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Ombudsman’s Determination  

Applicant Dr I     

Scheme  Hargreaves Lansdown SIPP (the SIPP) 

Respondents Hargreaves Lansdown Asset Management Ltd (HLAM)  

Interactive Investor (II) 

Outcome  

 

 

Background information, including submissions from the parties 

 Dr I held a SIPP with HLAM. On 19 May 2020, Barnett Waddingham (BW), who were 

II’s SIPP provider acting on its behalf, sent a password protected email to HLAM. This 

email requested an in-specie transfer of the SIPP from HLAM to BW and also 

contained an attachment comprising of completed transfer paperwork received from 

Dr I.  

 

 On 26 May 2020, HLAM sent an email to BW stating that it was unable to open the 

attachment to the email of 19 May 2020 and requested for it to be re-sent. No 

response was received from BW.  
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 On 10 July 2020, II requested a valuation of the SIPP from HLAM. HLAM responded 

on 28 July 2020 to repeat it was unable to open the file attached to the email of 19 

May 2020. 

 On 18 August 2020, II requested a further valuation from HLAM.  

 On 20 September 2020, HLAM sent an email to II stating that it had not received any 

transfer paperwork to instigate the transfer. HLAM also stated that it still required Dr I 

to complete its transfer discharge form and would not be able to proceed with the 

transfer until this was received. 

 On 21 September 2020, HLAM received a further transfer request from BW, which it 

was able to access on this occasion.  

 On 26 October 2020, Dr I signed and returned the discharge forms to HLAM which 

confirmed receipt on 28 October 2020.  
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Dr I’s position  
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HLAM’s position  
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 Typically, it will include a two week ‘warning’ to providers to not chase HLAM for 

progress to allow it sufficient time to process documents. It implemented this 

acknowledgment to providers, so they were aware that it was in receipt of the 

necessary information and were processing this.  

 

 It was not until October 2020 that it was advised that HLAM had received its transfer 

submission sent in May 2020, but that it could not be opened. No explanation was 

provided as to why it was not notified earlier.   

 It did not advise Dr I to sell the Unicredit Spa NPV and iShares MSCI World UCITS 

ETF Dist GBP stocks, which he says were sold at a loss. If Dr I had wished to keep 

them, he could have left them with HLAM. Dr I chose to sell and therefore he must 

accept responsibility for when he sold them and what price he accepted.  

 The reason that these two stocks are now available to Dr I on its platform is down to 

its business practice of continuous review of what is eligible to be held on its platform. 

At the time of the transfer, these assets were listed as incompatible and ultimately 

which stocks it accepts on its platform are at its own discretion.  

 Dr I did not repurchase these assets suggesting that they were not part of his long-

term investment strategy. Seemingly he made other investment choices. 

 It is evident that the delays lie with HLAM who accepted such liability and 

compensated for its role. II compensated Dr I for not updating him as often as he 

would have liked, but during this period it regularly chased HLAM who failed to 

communicate with II despite having received its completed transfer request. 

 HLAM advised II not to issue its acceptance of the transfer until February 2021.  

 Due to Dr I’s frustration at being misinformed and delayed, it did waive the service 

plan fees he had accrued with II during HLAM’s delays. However, it considers that 

£129.94 is a fair amount of redress (£40 + £89.94). 
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Adjudicator’s Opinion  

 

 On 26 May 2020, HLAM advised BW that it was unable to open the attachment to the 

email of 19 May 2020 and requested for it to be re-sent. No response was received 

from BW at that time and the accessible transfer paperwork was not received by 

HLAM until 21 September 2020. Therefore, II was ultimately responsible for this delay 

of just under 18 weeks.   

 HLAM should have processed the final document received on 28 October 2020 within 

ten working days. As this was not processed until 7 December 2020, HLAM was 

responsible for this delay of just under four weeks.  

 II was at fault for not sending the acceptance to HLAM earlier once Dr I confirmed he 

wished to proceed with the transfer on 11 December 2020. II sent the acceptance to 

HLAM on13 February 2021, which equated to a delay of just under seven weeks 

caused by II. It was reasonable to expect the acceptance to have been sent to HLAM 

within ten working days.  

 Dr I had the option to keep the investments that could not be transferred in-specie 

with HLAM but ultimately decided to sell and transfer the cash to II. The Adjudicator 

was therefore unable to conclude that a financial loss was incurred due to the delay, 

as the funds either remained invested or were sold and transferred.   

 If the transfer had completed 28 weeks earlier, Dr I would not have paid HLAM SIPP 

Management fees of £16.66 per month for this period. This equated to the sum of 

£116.62 in overpaid HLAM SIPP Management fees. As this was within II’s offer 

period of no SIPP fees from May 2020 for 12 months there was no compensation 

required for any overpaid fees to II. 
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• It was only after October 2020 that he was advised to trade on the basis that 

anything traded during the transfer would have remained with the old provider. 

 

• HLAM apply a spread charge whereas II only charge an exchange fee. Therefore, 

the same transaction level costs him no more than £300 with II as opposed to 

£8,000 with HLAM. 

 

• He started trading in the SIPP with £110,000 and one year later it was worth 

£280,000. In the five months lost from May to October 2020 the value of the SIPP 

would have grown over £430,000 based on the previous trading activity.  

 

• He accepts that he is not owed £150,000 but does not agree with the assessment. 

He was advised at the beginning of the transfer that the transactions traded while 

funds were being transferred would have remained with the old provider and was 

never told that the process had not started. 

 

• It was he who continuously chased HLAM and II and it would have taken longer had 

he not done so.  

 

• The delay caused by II from May to October 2020 and its delay in communicating 

his acceptance from November 2020 to February 2021 is worth £5,000 alone. He 

also suffered aggravation and losses as a result of having to sell the Unicredit and 

Deutsche Bank shares.  

 

• He considers that compensation of at least £10,000 from HLAM and at least 

£20,000 from II is more appropriate. 

 

 

Ombudsman’s decision 
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 In relation to financial loss as a result of the delays incurred, both HLAM and II 

caused delays to the transfer of the SIPP equating to a total of approximately 28 

weeks. Had the transfer completed 28 weeks earlier, Dr I would not have paid HLAM 

SIPP Management fees of £16.66 per month for this period. This equates to the sum 

of £116.62 in overpaid HLAM SIPP Management fees. I find that these overpaid fees 

should be refunded by HLAM and II. However, I do not find that HLAM or II can be 

held responsible for any investment losses as a result of Dr I’s decision not to trade 

between May and October 2020.   

 My awards for non-financial injustice are intended as an acknowledgement to the 

applicant for the inconvenience and/or distress that they have suffered as a result of 

maladministration. In other words, to remedy the injustice genuinely suffered – not to 

penalise or punish the respondent for bad behaviour. There is published guidance on 

the level of awards that may be made. I consider Dr I has suffered significant non-

financial injustice and an award of £500 is appropriate. 

 I partially uphold Dr I’s complaint. 

 

HLAM shall:- 
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(i) Pay £58.31 directly to Dr I in recognition of half of the overpaid HLAM SIPP 

Management fees;   

(ii) Pay £250 (less £200 if already paid) directly to Dr I in recognition of the significant 

distress and inconvenience caused to him.    

II shall:- 

(i) Pay £58.31 directly to Dr I in recognition of half of the overpaid HLAM SIPP 

Management fees;  

(ii) Pay £250 (less £40 if already paid) directly to Dr I in recognition of the significant 

distress and inconvenience caused to him.   

Anthony Arter CBE 

Deputy Pensions Ombudsman 
30 August 2023 
 

 


