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Executive Summary 
 

This report presents the immediate and ongoing impact of the decommissioning of 

paypoints by the South African Social Security Agency (SASSA). This document 

provides a consolidation of sixteen site reports rolled out in South Africa in 2019. 

 

Report Context 
 

The Social Assistance Act provides for the provision of social grants in line with Section 27 of the 

Constitution. The Social Security Agency Act established an agency, SASSA, to be responsible for 

the administration and payment of social grants. The agency procured the services of the South 

African Post Office (SAPO) for the implementation of a state-led hybrid national grant payment 

system through three payment methods for social grants: 

1. SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement Account (SDA)
1 

with a package of free services; 

2. personal accounts;  

3. institutional accounts with commercial banks. 
 

Grants beneficiaries now have access cash through: 
 

1. the tellers at Post Office branches; 

2. a designated SASSA cash paypoint operated by SAPO; 

3. selected retailers who offer cashback (like Shoprite/Checkers, Pick ’n Pay, Boxer and Spar);  

4. ATMs of major commercial banks within the National Payment System (NPS). 
 

Just over 7,8 million (71%) beneficiaries have a SASSA/SAPO SDA, but only 4% of all grant 

beneficiaries (over 1,1 million) make use of SAPO branches and paypoints for reasons outlined 

below. Approximately 34% of beneficiaries withdraw their cash at retailers and 61% at ATMs.  

 
 

 
1. A ring-fenced bank account that does not permit debit or stops orders. The SASSA/SAPO SDA offers a set 

of free services redeemable at SAPO branches, paypoints and retailers. The use of ATMs is not a free 
service on the SASSA/SAPO SDA; it is for the grant beneficiary’s personal account. 
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SASSA, in executing its mandate, must adhere to the provisions of the Constitution to provide social 

grants in a manner that ensures equality and dignified services. It must consider key provisions in 

Social Assistance (No. 13 of 2004) and SASSA (No. 9 of 2004) Acts for social assistance, as well as the 

Batho Pele Principles, the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act (No. 3 of 2000) and the Protection 

of Personal Information Act (No. 4 of 2013). 

 

 
Objective of the Report 

 
This research project considers the effect of the transition to SAPO as a payment agent. The 

essence of this research project identifies the adverse impacts of the decommissioning of SASSA 

paypoints on rural/peri-urban grant beneficiaries’ access to social assistance payments, especially 

with regards to financial implications, time required, distances travelled, impact on people’s 

dignity and opportunity costs. 

 

 
Methodology 

 
Drawing on the exploratory qualitative work already done by the Black Sash, the research conducted 

16 group case studies of grant beneficiaries’ experiences relating to the closure of SASSA paypoints. 

These were located in rural and/or peri-urban areas in the Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, Gauteng, 

Mpumalanga, Limpopo and the Western Cape. The research was conducted over five months from 

February to June 2019. 

 

 
Key Findings from the Report 

 
The research assessed the impact of the decommissioning against beneficiaries’ satisfaction levels 

after the decommissioning process, SASSA’s approved Norms and Standards and global guidelines 

for social assistance payment systems. 

 
General Satisfaction 

Evident from the research is the very high level of dissatisfaction among beneficiaries as a result of 

the SASSA/SAPO’s unilateral closure of paypoints. This is a grave concern. 

 
Norms and Standards 

The findings indicate that the decommissioning of paypoints strategy, which limits beneficiary payment 

options, directly infringes on beneficiaries’ rights. It also constitutes a blatant disregard of Cabinet and 

the Social Development Department’s approved Norms and Standards. The Norms and Standards 

provide, in respect of the payment system, for the following (amongst others):
2

 

■ Access to mobile paypoints within a 5 km radius, and 20 km distance to fixed paypoints; 

■ Adequate equipment to ensure a beneficiary does not spend more than an hour waiting in a 

queue; 
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■ Help Desks supported by telephones and ICT facilities to be available at every point of 

payment, with a minimum of one SASSA official to ensure effective and efficient 

responses to beneficiaries’ administrative queries at the paypoint; 

■ Shelter, seating, toilet facilities, water, first aid kits and wheelchairs to uphold the dignity of 

beneficiaries during payment times. 

During the course of 2018, SASSA arbitrarily decommissioned approximately 8 000 paypoints, 

without a proper public consultation process or a regulatory instrument. SASSA’s interpretation of 

the Norms and Standards seems to be premised on the notion that the 5 km radius for mobile and 

the 20 km for fixed payments are two mutually exclusive payment options. It is clear that both 

measures (mobile and fixed paypoints) should be provided for. 

 
Accessibility 

Based on the research conducted, since the decommissioning, the average distance to paypoints and 

the time it takes to collect the grant have both increased, as well as the associated costs, including 

transport and bank fees. The decommissioning of paypoints is in violation of the Cabinet approved 

Norms and Standards in respect of accessibility to paypoints, taking cognisance of geographical 

terrain and the number of beneficiaries per paypoint. 

The decision to force so many of the poor to use ATMs at commercial banks at their own cost, as 

opposed to those still within the reach of a paypoint or a SAPO branch, is not only discriminatory, 

but both decreases and erodes the value of the social assistance benefit provided for in the 

Regulations. This further deepens poverty among social grant beneficiaries. 

The SAPO footprint of + 1 500 branches (located in towns) together with the drastically reduced 

number of paypoints (1 740) is inadequate to meet the requirements of reasonable accessibility, 

particularly in rural and peri-urban areas. Not only has access to facilities at SAPO decreased from 

the previous paypoint regime, but vulnerable beneficiaries now face difficulties in accessing 

payments through available payment channels. 

Many beneficiaries are struggling with complaints, recourse (access to administrative justice) and 

refunds because SASSA Help Desks are not available at most SAPO branches, paypoints, retailers and 

ATMs where millions more grant beneficiaries now access their remittances. 

 
 
 
 
 

2. Consolidated Norms and Standards of 2007. 
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Robustness 

Vulnerable beneficiaries are now more exposed to risk as result of the following: 

■ Challenges with security at SAPO and other payment channels are found in most of the site 

locations included in this research; 

■ Female beneficiaries, who make up the majority of social grant beneficiaries, become 

victims of gender-based violence including rape and attempted rape. All beneficiaries, 

particularly the most vulnerable (elderly and disabled), have become easy targets for 

muggings and robbery. Both are direct consequences of the decommissioning of paypoints 

and the location of new channels; 

■ Insufficient cash at some paypoints increases the cost to beneficiaries who have to travel to 

alternative points even further away or return on another day; 

■ Irregular payments, short payments and fraud experienced by beneficiaries were raised as 

serious problems, along with intermittent connectivity at paypoints. 

 

 
Summary of Discussion 

 
SASSA decommissioned over 8 000 paypoints without a rational strategy.  This has not only 

adversely affected beneficiaries, but increased the hardship of the poorest of the poor. Furthermore, 

beneficiaries were effectively ignored during the decommissioning of the paypoints. In a few 

extreme cases, violence against women, including attempted rape and sexual assaults, have been 

reported. The findings indicate major infringements of beneficiaries’ rights that go against the spirit 

of the Batho Pele Principles. 

Based on the research findings, the direct and indirect costs of access to points of payment have 

affected beneficiaries in many ways. Millions of  beneficiaries incur higher costs to access payment 

channels. Additionally, beneficiaries experience a number of challenges with accessing payment 

through retailers and ATMs. Furthermore, findings indicate a lack of consideration for the rights and 

dignity of the poorest and most vulnerable. The findings indicate a lack of security at many payment 

channels, leading to increased risk and exposure. Additionally, findings identified various locations 

experiencing insufficient cash to ensure payments to beneficiaries. 

 

 
Concluding Remarks 

 

In summary, the findings indicate that SASSA went against its own Norms and Standards. In the 

process, SASSA ignored and violated beneficiaries’ needs, rights and dignity, particularly in rural 

and peri-urban areas, where there is no or limited access to the National Payment System as well as 

interconnectivity challenges. Beneficiaries have no or limited access to the basket of free services 

offered on the SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement Account as well as inadequate access to recourse. 

Furthermore, they are required to travel long and unsafe distances to access their grants at great 

personal expense. The availability of secure and reliable paypoints for these beneficiaries must be 

thoroughly reviewed and addressed. 
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Recommendations 

In the context of the findings from the research, the Black Sash recommends that SASSA implement 

the following: 

■ Reopen decommissioned paypoints, to the extent that such reopening meets the Norms and 

Standards set by government for social grants payments; 

■ Provide access to paypoints within the 5 km radius, taking reasonable cognisance of  

geographical terrain and the size of the beneficiary population; 

■ Provide Help Desks at Post Offices, paypoints, retailers and other payment channels to 

facilitate management of complaints and access to recourse; 

■ Provide basic facilities such as adequate shelter, seating, toilets and water to uphold the dignity 

of all beneficiaries; 

■ Establish offices within the 20 km radius to provide quality services and facilitate recourse 

and administrative justice; 

■ Pay costs when beneficiaries use ATMs or any other payment channels and incur transactions 

costs so that the value of the grant remains in line with that published in Government 

Regulations on an annual basis; 

■ Pay travel costs where beneficiaries are forced to travel beyond the 5 km radius. 
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Section 1: 
Introduction 

 
 

This study, commissioned by the Black Sash, offers an overview of the decommissioning of SASSA 

paypoints in 2018 and its impact on the lives of grant beneficiaries, particularly those in rural and peri-

urban communities. 

Reflecting on quantitative and qualitative data gathered in a nationwide fieldwork process, the report 

hopes to highlight the struggle of millions of beneficiaries and offer recommendations for government 

to best serve and protect the constitutional rights and dignity of South Africa’s most vulnerable 

population. 

The outline of the Report is as follows: 

■ Section 2 provides a synopsis, covering the context, the decommissioning process and concerns 

about current developments if evaluated against the Norms and Standards and global guidelines 

for social grants payments systems; 

■ Section 3 provides a background of the Black Sash as well as the background of the 

decommissioning of the paypoints; 

■ Section 4 provides the rationale and objectives of the research project; 

■ Section 5 outlines the data collection process; 

■ Section 6 presents the demographic structure of the beneficiaries included in this 

research project; 

■ Section 7 presents the key findings of the research; 

■ Section 8 offers select individual case studies to more intimately frame the current 

beneficiary experience; 

■ Section 9 outlines beneficiaries’ recommendations and requests for change; 

■ Section 10 provides a summary of key findings as well as some concluding remarks. 
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Section 2: 
The Decommissioning Context 

 
 

 
1. Brief Historical Context 

 
Given the parlous state of the provision of social grants, in particular to black people prior to 1994, 

government in 1995 appointed the Chikane Committee of Inquiry into Social Security in order to point 

out the challenging conditions under which beneficiaries were receiving social grants. The Committee, 

at the time, warned against the outsourcing of social grants to private providers using the biometric 

system. Nevertheless, provinces started to outsource the payment of social grants shortly thereafter. 

The Lund Committee, appointed to investigate the introduction of the Child Support Grant, reflected on 

the gap between the goals set out in the White Paper for Welfare (1997) and the ability of government 

to meet its policy and service delivery objectives, in terms of paying the Child Support Grants on time 

and to the right people. In 1999, the Minister’s Committee for Welfare agreed about the need for Norms 

and Standards that would guide the administration and payment of social grants. 

In 2002, Cabinet approved the introduction of Norms and Standards for the grants administration 

system. These were publicly announced by the then Minister of Welfare. Key among them was to 

streamline the time taken to process and enrol grant applications and to ensure accessibility within 

a 5 km radius, in line with access to health services. Furthermore, Cabinet approved the need for 

beneficiaries to receive their social grants in dignified conditions. 

The Black Sash has been monitoring the extent to which SASSA has been meeting the Norms and 

Standards over the years and can bear witness to the reduction in time for the processing of social 

grants applications, improvements in terms of accessibility and the robustness of the payment 

system. Regrettably, during 2018, SASSA initiated a process of decommissioning thousands of 

paypoints, in contravention of both the Norms and Standards and international guidelines. 
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2. The Legal Context 
 

Notwithstanding South Africa’s brief history as a democratic state, it has a progressive Constitution, 

a set of rights-based legal instruments and has developed, within a short period of time, a 

jurisprudence that seeks to enact the Bill of Rights. 

The Bill of Rights in the Constitution provides for access to socio-economic rights including, in 

Section 27 (1) (c), the “right of access to social assistance.” South Africa has made great progress over 

the course of 25 years of democracy in providing access to social assistance to the most vulnerable, 

but there are significant gaps in social policy and shortcomings in the delivery of grant payments. 

The Constitutional Court took a broad view of the interrelatedness between different rights in the 

case of the Government of the Republic of South Africa vs Grootboom. The Court ordered, with 

regard to the right of access to housing, that the most vulnerable should be accorded priority. In 

addition, the state is obliged to “devise, fund, implement and supervise measures to provide the 

relief to those in desperate need.” 

The interpretation by the Court is applicable to the right of access to social security.
3 

The Social 

Assistance Act gives effect to the right of access to social grants to various categories of vulnerable 

persons. The Grootboom case has two implications for the right to social security: 

1. It is not enough to provide for the right of access. The most vulnerable people’s 

reasonable access to the payment of the grant must be enabled. 

2. A plan to ensure reasonable access to services must be funded. 
 

The Legislature, in the preamble to the Social Assistance Act No. 13 of 2004, acknowledges the 

historical disparities and unequal access to services nationally. It introduced Norms and Standards 

to give effect to equal access to services and treatment that ensured human dignity.
4

 

In Mashavha vs The President of the Republic of South Africa and Others, the Constitutional Court, 

in finding the assignment of the Social Assistance Act to have been invalid, points out “that social 

assistance is a matter that… to be performed effectively requires to be regulated or coordinated by 

uniform Norms and Standards.” The ConCourt further argued that “the setting of minimum 

standards for the delivery of public services” is necessary and “recognises that there are times 

when uniformity is appropriate.” 

Justice van der Westhuizen reinforced the Court’s position in respect of the need for uniformity by 

stating, “Effective regulation and effective performance do not only include procedural and 

administrative efficiency and accuracy, but also fairness and equality… as far as the distribution and 

application of resources and assistance are concerned. A system which disregards historical 

injustices and offends the constitutional values of equality and dignity could result in instability, 

which would be the antithesis of effective regulation and performance.” 

 
 

3. MP Olivier, N Smit, ER Kalula, 2003; Editors. Social Security: A Legal Analysis. LexisNexis Butterworths, 
Durban 

4. Paragraph 2 of the Preamble. 
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In 1997, the government introduced a set of 8 principles to guide the transformation of the Public 

Service at all levels of delivery. The key principles are as follows: 

■ Consultation: citizens should be consulted about their needs; 

■ Standards: all citizens should know what services to expect; 

■ Redress: all citizens should be offered an apology and solution when standards are not met; 

■ Access: all citizens should have equal access to services; 

■ Courtesy: all citizens should be treated courteously; 

■ Information: all citizens are entitled to full, accurate information; 

■ Openness and transparency: all citizens should know how decisions are made and 

departments are run; 

■ Value for money: all services provided should offer value for money. 
 

The South Africa Social Security Agency Act No. 9 of 2004 established SASSA as an agent for the 

administration and payment of social assistance. In respect of the nature and quality of public service 

delivery and provision, the Social Assistance Act and the South African Social Security Agency Act 

must be read in conjunction with the Norms and Standards, Batho Pele Principles and the Promotion 

of Administrative Justice Acts (PAJA). 

The next section discusses how the process of decommissioning was initiated and is followed by the 

presentation of an evaluation framework for research of the impact on beneficiaries of social grants. 

 

 
3. The Decommissioning of Paypoints 

 
The Department of Social Development and SASSA (subsequent to its creation) have, over the years, 

operated paypoints in local communities, using community halls, church halls, public schools and the 

offices of traditional authorities. The rationale for using these multiple outlets was to locate the 

payment service close to beneficiaries for easy access
5

 in line with the Norms and Standards. In 2012, 

SASSA contracted Cash Paymaster Services (CPS) for the nationwide enrolment and distribution of 

social grants through the use of these localised paypoints. 

In the 2014 AllPay case, the Constitutional Court declared the contract between SASSA and CPS invalid, 

but suspended the order of invalidity to afford SASSA the opportunity to procure a new service 

provider and, finally, to insource grant payments. By March 2017, SASSA had not appointed a new 

service provider, nor was it in a position to insource the payment of grants. In March 2017, the 

Constitutional Court, in the Black Sash vs the Minister of DSD and SASSA case, extended the invalid 

SASSA/CPS contract for an additional year, ending March 2018. In March 2018, the Constitutional 

Court extended its order for a further six months, ending in 30 September 2018, limiting CPS to paying 

cash at paypoints only. 

 

5. DSD and SASSA. 2019. Rapid Assessment Study: Understand the Experiences of an array of 
stakeholders related to the Decommissioning of Social Grant Cash Paypoints (29 March). 
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In December 2017, SASSA and the South African Post Office (SAPO) signed a high-level agreement 

establishing a state-led hybrid grants payment model. Provision was made for a SASSA/SAPO Special 

Disbursement Account (SDA) where grant beneficiaries could access free services at SAPO branches, 

SASSA nominated cash paypoints and some merchants. Beneficiaries would also be able to draw cash 

at ATMs, but this would accrue additional bank charges. Beneficiaries could also receive their grants 

through a personal or institutional bank account by completing an Annexure C form; bank charges on 

these accounts would be for the account of the beneficiary. 

The final agreement between SASSA and SAPO was based on a reduced number of cash paypoints. 

The reduction in paypoints was premised on the rationale that 1) South Africa has extensive and 

well-developed National Payment System (NPS) Infrastructure across the country, particularly in 

urban areas; and that 2) the transportation and management of cash is risky and expensive. At no 

stage did SASSA or SAPO outline the risks to beneficiaries nor consult them on the consequences of 

closing paypoints. 

 

 
4. Next Steps in the Decommissioning Process 

 
In January 2018, SASSA put out a tender for the management of cash paypoints. Prospective service 

providers requested additional financial information from SASSA to finalise their proposals and 

financial projections. However, SASSA did not respond to these requests for financial information. On 

5 April 2018, the new Minister of Social Development, Susan Shabangu, suspended the tender 

process. The Minister stated that, due to the lack of financial information, the published tender 

process would expose SASSA to legal risks and that SASSA did not have the necessary technical 

expertise to adjudicate the tender. With the ConCourt deadline of September 2018 looming, SASSA 

seemed to be under pressure to integrate the paypoint service into the contract with SAPO. 

 

At the same time, SASSA began to reduce and decommission paypoints. SASSA’s stated objective was 

to completely do away with the cash paypoint mechanism of social assistance services. The first step 

was to reduce the number of SASSA paypoints from about 10 000 to 8 086 on the basis that more 

than one paypoint was found within a 5 km radius. The second step was to reduce the number of 

paypoints from the 8 086 that covered 2,2 million beneficiaries to 3 121 paypoints for 789 954 

beneficiaries. The SASSA paypoint reduction strategy is detailed in the table below: 

 
Table 1: SASSA national paypoint reduction strategy 

 

NO PROVINCE TOTAL 
NO OF 
PAYPOI
NTS 

REMAIN
ING 
PAYPOI
NTS 

NO OF 
BENEFIC
IARIES 

1. Eastern Cape 2 590 1 431 260 694 

2. Limpopo 1 839 415 80 504 

3. KwaZulu-Natal 1 700 511 124 386 

4. North West 609 341 144 574 

5. Mpumalanga 386 235 92 361 
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6. Northern Cape 344 124 44 396 

7. Western Cape 262 34 25 985 

8. Free State 212 17 14 643 

9. Gauteng 144 13 2 411 

 Total 8 086 3 121 789 954 
 
 

Source: SASSA Constitutional Court Report May 2018 

 
The SASSA July 2018 Report (to the Portfolio Committee) indicates a further reduction of cash 

paypoints from 3 121 to 1 740, serving 447 054 beneficiaries. 

 

 
5. The Current Context in which SAPO Finds Itself 

 
In order to further contextualise the data and arguments presented in this Report, a summary of the 

current context of the SAPO partnership and delivery system is presented, using SAPO and SASSA 

reports. With the establishment of the new partnership between SASSA and SAPO, SAPO was granted 

R1,9 billion per annum for the disbursement of social grants. SAPO was allocated an additional R2,9 

billion to fund future capital expenditure on the 25 January 2019,
6

 with SAPO focusing on the 

following: 

■ Ensure a smooth transition and continued improvement of the payment of social grant 

services; 

■ Support the repositioning and remodelling of SAPO and Postbank as a primary social grant 

payment agent; 

 
 

6. SAPO Status Update on SASSA and Mail Backlog. March 2019. 
 

■ Ensure adequate access channels which would allow every beneficiary to access their social 

grant(s). This would include arrangements with Post Office branches, retailers, merchants and 

commercial banks as well as provision of mobile cash payment services in areas without any 

payment infrastructure as identified and approved by SASSA;
7

 

■ In terms of the Master Agreement, SAPO should service 1 740 cash paypoints; 

■ The reduction, if not elimination of cash payments via CIT services in rural areas. 
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7. New SASSA SDA Card Benefits and Services 

Beneficiaries using the SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement Account (SDA) should be able to withdraw 

funds using one of the following transaction facilities: 

■ Cash withdrawal at mobile paypoints (Cash Dispensers/ATMs) of new cash payment 

service provider; 

■ Cash withdrawal at fixed paypoints (Cash Dispensers/ATMs) of new cash payment 

service provider; 

■ Cash withdrawal at Merchant Stores (POS – Point of Sale devices); 

■ Cash withdrawal at ATMs; 

■ Cash withdrawal at SAPO branch; 

■ Purchase of Goods and Services as POS purchase, purchase with cash-back or cash-back only. 

The SDA must be configurable to allow the following ‘free’ transactions at no cost to the beneficiary: 

■ 1st issued biometric enabled EMV chip card; 

■ 1 replacement biometric enabled EMV chip card (per annum); 

■ 3 retail merchants cash withdrawals (per month); 

■ All POS purchases; 

■ 1st cash withdrawal at a SAPO branch (per month); 

■ 1 ATM balance enquiry (per month); 

■ 1 mini-statement (per month); 

■ 1 full statement of 3 months at SAPO branches (per month); 

■ All PIN resets/changes at SASSA offices; 

■ 1 PIN reset at SAPO branches (per annum). 
 

As of March 2019, it was recorded that 71% (7 877 224) of beneficiaries were paid through the 

new SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement Account service, 9,5% (1 055 271) were paid by 

Grindrod Bank through an Easy Pay Everywhere Account and 19,5% (2 157 595) through other 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

7. SAPO Status Update on SASSA and Mail Backlog March 2019 
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banks
8

; a total of 154 628 beneficiaries
9 

had not yet presented themselves to collect their new card 

at the time of reporting. The lowest activation rates for new cards were found in Limpopo and the 

Free State, at 47% and 51% respectively. 

 

However, despite the fact that 71% of grant beneficiaries have a SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement 

Account (SDA), statistics show that, in terms of the channels used to access funds, 61% of grant money 

is being withdrawn from ATMs, 34% at retailers and only 4% are accessing their grants at SAPO 

branches
 

(including cash at paypoints).
10

 The number of beneficiaries and amounts drawn at Post 

Offices are low and should be a statistic
 

of concern.
11

 Also noteworthy is the fact that incidences of 

fraud appear to be on the increase since the introduction of the new state-led hybrid grant payment 

model. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. SASSA progress update to the Portfolio Committee on Social Development. March 2019. 
9. SASSA progress update to the Portfolio Committee on Social Development. March 2019. 
10. SASSA progress update to the Portfolio Committee on Social Development. March 2019. 
11. SASSA progress update to the Portfolio Committee on Social Development. March 2019. 
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Section 3: 
The Evaluation Framework 

 
 

The Black Sash is gravely concerned about the hasty decision to cancel cash paypoints as a 

payment method. This decision was made without proper research nor thorough investigation 

of how this change would impact social grant beneficiaries, especially beneficiaries residing in 

rural and peri-urban areas, the aged and disabled. 

The evaluation criteria detailed below are linked to several areas of concern that Black Sash wishes to 

highlight: 

■ The general level of satisfaction following the decommissioning; 

■ The application of the regulatory requirements in terms of the national Norms and 

Standards; 

■ Accessibility of the new payment regime following decommissioning; 

■ Robustness of the new payment system.
12

 
 
 

1. General Satisfaction 
 

Beneficiaries’ feelings about the decommissioning process have been extensively captured in the 

survey. They are presented under Section 8.1. 

 

 
2. The National Norms and Standards 

 
In line with the decision of the National and Provincial Departments responsible for social grants 

delivery, the National Department, following a broad process of consultation, made known the 

norms and standards for regulating service delivery. The Norms and Standards cover the value 

chain for the coordination of social grants delivery. See a summary of the Norms and Standards in 

Appendix A. For the purposes of this research, a list of Norms and Standards applicable to the 

payment system is detailed below. 

 
 

 
12. Evaluation based on both the Government’s Norms and Standards and Guidelines from the 2016 Inter 

Agency Social Protection Systems Global Expert Research Guideline on Payment Systems. 
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2.1. Access to services at SASSA offices which include: 

■ Opening times of SASSA offices; 

■ Distance to SASSA offices within a 40 km radius; 

■ Office layouts and facilities. 

 
2.2. The payment process Norms and Standards deal with: 

■ The 5 km distance within which a mobile unit will provide access to grant payments; 

■ A 20 km distance within which beneficiaries have access to a fixed paypoint; 

■ Set payment times, as from 8am to 4pm; 

■ Time spent at a paypoint should not exceed 1 hour waiting in a queue; 

■ Help Desks at the paypoints with at least one SASSA official to handle complaints and 

queries; 

■ Equipment provision at mobile paypoints; 

■ Services such as chairs, toilets, water, shelter and medical equipment at paypoints to 

ensure dignity; 

■ Increase of payment channels through cash paypoints, ATMs, merchants and commercial  banks. 

This Report evaluates SASSA’s compliance with the approved Norms and Standards in respect of 

those set for the payment process. It also reflects on the provision of recourse in the Sections (8.2 

and onwards) that detail beneficiary experiences. 

 

 
3. Accessibility 

 
■ In research on international guidelines for payment systems, key criteria to assess 

effectiveness of accessibility include, cost of access (direct and indirect);  

■ Appropriateness;  

■ Rights and dignity. 
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Cost of access 
(Direct and 
Indirect) 

The direct cost of access: transportation fares incurred in travel to 

and from a payment point, childcare costs and the cost of withdrawal 

(including charges at ATMs, SAPO and retailers). 

The indirect cost of access: There are several indirect costs 

associated with beneficiaries collecting their payments. This may 

simply be an opportunity cost. For example, during the time it takes 

to travel to the payment point and wait for payment, a beneficiary 

may need to close a small business, stop farming, or pay for 

childcare. Further indirect costs linked more directly to the paypoint  

location can include loss of informal trading by local vendors, as 

well as a reduction in the sense of community cohesion at a local 

paypoint centre. 

Appropriateness Payments should be accessible to all types of beneficiaries by 

ensuring that an appropriate payment mechanism is used. 

Beneficiaries should be provided with sufficient training to ensure  
that they develop the knowledge and capabilities necessary to 
access payments securely and reliably (e.g., in the case of ATMs). 

There should also be transparency on the fees incurred, if 
any,  and conditions of the payment service. 

Rights and 
Dignity 

Rights and dignity imply the obligation to provide 
for a certain state of being worthy of honour 
and respect. Special consideration should be given to 

the needs of vulnerable groups such as the elderly, 
women, children, the illiterate, and the disabled. The 
delivery of grants should not infringe on the rights and 
dignity of these groups. Rights and dignity include 
assistance and access to customer services as well as 
access to facilities. 

 
 

 
 
 

4. Robustness 
 

Robustness includes costs of reliability, liquidity and cash management as well as safety and security. 

Reliability Reliability is based on a schedule of payment dates that are 

defined,  communicated and adhered to. Reliability has several 

different aspects: reliability of the flow of funds, fund availability at 

payment points and reliability of the payment mechanism. 

Liquidity/cas
h 
management 

This is important to ensure that there are sufficient funds 
available to allow payment (cash-out) to all beneficiaries. In the 

case of agent- based solutions, it is vital that the Payment 

Service Provider has sufficient information about their agents’ 

capacities to ensure that all  payments can be cashed out. 
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Safety and 
Security 

Cash delivery requires significant security measures to be taken. 
In some cases, armed guards, police or soldiers are used to 
provide this security. Decisions around paypoint locations and 
grant delivery  should consider the broader environment and the 

vulnerability of grant beneficiaries. 
 
 

 

In addition, the Black Sash remains concerned about: 
 

1. The lack of clarity in terms of how the Norms and Standards for grant delivery in the new 

SASSA/SAPO partnership are either not made explicit (i.e., some established Norms and 

Standards are presented vaguely) or deviate from those established; 

2. The gaps and inconsistencies between Norms and Standards outlined in the SAPO Service 

Level Agreement (SLA) and the quality of services experienced on the ground; 

3. The way in which the dominant dialogue in the financial sector of moving towards a cashless 

society (which seems to underlie the decommissioning process) is impacting negatively on 

those people who still value cash, particularly in rural and peri-urban areas. 

 

In the context of the data below, as reflected in beneficiaries’ experiences and views under Sections 

8, 9 and 10, the Black Sash argues that the Norms and Standards and global guidelines for social 

protection payments have been greatly undermined by the decommissioning process, particularly 

for those residing in rural and peri-urban areas. There is a need for government (including DSD, the 

Office of the Presidency and National Treasury) to remedy the current state of the payment of social 

grants. 
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Section 4: 
Black Sash Background 

 
 

This section seeks to clarify the Black Sash’s interest in the decommissioning of paypoints. The Black 

Sash is a 64-year-old organisation, founded in 1955 as a voluntary women’s movement that fought 

for human rights under the apartheid system. The Black Sash, via a network of advice offices, worked 

on issues such as pass laws, influx control, forced removals, forced citizenship of a Bantustan and the 

death penalty. 

With the advent of democracy in South Africa in 1994, while securing human rights is still a primary 

focus, more emphasis has been placed on socio-economic rights. The mission is to work towards the 

realisation of socio-economic rights as outlined in the SA Constitution of 1996, with the emphasis on 

social security, including social assistance for the most vulnerable, particularly women and children. 

The Black Sash works to reduce poverty and inequality. The Black Sash believes that the 

implementation of socio-economic rights demands open, transparent and accountable governance. 

The Black Sash promotes active civic engagement by all who live in South Africa for a strong, vibrant 

civil society. 

 

 
1. The Black Sash’s Agenda 

 
The Black Sash’s agenda is to: 

■ Realise socio-economic rights, particularly social security, including social assistance; 

■ Protect and advance human rights through effective and efficient service delivery. 

 

 
2. The Black Sash’s Indicators 

 
The Black Sash’s indicators include: 

■ Increased coverage of social security, including social assistance; 

■ Legislation, policy and systems that are better able to protect and advance the rights of the 

poor and vulnerable; 

■ Strengthened Civil Society; CBOs/Advice Offices; NGO, Alliances, Coalitions and 

movements for social justice; 

■ An active citizenry that exercises and claims its socio-economic rights; 
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■ An active citizenry capable of holding the government to account and ensuring effective and 

efficient service delivery. 

 

 
3. The Black Sash’s Programmes 

 
The Black Sash’s programmes include: 

■ Socio-Economic Campaigns/Advocacy in Partnership; 

■ Community-Based Monitoring; 

■ Rights Education, Training and Research. 
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Section 5: 
Project Rationale 

 
 

The essence of this research project is to identify the impact of the decommissioning of SASSA 

paypoints on rural and peri-urban grant beneficiaries’ access to social grants. The project focusses 

especially on financial costs, time required, distances travelled, dignity and associated opportunity 

costs. 

 

 
1. Objectives, Activities and Outcomes 

 
Black Sash highlighted the following objectives for the research: 

 
Objective 1: Conduct research to inform the Black Sash strategy on the closure of cash 

paypoints, particularly in rural and peri-urban areas. 

Activities related to Objective 1 included the following: 

■ Developing scope for the research work; 

■ Appointing expert researcher(s) with the necessary competencies; 

■ Conducting 16 information sessions on SASSA’s medium-term strategy to close paypoints; 

■ Gathering 16 group case studies of SASSA paypoints located in rural/peri-urban areas 

earmarked for closure. This included monitoring, structured individual and group 

interviews; 

■ Drafting reports on individual and site case studies; 

■ Drafting a Consolidated Research Report on the decommissioning of paypoints. 

 
Objective 2: Use the research outcome and work with community/beneficiary groups to 

engage government. 

Activities related to Objective 2 included the following: 

■ Conducting 16 dialogues with affected community/grant beneficiary groups about the way 

forward; 

■ Engaging with SASSA/DSD national on the research and the position of the 16 sites used as a 

sample. 
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Section 6: 
Research Methodology 

 
 

 
1. Fieldwork Overview 

 
The following core research activities were set out nationally: 

■ 16 information sessions on SASSA’s medium-term strategy to close paypoints; 

■ 16 group case studies of SASSA paypoints located in rural and peri-urban areas earmarked for 

closure (including monitoring, structured individual and group interviews); 

■ 16 dialogues with affected community/grant beneficiary groups about the way forward. 

Drawing on the exploratory qualitative work already done by the Black Sash, the researchers 

developed case studies on grant beneficiaries’ experiences in rural and peri- urban areas in the 

Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, Gauteng, Mpumalanga, Limpopo and the Western Cape. The research 

was conducted over five months from February to July 2019. 

This assessment focused on the effectiveness of grant payment delivery systems since moving to the 

new hybrid model. More specifically, the evaluation identified issues with adherence 

to the Cabinet/DSD approved Norms and Standards, accessibility, and robustness of paypoints. 

 

 
2. Qualitative and Quantitative Data Collection 

 
The data collection consisted of fieldwork that included rural and peri-urban areas with no or 

limited access to the National Payment System (NPS) including SAPO branches, ATMs and retailers, 

compared to urban areas. 

Qualitative data collection included focus group discussions with beneficiaries from 16 

locations. Data collection tools included: 

■ Focus group discussions; 

■ Individual interview questionnaires referred to as Key Informant Interviews (KIIs). 
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Interviews were conducted in the home language of participants, using interpreters. The nature of 

the research was explained to beneficiaries. Participation was voluntary and anonymous. Signed 

consent forms were received from all beneficiaries who participated in either the focus groups or 

individual interviews. 

The focus group discussion and individual interview templates have been provided as Annexures A and 

B. 

The table below provides an overview of the number of participants per area, province and date 

of the focus group discussions. In total, 25 focus groups were conducted with beneficiaries. Table 

2 provides the number of individual interviews conducted at each location. 

 
Table 2: Fieldwork Data Collection 

 

SITE
S 

SITE 
LOCATION 

PROVINC
E 

NUMBER OF KII NUM
BER 
OF 
FGD 

Site 
1 

Stinkwater Gauteng 6 2 

Site 
2 

Bophelong Gauteng 5 2 

Site 
3 

Khutsong Gauteng 5 2 

Site 
4 

Ga-Motle North 
West 

5 2 

Site 
5 

Walkraal Limpopo 5 2 

Site 
6 

Vlaklaagte Mpumalan
ga 

10 2 

Site 
7 

Hlamvana Eastern 
Cape 

6 1 

Site 
8 

Nkonxeni Eastern 
Cape 

4 1 

Site 
9 

Mpophome
ni 

KwaZulu-
Natal 

10 2 

Site 
10 

Limehill KwaZulu-
Natal 

8 2 

Site 
11 

Gamalakhe KwaZulu-
Natal 

3 2 

Site 
12 

Vulamehlo KwaZulu-
Natal 

5 1 
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Site 
13 

Delft Western 
Cape 

10 1 

Site 
14 

Robertson Western 
Cape 

7 1 

Site 
15 

Genadenda
l 

Western 
Cape 

15 1 

Site 
16 

Khayelitsha Western 
Cape 

13 1 

 
 

 
2.1 The Western Cape: A Pilot Study 

 

The Western Cape research team was the first to be deployed and was considered a pilot study 

for this research project. Thus, the team made use of a slightly different interview template and 

approach (hence the increased number of individual interviews, locations, and reduced number 

of focus group discussions). The questionnaire tool was adjusted later for the remaining 

provinces. While the focus group data for the Western Cape data is incorporated into the main 

findings, the results of the individual interviews and statistical findings are presented in separate 

figures alongside the main study results. 

 

 
3. Ethical Considerations 

 
The ethical considerations including voluntary participation, informed consent, confidentiality 

and anonymity were taken into account throughout the study. Consent forms were completed by 

focus group participants and key informants. 

A copy of the ethical form and the notes from the group discussions are included in the attached 

documents. Individual interviews were completed on paper and captured with an electronic data 

survey system (Google Forms). 

 

 
4. Presentation of Data 

 
The findings are presented through a combination of qualitative and quantitative data. The findings are 

presented as follows: 

(i) Overall results based on combined data analysis; 
 

(ii) personalised examples and narrative extracts from focus group qualitative data; 
 

(iii) quantitative statistics from individual interviews in the form of disaggregation and 

aggregation of various graphs, pie charts and tables. 

In order to offer a more in-depth picture of the impact of decommissioning, the combined data is 

presented in the form of five individual case studies, selected from individual results in various 

provinces. 
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Figure 1: Map of Fieldwork Activities 
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Section 7: 
Field Work Demographics 

 
1. Geographical Representation 

 
The research was conducted in seven provinces of South Africa. The Map below illustrates all the 

locations included in the research: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Location Province No Location Province 

1 Stinkwater Gauteng 9 Mpophome
ni 

KwaZulu-Natal 

2 Bophelong Gauteng 10 Limehill KwaZulu-Natal 

3 Kutsong Gauteng 11 Gamalakhe KwaZulu-Natal 

4 Ga-Motle North West 12 Vulamehlo KwaZulu-Natal 

5 Walkraal Limpopo 13 Delft Western Cape 

6 Vlaklaagte Mpumalang
a 

14 Robertson Western Cape 

7 Hlamvana Eastern 
Cape 

15 Genadendal Western Cape 

8 Nkonxeni Eastern 
Cape 

16 Khayelitsha Western Cape 
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2. Demographics of Participants 
 

The age and gender of participants are presented in charts below (Figures 2-5). These statistics reflect 

individual interview data and the beneficiary population. Data from the Western Cape are presented 

separately in Figure 3. Figures 2 and 3 indicate a large representation of female beneficiaries in both 

the Pilot and the other provinces. Figure 4 and Figure 5 present the age of the beneficiaries of both the 

Pilot and the main study. 

 
Figure 2: Gender of Beneficiary in WC Pilot      Figure 3: Gender of Beneficiary in Study  

 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4: Age Representation of Beneficiary Participants (Individual Interviews) 
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Figure 5: Age Representation of Beneficiary Participants in Western Cape Pilot 
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Beneficiaries who participated in this main study were primarily beneficiaries of the Child Support 

Grant and/or Old Age Grant. Of the individual interviews conducted (n=72), 60% received the Old 

Age Grant, while 29% received the Child Support Grant, 10% the Disability Grant and 1% the Care 

Dependency Grant. The pie charts in Figure 6 are relatively representative of the focus group 

demographics. Of the beneficiaries in the experimental study, 82% received the Older Person’s 

Grant, 9% the Child Support Grant and 9% the Disability Grant) 

 
Figure 6: Type of Grant Received (Individual Interviews)        Figure 7: Type of Grant Received WC Pilot 
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3. Cash Payment Collection Points 
 

Study participants identified various cash collection points. Figure 8 below highlights the primary 

collection points being utilised, as identified in the individual interviews. The accessibility, 

appropriateness and robustness of these collection points are unpacked in section 7 of the report. 

The pie chart below, while demonstrating individual data responses, can also be considered to be 

representative of focus group findings. 

 
Figure 8: Collection points used by participants (Individual Interviews) 

 

Retailer/shop 
24% 

 

 

Post Office Branch 
24% 

 

 
Retailer/shop 

1% 

Retailer and ATM 
1% 

Grindrod 
1% 

 
ATM 
49% 

 
***Post Office Branch and ATM refer to beneficiaries collecting payment at both Post Office and other 

ATMs 
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Section 8: 
Assessing the Effectiveness of 
Social Grant Payment Delivery System: 
Key Findings 

 
 

This research identifies the challenges beneficiaries experienced after the decommissioning of SASSA 

paypoints in South Africa. The key findings are presented based on general satisfaction with, 

accessibility to and robustness of the payment delivery mechanism. These terms are outlined 

earlier in the paper as global tools for assessing the quality of Social Assistance payment delivery 

systems. 

Findings include qualitative data from the focus group discussions as well as quantitative findings 

recorded in individual interviews. Examples and narrative extracts are provided from the 

individual site reports and case studies. 

 

 
1. General satisfaction 

 
Participants in both focus groups and individual interviews were asked to disclose their general levels 

of satisfaction with the closing of the community-based SASSA paypoints. Less than 3% of beneficiaries 

indicated they were satisfied with the new paypoint options. The overall findings indicate a high level 

of dissatisfaction with the decommissioning process and outcomes. 
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Figure 9: General Satisfaction with the Decommissioning of SASSA Paypoints (Individual 
Interviews) 
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Figure 9 presents this level of dissatisfaction (77,8% for individual interviews). Dissatisfaction is 

linked to several challenges that participants identified. These are explored in further detail below. 

Overall, focus group data suggested a predominant level of dissatisfaction with the closure of 

paypoints and a desire to return to community-based payment locations. 

“The reason we are getting these grants is that we are already poor. The closure of 

the paypoints takes away from the very little that we have… This is just pushing us 

deeper into poverty” (Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 

Overall, beneficiaries feel unheard and forgotten. Across the provinces, beneficiaries expressed poor 

communication from SASSA regarding the decommissioned paypoints and the new alternatives that 

they were forced to use. 

“Every month they went to the paypoint spot because they were never told it was 

closed. Every month, until they decided, OK, let’s go and try Tombo or try Port St 

Johns, but no one ever came to inform them of the closure” (Eastern Cape Focus 

Group extract). 

“We were only told in the eleventh hour that paypoints around here would be closed” 

(Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 

“Tata gave a vote of thanks. He mentioned three things that they’ve been crying for, but they 

had nowhere to cry to, so today they felt like we are here to comfort them on their cries” 

(Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract).  

 

The comments above show the extent to which the beneficiaries sampled have been affected by the 

decommissioning of paypoints and the extent of the failure to communicate and consult. Given the 

closure of more than 8 000 paypoints, this sample suggests the scale of the challenges nationally. 
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2. Accessibility 
 

The second criterion refers to the level of accessibility for the beneficiary, revealing a failure to 

comply with the Norms and Standards of a distance of no more than 5 kilometres. This research 

considered the beneficiaries’ viewpoints related to accessibility. Accessibility has three elements: 

cost of access (direct and indirect), appropriateness and rights and dignity. 

 
2.1. Cost of Access 

As described in the evaluation framework, cost of access for beneficiaries includes direct and indirect 

costs incurred in collecting the grant payment. Direct costs refer to transportation   costs and fees for 

withdrawal. Indirect cost refers to time spent collecting payment and travel time, as well as other 

losses such as informal trading opportunities and loss of community cohesion. 

 
2.1.1. Direct Cost 

 
The findings indicate an increase in direct costs for beneficiaries when collecting their social grant. 

These costs include transportation costs and withdrawal fees. 
 

 
 

Transportation Cost 
 

Many participants reported a hike in transportation fees required to travel to and from the new 

paypoints/channels. As indicated in Figure 10, 90% of the beneficiaries spend money on 

transportation to reach the new paypoints/channels. 

Text Box 1: NORMS AND STANDARDS 

Findings indicate a direct infringement of beneficiaries’ right and a blatant dismissal of SASSA 

Norms and Standards which specifies, “Mobile paypoint within 5 kilometres radius, and 20 

kilometres distance to a fixed SASSA paypoint” (SASSA, Revised Norms and Standards, 2013). 
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Figure 10: Percentage of beneficiaries spending on transportation for grant collection 
(individual data). 

 
 

 
 

An increase in transport fees was noted as a challenge particularly in rural areas. In Vulamehlo, 

KwaZulu-Natal, where beneficiaries were previously able to walk to the community-based paypoints 

(on average less than 2 kilometres), beneficiaries now have to travel between 28–47 kilometres to 

the nearest secure payment point. Beneficiaries in this area highlighted that they often have to 

borrow money for taxis or other means of transport. 

For some, such transport is not readily available. In Walkraal, Limpopo, beneficiaries said that there 

was no access to public transportation in their area. Beneficiaries had to walk to the closest major 

road and wait for transport to pass by. Disabled beneficiaries and those   unable to walk take private 

transportation which can cost up to R300 for a return trip. In Vlaklaagte, Mpumalanga and other 

sites, beneficiaries also reported paying up to R300 for transportation: 

“It has changed so drastically, because before you were able to walk. But for some 

older people who can’t walk the distance, they used to hire someone to take them 

there (to the community hall) which was less in terms of cost, but  now to hire a car 

to town, it has become so steep. All of us, we are not happy about this” (Khutsong, 

Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

 

Figure 11 provides an overview of what beneficiaries spend on transportation. The data indicates that 

55% of the beneficiaries spend between R21 and R40 each month, 30% spend between R41 and R60, 

7% spend less than R20, 6% spend between R61 and R100 and 2% spend 

90% 
Ye
s 

10% 
No 
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over R100 on transportation. For the general beneficiary group, this cost has increased as a result of 

the decommissioning of paypoints. 

 
Figure 11: Transportation costs for grant collection 
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For example, a beneficiary residing in Khutsong, Gauteng, has to travel between 13,8–18,4 

kilometres to the nearest retailer, Post Office or ATM in town (cost +-R15 one way) to collect her 

grant from a service provider that does not overcharge or limit her withdrawal amount. It takes 30 

minutes to travel to town and another 30 minutes to return. Previously, it was a 15–30 minute walk 

to the Khutsong community hall paypoint. 

As highlighted by participants in the Eastern Cape, when paypoints were available in their local 

community, it was easier for them to budget. Now, they have to spend money on travel and food on 

the road. Beneficiaries felt that their grants no longer catered to their basic needs but were used 

for transport. 

Beneficiaries shared having to borrow money from loan sharks to be able to travel to town to collect 

their grants:  

“Because of this decommission, I have wasted more money because I have to borrow for the 

first day and the second day, up until the third day… and that money has interest from the 

loan sharks… After that, nothing is left, because the sharks are waiting for that money” 

(Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

“We give our goats to loan sharks as collateral for the amount lent to us; we only get 

them back when we pay them in full” (Nkonxeni, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

 
Fees incurred for withdrawal 

 
Data from the individual interviews indicate that 95% of beneficiaries incur fees for withdrawals; 39% 

of beneficiaries pay less than R10, while 21% spend between R11 and R20 and 18% spend over R50. 

The findings indicate that 13% spend between 
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R21 and R40 and 10% spend between R41 and R50 (see figure 12 below). The fee varies  depending on 

the payment channel used. 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12: Fees for withdrawal 
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In the Western Cape, the cost of accessing  grants  increased  for  all  beneficiaries. While it 

increased roughly three times for urban respondents (from R13 to R39), for rural respondents, 

costs increased on average nine times (from R11 to R96). A main reason for this was increased 

fees due to using ATMs and retailers, each with a different transaction fee structure and 

requirements. Table 3 provides a summary of costs incurred by beneficiaries in the Western Cape 

to access payment, which includes transportation, food consumed on journey and transaction fees. 

 
Table 3: Pilot - Cost of Accessing Cash Grant in Western Cape 

 

LOCATION COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

Delft R28 R29 

Robertson R3 R26 

Genadendal R15 R113 

Khayelitsha R2 R24 
 
 

 
Fees incurred by beneficiaries are represented in all of the research sites. The following comments 

highlight these challenges: 

“There is no clear idea regarding the charges because when you go to a retailer 

you have to buy something… so that you can get your grant. That’s the charge. But 

before, at the paypoint, we got all our money (the old method). Everything is more 

and more” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

“The ones that use the SASSA and Post Office cards, the old people will ask for 

cash-back, and they will say they cannot give you a cash-back if you have not 

bought anything. The old person is abused because they need to get out of the 

queue and go find something to buy that they don’t want or need” (Mpophomeni, 

KwaZulu-Natal focus group extract). 

 
2.1.2. Indirect Cost 

 
Indirect cost refers to the opportunity costs associated with beneficiaries collecting their payments. 

 

 
 

Increased time spent to collect payment 
 

The remote nature of certain villages affects the accessibility of beneficiaries. The findings indicated 

that the cost of access is high. There is a lack of sufficient payment points to allow payments to be 

Text Box 2: NORMS AND STANDARDS 

SASSA has failed to comply with its Norms and Standards which seek to provide “adequate 

equipment to ensure the beneficiary does not spend more than an hour waiting in a queue” 

(SASSA, Revised Norms and Standards, 2013). 
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collected reasonably close to beneficiaries’ homes. In the case of Walkraal, for example, most of the 

beneficiaries from the two focus groups were Old Age Grant beneficiaries. There is no public 

transport within the Walkraal area, and beneficiaries wait on the side of the road for passing 

transport. The photograph below illustrates the long queues to access payment in Robertson, 

Western Cape. 
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Figure 13: Beneficiaries waiting in line at Capitec Bank 
 

 
Beneficiaries in Mpophomeni, KwaZulu-Natal shared similar experiences of increased time 

incurred to collect their payments. They wake up early, queue for the taxi, queue at the new 

payment channel to collect their grants and queue  again  to  return  home.  This can take an entire 

day. One beneficiary from Mpumalanga commented: “People wake up at 3 am around here and go 

to the paypoints… they get there around 5 am, and it’s already full” (Mpumalanga Focus Group 

extract). 

In most areas across seven provinces, we found that beneficiaries have to travel far distances and 

incur an additional cost (transportation cost and time) to access their grants due to the lack of 

retailers, ATMs or SAPO branches in their area. While ATMs and retailers are available in some local 

communities, these cost more and may lead to increased fraud. Beneficiaries  also wait long periods 

to be paid at SAPO. In Mpumalanga, beneficiaries said that poor network coverage at the SAPO 

branches delays payments and contributes to the long queues. 

The distance to the nearest paypoint has drastically increased for many beneficiaries. The appropriate 

distance for beneficiaries to travel, based on SASSA’s Norms and Standards, is 5 kilometres. 
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Figure 14: Beneficiaries waiting in line at retailers 
 

 
The pilot conducted in the Western Cape indicated an average of 3,4 kilometres of travel before 

decommissioning and an average of 6,4 kilometres after decommissioning. In Genadendal, Western 

Cape, the distance increased from an average of 3 kilometres to an average of 12 kilometres. Figure 

15 indicates that 16% of beneficiaries in the Western Cape sites this research is reporting on now 

need to travel 10 kilometres or more and 11% between 5 and 10 kilometres. 

 
Figure 15: Travel time to paypoints in Western Cape 

 
More than 

10 km 

 
5–10 km 

 
 

1–5 km  

 

47% 
Less than 

10 km 
 
 

Findings from the total research population indicate that  distance  was  not  carefully considered 

during the decommissioning of cash paypoints. The individual interview data presented in Figure 16 

show that 55,4% of the beneficiaries travelled more than 10 kilometres, 14,3% travelled between 5 

and 10 kilometres, 21,4% between 1 and 5 kilometres and 8,9% less than one kilometre. 
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Figure 16: Travel time to paypoints nationally 
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Beneficiaries also walked further to access payment channels. In Howick in KwaZulu-Natal, 

beneficiaries had to walk up to 11 kilometres to access a Post Office or bank. However, due to the 

diverse geographical diversity of this study, beneficiaries in certain areas prefer paypoints closer to a 

broader market place to procure basic necessities: 

“I was getting my grant with SASSA at Pick ‘n Pay, and it was alright, and at the bank in 

town because there is a lot that I do there. It is easier to get paid there and do errands. 

So when the cards changed I got a bank card. I already had a Nedbank card and I am 

happy” (Gamalakhe Focus Group extract). 
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“I saw it was better to go to town because I have other bills to pay” (Gamalakhe Focus 

Group extract). 

The demographics of beneficiaries affects their capacity to travel vast distances. One Old Age Grant 

beneficiary in Mpophomeni said: “I am not happy that it is closed. I can’t go to town” (Mpophomeni, 

KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group extract).  

 

However, younger beneficiaries in Mpophomeni do not have a problem traveling to ATMs, as they 

made use of ATMs even before the closure of the paypoint. This was noted across the provinces. 

 
Average travel time for beneficiaries 

 
The individual interviews indicated an average increase in travel time for beneficiaries. Figure 17 

presents current travel time in comparison to the travel time before the decommissioning of the 

SASSA paypoints. While a travel time of fewer than 10 minutes used to be the majority experience for 

beneficiaries, most reported a travel time of 30–60 minutes or more. 
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Figure 17: Changes in travel time to collect grants 
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Beneficiaries from the farming areas of Bophelong, for example, reported the need to take two taxis 

for a one-way trip to the nearest paypoint in town. This has increased the travel time for 

beneficiaries. “The difference is that they have to travel twice. They have to catch  their taxi twice 

from where they were staying, whereas before they used to only take one taxi. So there is more safety 

risk with increased travel and changing taxis” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

Beyond extended travel time, there may be indirect costs associated with increased stress levels 

when transport is not always readily available or guaranteed. Many beneficiaries described losing 

additional time to ensure they were able to secure transport to the nearest paypoint, and described 

this as being an incredibly stressful process: 

“It’s a struggle because, a day before, we don’t sleep. We wonder if we will get 

transport to go there because all the transport comes from other villages, so it’s full 

already. Maybe it might happen that this day when you are planning to go to town, 

you don’t get transport. So, it’s the full day without getting any payment, then the 

following day again at 4 am you must be at the stop and, still, you have to wait. The 

entire day you are in town, and you come back again without receiving cash. So, it can 

be the entire time that there is payment because payment it happens on the 1st, 2nd 

or 3rd. It’s supposed to. So, you might go to town all those 3 days” (Hlamvana, Eastern 

Cape Focus Group extract). 



45 

 

 

 

“You know what? On payments day, some people wake up at 2 or 3 am. So… ask 

yourself… that person at 3 am is already in the town when we wake up. So, it's affecting 

them because of this area, there is another village… The battle starts there… When they 

[are] passing here [the taxis], they [are] already full” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus 

Group extract). 

“Every time that they go to collect their grants, they become worried. They can’t sleep, 

worried about transport queues and if they will get their grants” (Nkonxeni, Eastern Cape 

Focus Group extract). 

 
Informal trading and opportunity cost 

 
A further indirect cost for beneficiaries is the loss of access to informal trading opportunities. The 

location of community-based paypoint sites  not  only  enabled  limited  travel  time  and cost for 

beneficiaries, but also created a space where local vendors could sell goods within their communities, 

the community could meet and engage together, and there was a sense of cohesion and local 

investment. 

However, with the closing of the SASSA paypoints, many vendors have had to move into town, 

forcing beneficiaries to travel to town for their shopping needs. 

“When the paypoint was operating in Khutsong, there would be other options to buy 

locally, because there would be street vendors who would sell meat and other things, 

which was making another option. Now, there are no street vendors because there is 

no paypoint, so they are forced to go back to town” (Khutsong, Gauteng Focus Group 

extract). 

“The closure of the paypoint has badly affected the traders. There are no more 

opportunities even for the youth, while the unemployment  rate here is too high” 

(Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group extract). 

“The paypoint was very beneficial for many in the community. The traders there 

would give the grant beneficiaries credit and grace to pay at the next pay date. The 

credits helped to make the little money that we have to go a long way” (Limehill, 

KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group extract). 

“I used to buy cabbages for R30 here… Now I have to pay R50 for the kilograms of 

cabbages… It’s more expensive at the malls” (Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 

“There were cheap stores at paypoints selling food, socks at low prices. Now at the 

ATM, we can only buy from malls” (Western Cape Focus Group extract). 

One beneficiary from Mpumalanga was a trader and lost additional income due to the decommissioning 

of the paypoint. 

 

“I get a grant, but I would also sell some stuff at two paypoints before they closed, I used to make around 

R600 to R800 a month… Since the closure of the paypoints, I get nothing… All the business has gone to the 

mall” (Vlaklaagte, Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 
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Beneficiaries noted that the loss of informal trading often meant that funeral policies were not 

collected from within the community but required additional travelling to town in order for a 

payment to be made. In some cases, this results in a lapse in payment of the policy which was a 

significant concern for beneficiaries: “You see, also the funeral schemes used to come to paypoints, 

then people would pay them, and now people have to go there [to town] to pay the schemes” 

(Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

 
2.2. Appropriateness 

Appropriateness aims to ensure payments are accessible to all types of beneficiaries by ensuring the 

use of appropriate and accessible payment mechanisms. Appropriateness includes considering 

vulnerable beneficiaries’ ability to access payment through the system provided. Based on the findings 

from both the focus groups and the individual interviews, beneficiaries indicated challenges concerning 

access to transfer. Figure 18 presents findings from individual interviews. The data indicate that 36,1% 

of the beneficiaries need assistance to access payment. 

 
Figure 18: Indication of beneficiaries requiring support to access payment 

 

 

 
While findings from the research indicate challenges with beneficiaries’ ability to access payment at 

most payment channels, using an ATM was reported to be particularly challenging (see Figure 19). 
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Figure 19: Indication of beneficiaries requiring assistance per payment channel 
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Decommissioning not only increased costs and distances travelled, but the new payment channels 

lacked Help Desks. In Stinkwater, Gauteng, elderly beneficiaries at ATMs ask for assistance from bank 

staff; participants from Khutsong and Bophelong also needed assistance from security staff to use the 

ATM to withdraw their payment. 

“Beneficiaries expressed problems when it came to using ATMs because, most of the 

time, the first problem is to use the ATM. They rely on the security who, at some 

stage, abandoned them and [said] he or she is on lunch. They have to wait for that 

security to come back, so they wait with not only grant beneficiaries but with other 

people, like from the mine, who are receiving their payment, which makes it longer if 

security is not assisting them”  (Khutsong,  Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

At Ga-Motle, North West, beneficiaries accessing transfer at ATMs ask for assistance from family 

members or people in the lines. Beneficiaries also send their children to collect payments in 

Hlamvana. One beneficiary from Hlamvana mentioned that: “They are sending their children to 

receive the grant on their behalf. They can’t go by themselves, because the older people don’t know 

how to use ATMs and they are scared [of the] fraudsters in town. There is money lost somewhere” 

(Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

Additionally, as part of an appropriate payment mechanism, the value (in Rands) of transfers should 

have been communicated. During focus group discussions at Walkraal, Limpopo, it became clear that 

not all the beneficiaries had a clear understanding of the value of their grant transfer. 
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2.3. Rights and Dignity 

To ensure accessibility, special consideration should be given to the needs of vulnerable groups so 

that the rights and dignity of all beneficiaries are upheld. Lack of assistance and support in accessing 

grant payments makes beneficiaries feel that they are not respected. 

During the pilot study, it became apparent that, due to the decommissioning of paypoints, most of 

the beneficiaries felt their inherent value as poor and vulnerable groups was disregarded. Figure 20 

indicates that 71% of the beneficiaries in the Western Cape feel a decrease in the level of dignified 

service provided at current paypoints. The challenges listed by the beneficiaries include a lack of 

water, sufficient toilet facilities, seating and security. The following section provides more details on 

how beneficiaries’ dignity has been compromised in the other provinces. 

 
Figure 20: Level of dignity in the Western Cape 
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2.3.1. Assistance for Elderly and Disabled Beneficiaries 
 

The old SASSA paypoint system allowed for a biometric fingerprint authentication that made it 

more accessible for elderly and disabled beneficiaries at the collection points. As mentioned above, 

vulnerable beneficiaries have difficulty making use of ATMs at shops and SAPO to access transfers. 

The individual interviews indicated that the following groups of beneficiaries require support: 73% 

are Old Age Grant beneficiaries, 19% Disability Grant beneficiaries and 8% Child Support grant 

beneficiaries (Figure 21). 
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Figure 21: Beneficiary groups requiring support to access grants 
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In the focus group at Ga-Motle, North West, one disabled beneficiary indicated that, previously, he 

could collect the transfer at the SASSA paypoint without support. Now he needs assistance from a 

family member to use the ATM. “My opinion is that they should bring back the paypoints for 

elderly people and disabled people, as they suffer the most” (Stinkwater, Gauteng Focus Group 

extract). 

Similar challenges were expressed in the Western Cape: “I have to stand in line alone because friends 

aren’t allowed to help or accompany me [she is blind]. I don’t know my pin. I have a friend who keeps 

the card because I lose the card. Shoprite doesn’t always believe that I am blind, and they won’t allow 

my friend to help me… The staff is rude and unhelpful” (Western Cape Focus Group extract). 

Some participants reported the abuse of disabled beneficiaries: “They rob disabled people who come 

themselves to withdraw their cash, so they rob them; they give them short cash because they won’t 

be able to count their money” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). “The PIN system is too 

difficult for them. It’s better with the biometric” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

In Mpumalanga, disabled beneficiaries shared significant struggles in accessing their payments: 

“Some of the disabled here really struggle, because they have to hire transport to get to the paypoints. 

Private cars are expensive [about R300 out of the R1700]” (Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). “We 

can’t use the taxis because they just pass us. They don’t want to carry us… When they do stop for us, 

we must pay extra, because the wheelchair needs space” (Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 

 

Beneficiaries highlighted the fact that, with the new paypoint system, consideration for the elderly and the sick is 

not provided like it was at the community paypoints: “The problem is, wherever you go, whether you go to Pick ‘n 

Pay, wherever, there is a queue. And now, there’s no first preference for elderly people. We are all queuing with 

younger people who don’t want to give us the first preference. In the Khutsong community hall, as the elders, [we] 

would be in the same seats and those who were sick would be given first preference to get paid” (Khutsong 

Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

 

 

Beneficiaries in Port St Johns, Eastern Cape explained that it is a struggle for older and disabled 

people now because they do not have wheelchair access. When the paypoint was closer, they used 

wheelbarrows to transport disabled people. Now, they have to take a taxi to Tombo or Port St John. 

Other beneficiaries referred to the vulnerability of elderly grant beneficiaries as a significant 

struggle: “But now, it’s so heart-breaking to come across an older person walking alone towards 

areas to get their money or taxi. So previously, it was a wonderful atmosphere to be in that area 

[community paypoint] as elderly people. It would be important [if] there could be options where the 

paypoint could come into churches so that at least the safety of the elders could be taken care of” 

(Khutsong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

The challenges of the elderly continue in Walkraal where elderly beneficiaries need to stand in 

queues for the entire day. One beneficiary commented: “They want [the] paypoint to be reopened 

due to traveling to Shoprite. Other elders [who] are sick end up fainting at the paypoint” (Walkraal, 
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Limpopo Focus Group extract). 

These challenges continue to emerge throughout the site locations. In Mpophomeni, one disabled 

beneficiary indicated how he struggles with transportation to the new paypoints.  “Transport is 

always full. Taxi ranks are full, and someone like me with crutches… people in a rush often push me 

into the taxi without much consideration of my disability” (Mpophomeni, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group 

extract). 

 
2.3.2. Customer Service and Support 

 

 

The design and implementation of the current payment system does not allow for a suitable 

complaint and appeal system, as Batho Pele Principles outline. For example, in Limehill, KwaZulu-

Natal, some of the elderly participants indicated that at the new paypoints (excluding SAPO), the staff 

who assist in the payment of the grant sometimes steal from beneficiaries during the counting 

process. Beneficiaries explained how staff would count the money with them; however, when they 

checked the payment again after leaving the paypoint, they would be short R20 or R50. Some 

reported up to R500 missing. When they returned to the paypoint to complain, nothing was done to 

address it. The lack of recourse or a complaint procedure needs to be highlighted and addressed. 

“We are abused. The painful thing is the  people stealing our money at EasyPay branches. You 

get there, and you are missing R100, and they say they want to count your money for you. 

EasyPay/ Cash Paymaster has abused us. If it reopens, those people shouldn’t return. New 

people who won’t steal our money should come” (Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group 

extract).  

“The money is less R500. I can say that in front of you today. When they count the money, it is 

the whole amount but when I give it to my sister R500/R300 is missing. You don’t even know 

where it happens, because they do not move when they are counting the money. We would like 

that the branches [old paypoints] to return” (Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group extract). 

 

Beneficiaries incur additional costs to travel to a SASSA branch for assistance. In Mpumalanga, 

beneficiaries collecting social grants at a SAPO branch indicated that there was no designated SASSA 

Help Desk. Thus, beneficiaries incurred additional cost to travel to the SASSA office. “If I come across 

a problem with the merchant, they say, take your slip and go to SASSA” (Mpumalanga Focus Group 

extract). 

Text Box 3: NORMS AND STANDARDS 
The findings of the research indicate that SASSA does not deliver on the Norms and Standards. 

Section 12 of the SASSA Norms and Standards states “local offices and service points must 

have formal complaints procedures and management implementation.” Additionally, section 

20 of the Norms and Standards asserts that a Help Desk should be made available at each 

paypoint to “effectively and efficiently address beneficiaries’ administrative queries at the 

paypoint” (SASSA, Revised Norms and Standards, 2013). 
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In fieldwork conducted in the Eastern Cape, we found that beneficiaries were sent from pillar to post, 

as there was no clarity about which issues were resolved by SASSA and which by SAPO (such as card 

loss, pin reset, getting a statement to see deductions).  Out  of  the sixteen locations included in this 

research project, few said that the SAPO office provided a Help Desk where queries or challenges  

could  be  addressed.  Where  support  was  needed in   the case of fraud, lost or stolen cards, 

mistakes in payment or any other grievance, they were told to travel to their nearest SASSA office to 

receive assistance. For many, this incurred an additional cost in terms of travel and time. For 

example, for beneficiaries residing in Vaal Oewer, travel to the nearest SASSA office took over an 

hour one way and cost R30. Previously, there were SASSA officials present at the community 

paypoint. This made service access easier for beneficiaries. 

Beneficiaries also reported poor assistance and support from SASSA offices. Some gave examples of 

intimidation from officials: “When you visit SASSA with such cases, the staff become aggressive. They 

intimidate you, and they don’t allow you to ask such questions” (Khutsong, Gauteng Focus Group 

extract). 

In areas such as Nkonxeni, beneficiaries said that no issues get resolved at SASSA or SAPO. 

Beneficiaries were sent from SASSA to SAPO without resolution. Grievances and customer service 

queries included lost cards, pin resets, statements and queries about deductions. 

In the Western Cape, travel distance nearly doubled for beneficiaries to receive assistance for any 

queries or challenges with regards to payment. As illustrated in the table below, grant recipients have 

to travel far if they have a problem or query about their payment or card. Before decommissioning, 

beneficiaries had the option of receiving assistance at paypoints. 
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Now, they must not only travel to the nearest SASSA office, but usually the Police Station too in 

order to get an affidavit. This increases the distance, time and cost for accessing the correct grant. 

 
Table 4: Pilot – Western Cape distance of travel to receive assistance 

 

PLACE SASSA RECOURSE 
BEFORE 

SASSA RECOURSE  
NOW 

DIFFER
ENCE 

Delft 1.17 
km 

+/- 12 km -10 
km 

Genadendal 500 m +/- 25 km -24.5 
km 

Khayelitsha 270 m +/- 2.5 km -2.25 
km 

Robertson 112 m +/- 4 km -3.9 
km 

 
 

 
The map below shows the distance Genadendal beneficiaries traveled in order to access a SASSA 

office, police station or Department of Home Affairs. 

 
Figure 22: Western Cape Genadendal community mapping (Location 15) 

 

 
These challenges are also found in the North West. Beneficiaries need to travel to the SASSA office in 

Mathibestad, located 17,4 kilometres away from Ga-Motle. Although a SASSA satellite office is set up 

Genadendal 15 
Greyton 

22 min 
31,6 km 

Caledon 
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once a week in Ga-Moeka, SASSA only provides services for new applications. The fees for a return 

trip to Mathibestad were R34 and R20 to Ga-Moeka (see image below). 

 

Figure 23: Distance to SASSA Office in North West (Location 4) 
 

 

2.3.3. Facilities 
 

 
Post Offices, retailers and ATMs do not provide facilities such as toilets, seating or water. Many 

beneficiaries have to queue for long periods outside with no shelter or facilities. The narratives 

below highlight the challenges faced by beneficiaries: 

“At Ladysmith, outside the Post Office, we queue up in the sun and have to stand. 

There are no chairs” (Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group extract). 

“When they were receiving their grants at the hall, it was much better because they 

had chairs to sit. There were many machines, so the queues moved faster. They had 

facilities and the service was good”  (Bophelong,  Gauteng  Focus Group extract). 

  

Moretele 

Mathibestad 

30 min 
17,4 km 

Ga-Motle 4 

Text Box 4: NORMS AND STANDARDS 

SASSA has failed to apply their Norms and Standards, as each “cash paypoint must have 

accessible facilities and equipment” (SASSA, Revised Norms and Standards, 2013). This 

further encroaches on the rights and dignity of grant beneficiaries. 
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“There are long lines at the ATMs. A long time is spent waiting for the taxi to fill up. My daughter has to collect my 

money for me because I cannot go out on my own due to my health condition. My special transport arrangement 

costs me R100 for the return trip” (Western Cape Focus Group extract). 

“I collapsed one year at Pick ‘n Pay because of my high blood pressure. I was lucky 

that I knew a lady in line that drew my money for me” (Western Cape Focus Group 

extract). 

“People stand in [the] rain and sun. There is no shelter, not even a chair. I need to 

finish going to the toilet at home as there are no facilities” (Western Cape Focus 

Group extract). 

 
Figure 24: SAPO waiting area in Stinkwater Gauteng 

 

 
 

2.4. Robustness 
 

Robustness refers to a reliable payment mechanism, given the sometimes-irregular provision. 

Robustness includes communication and coordination as well as sufficient security. 

 
2.4.1. Safety and Security 

Cash delivery requires significant security.  Ideally,  the  focus on security should balance with the beneficiaries’ 

profile. However, with the decommissioning of SASSA paypoints, beneficiaries have reported a dramatic decline in 

safety, with increased fraud, muggings and general vulnerability associated with the increased travel time 

required. Figure 25 below highlights individual responses to feelings of safety and security since the 

decommissioning of the paypoints: 

 



56 

 

 

14% 

14% 

3% 

 
Figure 25: Beneficiary feelings of safety and security 

 
Not very safe 

69%

 

 
 

Somewhat safe 
 
 

No difference 
in safety 

Very safe 

 
 

Within the focus groups, the issue of safety was a primary issue. Some of the extracts below highlight 

these concerns: 

“[At] the old SASSA paypoint, beneficiaries did not have to pay to access payment, and 

staff assisted the elderly. Now, they feel unsafe. There has been a robbery of cash in 

transit” (Stinkwater, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

“It is not safe at all [at] the paypoints that they are using now: Ladysmith, Dundee 

and Uitval Boxer. When we withdraw the money, the thieves are already targeting us. 

There are so many scams in town to try and get our money. It is not safe. You don’t 

feel free there and always have to be cautious” (Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal Focus Group 

extract). 

“Sometimes, we travel together as a group, which is safer” (Focus Group extract). 

“There is no safety, regardless of ATM or Post Office, because, for both, you have to 

travel to town and the travel makes it unsafe” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group 

extract). 

 
2.4.2. Safety of the Elderly 

 
“Another female participant said it is a bit unsafe for older people for them to use that ATM at the 

supermarket because there is a lot of fraud that goes on there. Even in town, it’s the same thing. It’s 

unsafe” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract).
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“At times they try to use the lavatories (toilets) as a safe space after getting paid, so 

in order for them to segregate their payment, saying this will go to this person, etc., 

then you find them inside the lavatory, having money spilled all over and it becomes 

problematic because there are young females that will come in and trick them or 

mug them. In that space there is nobody to help out, there are no police or security 

and they get robbed, of money and other possessions [e.g., cellphones]” (Khutsong, 

Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

Beneficiaries shared how the staff at paypoints steal from them, particularly from the elderly. For 

example, in Limehill, KwaZulu-Natal, some of the elderly participants said  that, at the new paypoints 

(excluding SAPO), the staff who assist in the payment of the grant sometimes steal from beneficiaries 

during the counting process. Beneficiaries explained how staff would count the money with them. 

However, when they checked the payment again after leaving the paypoint, they would be short R20 or 

R50. Some reported up to R500 missing. When they returned to the paypoint to complain, nothing was 

done to address it. The lack of recourse or complaint procedure needs to be highlighted and addressed. 

Similar experiences were reported in Mpumalanga. Beneficiaries felt much safer at the community 

paypoint. For instance, in Vlaklaagte, beneficiaries felt the SASSA staff assisted as needed. 

“These volunteers were proud of their work and dedication to giving back to the 

community, as they had represented a sense of working together and belonging, 

but since the closure of the paypoint, they have nothing to look forward to” 

(Vlaklaagte, Mpumalanga Focus Group extract). 

 
2.4.3. Violence Against Women 

 
There were several reported instances of violence against female beneficiaries in their attempt to access payment 

at the new payment channels. This was a result of farther and more precarious traveling distances, unsafe 

collection points and transport challenges. The increased travel time has left many Old Age Grant beneficiaries 

vulnerable,  and there were extremely concerning reports of the robbery and rape of senior females when traveling 

back from collecting their grants:
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“They are victims because they travel alone now instead of traveling as a group 

when [the] paypoint was still available” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group 

extract). 

“Mama is pleading with the government to reopen the paypoints because it’s too far 

when they get their grant, and it’s not safe at the same time. They get robbed and 

raped. They have to wake up early in the morning, at around 3 am,  because there’s a 

long queue there” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

It was reported in Hlamvana that, while traveling alone from Tombo, a female beneficiary was robbed 

of her Child Support Grant payments for her two children; her attacker pointed a knife at her and 

tried to rape her. He wanted to drag her to a more secluded area, but she sat down and he was unable 

to lift her. Fortunately, other people appeared. He took her money and threw her bag back at her. She 

reported the matter to the Chief’s house, and her attacker was beaten. 

In Nkonxeni, Eastern Cape, another female beneficiary was on her way back from the Ntabeni 

Supermarket ATM when she was robbed of her grant payments for her two children. She reported this 

to the Chief but was told to let it go because he was from a poor family. 

Cases of physical gender-based violence against women were also reported in Ga-Motle, where an 

older female beneficiary indicated that women get pushed out of ATM queues. This abuse takes place 

regularly, and there is no security present to assist older beneficiaries, particularly more vulnerable 

female seniors. 

 
2.5. Insufficient Cash at Payment Points 

Liquidity of cash management is essential to ensure that there are sufficient funds available to pay all 

beneficiaries. The research found that not all parties involved provided reliable delivery of payment. 

Insufficient cash management is documented for both the designated agent (SAPO) as well as 

private institutions. 

“I leave home, taking my last R14 to catch a taxi, only to get to the paypoint and be 

told that money has not arrived… I am hungry at that time and have no money… The 

grant money arrives late in the day after lunch” (Ga-Motle, North West Focus Group 

extract). 

The lack of sufficient cash management results in beneficiaries having to incur additional transfer 

costs to be able to access their payment. In Ga-Motle, North West, beneficiaries from the focus group 

discussion said that the ATMs had insufficient cash, and the beneficiaries had to return the following 

day. This is also the case in Walkraal, Limpopo, where one beneficiary said, “When Shoprite runs out 

of money, I will have to go back the next day to Moutse mall and wait for payment” (Walkraal, 

Limpopo Focus Group extract). 
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Findings from the Eastern Cape highlighted similar struggles: “At Boxer, if you go for cash at the till, 

you don’t expect that they are going to give you short money because they don’t have enough cash in 

the till. So, they gave a lady R700 instead of R1700 without any explanation, and she went home. She 

found out that her money was short, and she had to go back again the following day. She did not 

receive the cash because she didn’t even know who served her the previous day. Boxer also forces the 

people to buy before they can receive their cash. So, it’s a struggle” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus 

Group extract). 

Beneficiaries said that there was no guarantee of payment even at SAPO branches. One may queue for 

hours only to reach the front of the line and be told there are no more funds and to return the next day. 

This affects their ability to budget or plan, as they cannot guarantee they will be able to access their full 

grant amount on payday. Some beneficiaries said they were buying food on credit because of non-

payment. 

“You could be queuing the whole day at the Post Office and, by the time you get inside, 

there is no money. So, there is no guarantee you will get your money” (Bophelong, Gauteng 

Focus Group extract). 

 

“It has affected them in terms of them drawing up a budget. You get to where you are 

supposed to get the money, the paypoint will be telling you there is no money, or they refuse 

to give you the money, or they limit the money” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

Some beneficiaries do not have the funds to travel to town and make use of the better-managed 

providers. They are forced to use local, untrustworthy payment channels. In Bophelong, for example, 

while there are some ATM points close to the residence of beneficiaries (such as the speed point ATM 

in Vaal Oewer and the ATM in Bophelong), these are reportedly unsafe, charge high withdrawal rates 

(up to R50) and, in the case, of the shop-owned speed point, limit withdrawal amounts. Some 

beneficiaries are still forced to use these payment channels if they do not have the money to travel to 

town to collect their grant. 

“The shop owners, what they usually do is limit the withdrawal to maybe R500, and the 

next time you try to go to withdraw the remaining balance, you find there is no money. 

This ATM is situated inside the shop” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

Beneficiaries reported similar experiences in Khutsong: “The ABSA limits the per transaction or daily 

withdrawal limit, and when you return the following day, it shows insufficient funds. So sometimes, 

you see your balance is one hundred and something and, when you return the next day, it says there 

is no money” (Khutsong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

 
2.6. Irregular Payment Dates 

Beneficiaries expressed deep concerns about payments needing to be timely and consistent, as irregular payment 

dates greatly affected their ability to budget, plan and maintain other important payments. Primarily, beneficiaries 

expressed concerns that payments be made by the 1st so that other payments, such as funeral policies, did not 

lapse. They need consistency and assurance to plan. The focus group data from two communities in Port St Johns, 

Eastern Cape, for example, revealed that SAPO does not give specific payment dates to beneficiaries. The next 

payment date is given to Councillors, and they do not convey the date to everyone effectively. 
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“During the gold [SAPO] card swap, things changed for the worst. People started suffering from 

there. They go to town to fetch their grants. Easy Pay came to distribute the grants to the 

beneficiaries and came earlier than the Post Office, so sometimes we do not have a choice but to 

accept payment from Easy Pay, though we know they are fraudsters” (Eastern Cape Focus Group 

extract). 
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Section 9: 
Individual Case Studies: Reflections on 
Direct and Indirect Costs for 
Beneficiaries 

 
 

In attempting to understand how the decommissioning of SASSA paypoints has affected individual 

beneficiaries, we present five individual case studies from selected areas. These case studies look at 

the impact of direct and indirect costs, highlighting the level of financial responsibility that has been 

placed on beneficiaries in order to access their grants. 

On the following pages, the costs incurred by five different beneficiaries in accessing their grants is 

illustrated: 

■ Female 60+ years Older Person’s Grant, Khutsong, Gauteng 

■ Male 60+ years Older Person’s Grant, Vulamehlo, KwaZulu-Natal 

■ Male 60+ years Older Person’s Grant, Vulamehlo, KwaZulu-Natal 

■ Female 41–60 years Child Support Grant, Hlamvana, Eastern Cape 

■ Female 41–60 years Disability Grant, Mpophomeni, KwaZulu-Natal 

■ Female 41–60 years Disability Grant, Mpophomeni, KwaZulu-Natal 
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BENEFICIARY PROFILE – KHUTSONG, GAUTENG 

Female 60+ years, Older Person’s Grant 

Travel distance and time before 
decommissioning 

Travel distance and time after 
decommissioning 

Less than 10 minutes More than 10 km, travel time 21–30 

minutes  one way 

TRAVEL COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

TRAVEL COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

FEES AND OTHER 
CHARGES 

No cost, was able to walk to paypoint R21–R40 Bank charges 

up to  R50 

SOCIAL COSTS / RIGHTS AND DIGNITY 

“The distance and cost we are incurring before we even have access to the grants… In our 

local community, there was no cost. We walked to the paypoint or used minimal amounts… 

At the moment it is very costly and strenuous.” 

COST AND SUPPORT FOR RECOURSE 

There is a local SASSA branch within 4.3 km from the Khutsong community hall (the 

decommissioned paypoint). There is no SAPO branch in Khutsong. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Khutsong 

Carletonville 
Mall 

20 min 
15,2 km 

25 min 
18,6 km 

Carletonville 
Post Office 
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The previous paypoint for the Khutsong community and surrounding areas was the  Khutsong 

Community Hall. This hall was a central meeting area. It had facilities such as toilets, running 

water and seating as well as local vendors and security. 

Now, the beneficiary has to travel between 10,1–18,4 km to Khutsong Mall, the Post Office, or ATMs in 
Carltonville (cost ±R15 one way) to collect  their grants from a service that does not overcharge or limit 
their withdrawal. This beneficiary is  paying, in total, between R71–R90 per month to collect her grant. 
This cost does not include additional travel should there be insufficient funds or the need to travel to 
SASSA for any problems experienced. The social costs of poor safety,  health, rights to adequate 
facilities and support also need to be considered. 

 
 

BENEFICIARY PROFILE – WALKRAAL, LIMPOPO 

Male 60+ years, Older Person’s Grant 

Travel distance and time before 
decommissioning 

Travel distance and time after 
decommissioning 

11–20 minutes More than 10 km, travel time is 

over two  hours one way 

TRAVEL COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

TRAVEL COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

FEES AND OTHER 
CHARGES 

No cost, was able to walk to paypoint R41–R60 Between R41–R50 

SOCIAL COSTS / RIGHTS AND DIGNITY 

Doesn’t feel safe. Does not always receive his full payment. Loss of income  includes his cattle 

having to graze without supervision for the whole day. 

COST AND SUPPORT FOR RECOURSE 

Need to travel to the nearest SASSA office, which is located more than 10 km away, at 

an additional cost of R41–R60. If overcrowded, he has to travel to SAPO, located in 

Moutse Mall. There is no customer service at any payment channel. 
 
 

 

The beneficiary needs to pay for transportation to the mall in the neighbouring town or to 

Kgobokwane. Before the decommissioning of the SASSA paypoint, the beneficiary walked on foot 

for a maximum of 30 minutes. Now, the beneficiary walks to the road outside the town, waits for 

passing transport and travels to the nearest mall, which usually takes 2 hours and 30 minutes. 

There are no local taxi services available in the town. 
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Kgobokwane 

Walkraa
l Stompo 

33 min 
22,6 km 

Moutse Mall 

 

This beneficiary is paying, in total, 

between R82–R110 per month to collect 

their grant. This cost does not include 

additional travel should there be 

insufficient funds or the need to travel 

to SASSA for any problems experienced.  

This would be an additional cost of 

R41–R60. The social costs of poor safety, 

health, rights to adequate facilities and 

support need to also be considered, as 

well as loss of income due to cattle 

grazing without supervision. 
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BENEFICIARY PROFILE – VULAMEHLO, KWAZULU-NATAL 

Male 60+ years, Older Person’s Grant 

Travel distance and time before 
decommissioning 

Travel distance and time after 
decommissioning 

21–30 minutes More than 10 km, travel time is more 

than an hour one way 

TRAVEL COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

TRAVEL COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

FEES AND OTHER 
CHARGES 

No cost, was able to walk to paypoint R61–R100 Less than R10 

bank fees, no 

deductions  at 

SAPO 

SOCIAL COSTS / RIGHTS AND DIGNITY 

“The SAPO should be closer to us. Even if they don’t open the same paypoint near me,  it 

must be closer… than to travel to town in long queues with people I don’t know. It takes the 

whole day. I have to wake up early to catch taxis. In town, I queue, then walk back to the taxi 

rank and get home late, around 5pm.” 

COST AND SUPPORT FOR RECOURSE 

The beneficiary has to travel to town to reach the nearest SASSA office for any recourse 

he needs at a cost between R61 and R100. 
 
 

 

The beneficiary has to travel over 10 km to collect his grant in town. The cheapest taxi fare that is 

paid was said to be between R21 and R41. However, three out of five (60%) beneficiaries spend 

between R61, and R100 and one spent over R100. 

This particular beneficiary is paying, in 

total,  between R71–R110 per month to 

collect his grant. This cost does not 

include additional travel should there be 

insufficient funds or the need to travel to 

SASSA for any problems experienced  at an 

additional cost between R41–R60. The 

social costs of poor safety, health, rights to 

adequate facilities and support   also need 

to be considered. 

42 min 
29,5 km 

Vulamehlo 

Umzinto 
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BENEFICIARY PROFILE – HLAMVANA, EASTERN CAPE 

Female 41–60 years, Child Support Grant 

Travel distance and time before 
decommissioning 

Travel distance and time after 
decommissioning 

Less than 10 minutes More than 10 km, travel time is over an 

hour one way 

TRAVEL COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

TRAVEL COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

FEES AND OTHER 
CHARGES 

No cost, was able to walk to paypoint R41–R60 R41–R60 

SOCIAL COSTS / RIGHTS AND DIGNITY 

“I had to buy items from the shop and didn’t get a slip to determine if the money was full or   

not.” 

COST AND SUPPORT FOR RECOURSE 

The beneficiary has to travel to town to reach the nearest SASSA office for any recourse 

needs at a cost between R41 and R60. 
 
 

 

Taxi fare to Tombo is R13 (R26 return) and to Port St Johns R27 (R54 return). When the paypoint was 

closer, wheelbarrows were used to transport disabled people, but now they have to take a taxi to 

Tombo or Port St Johns. 

This beneficiary is paying, in total, between R82–R110 per month to collect their grant. This cost 

does not include additional travel should there be insufficient funds or the need to travel to SASSA 

for any problems experienced. The social costs of poor safety, health, rights to adequate facilities 

and support need to be considered. 
 

26 min 
14,8 km 

35 min 
23,5 km 

Tombo 

Port St Johns 

Hlamvana 
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BENEFICIARY PROFILE – MPOPHOMENI, KWAZULU-NATAL 

Female 41–60 years, Disability Grant 

Travel distance and time before 
decommissioning 

Travel distance and time after 
decommissioning 

Less than 10 minutes More than 10 km, travel time is over an hour 

TRAVEL COST BEFORE 
DECOMMISSIONING 

TRAVEL COST AFTER 
DECOMMISSIONING 

FEES AND OTHER 
CHARGES 

No cost, could walk (with assistance) R21–R40 R21–R40 
 
 
 

SOCIAL COSTS / RIGHTS AND DIGNITY 

“We want the paypoint to open again because of the bank charges, transport and safety, also 

that we now have to walk, and I use crutches. So queueing up for too long is bad for my  body 

and my health. It causes pain in my leg. I now have to buy medicine using the grant because 

of the pain.” 

COST AND SUPPORT FOR RECOURSE 

The beneficiary has to travel to town to reach the nearest SASSA office and SAPS for any 

recourse, at the cost of between R21 and R40. 
 
 
 

Whereas previously the beneficiary could 

reach the paypoint walking with 

assistance, she now has to travel over 10 

km to the nearest Post Office or ATM.   If 

she doesn’t have the money, she has to 

walk up to 11 km to the nearest ATM. 

This beneficiary is paying, in total, 

between R42–R80 per month to collect 

their grant. This cost does not include 

additional travel should there be 

insufficient funds, the need to travel 

to SASSA for any problems experienced or 

the medicine cost the beneficiary indicated. 

The social costs of poor safety, health, 

rights to adequate facilities and support 

need to also be considered. 

Howick 

18 min 
13,5 km 

Mpophomeni 

28 min 
25,8 km 

KwaMncan
e 
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Section 10: 
Beneficiary Requests for Change 

 
 

Beneficiaries were near unanimous in indicating that they would benefit from a community-based 

paypoint and wished they could return to the paypoint at a local community hall or attend local or 

mobile SAPO offices. “If only they could go back to the halls, and not the ATMs and Post Offices” 

(Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

“They should reopen all the paypoints” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). “They don’t 

want Easy Pay, they want mobile SAPO units” (Hlamvana, Eastern Cape Focus Group extract). 

“SAPO cars should be the ones coming to the villages, not CPS because we end up going to CPS to get 

our payments; not because we want to but because they are closer and faster” (Nkonxeni, Eastern 

Cape Focus Group extract). 

The use of ATMs was identified as a challenge for many beneficiaries. Often, ATMs did not provide 

the necessary holistic support grant beneficiaries needed: 

“If they could go back to the old paypoint. Even if they had an ATM dedicated specifically for 

grant beneficiaries, they would still prefer to use the hall… If ever there is only an ATM, there 

are no services or security. There are officials where they  can  enquire,  there  is  support” 

(Focus Group extract). 

Beneficiaries requested opening paypoints in rural areas so that they would not need to travel as far: 

“If they could open a hall within the plots, they wouldn’t have to wake up early, stand in long queues 

and also the transport fare is now more” (Bophelong, Gauteng Focus Group extract). 

Beneficiaries also  requested  consistent  and  secure  payment  processes:  “Payment  should be 

scheduled from 1st of the month. Security should be improved at paypoints” (Khutsong, Gauteng 

Focus Group extract). 
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Section 11: 
Summary of Key Findings and 
Concluding  Remarks 

 
 

To offer a full picture of the issues related to the decommissioning of SASSA paypoints and the 

reallocation to SAPO was a tremendous undertaking. However, the research team identified various 

challenges beneficiaries experienced throughout the 16 site locations. Most of the challenges are 

represented in each of the locations, with the odd exception of issues related to specific geographical 

locations. In conclusion, the following key findings are based on the criteria of accessibility and 

robustness: 

 

 
1. General Satisfaction 

 
While some beneficiaries indicated they were satisfied with the new paypoint options, overall 

findings indicate a general dissatisfaction with the  decommissioning  process and its outcomes as 

well as an expressed desire to return to the community-based payment locations. 

Overall, beneficiaries feel largely unheard and forgotten. Across the provinces, beneficiaries said 

they experienced poor communication from SASSA regarding the decommissioning of the 

paypoints and the new alternatives that they were forced to use. 

 

 
2. Accessibility 

 

■ The decommissioning completely ignored Cabinet approved Norms and Standards of a 5km radius 

distance from a mobile paypoint, including the need to consider geographical obstacles or the 

number of beneficiaries per paypoint; 

■ The average payment collection time for beneficiaries is often far longer than it was before 

decommissioning; 

■ Average travel time for beneficiaries’ return trip from home is, in most instances, far 

longer; 

■ The average cost incurred for beneficiaries is much higher than before decommissioning; 
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■ Forcing the poor to use ATMs is not only discriminatory; it implies that the value of the social 

grant is less than amounts provided for in the Regulations. This is over and above additional 

costs to cover travelling. The escalation in costs is exacerbated by transaction costs by banks 

and erodes the value of the social grant that, in turn, deepens poverty among beneficiaries; 

■ Not only is accessibility to facilities at SAPO far less than previous paypoints, but  vulnerable 

beneficiaries are having difficulty accessing payments through the available payment 

mechanisms; 

■ Many beneficiaries are struggling with complaints, recourse (administrative justice) and refunds 

due to the fact that SASSA Help Desks are not available at most SAPO branches, paypoints, 

retailers and ATMs where grant beneficiaries now access their remittances; 

■ Local offices should be within a 40km radius. They should also be complemented by Help 

Desks and service points. The absence of a broader paypoint footprint denies many 

beneficiaries the right to recourse and a complaint procedure. This is also in direct conflict 

with the Batho Pele principles. 

 

 
3. Robustness 

 
Vulnerable beneficiaries are now more exposed and at risk to: 

■ Challenges with security at SAPO and other payment channels; 

■ Cases of gender-based violence, including rape and muggings as a consequence of the 

decommissioning of sites that were located within local communities; 

■ Insufficient cash at some paypoints which increases the cost to beneficiaries who are forced 

to travel to alternative points or to return later at their own cost; 

■ Irregular payments and short payments in contradiction with the Norms and Standards and 

international guidelines. 

 

 
4. Concluding Remarks and Recommendations 

 
Our findings suggest that the needs of beneficiaries are not being taken into account, particularly in 

the rural and peri-urban areas where beneficiaries have less access to immediate services and are 

required to travel long and unsafe distances to access their grants. The lack of secure and reliable 

paypoints for these beneficiaries needs to be thoroughly reviewed and addressed. 

The current payment regime created since the decommissioning is a deviation from the Norms and 

Standards, fails to meet the requirements of the Batho Pele Principles and is in breach of the 

provisions of the Promotion of Administration Justice Act. 
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The Black Sash demands the reopening of paypoints in line with the Norms and Standards. As 

outlined above, the Norms and Standards are not being upheld. Currently, many beneficiaries are 

forced to pay bank charges which decreases the value of the legal amount they should receive.  

Giving some beneficiaries full value while others incur costs at ATMs and other collection points is 

discriminatory. 

Finally, adherence to established Norms and Standards, such as the 5km radius stipulated, needs to 

take into account aspects of geography and demand. In some instances, the reopening of 

decommissioned paypoints may, in fact, be necessary. 

Because our research shows beyond doubt that grant beneficiaries are now worse off than before the 

decommissioning of paypoints, the Black Sash recommends the following: 

■ That SASSA re-open decommissioned paypoints that meet the Norms and Standards set by 

government for social grants payments, which include: 

• Access to points of payment within a 5km radius, taking reasonable cognisance of 

geographical impediments and the size of the beneficiary population within the 5km 

radius; 

• The provision of Help Desks at Post Offices, paypoints, retailers and other payment 

channels to facilitate complaints and recourse; 

• Provision of cover from the weather, toilet facilities and water; 

■ That fully-fledged SASSA offices be established within a 40km radius of grant beneficiaries in 

order to enhance accessibility, the quality of services and the facilitation of recourse and 

administrative justice; 

■ If beneficiaries are forced to use payment channels that incur transactions costs, such costs 

be paid by SASSA so that the value of the grant is in line with that published in Government 

Regulations on an annual basis. 
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Appendix A: Brief Summary of the Norms  
and Standards Version 2.0 

 
 

 
The National Norms and Standards 

 
In line with the decision of the Ministers’ Committee for Welfare in 1999, the National Department, 

following consultation with communities across the 9 provinces and the Provincial Departments 

responsible for social grants administration at the time, published a set of norms and standards to 

regulate service delivery. The Norms and Standards, in terms of Constitutional provisions and the 

principal Social Assistance Acts, cover the coordination of social grants delivery. The Norms and 

Standards provide for the following: 

■ Engaging with social grants applicants at the point of service delivery; 

■ The front office application phase: 

• The process in terms of time taken and confirming eligibility; 

• The application phase; 

• Informing beneficiaries of the next steps; 

■ The back office application phase: 

• Verification of applications and quality assurance; 

• Maintenance of beneficiary information; 

• Medical assessments; 

■ Access to services at SASSA offices, which included: 

• Opening times of SASSA offices; 

• Distance to a SASSA office (an access point of a 40 km radius was set); 

• Office layouts and facilities; 

■ The payment process Norms and Standards deal with: 

• The 5km distance within which a mobile unit would provide beneficiaries access to 

payments of grants; 

• A 20km distance access to a fixed paypoint; 

• Set payment times, as from 8 am to 4 pm; 

• Time spent at a paypoint should not exceed 1 hour waiting in a queue; 
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• Help desks at the paypoints with a minimum of 1 SASSA official to handle complaints/ 

queries; 

• Equipment provision at mobile paypoints; 

• Dignified services such as chairs, toilets, water, shelter and medical equipment at 

paypoints; 

• Increase of payment channels through cash paypoints, ATMs, merchants and 

commercial banks. 
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Appendix B: Focus Group Questionnaire 

 
 

 
Facilitator’s Welcome, Introduction and Instructions to Participants 

 
Welcome and thank you for volunteering to take part in this focus group. You have been asked to 

participate as your point of view is important. We appreciate your time. 

A brief background of Black Sash and the work we do: The Black Sash Trust is a 63-year-old veteran 

human rights organisation advocating for social justice in South Africa. 

Introduction: This Focus Group Discussion intends to identify the impacts of the decommissioning 

of SASSA paypoints on social grant recipients’ access to social grants, especially with regards to: 

finances, time, travel, dignity and opportunity costs. The focus group discussion will take no more 

than two hours. 

Purpose: The purpose of the focus group discussion is for information gathering only. 
 

May I tape the discussion to facilitate its recollection? (If yes, switch on the recorder) 
 

Anonymity: Despite being taped (recorded), I would like to assure you that the discussion will be 

anonymous. The tapes (recordings) will be kept safely in a locked facility until they are 

transcribed word for word, then they will be destroyed. The transcribed notes of the focus group 

will not contain any information that would allow you to be linked to specific statements. In other 

words, your identity including personal information and your inputs to the discussion will be 

completely protected. You should try to answer and comment as accurately and truthfully as 

possible. 

All of the Focus group participants are asked not to discuss any of the comments of other group 

members outside this focus group. If at any point you feel uncomfortable to answer any question(s), 

please indicate so as you are not forced to do so; however please try to answer and be as involved as 

possible. 

 
Ground Rules 

■ The most important rule is that only one person speaks at a time. Please wait for your turn 

as you will be given the opportunity at all times to share your thoughts and ideas. 

■ There are no right or wrong answers however we need to agree that we may have different views 

which will have to be respected at all times during the discussion. All views and opinions are 

important and valued. 
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■ You do not have to speak in any particular order. Should you wish to speak, please 

indicate by show of hand to the facilitator who will then indicate to the group who the next 

speaker is. 

■ Does anyone have any questions? (Answers). Ok, let’s begin… 

 
Warm up Question 

a) First, I’d like everyone to introduce themselves. Can you tell us your names, where you 

come from and your favourite food/colour? 

 
Introductory Question 

a) I am just going to give you a couple of minutes to think about your experiences after the 

closure or relocation of some SASSA Paypoints in this area. Is anyone happy to share his or 

her experience? 

 
Guiding Questions 

1. How has the removal or closure (decommissioning) of the SASSA paypoint affected you? 
 

2. Where were you drawing the grant before? 
 

3. When did your SASSA paypoint close? (Date / Month?) 
 

4. How did you find out that your paypoint was closed or going to close? 
 

5. Were you given any advance notice about this by a SASSA or Post Office official? If so, who gave 

you the notice? 

6. Where do you draw your money from now? (Post Office, ATM, retailers/shop or at another cash 

paypoint) 

7. What type of grant do you receive? Old Age, Disability, Children’s Grant 
 

8. Do you collect your grant in person or with the help of someone? (Explain) 
 

9. With the new paypoint, do you have to spend money to collect your grant and how much do you 

spend? If you ask for assistance from someone, why is that the case? 

10. This question must be answered by the Black Sash staff or the community partner. 

How far (less than 5 km, 5–10 km or more?) 

11. How long do you have to travel or walk now to receive your grant compared to before? 

(minutes, hours) (There could be instances now where people have to walk far just to get to 

public transport) 

12. How has the decommissioning affected your time when collecting the grant? How long did it 

take you before and how long does it take you now? 
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13. How much more money do you spend on bank charges? (At ATM, retailers/shop of the Post 

Office, etc.) Check if the participants can provide proof. 

14. When you have a problem with your card or there is money missing from your grant, what do 

you do and/or where do you go now to have it resolved? 

15. How safe do you feel collecting the grant now than before at your old SASSA paypoint? Are 

you more at risk or not? How? (Probe the difference in safety at ATMs, retailers/shop, the Post 

Office.) 

16. Is the general service (including sufficient cash, access to bank statements, mechanisms  for 

complaints, Help Desk service etc.) at the new social grant collection point better or worse than 

before? 

17. Are there utilities (drinking water, access to toilet facilities, chairs, waiting area, etc.) at the 

new social grant collection point? 

18. How has decommissioning affected you in terms of opportunities, such as informal 

trading and other services? 

19. How has the removal of the paypoint affected your community as a whole? 
 

20. What do you think should happen to change the impact that the closed paypoint has had on 

you and the broader community? 

21. Are there any other challenges to receiving your grants now, other than the ones already 

mentioned? Or any other point you would like us to note regarding the removal of paypoints? 

 
Concluding Question 

a) Of all the things we’ve discussed today, what would you say are the most important issues you 

would like to express about the removal of SASSA paypoints? 

 
Conclusion 

■ Thank you for participating. This has been a very eye opening discussion. 

■ Your opinions will be a valuable asset to the study. 

■ We hope you have found the discussion interesting. 

■ If there is anything you are unhappy or unclear about anything regarding this focus group (which 

you wish to complain about), please contact the local Black Sash Office or speak to me later. 

■ I would like to remind you that any comments featuring in this report will be anonymous. 

■ Before you leave, please make sure you have handed in your completed signed consent form. 
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■ Some very valuable information has been shared here today, and we hope you don’t mind if  we 

chat to some of you individually during tea to check that we have understood your comments 

correctly? (Optional – opening the door for individual questions, if necessary). 

Thank you once more, please help yourself to some refreshments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
72 



78 

 

 

 

Appendix C: Individual Interview 
Questionnaire 

 
 

Hello, my name is , and I speaking to you on behalf of the Black Sash. 
 

The Black Sash, working with independent researchers, is conducting beneficiary interviews on the 

closure of SASSA paypoint(s) in your area. We would like you to participate in our short interview. 

 

 
More About the Interview 

 
This interview intends to identify the impacts of decommissioning of SASSA paypoints on social 

grant recipients’ access to social grants, for example: finances, time, travel, dignity and opportunity 

costs. I would like to hear from you about the impact this has had on you and any other challenges or 

obstacles you are experiencing. The interview will take no more than 20–30 minutes. 

We do not expect that participating in this interview will harm you in any way. However, if you 

feel that you have been negatively affected by participating, please contact: 

The Black Sash Regional Manager: (add name and contact details) 
 

You will get no direct benefit from participating in this interview. But you may get some personal 

satisfaction from being part of a study that finds out how the decommissioning of paypoints impacts on 

you and your community and make recommendations of how the challenges can be remedied. The 

information you provide will help us to answer important questions about how we can get the 

government to improve delivery of grants in our communities. Participating in this interview will 

involve no cost to you and is voluntary. 

 

You are free to stop the interview at any time, should you change your mind. Your refusal to participate 

will not result in any penalty. 
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1. Participant Information: 
 

1.1. Are you: (please tick as necessary) 
 

Male  Female  

 
 

 
1.2. Age Group 

 

 Under 25 years 

 26 – 40 years old 

 41 – 60 years old 

 Older than 60 years 
 
 

 
1.3. What kind of Grant(s) do you receive? (Select all those that apply) 

 

 Older Person’s Grant 

 Disability Grant 

 Child- Support Grant 

 Foster Child grant 

 Care Dependency Grant 

 War-Veterans Grant 

 Social Relief of Distress 

 Grant in Aid 

 
 
 
 
 

CONSENT 

I hereby agree to participate in the Decommissioning of SASSA Paypoints Research. I 

understand that I am participating freely and without being forced in any way to do so. I 

understand that this is a project whose purpose is not necessarily to benefit me personally. 

I understand that my participation will remain confidential. 

Participant signature or mark Date 
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1.4. What type of bank account/card is your social grant paid into? 
 

 SASSA/SAPO Special Disbursement Account (SDA) 

 Private Commercial Bank Account 

 Capitec 

 FirstRand Bank (FNB) 

 Nedbank Limited 

 ABSA Bank 

 Standard Bank 

 Grindrod Bank: Easy Pay Everywhere Bank Account 

 Other 

 
 
 
 
 

2. Beneficiary Questions 
 

2.1. How did you find out that your paypoint was closed or going to close? 
 

 SASSA (official, paypoint) 

 SAPO 

 Community meeting 

 Local Chief/ Community leader 

 Television 

 Community Radio Station 

 Local newspaper 

 Other 

 
 
 

2.2. Were you given any advance notice about this by a SASSA or Post Office? 
 

 Yes  No  Did not get notice 
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2.3. Where do you draw your money from now? 

 

 Post Office: Branch 

 Post Office: SASSA paypoint 

 Retailer/shop 

 ATM 

 Other payment channel 
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2.4. In what town do you access your grant? 
 

 

2.5. With the new paypoint, do you have to spend money to collect your grant? 
 

 Yes  No  Not sure 
 
 

 
2.6. How far do you have to travel to get your grant money? 

 

 Less than 1 kilometer 

 Between 1 and 5 kilometers 

 Between 5 and 10 kilometers 

 10 kilometers or more 

 
 
 

2.7. How much do you spend on transport? 
 

 Less than R20 

 Between R21 and R40 

 Between R41 and R60 

 Between R61 and R100 

 Over R100 

 
 

 
2.8. Do you need support to access your grant? 

 

 No 

 Yes 

 Accompanied by another person 

 Pay the transport cost of a second person 

 
 

 
2.9. How long do you have to travel or walk now to receive your grant compared to before? 

 

 Less than 10 minutes 

 Between 11 and 20 minutes 
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 Between 21 and 30 minutes 

 Between 30 and 60 minutes 

 Over an hour 
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2.10. How long did it take you before? 
 

 Less than 10 minutes 

 Between 11 and 20 minutes 

 Between 21 and 30 minutes 

 Between 30 and 60 minutes 

 Over an hour 

 
 

 
2.11. How much more money do you spend on bank charges? (At ATM, retailers/shop of the Post 

Office etc.). Please get copies of the till slips or bank statements for accuracy. 
 

 Less than R10 

 Between R11 and R20 

 Between R21 and R40 

 Between R41 and R50 

 Over R50 
 
 

 
2.12. Have you noticed any deductions from your bank account? What were they for? 

 

 

2.13. How safe do you feel collecting the grant now than before at your old SASSA paypoint? 
 

 Not very safe 

 Somewhat safe 

 Very safe 

 No difference in safety 

 Other 

 
 

 
2.14. What is your general feeling about the closing of the SASSA paypoints in your area? 

 

 Very satisfied 
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 Satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor satisfied 

 Somewhat dissatisfied 

 Very dissatisfied 
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2.15. What do you think should happen to change the impact the closed paypoint has had on you? 
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Appendix D: Informed Consent 

 
 

 
Information Sheet 

 
Hello, my name is , I am from the Black Sash South Africa. 

 
Together with other colleagues from Black Sash, we are conducting a Focus Group Discussion on the 

closing of South African Social Security Agency (SASSA) paypoints in your area. You are invited to 

participate in this project. 

 
More about the project 

Black Sash intends to identify the impacts of decommissioning of SASSA paypoints in rural/ peri-

urban grant recipients access to social grants, especially with regards to: Finances, time, travel, 

dignity and opportunity costs. 

 
How are we going to do our work? 

We are inviting members of the community to participate in a group discussion where we will be 

discussing the impact of the closure of SASSA paypoints in your community. We’d like to hear from 

you about the impact this has had on you and any challenges or obstacles you are experiencing or 

obstacles. Your role will be to share your experiences and opinions. 

 
Possible risks 

We do not expect that participating in this session will harm you in any way. However, if you feel that 

you have been negatively affected by participating, please contact Black Sash. 

 
Possible benefits 

There are no direct or immediate benefits from participating in this session. But you may get some 

personal satisfaction from being part of a study to find out what the decommissioning of paypoints 

impacts and challenges are in your community. The information you provide will help us to answer 

important questions about how we can get the Government to improve delivery of grants in our 

communities. 
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Costs to you: 

Participating in this session will involve no cost to you. 

 
Voluntary participation in research 

You have the right to agree or refuse to participate in this project. If you decide to participate and 

later change your mind, you are free to stop at any time. Your refusal to participate will not result in 

any penalty. 

 

 
Decommissioning of SASSA Paypoints Research: Consent Sheet 

 
I agree to participate in the project. The goals and methods of the project are clear to me. 

 
I understand that some parts of my involvement in the study will be tape-recorded. All the details and 

purposes of this project have been explained to me. I understand that I have the right to refuse to 

participate in the study. 

I agree to participate in the project on the condition that: 
 

1. I can withdraw voluntarily from the study at any time and that no adverse consequences will 

follow on withdrawal from the study. 

2. I have the right not to answer any or all questions posed and not to participate in any or all 

of the procedures. 

3. All personal information and findings will be treated with the strictest confidentiality. 
 

4. No one will be able to link me, my name or any identifying information to anything I say in any 

forum. 

5. The project team is committed to treating participants with respect and complete 

confidentiality. 
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Focus Group: Demographic details 
 

1. Age Group: 
 

20 - 30  31 – 40  41 - 50  51 – 60  61+  

 
 
 

2. Are you: (please tick as necessary) 
 

Male  Female  

 
 
 

3. What kind of Grant do you receive? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONSENT 

I hereby agree to  participate in  the  Decommissioning of  SASSA Pay-Points  Research. I 

understand that I am participating freely and without being forced in any way to do so. I 

understand that this is a project whose purpose is not necessarily to benefit me 

personally in the immediate or short term. I understand that my participation will remain 

confidential. 

Participant signature or mark Date 

CONSENT FOR TAPE RECORDING 

I hereby agree to the tape-recording of the session which may contain my participation in the 

study. 

Participant signature or mark Date 
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Black Sash National Office: Cape Town 

Street Address: Black Sash National Office, Elta House, 3 Caledonian Road, Mowbray, 7700 

Postal Address: Black Sash National Office, PO Box 1282, Cape Town 

8000 Tel: +27 21 686 6952 

Fax: +27 21 686 6971 

Email: info@blacksash.org.za 

 
Black Sash Regional Offices 

Western Cape Regional Office (Including 
Northern Cape) Cape Town 

Street Address: 
Black Sash National Office, Elta 
House, 3 Caledonian Road, 
Mowbray, 7700 

Tel: +27 21 686 6952 

Fax: +27 21 686 6971 
 
 

Eastern Cape Regional Office 
(Including Free State): Port Elizabeth 

Street Address: 
87A Main Road, Walmer, Port Elizabeth, 

6070. Tel: +27 41 4873288 
Fax: +27 41 4841107 

 
 

 
 

KwaZulu-Natal Regional Office (Including 
Mpumalanga): Durban 

Street Address: 
Diakonia Centre, 20 Diakonia Street 
(previously St Andrews Street), Durban, 
4001 

Tel: +27 31 3019215 

Fax: +27 31 3052817 
 
 

Gauteng Regional Office (Including North 
West & Limpopo): Johannesburg 

Street Address: 
Khotso House, 8th Floor, 25 Anderson Street, 
Johannesburg 2001 

Tel: +27 11 8348361 

Fax: +27 11 4921177 


