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PENSION SCHEMES ACT 1993, PART X

DETERMINATION BY THE PENSIONS OMBUDSMAN
Applicant
:
Mr P Haggerty

Scheme
:
The Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS)

Managers
:
Cambridgeshire County Council (Cambridgeshire)

MATTERS FOR DETERMINATION

1. Mr Haggerty is a re-employed pensioner in the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS). His pension should have been suspended from the date that his new salary exceeded his allowable earnings. Mr Haggerty has been overpaid by £10,583.70, which Cambridgeshire now seek to recover. Mr Haggerty has complained that Cambridgeshire failed to act promptly when notified that his new employment was full time resulting in the overpayment being some £6,000 more than it might otherwise have been. He considers that he should not have to repay the whole amount.

2. Mr Haggerty also says that the significance of any changes in his employment was not made clear nor was he adequately informed of the level of salary at which his pension would be suspended.

3. 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

Background

4. Mr Haggerty worked as an Environmental Health Officer in local government until 31 October 1979. On 29 June 1997 Mr Haggerty’s deferred benefits came into payment. Cambridgeshire wrote to him on 27 June 1997,

“As you are aware, your preserved pension benefits are payable from 29 June 1997 your 60th birthday.

Details of the award, as increased by 166.08% under pensions increase legislation, are set out below:


Lump sum retirement grant
£7,525.48

Annual retirement pension
£4,231.09





(£352.59 per month)

Please note that the annual pension will be subject to a national insurance modification from your 65th birthday. The current value of this reduction is £91.15 per annum.

The pension is payable to you for life except that if you enter further employment under any local authority the pension will be reduced or suspended so that the total of your pension and pay in your new employment does not exceed your pay immediately before your retirement. If you do enter such employment you should inform your new employer that you are receiving a pension, and notify me without delay …”

5. On 30 March 1998 Mr Haggerty commenced part time employment with Huntingdonshire District Council (Huntingdonshire). He did not inform Cambridgeshire that he had commenced further local government employment but his new employer did. Mr Haggerty’s employment became full time with effect from 12 July 1999. On 27 July 2000 Huntingdonshire notified Cambridgeshire that Mr Haggerty’s hours had increased.

6. On 21 November 2001 Cambridgeshire wrote to Mr Haggerty,

“According to my records you were re-employed with Huntingdonshire District Council on 30th March 1998, in a part time capacity. At that time the necessary checks were made to ensure that you were not earning more than the permitted maximum under the above Regulations, for a re-employed pensioner. You were advised in my letter of 27th June 1997 of the possible effect of reemployment on your annual pension.

However, a recent check of my records has shown that your hours in that job were increased on 12th July 1999 to full time. I regret to inform you that as from that date your annual pension should have been suspended, since your earnings were then raised to a level, which exceeded the maximum allowable earnings limit, and this ‘Excess’ amounted to more than your annual pension. As this has only now been brought to my attention, your pension will be suspended from 1st November 2001. Details of the calculation are set out below …

Salary of reference




7722.00

Plus Pensions Increase



14245.55







21967.55

Less




£pa

Annual pension


1590.15

Plus Pensions Increase

2933.53






4523.68
4523.68

Maximum allowable earnings limit


17443.87

Less Full Time Salary at 12.7.99


23064.00

Excess






5620.13
Should there be any material change in your employment, i.e. if your working hours change or if your post is re-graded, it will be necessary for the assessment of the effect on your annual pension and compensation to be recalculated. It is therefore important that you keep me informed regarding any changes in your employment as the rate of pension payable may be affected.

I regret to inform you that the overpaid pension for the period 12th July 1999 to 31st October 2001 will need to be repaid. The overpayment amounts to £10,583.70 (gross) and may need to be repaid by any of the following means:

1. A lump sum payment

2. Regular monthly instalments

3. Recovery from your monthly pension payments once they recommence.

I set out below for your information the calculation of the overpayment of gross pension for the period 12th July 1999 to 31st October 2001.

Amount paid for period 12.7.99 to 9.4.00



£376.97 pm x (8 20/31 + 9/30)
=


£3,372.06

Amount paid for period 10.4.00 to 8.4.01

£381.12 pm x 11 29/30

=


£4,560.74

Amount paid for period 9.4.01 to 31.10.01

£393.70 pm x 6 22/30

=


£2,650.91

Total Overpayment




£10,583.70

I should be grateful if you would inform me in writing which method you wish to adopt when repaying the overpayment.”

7. Mr Haggerty wrote to Cambridgeshire on 10 December 2001 expressing his concern and saying that he did not recall receiving their letter of 27 June 1997. He pointed out that he had received a benefit statement for 1999 which had shown his salary to be £18,585 p.a. and asked why the question of suspending his pension had not been raised then. Mr Haggerty said that, had he been aware of the possibility of his pension being suspended, he would have renegotiated his hours. He said he wished to dispute the matter.

8. On 17 December 2001 Cambridgeshire sent Mr Haggerty a copy of their June 1997 letter and pointed out that it was the pensioner’s responsibility; to notify his new employer that he was in receipt of a pension, and to notify the authority paying the pension that he had taken up further local authority employment. Cambridgeshire said that, although Mr Haggerty said that he was unaware that his re-employment might affect his pension, his new employer must have been aware because they had telephoned on 30 March 1998 to ask what his ‘allowable earnings limit’ was. Cambridgeshire explained that, when Mr Haggerty had commenced re-employment with Huntingdonshire, he had been within the allowable earnings limit but, when he moved to full time employment, the higher salary had exceeded the limit. They said that Mr Haggerty had not notified them of the increase in hours and Huntingdonshire had only notified them in July 2000. Cambridgeshire apologised for the delay in acting on this notification, which they acknowledged had allowed the overpayment to increase. However, they said that they were obliged to seek recovery.

9. In response to Mr Haggerty’s comment about his annual benefit statement, Cambridgeshire said that at the time this had been produced they had not been notified of his increased hours and that the salary used was the full time equivalent of his part time salary. Cambridgeshire continued,

“I can confirm that the County Council as the Administering Authority deals with both the arrangements for payment of your pension, and the administration of the records in respect of your re-employment. However the salary for your employment is paid by Huntingdonshire District Council. There is no mechanism for performing an automated calculation by linking the two separate payroll systems and the pensions record system to establish whether a pensioner is re-employed and earning over their allowable earnings limit. Such a mechanism should not actually be necessary as the onus is on the re-employed pensioner to advise the Authority paying the pension of their re-employment and of any subsequent material change.

If you wish you may appeal against the County Council’s application of their published policy under Regulation 109 of the [1997] Regulations on the abatement of retirement pensions in new employment. A copy of an extract from the Policy Committee minutes relating to this policy, together with a booklet explaining the appeal process is enclosed.

Alternatively you may make an arrangement to repay the overpayment in instalments. Please advise me of the level of instalments that you would be proposing in order that this can be considered.

I appreciate that this matter appears to have come as a shock to you, however as stated previously the County Council is obliged to seek recovery of the sums overpaid.”

10. Cambridgeshire wrote to Mr Haggerty again on 22 February 2002, having not heard from him following the letter they had sent in December. Mr Haggerty replied on 1 March 2002 that he had not responded because he thought he had made it clear that he wished to appeal. He pointed out that, had Cambridgeshire acted promptly when notified of the change in his hours, his overpayment would have been some £6,400 less. Mr Haggerty also asked for details of the software that Cambridgeshire used.

11. Cambridgeshire wrote to Mr Haggerty outlining the appeal procedure. They noted Mr Haggerty’s comments on the delay in acting but reiterated their point that it was the pensioner’s responsibility to notify them regarding re-employment. Cambridgeshire also noted Mr Haggerty’s request for information about their software but said that they were not sure about its relevance. They reiterated their statement that there was no mechanism to link the two payroll systems but that this should not be necessary because the onus was on the pensioner to inform the authority about re-employment. Mr Haggerty has explained that he meant that there should be a link between the system recording contributions received and the pensions payroll. He states,

“… it would be a relatively simple process to monitor the precise salary of any working pensioner and more importantly, to be alerted by the computer operating system, when such salary reached the point at which the pension being paid to the working pensioner should be ended.

Doubtlessly, the regulations relating to management of pensions commenced in the time of quill and ledger, when the full cooperation of member pensioners was vital to ensure smooth operation of the system. My point from the outset being that in this age of sophisticated computer systems, involvement of the pension scheme members whether in making or receiving payments, or both, is wholly unnecessary.”

12. Mr Haggerty appealed via the Scheme’s Internal Dispute Resolution (IDR) procedure. In his letter to the Appointed Person at Stage One, Mr Haggerty said that he had not remembered the June 1997 letter until Cambridgeshire had sent him a copy. He said that, at the time, he was focussed on how much his pension and lump sum were rather than the prospect of re-employment. Mr Haggerty explained that his company had gone into receivership in 1998 and that this had prompted him to seek further employment. He expressed the view that his circumstances were not those envisaged by the legislators when the Regulations had been drawn up. Mr Haggerty said that he felt that Cambridgeshire were not enforcing the Regulations in a proper and legal manner nor administering the pension scheme with due care and diligence. Mr Haggerty said,

“I do not accept the stance of the pensions authority that the onus rests only with the pensioner, as by law, the administrators have a clear duty of care.

Am I right in assuming that the purpose of the pension regulations was to prevent retired pensioners being re-employed under circumstances whereby their pension and salary combined, exceeded that of their salary upon retirement? If so, you should take into consideration my post when I left local government in 1979. Which was one of the two principal E H O’s in the department. The commensurate posts now of a) Public Health Manager and b) Commercial Manager, now attract salaries well in excess of the combined total of my salary and the pension I was receiving.”

13. In a subsequent letter to the Appointed Person, Mr Haggerty said that he understood that Cambridgeshire’s powers under the Regulations were discretionary and therefore it had the option whether or not to seek repayment. He said that he was willing to accept repayment of £4,000 relating to the period before July 2000. In response to an enquiry from the Appointed Person, Cambridgeshire said that their policy on the abatement of pensions during re-employment had been formulated in accordance with Regulation 109 of the 1997 Regulations and was applied under Regulation 110. They said that their policy had been agreed on 27 January 1998 and did not allow them the discretion not to abate a pension.

14. The Appointed Person decided that Cambridgeshire were correct in seeking to recover the whole of the overpayment. However, he went on to express concern regarding the delay in suspending Mr Haggerty’s pension. However, the Appointed Person said that he could not deal with matters of maladministration.

15. Mr Haggerty appealed to the Secretary of State. The Secretary of State noted that, at the time Mr Haggerty ceased local government employment in 1979, he was subject to the 1974 Regulations and that Regulation E15(3) provided for the reduction of his pension on re-employment. Regulation E15(4) required Mr Haggerty to notify the paying authority on re-employment. The Secretary of State noted that, when Mr Haggerty became re-employed, the 1974 Regulations had been succeeded by the 1986 and 1995 Regulations. He noted that Schedule D5, Part 1 of the 1995 Regulations contained similar provisions concerning re-employed pensioners.

16. The Secretary of State said that the 1997 Regulations only applied to members contributing to the LGPS since 1 April 1998 and therefore only applied to Mr Haggerty’s later local authority employment, i.e. they did not apply to the benefits put into payment on 29 June 1997 because Mr Haggerty was not a contributing member in respect of those benefits on or after 1 April 1998. However, the Secretary of State said that the 1997 Regulations did apply to Mr Haggerty’s later employment and that Regulation 110(2) Mr Haggerty was required to notify the authority paying his pension when he commenced re-employment. The Secretary of State also noted that Regulation 109 required the paying authority to have regard to its policy statement concerning the abatement of pension on re-employment.

17. The Secretary of State said that, although the June 1997 letter notified Mr Haggerty that he should inform Cambridgeshire if he was re-employed, it did not inform him that he should notify them if his hours changed. The Secretary of State did not disagree with view that the abatement did not apply during Mr Haggerty’s part time employment. However, he also did not disagree with the view that Mr Haggerty’s move to full time should have been treated as new employment. The Secretary of State said that Regulation 110(4) of the 1997 Regulations required Cambridgeshire to apply their published policy with regard to the abatement of Mr Haggerty’s pension. He noted that Mr Haggerty did not dispute this but  felt he should not be required to repay the full overpayment because of Cambridgeshire’s alleged maladministration. The Secretary of State agreed that Cambridgeshire’s failure to act after being notified about Mr Haggerty’s change of hours might amount to maladministration. However, he said he had no powers to award compensation or order redress.

18. Cambridgeshire accept that their failure to act promptly meant that the overpayment was higher than it would otherwise have been. They are unable to offer an explanation for the delay. Cambridgeshire agree that there is a case for a distress and inconvenience payment but they believe that this should be offset against the amount to be repaid. Cambridgeshire do not consider that it should amount to £6,000 as Mr Haggerty has proposed. They point out that he has had the benefit of the £10,583.70 plus interest, whereas they do not propose to add interest to their recovery. Cambridgeshire say that it is their policy to recover an overpayment within the financial year in which it accrued unless this is not possible as with Mr Haggerty. In other cases they would expect to recover the overpayment in no longer period than that over which it accrued (28 months in Mr Haggerty’s case).

19. Mr Haggerty has confirmed that the additional monies he received in excess of his entitlement were used for day to day living expenses. He says it is surely human nature to pay scant attention to the letter accompanying a retirement lump sum cheque for several thousands of pounds. In his letter to the Appointed Person at stage one of IDR, Mr Haggerty said,

“… My mind on reading the letter was focussed entirely upon the amount of the lump sum and the annual pension.”

The Regulations

The 1974 Regulations

20. Regulation E15 provided,

“Reduction of retirement pension, etc., in the case of certain re-employed local government pensioners

(1) Subject to paragraph (2) and regulation J9, this regulation shall apply to a person who has become entitled to a retirement pension and since becoming entitled to that pension has entered further employment with any scheduled body, former local authority or local Act authority or enters further employment with any scheduled body or local Act authority (other than employment by virtue of which he is entitled to participate in benefits provided under regulations made under section 9 of the Act of 1972) (in this regulation referred to as “new employment”).

(2) This regulation shall not apply …

(3) The rate of retirement pension payable to a person to whom this regulation applies during the period, or part thereof, during which he holds the new employment shall not exceed the amount (if any) by which the annual rate of remuneration of the new employment falls short of the annual rate of remuneration of the employment in relation to which he became entitled to the retirement pension (in this regulation referred to as “former employment”), increased by the amount (if any) by which an annual pension of an amount equal to the annual rate of remuneration of the former employment would have been increased under the Pensions (Increase) Act 1971 in respect of the period ending with the day immediately preceding the day on which the person entered the new employment …

(4) Where a person who has become entitled to a retirement pension proposes to accept any further employment with any scheduled body or local Act authority, he shall inform that body that he is so entitled and, if he enters their employment, shall forthwith give notice in writing that he is so employed to the body from whom he receives the pension …”

The 1995 Regulations

21. Regulation D15 provided,

“Adjustments to retirement pensions and grants for certain re-employed pensioners

Schedule D5 shall have effect for the purpose of making provision as to the retirement benefits in respect of certain pensioners who are re-employed by LGPS employers; and the provisions of this Part have effect subject to Part I of that Schedule (reduction of retirement pensions), …”

22. Schedule D5 ‘Re-employed Pensioners’ Part I ‘Reduction of Retirement Pension’ provided,

“Application of Part I

1. (1)
Subject to sub-paragraph (3), this Part of this Schedule applies to a person who, since becoming entitled to a retirement pension in relation to a former employment, has entered a new employment with a LGPS employer.

(2) In this Part of this Schedule “retirement pension” includes …

(3) This Part of this Schedule does not apply where the new employment is employment by virtue of which the person is entitled to participate in benefits provided under regulations made under section 9 of the Superannuation Act 1972(a) (superannuation of teachers).

General reduction rule

2. Subject to paragraphs 3, 7 and 9, while the person holds the new employment the annual rate of the retirement pension is reduced –

(a) if the annual rate of remuneration of the new employment, equals or exceeds the indexed annual rate of remuneration of the former employment, to zero; and

(b) otherwise, by the amount (if any) which is necessary to secure that the potential receipts during the new employment do not exceed the indexed annual rate of remuneration of the former employment …

Alteration of terms in new employment

6. If –

(a) the person’s contractual hours in a new employment are altered; or

(b) he is transferred to another post …

this Part of this Schedule applies as if he had again entered a new employment.

Duty to inform employers of application of Part I

8. A person who has become entitled to a retirement pension shall –

(a) inform any LGPS employer with whom he proposes to accept a new employment that he is so entitled; and

(b) immediately he enters a new employment notify the body from whom he has become entitled to receive the pension in writing that he is doing so.”

The 1997 Regulations

23. Regulation 109 provides,

“Statements of policy concerning abatement of retirement pensions in new employment

(1) Each administering authority must formulate and keep under review their policy concerning abatement (that is, the extent, if any, to which the amount of retirement pension payable to a member from any pension fund maintained by them under the Scheme should be reduced (or whether it should be extinguished) where the member has entered a new employment with a Scheme employer, other than one in which he is eligible to belong to a teachers scheme).

(2) Before formulating that policy an administering authority must consult with the authorities who employ active members for whom they are the appropriate administering authority.

(3) Before the expiry of the period of three months beginning with the commencement date, each administering authority shall publish a statement as to the policy which is being applied by them where a member who is so entitled enters such a new employment on or after that date.

(4) Where, as a result of reviewing their policy concerning abatement, an administering authority determine to amend it, they must publish a statement of the amended policy before the expiry of the period of one month beginning with the date they determine to do so.

(5) In formulating their policy concerning abatement, an administering authority must have regard-

(a) to the level of potential financial gain at which they wish abatement to apply,

(b) to the administrative costs which are likely to be incurred as a result of abatement in the different circumstances in which it may occur, and

(c) to the extent to which a policy not to apply abatement could lead to a serious loss of confidence in the public service.

(6) In paragraph (5)(a) the reference to financial gain is a reference to the financial gain which it appears to the administering authority may be obtained by a member as a result of his entitlement both to a pension and to pay under the new employment.”

24. Regulation 110 provides,

“Application of abatement policy in individual cases

(1) Where a member who is entitled to the payment of a retirement pension proposes to enter a new employment with a Scheme employer, he must inform the employer about that entitlement.

(2) If such a member enters such a new employment he must immediately notify in writing the body from whom he has become entitled to receive the pension.

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) do not apply where the new employment is employment in which the person is eligible to belong to a teachers scheme.

(4) The authority which is the member’s appropriate administering authority as respects the retirement pension to which he is entitled –

(a) must apply the policy published by them under regulation 109 to the member, and

(b) they may reduce the annual rate of that pension or, as the case may be, may cease to pay it, during the period while he holds the new employment, in accordance with that policy.

(5) But no reduction under paragraph (4) of the pension of a person who was a member immediately before the commencement date may exceed the reduction which would have applied under the 1995 regulations if those regulations had applied when the member entered his new employment.”

Cambridgeshire’s Policy on Abatement

25. The minutes of Cambridgeshire’s Pensions Consulting Group meeting on 12 November 1997 state,

“The County Council must formulate, publish and keep under review a policy on the abatement of pensions following re-employment of a scheme pensioner in employment where membership of LGPS is available … In formulating the policy, the County Council must have regard to:

· the level for (sic) financial gain at which they wish abatement to apply;

· the administrative costs of monitoring and applying the abatement rules;

· the extent to which a non abatement policy would lead to a serious loss of confidence in the public service.

It is clear that a tighter policy on early retirement … should have a corresponding impact on the numbers of pensioners being re-employed. On this basis the current thinking is that, due to the administrative costs of monitoring and applying abatement rules, only re-employment earnings from a permanent or temporary contract of employment should be taken into account. Earnings from casual work (i.e. where the employee submits a pay claim as and when work is undertaken and where there is no contractual guarantee of work) should be ignored. If such an approach is adopted, re-engaged employees should not be employed on a “casual” basis simply to circumvent the potential abatement of their pension.”

26. This policy was adopted by Cambridgeshire following a recommendation from the Pensions Consulting Group.

CONCLUSIONS

27. The LGPS Regulations have undergone numerous changes since Mr Haggerty first left in 1979 but the principle that a re-employed pensioner’s pension should be abated when the combination of his current salary and his pension exceed the current value of his previous salary has survived. So has the requirement for the re-employed pensioner to inform the authority paying the pension when he becomes re-employed. The 1997 Regulations are less prescriptive than the 1995 Regulations in that they require the authority in question to put in place a policy concerning abatement. The 1997 Regulations do specify, however, that reductions should not exceed those which would have applied under the 1995 Regulations.

28. Cambridgeshire’s policy is to abate pensions where the re-employment is either temporary or permanent but not casual. They have treated Mr Haggerty’s change in hours as a new employment in the same way as would have applied under the 1995 Regulations. Cambridgeshire have also calculated the abatement by reference to the indexed annual rate of remuneration of Mr Haggerty’s former employment as provided for under the 1995 Regulations. I note Mr Haggerty’s comments concerning the changes in the structure of his former department and his suggestion that a fairer comparison would be with commensurate posts. There is, however, no requirement under the Regulations for this to be the case. The abatement which Cambridgeshire has applied has not exceeded that which would have applied under the 1995 Regulations and is within the ambit of Regulation 110(5).

29. It is an accepted principle in law that payments made as a result of a mistake, whether of fact or of law, are recoverable. Cambridgeshire are therefore entitled to seek recovery of the overpayment of Mr Haggerty’s pension. However, the law recognises that the payee may have a defence to the recovery to the extent that he can show that he, in good faith, changed his position in reliance upon receipt of the overpayment.  Mr Haggerty has offered no evidence of such a change in his position. His offer to repay part of the overpayment, whilst a change of stance on his part, is not a change in position for these purposes. Consequently he is liable to repay the whole of the overpayment. I note that Cambridgeshire do not propose to charge interest on the repayment. Thus Mr Haggerty has had the benefit of that money interest free up to the date of repayment. 

30. Throughout the many manifestations of the LGPS Regulations, the onus has been on the re-employed pensioner to inform the paying authority of his new employment. Mr Haggerty failed to do so when he was first employed by Huntingdonshire in 1998. Whilst it may be true that human nature is such that Mr Haggerty was more focussed on the amount of his pension than any conditions attaching to it, this does not alter the fact that the June 1997 letter informed him of this requirement. Whether or not Mr Haggerty believes it is necessary for him to inform Cambridgeshire of his re-employment does not alter the fact that the onus under the Regulations was on him so to do.

31. Whilst Cambridgeshire’s letter did not make it clear that Mr Haggerty should inform them of subsequent changes in employment, it did set out the underlying principle behind the abatement, i.e. that his pension would be abated if the current salary plus pension exceeded the updated value of his previous salary. While it may have been difficult for him to judge accurately whether that threshold was reached, he could reasonably have been expected to make enquiries of Cambridgeshire when his hours changed. Mr Haggerty has suggested that there is an ‘unproven assumption’ that he was aware of Cambridgeshire’s letter and mindful of the content relating to the onus to notify Cambridgeshire. I would refer him to his previous statements to the effect that when he read the letter he was focussed upon the amount of the lump sum and pension. Whether he was ‘mindful’ of the contents of the letter does not alter that fact that he was warned to notify Cambridgeshire regarding re-employment.

32. Mr Haggerty has suggested that there should be some sort of link between the computer systems recording contributions and paying pensions. Whatever his views might be on the regulations and their failure to keep pace with technological change, they still require the pensioner to notify the paying authority regarding re-employment.  There is no requirement under the Regulations for the authority to monitor pensions in the way Mr Haggerty has suggested. 

33. Cambridgeshire have not disputed that there was an unreasonable delay amounting to maladministration on their part in failing to act promptly when advised of his change of employment.

34. I take the view that Mr Haggerty has not suffered any financial loss as a consequence of Cambridgeshire’s maladministration. Had there not been the maladministration he would have known at the outset that his pension was to be abated and would not have run up as large as debt as that which now faces him. However regardless of delay on the part of Cambridgeshire the debt would still have been considerable as Huntingdonshire had taken a year to pass on details of his change to full time employment. The repayment of £6,000 does not represent loss because this is money to which Mr Haggerty was not entitled in the first place.

35. Bearing in mind that interest is not being charged and that Cambridgeshire are not seeking to enforce recovery over a lesser period than that over which the overpayment accrued I am not persuaded that any financial redress should be provided to him. The prime responsibility for the overpayment rests with Mr Haggerty for not informing Cambridgeshire about his return to local government employment. 

DAVID LAVERICK

Pensions Ombudsman

31 March 2005
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