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PENSION SCHEMES ACT 1993, PART X

DETERMINATION BY THE DEPUTY PENSIONS OMBUDSMAN

	Applicant
	Mr W Dixon  

	Scheme
	Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme (the Scheme)

	Respondent
	My Civil Service Pension (MyCSP)
The Cabinet Office


Subject

Mr Dixon’s complaint against MyCSP and the Cabinet Office, the administrators and managers of the Scheme respectively, is that they have deducted Widow’s Pension Scheme (WPS) contributions from his pension lump sum in order to eliminate a deficit in these contributions.

The Deputy Pensions Ombudsman’s determination and short reasons

The complaint can be upheld on the grounds that a change in the Scheme’s Rules in 2008 affected Mr Dixon’s position in relation to the WPS contribution deficit. Had the changes been brought to Mr Dixon’s attention I am satisfied that he would have taken steps to make additional contributions in order to eliminate the WPS contributions deficit.

DETAILED DETERMINATION 

Material Facts

1. Mr Dixon joined Civil Service employment in August 1970. At that time single members could opt to provide for a widow’s pension at a rate of one-third of their own pension under the WPS arrangements. Contributions could either be made annually in arrears by way of a deduction of 1.25% of pensionable salary, or wholly by deduction from the member’s lump sum retirement benefit. On 1 February 1971 Mr Dixon opted to pay contributions annually in arrears towards a widow’s pension.

2. When the Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme was introduced on 1 June 1972 male members were required, from June 1973, to provide a widow’s pension of one-half of their personal pension from that date. This was at a contribution rate of 1.5% of pensionable salary. Members were also given an option to uprate the widow’s pension in respect of service prior to June 1972 from one-third to one-half. Mr Dixon took the option of uprating his previous service to provide a one-half widow’s pension for his full service.

3. The booklet that accompanied the new WPS arrangements warned that those who choose to be eligible for a half-rate widow’s pension for the whole of their service may have quite a large lump sum to pay at retirement. It also said that once an election had been made for additional contributions then it could not be reversed.

4. The Rules provided that because contributions were paid annually in arrears WPS contributions should continue at the lower rate until 31 May 1973. However, that resulted in a shortfall of contributions because it was not possible to also collect the new 1.5% contribution for the same period. Members with a shortfall in contributions were given the option of paying additional contributions, at different rates, to cover the missing period or to have a deduction made from their eventual lump sum entitlement. Mr Dixon opted to pay additional contributions at a rate of 1.5% of pensionable salary.

5. Members who had opted to pay additional WPS contributions each had a “Stop Date” (the Stop Date), which was the end of the period for which a member had to pay additional periodical contributions. For Mr Dixon the payment of additional contributions was to cover the period of 1 year and 221 days between 1 June 1973 and 7 January 1975, the latter being the Stop Date. 

6. However the Rules required that for members whose service was expected to exceed 40 years (the then permitted maximum service under the Scheme) prior to the normal retirement date of 60 the contributions paid in the excess period would be used to reduce the WPS contribution shortfall (e.g. if a member was due to reach 40 years of service by 1 January 1994 and age 60 on 1 January 1996 then their Stop Date would be reduced by two years).

7. In 1979 the Department for Health and Social Security (DHSS), who were Mr Dixon’s employer at the time, discovered that they had incorrectly calculated the Stop Date for members who were expected to build up more than 40 years’ reckonable service before age 60. This was because they had failed to reduce the WPS debt through contributions that would be paid after 40 years of service. Where a recalculation was done and it was found that the member would reduce or wipe out any WPS debt through paying contributions past 40 years’ service and age 60 the administrator refunded some or all of the contributions, as appropriate. In each case members were written to (examples have been provided to my office).

8. Since Mr Dixon was projected as having 43 years of service by age 60 (13 November 2013) he had not needed to make the additional contributions and so a refund of the extra contributions was given to him by the DHSS. The refund was for around £38.38 plus an interest payment of £10.19.

9. In 1992 the Scheme’s Rules were amended so that members could have the period over which they paid additional contributions reassessed. Potential contributions payable after 40 years’ service could now be ignored. An advantage of a reassessment was that members did not have to rely on remaining in service until age 60 to clear their WPS debt (however it also warned that if the member did work on to age 60 then they will have overpaid WPS contributions). HM Treasury announced the changes in General Circular 400 in March 1992 and this told all employing departments to issue an office notice explaining the changes. The DHSS issued circular SC/594 in June 1992, which passed on the information to staff and advised staff to contact the Scheme administrator for more information.

10. In 1995 a further provision regarding paying possible shortfalls was introduced. It allowed members who planned to leave early with enhanced service to pay additional periodical contributions to reduce or eliminate any deduction from their lump sum. This was published in the Finance Directorate Circular 73/95 and in turn the DHSS issued circular 73/95 explaining the change and inviting staff to contact the Scheme administrator. Under the “general points to note” section it was said:

“…

• the deduction of outstanding widow’s or widower’s contributions from a lump sum will still take place if you decide not to pay extra contributions

• any deductions from a lump sum is based on 1.5/80 of pensionable pay as opposed to the 1.5% deducted from salary, this should be borne in mind when the option of paying additional contributions is considered

• the payment of extra contributions may only start on the first day of either December, March, June or September in any year. There must be two clear months between the date Departmental Superannuation Group (DSG) receive a completed option form and the date that the contributions start…”

11. In 2008 the Rules of the Scheme were changed so that a member who completed 40 years of service prior to their pension age could count any further service. In excess of 40 years, towards their reckonable service subject to an overall limit of 45 years.

12. Mr Dixon left service on Approved Early Retirement terms on 31 January 2011 (he was aged 57 at the time and had completed 40 years and 178 days of service under the Scheme). This allowed for a member to receive their pension benefits under the Scheme early and on an unreduced basis. A deduction of £1,981.99 was made from Mr Dixon’s lump sum entitlement at retirement in respect of outstanding WPS contributions. It was said that since Mr Dixon left service prior to age 60, and had not taken up any opportunity to make extra contributions, the shortfall in WPS contributions remained.

13. Mr Dixon had received an estimate of benefits earlier in November 2010 and had queried the deduction. On 20 January 2011 MyCSP sent Mr Dixon an explanation of the WPS arrangements as well as a personal calculation. They also said that there would have been no shortfall if the paying of additional contributions in 1973 had been allowed to continue, however the Scheme Rules at the time did not allow this. The Rules of the Scheme were set by statute and managed by the Cabinet Office. They had no discretion over the Rules and had to adhere to them. They were happy that the Rules in relation to WPS contributions, both from 1972 and later, had been applied correctly. The deduction was based on a shortfall of one year and 221 days.

14. The relevant extracts from the Rules that govern the Scheme can be found in the Appendix to this document.

Summary of Mr Dixon’s Position
15. The deficiency had been caused by a number of factors but primarily (i) the refund of contributions (which had been paid by him properly) given in the 1970s as it was not possible to accrue more than 40 years of service, (ii) the fact that he had taken early retirement, (iii) that subsequently the Rules had changed to allow more than 40 years of service and (iv) the fact that he was unaware of the deficiency until he received the lump sum calculation.

16. In the late 1970s or early 1980s a policy was introduced to the effect that those projected to have more than 40 years of service at age 60 should have any potential excess contributions returned as 40 years was the maximum service for benefits. This resulted in a refund of £40 and he says the Cabinet Office has accepted that had he not been paid the refund there would be no shortfall now.

17. An unreasonable amount was deducted from his lump sum in respect of about £40 worth of unpaid contributions (nearly £2,000 was deducted). It is the method of calculation that converts a minor amount into a much larger deduction. There were a number of areas of the calculation which seemed unfair and designed to create an inflated lump sum deduction. The Rules were flawed and need to be amended.

18. He paid contributions for 37 years and 242 days at 1.5% of salary and had paid a period of one year and 303 days at 1.25%. There was a shortfall of 363 days in coverage of some type. In respect of the period of one year and 303 days it was important to note that he had paid some contributions but the rate was now wrong. The correct approach would be to collect the underpaid amount, i.e. the additional 0.25%, suitably indexed for inflation. In relation to the period of 363 days he sees no logic to this amount being calculated using final salary, when the deficiency was based on earlier years of service. Again the underpaid amount plus inflation should be used to settle any shortfall.

19. Applying a percentage of 1.875% of salary to work out the deduction from his lump sum at retirement, as opposed to the usual rate of 1.5%, is unfair. He is not looking to have the benefits without paying for them but wants a reasonable calculation based on the circumstances. His was a case where he had paid the contributions timeously and had them refunded by the Scheme, not a case where a member is now proactively seeking to pay additional contributions to increase his potential benefit.

20. He spoke to MyCSP before he retired at which point they should have told him then that he could still have paid contributions at a rate of 1.5%, instead of 1.875%. He cannot say definitively whether he would have paid contributions had he been thus informed but is pretty sure that he would have paid the contributions and kept the option to challenge other issues later. It would seem incredible not to pay at a rate of 1.5% knowing that otherwise 1.875% would be charged.

21. He has no recollection of seeing the circulars at the time of issue. But in any event there is no information within the circulars that would allow a sensible and informed choice to be made based on the method of calculation that has been applied to his lump sum, i.e. no one could have anticipated the final amount to be paid. 

22. It was also simply fortune as to whether these circulars were properly circulated by employers and had the issue been brought to his attention then he would have taken the option to protect his benefits. Also he should have been contacted individually about paying the contributions or asked to state his understanding of the future reduction to apply to his lump sum.  It stands to reason that had the matter been properly brought to his attention then he would have protected his position. The administrators themselves struggled to understand the payment history and provided him with incorrect information.

23. As an outcome he ought (i) to be allowed to opt out of paying contributions (pre 1973) and his widow’s benefit to be reduced accordingly or (ii) for any legitimate arrears to be calculated at the normal rate of 1.5% rather than the uplifted rate of 1.875%. 

24. He does not understand why payment of the contributions is being insisted on by the Cabinet Office. Although he elected to pay the contributions in 1972 by refunding the amount he had effectively been put back in the position of someone who had not made such an election.

25. His exit was voluntary and as a result of an advertised scheme. The latest that he had intended to retire from the Civil Service was age 60, but he had always intended to consider and potentially take advantage of any suitable exit package that arose in the last few years. 

Summary of the Cabinet Office’s Position
26. The Cabinet Office is also responding on behalf of MyCSP.

27. The Scheme was legally bound to provide a pension for a surviving spouse. Therefore all members had to pay contributions in full for all service by the time they took their benefits. Neither MyCSP nor the Cabinet Office had discretion to vary how the Rules applied to Mr Dixon. They therefore could not agree to have him forego the outstanding contributions or have the debt calculated on in the way he suggests.

28. The Stop Date calculation reflected the “job for life” culture of the early 1970s through its assumption that members would continue in the Civil Service until age 60. Because Classic Scheme members pay contributions even after reaching 40 years’ reckonable service before age 60 administrators adjust the normal Stop Date calculation to take account of what the member will pay after reaching 40 years. The DHSS’ initial Stop Date meant that Mr Dixon paid too many contributions, which they later corrected and paid back. From that point on his contributions after reaching 40 years’ service would have gone towards eliminating the outstanding amount, which would have been fully paid if he had worked to 60.

29. The DHSS had no option but to refund his overpaid contributions. There was no facility to keep them “on account” to be used at a later date. Technically the excess contributions represented an over-deduction on Mr Dixon’s salary which the DHSS had no authority to withhold.

30. Because earnings generally go up the sooner the outstanding contributions are paid the cheaper the cost. Similarly the cost of buying a widow’s pension now is much higher than it was in the 1970s. Rule 4.18 dictates the method that MyCSP must use to calculate the lump sum deductions for unpaid contributions. This specified a rate of 1.875% of final pensionable earnings for the period of debt at retirement, compared to the 1.5% of monthly pensionable earnings payable during his service. The Rules provide for this slightly higher rate to take account of the generally higher cost of providing survivor benefits where members leave before pension age. The Scheme actuary determined that this rate was fair and reasonable when compared to the cost of providing for extra spouse’s benefits.

31. In 1995 a further provision regarding any possible shortfall was introduced. However there was no evidence of this option being taken up by Mr Dixon. As the Scheme’s Rules allowed no alternative for funding unpaid WPS contributions a deduction had to be made from the lump sum due.

32. At that time the established process was to inform members of changes via circulars. HM Treasury (their predecessors) had issued details of the changes to Civil Service employers who were then responsible for disseminating it to their employees. There was no record of the DHSS (now the DWP) contacting Mr Dixon directly but this was normal since information was usually issued through circulars. The fact that Mr Dixon says he did not see the notice did not in turn mean that the DHSS had not issued it. The onus is on members to read office notices and scheme literature that affects them.

33. Mr Dixon’s circumstances were quite unique and affected a small number of members. There was no other statement or warning given to him about a potential shortfall. It was not possible for scheme guides to cover every possible eventuality for every member. Annual benefit statements were based on completing 40 years’ service prior to age 60 and so would not show a potential debt. It was only because Mr Dixon left early that the debt arose. In their view he had adequate information to allow him to make an informed choice.

34. It was not possible for Mr Dixon to revoke his election from 1972. In the first instance he had made a positive election to provide for a widow’s pension. He had then later made an election to uprate his widow’s pension. The booklet provided to members at the time (a copy of which has been provided to my office) made clear that the decision was irrevocable.

35. In response to Mr Dixon’s query on whether he could have paid contributions shortly before leaving they say that it was doubtful that there would have been time to set up an arrangement with his employer to make contributions through payroll for the last couple of months. However even if that had been possible he could not have availed himself of this option because by then it was known that he was leaving on Approved Early Retirement terms and he could not argue that he was anticipating an enhancement of service under different early Civil Service Compensation Scheme (Flexible or Compulsory Early Retirement) terms for the purposes of calculating his pension.

Additional Submissions

36. One of my investigators wrote to the Cabinet Office and raised a query relating to the Scheme’s changes in 2008 (see the conclusions section). In their response the Cabinet Office agreed that it was incorrect to say (as they had previously) that the WPS deficit would have been cleared if Mr Dixon had worked on to age 60. There is no evidence of any information being provided to members to say that service in excess of 40 years would no longer go towards clearing WPS contribution shortfalls.

37. They do not accept that Mr Dixon would have taken any opportunity to make additional contributions. They say that each extra year of reckonable service would have resulted in Mr Dixon building up and extra annual pension of £823 a year plus a lump sum of £2,469. (I understand this submission to mean that they think that the accrual of extra benefits meant that Mr Dixon would likely have been happy with the extra accrual of benefits, instead of clearing his WPS contribution shortfall).

38. There was no further option to pay additional WPS contributions that Mr Dixon could have availed himself. In addition the WPS deficit played no part in Mr Dixon’s decision to leave employment. Mr Dixon chose to leave employment despite the fact that information available to him up to that point had suggested that staying on would have helped clear his debt. He presumably left because it suited his personal circumstances and generous early retirement terms arose (e.g. his benefits were much higher than if he had taken actuarially reduced benefits, which would have been more than £4,000 a year lower on his pension and over £9,000 on his lump sum).

39. Mr Dixon says that if he had been told in 2008/2009 that working to age 60 would no longer clear his WPS deficit he would have made arrangements to pay additional contributions to clear that deficit at the earliest opportunity. Had he been in possession of the full facts this would have been the only sensible decision given the implications at pension age of not doing so.

Conclusions

The Early Misinterpretation of the Rules and the Refund of WPS Contributions

40. Mr Dixon’s complaint relates to the payment of contributions to provide a pension for a surviving spouse. He says that the WPS contributions he paid in the 1970s were refunded because it was calculated that they would take him over the maximum number of years for benefit purposes. He also argues that the Rules were later changed in order that these contributions could count and now formed part of the arrears amount deducted on retirement. I do not find this is correct.

41. The original Stop Date calculation performed by the then DHSS did not take into account that Mr Dixon would have completed 40 years’ reckonable service by age 60. Under Rule 4.13 relevant members pay contributions until the earlier of the outstanding debt being cleared or pensionable service ending.

42. The first letter from the DHSS contained notes explaining that for those who completed 40 years’ reckonable service before age 60 further contributions would be refunded unless they were needed to clear any outstanding debt. Their communication which informed Mr Dixon of the change to the Stop Date calculation again explained this. The misinterpretation of the Rules was a mistake (by the DHSS who are not a respondent to this complaint) however the DHSS realised its mistake, checked the position in accordance with the Rules and refunded the additional contributions that Mr Dixon had paid in accordance with an incorrect Stop Date. He was therefore put in the same position as if his Stop Date had been calculated in accordance with the Rules from the outset, i.e. he would have cleared the debt by age 60.

43. Mr Dixon argues that it was the repayment of the WPS contributions that resulted in him having a shortfall in WPS contributions at retirement. It is clear that Mr Dixon has been misled by MyCSP who recently told him that the shortfall would not have occurred if this refund had not been made. The Rules had been misinterpreted and therefore the refund had to be made. There was no facility or other justification for the monies to be held by the DHSS or the Scheme.  For the avoidance of any doubt the shortfall in WPS contributions has been caused by Mr Dixon’s retirement prior to completing the maximum service allowed under the Scheme.

44. Mr Dixon suggests that he could be treated as if he had never made the election to uprate pre 1 June 1972 service. He adds that by giving him the refund in the 1970s he has already been put in the position of someone who chose not to uprate his widow’s pension. That is not possible because there is no facility under the Rules for the additional contribution election to be revoked and this was made clear within the original literature Mr Dixon was provided with when making his decision.

The Calculation Method Used

45. Mr Dixon asks whether the calculation method provided in the Rules is fair and proportionate. 

46. The calculation method is set out in the Rules. The Scheme is a statutory scheme and therefore the Rules by which it is governed are set down in statute and it is not possible for me to change them. My role is to consider whether the respondent has acted in a way that constitutes maladministration or is unlawful. It is not for me to decide on whether I think a pension scheme’s rules are unfair or should be more generous. I could not direct the respondents to determine benefits in a way that is not permitted within the Rules of the Scheme.

Information Given on Changes Prior to 2008 and Making Contributions before Retirement

47. Mr Dixon says he did not receive the circulars on Scheme changes in the 1990s and also that either MyCSP or the Cabinet Office should have written to him individually in order to notify him of changes to the Scheme’s Rules.

48. In my judgment neither the Scheme manager nor administrator were obliged to give individual notification of such changes to its members. The then managers did take reasonable steps to bring to the attention of the members changes to the Rules by issuing circulars to employers. There was in place an established system for communicating changes by the issue of departmental notices. Whilst it is unfortunate that Mr Dixon did not become aware of the 1992 and 1995 changes at the time they were communicated, I am satisfied that this was not because there was no sufficient system of communication in place. Accordingly, I find that there was no maladministration on the part of the respondents in this regard.

49. Mr Dixon’s argument that the circulars were in any event unclear is largely irrelevant. If as he says he did not receive then he cannot then rely on an argument that they were unclear to him or that they were not detailed enough.   Mr Dixon contends that had he been made aware of the facility to make contributions immediately before he retired that he would have done so. Clearly there would have been practical problems with this due to the timeframe involved. The relevant circular says that the payment of extra contributions may only start on the first day of December, March, June or September in any year and that two months’ notice is needed. It does not appear therefore that there would have been enough time to facilitate any request, if one had been made, by the time Mr Dixon became aware of the debt due in November 2010.

50. Mr Dixon also says that he was given incorrect information by MyCSP. I see that in its letter of 6 December 2010 MyCSP said that Mr Dixon had not opted to uprate his pension for the period prior to 1 June 1972 to the one-half rate. Conversely, in the next line they said that there was an amount due for uprating his service. They also added a copy of the calculation involved, which showed an uprating of all service to the one-half rate. Clearly there is some inconsistency here most likely caused by a typing error.

51. Similarly in the stage one dispute response of 20 January 2011 it was said that had the additional 1.5% deductions continued for the period 1 June 1973 to 7 January 1975 then were would have been no under-collection of WPS contributions. Later in the same letter it was stated that the Scheme’s Rules in 1973 did not allow for the additional contributions to have been continued. This presumably is what the author meant to say all along. While the responses Mr Dixon received may have been sloppy I do not see that they have caused him any injustice (i.e. he has not been given any incorrect information that he has acted on to his detriment) and these comments were also made after he found out the exact amount of the outstanding deficit.

Changes to the Scheme in 2008

52. There is an additional issue that has not been raised with my office as part of the original submissions but which I have considered as part of the investigation (and Mr Dixon has complained in general about changes to the Scheme’s Rules not being notified to him). In 1973 the Stop Date notification showed an “estimated reckonable service up to 31 May 1973” of two years and 301 days and an additional contributions period of one year and 221 days. In letters from MyCSP in 2010 and 2011 showing the final calculation the shortfall period and the shortfall outstanding at retirement period also both came to periods of two years and 301 days and a year and 221 days respectively. This was not coincidence.

53. The original calculations for the additional contributions due were done on the basis that after 40 years of service further contributions would go towards paying down the debt outstanding. However this was at a time when benefit accrual ceased at 40 years. In 2008 the Rules were changed so that service after 40 years did result in further benefit accrual. This meant that contributions paid after 40 years’ service had been completed (Mr Dixon finished on 40 years and 178 days of reckonable service) – but before 45 years – would no longer go towards reducing the WPS contributions outstanding. This is why the extra 178 days of reckonable service Mr Dixon accrued over 40 years did not reduce the outstanding period of one year and 221 days. So it is not correct when the Cabinet Office says that the debt would have been cleared had he worked to age 60. Since my office wrote to them on this point they have accepted that there still would have been a debt at age 60.

54. Mr Dixon left on AER terms on 31 January 2011. I need to consider whether, on the balance of probabilities, Mr Dixon would have acted differently if he had been told, around 2008, that working to age 60 would still not have cleared his WPS contribution debt due to the changes.

55. The Cabinet Office say that they have nothing to suggest that a member in Mr Dixon’s position was informed of these changes. In my judgment, although likely to affect very few members, steps should have been taken to inform the affected members if only so informed decisions could be made.

56. Mr Dixon argues that he would have taken the opportunity to make additional contributions had he been in possession of the full facts. I am persuaded that Mr Dixon would have done so had he been thus informed. My reasons follow. 

57. The outstanding contributions had to be paid (indeed even on a member’s death before retirement the deduction is made from the lump sum payable). The only question was when it would be paid and the basis on which it would be paid.

58. Additionally the change in 2008 is different from those in the 1990s. The earlier changes were primarily ways of accelerating payments, via additional contributions, so that the debt could be cleared quicker. But at that time Mr Dixon would still have been of the view that working to age 60, as he planned to do, would clear his debt. With the 2008 changes that was no longer the case. If Mr Dixon wanted the debt cleared by age 60 he would have had to take action at that time. 

59. Further the cost of making contributions earlier would have been lower. This is because Mr Dixon would likely have been on a lower salary in 2008 and the percentage figure applied in the relevant calculation would also have been lower than that applied at retirement. In the circumstances I believe it more likely than not that that Mr Dixon would have made contributions earlier.

60. The Cabinet Office say that had Mr Dixon been informed of the 2008 changes there was no further option to pay additional WPS contributions. But clearly there was in 2008. Under Rule 4.14 (iii) an election could be made up to any time a retirement award is made.

61. In addition the Cabinet Office say that there is no evidence that the WPS debt played a part in Mr Dixon’s decision to leave. They say he chose to go despite the opportunity to earn extra pension benefits presumably because it suited his personal circumstances. I agree, and Mr Dixon himself says he looked out for preferential early retirement opportunities, but I do not feel that is relevant. The opportunity to accrue further benefits was optional but repayment of the debt was not. Finally they say he chose to leave employment early despite the fact that information given to him had suggested that staying on would clear the debt. I agree that on retiring at age 57 Mr Dixon should have been aware that there would be an outstanding amount of debt. But had he acted on the 2008 changes, which would have alerted him to there being a debt even if he had worked to 60, that situation would not have arisen in early 2011.

62. For the reasons given above I uphold the complaint.

63. There is then the question of how to redress the situation given that Mr Dixon has already paid the WPS contribution debt on retirement, but has in effect paid too much. This is difficult as he would have had a choice over what multiple of salary to pay on a monthly basis and it is not clear what amount he would have selected. In my view the correct way to rectify the situation is to calculate the amounts that Mr Dixon would have paid had he elected to pay additional contributions at 1.5% of salary from June 2008, as he originally elected for in the early 1970s when asked to make the same choice. Then these monthly amounts should be increased for interest up to 31 January 2011, the date that Mr Dixon paid the debt at an amount of £1,981.99. The resulting difference between these two figures is his loss and again should be increased for interest up to the date of payment.

Directions

64. Within 21 days of this determination the Cabinet Office are to arrange for a schedule of the monthly WPS contributions due from June 2008, at a rate of 1.5% of salary, to be calculated. These amounts are then to be increased for interest at the rate used by the reference banks from the month they were due up to 31 January 2011. They will then take the resulting difference between the above sum and £1,981.99 and increase this for interest at the rate used by the reference banks to the date of the calculation.
65. Within 21 days of that calculation the Cabinet Office will make a compensatory payment to Mr Dixon for that final amount.
66. Within 21 days of this determination the Cabinet Office are also to pay £200 to Mr Dixon for the distress and inconvenience caused in failing to inform him of the 2008 changes.

JANE IRVINE
Deputy Pensions Ombudsman

25 February 2014
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