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The SRD 
grant court 
case 
On 25 August 2026, the Supreme Court of Appeal will hear the 
government’s appeal against the  January 2025 Gauteng High Court 
judgment1, which ruled in favour of IEJ and #PayTheGrants, finding 
that the Social Relief of Distress (SRD) grant system was 
designed to exclude eligible people and ordering 
the government to fix it. This reference 
card seeks to clarify some of the 
myths, or assumptions, on which 
the government’s position is based, 
and reflects on the findings of the 
Gauteng High Court judgment. 
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“Online applications are 
modern and efficient”
The Court declared the ONLINE-
ONLY system unconstitutional.

It is important to make online channels available for 
applications. The problem with the SRD grant is that 
applications MUST be online, and it is not possible for 
people to apply in person. While online applications 
create convenience for some people, they exclude 
poor and rural South Africans who lack access to 
smartphones, data, or digital literacy. 14% of people in 
South Africa do not have any form of internet access, 
and are thus excluded from applying for the SRD 
grant, even though they are more likely to be poor and 
therefore eligible. All other grants allow for the option 
of in-person applications alongside online applications.

ASSUMPTION 1

“Government databases 
create efficiency in 
checking who qualifies 
for the SRD grant”
The Court found that 
database verifications are 
inaccurate and unreliable. 

SASSA relies on outdated, erroneous databases (UIF, 
SARS, NSFAS, Home Affairs) that falsely flag eligible 
individuals as employed or receiving an income, 
thereby denying them benefits that they are entitled 
to. People who used to receive NSFAS or UIF, but 
no longer do, are often excluded from accessing the 
SRD because the system shows them as still receiving 
them. Government has admitted that the databases 
are unreliable as they do not accurately reflect a 
person’s present circumstances, yet they still use them 
to reject people.

ASSUMPTION 3

“Bank verifications 
are a smart way to 
prevent fraud and 
misrepresentation”
The Court declared bank 
verification an unlawful “BLUNT 
INSTRUMENT” designed to exclude.

The bank verification system treats ALL incoming 
monies into an account as ‘income’ – including 
money held on behalf of family members and 
neighbours, once-off assistance for basic needs, child 
maintenance, or loans. This inability to distinguish 
reasons for having money in one’s account unfairly 
disqualifies genuinely destitute people.

ASSUMPTION  2

“The SRD grant barriers 
are necessary to protect 
the public purse”
The Court noted that National 
Treasury set an arbitrary cap on 
the SRD grant budget; DSD and 
SASSA had to keep within it.

The amount budgeted by National Treasury for the 
SRD grant is enough to cover about half the estimated 
number of beneficiaries. DSD and SASSA were 
forced to limit SRD disbursements to stay within the 
budget cap. They did so by erecting barriers to block 
deserving applicants. In a parliamentary briefing, 
the Department of Social Development admitted 
that  “The Department only has a budget for 10.5 
million people, hence it needed to add additional 
restrictions to remain within budget.” The Court found 
that this measure cannot be solely attributed to fraud 
prevention.

ASSUMPTION 4
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“The R624 income 
threshold is fair” 
The threshold is frozen at the 
2021 food poverty line – now 
worth less due to inflation.

The Court ruled this was retrogressive – a rolling back 
of rights. The actual food poverty line is currently 
R855, yet the eligibility threshold for the SRD grant 
remains at R624—the food poverty line in 2021. That 
means that millions of people who are in food poverty 
today don’t meet the eligibility requirements for the 
SRD grant. People who would have qualified in 2022 
would not qualify today due to inflation. 

ASSUMPTION 5

“Approved beneficiaries 
all get paid”
10–15% of approved beneficiaries 
are not paid each month. 

SASSA has no credible plan to fix systemic payment 
failures. The Court declared these non-payment 
delays unconstitutional and unlawful, and ordered 
SASSA to investigate and fix the crisis.

ASSUMPTION 7

“Any increase to the SRD 
grant is unaffordable”
The SRD grant is an economic 
stimulus, which creates 
consumption and economic activity. 

Our modelling shows that an increase in the SRD 
grant would have a stimulus effect, creating economic 
activity and extra revenue for the government.

ASSUMPTION 10

“R370 is sufficient – it 
helps people meet 
their basic needs”
R370 is well below the food 
poverty line – it can buy less 
and less of the basics.

The High Court ruled that government must devise a 
plan that ensures that the SRD grant meets objective 
standards of adequacy. While other grants have 
risen over the years, the SRD remains stagnant. It is 
now worth less than half of the 2026 food poverty 
line (R855). The grant is therefore not sufficient. 
Instead of providing a springboard out of poverty, it 
perpetuates it. People may be able to use it to avoid 
bare starvation, but they have no way of improving 
their circumstances over time.

ASSUMPTION 6

“The SRD grant is 
temporary”
Government has repeatedly 
committed to expanding and 
improving the SRD grant into a 
system of basic income support

The SRD grant is here to stay in some form. The crises 
of poverty and hunger it responds to have not abated 
and, by some metrics, are worse than when it was 
introduced. Government cannot use the notion that it 
is ‘temporary’ as an excuse not to fix the problems and 
injustices in its administration. The High Court found 
that the SRD grant is not temporary.

ASSUMPTION 9

“The government is 
fixing the system”
The government has chosen 
to appeal the 2025 judgment, 
instead of complying, and is 
now implementing the flawed 
system for other social grants.

After losing in the High Court on 23 January 
2025, the government chose to fight to preserve 
regulations the Court found irrational, arbitrary, and 
unconstitutional—leaving 16+ million impoverished 
adults in limbo.

ASSUMPTION 8
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