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 Mr S did not accept the Adjudicator’s Opinion and the complaint was passed to me to 
consider.  

 Mr S provided his further comments. He says that:- 

• He did not request a transfer to move his pension. An adviser from Optimum 
arranged to meet his wife some time in 2016 to discuss her pension. His wife also 
gave the adviser details of Mr S’ pension. Mr S never met the adviser, so he did 
not know he was unregulated. 

• The signature on the instruction, dated 25 August 2016, for Aegon to pay the 
transfer value was not his. 

• There was no transfer of funds mentioned. The adviser had told his wife that he 
would see if it would be worth moving the pensions. Consequently, Mr S was not 
offered any incentives to transfer as there was no transfer involved.  

 In response to Mr S’ comments Aegon has said:- 

• There does appear to be some variation in Mr S’ signatures on various documents 
which is to be expected. Signatures change over time and can vary depending on 
many factors including the age of the writer, the surface the writer is writing on, 
the type of pen used and the haste with which the signature is written. 

• The signature on the LOA bears a strong resemblance to Mr S’ other signatures 
on file and yet he says that he never engaged with Optimum or its representatives 
and so, by extension, he presumably denies that this is his signature also. How 
had Mr S’ signature and national insurance number been obtained by Optimum? 
 

• Aegon considers that when presented with the signatures on the LOA and transfer 
paperwork, received from a FCA regulated firm, it was reasonable for it to accept 
these as genuine instructions from Mr S.  

• Mr S says he never personally spoke to or instructed Optimum or any party on its 
behalf and that they only spoke to his wife. In the original letter of complaint, 
TFRS said that Mr S “was approached via an unsolicited call from an adviser who, 
unbeknownst to Mr S, was unregulated”. This seems to contradict what Mr S has 
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now said, firstly that he actually spoke to the adviser (either on the telephone or in 
person) and that the party involved in those conversations was unregulated.  

• The LOA received from Optimum, which was a regulated firm, shows that Aegon 
was unaware of the involvement of an unregulated introducer.   

• There is no record on Aegon’s files of a complaint or any contact from Mr S 
regarding a transfer of his pension fund without his permission. In the 
circumstances outlined by Mr S, it would have expected Mr S to make contact as 
soon as he became aware of the transfer, in 2016, to enquire why the transfer had 
proceeded without his permission.  

 I note the additional points raised, but these do not change the outcome. I agree with 
the Adjudicator’s Opinion. 

Ombudsman’s decision 
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Anthony Arter 

Pensions Ombudsman 
21 June 2022 
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