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             Please quote our ref: PFA/GA/11860/2006/LTN 
 
 
RE: DETERMINATION IN TERMS OF SECTION 30M OF THE PENSION 

FUNDS ACT 24, 1956 (“the Act”): C CROSS (“the complainant”) v 
ULTRA LITHO PROVIDENT FUND (“the first respondent”), HOLLARD 
GROUP BENEFITS NETWORK (“the second respondent). 

 
1. Introduction 

 
1.1   This complaint concerns the payment of administration costs which was   

wrongly deducted by the first respondent from the complainant. 
 

1.2 The complaint was received by this office on 7 December 2006. A letter 
acknowledging receipt thereof was sent to the complainant on 15 January 
2007. On the same date a letter was dispatched to the second respondent 
giving them until 15 February 2007 to file their response to the complaint. 
Other two letters were dispatched to the second respondent on 28 
September 2007 and 22 January 2008 respectively giving them until 1 
October 2007 and 24 January 2008 respectively to file their response to 
the complaint. This office never received any responses from the 
respondents. 
 

1.3 Having considered the written submissions filed before this office and 
telecommunications we had with the complainant, it is unnecessary to hold 
a hearing in this matter. The determination and reasons therefor appear 
below.   
    

 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 

 
2      Factual background 

 
 2.1 The complainant was a member of the first respondent. He joined the first 

respondent on 11 February 1991. By then, the first respondent was 
administered by Metropolitan. In 2001, the second respondent took over 
the administration of the first respondent. The complainant exited the fund 
on 31 January 2005. As a result of his exit from the fund, he was entitled 
to a withdrawal benefit. He received his withdrawal benefit of 
R177.795.56. 

 
3.      Complaint 
          
 3.1 The complainant complains that the first respondent deducted 

administration costs in his benefit and the employer was responsible for 
payment of those costs. 

 
4. Response 

 
4.1   This office never received any responses from the respondents. This office 

sent the first letter to the second respondent on 15 January 2007 giving 
them until 15 February 2007 to file their response to the complaint. The 
second respondent or first respondent never files any response. Other two 
letters were dispatched to the second respondent on 28 September 2007 
and 22 January 2008 respectively giving them until 1 October 2007 and 24 
January 2008 respectively to file their response to the complaint. This 
office never received any response. 

 
 5. Determination and reasons therefor 
 
5.1  In this matter, this office never received any responses from both the 

administrators of the first respondent and the first respondent. This office 
relied on the submissions made by the complainant.  

 
5.2   The complainant’s complaint is that he is unhappy with the deduction of the 

administration costs of R23 040.75 in his benefit. He submitted that in 
terms of the contract of employment he was supposed to contribute 5 % 
and the employer contribute 5% together with administration costs.  He 
further submitted that he is entitled in terms of the law to recover his 
money.  

 
  5.3 There is nothing before the Adjudicator to challenge the submissions made 

by the complainant. And the matter as it now stands is that the complainant 
was wrongly charged R23 040.75 for costs from his withdrawal benefit. 

 
5.4 Section 30F of the Act stipulates that “when the Adjudicator intends to conduct an 

investigation into a complaint he or she shall afford the fund or person against whom the 
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allegations contained in the complaint are made, the opportunity to comment on the 

allegations”. In this matter the Adjudicator afforded the parties affected by the 
matter an opportunity to respond to the complainant and they never 
responded. 

 
5.5 In the conclusion, this office feels that the version of the complainant 

remains uncontested. 
       
  6.  Relief 
 
6.1 Therefore, the first respondent is ordered to pay the complainant an 

amount of R23 040.75 together with interest of 15, 5 percent per annum 
within six weeks of the date of this determination. 

  
 

   
DATED AT JOHANNESBURG ON THIS THE  DAY        OF                                     
2008. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
MAMODUPI MOHLALA 
PENSION FUNDS ADJUDICATOR 
   


