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IN THE TRIBUNAL OF THE INSURANCE AND RETIREMENT  FUNDS 

ADJUDICATOR 

                  CASE NO RFA/H/2/2011 

In the Complaint Between 

Thembi Mkhonta-Krooijman                                    Complainant  
 
And 
 
Central Bank of Swaziland Retirement Fund   1st Respondent 
 
Central Bank of Swaziland     2nd Respondent 
 
Metropolitan Life Swaziland     3rd Respondent 

 

STATEMENT OF DETERMINATION OF COMPLAINT SUMITTED IN TERMS OF 
SECTION 43 (3) OF THE RETIREMENT FUNDS ACT NO.5 /2005 (The Act).   
___________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The complainant joined the Central Bank of Swaziland (CBS, 3rd respondent, 

employer or the bank) on the 1June 1979 until she left on the 1 April 2007 under 

Voluntary Exit Scheme (VES) at the age of 47. During the tenure of her 

employment she was a member of the CBS pension fund and later, from 1998, 

the CBS retirement fund.  

 

1.2 The complaint filed is against the CBS retirement fund (1st respondent or the 

fund), Metropolitan Life Swaziland (2nd respondent or fund administrator). The 

complaint relates to the value of the benefit (E388 040) that the complainant 

received from the fund on or about 30 April 2010 - three years after she exited 

her employment and the fund, having opted to leave her benefit in the fund until 

she reached age of 50. According to information furnished by the respondents 

the amount comprised of complainant’s contributions and interest thereon, 

employer’s contributions and interest.  

 

2. FACTUAL BACKGROUND  

    

2.1 In 2003 the employer issued Circular No. 1/2003 dated 13 June 2003 directed to                                       

all bank staff titled “Policy on Voluntary Exit Scheme (VES)” in which it announced         

introduction of enhanced VES. The circular narrated among others, VES objectives, 

conditions, application procedures, terminal package as well as provided an 
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illustrative sample package payable by the employer. The circular also stated that 

VES participants would in addition receive “applicable pension benefit based on CBS 

Pension Rules”. It also advised staff to seek further clarification from IDU/HR 

department before applying for the scheme. 

 

2.2 Complainant’s application for VES had initially been declined. She was   

subsequently accepted to VES and this was confirmed by a letter dated 26 February 

2007 by Director ID/HR, which also advised her on the conditions, among others, 

calculation and payment of her exit package. The letter further stated in paragraph 3 

that “Your pension will be paid to you in terms of the Pension Rules on or soon after 

your last day at work at the Central Bank.” 

 

Withdrawal claim form        

  

2.3 Pursuant to her release on VES the complainant completed a withdrawal claim 

form dated 28 March 2007. The form bears “CBS Staff Benefits” date stamp 

reflecting 29 March 2007. The form comprised tick boxes which the complainant 

ticked but not all of them. There are also inscriptions made on this form which relate 

to no tick box in particular, namely “voluntary early” and “NB: I defer my pension until 

I am 50 years”. Both inscriptions bear what appears to be complainant’s initials. 

Among the boxes that she ticked was one which referred to “deferred pension.”  This 

was the information on the form reflective of complainant’s intentions for the 

treatment of her benefit the fund at the time of her departure in 2007.  

 

3. THE COMPLAINT 

 

3.1The complainant states that in January 2010 she started the necessary process 

to get her deferred benefit. She communicated with the fund administrator and CBS. 

She then received a benefit summary from the fund administrator which reflected her 

fund credit or gross benefit as E388 040. The complainant was not happy with the 

value as it was not what she expected after 27 years of service to the bank. She took 

the matter up with the respondents.  

 

 3.2 She lodged a complaint with the bank requesting review of the benefit. She is 

dissatisfied with a mere contributions of hers and the employer’s, plus interest. She 

asked to be accorded the status of early retiree, comparing her case to one member 

who she said exited in 2005, three months before she reached age 50 who she said 

was granted early retirement based on the bank’s approval. The responses to the 

complaint which were made in May 2010 did not accede to the complainant’s 

requests. A lot of correspondence was exchanged between the complainant and the 

respondents on the issue and between the respondents among themselves without 

any decision favourable to the complainant. 
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3.3 She realised that her complaint to the respondents would be a protracted 

process, she then accepted a 1/3 commuted benefit without prejudice to her dispute 

which she would pursue ‘’ to get what was due to her.” 

 

3.4 By letter of 15 July 2010, she lodged a complaint with the Registrar of Insurance 

and Retirement Funds (RIRF or the Registrar) against CBS, the fund and the fund 

administrator (collectively the respondents). Correspondence passed between the 

Registrar on one hand and the CBS and the fund on the other without a resolution 

until the office of the Adjudicator was established and the complaint was transferred 

to be dealt with in terms of Section 43 of the Retirement Funds Act of 2005 (The 

Act). The Office of the Adjudicator commenced operations in August 2011 and in 

September embarked on investigation of the complaint  

 

3.5 The complaint which is contained in complainant’s said letter of 15 July 2010 to 

the Registrar, can be summed up in part from the opening paragraph which reads: 

 
 “..the manner in which the Central Bank of Swaziland (CBS) and / or the Trustees of the 

Central Bank of Swaziland Retirement Fund and Metropolitan Swaziland (Metropolitan) have 

handled the issue of my retirement benefits.”  

 

3.6 The complaint concerns quantum of benefits, the refusal by the fund to allow her 

early retirement benefit and to draw it at 50. The complainant further states that she 

was misled by the Principal Officer to believe that she could retire early at that age.  

 

The complaint is covered in definition of a complaint as set out by the Act. 

 

The complainant elaborates in this complaint letter that: 

 She did not resign; 

 She and another lady deferred their pension on the advice of the Principal 

Officer who assured her that she would not be at a disadvantage if she chose 

that option; (emphasis supplied) 

 She felt treated unfairly and/or discriminated against by being denied early 

retirement status in so far as a precedent had been set whereby one 

employee was granted retirement in 2005. 

 That reference to the rules was just a ploy for her frustration as the rules had 

already been bent before. 

 

4. THE RESPONSE/DEFENCE 

 

4.1 The response filed jointly by the respondents first by the Principal officer (with the 

Registrar) and subsequently with the Adjudicator through the fund administrator,  

is that upon her exit through VES on the 31 March 2007 the complainant  

became a paid up member of the fund. The respondents acknowledged that the 
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withdrawal form received by the respondents, signed by the complainant in 2007 

(submitted to and endorsed by the Pay and Benefit department) indicated her 

intention to defer her benefit until age 50. The said form also indicated her 

intention to retire early at 50, that both were not provided for in the rules. In 

January 2010 the complainant advised the fund and CBS fund administrator that 

she was turning 50 in April, and requested payment of her deferred benefit. In the 

letter to the Registrar dated 17 August 2010 the Principal Officer stated that 

employer submitted the necessary forms to the fund administrator for action. The 

latter responded that the complainant was only entitled to payment of pension 

when she reached 60.The Principal Officer further said in the said letter that, as 

the complainant expected to receive her deferred pension at age 50 a decision 

was taken to pay the benefit entitlement earlier than her normal retirement date. 

The Principal Officer stated that rules in support of the criteria used to calculate 

the benefit  were the provisions on deferred benefit and withdrawal benefit. 

(emphasis supplied) ( It is note on checking the rules that deferred benefit is 

dealt with by at least three rules, rule A3.2, (time when it is payable, that is 60),  

rule A4.6 states that deferred benefit is payable to deferrer beneficiary at 

retirement age and then refers the reader to rule A3.2.3 on how it is calculated. 

The calculations stated here make no reference to employer’s portion. It is further 

noted the complainant received hers and employer’s contributions plus interest 

respectively). 

 

4.2 In response to the Adjudicator’s request for clarity, the administrator stated on 

behalf of the respondents in the letter dated 19 December 2011 that 

complainant’s ‘’withdrawal benefit from the CBS retirement fund was calculated 

in terms of Section B (resignation/ dismissal) in the Schedule attached to the 

rules...” The Administrator stated had stated in an earlier letter to the complainant 

dated 1 June 2010, copied to the Principal Officer and CBS retirement fund, that 

by terminating her service on the 31 March 2007 at which point you opted to 

defer your benefit in the fund. Hence from that date onwards you were deemed 

to be deferred pensioner “in terms of the rules.’’ The Administrator further 

informed the complainant in the same letter that ‘’in conclusion we confirm the 

following: 

 That you are not entitled to retire under normal circumstances before 

reaching age 60. 

 However, as you opted to retire at the age of 50 your pension has been 

calculated at the date of your early retirement. (emphasis supplied) 

 You are not entitled to a greater benefit in terms of the rules. 

(emphasis supplied) 

 

It is noted terminology by the respondents in reference for the treatment of 

complainant’s benefit is very much inconsistent. At one stage it is said that the 
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complainant was a deferred pensioner but that her benefit was calculated under both 

deferred and withdrawal category. Yet at another stage she was told that 

she retired at age 50 and her pension was calculated at the date of her early 

retirement. She is told in the same letter that she was not entitled to a greater benefit 

in terms of the rules.  It is not mentioned nor is it clear which rules were referred to in  

this instance. A check on the rules on early retirement entitles the beneficiary to 

benefits, among them, the benefit guarantee which the complainant was denied. 

 

Provisions of the Schedule, the rules on different methods of treatment of benefits, 

as well as the discrepancies in respondents’ statements will be dealt with below.     

 

4.3 The complainant pleaded ignorance and said at the time that she opted for VES 

she was not aware that her exit would negatively affect her retirement benefit. 

She was under the impression that she would receive not less than E500 000. 

She pleaded with the respondents to be considered for enhanced benefit. The 

attitude of the fund administrator was that the complainant was not entitled to a 

greater benefit under the rules and that any enhanced benefit would be borne by 

the employer. (Emphasis supplied)       

 

4.4 The board of trustees deliberated on the matter at diverse meetings with the 

resultant decision that was in agreement with the fund administrator that the 

calculations were made in terms of the rules and complainant’s claim for a higher 

benefit was invalid. The fund proposed certain options for complainant’s 

considerations which included a request to the Commissioner of taxes for tax 

exemption on the lump sum, which the complainant was amenable to, came to 

nought. 

 

4.5 The fund later topped up her fund credit with annual bonus rates of 8% for 2010 

and 5% for 2011 bringing the total fund credit from E388 040 to E501 744.62.   

 

5. STATEMENT AND REASONS FOR DETERMINATION 

 

5.1 NO ORAL HEARING WAS FOUD NECESSARY IN THIS MATTER. I RELIED 

EXCLUSIVELY ON DOCUMENTS AND WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS OBTAINED 

FROM THE PARTIES.    

 

5.2  The letter of complaint of the 15 July 2010 (copied to the Principal Officer and 

the fund administrator) makes reference to advice received from the Principal 

Officer. The complainant she states that she relied on the advice to defer her 

benefit at 47 until 50 expecting to take early retirement then. She says that “...I 

and the other lady deferred our pension on the advice of the Principal Officer who 

assured me that I would not be at a disadvantage should I choose to exercise 

that option ”   the principal officer’s undisputed advice as it turned out was 
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erroneous in so far as it was contrary to the fund rules. The complainant also 

states in the said complaint letter that after she lodged her complaint with the 

respondents in 2010 regarding the treatment of her benefit the administrator all 

along gave her the impression that her case would not present any problem 

since there had been a positive resolution on a matter similar to hers.  The 

complainant’s contention that another employee in a similar case as hers was 

allowed the benefit that she was asking to be accorded was there by confirmed 

with an indication that her case would be treated in the same manner. 

 

5.3 The Adjudicator received no comment or response from the Principal Officer who 

was requested by the Adjudicator in writing on two separate occasions to 

comment on the alleged advice. The alleged advice is undisputed suggesting 

that the Principal Officer did utter it. It can therefore be regarded as a fact. There 

was no comment either from or on behalf of the administrator to controvert 

complainant’s statement that she was made to believe by the former that her 

case would not raise issues since a similar matter to hers had been positively 

resolved before. 

 

5.4 Advice through staff circular No. 1/2003 on VES as well as a letter of 26 February 

2007 directed to the complainant mentioned that pension would be dealt with in 

terms of the rules. It can be expected that the complainant would have been  

alerted by this to find out what the rules provided in respect of pension and VES. 

However this is not to suggest that fund members should not seek and rely on 

advice given by specialised departments on the issues under their scope, 

particularly in the case where official circulars advised them to do so. 

 

5.5  Another relevant factor taken into consideration earlier noted is the fact that not 

only was complainant misled by the principal officer on her belief that she could 

defer her benefit at age 47 and retire early three years after leaving service, but 

also that her form with the details of her intentions to defer her benefit and retire 

early as already stated was received and endorsed by the CBS pay and benefits 

department. This is the department that staff including the complainant was 

advised in a circular on VES to consult for clarity on issues related to pension 

benefits . Communication to the staff also advised that staff should seek advice 

on their pension benefits from such departments (see last paragraph of Circular 

No 1/2003).  

 

5.6 The inconsistent and conflicting statements made by the fund representative, 

the Principal Officer, and the fund administrator regarding the rules and their 

application to complainant’s case as highlighted above paragraphs leave an 

impression that no better appreciation of the rules could be expected from the 

rank and file members of the fund. The principal officer’s statement amounted 

to negligence on the part of the fund which negligence caused prejudice to the 
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complainant who relied on it to make a decision detrimental to her pension 

benefit. 

 

 Allegation of discrimination 

 

5.7 The complainant mentions that in 2005 another employee was granted early 

retirement status before she reached 50 at the instance of the employer, and that her 

case should be treated in the same way. The respondents provided minutes of a 

meeting of 16 December 2010 held with the complainant where the issue was 

discussed and it was explained that the case of the employee concerned was not 

comparable to hers, that the employee concerned exited the fund three months 

before she reached 50. 

 

5.7 Authority on which the exercise of this discretion was based has not been cited 

by the respondents. A check on the rules showed the closed as Rule B2.8 which 

provides that “Subject to any conditions the Administrator and the Fund may 

impose, and subject to the approval of the commissioner, the employer has the right to 

instruct the fund to allocate greater benefits than those provided for in these Rules.”  As 

far as I understand rule B2.8 and the use of the term “benefits” in the rules 

seems to refer to an increase of the amount payable to an individual who is due 

for retirement, early retirement, resignation, e,t.c..and that it does not mean 

affording a person category or status such as  early retirement  or other category  

for which the member other otherwise does not qualify for. 

 

In the event that rule B2.8 indeed covers the situation and the case of the 

employee referred to, still that does not extinguish the cause for complainants 

allegation of discrimination in so far as the rule was not applied in her case. She 

was not aware of the rule that supported management’s decision but felt that a 

precedent had been set by that case.  

  

5.8  It can be said that there is some credence to complainant’s request to be treated 

likewise even with the time differences to retirement in the two cases. The 

respondents have not explained either to the Registrar or this tribunal the factors 

that were considered to make the earlier case “not comparable” to the 

complainant’s case.       

 

5.9 Fund rules & retirement 

 

5.9 1 It is pertinent to mention that the fund rules are paramount on matters such as 

payment of pension and related benefits, subject to the provisions of the Retirement 

Funds Act of 2005. Section 9 (g) of the Act provides that the management board of 

the fund shall ensure that the fund is managed in accordance with its registered 

rules. The Act further provides at Section 13 (3) that rules of a retirement fund shall 
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be binding on the fund and its members, the employer and officers and anyone who 

has a claim on the fund. This position was emphasized by the Supreme Court of 

Appeal of South Africa in the case involving Tek Corporation Provident Fund and 10 

Others v Roy Spencer Lorenz (Case No: 490/97), wherein the court stated the 

following at paragraph [15] concerning : the fund, trustees and the fund rules: 

 

              The pension fund, the powers and duties of its trustees, and the rights 

                And obligations of its members and the employer are governed by the rules of the 

               Fund, relevant legislation and common law. The fund is a legal persona and owns 

               Its assets in the fullest sense of “owns”. 

  

The court stated this in reference to South African legislation, The Pensions Fund Act of 

1956 Section 5(1) thereof which is similar in material respects with  the provisions of Section 

13 (1)  (3) of Swaziland Retirement Funds Act referred to above: 

                         

5.9.2 It is noted that among the stated objects of the fund rules that there is no 

provision for VES at least for members below the age of 50 such as in the case of 

the complainant.    

 

5.9.3The set of fund rules that were made available in this case have the following 

main divisions: 

 

 CONTENTS 

 ESTABILISHMENT AND OBJECTS OF THE FUND 

 DEFINITIONS 

 SCHEDULES TO THE RULES 

 PART A covering topics membership, contributions, withdrawal benefits, 

retirement benefit, death benefit.  

 PART B on management of the fund, general provisions concerning benefits, 

dissolution of the fund, financial provisions. 

 

Each of the main parts have several subdivisions which is normal except for the 

onerous cross reference between the rules. A single rule on a particular issue refers 

the reader to another rule or more, which in turn refer you to many others. The 

reader is in many cases referred to as many as four other rules before one can get a 

complete picture on one particular issue.  

 

That is how complicated these fund rules are.   

 

5.10 I proceed to examine the rules that have a bearing on the complaint. 
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Normal retirement -  Rule A4.1 this rule is not applicable to the complainant it 

provides for retirement benefit that is only accessed by members when they reach 

60 as set in the schedule. 

 

Voluntary early retirement - Rule A4.1.2 This rule also excludes the complainant who 

was 47 at the material time (exit from the fund) in view of the fact that ‘’ A member 

may retire...on the last day of any month after the age of 50 years...’’ (emphasis is 

provided).  

There is no provision for early retirement for members who leave their benefit in the 

fund until they are 50 to qualify for early retirement. The complainant stated on her 

form that she was retiring early. 

 

Deferred benefit - Sub rules A3.1 (b) and A 3.2: The complainant also indicated in 

her withdrawal form that she was deferring her benefit until she was 50. This is 

partially permissible under sub rule A3.1 (b) which provides members with the option 

to leave their withdrawal benefit in the fund, in which case sub rule A.3.2.1 applies. 

In terms of the latter rule, she became a deferred beneficiary. It was therefore 

incorrectly stated by the administrator that the complainant was a deferred pensioner 

. However the effect of this rule is that her benefit would be payable on her normal 

retirement age of 60.Therefore if the complainant became a deferred beneficiary she 

could not access her benefit at age 50.  

 

Computation of complainant’s benefit 

 

5.11 This issue has been dealt with in earlier paragraphs suffice it indicate the 

outline of the benefit was paid:  

 

Member contribution -                           113 462.58 

Employer contribution –                         226 925.15 

Total interest up to 30 June 2011 –        47 652.27   

Total benefit                                -         388 040                           

 

 It is not clear which rule or rules were applied to grant this benefit. Rule B4.2.3.3 

although it refers to maximum sum of balances does not state inclusion of interest on 

the pay-out of member’s benefit. Complainant’s pay-out was increased with interest. 

 

  To quote from Rule B4.2.3.3 as far as it is relevant: 

 
   “Notwithstanding anything contrary contained in these rules, members’ benefits under the fund at 

any time...are limited to a maximum of the sum of the balances in his member contributions account, 

net employer contribution account... ” 
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5.12 The respondents decided that the complainant was not entitled to a greater 

benefit, in particular the Minimum Benefit Guarantee (hereinafter the MBG). Rule 

B.4.2.3.4 provides in peremptory terms that notwithstanding B4.2.3.3 the MBG shall 

be applicable in respect of a member who was a member of the pension fund. 

 

Pension Fund is defined in the rules as the Central Bank of Swaziland Pension Fund 

while the definition in relation to MBG states “In respect of a member who was a 

member of  the PENSION FUND: A defined benefit  guarantee that the value of such 

members will be no less than the minimum benefit as set out in the SCHEDULE .” 

According to the schedule to the rules MBG is the value of retirement benefit payable 

to a member who was a member of the pension fund and who retires in terms of rule 

A4.1 and that the benefit shall not be less than the value of the stated retirement 

benefit. It has already been highlighted in earlier paragraphs the uncertainty created 

regarding the exact rule or category under which the complainant’s benefit was 

classified.         

   

The schedule to the rules 

  

5.13 It will now be ascertained whether or not the complainant by virtue of being a 

former member of the CBS pension fund she was entitled to the MBG under any 

provisions of the rules. The schedule provisions on Withdrawal Benefit categorizes 

and allocates withdrawal benefits according to whether the member departed by, 

among others 1) resignation/dismissal; 2) redundancy or retrenchment. In the case 

of  1) that is resignation or dismissal, the member is entitled to the amount in his/her 

contribution account plus the employer’s contribution increased by interest plus in 

respect of a member who was a member of the pension fund, certain percentages of  

a) the past benefit  from the pension fund relating to the employer’s portion and b) 

any enhancement transferred from the pension fund that was not previously 

allocated, increased by interest as declared by the Board of trustees until the date of 

leaving service....   

 

It is noteworthy that provisions under this part of the schedule do not deal with nor 

refer to retirement but are dedicated to benefits of departing members through the 

categories listed above which do not relate to or make reference to retirement  which 

is dealt with under rule A4.1 and the others referred to earlier.   

 

5.14 Rules A4.1, 4.1.1, 4.4.2 respectively state when retirement benefit is payable. 

They list the periods as: normal retirement, voluntary early retirement etc. There is 

also rule 4.2 on the amount of retirement benefit, which brings the schedule into the 

picture. It states that the amount of pension payable to a member who retires shall 

be equal to an annuity as set out in the schedule. Rule A4.3.1 takes the position 

stated by A.4.1further and states that member’s retirement under A4.1 shall be 

entitled to annuity set out in the schedule. The import of these rules is that the 
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retirement benefit, that is, normal retirement early retirement and others are paid in 

terms set out in the schedule, and the latter states that such payments shall be made 

subject to minimum benefit guarantee. 

 

It would appear that members who leave employment either by dismissal or 

resignation provided for under the schedule are entitled to some additional benefits 

stated therein which are not reflected in the list of payments made to the 

complainant. This was not a correct treatment of her benefit. This conclusion is 

drawn from the fact that this Tribunal was informed on inquiry that complainant’s 

benefit was classified and computed under the category for dismissal/resignation.  

 

6. FINDINGS 

 

6.1 From the analysis made of the facts, the law, fund rules, documents furnished, 

submissions made by parties, and from the totality thereof, the following findings 

are made:   

 

1) That the complainant was misled by the negligence of the fund and or 

employer through wrong advice of the principal officer who was also the 

Human Resources Manager of the employer, that is to believe that she could 

defer her benefit at age 47 when she exited her employment, and 

subsequently retire early when she turned 50. Further that the Pay and 

benefits department acceptance of her form bearing inscriptions of her 

mistaken intentions and endorsing it without a query, and the fund or 

employer subsequently submitting it to the administrator for action without 

seeing anything wrong goes to show that all the people involved and who 

were expected to play advisory role acted negligently. 

 

2) That the fund administrator’s statements in the letter to the complainant to the 

effect that the complainant had retired early and that her benefit had been 

calculated accordingly, he cannot turn around or be heard to say the 

complainant was not entitled to the minimum benefit guarantee in the 

circumstances. This confusing statement although made later after the 

damage had been done confirms the extent to which wrong information was 

given to the complainant which includes the information by the administrator. 

 

3) The issue of the employee who retired early three months before her 

retirement was a good will extended to the employee which was probably 

effected in terms of rule B2.8 has an element of discrimination in that the 

complainant was denied such concession. 

 

4) The cumulative effect of the wrong actions of officials and therefore of the 

fund in this case and the disregard for the fund rules, and most importantly the 
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wrong advice received from the Principal Officer who is a high ranking official 

of the fund, should not be allowed to leave the complainant in a 

disadvantaged position or without a fair remedy in respect of benefits.  

 

5) That therefore the CBS retirement fund must bear the blame and take the 

responsibility for alleviation of complainant’s predicament largely from the 

omissions and misinformation which occurred. 

 

6) The decision made in herein finds support or persuasion from South African 

case Spearman V Salt Rock Hotel Pension Fund Case No PFA/295/98/LS 

wherein it was stated that the complainant who stated that on the basis of 

figures quoted to him that misinformed him made to him by the respondents 

on which basis he made a decision to take retirement to his prejudice, that in 

such a case he would have to prove negligence on the part of the respondent 

and that he suffered loss as a result, that is, in order succeed in his claim for 

restitution. The facts in complainant’s case have shown these elements. In 

another persuasive case, Fisher v Basil Read Group  Pension Fund and 

others   Case No PFA/WE/262/98/NJ, it was stated that “this is generally the 

correct position, depending on circumstances that an employer could incur 

liability for promises made in relation to pension benefits as an inducement to 

an employee  to accept  the terms of termination. ”  

 

7) Adjudicator is conferred by the Act to make an order that a court of law can 

make. 

      

The order 

 

6.2 The Central Bank of Swaziland Retirement Fund is ordered to grant to the 

complainant  voluntary early retirement status  with all the benefits provided for by 

the fund rules for that category of members, in particular the minimum benefit 

guarantee as a former member of the CBS Pension Fund. 

The Fund shall grant the complainant any enhancement to  

her benefit afforded under the fund rules in respect of  members who voluntarily  

retire early. 

 

Interest  

 

6.3 the Benefit due under early retirement and any other benefit due or payable to 

the complainant as an early retired member per this order shall be backdated to the 

31 April 2010 and credited with interest equivalent to amount of interest declared by 

the board of trustees during the period from the 31 April 2010 to the date of payment.  
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6.2 In the event that no interest was declared as envisaged in 6.3 above, all the 

benefits afforded the complainant in terms of this order shall be credited with 5% 

percent interest from the 31 April 2010 until the date of payment. 

 

6.3 The order made herein operates with immediate effect and shall be effected 

within 6 weeks of service upon the fund.  

 

 

THUS DONE AT Mbabane ON THIS 30 DAY OF December 2010. 

 

 

Doris Tshabalala 

Insurance and Retirement Funds Adjudicator. 

 

 

 

TO:     THEMBI MKHONTA 

     Complainant 

     P. O. Box 2245 

MBABANE 

H 100      

 

AND TO:    PRINCIPAL OFFICER 

     Central Bank of Swaziland Retirement Fund 

     P. O. Box 546 

MBABANE 

H 100 

 

AND TO:    HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER 

Central Bank of Swaziland  

     P. O. Box 546 

MBABANE 

H 100 
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AND TO:    CENTRAL BANK OF SWAZILAND FUND            

                                                      ADMINISTRATOR 

METROPOLITAN LIFE SWAZILAND 

P. O. Box 45 

EVENI. 

 

SECTION 57 FILING:  REGISTRAR 

     HIGH COURT OF SWAZILAND 

P. O. Box 19 

MBABANE 

H 100 

 

 

 

 


