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Ombudsman’s Determination 

Applicant Mr T 

Scheme Sunar Inc Retirement & Death Benefit Scheme (the Scheme) 

Respondent  Aegon 
  

Outcome  

 

 

Complaint summary  

 

Background information, including submissions from the parties 

 In 1987, Mr T joined the Scheme and, following advice from a financial adviser (the 

Financial Adviser), whom I assume was appointed by the Scheme Trustees, his 

contributions were invested in the Mixed Fund (the Fund). 

 Mr T made contributions into the Fund from June 1987 to April 1988, when he left the 

Scheme.  In June 1988, the value of his account in the Fund was about £750. 

 In 1993, the Scheme was wound up and Mr T’s account in the Fund was assigned to 

him on 6 August 1993.  In 1998 and 2004, Mr T updated his address with Aegon but, 

despite this, he was not sent any statements.  Aegon says that they should have 

started sending regular statements from August 1993, when a policy (the Policy) was 

assigned to Mr T, but they did not have a system in place to do so. 

 Mr T approached Aegon in 2016 about taking his benefits.  Aegon informed him that 

the value of the Policy in June 2016 was about £430.  He complained that he had not 

received any statements from Aegon since the Policy was assigned to him, and that 

he was not told all the contributions made in the first year of membership were 

invested in initial units, which have a lower value than accumulation units. 
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 Aegon explained that initial units are part of how they charge for the administration of 

the Fund.  In addition, the Fund is classed as medium risk and other administrative 

charges have been deducted, which have led to the decreasing value of the Policy 

over the years.  Aegon accepts that they ought to have sent Mr T statements each 

year, and have paid £400 to him in recognition of the error and the mishandling of his 

complaint. 

Adjudicator’s Opinion 

 

• Mr T was a member of the Scheme for less than a year and his contributions only 

purchased initial units in the Fund, not accumulations units.  It was not an unusual 

practice at the time for initial units to be purchased in the early years and used as 

part of the charging mechanism for the investment. 

• The Financial Adviser that sold the pension plan to Mr T should have explained 

how initial units work.  In any event, Aegon did not provide any direct advice to him 

regarding the Fund.   

• The pension plan was set up by the Trustees of the Scheme on Mr T’s behalf and, 

although it appears the Financial Adviser may not have provided him with an 

information pack, Aegon is not responsible for the omission.  The Adjudicator was 

not persuaded that awareness of the initial units would have made a material 

difference to Mr T’s decision to join the Scheme and invest in the Fund. 

• Although he did not receive statements, Mr T could have tracked the performance 

of the Policy by contacting Aegon directly to find out the value of his investment.  

The failure of send statements did not prevent him from being able to find out 

about the value of his Policy. 

•  Nevertheless, the complaint should be partly upheld because Aegon should have 

sent regular statements to Mr T.  It would have been very upsetting for Mr T to find 

out about the reduced value of the Policy at such a late stage and an award of 

£500 would be more appropriate in the circumstances.  Aegon is prepared to 

make a payment of £100, in addition to £400 already paid.  This is more in line 

with what the Ombudsman would award, and Mr T should contact Aegon directly if 

he is prepared to accept the offer. 

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

consider.  Mr T has provided his further comments but these do not change the 

outcome.  Mr T says that the initial units are subject to secret charges and Aegon is 

unwilling to provide details of the charging mechanism.  He asked if the only 

opportunity to explain how the charging mechanism works was when he took out the 

Policy in 1987, and whether Aegon has an obligation to explain the scope and 
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mechanism of the charges.  He maintained that he should receive an appropriate 

level of compensation of not less than £5,000.  In response, Aegon provided an 

explanation of the initial units and said that this would have been set out in the Policy.  

Aegon said that the offer of compensation is reflective of their acceptance that there 

were shortcomings in its response to Mr T’s query. 

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

points made by Mr T for completeness. 

Ombudsman’s decision 
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 Therefore, I partly uphold Mr T’s complaint and make a direction aimed at remedying 

the injustice. 
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Directions 

 Within 28 days of the date of this Determination, Aegon shall pay £100 to Mr T, in 

addition to the earlier payment of £400, in recognition of the significant distress and 

inconvenience caused to him by their administrative error. 

 

Karen Johnston 

Deputy Pensions Ombudsman 
18 September 2018 
 

 

 


