that there would an additional cost to the LGPS if his deferred pension was paid early on a fully actuarial discounted basis;
· in his view, the strain cost should be zero and Scottish Water have not yet satisfactorily explained why that even in fully actuarially discounted circumstances, there should be a strain cost charge (of around £14,000 in his case);
· although Scottish Water did not consider strain costs to be a major factor in rejecting his initial application, they failed to provide any other substantial lines of argument to support their decision;

· he did not accept Scottish Water’s stance that the strain cost amount was irrelevant and had no bearing on their decision in his original application;    

· if Scottish Water rejected his new application and their view on strain costs was unchanged, he required a clear explanation of the other factors which justified their negative decision;
· if Scottish Water now deem strain costs as a significant factor in any negative exercising of their discretion, he would vehemently challenge the actuarial legitimacy of this cost “as a continuation of the previous debate on this extremely controversial issue”.  
22. Scottish Water informed Mr Beattie in December 2011 that, after considering the changes in his circumstances, his application was unsuccessful. They said that:

· they did not doubt the extent or disabling nature of his wife’s illness and the impact that this had on his family circumstances;

· they appreciated that as his wife had to give up paid employment in 2009, this would have a significant effect on his family income;

· in accordance with the LGPS regulations, they had to exercise discretion in relation to early release of pension benefits consistently and in an unbiased way based on a rational consideration of all the pertinent information which they have done in his case;

· although individual circumstances vary, in the case of an ex-employee with deferred pension benefits (such as Mr Beattie), a key consideration would always be whether he/she was able to continue in paid employment;

· in this regard, his circumstances did not seem to have materially change from those at the time of his previous request;

· early release of pension benefits, if agreed, was intended to help address a situation where a former employee was unable to work, or was unable to work full time and yet did not qualify for an ill health pension directly from the LGPS;    

· the size of the strain cost was not the issue determining the exercise of discretion rather it was whether they believed that sufficient compassionate grounds had been established;

· compassionate grounds would most often be established where an ex-employee has had to become a full time carer for a family member; and

· they have used this approach consistently in consideration of similar applications.  
Summary of Mr Beattie’s position  
23. His new application stated more precisely and in greater detail the founding extreme difficulties and duress of his financial and life pattern circumstances that can be directly attributable to the indisputable compassionate conditions of his wife’s illness.
24. His financial difficulties have significantly worsened since his original application.

25. Scottish Water used a longstanding “sacred cow” principle to assess his application for early release of his deferred pension, i.e. that if an applicant is in full time employment, his/her application is more or less automatically refused regardless of the compassionate degree of the penalising impact of other financial/life pattern circumstances such as those applying to him. This is completely unfair and misplaced in today’s economic climate. 

26. Scottish Water should universally embrace an updated principle of “total financial/life pattern compassionate circumstances” as the founding cornerstone of all new applications for early pension release and reconsider his application on this basis. 
27. His new application should have been considered under Scottish Water’s full formal process by the relevant committee at the initial stage with a right to appeal to a higher authority in the event that it was rejected. 
28. He is appalled by Scottish Water’s “wholly commercially-driven, self-interested policy” in relation to applications for early pension release from former employees made under distressing circumstances of emotional and financial hardship. 
29. He made it unequivocally clear to Scottish Water at the time of his first application in 2009 that that he would consider reimbursing “any valid extra cost” which might be incurred as a direct consequence of the early release process because his need for immediate release of his deferred pension was great.

30. As he has always maintained this position, Scottish Water should therefore have been obliged to make him aware at the time of his second application that if he received his benefits before age 55, the payments made would be classified as unauthorised and that he would be liable to penal charges on them. He alleges that Scottish Water had therefore deliberately denied him the opportunity to consider this option, 
31. Since he was no longer their employee, there were absolutely no operational implications for Scottish Water if his application had been successful.
32. Scottish Water deliberately used the “compassionate grounds” factor as a “red herring” to divert the focus of his application to a more discretionary setting. There was no reference to the “financial and operational interests” factor in exhaustive correspondence for more than three years prior to my involvement in his case.
33. Scottish Water did not inform him that the “compassionate grounds” factor only applied to whether or not the early retirement pension, if granted, should be actuarially reduced. As a result, all his detailed representations to Scottish Water were highly focussed on supporting his compassionate grounds claims and the strain costs issue. He contends that:

“…the Scottish Water policy foundation for a general “Yes” decision is actually strictly dependent on the direct consequences of such a decision being positively “Yes” in the financial and operational interests of Scottish Water…the compassionate grounds factor had zero relevance in early pension release considerations other than in the strict context of whether or not benefits payable from a “Yes” decision at the general level will be actuarially discounted in payment.”

The “unwavering compassionate grounds fallacy” of Scottish Water’s position meant that his stressfully exhaustive efforts and correspondence in dedicated “compassionate grounds” terms have therefore been completely redundant.                       

34. No credible explanation has been provided by Scottish Water/Lothian Pension Fund as to why a meaningful strain cost would apply to any fully actuarially discounted early retirement pension. The responses given so far have been in the form of “complex mathematical formulae” which are of no use to any understanding of the fundamental strain cost principles. 
35. Scottish Water’s decisions to decline payment of his early retirement pension have not therefore been made competently. They and Lothian Pension Fund should consequently be “appropriately counselled” to avoid repetition of their mistakes in any future application for a fully actuarially reduced early pension made by him.                   

36. He is seeking a compensation payment of £1,500 from Scottish Water for “the gross undue and stressful inconvenience and upset” which he has suffered by “being put through a largely redundant application process which in itself could not have resulted in the immediately benefits that he wanted.”  

Summary of Scottish Water’s position  
37. The decision to grant early retirement is entirely a matter for them but they are required under the 1998 Regulations to formulate a policy concerning the exercise of this function.  

38. They applied this discretionary policy in both of Mr Beattie’s applications with due diligence, fairly and in reasonable manner that was consistent with the 1998 Regulations. As a public body, it is important that they are able to justify their decisions on relevant financial, operational and compassionate considerations. 

39. Whilst there may be a possibility of demonstrating financial, operational or other benefit to Scottish Water through early release of pension benefits to an active LGPS member (i.e. a current employee), it is difficult to see on what grounds other than compassionate that they would be able to justify early payment of benefits to a deferred pensioner (i.e. an ex-employee).          
40. They are not in a position to interpret actuarial calculations or to adjudge the use of particular assumptions within those calculations. Their understanding is that the discount factors and assumptions used in calculating the reduction in pension value for its early release are different from those used in calculating strain cost and as a result, the difference between calculations generates a cost to the employer when the benefits are released early. This is logical since if there was no strain cost to be met by the employer, there would be no real need for employer’s discretion to be exercised. If the whole activity was cost neutral, the LGPS regulations would presumably not be written as they are.   
41. Strain costs are calculated using actuarial factors relating to a member’s age, sex and marital status. These are applied to the amount of pension and lump sum payable and the period between the date of retirement and the date the member could receive unreduced benefits. These costs would be offset by the value of the early payment reduction factors applicable to the member’s benefits. 

42. The size of the strain costs is not the issue determining the exercise of discretion but whether they consider that sufficient compassionate grounds have been established. 
43. Mr Beattie’s first application was considered and refused prior to them seeking any information on strain costs. But they knew his length of pensionable service and level of pay at the time from which they could reasonably conclude that any strain cost would not be excessive.
44. No strain costs would arise only on:

· ill health retirement because they are considered during the actuarial valuation but if the assumptions made by the LGPS actuary were not borne out, future employer contributions could rise; and

· voluntary retirement after age 60 if a member was entitled to do so.            

45. It is not possible to pay an actuarially reduced pension to Mr Beattie where no strain costs would arise in accordance with the 1998 Regulations.    

46. The loss of one income from a dual income household is not uncommon particularly in the current economic climate. They must look at the potential impact of loss of a partner’s income being adopted as a basis for exercising discretionary early release of pension benefits across the much wider population of deferred LGPS members.   
47. Whilst they are mindful of the importance of individual circumstances, they also wish to ensure that they are as consistent as possible in applying their discretions policy to ensure equity of treatment.     
48. If Mr Beattie’s circumstances change with time, he can make a further request for early release of his deferred pension.  

49. They accept that the letter sent by the Lothian Pension Fund to Mr Beattie on 3 March 2009 could have been more accurate but say that the phrase “operational interests” must be capable of a wider interpretation for any deferred pensioner to be able to pass at first point of consideration. 
50. Mr Beattie’s original application was considered exhaustively by different individuals. There is however no formal appeals committee within Scottish Water. Mr Beattie’s new application was referred to Ms W who had no prior involvement in his case for a fresh and independent assessment. They considered this to be a reasonable way to proceed given that the issues under consideration have not materially changed. Ms W has also corresponded with my office.     
51. Ms W has said that:

· the evidence is clear that Mr Beattie passionately believes that early release of his deferred pension should be granted and underlying his new application was a strong matter of principle;

· to refuse his new application made in September 2011 on the grounds that no pension could be paid until his 55th birthday would not have been an acceptable response to Mr Beattie and would have been unlikely to bring the matter to a satisfactory conclusion; 

· in the event that Scottish Water agreed to his application, Mr Beattie would at least have felt satisfied on the matter of principle even if the law delayed the payment of his benefits; 
· her view that an independent assessment of his new complaint would be the better route cannot be deemed as a “needless consideration”;   

· as there was nothing in Mr Beattie’s new application which led her to conclude that agreeing to early release could be demonstrably in Scottish Water’s financial or operational interests, she went on to consider the merits of the case in the broadest sense;

· it was clear that the financial arguments proffered by Mr Beattie were essentially the same as before but had been compounded by the passage of time and also adversely affected by the continuing economic recession and the rising costs of fuel and energy;

· she did not undertake further investigation of the statements made by Mr Beattie about his financial circumstances in his new application because she was prepared to accept what he had said;

· she was aware that Mr Beattie’s minimum pension age had increased to 55. 

Conclusions
52. Regulation 30 of the 1998 Regulations provides for early payment of deferred pension benefits earlier than age 60 at the discretion of Scottish Water. It then provides that the early retirement reduction may be dis-applied on compassionate grounds.
53. When considering how discretion has been exercised by Scottish Water, I can look at whether the correct questions have been asked, the applicable scheme rules or regulations have been correctly interpreted and all relevant but no irrelevant factors have been taken into account.

54. I will not generally interfere in the exercise of a discretion unless I consider the decision process was in some way flawed or the decision reached was perverse, that is, one that no reasonable body faced with the same evidence would have taken. I cannot overturn the decision because I might myself have acted differently.
55. Scottish Water’s policy for early payment was that it would only be allowed where permitting it was in Scottish Water’s financial or operational interests.  In practice, Scottish Water disregarded the policy in Mr Beattie’s case.  They could have told him that early payment would not have been in their financial or operational interests.  Instead they said they would consider payment on compassionate grounds. 
56. The content of the policy is a matter for Scottish Water. It is entirely within their power to set a policy that has regard to operational and financial matters.  I could not find fault if they had looked at the application within those narrow criteria, though in fact they did not.
57. It is likely that the decision to consider the application on compassionate grounds was not deliberate.  The 3 March 2009 letter wrongly described the regulations and it seems that the misapprehension was never corrected.  However, Mr Beattie could have no objection to it as long as the consideration of whether compassionate grounds existed was genuine.
58. In considering what might amount to compassionate grounds Scottish Water have taken a view that the major factor in their decision would be whether Mr Beattie was able to continue in paid employment.

59. The potential cost to Scottish Water would have been a relevant factor.  They were entitled to have regard to their own interests. That said, Scottish Water say that the main factor was whether they considered sufficient compassionate grounds had been established and not the size of the strain cost. Scottish Water rejected both of Mr Beattie’s applications without obtaining such strain costs. I do not therefore consider that it is material to the complaint whether the strain costs have since been calculated correctly. Mr Beattie’s offer to make a contribution could not have been accommodated within the Scheme’s regulations.
60. When Mr Beattie re-applied for early payment of his deferred pension on compassionate grounds in September 2011 he was only aged 52. Lothian Pension Fund had informed Mr Beattie in August 2010 that his minimum pension age had increased to 55 from 6 April 2010. Scottish Water reminded him of this change in their letter of 21 March 2011. On receipt of his application, Scottish Water could therefore have informed Mr Beattie that they were unable to consider it (unless he was willing to pay the punitive tax charges which would be applied to his benefits) because he had not yet attained his new minimum pension age of 55 and asked him to submit a new application nearer that age.
61. Scottish Water decided however to independently assess Mr Beattie’s new application.  If it was successful, Scottish Water say that they would have stressed to Mr Beattie that his pension could not be paid until his 55th birthday (if he did not want to incur the penal tax charges) and also checked that his circumstances nearer this date were the same before paying his retirement benefits from the LGPS. I think they could have been clearer to Mr Beattie about what they were doing.  Indeed I do not think that a decision made when he was 52 would have been very helpful to him if it only resulted in possible benefits at age 55. 
62. I am not sure, even now, that Mr Beattie understands that there could not have been a pension payable (at least not without significant tax penalties) immediately following his application.  Also, as noted earlier, I doubt that Scottish Water made a conscious decision to step beyond the policy and consider whether Mr Beattie should be paid a pension (at a future point) on compassionate grounds.
63. In the circumstances I cannot therefore uphold Mr Beattie’s complaint that, in his view, his pension should have been put into payment.  I do, however, consider that Mr Beattie’s expectations should have been managed better and that he has not had it clearly explained that Scottish Water’s decision was a provisional one aimed at possible payment in three years’ time.

64. Mr Beattie has lost nothing.  He can reapply at age 55 (although if he does, Scottish Water will need to consider whether, in accordance with their policy, he crosses even the first hurdle of payment being in Scottish Water’s financial or operational interests).  He has, however, been led to apply for a benefit to which could not be paid immediately (without severe tax penalties being applied) if his request had been successful. (Indeed very recently, though without any authority, Scottish Water have suggested that it may not have been possible to pay it at all under the Scheme’s regulations.)
65. Mr Beattie has asked for a significant sum as compensation. However, any award for distress, inconvenience and the like cannot be intended to penalise Scottish Water (I do not have power to make penal awards), and it can only nominally compensate for distress and inconvenience, since neither has a monetary value.  In this case, Mr Beattie made an application which was turned down – but which I have found he should have been discouraged from making at all.  I consider that the justifiable annoyance and disappointment will be sufficiently compensated by an award of £250.  
66. I uphold the complaint to the above extent only.

Direction
67. I direct Scottish Water to pay Mr Beattie £250 within 28 days of the date of this determination.
Tony King 

Pensions Ombudsman

13 June 2014 
� That would only have been possible if his normal pension age had been earlier than 55.
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