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RE: DETERMINATION IN TERMS OF SECTION 30M OF THE PENSION FUNDS 

ACT 24, 1956 (“the Act”): A MAHAO (“the complainant”) v SUPERCARE 
CLEANING GROUP WORKERS’ PROVIDENT FUND (“the first respondent”),  
LIBERTY LIFE (“the second respondent”) & FIDELITY SUPERCARE 
SERVICES GROUP (PTY) LTD (“the third respondent”) 

 
1. Introduction 
 

1.1 This complaint concerns the computation of a retirement benefit payable by 
the first respondent to the complainant. 

 
1.2 The complaint was received by this office on 4 April 2006. A letter 

acknowledging receipt thereof was sent to the complainant on 29 
September 2006. On the same date a letter was dispatched to the third 
respondent giving it until 30 October 2006 to file its response to the 
complaint. Another letter was dispatched to the third respondent on 1 
October 2007 giving it until 3 October 2007 to file its response to the 
complaint. This office received responses from the second respondent and 
third respondent on 8 November 2007 and 19 November 2007 respectively. 

 
1.3  Having considered the written submissions filed before this office, it is 

unnecessary to hold a hearing in this matter. The determination and 
reasons therefor appear below.   
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1.4  As the background facts are well-known to all parties, these shall be 
repeated only to the extent that they are pertinent to the issues raised 
herein. 

 
2      Factual background 

 
2.1  The complainant worked for the third respondent from September 1987 

until 30 January 2004 when she reached the normal retirement age. From 
September 1987, she was not a member of any pension fund. She became 
a member of the first respondent from April 2000 when the first respondent 
was established until 30 January 2004. 

 
3.      Complaint 
          
        3.1  The complainant’s complains that her retirement benefit was not correctly 

computed in terms of the Rules of the first respondent. She further 
complains about the calculation of her benefit. 

 
4. Response 

 
Second respondent’s response on behalf of the first respondent 
 
4.1 Mr. Ugan Naidoo filed a response on behalf of the second respondent. He 

confirmed that the complainant was a member of the first respondent for 
period April 2000 to January 2004. He submitted that the complainant was 
paid an amount of R4 125.62 being the sum of all contributions received 
together with interest accumulated over that period.  He further advice that 
they do not have a record of the complainant contributing to the first 
respondent prior to April 2000 and no further benefit is held with the first 
respondent for the complainant.  

 
        Third respondent’s response 

 
4.2     Mr. D J Reynolds, a Human Resources Director filed a response on behalf 

of the third respondent. He confirmed that the complainant left the services 
of the third respondent on 30 January 2004 when she reached the 
retirement age. He submitted that the complainant was not a member of 
the first respondent in 1987 since the fund was only established in 2000 
with the rules being registered in November 2000. He further submitted 
that the complainant became a member of the first respondent in April 
2000 and based on the fact that the complainant became a member of the 
first respondent from April 2000 up to 30 January 2004 clearly shows that 
the amount paid by the second respondent to the complainant was 
correctly computed bearing in mind the low salaries and low contribution 
rates.   

 
5. Determination and reasons therefor 
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5.1 In this matter, the complainant submitted that her retirement benefit was not 

computed in terms of the Rules of the first respondent. She further 
submitted that the calculation of her benefit was not done properly 
considering the fact that she worked for the third respondent from 
September 1987 until 30 January 2004. On the other hand, the 
respondents submitted that the benefit was computed in terms of the rules 
and the calculation was done in accordance with the rules. In addition the 
respondents submitted the breakdown of calculations from the date when 
the complainant became a member until the date when the complainant 
ceased to be a member.  
 

5.2 They further submitted that the complainant became a member of the first 
respondent from April 2000 until 30 January 2004. From 1987, the 
complainant was not a member of the first respondent since the first 
respondent was established in 2000. With regard to the establishment of 
the first respondent, the complainant has not provided any documentation 
or information to dispute this fact. 

 
5.3 There are two issues which fall for determination which are computation 

and calculations of the retirement benefit.  
 

5.4 With regard to computation, from the submissions, it appears that the 
benefit was computed in terms of the Rules.  Rule 6.1 of the first 
respondent stipulates that “A MEMBER who retires from service at NORMAL 

RETIREMENT DATE shall be entitled to a benefit detailed in Part VI of the Special Rules 

at that date and be paid in accordance with Rule 8”.  
 

5.4 Part VI of the Special Rules provides that “A MEMBER who retires from service at 

NORMAL RETIREMENT DATE in terms of rule 6.1 shall be entitled to a lump sum equal 

to his EQUITABLE SHARE and shall be paid in accordance with rule 8”, while rule 8.1 
stipulates that “the benefit to which the MEMBER is entitled at the date of the actual 

retirement in terms of Rule 6 shall be paid as an annuity, such annuity being purchased 
from the COMPANY or any other registered insurer. The annuity shall be payable for the 
lifetime of the MEMBER and may be adjusted to take account of any period of guarantee 
or any other form of annuity as the PRINCIPAL OFFICER decides. The PRINCIPAL 

OFFICER may instruct that part or the entire annuity be commuted for a cash sum”. 
Based on the above rules and the breakdown submitted by the 
respondents the complainant benefit was computed correctly. 

 
5.4 The second issue which falls for determination is the calculations of the 

benefit. From the submissions, the respondents submitted a clear 
breakdown of calculations which clearly shows how they arrived at the 
amount of R4 125.62 which was paid to the complainant as her retirement 
benefit. This office is satisfied that the benefit was calculated correctly in 
accordance with the rules. The complainant has not provided any 
documentation or information which suggests how the benefit should be 
computed and calculated. There is therefore nothing on which to base a 
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determination in favour of the complainant. 
 

6.  In the result, the complaint is dismissed.      
 

 
SIGNED IN JOHANNESBURG ON THIS     DAY OF               2008. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________ 
MAMODUPI MOHLALA 
PENSION FUNDS ADJUDICATOR 
 
   


