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Ombudsman’s Determination 

Applicant Mr Y 

Scheme Royal Mail Pension Plan (the Plan) 

Respondent  Royal Mail Pensions Trustees Limited (the Trustee) 
  

Outcome  
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Adjudicator’s Opinion 

 

• Mr Y believes he will incur a financial loss because he was contracted-out of the 

additional State Pension. This is because he believes that the COPE deduction 

which will be applied to his State Pension at SPA, should be equivalent to the 

GMP he is entitled to from the Plan. He has been informed that his estimated 

COPE is approximately £4,467 per annum but his estimated GMP is £1,871 per 

annum. Consequently, he believes that his GMP has not been revalued correctly. 

• The Adjudicator explained that GMP and COPE are not one and the same and 

that Mr Y could only accrue GMP benefits between 1978 and 1997. However, the 

COPE deduction was accrued throughout the whole period Mr Y was contracted-

out of the additional State Pension. Therefore, the COPE deduction is not 

equivalent to the GMP Mr Y is entitled to from the Plan. 

• At the time that Mr Y joined the Plan, he was informed that the Plan was 

contracted-out of the additional State Pension. This was reconfirmed to him, when 

he transferred his benefits from his previous OPS, to the Plan in 2004. Therefore, 

Mr Y could not have joined the Plan and remain contracted-in to the additional 

State Pension. 

• As a result of being contracted-out of the additional State Pension, Mr Y paid lower 

National Insurance contributions and he accrued benefits in the Plan. The pension 

Mr Y accrued while being a member of the Plan should include an amount that is 

equivalent to the additional State Pension he would have received, had he not 

been contracted-out. This is known as COPE. 

• Mr Y’s estimated COPE is £85.92 per week and his annual pension from the Plan 

is over £7,000 per annum. Therefore, Mr Y’s benefits from the Plan far exceeds 

the estimated COPE that will be deducted from his State Pension at SPA. It was 

the Adjudicator’s view that Mr Y has benefitted from being contracted-out of the 

additional State Pension. 

• Mr Y is not in a worse financial position than someone who was not contracted-out 

of the additional State Pension. The Plan is a contracted-out Plan. Therefore, an 

employee who wanted to join the Plan would have needed to be contracted-out to 

do so. 

• The GMP is the minimum pension an individual is entitled to receive from their 

OPS. It is a legal requirement that the GMP element of an individual’s preserved 

pension must be revalued. Trustees can choose to use Full Rate or Fixed Rate 

revaluation methods. Full Rate revaluation is also known as Section 148 Orders 

and are based on the ‘National Average Earnings’ each year.  
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• At the time that Mr Y transferred his OPS to the Plan in 2004, he was informed 

that the Plan accepted the GMP liability. He was also informed that his GMP would 

be revalued using Section 148 Orders. Therefore, Mr Y’s GMP did not have to be 

revalued at a fixed rate of 7.5%, per annum. 

• GMP reconciliation is the comparison of membership and GMP figures between 

Administrators and HMRC’s records. If the GMP is recorded incorrectly, pension 

payments can be incorrect. The GMP reconciliation is not for Trustees to compare 

the value of COPE against the value of GMPs. The GMP is not equivalent to the 

COPE. 

• In this case, the Trustee was required to complete a reconciliation of Mr Y’s 

benefits and, the evidence shows that it has done so. The Trustee’s records 

appear to match HMRC’s.  

• Therefore, in the Adjudicator’s opinion, for Mr Y’s complaint to succeed, he would 

need to prove that either HMRC or the Trustee had used incorrect figures. Further, 

Mr Y is not entitled to his GMP until he reaches SPA so any loss that he believes 

he has incurred would only be speculative until he reaches SPA. 

• Consequently, it was the Adjudicator’s view that this complaint should not be 

upheld. 

 Mr Y did not accept the Adjudicator’s Opinion and in response made some further 

points. A summary of his response is set out below:- 

• He quoted information about COPE that he obtained from a Government source 

and said that the information makes him believe that his estimated COPE should be 

equal to his GMP. However, his estimated GMP is less than his estimated COPE. 

• He believes GMP and COPE are interchangeable words. GMP is a term used by 

his employer and COPE is a term used by the Department for Work & Pensions 

(DWP). Therefore, as his COPE and GMP figures are not the same, the Trustee 

needs to complete a reconciliation of his benefits with HMRC’s figures. 

• He explained why he believes the Plan should have used the Fixed Rate 

revaluation method instead of the Section 148 Orders method to revalue his GMP. 

He also questioned the legal right for the Plan to use an alternative revaluation 

method to revalue his GMP, instead of the Fixed Rate revaluation method, when his 

previous OPS had used a Fixed Rate revaluation method to revalue his GMP in the 

past. 

• He believes the change in the way his GMP is revalued from Fixed Rate to Section 

148 Orders needs “airing and legally” explaining. 

• He believes the Trustee, using an alternative revaluation method instead of the 

Fixed Rate revaluation method to revalue his GMP, has caused a disparity between 

his GMP and COPE figures. 
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 The complaint was passed to me to consider. Mr Y’s further comments do not change 

the outcome. I agree with the Adjudicator’s Opinion and will therefore only respond to 

the key points made by Mr Y. 

Ombudsman’s decision 

 

 

 

 I do not uphold Mr Y’s complaint. 

 
Anthony Arter 

Pensions Ombudsman 
30 April 2019 

 


