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 The revalued figures were quoted as GMP of £1,896.50 and non GMP of £5,293.58, 

thus giving a total pension of £7,190.08. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The Trustee has confirmed that the transfer value paid included allowance for 

revaluation of the total pension over and above the statutory minimum. 

Adjudicator’s Opinion 
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• In these circumstances, the Ombudsman would consider whether it can be shown 

that financial loss or non-financial injustice has resulted from the incorrect 

information given. So did Mr H take the decision to transfer, which he would not 

otherwise have done, in the expectation of receiving the higher benefits? 

• Mr H initially requested a transfer value of his total pension benefits. It is, 

therefore, reasonable to conclude he was already giving consideration to the 

transfer of his pension from the Scheme.  

• He subsequently requested a split between the GMP and non-GMP elements of 

his pension and chose to transfer the larger non-GMP element to a SIPP, thereby 

foregoing that portion of his entitlement to defined benefits under the Scheme. 

• In 2016, Mr H also requested the transfer value of the GMP element of his 

Scheme benefits. It is reasonable to conclude he was considering the transfer of 

this remaining portion of his defined benefits under the Scheme. This would 

indicate he was happy with his decision to transfer. 

• Mr H says that had he known the correct value of the GMP element of his pension 

at the time he would not have opted to transfer the non-GMP element. The 

Adjudicator was not persuaded by this argument. The non-GMP element 

represented the significant majority of his entitlement under the Scheme 

regardless of the way in which the GMP was revalued. 

• It is not clear whether Mr H sought financial advice when establishing his SIPP 

and deciding to transfer his pension, but it is reasonable to conclude he was aware 

of the benefits he was giving up in doing so. In the Adjudicator’s view it was more 

likely than not he would have made the same decision to transfer had he known 

the correct GMP figure. 

• Mr H remains entitled to the value of his benefit entitlement under the Scheme, 

albeit that the majority of this value is now held within his SIPP. He is in the correct 

position and has suffered no financial loss as a result of the incorrect information 

provided to him.   

 Mr H did not accept the Adjudicator’s Opinion and the complaint was passed to me to 

consider.  

 Mr H provided his further comments which do not change the outcome. I agree with 

the Adjudicator’s Opinion and I will therefore only respond to the main points made by 

Mr H for completeness. 

 In his comments Mr H says:- 

• His decision to transfer only the non GMP element was based on the ratio of 

Transfer Value to Pension. He had decided that a Transfer Value in excess of 35 x 

pension represented good value, a figure below that did not represent good value. 

The transfer value offered to him for both elements combined did not represent 
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good value nor did the GMP element alone. The non GMP value did represent 

good value, based on the information provided at the time, hence his decision.  

• To make sure that he was comparing like with like he had asked the Scheme 

administrators to provide specific information about the benefits that would be left 

within the scheme. Once he knew what would be left in the scheme, he could be 

sure of what he was giving up.  

• The request for this specific information was so that he did not need to try and 

interpret or understand other information provided by the Scheme. The information 

supplied to him confirmed that the GMP and non GMP elements were calculated 

and defined in the same way which meant that a direct comparison of the Transfer 

Value to Pension ratio for each element was valid.  

• He was now told that the GMP and non GMP elements should have been 

calculated and defined in different ways which means that a direct comparison of 

the Transfer Value to Pension ratio for each element was invalid. Misinformation 

was the direct and sole reason for his decision.  

• The end result of the constant misinformation provided by Aviva is that the benefits 

left within the scheme are considerably less than he was led to believe they would 

be. The result of this is that the current transfer value is considerably less than it 

would have been. This clearly is a financial loss. 

• He says there is obvious injustice in the situation in which he finds himself. Aviva 

contends that it is acceptable to provide incorrect information, on more than one 

occasion, without having to take responsibility when that information is relied upon 

to make decisions.  

• He believes this runs contrary to all the ideals of the Financial Conduct Authority, 

particularly at a time when the whole matter of transfers out of Final Salary 

schemes is mired in controversy.  

Ombudsman’s decision 
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 I do not uphold Mr H’s complaint. 

 
Anthony Arter 

Pensions Ombudsman 
27 March 2020 
 

 


