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Introduction 

 

[1] In contention in this complaint is the question whether the second respondent is 

at law entitled to terminate the complainant’s membership of the first 

respondent and lapse the underlying policy of insurance when the complainant 

ceased payment of contributions prior to his selected retirement date.    

 

[2]  The complaint was received by this office on 21 August 2007. A letter 

acknowledging receipt of the complaint was sent to the complainant on 22 

October 2007. On the same date a letter was dispatched to the second 

respondent giving it until 22 November 2007 to file a response to the 

complainant’s complaint. A response dated 2 November 2007 on behalf of the 

first and the second respondents was received from the second respondent on 

6 November 2007. On 13 February 2008 a letter was addressed to the 

complainant giving him until 27 February 2008 to file a reply to the response. A 

reply dated 26 February 2008 was received from the complainant on 27 

February 2008. Having considered the submissions filed of record, it is 

considered unnecessary to hold a hearing. The determination and reasons 

therefor appear below. 

 

[3] Save for setting out only those essential facts that are pertinent to the issues 

raised herein, the tribunal shall not burden this determination by repeating the 
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background facts in detail as they are well-known to the parties. 

 

Facts  

 

[4] The complainant commenced employment with the third respondent as a 

financial manager from May 2002 until his dismissal in March 2004.  

 

[5] During the tenure of the complainant’s employment, he became a member of 

the first respondent until his membership was terminated in January 2005, 

some 10 months after the termination of his employment with the third 

respondent. 

 

[6] The first respondent is a retirement annuity fund approved and registered as 

such and falls within the ambit of a pension fund organization as defined in 

section 1 of the Act. The second respondent is the underwriter and 

administrator of the first respondent.   

 

[7] Because at the time of the commencement of his employment, the complainant 

did not meet the eligibility requirements for membership of the fund in which the 

third respondent participated, the complainant had entered into an arrangement 

with the third respondent in terms of which a certain amount would be deducted 

from the complainant’s salary by the third respondent as contributions to the 
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first respondent and remitted by way of a debit order from the third respondent’s 

bank account and paid to the first respondent. 

 

[8] For reasons which are not apparent from the papers, this arrangement 

continued after the complainant’s dismissal in March 2004 until it was 

discovered in January 2005 whereafter the second respondent reimbursed the 

third respondent all the contributions made to the first respondent in respect of 

the complainant and terminated the complainant’s membership of the first 

respondent. The termination of the complainant’s membership in turn led to the 

underlying policy of insurance being lapsed.     

 

[9] Such termination of the complainant’s membership and the consequent lapsing 

of the underlying policy of insurance now forms the subject matter of the 

complaint. 

    

Complaint 

 

[10] The complainant is aggrieved by the termination of his membership of the first 

respondent. He asserts that the second respondent should not summarily have 

terminated his membership and paid his contribution to the third respondent as 

it was the complainant’s monies in the first place that paid the contributions to 

the first respondent. 
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[11] It is contended by the complainant that the amount deducted from his salary by 

the third respondent in lieu of contributions to the first respondent was in the 

amount of R48 400.00. An amount of R46 200.00, further contends the 

complainant, was paid erroneously by the third respondent from its bank 

account as contributions to the first respondent subsequent to his dismissal 

from employment. 

 

[12] The complainant argues that the third respondent’s averment that the payment 

of contributions in respect of the complainant’s membership of the first 

respondent from the third respondent’s bank account was unauthorised is 

without foundation. In substantiation of this proposition, the complainant 

advances the following reasons: 

 

• his membership of the first respondent was arranged with the full 

knowledge of the managing director of the third respondent at the time and 

that the managing director was fully aware of the retirement annuity fund 

deductions and approved and sanctioned same by affixing his signature to 

the third respondent’s salary payroll; 

• the payment of the salaries from the payroll of the third respondent was 

executed by an independent official of the third respondent and who had full 

knowledge of the contents of the payroll and, in particular, of all the 
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retirement annuity fund deductions from the complainant’s salary; 

• all entries in the cashbook and general ledger with regard to the payment of 

all the contributions were clearly annotated with the complainant’s name 

and no attempt was ever made to hide this fact; 

• the books of the third respondent, including the complainant’s letter of 

appointment, were at all material times audited and no queries were ever 

raised. 

 

[13] A submission is made that the conduct of the third respondent in demanding 

that the second respondent refund all the contributions made to the first 

respondent in respect of the complainant is improper in that the third 

respondent has never addressed any demand to the complainant for the 

repayment of the overpaid contributions. It is further contended by the 

complainant that that the third respondent only raised the claim that the 

payments from its bank account were unauthorised after it had been brought to 

its attention that the excessive payment of retirement annuity fund contributions 

had been made in error from its bank account. 

 

[14] It is the complainant’s further submission that the third respondent is guilty of 

fraud by falsely claiming that the payments made from its bank account were 

never authorised and further that it committed theft by receiving and retaining 

monies that belong to the complainant. 
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[15] As regards the second respondent, the complainant alleges that it failed to 

investigate the matter properly before proceeding against him and that had it 

been in possession of the complete set of facts, so goes the argument, it would 

have realised that the course of action taken in the circumstances was 

inappropriate. It is further alleged that the second respondent has failed to act in 

the best interests of the complainant as its client and has instead chosen to act 

in the interests of a third party, in this case the third respondent. 

 

[16] The complainant makes the submission that the second respondent’s unilateral 

action constitutes a direct infringement of his rights in that: 

• he was denied access to his investment at a time when he required funds 

for a business venture; 

• he was forced to incur unnecessary legal expenses; 

• he was caused unnecessary mental anguish and suffering over a protracted 

period. 

 

[17] The complainant seeks an order directing the second respondent to 

immediately reinstate his membership of the first respondent; to give the 

complainant immediate access to the proceeds of his investment; to pay the 

legal expenses of the complainant; to pay the complainant compensation for the 

mental anguish and suffering and to make an order that the extent of the 
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compensation paid by the second respondent is to be determined by the law 

firm Garb and Joffe. 

 

[18] In his reply, the complainant reiterates the averment that his contributions to the 

first respondent were deducted from his salary for 22 consecutive months 

without any reservations being expressed by the second respondent concerning 

the legitimacy of the transactions. 

 

[19] The complainant argues that the second respondent only raised the matter with 

the first respondent after it was discovered that, through their own negligence, a 

number of payments had been made in error. 

 

[20] A submission is made that the claim made by the second respondent against 

the complainant to recover the contributions refunded to the third respondent is 

patently false and is intended to cover up the mistakes made and to recover the 

overpayments made in an illicit manner. 

 

Response 

[21] A response on behalf of the first and second respondents was submitted to this 

office by the second respondent. No response was received from the third 

respondent.  As will become apparent in the succeeding paragraphs, nothing 

turns on this as no relief is sought against the third respondent.      
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[22] By way of a historical backdrop, the second respondent explains that the 

complainant became a member of the first respondent from 26 June 2002 and 

that his selected date of retirement was 26 June 2010. His contributions to the 

first respondent, it is stated, were in the amount of R2 200.00 per month. The 

complainant is said to have been assisted by an independent broker, one Steve 

Chatfield of Steve Chatfield CC. 

   

[23] It is averred that the insurance policy underlying the complainant’s membership 

of the first respondent lapsed at inception when all the contributions paid by the 

third respondent on the complainant’s behalf through a debit order on the third 

respondent’s bank account signed by the complainant were refunded on the 

basis of the complainant’s employment having been terminated. To further 

buttress this averment, the second respondent appears to emphasize the 

allegation that the complainant was never authorised to sign the debit order in 

respect of his contributions to the first respondent.  

 

[24] I am referred by the second respondent to rules 4.2, 4.4, 5.2 and 5.3 as 

authority for its proposition that it acted lawfully in terminating the complainant’s 

membership of the first respondent. The provisions of these rules, as far as they 

may be relevant for the purpose of this complaint, shall be canvassed later in 

the determination. 
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[25] The second respondent vehemently disputes the authority of the complainant to 

sign the debit order in respect of his fund contributions on behalf of the third 

respondent. 

 

[26] It is stated that after the complainant’s dismissal on 18 March 2004, the second 

respondent was contacted by the third respondent on 28 January 2005 when 

the third respondent denied that the complainant ever had any authority to sign 

the debit order in respect of his contributions. In the same communication, the 

second respondent further avers, it received instructions from the third 

respondent to have the debit order cancelled. 

 

[27] The second respondent submits that after various telephonic correspondences 

with the third respondent, it had no option but to cancel the underlying policy of 

insurance and refund the contributions paid since the complainant did not have 

the necessary authority to sign the debit order. The second respondent further 

makes the point that to date the complainant has not been able to provide a 

resolution or other proof that he had signing authority over the third 

respondent’s bank account. 

 

[28] In amplification of its submission that the complaint against it be dismissed, the 

second respondent advances the following averments: 
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• that it acted in good faith in issuing the policy and accepting the debit order 

instruction at the time; 

• the dispute is essentially between the third respondent qua the employer 

and the complainant and that the second respondent in its capacity as the 

administrator of the first respondent should not be involved therein. It is 

further stated that when challenged by the second respondent to prove the 

complainant’s authority to sign for the debit order on behalf of the third 

respondent, the second respondent was left with no choice but to refund the 

third respondent the contributions paid from its bank account; 

• it is submitted that the complaint against the second respondent is “ill-

founded, without merit, is lodged against an innocent party… .” 

 

Determination and reasons therefor 

 

[29] Narrowed down to its essentials, the complaint relates to the application or 

interpretation of the rules of the first respondent that purportedly entitle the 

second respondent to lapse the policy of insurance underlying the 

complainant’s membership of the first respondent when he ceased contributions 

prior to his selected retirement date irrespective of the value of the contributions 

already paid by the complainant and alleges, alternatively, an improper exercise 

of powers; maladministration resulting in prejudice and/or that a dispute of law 
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has arisen between the complainant, on the one hand, and the respondents, on 

the other .  

 

[30] For its contention that it was at law entitled to terminate the complainant’s 

membership and lapse the underlying policy of insurance, the second 

respondent places reliance on the provisions of rules 5.2 and 5.3. Rule 5 

governs the payment of contributions and provides thus: 

 

 “5.1… 

 

5.2. If a MEMBER, in breach of his obligations under these Rules, prematurely discontinues his 

CONTRIBUTIONS to the FUND, then provided CONTRIBUTIONS have been paid for the 

minimum period determined by the BOARD he will be entitled to such sum, if any, as may 

be payable in terms of the FUND MEMBER POLICY or, in the event that no sum is payable, 

such sum as the INSURER may in its sole discretion elect to pay. 

5.3 If CONTRIBUTIONS have not been paid for the aforesaid minimum period, his 

MEMBERSHIP of the FUND will terminate and the FUND MEMBER POLICY will lapse and 

no PENSION INTEREST will accrue. 

5.4… 

5.5…”  

       

[31] It is clear from the foregoing that the relevant rules entitle the second 

respondent to terminate the complainant’s membership of the first respondent in 

the event that he terminates contributions to the first respondent before the 
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underlying policy of insurance acquires a “paid-up” value. 

  

[32] There is, however, a dispute of fact between the complainant and the second 

respondent regarding when the complainant’s membership was terminated and 

the policy lapsed, in the first instance, and as to whether the contributions made 

on the complainant’s behalf from the third respondent’s bank account were 

authorised, in the second instance. It is the second respondent’s contention that 

the underlying policy of insurance was lapsed at inception “when all 

contributions paid by the member’s employer through a debit order on the 

employer’s bank account signed by the complainant were refunded on the basis 

of the complainant’s employment having been terminated and the complainant 

not having the authority to sign the debit order”. The complainant, on the other 

hand, avers that he had an arrangement with the third respondent [his former 

employer] that contributions to the first respondent would be deducted from his 

salary and paid by the third respondent through a debit order from its bank 

account to the first respondent.  

 

[33] In light of the fact that the proceedings before this tribunal are conducted on the 

papers, the general rule with regard to dealing with disputes of fact in motion 

proceedings, as set out in the decision of the Appellate Division (as it then was) 

in Plascon-Evans Paints Ltd v Van Riebeeck Paints (Pty) Ltd 1984 (3) SA 623 

(A) at 634, finds equal application in this matter. In that case, the court put the 
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matter thus: 

 

 “It is correct that, where in proceedings on notice of motion disputes of fact have arisen on the 

affidavits, a final order, whether it be an interdict or some other form of relief, may be granted if 

those facts averred in the applicant’s affidavits which have been admitted by the respondent, 

together with the facts alleged by the respondent, justify such an order. The power of the Court 

to give such final relief on the papers before it is, however, not confined to such a situation. In 

certain instances the denial by respondent of a fact alleged by the applicant may not be such as 

to raise a real, genuine or bona fide dispute of fact (see in this regard Room Hire Co (Pty) Ltd v 

Jeppe Street Mansions (Pty) Ltd 1949 (3) SA 1155 (T) at 1163-5; Da Mata v Otto NO 1972 (3) 

SA858 (A) at 882D-H)… Moreover, there may be exceptions to this general rule, as, for 

example, where the allegations or denials of the respondent are so far-fetched or clearly 

untenable that the Court is justified in rejecting them merely on the papers (see the remarks of 

BOTHA AJA in the Associated South African Bakeries case, supra at 912A…” 

 

[34] The second respondent has provided no form of proof besides the apparent 

ipse dixit of the third respondent that the contributions made on behalf of the 

complainant were not deducted from his salary and further that the contributions 

were unlawfully made. All what appears to have happened is that when the third 

respondent discovered some 10 months after the complainant’s dismissal that 

his contributions had erroneously continued to be paid to the first respondent, 

the third respondent demanded from the second respondent a refund of all the 

contributions made in respect of the complainant, including those that were 

deducted from his salary during the tenure of his employment. For reasons that 
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are not apparent from the papers, the second respondent decided, without 

more, to accept the say so of the third respondent. The complainant, on the 

other hand, has furnished documentary proof in the form of pay slips that 

monthly deductions of R2 200.00 were effected from his salary by the third 

respondent in lieu of retirement annuity fund contributions for the period June 

2002 to March 2004. Such contributions amount to R48 400.00. This is 

corroborated by the Employee Tax Certificates applied for from the South 

African Revenue Service by the third respondent for the benefit of the 

complainant wherein this amount is reflected as having been deducted from the 

complainant’s salary. The complainant concedes that the amount of R46 200.00 

was paid in error by the third respondent in respect of his contributions at the 

time that the complainant was no longer in the employ of the third respondent. It 

is clear in the circumstances that the second respondent’s contention that all 

the contributions made in respect of the complainant were unauthorised thereby 

justifying the lapsing of the underlying policy from inception is so clearly 

untenable so as to border on being far-fetched. 

 

[35] By reason of the foregoing, this tribunal accepts on the probabilities that the 

complainant’s contributions for the period June 2002 to March 2004 in the 

amount of R48 400.00 were lawfully deducted from his salary and formed his 

contributions to the first respondent and should never have been repaid to the 

third respondent. It follows therefrom that the policy of insurance underlying his 
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membership of the first respondent should not have been lapsed at the time that 

the complainant ceased his contributions as the policy had at that time acquired 

a “paid-up” value. Thus, in lapsing the policy, the second respondent had acted 

wrongfully and unlawfully resulting in the complainant incurring pecuniary loss. 

The second respondent is liable to compensate the complainant for that loss. In 

the circumstances, the complainant is entitled to relief that would place him in 

the position he would have been had the policy not been lapsed. 

 

[36] The complainant further seeks the following orders: 

• an order directing the second respondent to reinstate the full value 

of the policy;  

• an order giving him immediate access to the proceeds of the policy; 

an order directing the second respondent to pay the legal expenses 

that the complainant has incurred;  

• an order directing the second respondent to pay compensation for 

the damages suffered as a result of not being able to access the 

proceeds of the policy;  

• an order for compensation for mental anguish and suffering and 

finally an order directing that the amount of compensation be 

determined by the law firm Garb and Joffe. 

 

[37]  I shall deal with the prayer for a reinstatement of the full value of the policy last.  
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Access to proceeds of the policy 

 

[38] As far as the order the complainant seeks for immediate access to the      

proceeds of his policy, this tribunal is not competent to grant such relief. I say so 

for the following reasons. In short, the provisions of the Income Tax Act 58, 

1962 and the regulatory requirements for tax approval preclude a retirement 

annuity fund from allowing a member access to monies invested in the fund 

until the member attains retirement age. Retirement age is between 55 and 70 

years except in instances where the member becomes permanently incapable 

through infirmity of mind or body of carrying on her/his occupation. In other 

words, retirement annuity funds do not permit the payment of withdrawal 

benefits or discontinuance prior to the age of 55 years. Accordingly, a 

retirement annuity fund cannot be ordered to cancel a member’s investment 

and refund the contributions. A member will unfortunately have to wait until the 

age of 55 years is attained before accessing the fund investment, and even 

then, she/he will only be entitled to commute one-third of the total annuity for 

cash and will have to receive a life-long pension from the fund. 

 

Legal costs 

 

[39] The complainant also requests an order directing the second respondent to pay 

his legal costs. It is important to point out at the outset that the power of this 
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tribunal to issue costs orders has never been canvassed or decided before. 

Thus, this matter presents a welcome opportunity to decide this issue and to lay 

down guidelines for the future. However, prior to embarking on a discussion on 

this matter it is important to address the provisions of section 30K of the Act that 

deals with legal representation before this tribunal. Section 30K of the Act reads 

as follows: 

 

  “No party shall be entitled to legal representation at proceedings before the Adjudicator.”  

 

[40] On simple or literal reading of section 30K one may conclude that parties are 

not entitled to legal representation in proceedings before this tribunal. However, 

on close inspection and analysis it is clear that the wording simply excludes the 

obligation on a party to have legal representation. This is in contrast to court 

proceedings where legal representation is essential. Further, it is clear from the 

provisions of section 30K that it does not prohibit legal representation should a 

party believe that it is necessary in the preparation of the submission of his/her 

complaint before this tribunal. Therefore, whether or not it is permissible to have 

legal representation before this tribunal will be assessed on a case by case 

basis subject to the Adjudicator’s discretion. It is further clear that the intention 

of the legislature in promulgating section 30K was to ensure that proceedings 

before this tribunal are at all times fair, simple and devoid of judicial formalities 

as much as possible. 
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[41] However, the stark reality of practice is that a lot of the complainants are legal 

persons in matters of law, pensions or tax and as such it may require 

assistance of experts to assist in the effective and proper articulation of a 

complaint. Thus, in line with the legislature’s intention of ensuring fairness of 

hearing before this tribunal in instances where the complaint involve complex 

issues of such a nature as to require the involvement of legal representation 

such representation shall be allowed in line with the provisions of section 30K of 

the Act. 

 

[42] Further my predecessor, Prof J Murphy, indicated in Henderson v Eskom and 

Another [1999] 12 BPLR 353 (PFA) at 354E-F that the Adjudicator has a 

discretion to allow legal representation in terms of section 30K of the Act. He 

ruled that a literal interpretation of section 30K indicates that it proscribed 

entitlement to legal representation but does not banish representation. Thus, 

this tribunal has a discretion to allow legal representation. It follows that a party 

who incurred legal expenses as result of employing a legal representative to 

lodge his complaint properly is entitled to recover all the costs reasonably 

incurred in pursuing the complaint.  

 

[43] Moreover, the Natal Provincial Division held the following in Otis (South Africa) 

Pension Fund and Another v Hinton and Another [2005] 1 BPLR 17 (N) at 18E-
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F:  

“It is apparent from the provisions of sections 30D, 30E, 30F, 30M and 30O of the Act 

that the intention of the legislature was to constitute a complaints forum which would, for 

all practical purposes, be equivalent to a court of law but which was not bound by the 

formalities of procedure which might ordinarily have the effect of delaying adjudication 

and causing the parties to incur substantial expenses for legal representation. The 

absence of formal procedural requirements does not, however, detract from the nature of 

the function which the Adjudicator must perform which is, plainly, a judicial function.”  

 

[44] The above ruling was confirmed by Fourie J in Old Mutual Life Assurance 

Company (SA) Ltd v Pension Funds Adjudicator and Others [2007] 1 BPLR 

117(C) at paragraph 12, where he indicated that the Adjudicator performs a 

judicial function as her determinations are deemed to be civil judgments of any 

court of law in terms of section 30O of the Act. Thus, this tribunal has the power 

to issue costs orders in terms of the Uniform Rules of the High Courts read 

together with section 30O of the Act. This is due to the fact that this tribunal, like 

other civil courts, receives complaints where parties have incurred legal 

expenses in trying to properly present their complaints before the Adjudicator. 

Rule 70(3) of the Uniform Rules of the High Court reads as follows: 

 

“With a view to affording the party who has been awarded an order for costs a full 

indemnity for all costs reasonably incurred by him in relation to his claim or defence and 

to ensure that all such costs shall be borne by the party against whom such order has 

been awarded, the taxing master shall, on every taxation, allow all such costs, charges 
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and expenses as appear to him to have been necessary or proper for the attainment of 

justice or for defending the rights of any party, but save as against the party who incurred 

the same, no costs shall be allowed which appear to the taxing master to have been 

incurred or increased through over-caution, negligence or mistake, or by payment of a 

special fee to an advocate, or special charges and expenses to witnesses or to other 

persons or by other unusual expenses.”  

 

[45] The object is that the party to whom costs are awarded is afforded full indemnity 

for every expenditure reasonably incurred by him in relation to his claim or 

defence (see Bowman NO v Avraamides and Another 1991 (1) SA 92 at 95C-D). 

Only amounts which the complainant has paid, or becomes liable to pay in 

connection with the due presentation of his case are recoverable (see Texas Co 

(SA) Ltd v Cape Town Municopality 1926 AD 476 at 488).  

 

[46] In casu, I am inclined to issue a cost order for the following reasons. It is patently 

clear from the facts of this case that the second respondent conducted its 

investigations prior to terminating the complainant’s membership of the first 

respondent in a very lax manner. No regard at all was had by the second 

respondent to the complainant’s side of the story. Contrastingly, the second 

respondent decided, without more, to believe the third respondent’s version of 

the events. As a result of the second respondent’s conduct the complainant 

incurred legal expenses in lodging his complaint to this tribunal. Further the 

complaint is of such a complex nature that had legal representation not been 

sought the complaint may not have been properly articulated. Therefore, the 
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appointment of a legal representative had added value to the lodgement and 

assessment of the complaint. 

 

[47] Section 30Q(g) permits the adjudicator to do anything necessary for the 

achievement of her objects. It reads: 

 

 “The Adjudicator may with the concurrence of the Financial Services Board- 

 … 

 

 (g) in general do anything which is necessary or expedient for the achievement of his or her 

objects and the performance of his or her functions.” 

 

[48] As previously stated, in this instance, it is considered necessary to make a 

costs order against the second respondent who most evidently failed to 

exercise a duty of care when dealing with its client, the complainant. The 

complainant is called upon to prepare a bill of costs on the party and party scale 

in accordance with the Magistrate’s Court tariff and in line with the Rules of the 

court and to forward such bill of costs to the second respondent who in line with 

Rule 33 of the Magistrates’ Court rules must effect payment within 30 days of 

the date of this determination. If there are issues that are in dispute regarding 

the bill of costs the complainant is called upon to put the matter before the 

Taxing master who will finalise those issues.  
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Compensation for Damages (patrimonial and non-patrimonial) 

 

 [49] It is clear from the documentary evidence that no case has been made out for 

both the patrimonial and non-patrimonial damages that the complainant seeks. 

Furthermore, no fraudulent misrepresentation against the second respondent 

has been established either. 

 

Reinstatement of full value of the policy 

 

[50] I now turn to the prayer for a reinstatement of the full value of the policy 

underlying the complainant’s membership. The inception date of the policy was 

June 2002 and the contributions of R2 200.00 per month were legitimately paid 

until March 2004. Such contributions amounted to R48 200. As I have stated, 

the complainant is entitled to be placed in the same position he would have 

been had the policy not been lapsed and his membership terminated.      

 

Relief 

 

[51] The order of this Tribunal is therefore the following: 

 

[51.1]  The complaint relating to the cash payment to the complainant of 

the proceeds of the first respondent is dismissed; 
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[51.2]  The complaint seeking an order for pecuniary and non-patrimonial 

damages from the second respondent is dismissed; 

 

[52] It is hereby declared that the first and the second respondent had no right to 

lapse the policy of insurance underlying the complainant’s membership of the 

first respondent when he ceased making contributions to the first respondent in 

March 2004 prior to his selected retirement date; 

 

[53] The first and second respondents are jointly and severally directed to reinstate 

the complainant’s membership of the first respondent relating to his 

contributions from June 2002 to March 2004 to the value it would have currently 

been had his policy not been lapsed. 

 

[54] The first and second respondents are ordered further (jointly and severally) to 

pay interest on the reinstated value of the policy at the mora rate of 15,5% per 

annum reckoned from the date of this ruling until the date of reinstatement.    

 

 [55] The second respondent is directed to pay the complainant’s costs of suit on a 

scale as between party and party calculated in accordance with the Magistrate’s 

Court tariff within 30 days of this determination. 

 

SIGNED AT JOHANNESBURG ON THIS THE     DAY OF      2008. 
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Yours faithfully 

 

      
Mamodupi Mohlala 
Pension Funds Adjudicator  
 


