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executive summaRy

The current study was commissioned by the Cash 
Learning Partnership (CaLP) in order to assess the 
preparedness of humanitarian actors to design and 
implement cash transfer programmes (CTP) at scale 
in emergencies.

Whilst there is significant experience of implementing 
CTPs in emergencies this has seldom been at a scale 
comparable to in-kind responses. A number of critical 
gaps and blockages standing in the way of scale 
programming in the wake of a disaster have been 
identified through this study, with recommendations 
made as to how these might be addressed.

The study research is based on key lines of enquiry 
assessing the extent of preparedness of humanitarian 
actors in the following four fundamental areas:

• Appropriate procedures, systems and guidelines 
to facilitate speedy and large scale cash and 
voucher transfer programming.

• Technical capacity to assess needs, design 
appropriate programmes, implement and 
monitor them.

• Contingency planning including relevant 
analysis and prepositioning activities.

• Coordination with other actors, particularly the 
private sector.

In addition, the study has defined a number of 
overarching issues which are hindering preparedness 
for achieving scaled up CTPs, many of which are 
interconnected. These include:

Risk aversion in many forms including putting 
increased checks and balances in place for CTPs; 
fears of the unknown effects of large scale CTPs 

on inflation; a weak evidence base illustrating the 
outcome and impact of scaled up CTPs; security 
issues and acceptance by governmental or relevant 
authorities; and a focus on channelling CTP through 
the food security sector which is limiting overall 
scale up potential using other sector responses, 
and is limiting the models of how CT are disbursed 
because of their comparison with food assistance 
systems.

Procedures, systems and 
guidelines

Although a number of technical guidelines exist on 
“how to” design and implement large scale CTPs, 
there is a lack of documented policies and strategies 
for humanitarian agencies and donors alike in terms 
of direction or formal institutional support. In spite 
of this, CTPs continue to be implemented with 
increasing frequency – though rarely at scale in 
emergencies. There is, however, a general agreement 
that if documented policies supporting CTP at 
scale in emergencies did exist this would improve 
confidence amongst humanitarian actors to initiate 
such programmes, especially in management and 
key decision-making circles.

Responsibility for CTPs is rarely captured by one person 
or one team either within donor or humanitarian 
agencies, perhaps reflecting institutional set up for 
in-kind responses. Responsibility for CTP tends to 
be spread across different teams (either sectoral or 
geographical), which hinders them going to scale, 
and making it difficult for them to access coherent 
legal, administration, finance and logistics support.
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Funding processes are often too slow to allow for 
scaled up CTPs in the earliest days of an emergency 
response in spite of some attempts by donors to set 
up ancillary channels to overcome this. Although 
agencies often use their own funds to cover this 
gap, such funds rarely allow for scale and are more a 
mechanism for allowing speed.

The development of systems to support cash transfer 
programming is essential if such programmes are 
to be implemented at scale. WFP, the IFRC and the 
American Red Cross are in the process of adapting 
their systems to overcome this issue and smaller 
organisations are taking similar steps, although 
funding for these developments is not always easy 
to obtain. 

technical caPacity

One of the key gaps identified in terms of assessment 
is the absence of a tool that allows for rapid, simple, 
one-day market analysis. In addition, there is an 
absence of pre-disaster large scale market data 
which could be used as a baseline. To compound 
this, needs assessments continue to be sectorally 
focused and with CTP being applicable in all sectors, 
its use is hampered as there is no methodology to 
define overall needs and pinpoint which of those 
needs could best be met through cash or voucher 
transfers.1

Although the increased use of technology to deliver 
CTPs does allow for cash programming at scale, this 
is only realistic in contexts where the technology 
exists before the disaster and is functioning rapidly 
post-disaster. Where this is not the case, the time 
taken to train beneficiaries (and private sector 
representatives) in using the technology and also in 
forming agreements with partners to work together 
post-disaster stands in the way of rapid scale 
programming.

1 Current inter-agency inter-sector tools are considered to be 
disparate to the tools that operational agencies are using to 
actually design CTPs.

There are very few, if any, examples where CTPs 
designed and implemented in response to an 
emergency have connected to longer term CTPs 
such as government social safety net systems. This is 
seen to be a key gap.

Regardless of the form of assistance being provided, 
setting up targeting and registration systems post-
disaster is a complicated and time consuming task. 
A number of stakeholders proposed that large scale 
pre-disaster registration of potentially vulnerable 
populations (for example those living in locations 
that are affected by predictable disasters) would be 
one way around this. Another option for ensuring 
that affected populations are able to receive cash 
(and/or other appropriate commodity) rapidly post-
disaster is to undertake one-off blanket distributions. 
Such an approach is not, however, always supported 
by implementing agencies or donors.

The lack of outcome and impact data relating to 
CTPs at scale in general was seen as a key blockage 
to their scale up. There is also a lack of information 
on the impact of CTPs on specific issues such as 
acute malnutrition rates, inflation and the impact on 
regional markets. In fact, one of the key skills found 
to be lacking within humanitarian agencies was the 
ability to monitor inflation and the secondary effects 
of CTPs, particularly when implemented at scale.

contingency Planning

Not all organisations have systematic processes for 
devising contingency plans and of those that do, 
very few are CTP-specific. Agencies acknowledged 
that scaling up CTP is more dependent upon market 
assessment and operational capacity than on pre-
defined response plans to emergency scenarios. The 
speed of response rather than scale of response is 
believed to be more relevant to contingency planning. 

An awareness of government disaster plans and 
regulative frameworks is seen to be important and 
this is more likely to be viable when organisations 
have a pre-disaster country presence. The most 
practical level of preparedness was found to be 
establishing stocks of CTP supplies. However, 
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financing these stocks remains a difficulty for most 
agencies.

coordination 

Coordination in all its forms – inter-agency, internal 
organisational, between implementing agencies 
and other stakeholders and between donors – 
was considered to be an area in need of much 
strengthening if CTP is to be implemented at scale 
in emergencies. 

The UN cluster system has no obvious place yet for 
CTP and this has led to a lack of clarity as to which UN 
agency should facilitate inter-agency discussions on 
cash. CaLP has supported coordination mechanisms, 
particularly on a technical level, in some large scale 
emergencies, such as the response to the Haiti 
earthquake in 2010, but has a limited role and capacity 
for taking on larger inter-sector coordination.

Internally, where cross-departmental working is 
required in order to ensure scaled up CTP, there 
appears to be a time lag between operational 
strategic thinking on how this can be done and 
the support services that are required to ensure 
that it is done in an accountable and transparent 
manner. A continued lack of senior management 
understanding of and commitment to CTP in general 
is also seen to be an obstacle.

In order for CTP to be implemented at all, and 
particularly at scale, host government acceptance is 
critical. Many of those interviewed considered that 
this is still a blockage with fears focusing around 
dependency and sustainability. There is a lack of 
agency pre-disaster coordination and dialogue with 
governments that would help to facilitate rapid CTPs 
post-disaster.

From a donor perspective there are no formal 
coordination mechanisms focusing on CTP although 
information-sharing does take place to an extent.

Finally, coordination with the private sector is an 
increasingly important issue. This includes dialogue 
and formal relationships with traders providing 
goods as well as service providers such as banks, 

mobile phone companies and security companies. 
Dialogue here remains challenging although there 
is an interest from the private sector to engage  
with humanitarian responses either from a 
corporate social responsibility perspective or with 
the understanding that at some point their business 
capacity will be increased through such partnerships.

In recent years significant steps have been made 
in the implementation of CTPs in response to 
emergencies. There is, however, significant work to 
be done, both in terms of changing mind-sets as well 
as concrete, practical action, if such programming 
is to be rapidly implemented at scale. As soon 
as support systems are in place and the relevant 
groundwork has been done in terms of obtaining 
government support, a donor and implementing 
agency (or alliance of agencies) need to take the next 
big step and implement a significantly scaled up CTP. 
In this way lessons can be documented and learned 
so that, as a community, humanitarian stakeholders 
are better prepared to use cash transfers as a reliable 
and equal option in the next disaster.

The study has made a total of 29 key findings with 
connected recommendations that are targeted 
separately towards CaLP, donors and implementing 
agencies. Presented below are the seven priority 
findings and their connected recommendations.

Top level findings:

Ø Organisations have taken many years to set 
up reliable, accountable and functioning 
logistics, administration and finance systems 
for the delivery of in-kind assistance. The current 
systems for programming cash at scale have not 
been tried and tested to the extent that in-kind 
ones have. The time required to set up equivalent 
systems for the delivery of cash (particularly 
at scale) which are currently generally not in 
existence, should not be underestimated.2

2 The time taken to establish reliable and trusted systems will vary 
from organisation to organisation. The IFRC have been working 
on adapting their systems for approximately 12 months and 
aim to undertake pilots before the end of 2011. WFP’s Cash for 
Change initiative which was launched in 2008 is not scheduled for 
completion until 2015 (with systems, processes and staff in place 
for large scale deployment envisaged for 2013).
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Ø Risk averse systems and procedures (that 
disproportionately affect cash programming) 
stand in the way of scale up. Efficient, tried and 
tested support systems with practical sign-
off levels are required, so that cash is as easily 
programmable as in-kind. 

Ø There is a lack of overall coordination to provide 
an overview of CTP contributions in given 
emergencies.

Ø Better linkages may be possible between 
existing long term safety net programmes 
and emergency CTP disaster responses. CTP 
has the potential to bring humanitarian and 
development actors together. 

Ø There is a trade-off between scale and speed. 
Implementing targeted CTP at scale takes too 
long for an emergency response. 

Ø A fear of damaging markets (disproportionately 
affecting cash rather than in-kind programmes) 
limits scale-up. Better market analysis tools  
are required, as is an understanding of the 
trade-offs between going to scale and adversely 
influencing markets. Agencies do not sufficiently 
factor in the traders’ response when undertaking 
market assessment and analysis. Agencies often 
do not inform traders of their intended response 
and therefore influence how markets react. This 
is especially true of food markets.3

Ø There is a cost attached to maintaining systems 
(and people) that allow for a readiness to go to 
scale rapidly. Resources are required in order to 
maintain this readiness.

recommendations

Donors should consider a broader, more inclusive CTP 
funding strategy based on overall need that allows:

• for better links between development and 
emergency programming, especially for 
agencies with experience in both contexts; 

3 This is often true for in-kind responses as well.

 for CTP to break through its current food/food 
security programming focus to include other 
needs usually addressed through sector specific 
responses, by means of an analysis of the overall 
needs of affected populations;

• funding proposals for emergency responses to 
include a justification of why a CTP has not been 
considered;

• for support to funding information systems for 
pre- and post- disaster data.

Donors should continue to fund evidence-based 
studies to feed into strengthening of scale up 
activities and strategies.

Donors should encourage and lead dialogue 
between ministries of national governments to 
explore the potential for flexibility in social safety  
net programmes to expand in times of crisis to  
include those affected by disasters. A cross-ministerial 
working group would support this process.

Donors should ensure more agile financial 
disbursement systems that make it easier for 
organisations to implement the CTP option that suits 
them, from immediate blanket unconditional cash 
grants to conditional transfers supporting sector 
responses with recovery components. 

Donors should become more open to funding 
preparedness activities that are specifically linked to 
speeding up emergency programming e.g. baseline 
assessments of vulnerable populations in disaster 
prone countries.

Agencies should streamline internal decision-making 
processes that enable more CTP to be scaled up when 
this is in line with overall organisational humanitarian 
response aims, including decisions around:

• systems for inter-divisional ways of working, 

• standard operating procedures, and 

• corporate level decisions on how to build and 
fund capacity 

Agencies should more systematically establish at 
field level coordination mechanisms that enable 
an overview of the contribution of CTP to meeting 
humanitarian needs.

•
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Agencies should simplify recipient identification and 
registration criteria and systems when appropriate in 
order to meet immediate emergency response aims.

Agencies should continue the joint initiatives at 
field level for addressing the technical aspects of 
designing and implementing CTP, where this adds 
value, including:

• involving government ministries in CTP, 
including pre-disaster dialogue on the topic;

• making the most of opportunities for economies 
of scale when contracting out CT disbursement 
services from the private sector, or investing in 
database systems;

• strengthening the relationships with private 
sector providers and traders;

• market assessment tools to speed up decision 
making (pre and post-disaster tools);

• considerations of disaster affected labour 
markets.

CaLP should continue to create advocacy messages 
and convene high level dissemination events to raise 
awareness of CTP successes based on cumulative 
evidence acquired to overcome some of the existing 
resistance amongst some actors, including donors.

CaLP should continue investing in learning and 
development activities around CTP based on 
evidence of how CTPs contributes to humanitarian 
programme aims. This learning should not be limited 
to emergencies – direct links between social safety 
net systems and emergency responses involving 
CTP in countries prone to emergencies need to be 
included. 

CaLP should continue investing in the dissemination 
of tools to enable all those designing and 
implementing CTP to:

• strengthen outcome and impact monitoring 
tools that measure the contribution of CTP to 
programme aim;

• consider which transfer modality may be most 
appropriate helping to fill the existing market 
assessment information gap;

• engage more effectively with private sector 
service providers and traders.

All actors should agree inter-cluster coordination 
and facilitation mechanisms on CTP, including which 
UN agency will take the lead, before the next large 
scale disaster occurs. 
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1 Background

The Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP) has initiated 
the current study in order to assess the level of 
preparedness amongst humanitarian actors (donors, 
NGOs, UN agencies, international organisations, 
governments and the private sector) to design 
and implement cash transfer programmes (CTPs) 
at scale in emergencies. The CaLP is of the opinion  
that better preparedness in terms of developing 
systems/procedures/guidelines, enhancing technical 
capacity, harnessing innovations in technology and 
ensuring coordination/linkages is important for 
humanitarian agencies to embark on large scale 
responses.

In recent years there has been a significant increase 
in the use of cash and vouchers by agencies and 
governments in response to humanitarian crises. 
It is anticipated that this trend will continue in the 
coming years with greater investments being made 
by a number of agencies to build systems and 
capacity to implement cash and voucher transfer 
programmes, with the support of donors such as 
ECHO, DFID, USAID and others. 

Some believe that an increased interest in cash and 
voucher transfer programming among donors and 
governments provides an opportunity to implement 
cash transfer programming at a much larger scale 
than is currently being put into operation by 
humanitarian actors. Different models of trying to 

achieve scale have emerged in recent years ranging 
from a single agency model to a multi-agency model.

It has been recognised that adequate preparedness 
and coordination can play a significant part in the 
efficient delivery of aid to those affected by crisis.4 
However, there is significant lack of clarity regarding 
the extent to which efforts are being made to 
enhance preparedness among humanitarian 
agencies to implementing large-scale cash and 
voucher transfer responses. 

In the past few years, the private sector has played 
an important role in facilitating CTPs. Innovations in 
technology have played a critical role in achieving 
scale in some cases (once the rest of the programme 
activities related to assessment of needs and 
beneficiary identification processes are in place), yet 
the engagement of humanitarian actors with the 
private sector appears to be a challenge. 

For a number of organisations, experience of 
undertaking cash based programming has taken 
place during recovery operations (sometimes at 
scale) with less experience of this in the very early 
stages of a relief or emergency response phase.

4 CaLP – “Delivering Money: Cash Transfer Mechanisms in 
Emergencies” (2010)
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2  purpose and scope of 
the study

The overall purpose of the study is to explore answers 
to the following questions:

• What is the extent of preparedness among key 
humanitarian donors, UN agencies, NGOs and 
some governments in disaster prone countries 
on:

a) Appropriate policies, procedures and 
systems to facilitate speedy and large scale 
cash and voucher transfer programming?

b) Technical capacity to assess the need, design 
appropriate programmes, implement and 
monitor them?

c) Contingency planning that includes an analysis 
of social relations, delivery mechanisms, 

security, and prepositioning of relevant 
material/resources?

d) Coordination/linkage with others, especially 
private sector and investments in innovation?

• What are the key gaps and blockages that need 
the attention of humanitarian actors to enhance 
sector-wide capacity to design and implement 
cash and voucher programmes at scale?

• How can the identified gaps and blockages can 
be addressed?

It is intended that primarily the study will make 
recommendations for use by donors, humanitarian 
organisations and governments to address the key 
gaps and blockages identified.
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3  research 
methodology

A four person team undertook the study over a  
period of 48 days. Two of the team members 
undertook the research work, supported by the 
other two members at the inception and report 
finalising stages.

The research methodology involved four distinct 
stages:

i) Agreement on research methodology through 
an inception report and meeting with the CaLP 
Reference Group for the study.

ii) The selection of three case studies where large 
scale cash transfer programmes have taken 
place, for more in depth investigation of the 
study topics. With guidance from the CaLP 
Reference Group, the Kenya Hunger Safety Net 
Programme (HSNP) and the Horn of Africa crisis 
in 2011, the Pakistan 2010 flood response and 
the response to Hurricane Katrina in the USA in 
2005 were selected. The case studies aimed to 
tease out some of the practical implications and 
experiences of programming at scale with regard 
to organisational systems, technical capacity, 
contingency planning and coordination issues. 
The case studies were not intended to provide 
an overview of the humanitarian cash transfer 
responses in these countries.

iii) Semi-structured stakeholder interviews were 
held in person and by telephone with a range 
of key informants working in the humanitarian 
arena at head office levels and in the chosen case 
study countries. Initial contact was made with 34 
individuals recommended by the CaLP Reference 
Group, and a snowball technique for identifying 
additional stakeholders for interview was used. 
A total of 98 individuals from 41 organisations 
were successfully interviewed (see Annex 1).

iv) A desk review of main CTP related literature 
linked to the interviews and case study countries 
focusing specifically on issues related to scaling 
up and preparedness (see Annex 3).

Limitations:

Some key informants were hard to access, as they 
were responding to the Horn of Africa crisis. None 
of the stakeholders interviewed were found to be 
against scaling up CTP in emergencies. This is likely 
to be an effect of the design of the study and must 
be considered when interpreting the findings.

The focus of the key informant interviews was on 
humanitarian agencies and donors. Accessing the 
private sector was a challenge in spite of continued 
efforts to do so.
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4  defining terms:  
scale and speed

Our research has shown that there is no common 
understanding of what programming at scale 
means. Interpretations amongst those interviewed 
depended upon:

• total programme funds available;

• amount of cash disbursed;

• numbers of households assisted (ranging from 
6,000 for some organisations to >100,000 for 
others); 

• percentage of those in need covered by the 
programme;

• geographical coverage;

• an intervention where the local market is 
affected by the CT programme.

Furthermore, it is difficult to track those CT 
contributions which are currently being made as 
many emergency programmes include both in-
kind and cash components and there is often no 
breakdown available as to what proportion of donor 
funds has gone to which component. ECHO is an 
exception in this regard.5

5 DG ECHO invests approximately 20% (60 million euros) of its 
overall food security humanitarian assistance resources in cash 
transfer programming.

Box 1  Definitions of scale from key stakeholDers intervieweD

• covering the population in need.

• combination of numbers assisted, money disbursed and geographical area covered.

• numbers affected combined with Global acute malnutrition and severe acute malnutrition rates.

• volume of food and money disbursed.

•	 Production,	programming	and	delivery	of	a	defined	number	of	smart	cards	within	a	defined	timeframe.

• relativity to what an organisation has programmed previously.

• number of households (ranging from 6,000 for some organisations to >100,000 for others).

• scale is a variable dimension; it is not about the volume.

• at scale may be something comparable to what we programme with commodities.

•	 Small	numbers	of	organisations	implementing	CTP	increasing	to	significant	numbers	in	a	given	response.

• absolute funding level allocated to ctP in an emergency.

• ocha’s humanitarian dashboard.

• fao’s iPc framework.

•  any intervention, no matter what the size of the affected or served population, where the market is affected 
by the ct should be seen as being at scale.
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Definitions of speed also differed with some agencies 
seeing an emergency response programme as 
providing assistance within two to four weeks of the 
disaster occurring and others as providing assistance 
at some point within the first three months of the 
disaster occurring.

Box 2 aPProaches to DefininG scale

• the american red cross is working on 
finding	 a	way	of	 defining	 small,	medium	 and	
large scale in order to identify a tipping point 
that determines the scale for their relief 
operations.

• oxfam GB categorises disasters by the 
number of people affected. a category 1 
disaster affects 200,000 to 2 million people. 
oxfam aims to reach about 20% of disaster 
affected populations, although it is context 
specific.

•	 ECHO	is	in	the	process	of	trying	to	define	its	
thinking on scale, proportion and magnitude 
and is looking at ocha’s humanitarian 
dashboard and fao’s iPc framework to help 
guide this thinking.



6

5  research findings

Each of the four main lines of enquiry detailed in 
the study terms of reference has their own chapter 
section:

• Procedures, systems development and 
guidelines (5.2);

• Technical capacity (5.3);

• Contingency planning (5.4);

• Coordination (5.5).

In addition to these, the research identified a number 
of overarching issues standing in the way of the 
programming of cash at scale in emergencies. These 
are discussed below. 

5.1 overarching issues

risk aversion 

A culture of increased monitoring and checks 
and balances amongst humanitarian actors 
implementing CTP, either to meet donor requirements 
or to satisfy internal accountability requirements 
and programming systems, means that scale up is 
sometimes hampered by risk aversion tactics. This 
includes concerns about reputational risk if there is 
reported misuse of CTPs. This risk averse approach 
was identified as a perceived fear amongst staff in 
many of the organisations interviewed, and not 
necessarily grounded on actual donor requirements 
or evidence of CTP being more easily corrupted. 
There is a certain element of CTP being perceived as 
new by some, contributing to a perception that CTPs 
have to be implemented on a small scale in more 
controlled environments. This perception hinders 
scale up.

insecure contexts

For those working in conflict or unstable 
environments, one of the issues that is most likely to 
stand in the way of implementing at scale is gaining 
acceptance from the authorities. In most cases the 
preference is to establish a more traditional (in-kind) 
programme to gain acceptance and then raise the 
potentially more sensitive issue of implementing cash 
or vouchers, rather than starting with CTP from the 
beginning. There is a perception that implementing 
CTP requires a more refined relationship of trust 
with the authorities. This is also the case in contexts 
where there has been little or limited pre-disaster (or 
pre-conflict) presence. 

Those interviewed reported that in insecure contexts, 
delivery of assistance is more risky. The current 
response to the Somalia crisis was often cited as an 
example where insecurity made in-kind delivery of 
assistance very difficult and where more CTP was 
being tried for lack of a better option. Security does 
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however remain a key concern of implementing 
agencies. In addition, as has been seen recently 
with the response to the current drought in Somalia, 
there has been a need for a long term advocacy 
campaign in order to convince donors that CTPs at 
scale in insecure environments are possible. Some 
respondents believe however that the months spent 
on advocacy for CTP in Somalia impeded agencies 
from being able to start programming earlier and 
perhaps stood in the way of preventing the mass 
migration of refugees and of saving lives and 
livelihoods.

institutional minD-set

In some cases there is a resistance to CTP 
in rapidly changing emergency situations from 
divisions within organisations that are implementing 
CTP for development aims. Here, the fundamental 
question as to which form of assistance best meets 
the intended objectives and has the desired impact 
is not being asked systematically by agencies in a 
way that fully considers CTP on an equal footing as 
in-kind. Instead the debate still seems to be about 
whether CTPs are a feasible option in emergencies. 
Some donors even suggested that it may be time to 
consider agencies justifying when a CTP is not the 
default option. 

In addition, a lot of decision-making around 
programme design is taken in the field, when 
agencies are assessing need, assessing potential 
national responses and potential donor funding 
opportunities. This means that often the design of 
CTP is dependent on the individuals at the scene, 
and making the choice as to whether to implement 
CTPs or not is dependent upon field comfort levels. 

eviDence Base 

There is a lack of documentation and evidence on the 
outcome and impact of large scale CTPs in response 

to emergencies which is undermining the confidence 
of some donors to fund such programmes. The focus 
still appears to be on how cash transfer money is 
spent, rather than on the contributions of CTP to 
meeting humanitarian needs, and how more scale 
can be achieved. It should be noted however that 
as there are very few examples of large scale CTPs 
in response to emergencies it is impossible to 
document outcome and impact. Scale will not be 
achieved until agencies are ready to implement and 
donors are ready to fund.

external controls

When new technology is being used to deliver 
cash transfers the private sector and government 
have the ability to control delivery mechanisms 
by, for example, shutting down communication 
networks or policing the internet. This could affect 
CTP coverage, enhance exclusion issues and could 
impede scale (and speed). 

overarchinG issues – GaPs 
anD BlockaGes

negative institutional mind-set towards ctP, 
particularly in emergencies.

risk aversion in many forms.

there is a lack of evidence base as to what 
works, outcomes and impact of large scale ctP in 
emergencies.
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5.2  procedures, systems  
development guidelines

analysis anD finDinGs

Procedures

Procedures are considered to cover a number of 
different areas including policies and documented 
strategic approaches adopted by stakeholders 
involved in CTPs.

Policies

Where policies do exist, they do not appear to 
be designed to be prescriptive but rather to 
accommodate CTP. Few agencies, donors or 
governments were seen to be programming to 
a specific policy, even those implementing CTP 
regularly. However, as the use of CTP increases, some 
agencies are investing in devising policies / strategies 
to reflect this and to be more transparent about their 
commitment to CTP. In spite of this policy gap, CTPs 
have been implemented for a number of years in a 
variety of contexts, suggesting that a lack of written 
policy does not necessarily restrict practice. Again, 
the links between CTP policy and practice were found 
to be variable, with some donors and agencies able 
to support considerable CTP, often due to a small 
number of key people able to influence practice, or 
due to a general institutional culture of acceptance 
towards CTP that does not require written policies. In 
most cases it was found that practice is influencing 
policy. There was a general consensus among 
implementing agencies, however, that if CTPs were 
more formally documented in policy or strategy 
documents this could assist in promoting confidence 
for programming at scale.

Most donors interviewed had no written policy, but 
their systems allow them to fund CTPs if they so 
wished. The findings clearly show that implementing 
agency strategies linked to CTP have been heavily 
influenced by funding opportunities. This includes 

the UN and international NGOs whose traditional 
donors have provided them with opportunities to 
trial CTP. 

Some organisations do have unwritten agreements 
as to when to programme cash but these 
approaches tend not to be formalized. For example, 
where infrastructure allows, UNHCR is agreed 
that programming cash in urban environments is 
preferable to providing in-kind.

Box 3 Policies amonG Donors 
influencinG ctP scale uP Practice 

echo´s humanitarian food assistance policy has 
been a key instrument for generating acceptance 
of ctP as a possible response option among in-
country echo staff and their partners.

usaiD has recently changed its ffP title ii policy 
to explicitly include ct. this policy change has 
opened up ctP opportunities for a number 
of organisations that perhaps would not have 
considered it otherwise.

the next notable policy contribution to potentially 
scaling up ctP could be proposed changes to 
the food aid convention and the complete 
disappearance of tied aid given by the 27 european 
countries as well as that managed by the european 
commission.

sDc’s ctP funding mechanism allow it to fund 
institutions as well as to implement directly 
based on the deployment of sDc staff and then 
handover	to	Swiss	agencies	in	the	field,	providing	
opportunities for scale up.
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Internal coordination 

Programme staff are, for the most part, designing and 
implementing CTP but internal procedures related 
to financial systems, logistics and administration 
can limit scaling up. For example, WFP has created 
a new division at HQ to improve the coordination 
and role of different support service providers (ICT, 
finance, policy, logistics, procurement) in response 
to its new Strategic Plan (2008–11). This includes CTP 
as one of the available tools to meet food assistance 
needs. Another example involves the IFRC which has 
established a steering group to oversee its initiative 
to re-design its logistics and support systems in 
order that CTPs receive equal levels of support 
as in-kind programming. The steering group has 
representatives from finance, audit, programmes 
and logistics and together they will develop SOPs 
to match the new logistics and support systems for 
CTPs. Few other interdivisional examples were found 
although some agencies were focusing their internal 
coordination to working with finance departments 
specifically. This was seen to be the most consistent 
internal form of coordination relating to scaling up 
CTP, both at HQ and at field level. 

As has been previously mentioned, within 
organisations CTP falls under people with multiple 
sectoral and/or geographical responsibilities. In 
many agencies, field level responsibility for CTPs 
lies with a “focal point”, usually from a technical 
sector. Increasingly, as agencies implement and 
become more experienced, there appears to be an  
attempt to shift this responsibility towards the 

management. 

Lack of senior management buy-in was cited as 
one of the main blockages for scaling up by some 
key stakeholders. This was not necessarily linked to 
a lack of acceptance of CTP among managers, but 
sometimes a lack of understanding as to how such 
programmes are implemented as well as a lack of 
familiarity with them and therefore a concern about 
the higher level management commitments required 
to make CTP programming at scale happen. The 
general awareness of what it takes to implement CTP 
and how much of this rests on management decisions 
and institutional commitment from various agency 
staff is still perceived as a blockage to scale up. The 
use of pilots to test the waters has helped somewhat, 
but there appears to be no systematic way of ensuring 
a consistent mind-set shift across the board. 

Fund disbursement

Funding processes are often considered to be too 
slow for scaled up CTPs in the emergency response 
phase. Some initiatives to try and overcome this 
have been established. In Pakistan, for example, the 
Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies (CBHA) 
enabled those NGOs who were already present to 
establish rapid response mechanisms in some areas 
which were difficult to reach. Another example is 
the Common Humanitarian Fund but this channel is 
not yet able to provide large scale transfers. DFID’s 
Rapid Response Facility (RRF) aims to deliver rapid 
funding support to humanitarian organisations that 
have completed a pre-qualification process which, 
amongst other things, includes an analysis of areas 
of operational expertise. Expertise in CTP is one of 
the specific fields which organisations can highlight 
as an area of their expertise.6 Some implementing 
organisations have established their own quickly 
accessible disaster response funds but these pots of 
money are generally too small to support large scale 
programming regardless of the resource ultimately 
being distributed.

6 The RRF was launched in October 2011 and aims to provide 
funding to pre-qualified NGOs within 72 hours of a disaster 
occurring.

Box 4 internal coorDination

oxfam GB’s soPs for ctP in emergencies are 
being	devised	with	the	finance	department,	so	that	
roles	 and	 responsibilities	 are	 clearly	 defined	 and	
systematically	 include	 a	 finance	officer.	 Field	 level	
assessment	missions	include	a	finance	perspective	
so	 that	 the	 design	 of	CTP	 incorporates	 financial	
requirements of different delivery mechanisms. 
this hopes to encourage a more systematic and 
practical	acceptance	of	the	role	of	financial	controls
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Large scale grant management 

Considerable funding is required when addressing 
large scale needs, and there is an apprehension on 
the part of NGOs in accepting large grants for large 
scale CTPs on behalf of a consortium. No single NGO 
wants the responsibility of managing a large grant 
if partially on behalf of another NGO. In Pakistan 
in 2010 and the Horn of Africa in 2011 some NGOs 
have formed alliances whereby they share their skills 
and/or agree to common approaches but each has 
responsibility for managing their own individual 
funding grant.

systems DeveloPment

Service support systems

Humanitarian agencies have years of experience of 
delivering in-kind assistance, with food consistently 
representing a high proportion of all in-kind support 
for any emergency.7 Logistics, administration and 
financial systems to enable this have been fine-
tuned over many years. WFP, for example, delivered 
4.6 million MT of food to 109.2m people in 75 
countries in 2010 for emergency, rehabilitation and 
development operations and its systems and culture 
have become very specialised to enable it to deliver 
food in many contexts. Similarly USAID Food For 
Peace (FFP) and DEVCO’s food facility grants have 
been designed to support the delivery of food 
related operations in emergencies. These systems 
have developed over years and have been based on 
practical experience.

7 OCHA Financial tracking service, the food sector has consistently 
received the largest share of funding of all sectors over the  
last 10 years http://fts.unocha.org/pageloader.aspx?page=Trend-
TrendAnalysis

The current systems for programming cash and 
vouchers at scale have not been tried and tested 
to the extent that in-kind systems have. Some 
organisations, such as WFP, the IFRC and the American 
Red Cross, are currently investing in adapting their 
systems in order to increase their capacity to do 
more CTP in both emergency and non-emergency 
situations. Smaller organisations, some of whom 
have a wealth of experience in implementing small 
scale CTPs, are doing the same but have less readily-
available funding to do so. 

In a number of organisations the finance, logistics 
and procurement regulations that apply to in-kind 
support have not been adapted to include CT specific 
elements. In some cases the existing systems are too 
restrictive, placing checks and balances and layers of 
sign-off procedures that limit CTP possibilities and 
favour in-kind responses. In other cases, the support 
services have not yet caught up with programming 
realities and the checks and balances and procedures 
that support implementation do not apply to 
CTP. This includes tendering systems for voucher 
programmes, legal liability for the work component 
of cash for work (CFW), minimum wage setting for 
CFW, regulations on how much cash a member of 
staff may be responsible for and acceptable charges 
for bank services. These are examples of the sorts of 
issues that can be addressed by standard operating 
procedures (SOPs) that will allow agencies to scale 
up CTP more confidently.

An additional finding is that the actual costs of 
establishing a CTP and having cash as the resource 
being programmed are often considered to be 
significantly lower than the implementation costs 
associated with in-kind programming. It is considered 

Box 5 echo funDinG caP

it is hoped that the echo cap of 100,000 euro 
on funding nGos to implement unconditional cash 
transfer projects, which is seen as a blockage to 
achieving scale, will be removed in the coming year.

Box 6 the challenGe of GloBal 
stanDarDisation

the ifrc is in the process of developing a delivery 
mechanism and soPs to streamline business 
processes and allow for the delivery of cash 
transfers at scale in emergencies. the challenge is 
to develop a system and procedures that are global 
and standardised and can be applied in all contexts.
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by some agencies, especially WFP, and some donors 
such as SDC that programming CTP at scale could 
mean increased economies of scale, where start-up 
costs and bank or mobile phone charges could be 
negotiated at better rates as the volume of transfers 
increases. 

Standard Operating Procedures

A number of organisations are using multiple 
methods of programming cash and vouchers 
depending on the context and very few have SOPs 
which can be lifted from one context and adapted 
for another. Country offices appear to be better 
prepared than agency headquarters for preparing 
SOPs for their operational context and updating 
them. It appears that preparedness in terms of SOPs 
is still happening at field level as humanitarian actors 
work it out for themselves, and that these are yet to 
be streamlined into HQ level strategies that are able 
to guide implementation globally. Exceptions to this 
include Oxfam and Save the Children´s HQ-led SOP 
development processes which aim to provide an 
overarching framework and some best practices.

Beneficiary data management

Programming CT or in-kind at scale requires 
efficient ways of managing beneficiary data. 
Operational agencies are increasingly relying on 
databases and systems to track their beneficiary 
registration and delivery of assistance processes. CTP 
have led to further use of data management systems 
that combine beneficiary information and CT 
disbursement data. For example the American Red 
Cross has a Client Assistance System which is used 
to document a client interview, including needs and 
recovery plans. It serves as the case record for the 
assistance provided to a client by the American Red 
Cross until the case is closed. It is also the basis for any 
referrals to assistance from other agents. Thorough 
follow up procedures for every client meant that 
some cases were still being followed for three years 
post Hurricane Katrina, which had considerable 
data management implications. Investment in this 
sort of information management system requires 
funds and often new skills related to accessing the 

technology to store, process and retrieve data. Some 
of those interviewed considered the complexity of 
tracking beneficiary information combined with CTP 
disbursement information as an obstacle standing in 
the way of programming cash and vouchers at scale.

There are additional issues of data protection and 
data processing which still apply, despite advances 
in technology. Field level verification systems for 
dealing with double entry and exclusion still need 
to be addressed. These operational aspects of data 
management hamper scale up for some agencies 
and organisations. One-off relief distribution 
programmes have very different beneficiary data 
requirement needs than programmes involving 
numerous disbursements. This limits the ways 
data can be shared between agencies. For some 
stakeholders, one of the advantages of blanket 
one-off disbursements is that it may avoid some of 
the complexities around beneficiary identification, 
registration and data management.

Box 7 Beneficiary Data manaGement

the american red cross (arc) provided 1.4 
million families (approximately 4.5 million people) 
with	 emergency	 financial	 assistance	 in	 response	
to hurricanes katrina, rita and wilma in 2005. 
this was 19 times more people than in previous 
responses. the urgency to scale up to meet the 
overwhelming needs involved a vast network of 
arc volunteers and staff completing client intake 
forms around the country by phone or in person 
and tracking the claims through an electronic 
client assistance system. a lesson learnt by arc 
is the importance of using a centralised tracking 
system to help reduce double entry and simplify 
case load management and monitoring. it has 
taken arc seven years to centralise these systems 
around the country due to the relative autonomy 
of the red cross chapters.
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BroaDer ProGramminG 
aPProaches

There is an awareness that current internal 
systems and procedures need to be adapted to 
accommodate more CTP in emergency responses, 
but some agencies do not want to limit this to 
emergency contexts. Scaling up CTP in more stable 
environments, sometimes but not necessarily 
connected to a social assistance programmes, is 
considered by some to be more appropriate for 
identifying some of the new systems-related issues 
related to CTP. These agencies feel they will be better 
placed to rise to the challenge of implementing more 
CTP in emergencies, once they have ironed out some 
of the issues around CTP in more stable contexts. 

GuiDelines

A limited number of agencies interviewed had 
developed their own technical guidelines specifically 
for CTP. Where the CTP guidelines do exist they tend 
to be separate documents to complement other 
programming guidelines and have been written as 
“how to” guidelines to help at programme design 
and implementation level. The guidelines are 
seldom sufficiently generic to cover all types of CTP 
for all sectors, and tend to reflect specific agency 
mandates and core competences. This suggests 
that CTP options are often being incorporated into 
existing agency systems and ways of operating. The 
fact that CTP are generally viewed as an “add on” 
to traditional ways of working is perhaps one of the 
key blockages for scaling up as systems have not 
been initially designed to incorporate CTP-specific 
aspects. This was most often found to be the case 
when agencies compared the volume of in-kind they 
were able to provide compared with CTP.

The research suggests that development and 
use of CTP guidelines form a key component of 
preparedness by agencies to implement CTP and 
perhaps to do more CTPs more often, but not 
particularly to scale up. 

ProceDures, systems 
DeveloPment anD GuiDelines 
– GaPs anD BlockaGes

lack of documented policies which include or 
allow for the distribution of cash.

systems are geared up for in-kind but not for 
accountable programming of cash at scale.

ctPs are “added on” to traditional ways of working 
meaning that they are bound by existing systems 
and structures.

organisational set up means that no one unit 
captures cash leading to different approaches.

slow disbursement of donor funds.

lack of senior management level support for ctPs.

key finDinGs:

1 Organisations have taken many years to set 
up reliable, accountable, functioning logistics, 
administration and finance systems for the 
delivery of in-kind assistance. The current 
systems for programming cash at scale have not 
been tried and tested to the extent that in-kind 
ones have. The time required to set up equivalent 
systems for the delivery of cash (particularly 
at scale) which are currently generally not in 
existence, should not be underestimated.

2 Risk averse systems and procedures govern most 
programme design and stand in the way of scale 
up. In a time when accountability is increasingly 
high on the agenda, equally efficient tried and 
tested support systems with practical sign-
off levels are required, so that cash is as easily 
programmable as in-kind.

3 External acceptance is key to scaling up CTP – 
but internal organisational acceptance needs to 
happen first.
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4 The development and use of CTP guidelines 
forms a key component of organisations’ 
preparedness.

5 Whilst there are a number of different technical 
and donor guidelines available to humanitarian 
organisations wishing to implement CTPs 
guidelines, what appears to be lacking are written 

institutional policies or strategic documents 
which spell out organisational approaches to 
when, rather than how, CTPs can or should be 
implemented. For some this is a hindrance to 
scaling up CTPs in emergency.

6 Global approaches to CTPs are hampered by lack 
of HQ involvement in SOP development.

5.3 technical capacity

analysis anD finDinGs

Internal organisational and external capacity 
issues impact upon the ability of humanitarian 
organisations to implement CTPs at scale in 
emergencies.

Assessment

Markets

Most stakeholders interviewed considered market 
assessment to be an essential component of 
programme design to help decide whether to 
deliver CTP, in-kind or a combination of the two. 
Donors supporting and agencies working in the food 
security and livelihoods sectors place significant 
importance on this. In emergencies affecting 
large geographical areas and involving numerous 
market systems, it takes time to collect data and 
existing rapid assessment tools such as Emergency 
Market Mapping and Analysis (EMMA) and Mapping 
Information and Food Insecurity Response Analysis 
(MIFIRA)8 were still not considered to be rapid 
enough in providing information for first response 
decisions. Also, current market assessment tools 
do not sufficiently factor in traders or send them 
the right signals about what kind of humanitarian 

8 These tools are seen as useful and appropriate for predictable 
crises where there is more time to utilise them.

programmes are going to be launched. This means 
that humanitarian interventions risk crowding 
traders out of the market.

In addition, there is often an absence of large scale 
pre-disaster market studies which could be used to 
provide baseline data to form an important part of 
programme design and monitoring for all transfer 
modalities, whether cash or in-kind. Without this 
market data there is a continuing nervousness 
around programming cash at scale due to possible 
unknown impacts on markets. What appears to 
be lacking is a tool that allows for one-day market 
assessment – a quick-look analysis. 

Fear of inflation

The effects of a cash injection in disaster affected 
markets have not been sufficiently documented 
to dispel the fear of inflation. There is resistance 
to providing cash in disaster affected areas where 
increased demand may lead to traders colluding 
and raise prices. There is no acceptable mark-up 
price range that humanitarian actors are willing to 
allow traders to make for the cost of making items 
available in the markets. An acceptable inflation limit 
has not been identified and compared to the cost of 
delivering in-kind. This fear, which centres around 
expectations of potential increase in prices for goods 
on the market, seems disproportionately applied to 
cash rather than in-kind programmes which can also 
have massive influences on local markets.
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Sectoral needs assessments

The preferred system of humanitarian response 
relies on targeting humanitarian aid on the basis of 
assessed need and the humanitarian imperative. The 
assumption continues to be that available resources 
will not match demand, and that decisions will 
have to be made on prioritising interventions and 
beneficiary populations. Needs assessments provide 
a degree of understanding of the population to be 
assisted, but there is a general perception that multi-
sector assessment methodologies to define overall 
needs do not sufficiently factor in which needs could 
best be addressed through CTP. This is seen by some 
as one of the most fundamental blocks for scaling 
up CTP, either because the multi-sector assessments9 

are not being carried out by implementing agencies 
or because agencies are still focusing on responding 
according to their sector expertise and not to  
overall need. This sector approach compartmentalises 
assistance in such a way that a beneficiary may 
receive assistance from a number of agencies each 
providing a different service, which is seen by some 
to be a blockage to CTP scale up linked to fears of 
duplication. It seems that current approaches to 
assessments and sector specific responses are not 
conducive to designing responses in which CTPs are 
considered as a means of addressing multiple needs. 
This is a blockage to the potential role that CTP can 
play in terms of the overall proportion of emergency 
assistance provided through this modality.

Collecting information

Whilst few questions are asked when in-kind 
relief items are blanket distributed to hundreds 
of thousands of people, with CTPs there is a 
requirement to complete pages of information 
for every beneficiary. This includes information 
required for registration, information required for 
disbursement mechanisms (such as banks), and 
information collected for monitoring and lesson 

9 Some recent multi-sector assessment initiatives include the 
UN cluster Initial Rapid Assessment, the Multi-Cluster Rapid 
Assessment Mechanism, the Needs Assessment Framework, 
the Post-disaster Needs Assessment, the Post Conflict Needs 
Assessment and the Assessment Capacities Project.

learning purposes by those who wish to adapt 
and improve their CTPs and/or need to respond to 
donor queries. This is another example of the way 
risk aversion seems to disproportionately affect 
the CT sector. By contrast, the American Red Cross 
(ARC) domestic team learnt after the hurricane 
Katrina response that just eight questions are usually 
enough for ARC staff to be able to decide if someone 
is eligible for financial assistance after a disaster.

Design and Implementation

Different implementing agencies are at the early 
stages of establishing the systems which will allow 
for the improved design and implementation of 
large scale CTPs in emergency. Examples include:

o A roster of rapidly deployable staff who are experts 
in context analysis and programme design with 
specific experience of CTPs (British Red Cross).

º A system designed to reach 10,000 people in 
24 hours with smart cards (which have been 

Box 8 watan Pakistan 2010/11

the Government of Pakistan’s watan programme 
which was launched in response to the 
devastating	 floods	of	 2010	 aimed	 to	 assist	 large	
numbers of affected households through the 
provision of a smart card which was devised in 
association with visa. this partnership had already 
been formed in response to the 2009 iDP crisis 
where a similar, albeit smaller scale, programme 
had been implemented. a key part of the design 
of	 the	 programme	 was	 that	 beneficiaries	 were	
required to produce proof of iD, issued prior 
to	the	floods	through	the	government’s	national	
registry	office.	 For	 those	who	had	 lost	 their	 ID	
or those who were never registered this was 
a prohibiting factor. however, in terms of scale, 
the government’s reach and its partnership with 
visa allowed the programme to reach over 1.5 
million people. the process of ordering cards and 
disbursing them took three to four weeks as the 
cards had to be made outside Pakistan.
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stored locally in advance with point-of-sale (PoS) 
devices) which can then be used to take goods/
cash from warehouses, banks or local traders 
(IFRC).

º Looking at enterprise and recapitalisation of 
small businesses to ensure that markets are able 
to function and absorb large scale CTPs (UNDP).

º Linking cash transfers in emergency situations 
to financial inclusion (UNDP).

º Improving the ability to switch between in-kind 
and CT as appropriate (WFP).

º Choosing a few CT options that best meet 
programming aims such as CFW, conditional cash 
transfers or vouchers, rather than attempting 
to be able to provide the whole gamut of CT 
options (WFP).

Programme design capacity

A number of stakeholders were concerned about the 
risk of substituting good programme design capacity 
for large scale CT programmes, with the increasing 
potential that technologies offer for reaching a large 
number of beneficiaries. Deliberating over which 
delivery mechanism is most appropriate to reach 
intended beneficiaries is wrought with inclusion 
and exclusion issues, related to geographical 
coverage and access, and has become an additional 
consideration in programme design. 

The 2010/11 Pakistan government’s flood response 
programme, the Watan card programme, was able 
to reach a large number of beneficiaries. However, 
alternative systems were needed to support flood-
affected victims who were unable to provide the 
proof of identity required to qualify for entry into the 
programme. 

Capacity of partners to implement CTP at scale

During the research, donors and large organisations 
mentioned limited capacity to implement CTP. Some 
agencies acknowledged that their partners were 
learning at the same pace as they were and saw this 
as a healthy relation. 

Some donors suggested supportive measures to 
increase capacity, and provide funds to do so. Some 
donors put it down to lack of confidence. In the 
case of the Pakistan flood response, the number 
of beneficiaries assisted through CT programming 
appears to be directly linked to agency size and 
capacity, with NGOs programming to support 
thousands of disaster affected people and the 
government able to support millions. However, the 
capacity of donors to support more CTP and their 
overall commitment and capacity to disburse was 
not mentioned. Smaller NGOs reported not being 
considered for support because they have reduced 
capacity to implement and feel that donors prefer to 
manage bigger portfolios with fewer agencies.

Transfer technologies coverage10

Humanitarian agencies continue to explore the  
most efficient ways of delivering cash to those in 
need. Generally, the more technical the delivery 
mechanism, the higher the associated costs. For 
example, a smart card which is able to receive cash 
transfers from different organisations to achieve 
different objectives is more costly to produce than 
a simpler card which allows for a one-off payment.

10 This topic is likely to be elaborated upon in the CaLP study on 
Innovative Technologies

Box 9 BeyonD crs voucher fairs

in the last decade catholic relief services (crs) 
has become known for emergency response 
through seed and voucher fairs. During the 
Pakistan	flood	response,	CRS	was	able	to	attract	
funding from multiple donors to give agricultural 
support with commodity vouchers and cash 
grants to more than 30,000 households. crs had 
previous experience in-country in successfully 
implementing voucher, cash grant and cfw 
programmes to enable households to restore 
their livelihoods after emergencies in 2009 and 
2010.
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A lack of mobile network coverage or banking 
outlets is one issue which appears to be standing 
in the way of forming partnerships with the private 
sector which would allow for implementing large 
scale programming. Recent increased use of mobile 
banking systems, e-vouchers, scratch cards and 
others have brought the possibility of delivering 
CT through systems that have the potential for 
speeding up delivery and improving tracking of 
CT to the intended beneficiary. Some agencies 
have recognised that these systems do not always 
add to improved coverage of the intended priority 
beneficiaries and physical delivery of CT is still 
necessary because emergencies strike in areas 
where these services are not available. Rural areas 
are particularly limited in terms of the use of 
technology for CTP because of infrastructure and 
mobile network coverage. Using more intelligent 
technical systems such as mobile phones (or the 
banking or post office systems) requires those 
systems and relevant infrastructure to already be 
in place pre-emergency. In many countries this is 
simply not the case. There are ways around this, for 
example using point of sale devices, but distributing 
these and ensuring users are familiar with them may 

not always be appropriate or possible if a rapid post-
emergency response is intended.

The potential for these technologies to be used 
immediately often requires a system for selecting 
beneficiaries pre-disaster in order to be able to 
activate the technology to deliver CT, and can be seen 
as a preparedness activity. Otherwise, it has so far been 
shown that these technologies require time to set up 
and that CT delivered in this way should be considered 
one to three months after a disaster and not before. 
The technologies appear to increase scale, but not 
necessarily speed. There is a trade-off between the 
two which was cited by stakeholders as an important 
consideration to scaling up. Agencies setting up CTP 
from scratch in response to the 2010 Haiti earthquake 
acknowledged that it took them up to three months 
and even then scale was not achieved. In the Pakistan 
flood response some were able to operate at speed, 
but limited their coverage and therefore scale. For 
some agencies speed and scale can only be achieved 
in blanket one-off type CTP. 

The investment in technology appears to be better 
suited to agencies intending to offer more than one 
CT. The joint use of technologies to enable different 
agencies to deliver CT to the same beneficiary 
does not seem to have been sufficiently explored. 
This is linked to the multi-sector needs assessment 
approaches and the potential for emergency-
affected populations to receive assistance to meet 
more than one need through a joint CTP system, 
whilst still recognising that in some contexts, 
physical delivery of cash or vouchers may still be the 
most appropriate option.

However, cards and card readers are considered by 
many to be the most appropriate way of distributing 
cash rapidly post-disaster as they can be prepared 
in advance of a disaster (although there is a cost 
attached to this preparation), they are able to 
function independently of internet and mobile 
communications systems, and can be loaded with 
multiple benefits from different programmes with 
different objectives. In addition, they do not require 
the sharing of beneficiary data with third parties. For 
some implementing organisations data protection is 
an important issue as it conflicts with the principles 
of neutrality and independence.

Box 10 teachinG technoloGy takes 
time

in kenya’s hunger safety nets Programme (hsnP) 
beneficiaries	receive	their	cash	from	local	traders	
participating in the scheme by means of cards 
connected to wireless point-of-sale terminals. 
When	the	programme	was	set	up,	significant	time	
was	required	to	train	both	traders	and	beneficiaries	
in how to use the Pos terminals as many had never 
seen, let alone used, such devices. initially there 
were a number of teething problems relating to 
the correct use of the technology to ensure the 
cash could be distributed. in addition, the bank 
involved had to be convinced that paying agents 
(the traders) to be their representatives in remote 
locations	 would	 be	 beneficial	 for	 them.	There	 is	 
little time for such training and private sector 
partner buy-in in the height of an emergency 
response.
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In addition some were concerned that providing 
technology, such as PoS terminals, risk undermining 
smaller traders who will not be included in 
programmes where such technology is key.

Whilst voucher programmes are feasible in 
emergency situations (as can be seen in the current 
2011 response to the drought in Somalia) there is 
often a limit linked to organisational capacity to 
ensure sufficient accountability and administrative 
support. This prohibits such programmes being 
as large scale as may be the case if other delivery 
mechanisms are used. 

External obstacles

An example of an often cited external impediment 
during the research is security. In certain environments 
the security situation, when combined with viable 
delivery options, does not allow for delivery of cash 
assistance to large numbers of people. This can be 
seen in Iraq where for instance one organisation 
recently had to scale down a programme partially 
because the banking system was only able to cope 
with small numbers of clients (20 per day and 60 
people per location) and did not want large numbers 
of people visiting them on a regular basis due to the 
enhanced security risk.

Agencies have also experienced difficulties in scaling 
up CTP due to limitations in local bank branch 

capacity to meet increased demand and process 
payments in disaster affected areas. Oxfam recently 
overcame this obstacle in Ethiopia by taking on 
board the costs of local branches providing extra 
services and increasing their capacity for disaster 
affected caseloads. 

An additional obstacle that arose with the banks 
is their culture of promoting bank staff according 
to the number of new bank accounts and savings 
accounts they open. Whilst CTP recipients’ ability to 
access financial systems is generally considered to be 
a positive effect of CTP, it can slow down emergency 
response programmes using banks to disburse cash. 

Designing to promote the continuum 

Although there is some discussion around it, there 
are very few examples of where CTPs designed 
and implemented in response to an emergency 
have connected to existing large scale cash transfer 
programmes such as government social safety 
net schemes. Both CTPs and social safety net 
programmes require flexibility in order that they can 
benefit from one another – a flexibility that appears 
to be currently absent. 

For example emergency CTPs could benefit from 
the secure, tried, tested and acceptable delivery 
mechanisms through which social transfers reach an 
already identified vulnerable population. If flexibility

Box 11 the worlD Bank linkinG 
social safety net schemes to 
emerGency resPonse 

the world Bank has recently initiated a project to 
develop preparedness in existing social safety nets 
and low income countries which will look at what 
is required to equip social safety nets in terms of 
systems, m&e, targeting and payments. the aim 
is to design a ready-made package with software 
and decision-trees to ensure that social safety net 
programmes can scale up and decisions can be 
made faster in times of disaster. the Bank is already 
providing technical assistance in this area in tanzania, 
ethiopia and the caribbean.

Box 12 insurance, safety nets anD 
emerGency resPonse

There	 are	 potential	macro	 level	 shared	 benefits	
that can come from the different forms of ctP 
above working together. for example, safety net 
and emergency cash transfers are able to provide 
recipients with liquidity thus giving them the 
option to purchase livestock insurance. so when 
(or if) a disaster strikes those vulnerable are able 
to avoid further decline by receiving an insurance 
pay-out. although this is an untested area of work, 
the index Based livestock insurance pilot project 
in marsabit, kenya, is aiming to understand more 
about the potential of this approach.
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could be built into these systems such that they 
could take on board an increased number of 
people for a limited period of time in response to 
an emergency, this could allow those affected to be 
reached rapidly. Such efforts would however, at least 
initially, be more governmental and donor focused 
than necessarily humanitarian agency focused. 
Amendments to social transfer systems would have 
to look at budgetary, administrative and HR flexibility. 
Contingency financing could be one way of doing 
this as has been seen in Ethiopia’s Productive Safety 
Net Programme. In the Pakistan 2010 flood response 
one of the reasons that the programme was able 
to achieve scale so quickly was the government’s 
existing social protection programming combined 
with its shift to computerisation of national ID  
cards. This allowed the Watan floods programme to 
reach a number of already registered people with 
speed.

Donor potential

Donors have not yet got to grips with the potential 
for cash transfer programming in general to better 
link discussions around humanitarian responses 
with development responses. The research found 
that for some agencies CTPs are one of the few types 
of intervention where those who work on both the 
humanitarian and the development side speak the 
same language. This was however not true of all 

agencies with some still sensing a divide. UNICEF 
CTPs, for example, have traditionally been seen as 
falling under social protection activities.

Targeting and registration

There is some thinking around trying to register 
vulnerable populations pre-disaster. This would 
enable them to be identified and assisted as swiftly 
as possible when disaster strikes using technology 
platforms and databases to collect beneficiary 
information. Some propose that humanitarian 
organisations and donors should work with national 
governments to ensure that the poor and vulnerable 
are included in national identification systems. In 
this way when disaster strikes there is an entire 
population profile for the affected area and it is 
easier to identify the most affected without having 
to set up a targeting and registration mechanism 
in the chaos ensuing post-disaster. In theory, a 
national registration system such as the National 
Database and Registration Authority (NADRA) in 
Pakistan should allow for this. However, the most 
vulnerable, marginalized or mobile are often not 
registered in such systems. There may be scope 
here for NGOs to cover the gaps left by government 
systems or to advocate for and assist those who 
have been excluded. Such processes do however 
take time. In other cases there is a resistance on 
the part of civilians and organisations to undertake 
large scale census-type exercises that risk building 
expectations or which may be politically sensitive. 
Using biometrics is considered to be the most rapid 
way of registering people.

In cases where pre-disaster registration is not in 
place there are still options for registering more 
people more rapidly post-disaster. For example, 
Concern in Kenya distributed funds in clusters so 
that assistance for ten families went to a cluster 
leader who collected the cash on behalf of the 
cluster and distributed it to them. Another approach 
is to establish a dual registration system where one 
person is registered on behalf of two people and 
can collect for both. Community based targeting is 
another way considered to achieve speed and scale 
in the case of populations not previously registered.

Box 13 kenya hsnP anD scale uP

the kenya hsnP was unfortunately not able 
to increase its caseload and hence scale up in 
response to the 2011 crisis in the horn of africa 
beyond the provision of an extra payment to 
those already included in the programme. the 
reasons for this include:

• lack of pre-registered non-hsnP population

• inability for current smart cards to be layered 
to endorse multiple objectives

• the number of partners involved making 
administration of the programme heavy, and 
any changes to design requiring time and 
commitment from all
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However, the one-off blanket distribution of cash 
was frequently cited as the most effective way of 
rapidly delivering cash at scale in emergencies. This 
was not always considered by agencies, however, to 
be the most appropriate response to their specific 
programming objectives. Most agencies do not on 
their own have either the capacity, internal support or 
donor acceptance to implement blanket distributions 
at scale because of concerns around exclusion, 
inclusion (and perceptions around assisting some 
who do not necessarily need assisting), duplication 
with other agencies, sector and/or population group 
mandates, and the overall cost. Linked to the cost, 
undertaking blanket distributions in one (or more) 
geographical locations may prevent agencies from 
working in other locations where there are needs 
due to lack of resources.

Again, there is a tension between speed and scale 
of delivery, where agencies recognise that their 
beneficiary identification systems require time and this 
affects their capacity to programme at increased scale. 
The importance of beneficiary identification is linked 
to agency programme design. Blanket approaches 
to provide all disaster affected populations with 
support are not considered to be strategically viable 
by many agencies interviewed, mainly because they 
do not wish to limit themselves to a one-off response. 
The American Red Cross approach to relief was seen 
to be one-off the few exceptions to this, and their 
focus on speed and scale for relief support favours a 
blanket one-off disbursement for both domestic and 
international relief when appropriate. 

In summary few donors prefer blanket approaches 
although it is recognised that this would be one 
way of achieving scale rapidly. This donor view 
may be because of the current amounts of CTP 
being channelled through food assistance funding 
mechanisms. CTPs have not yet been mainstreamed 
enough in other sector responses, where blanket 
approaches such as for the provision of clean water 
are more common than in the food sector. 

Those who prefer blanket support see CTP as an 
opportunity to provide cash injections for disaster 
affected populations to spend on whatever they 
need. They tend to be one-off payments and are 
designed to be delivered quickly. The targeting 

philosophy in this case is therefore instrumental to 
speed, and perhaps also to scale up.

monitorinG

Monitoring was identified as a key issue with regard 
to large scale CTPs. Monitoring mechanisms need 
to be designed to provide outcome and impact 
data which will contribute to the formulation of an 
evidence base. This can then be used to encourage 
donors to be more courageous about funding CTPs 
at scale in emergencies and national governments to 
accept them. 

Stakeholders interviewed acknowledged the 
overemphasis placed on monitoring the use of cash 
transfers to meet perceived donor requirements 
which detracts from monitoring the outcomes and 
impact of CTP. Some agencies with more experience 
of combining CT and in-kind saw this type of 
monitoring as a way of keeping track of beneficiary 
choices to help determine the appropriateness 
of the intervention, but this is still the exception. 

Box 14 monitorinG aims

an option for the american red cross (arc) 
in response to hurricane katrina was the 
disbursement of client assistance cards disbursed 
with	 specific	 cash	 values	 to	 be	 used	 at	ATMs	 to	
withdraw cash or purchase goods in stores. the 
cards had a notice that they may not be used to 
buy tobacco, alcohol or weapons and recipients 
agreed to this when they applied for the assistance. 
the arc is able to monitor when and where the 
cards are used and can cancel cards being used at 
shops that only sell the disallowed items. however 
the main purpose of tracking types of expenditure 
is to see if the cards are being used and follow-
up if not, and to see if the essential clothing, 
food, accommodation and basic needs are being 
prioritised. the system is simple and focuses on 
need and not misuse. During the hurricane katrina 
response arc was able to provide over half a 
million of these cards.



20

ready or not? emergency cash transfers at scale

For many implementing agencies monitoring is 
undertaken to dispel fears about the misuse of cash. 
Monitoring also needs to include the monitoring of 
traders (which is something that trader groups could 
actually do themselves). What is required is data to 
show the impact CTPs have on specific issues such 
as acute malnutrition rates, regional markets and 
inflation.

In addition, where new technologies are used to 
deliver cash, thereby removing the implementing 
agency from actually delivering the money 
themselves, for example by phone or through a 
security company or some other remote mechanism, 
new ways of monitoring the cash delivery are needed.

To date, there is very little published learning, 
analysis or monitoring of government-led CTP and 
of the role of traders in CTP.

skills, knowleDGe anD 
traininG

Although CTPs are increasingly common, an 
issue affecting the ability to rapidly scale up is the 
lack of organisation staff sufficiently trained in 
the design, implementation and monitoring of 
CTPs. Other specialised skill area also lacking is 
the ability to monitor inflation and the secondary 
effects of implementing CTPs, particularly at scale. 
Such information would form an important part 
of the currently weak evidence base which may 
allow for more positive thinking around scaled up 
programming.

Although programme staff are often familiar with 
CTPs and their implementation, there remains 
an absence of management roles where specific 
awareness and understanding of CTPs are apparent 
(or required).

Human resources remain an issue for both 
implementing agencies and donors in terms of 
headquarters’ support to focus on CTPs particularly 
as those responsible tend to have wide remits and 
broad ranging non-CTP related responsibilities too. 
Cash is, after all, one form of response, so tends to fall 

under the responsibility of a person responsible for a 
sector or geographical area rather than a modality. 
A related point on the capacity to carry out multi-
sector needs assessments and design multi-sector 
responses that factor in the role of CTP has already 
been made earlier in this section. Most CTP in 
emergency response is still concentrated in the food 
security sector and increasingly the shelter sector.

Factoring in the skills required to ensure quality 
control of items supplied through markets in CTP is 
challenging for some agencies and contributes to 
limiting scale up. It is necessary to mitigate against 
the possibility that CTP recipients will not get value 
for their money when they shop at the market, 
whether it be lower quality goods being sold to 
people using vouchers, or lower quality construction 
materials being imported to meet the increased 
demand for shelter items in a disaster affected 
population. Whilst fear of inflation has been cited 
as a blockage to scaling up CTP, there are increasing 
concerns of trader collusion to supply lower quality 
items. Agencies involved in CTP need to ensure their 
programme monitoring staff have the skills that 
were previously limited to procurement and finance 
staff. Scale up is limited by this lack of skill.

technical caPacity – GaPs 
anD BlockaGes

there is a lack of needs assessment methodology 
which	 identifies	overall	needs	and	specifies	which	
could best be addressed through ctP.

Fear	of	inflation	–	the	effects	of	a	cash	injection	in	
disaster	affected	markets	have	not	been	sufficiently	
analysed and documented.

the lack of an evidence base on the outcomes and 
impact of implementing ctPs at scale is standing 
in the way of implementing at scale – it is almost a 
vicious circle.

skills gaps within donors and implementing 
organisations.
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No	sufficiently	rapid	market	assessment	tool.

limited baseline data on markets from large scale 
pre-disaster market studies.

New	technology	does	not	always	allow	for	sufficient	
coverage of affected populations when disaster strikes 
in locations where infrastructure or communications 
networks are not in place or not functioning. 

there are few examples of ctPs designed and 
implemented in response to an emergency which 
have built upon existing large scale ctPs, such as 
government social safety net schemes. 

key finDinGs:

1. Capacity is not necessarily about staff numbers 
but more about a lack within humanitarian 
agencies and stakeholders of sufficiently trained 
staff to implement scaled up CTPs. Staff need 
to be sufficiently skilled and thought needs 
to be given to provide appropriate training 
on technologies, approaches, administration, 
assessment and analysis tools.

2. There are general and specialist skills gaps within 
both donor organisations and implementing 
agencies (and possibly governments too) which 
do not allow for rapid replication from one 
context to another.

3. Donors have not utilised the potential for cash 
transfer programming to link discussions on 
humanitarian and development responses.

4. There is a trade-off between scale and speed. 
Implementing targeted CTP at scale takes too 
long for a rapid emergency response. 

5. Beneficiary identification and registration in 
emergency contexts slows down implementation 
of CTP and limits its scale. Links with social safety 
nets programmes would help in more speedily 
assisting people post-disaster. Alternatives 
include community selection processes or 
universal targeting.

 6. There is a cost attached to maintaining systems 
(and people) that allow for a readiness to go to 
scale rapidly. Resources are required in order to 
maintain this readiness.

 7. Programme design of CTP often includes heavy 
monitoring systems that monitor the use of cash 
rather than monitoring outcomes and impact, 
meaning that little is contributing to the actual 
evidence base on the success of CTPs.

 8. Providing CT at scale involves a new relation with 
market actors, where they need to be informed of 
agency intended responses and quality control 
for goods need to be monitored more closely to 
ensure beneficiaries get value for money. 

 9. Programme design is limited by the focus on 
market analysis. The methods available are not 
fast enough to programme CT immediately, and 
market data is soon out of date in rapid onset 
emergencies that are evolving. Therefore, the 
balance between understanding how markets 
are responding to the emergency and the 
potential they have for absorbing CT needs to 
be struck. Agencies involved in food related 
responses do not sufficiently factor in traders’ 
responses, do not inform them of their intended 
response and therefore influence how markets 
react. This is especially true of food markets. 

10. At the beginning of an emergency there is often 
little time to undertake an EMMA or MIFIRA 
meaning there is a need to rely on existing data if 
a rapid response is to be implemented. There is, 
however, a frequent absence of existing data in 
terms of pre-disaster large scale market studies. 

11. The use of technology for delivering cash  
transfers in an emergency is dependent upon 
relevant infrastructure and technical systems 
being in place, functioning and familiar to 
recipients. In many countries and remote 
locations this is not the case. This technology can 
take time to set up and time is sometimes required 
to ensure that participants in the programme are 
familiar with how to use the technology. Whilst 
the use of technology can therefore improve 
coverage it does not necessarily improve the 
speed of programme implementation.



22

ready or not? emergency cash transfers at scale

5.4  contingency planning and 
preparedness

analysis anD finDinGs

Contingency planning activities amongst 
humanitarian actors interviewed were found to 
revolve around the standard practice of developing 
strategies, arrangements and procedures to plan 
for a potential crisis. Not surprisingly, different 
stakeholders were found to have different 
approaches to contingency planning activities, 
with varying degrees of emergency preparedness 
(contingency stocks, creation and management of 
standby capacities, training staff and partners). Two 
key elements were identified as being relevant to 
scaling up CTP:

• Strategies for responding with CTP (developing 
actionable contingency plans and agreements); 

• Activities to put strategies into practice. 

The stakeholders interviewed provided no clear 
answer regarding how best to prepare for scaling 
up CTP in emergency responses. This is partly 
because CTPs have not yet been trialled in the 
various emergency contexts they work in, and 
partly because preparedness activities seemed 
more focused on internal systems and processes 
than on the numerous external processes required 
in preparedness activities. Each type of disaster, 
according to whether it is slow or rapid onset, 
manmade, natural or protracted, will require 
different forms of planning and preparedness. 

The speed of the response rather than the scale of the 
response is believed to be more closely linked to the 
relevant contingency planning strategies. Haiti was 
often cited as an example where the preparedness 
aspects of contingency planning had not been 
carried out. Here, many stakeholders interviewed 
found themselves designing programmes from 
scratch and taking four to 12 weeks to set up CTP 
systems and programmes. This perceived lack of 
preparedness has been a key motivating factor for 

many agencies to focus on contingency planning 
measures for future responses.

continGency Plans

Most of those interviewed considered including more 
CTP as part of their emergency response strategies 
but very few had translated these intentions into 
concrete contingency plans for specific emergency 
scenarios. Written contingency plans were often 
cited as involving a relatively heavy process that does 
not always translate into action when the emergency 
strikes. Contingency plans were not identified by 
those interviewed as a tool to systematically increase 
CTP. Although the lack of written contingency plans 
cannot be equated with a lack of planning processes, 
the value of formalising them through a written plan 
has been well documented.11

Implementing agencies acknowledged that scaling up 
CTP was still more dependent on the new information 
being generated by needs assessment, market 
assessment and operational capacity assessments in 
the immediate aftermath of a disaster, rather than 
on contingency plans laying out possible emergency 
scenarios and possible responses that included CTP. 
Despite the growth in CTP over the last few years, it 
appears that past experience, rather than planning, is 
a driving factor for scaling up CTP response, even in 
countries which experienced similar disasters within 
a short time frame such as Niger and Pakistan. 

Whereas some stakeholders preferred to look at 
contingency planning as a process that left both in-
kind and/or CTP as viable options to meet a specific 
programme objective, others had a clearer vision for 
CTP to be part of their response for most emergency 

11 IASC Contingency planning guidelines (2001)
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scenarios. This variance can be attributed to mandate, 
programming aims and ways of operating in the field.

In general, most agencies have not yet included 
specific CTP elements in their contingency planning 
documents. Contingency planning is considered to 
be a relatively heavy process which does not always 
have the sufficient engagement of those who will 
ultimately be involved in ensuring that the plan 
is adhered to in case of emergency. This was seen 
frequently to be due to a lack of awareness and 
sensitisation within organisations and externally as 
to what the plan contains. 

Contingency plans are frequently needs-based and 
do not focus on the capacities required to implement 
the plan. Where this includes financial capacity it is 
often difficult to know in advance what funds will be 
available in order to implement plans.

Government national 
Disaster Plans 

An awareness of regulative frameworks and 
connection to national and sub-national level 
governmental disaster plans was identified by those 

interviewed as important in order to ensure that 
programmes are designed in a way which supports 
and complements these plans. This was found to 
be of particular importance to the larger actors, UN 
agencies and donors. 

The research found that a pre-disaster country 
presence is more likely to enable agencies to be part 
of disaster planning processes and establish working 
relationships with all potential partners and thereby 
increase the possibility to scale up programming.

continGency stocks 

The most practical level of preparedness amongst 
agencies was found to be with stocks of CTP supplies. 
When thinking about creating a contingency stock 
for a CTP such as pre-printed vouchers, ready-made 
smart cards, and mobile phones with solar chargers, 
associated costs need to be considered. For example, 
debit cards cost approximately $1.50.12 In order to 
store these cards for distribution immediately post-
disaster, other costs need to be considered such as 

12 Information from the American Red Cross, which has long term 
experience of providing post-disaster assistance in the form of 
cash through its domestic programming.

Box 15 examPles of current 
aPProaches to continGency 
PlanninG

• concern worldwide is developing a new 
approach which will initially be adopted in urban 
environments in key complex emergencies, 
looking at having a “cash in emergencies” 
protocol. concern is also working with tufts 
university to see how markets and price data 
can be monitored pre-emergency in order to 
easily assess supply chains post-disaster.

• unhcr does contingency planning with 
either regional or country level focus using 
population groups as a basis.

• american red cross has preferred supplier 
arrangements	 with	 selected	 finance	 service	
providers connected to smart cards.

Box 16  workinG with 
Governments

as mandated by the Government’s national 
response Plan, the american red cross responds 
to national disasters through its domestic services 
and uses ctP as part of its emergency assistance to 
individuals in combination with community services. 
the provision of ct is managed on an individual 
client basis, through case workers, providing a full 
picture of the rc support being received and 
the referrals for additional support services form 
other	 institutions.	The	 financial,	 ICT,	 logistics	 and	
human resource systems have been designed to 
programme in this way, and allow the american 
red cross to assist an average of 90,000 disaster 
affected people a year. the systems can cope with 
25,000 clients a day if there is available funding.
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warehousing storage fees and personnel to track the 
cards. Smart cards can be procured post-disaster, 
as in Pakistan where the process took three to four 
weeks from ordering to disbursement (as they had 
to be made in another country and transported to 
Pakistan for distribution). However, once the cards 
were in country, distribution was taking place at a 
rate of 18–20,000 cards per day.

Acquiring funding for the purchase and storage of 
pre-disaster response stocks remains a challenge 
as generally donors require that the stocks are used 
within a specified timeframe. 

Agencies with expertise in large scale in-kind 
distributions and the necessary associated pipeline 
arrangements highlighted that scale up is only really 

possible when contingency stocks can cater for both 
CTP and/or in-kind at scale. The ability to preposition 
emergency response supplies for CTP and link them 
to a CTP delivery mechanism should not be at the 
cost of in-kind supplies in case the markets fail. This 
was seen to be an important contingency planning 
measure for all relief items. 

institutional learninG

Institutional lesson learning through evaluations, 
workshops and research studies has been identified 
as an additional preparedness activity in which 
humanitarian actors are consciously learning the 
ropes of CTP in various settings and using that 
knowledge for future programme design. This type 
of preparedness is closely linked to technical capacity 
but its experimental nature suggests there is a level 
of preparedness / readiness to try things out which 
goes beyond technical know-how and is proof of 
agency commitment to be in a better position to 
make decisions and hence be prepared for scaling up.

limitinG cash transfer 
oPtions

Although no stakeholders mentioned this specifically, 
the analysis of their responses indicates that 
activities to put contingency planning strategies 
into practice were very much dictated by the type 
of CT option the agency was considering. Limiting 
the range of possible CT options appears to be one 

Box 17 continGency stocks

the american red cross keeps between  
300,000–400,000 cards in stock at one time 
for their ctP to national disaster victims. this 
stockpiling represents a considerable cost to the 
arc, as the cards have a shelf life of only 4–6 years. 
when hurricane katrina struck, the arc ran out 
of cards and suppliers were unable to provide 
more quickly enough to meet demand, so the 
arc devised different ways of disbursing ct to its 
recipients. there is a cost implication in this type 
of	preparedness	activity	that	needs	to	be	financed.

Box 18 market failure – traDer 
collusion

NRC’s	Pakistan	flood	response	included	a	shelter	
programme with a ct component aimed at allowing 
recipients to get their housing materials from the 
market.	The	agency	soon	realised	that	beneficiaries	
were getting sub standard quality material for their 
money. this would put the programme at risk, so 
quality control measures had to be introduced and 
the	flexibility	to	be	able	to	provide	materials	in	kind	
was not ruled out. the quality control aspect of the 
ctP had potential implications for scale up in a 
difficult	operating	environment.

Box 19 institutional learninG

the spanish Government has invested $10m for 
cash transfer pilots implemented by wfP which 
incorporate	a	specific	learning	component	managed	
in their programme design. longitudinal studies to 
assess the comparable impact of wfP in-kind and ct 
assistance in various contexts (not just emergencies) 
have been designed by ifPri. the results will help 
wfP prioritise decision making processes.
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way agencies are increasing their ability to scale up 
CTP. CT options range from one-off cash or voucher 
payments to more regular conditional cash transfers 
and few agencies are willing to implement all of 
these at the moment, so as to be able to speed up 
and scale up. It is difficult to get an overall sense of 
the CT strategies that will evolve from this approach, 
but in terms of contingency planning it allows 
agencies to focus resources on their implementation 
plans, operational plans and preparedness activities 
related to building capacity and partnerships around 
the specific demands of their chosen CT options. 

continGency PlanninG – 
GaPs anD BlockaGes

absence of contingency plans which mention 
specific	modalities	such	as	CTP.	The	lack	of	detail	
in contingency plans means that they are not often 
referred to and sometimes not adhered to.

Insufficient	 coordination	 of	 contingency	 plans	
with government actors, so all those potentially 
involved in a disaster response are not necessarily 
on board beforehand, affecting speed of response.

lack of planning and longer term thinking in advance 
meaning	that	financial	 inclusion	 is	not	possible	 for	
those involved in emergency-related ctPs.

implications of investing in contingency plans that 
allow agencies to shift from ctP to in-kind and 
vice versa when necessary.

raising funds for contingency planning measures.

Difficulty	 in	 planning	 for	 all	 possible	CT	 options	
at once.

key finDinGs:

1. The reliance on contingency planning as a tool 
for scaling up CTP was seen to be minimal, with 
very few contingency plans making specific 
reference to CTP.

2. Those organisations that do have contingency 
plans include delivery mechanisms, security 
and resource pre-positioning in the plans but 
generally make no (or limited) analysis of social 
relations.

3. Pre-positioning of CT cards and other contingency 
stocks is costly and not easily financed as a 
preparedness activity.

4. A pre-disaster country presence is more likely to 
enable agencies to be part of government-led 
disaster planning processes.

5. Most contingency planning activities appear to 
be linked to emergency preparedness activities 
to be able to speed up and scale up, and focus 
on building operational capacity rather than CTP 
strategies for specific emergency scenarios.

5.5 coordination

analysis anD finDinGs

As the number of actors implementing CTP responses 
in emergencies increases, so do the coordination 

needs among these actors. The following standard 
coordination mechanisms were considered in this 
study:

• Inter-agency;
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 Within organisations (see section 5.2);

• Between implementing agencies and other 
stakeholders (donors, government, private sector);

• Between donors.

inter-aGency coorDination

Coordination takes different forms with technical 
coordination on the one side and the more general 
sector level coordination on the other. From a 

technical perspective for CTPs, historically the main 
focus of technical coordination has been with CFW 
programmes, normally as part of early recovery 
discussions where agreements on key issues 
such as wage rates are made fairly rapidly. This 
consensus and coordination is less apparent with 
unconditional CTs and in rapid post emergency 
responses. CaLP focal points have been used in 
the 2010 Haiti earthquake, the 2010 Pakistan flood 
response and 2011 civil unrest in Ivory Coast as 
a way of providing continuity and to encourage 
the sharing of monitoring and evaluation tools. A 
similar effort is currently being made by CaLP in the 
Horn of Africa drought response in 2011. 

From a general sector level, there is still a 
coordination vacuum. CTP does not fall neatly under 
one specific technical sector and yet is perceived by 
many as deserving specific coordination attention. 
The sector-specific organisation of the UN cluster 
system makes it extremely difficult to maintain an 
overall picture of CTP. CaLP has had an increasing 
coordination (and lesson sharing) role among some 
actors in recent large scale emergencies such as Haiti, 
Pakistan and the Horn of Africa. However, it has not 
always been seen to have a wide enough span to be 
a comparable coordination system to the UN cluster 
system (and nor does it have the current ambition 
to do so). 

The research found the lack of an overall 
coordination structure that provides an overview 
of the CTP contributions to the humanitarian 
response of any given emergency to be one of the 
most fundamental gaps. This coordination gap 
was considered by stakeholders to be standing in 
the way of programming at scale for a number of 
reasons. One of these is that the dialogue needed 
during each emergency on issues such as value of 
transfers, targeting approaches and general CTP 
methodology takes up time that could be better 
spent actually implementing. In addition, the lack 
of an overview regarding what all sectors are doing 
in terms of CTP in a given response risks inhibiting 
the provision of CT assistance in all places of need 
and risks increasing duplication. There remains little 
or no cross-cluster dialogue on CTPs. There also 

•

Box 20 local Partner commitment

one issue which stands in the way of the rcm 
(one of the implementing agencies with the 
largest potential for programming cash at scale 
in emergencies) implementing ctPs at scale is 
ensuring agreement from host national societies.

Box 21 inter-aGency coorDination 
in the horn, 2011

• a number of organisations already had ctPs 
in the horn.

• four nGos have formed an alliance, agreeing 
to implement ctPs in a standard way in 
somalia. others are going it alone.

• there is no pre-determined mandate which 
gives one un agency leadership over another.

• initial ocha thoughts were to have a 
discussion on ctP in each of the clusters 
for each of the three affected countries – 18 
discussions in total.

• the humanitarian country team for somalia 
appointed a focal point in each of the nine 
clusters who have formed an inter-cluster 
initiative.

• only in late september was agreement 
reached that fao would lead the inter-
cluster initiative – an area where wfP and 
unicef had also shown an interest.

• the lack of clarity around coordination on 
cash issues has taken time and hindered 
effective coordination.
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appears to be an increasing blurring of the lines 
between coordination and implementation with a 
number of agencies responsible for coordination also 
implementing their own programmes. It is unclear 
therefore where their priorities lie and whether this 
hinders scale up.

Recent emergency responses have seen an increase 
in CTP and coordination among implementing 
actors has had to run in parallel to cluster sector 
meetings, involving follow-on meetings, sector 
subgroup meetings and technical working groups to 
tackle certain aspects of delivery. 

In the case of the UN this lack of coordination is 
further broadened to a lack of clarity around which 
UN agency takes the lead on deciding whether to 
programme cash – a decision which has the potential 
to impact many branches of the UN e.g. UNHCR, 
UNDP, WFP, ILO – when they work in partnership with 
each other. For example, if one UN agency is working 
in a location with host families receiving refugees/
IDPs and the agency supporting the refugees/IDPs 
feels that providing them with cash assistance is 
most appropriate but the other UN agency does not 
feel this is appropriate, then it is unclear who takes 
the lead and ultimate decision on this.

The study did not discover any headquarters level 
inter-agency coordination systems where the 
technical aspects of scaling up CT may be discussed 
and coordinated.

coorDination Between 
imPlementinG aGencies anD 
other stakeholDers

Governments

Coordination with national governments is a critical 
issue when talking about programming at scale. 
Agencies with established pre-emergency presence 
in country reported finding it easier to negotiate 
and design programmes in their usual areas of 
operation. If such presence is not in existence or 
relationships with the authorities are fragile then the 
likelihood of CTP being initiated, let alone scaled up, 
is significantly reduced. Some of the larger agencies 

have partnership agreements to be able to respond 
at national level, whereas most smaller agencies 
tend to be geographically focused.

Stakeholders reported that in order to try and ensure 
a better linkage between long term social safety 
nets programmes and government involvement in 
disaster response there is a need for the relevant 
ministries to better coordinate outside times of 
disaster. In practice it was reported to be seen most 
clearly for the coordination of preparedness and 
response to seasonal disasters such as hurricanes 
and cyclones.

Many of those interviewed considered that there 
is still not enough government level buy-in for CTP 
in emergencies. Fear of dependency and of not 
being able to sustain the transfers was suggested 
as a contributing factor to some of the resistance to 
CTP in some contexts. In other countries, CTPs were 
reported as being accepted as a normal response  
and very much encouraged by governments. 
However, a gap for scale up was found to be in relation 
to coordination with different government line 
ministries. Large scale CTPs in emergency responses 
to date do not appear to take enough consideration 
of the macro-economic aspects of injecting foreign 
currency and that more coordination was required 
with those in charge of fiscal policies in emergency 
affected countries. There is a current bias to work 
with sector line ministries that match humanitarian 
agency sector responses. 

Private sector

The research found this type of coordination to 
be the least established in terms of creating and 
building relationships with the private sector in 
order to guarantee delivery mechanisms. The two 
most quoted possible options for establishing 
coordination here were:
º Establishing agreements at a headquarters level 

with global organisations that have an extensive 
international reach.

º Having contracts/MoUs/services agreements 
and templates established at country level pre-
disaster, so they can be activated on the spot 
once a disaster strikes.
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Many NGOs and one UN agency were found to be 
focusing on the first of these, looking for private 
sector providers to support various CT delivery 
mechanisms. The links between faster delivery 
methods and scale were often made by those 
interviewed, and it is hoped that the concurrent CaLP-
funded study on new technologies will shed more 
light on how these relationships are developing. 

Banks and mobile phone companies were most 
often cited as the private sector partners needed 
for scale up. The private sector appears keen on 
maximizing mobile telephone and banking services 
as a delivery option, so there are likely to be many 
untapped opportunities here for collaboration. It 
may, however, be difficult to get private companies 
to commit to hypothetical situations in advance. 
There is some suggestion from responses that this is 
partly to do with attitudes towards the private sector 
and lack of experience in dealing with them and 
their different approach to assistance.

In addition to0 large scale technical service providers 
an important section of the private sector that 
needs to be engaged with is traders, through trader 
networks. The role of traders in the supply side of 
CTP has been underestimated according to some 
stakeholders. Many implementing agencies make 
it clear that when thinking about scaling up CTP 

to meet food related aims to match their current 
food programming, the role of the traders cannot 
be neglected. However, humanitarian actors are 
not informing traders of their intentions frequently 
enough and therefore limit themselves to predicting 
how the markets will react to a cash injection. 
Consulting and forming formal partnerships with 
large scale traders is considered to be key to scaling 
up CTP and requires having strategies to deal with 
trader reactions. Involving such networks allows for 
discussion on supply chains and should form part 
of the market assessment but can also be done in 
advance and included in contingency planning. 
Small scale traders should not be overlooked as they 
are often extremely quick to re-establish themselves 
post-disaster, providing an opportunity for voucher 
or cash programmes to be rapidly set up.

Slow onset disasters do provide the space and time 
for humanitarian agencies to establish agreements 
in advance with large private companies and smaller 
private traders.

One issue arising out of scaled up programming is 
how to connect programmes to ongoing private 
sector initiatives such as savings and small credit 
schemes and the potential handover facilities for 
this.

Donor to Donor 
coorDination

CTP at scale does not feature as a regular coordination 
subject amongst donors. A recent meeting in Brussels 
organised by ECHO and WFP was a sign of coordination 
but the focus was more on information sharing than 
real coordination of efforts or approaches.13

However, in order for donors to achieve their 
strategic objectives there is a certain reliance on 
the actions of other donors. Donor coordination 
mechanisms appear stronger when development 
objectives are on the agenda and perhaps there is an 

13  Roundtable on scaling up cash transfer programming in 
emergencies organised by DG ECHO jointly with WFP and in 
association with CaLP and the IFRC (September 2011)

Box 22 Box Pre-existinG Private 
sector aGreements

in kenya, safaricom and concern ww have a 
mou which outlines their working relationship 
and has included the provision of training to 
concern staff. on the basis of this mou (which 
took time to set up) a small scale pilot project 
was implemented in rural communities which 
then meant that in the wake of the post-election 
violence in 2008 they were able to put together a 
rapid response in an urban slum in nairobi.

in Pakistan, the banking sector is highly 
sophisticated and this helped ensure that the 
watan programme was able to reach large 
numbers of people at speed and at scale.
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opportunity here to bring in the link between CTPs 
in emergencies and those undertaken in longer term 
development programming. 

The picture of overall donor contributions to CTP and 
their role in scale up linked to funding opportunities 
is not yet clear. Pilot funding opportunities have 
helped agencies test the waters and try out different 
ways of operating CTP, but there is not yet enough 
confidence in the regularity or scale of this support 
for the necessary organisational changes that it 
involves. 

Donors who support CTP scale up are looking for 
more evidence of what works. CaLP activities 
have helped raise awareness of CTP in a number 
of countries and create interest and buy-in for 
CTP.

coorDination – GaPs anD 
BlockaGes

there is no obvious place yet for ctP in the 
ocha un cluster system.

lack of an overall coordination structure to 
provide an overview of ctP contributions in a 
given emergency.

calP has supported coordination in some large 
scale emergencies but has a limited role for taking 
on the larger inter-sector coordination that ctP 
needs.

Donors do not appear to coordinate their 
approaches to supporting ctP in emergencies and 
what aspects of scale up they may be most willing 
to fund.

engagement between implementing agencies and 
the private sector is challenging. traders are the 
partners that seem to have been left out of the 
equation so far, with little formal engagement with 
them.

key finDinGs:

1. There is a distinct lack of overall coordination to 
provide an overview of CTP contributions in a 
given emergency.

2. There is no clear UN lead on CTP. Dialogue and 
agreement on this needs to take place pre-
disaster.

3. Implementing agencies feel the need to better 
coordinate e.g. setting up joint disbursement 
mechanisms or collaborating on the technological 
aspects of using banks and technology.

4. Better linkage between long term safety nets 
programmes and government involvement in 
disaster response is likely to require a strong lead 
from donors. The competencies and skills for the 
different types of programme are different. A 
cross-ministerial working group would support 
this process.

5. Government support (or at least acceptance) of 
CTPs is critical to their success, particularly when 
talking of scaled up programmes. 

6. Donors spoken to have different approaches, 
agendas and requirements of their implementing 
partners. However, one issue in common is, 
in general, their willingness to increasingly 
accept cash transfer programming as a means 
of delivering assistance to affected populations 
in emergencies. The lack of compatibility in 
donor approach puts additional pressure on 
humanitarian agencies that may have multiple 
donors funding their programmes. 

7. There is insufficient documented practice to help 
with advocacy and with increasing confidence 
around what works.

8. Coordination with traders is key to preparation 
for large scale CTPs in order to assist in devising 
strategies for market reactions.
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The humanitarian agencies spoken to as part 
of this study are convinced of the valuable role that 
CTPs can play as part of a humanitarian response 
in the appropriate context, and are committed to 
looking for opportunities for these interventions.

Many of the gaps and blockages to implementing 
CTPs at scale in emergencies identified in this study 
are “cultural” in the sense that they are bound up 
within organisations – lack of policy or strategic 
guidance on CTPs, insufficient systems to support 
the delivery of cash to beneficiaries and an absence 
of clear responsibility and coordination mechanisms 
for CTPs.

There is a need for a donor and an implementing 
organisation(s) to “take the plunge” in an emergency 
and in the build up to an emergency, so that 
contingency plans (and stocks) are financed in order 
that a model or approach can be tested in the event 
of disaster. From this, lessons can be learnt and the 
model adapted and shared ready for replication 
by other organisations. Trying this in a predictable 
situation where cyclical crises are experienced would 
allow for the time needed to prepare. Lessons learned 
can then be applied in future responses. At the 
moment, organisations are working alone, fighting 
for ground when disaster strikes and insufficiently 
pooling expertise and thinking. This is partly due 
to a lack of leadership in this area and partly due to 
donor led funding opportunities. The NGO alliances 
seen in Pakistan and more recently Somalia are 
steps towards this more coherent lesson learning 
and pooling of thinking. However, experience in the 
Horn of Africa has also provided the opportunity 
to display a lack of coherence amongst operating 
agencies toward CTPs.

There is the feeling that there is more caution around 
implementing and supporting CTPs than in-kind 
programmes (although some consider this more of a 
perception than reality). This may be linked to the fact 
that an overwhelming amount of CTP in emergencies 
is channelled through the food security sector and 
specific food assistance funding mechanisms. This 
means that much CTP at scale is currently being 
compared to providing food assistance in-kind and 
CTP has not yet been sufficiently mainstreamed 
across other sectors to identify other ways of 
delivering assistance. Given that one of the reasons 
for providing cash is to empower people, the over 
scrutiny of it appears contradictory. Recipients 
need to be trusted to make the best choices for 
themselves. The checks and balances built into 
CTP hinder scale up in various ways, either as a risk 
aversion strategy to keep numbers tight and easier 
to manage, or as a set of steps in existing systems 
that slow down emergency responses and make in-
kind options easier to implement. The exception to 
this is usually from the operational context where in 
some cases governments may limit how much CTP 
can be implemented (as in Haiti), or encourage the 
take-up of CTP because they form part of a national 
disaster response plan (as in the US or in Pakistan), or 
where CTP is seen as the only feasible option to meet 
disaster affected people´s needs (as in the current 
Somalia response).

Regardless of what commodity (food, non-food 
or cash) is being distributed, challenges will be 
faced when it comes to implementing scaled up 
programmes reaching large numbers of affected 
people, often in difficult environments. These 
challenges may centre on establishing appropriate 
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and acceptable targeting and registration systems, 
undertaking rapid yet robust needs assessments, 
ensuring systems allow for the efficient management 
of beneficiary data and requisite service support 
for CTPs including reconciliation and delivery 
mechanisms, and setting up agreements with 
service providers. The time and the resources it will 
take to ensure that all these factors are in place and 
functioning together should not be underestimated. 
Organisations in this sector learn by doing and while 
funding opportunities are increasing to implement 
CTP, this needs to be matched in terms of the many 
related preparedness activities that will allow CTP 
to be considered on an equal footing as in-kind 
responses.

Unless systems for delivering cash are already in 
place pre-disaster, experience shows that it can take 
two to three months before any payments are made. 
By this stage beneficiaries may already have resorted 
to negative coping mechanisms and organisations 
are starting to implement recovery programmes. 
There is a constant tension between speed and 
scale up in all emergency responses, and CTP-
specific programming requires careful consideration 
of what purpose the CT is meant to serve, so that 
the disbursement is relevant to the intended aims 
and impact. Effective programme design and 
implementation involving CTP, therefore, relies on 
well-established CT disbursement systems that can 
ensure timely delivery. 

Part of preparedness is ensuring that CTPs are 
not just discussed in the humanitarian sector but 
that dialogue is established and maintained with 
local and national governments. The tools, ideas 
and networks that CaLP leads have an emergency 
focus yet are not well known or accessible to those 
in local and national government or with disaster 
management authorities and relevant line ministries 
concerned with fiscal matters.

Humanitarian actors have made massive steps 
forwards in terms of trialling the many CTP options 
in recent years in terms of numbers reached, 
operating environments and delivery options. 
However, reaching people in large numbers remains 
problematic for a number of reasons. There is a 
vicious circle that renders donors cautious and 

that is funding at scale without concrete evidence 
surrounding the outcomes and the impact that will 
be achieved. Without the opportunity to programme 
at scale and include tangible learning components 
into programme design, humanitarian organisations 
remain unable to provide this evidence. This caution 
is also present within humanitarian organisations 
and governments in disaster prone countries. A 
greater investment in monitoring mechanisms that 
focus on outcomes and impact and the role of the 
contribution of CTP to intended outcomes may help 
to overcome this caution.

In addition, a number of stakeholders felt that one 
of the most effective ways of achieving scale (and 
speed) would be to undertake one-off blanket 
CT distributions post-disaster. There remains 
cautiousness on the part of donors to fund such 
approaches and on the part of some agencies who 
perhaps have limited capacity or funds.

In terms of blockages to scale, “fear” remains a 
critical issue both within humanitarian organisations 
and externally – fear of what cash might be used 
for and who may be accessing it. The humanitarian 
world has overcome this fear with regard to in-kind 
and seems willing to accept inclusion errors and a 
certain level of diversion. This must now be applied 
to CTPs as well. This continuing cautious approach 
risks increasing people’s suffering in the immediate 
aftermath of disaster.

In order to link into existing and regular social 
assistance mechanisms which are familiar with 
delivering cash to large numbers of vulnerable 
households there is a need for humanitarian actors 
to expand their dialogue with donors and with 
governments in the countries where they operate. 
Discussions between humanitarian actors and the 
ministries that administer safety net programmes 
to define ways in which humanitarian organisations 
can work with those ministries in times of emergency 
and make use of their existing payments systems 
are key. It is recognised that such discussions are 
likely to be complex and time consuming, with one 
ministry having responsibility for social assistance 
programming and another for humanitarian 
responses. At the same time, donors need to engage 
in inter-ministerial discussions with governments to 



32

ready or not? emergency cash transfers at scale

ensure that safety net programmes are prepared to 
scale up from budgetary and logistics perspectives 
in times of disaster.

As an overall conclusion, we need to ask whether 
stakeholders are prepared for the design and 
implementation of CTPs at scale in emergencies. 
There is no one organisational response to this, and 
individuals spoken to within donor organisations and 
implementing agencies have different perceptions.

There are a significant number of gaps and blockages 
standing in the way of preparedness for scale – some 
technical, some systems related, some mind-set 
issues and some of which are outside the control of 
those organisations pushing to move forwards in this 
area, such as security risks and infrastructure gaps.

To be better prepared to respond with cash (if 
appropriate) at scale in future disasters, there remains 
the need for increased dialogue, coordination 
and action within and between organisations and 
between headquarters and field staff outside times 
of disaster in order to tackle the issues raised in this 
study. Although a number of responses in recent 
years have allowed for the use of cash, support for this 
form of programming often comes rather late in the 

day when warning signs and appeals for assistance 
have been initiated months before any approvals for 
setting up CTPs are given. There remains a caution 
on the part of donors to fund preparedness activities 
for possible disasters even when all indications are 
that a crisis is looming. In addition it is immediately 
after a disaster, when things start to normalise, that 
learning opportunities can be matched to future 
disaster response preparedness and planning 
activities at country level, but this requires funding 
and institutional commitment. If there really are 
to be steps forward in assisting large numbers of 
people with appropriate cash transfer assistance in 
emergencies then this caution will have to be put 
aside to give humanitarian agencies the possibility to 
step in before too many lives and livelihoods are lost. 

This investment is currently being made by some 
of the larger agencies but donors may also need 
to consider supporting some of the smaller 
organisations to ensure relevant progress in this area 
in order to achieve scaled up assistance. This is most 
likely to be successful initially in more predictable 
crises such as the current drought in the Horn. The 
lessons learned can then be taken and applied in 
sudden onset disasters. 
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Recommendations emanating from the study’s 
key findings are made firstly towards CaLP as the 
organisation that commissioned the study, and then 
to other critical stakeholders.

It is advised that CaLP takes the lead on implementation 
and follow-up of the recommendations in the study, 
disseminates the findings of this study and the 
other three CaLP studies currently in progress and 
identifies common threads between them that can 
be built upon. In addition, the role of CaLP over the 
next five years needs to be more clearly ascertained 
as operational capacity for implementing CTPs 
increases at field level.

recommenDations sPecific to 
calP

(i) Continue investment in learning and 
development activities around CTP based 
on evidence of how CTPs contribute to 
humanitarian programme aims. This learning 
should not be limited to emergencies – direct 
links between social safety net systems and 
emergency responses involving CTP in countries 
prone to emergencies need to be included. 

(ii) Continue to create advocacy messages and 
convene high level dissemination events to 
raise awareness of CTP successes, based on a 
cumulative evidence base, in order to overcome 
some of the existing resistance amongst some 
actors, including donors.

(iii) Develop training tools:

• for senior managers in humanitarian 
organisations and donor agencies to ensure 

that understanding of CTPs is broadened 
institutionally;

• on technologies, approaches, administra–
tion, and assessment and analysis for 
programme implementation staff and for 
donor representatives.

(iv) Continue investing in the dissemination of tools 
to enable all those designing/implementing CTP to:

• consider which transfer modality may be 
most appropriate, helping to fill the existing 
market assessment information gap;

• strengthen outcome and impact monitoring 
tools that measure the contribution of CTP 
to programme aims; 

• engage more effectively with the private 
sector service providers and traders as part 
of preparedness activities in areas prone to 
disasters and during emergency response 
assessments and programme design.

recommenDations sPecific to 
Donors

(i) Continue to fund learning and development 
activities around CTP, so that robust evidence 
is built on programming at scale in different 
contexts.

(ii) Develop CTP-related policy that allows for 
consideration of a broader, more inclusive CTP 
funding strategy based on overall need that 
allows:

• for better links between development and 
emergency programming, especially for 
agencies with experience in both contexts; 
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• for CTP to break through some of its current 
food/food security programming limitations 
to include the other needs usually addressed 
through sector specific responses, through 
an analysis of the overall needs of emergency 
affected populations; 

• funding proposals for emergency responses 
to include a justification of why a CTP has 
not been considered;

• for support to funding information systems 
for pre and post-disaster data.

(iii) Encourage and lead dialogue between 
ministries of national governments to explore 
the potential for flexibility in social safety net 
programmes to expand in times of crisis to 
include those affected by disasters.

(iv) Become more open to funding preparedness 
activities which are specifically linked to 
speeding up emergency programming e.g. 
baseline assessments of vulnerable populations 
in disaster prone countries.

(v) Continue to fund evidence-based studies to 
feed into strengthening scale up activities and 
strategies.

(vi) Ensure more agile financial disbursement 
systems that make it easier for organisations 
to implement the CTP option that suits them, 
from immediate blanket unconditional cash 
grants to conditional transfers supporting sector 
responses with recovery components.

(vii) Fund a large scale CTP post-emergency with no 
prejudice, in order that lessons can be learned 
for future programming.

recommenDations for 
humanitarian aGencies  
(un, rcm, nGos)

(i) Streamline internal decision-making processes 
that enable more CTP to be scaled up when this is 
in line with overall organisational humanitarian 
response aims, including decisions around:

• systems for inter-divisional ways of working; 

• standard operating procedures; and 

• corporate level decisions on how to build 
and fund capacity. 

(ii) Establish more coordination mechanisms 
at field level that enable an overview of the 
contribution of CTP to meeting humanitarian 
needs.

(iii) Agree inter-cluster coordination and 
facilitation mechanisms on CTP, including 
which UN agency will take the lead, before the 
next large scale disaster occurs. The dialogue 
on this issue needs to acknowledge that CTP is 
a modality for providing all forms of assistance 
and achieving a range of programme objectives. 
This means it does not neatly fit into the existing 
cluster system which may need to adapt to 
this reality rather than focusing discussions on 
definitions of CTP. 

(iv) Continue joint initiatives at field level for 
addressing the technical aspects of designing 
and implementing CTP, where this adds value, 
including:

• economies of scale;

• involving government ministries in CTP 
including pre-disaster dialogue on the topic;

• strengthening relationships with private 
sector providers and traders;

• market assessment tools to speed up 
decision making (pre- and post-disaster 
tools);

• providing evidence of how CTP meets 
humanitarian programme aims;

• considerations of disaster affected labour 
markets.

(v) Simplify recipient identification and 
registration criteria and systems when 
appropriate in order to meet immediate 
emergency response aims.

(vi) Multi-sector assessment tools being used and 
developed should include an analysis of the 
feasibility of distributing cash.
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information GaPs – 
recommenDations for all 
actors

(i) Document when disaster affected populations 
express a preference for CTP or in-kind more 
systematically.

(ii) Devise impact analysis tools for CTPs with similar 
objectives.

(iii) Think through CTP specific issues, such as what 
is a responsible banking fee to be paying for a 
service.

(iv) Further develop and promote the CaLP online 
discussion group (D-Group), so that it becomes 
a reference tool for all agencies and donors 
involved in CTPs
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Annex 1  Key Informants 
IntervIewed

Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

donors

1 aeCId spanish 
agency for 
International 
development 
Cooperation

maria abad Zapatero Advisor to the Office of 
Humanitarian affairs

28 July 2011

2 dfId dr John Barrett Chief Professional Officer 
– Climate, environment, 
Infrastructure and 
Livelihoods

9 september 
2011

3 dfId Iris Krebber food security advisor, 
Local Policy division

25 august 2011

4 dfId dr Joanna macrae team Leader – 
Governance, Conflict and 
social development team, 
research and evidence 
division

24 august 2011

5 dfId tim waites Humanitarian and 
resilience advisor

31 august 2011

6 dfId dylan winder Head, response Group 
CHase

17 august 2011

7 eCHo Branko Golubovic technical advisor, Islamabad 9 september 
2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

8 eCHo david sevcik Head of Office, Islamabad 9 september 
2011

9 eCHo devrig velly food assistance 
Coordinator

3 august 2011

10 eCHo rehmat yazdani Programme assistant, 
Islamabad

9 september 
2011

11 french ministry of 
foreign affairs

matthias Lange food assistance, food 
security and nutrition 
officer

9 august 2011

12 norwegian ministry 
of foreign affairs

Johan meyer refugee Policy director 
section for Humanitarian 
affairs, Un and Peace

22 august 2011

13 Office of US Foreign 
assistance, UsaId

Laura meisner economic recovery 
technical advisor

11 august 2011

14 Office of US Foreign 
assistance, UsaId

asa Piyaka senior Programme 
operations specialist, 
Humanitarian Policy and 
multilateral affairs team

11 august 2011

15 swiss agency for 
development and 
Cooperation

Helmut scheuer advisor for (sdC-
Cash) Project 
development 
and Implementation

2 september 
2011

16 UsaId Bureau for 
Democracy, Conflict 
and Humanitarian 
Assistance, Office for 
food for Peace

adam norikane Food for Peace Officer 11 august 2011

17 UsaId Bureau for 
Democracy, Conflict 
and Humanitarian 
Assistance, Office for 
food for Peace

dale skoric Food for Peace Officer 3 august 2011

Governments

18 Government of 
Pakistan

arshad Khan dG fdma 5 september 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

19 Government of 
Pakistan

Gohar Khan Chief Projects Officer, 
nadra

30 august 2011

20 Government of 
Pakistan

General nadeem former Chairman of 
ndma and former Chief 
of special support Group 
for IdP crisis

5 september 2011

nGos

21 action Contre la 
faim

Julien morel food assistance and social 
Protection advisor

26 august 2011

22 CaLP Glenn Hughson Kenya focal Point 14 september 
2011

23 Care daw mohamed senior advisor, emergency 
food security

8 september 2011

24 Catholic relief 
services, Pakistan

Carolyn fanelli Head of Programmes 8 september 2011

25 Catholic relief 
services, Pakistan

fahad Khan assistant Head of 
Programmes

8 september 2011

26 Concern amanda mcLelland emergency Programme 
Coordinator for emergency 
response team

23 august 2011

27 Concern Gabrielle smith technical adviser, social 
Protection

16 august 2011 
& 12 september 
2011

28 mercyCorps sasha muench deputy director, 
economic and market 
development

12 september 
2011

29 norwegian refugee 
Council

austen davis advisor – food security 
technical support section, 
International Programme 
department

16 august 2011

30 norwegian refugee 
Council, Pakistan

Qurat-ul-ain sadozai Country director 2 august 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

31 oxfam GB Claudie meyers emergency food security 
and Livelihoods advisor

19 september 
2011

32 oxfam GB nupur Kukrety social Protection and food 

security advisor
23 september 
2011

33 oxfam GB Camilla Knox-Peebles senior emergency food 
security and Livelihoods 
advisor, 
Humanitarian department

20 september 
2011

34 relief International, 
Pakistan

George asatiani Country director 18 august 2011

35 relief International, 
Pakistan

Qassim Janjua deputy Country director 18 august 2011

36 save the Children 
UK

neil elliott Security Officer 15 august 2011

37 save the Children 
UK

rosie Jackson emergency food security 
& Livelihoods advisor, 
Humanitarian technical 
Unit

16 august 2011

38 save the Children 
UK, vietnam

doan anh tuan regional Livelihoods 
advisor

16 august 2011

39 world Concern merry fitzpatrick Livelihoods advisor 1 september 2011

40 world Concern, 
Kenya

tracy stover emergency Coordinator 5 september 2011

41 world vision 
International

maposa thabani Global director, food 
Programme and 
management Group

13 september 
2011

International red Cross/red Crescent movement

42 american red Cross sheila Beard executive director, finance 
nHQ

10 august 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

43 american red Cross

International 
response 
operations Centre

tracey reines director, International 
response operations 
Centre (IroC)

3 august 2011

44 american red Cross michael Zeleke senior advisor, Livelihoods 10 august 2011

45 american red Cross 
Panama

scott diPretoro delegate, Latin america 18 august 2011

46 american red Cross, 
disaster operations 
Centre

anthony Benedetti senior associate Individual 
assistance, direct services

10 august 2011

47 american red Cross, 
disaster operations 
Centre 

Christopher Boyle Programme operations 
lead

10 august 2011

48 american red Cross, 
disaster operations 
Centre 

wendy Brightman Project lead, Cash in 
emergencies

10 august 2011

49 american red Cross, 
disaster operations 
Centre

melissa Crews manager, Individual 
assistance, direct services

10 august 2011

50 american red Cross, 
domestic services

amy Gaver director, Programme 
Integration

10 august 2011

51 american red 
Cross, International 
response 
operations Centre

Guillermo Garcia regional director, Latin 
america/Caribbean

10 august 2011

52 american red 
Cross, International 
response 
operations Centre

Laura Hervesi Field Operations Officer, 
IroC

3 &10 august 2011

53 British red Cross Barry armstrong International 16 august 2011

54 British red Cross david Peppiatt International director 24 august 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

55 British red Cross Joy singhal International recovery 
Officer

16 august 2011

56 ICrC nicolas fleury Head of sector, economic 
security Unit

3 august 2011

57 ICrC tarun sarwal Head of sector, economic 
security Unit

2 august 2011

58 ICrC dominik stillhart deputy director of 
operations

10 august 2011

59 IfrC emma delo Senior Officer, Recovery 9 august 2011

60 IfrC david Horobin Global Logistics service 
delivery manager (former)

9 august 2011

61 IfrC Pankaj mishra Senior Officer, 
Preparedness

19 august 2011

United nations

62 fao francesco del re senior Programme adviser 
for the food security 
Cluster Global support 
team  
(tCeo)

7 september 2011

63 fao Julius Jackson Operations Officer/Budget 
Holder Pakistan team 
Leader, (tCes)

7 september 2011

64 fao matthew Keil Operations Officer/
Budget Holder, and desk 
supervisor a.i. for the 
Central asia and europe 
desk (tCes)

7 september 2011

65 fao sue Lautze Technical Officer, 
emergencies division 
(tCeo) for the  
americas and  
africa)

12 september 
2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

66 fao Gwyn Lewis Humanitarian Policy 
advisor emergency 
operations and 
rehabilitation division 
(tCer)

7 september 2011

67 fao neil marsland Senior Technical Officer, 
emergencies division 
(tCeo)

emergency operations 
and rehabilitation 
division (tCe) technical 
Cooperation department 

7 september 2011

68 fao Giuseppe simeon emergency operations 
Officer (TCES)

7 september 2011

69 fao savina tessitore Consultant –support 
to interagency and 
intersectoral coordination 
on nutrition, fao’s 
nutrition and consumer 
protection division

7 september 2011

70 fao rodrigue vinet senior Project 
Coordinator for Chad, 
eritrea, somalia and 
sudan(s) emergency 
operations service 
(tCeo) technical 
Cooperation department

12 september 
2011

71 UndP owen shumba team Leader, Livelihoods 
and economic recovery 
Group, BCPr

17 august 2011

72 UnHCr Killian Kleinshmidt ex deputy rep. Pakistan. 
Current deputy rep. 
Kenya

2 september 2011

73 UnHCr Hannah mattinen senior Liaison and food 
Security Officer

9 august 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

74 UnHCr audrey nirrengarten associate Livelihoods 
Officer, Operational 
solutions and transition 
section, division of 
Programme support and 
management

9 august 2011

75 UnHCr Gaela roudy-fraser Senior Livelihoods Officer, 
operational solutions and 
transition section, division 
of operational services

9 august 2011

76 UnICef Genevieve Boutin Chief of Humanitarian 
Policy, Office of Emergency 
Programmes

29 July 2011

77 UnICef Clare mariani Humanitarian affairs 
Programme Officer, 
Humanitarian policy 
section, Office of 
emergency Programmes

29 July 2011

78 UnICef niger Guido Cornale Country director, Unicef 
niger

3 august 2011

79 UnoCHa miro modrusan Humanitarian affairs 
Officer

22 august 2011

80 wfP annalisa Conte Chief of Cash for Change 
division

12 september 
2011

81 wfP Ugo Gentilini Policy Officer, Policy 
division

21 July 2011

82 wfP valerie Guarnieri Programme division 
director

7 september 2011

83 wfP al Kheler Chief of Programme 
design service

7 september 2011

84 wfP Paul mcCann ICt Consultant, Cash for 
Change division

2 august 2011

85 wfP John Prout Senior Programme Officer, 
Cash and vouchers

28 July 2011
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Organisation Key Informant Position Date Interviewed

86 wfP Issa sanogo senior food security 
analysis advisor

22 september 
2011

87 wfP Pakistan Carl Paulsson Head of Programmes, 
Pakistan Country Office

2 september 2011

others

88 CGaP sarah rotman Associate Microfinance 
analyst

2 september 2011

89 digicel, Haiti marcela sabino tcho tcho mobile Product 
manager

26 september 
2011

90 financial sector 
deepening, Kenya

victor malu Head, future financial 
systems

21 september 
2011

93 Independent Lesley adams 7 september 2011

91 Institute of 
development 
studies

stephen devereux research fellow 9 september 2011

94 Institute of 
development 
studies

rachel sabates-
wheeler

research fellow 12 september 
2011

95 International food 
Policy research 
Institute

John Hoddinott senior research associate 12 september 
2011

92 International 
Livestock research 
Institute

andrew mude Project Leader – IBLI 12 september 
2011

96 mobile active.org Katrin verclas Co-founder 30 august 2011

97 world Bank Cecilia Costella social Protection & Labor 
(safety nets/social funds 
team)

13 september 
2011

98 world Bank rasmus Heltberg senior technical specialist 13 september 
2011
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Annex 2  Key Informant CtP 
IntervIew GUIde – 
PreParedness for  
sCaLInG UP

Current and future coverage with CTPs

In recent responses what percentage of the population has your organisation been able to assist through CtPs?

when talking about programming at scale what percentage of the population would you consider to be “at 
scale”?

existing systems

what is your organisation’s position on cash transfer programming in emergencies?

Is this spelled out in an organisational policy or strategic document? (does it need to be?)

what are the key procedures in place that allow your organisation to programme cash transfers?

what would make at scale programming easier?

Probe for gaps and blockages related to systems and structures 

Technical capacity

what would improve your agency’s capacity to programme at scale and make it easier?

Are there any specific elements of the project cycle (assessment, design, implementation, monitoring) that 
require specific focus in order to assist in scaling up CTPs?
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Contingency planning

does your organisation have country level or organisation-wide contingency plans which include CtPs or allow 
for the inclusion of CtPs?

are CtPs expressly spelled out within organisational preparedness plans?

what would make contingency planning related preparedness activities easier?

Coordination and relationships

what existing relationships does your organisation have, including with the private sector which assists in 
setting up and implementing cash programmes?

which are the most successful partnerships with regard to CtPs for your organisation?

what would make coordination linked to large scale cash transfer programming easier?

Gaps and blockages – round up

In addition to what we’ve already identified are there any other key gaps and blockages that require attention 
to enhance the capacity and ability to design and implement cash and voucher programmes at scale?

How could these gaps and blockages be addressed?

are there any potential opportunities for implementation at scale that are currently not being optimised?

any other general comments or questions
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Annex 3  Key doCUments  
revIewed

 1 Ali.D, Toure. F, Kiewied.T (HPN) – Cash relief in a 
contested area – Lessons from Somalia (March 
2005)

 2 Brady. C – PEFSA Lessons Learned – May 2011

 3 CAFOD Submission to the International 
Development Committee’s Inquiry: The 
Humanitarian Response to the Pakistan Floods 

 4 Channel Research Independent Final Evaluation 
Report UNICEF Cash Transfer for Protection of 
Blanket Feeding Maradi and Tahoua Regions 
Implementation September-January 2010 (Dec 
2010)

 5 Comparison of Domestic Disaster Services 
Emergency Assistance Program and International 
Services Cash Transfer Programming – American 
Red Cross International Services (July 2011)

 6 Contingency Planning and humanitarian action 
– A review of practice – Richard Choularton 
(March 2007)

 7 DFID – Cash Transfers – Evidence Paper Policy 
Division (2011)

 8 DGECHO – The Use of Cash and Vouchers in 
Humanitarian Crises – Funding Guidelines (2009)

 9 DiPretoro, S. Cash for Shelter Program HURRICANE 
RICHARD 2010Beneficiary Satisfaction & Impact 
Evaluation, American Red Cross, February 2011

10 DiPretoro, S. RED Card Program (Repair and 
Development)CHILE EARTHQUAKE / 27F 2010 

Beneficiary Satisfaction & Program Evaluation, 
American Red Cross, February 2011

11 FAO Somalia Five year strategy and Plan of Action 
2010-2015 http://www.faosomalia.org/uploads/
FAO_20Somalia_05-year_strategy.pdf

12 FAO Somalia Plan of Action 2011-2012 Improving 
Livelihoods and Food Security in Somalia http://
www.faosomalia.org/about-fao/40-scaling-up-
the-fight-against-hunger-in-somalia

13 FEX.ennonline.net – Critical gaps in drought 
response in Greater Horn of Africa (2006)

14 Gentilini, U. Cash and Food Transfers: A Primer, 
World Food Programme Occasional Paper 18 
(2007) 

15 Gentilini. U, Ansar S, Herbinger. W (WFP) – 
Planning and Implementing cash transfers in 
emergencies – Practical insights from Pakistan

16 GSM Association – The Role of Mobiles in Disasters 
and Emergencies (December 2005)

17 Harvey. P, Bailey.S (HPN Good Practice Review) – 
Cash transfer programming in emergencies (June 
2011)

18 http://home.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/
documents/resources/wfp232630.pdf

19 http://www.wfp.org/content/cash-and-food-
transfers-primer-ugo-gentilini-2007

20 ICRC – Assistance Policy – Doctrine 49 (April 2004)



49

 Annex 3 Key doCUments revIewed

21 IFRC – Draft Concept Paper: Delivering cash 
transfer based programming at scale in relief 
operations (2011)

22 Jaspars. S, Harvey. P, Hudspeth. C, Rumble. L, 
Christensen. D – Review of UNICEF’s role in cash 
transfers to emergency affected populations 
(October 2007) 

23 OFDA Niger – Food Insecurity and Malnutrition 
Fact Sheet #4, Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 September 
29, 2010

24 OFDA Pakistan – Complex Emergency and Floods 
Fact Sheet #2, Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 July 8, 2011

25 Pakistan ICT Policy Group – Watan at the 
crossroads! Report on Watan Cards Programme in 
Pakistan (November 2010)

26 Reporting Note: Roundtable on Responding to 
Emergency Food Insecurity through Cash Transfer 
and Food Voucher Interventions. Convened 
by USAID Bureau of Democracy, Conflict, and 
Humanitarian Assistance (March 2011)

27 Responding to Drought and Famine in the Horn 
of Africa. Statement of Wouter Schaap Assistant 
Country Director – Programs, CARE International 
Somalia before the US Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations Subcommittee on African Affairs 
(August 3, 2011)

28 Sabates-Wheeler. R, Devereux. S – Cash Transfers 
and High Food Prices: Explaining outcomes on 
Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme 
(2010)

29 Scanteam We Accept Cash: Mapping Study on the 
Use of Cash Transfers in Humanitarian, Recovery 
and Transitional Response. NORAD (May 2011)

30 The Humanitarian Centre – M-PESA: Making 
money mobile – 2010 Report: Innovation Case 
Study 

31 Tuan Doan Cash Based Interventions Review in 
Vietnam, Save the Children (September 2010)

32 Umlas. E (UNHCR) – Cash in hand – Urban 
refugees, the right to work and UNHCR’s advocacy 
activities (May 2011)

33 UNHCR – Banking on solutions. A real time 
evaluation of UNHCR’s shelter grant programme 
for returning displaced place in northern Sri Lanka 
(March 2010)

34 UNHCR – Money matters. An evaluation of the use 
of cash grants in UNHCR’s voluntary repatriation 
and reintegration programme in Burundi. (July 
2009)

35 UNHCR – Surviving in the city – A review of UNHCR’s 
operation for Iraqi refugees in urban areas of 
Jordan, Lebanon and Syria – PDES/2009/03 (July 
2009)

36 UNHCR – The use of cash grants in UNHCR 
voluntary repatriation operations – Report of a 
“lessons learned” workshop (September 2008)

37 UNICEF (2010) Core Commitments for Children in 
Humanitarian Action

38 USAID Field Operations Guide For Disaster 
Assessment and Response Bureau for Democracy, 
Conflict, and Humanitarian Assistance Office of 
U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance In cooperation 
with and produced by The USDA Forest Service 
International Programs Disaster Assistance 
Support Program Version 4.0 September 2005

39 USAID Global Food Insecurity and Price Increase 
Situation Report #1, Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 (May 
22, 2009)

40 USAID/DCHA/FFP Annual Program Statement 
(APS) No. FFP- 11-000001 for International 
Emergency Food Assistance

41 WBG Response to the Haiti Earthquake: Evaluative 
Lessons (2010)

42 WFP – Cash and Vouchers Manual (December 
2009)

43 WFP Update on implementation of WFP’s policy on 
vouchers and cash transfers Informal consultation 
(15 March 2011) 

44 WFP Vouchers and Cash Transfers as Food 
Assistance Instruments: Opportunities and 
Challenges (WFP/EB.2/2008/4-B).(25 September 
2008)
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Annex 4  GaPs and 
BLoCKaGes to 
ProGrammInG 
CtPs at sCaLe

Overarching issues

1 negative institutional mind-set towards CtP, particularly in emergencies.

2 Fear of inflation – the effects of a cash injection in disaster affected markets have not been sufficiently 
analysed and documented.

3 risk aversion in many forms.

4 there is a lack of evidence base as to what works, outcomes and impact of large scale CtP in 
emergencies.

Procedures, systems development and guidelines – Gaps and blockages

5 Lack of documented policies which include or allow for the distribution of cash.

6 systems are geared up for in-kind but not for accountable programming cash at scale.

7 CtPs are “added on” to traditional ways of working meaning that they are bound by existing systems 
and structures.

8 organisational set up means that no one unit captures cash transfers, leading to different approaches  
to it.

9 slow disbursement of donor funds.

10 Lack of senior management level support for CtPs.
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Technical capacity

11 Lack of needs assessment methodology which identifies overall needs and specifies which could best 
be addressed through CtP.

12 Lack of evidence base on the outcomes and impact of implementing CtPs at scale is standing in the 
way of implementing at scale – it is almost a vicious circle.

13 skills gaps within donors and implementing organisations.

14 No sufficiently rapid market assessment tool for decision makers.

15 Limited baseline data on markets from large scale pre-disaster market studies.

16 New technology does not always allow for sufficient coverage of affected populations when disaster 
strikes in locations where infrastructure or communications networks are not in place or not 
functioning. 

17 there are few examples of emergency CtPs which have been designed and implemented in response 
to an emergency which have built upon existing large scale CtPs such as government social safety net 
schemes. 

Contingency planning

18 Absence of contingency plans which mention specific modalities such as CTP. The lack of detail in 
contingency plans means that they are not often referred to and sometimes not adhered to.

19 Insufficient coordination of contingency plans with government actors, so all those potentially involved 
in a disaster response are not necessarily on board beforehand, affecting speed of response.

20 Lack of planning and longer term thinking in advance meaning that financial inclusion is not possible for 
those involved in emergency-related CtPs.

21 need to invest in contingency plans that allow agencies to shift from CtP to in-kind and vice versa as 
necessary.

22 Raising funds for contingency planning measures is difficult.

23 Difficulty in planning for all possible CT options (conditional, unconditional) at once.

Coordination

24 there is a distinct lack of overall coordination to provide an overview of CtP contributions in a given 
emergency.

25 there is no obvious place yet for CtP in the Un oCHa cluster system. 
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26 CaLP has supported coordination in some large scale emergencies but has a limited role for taking on 
the larger inter-sector coordination that CtP needs.

27 donors do not appear to coordinate their approaches to supporting CtP in emergencies and what 
aspects of scale up they may be most willing to fund.

28 engagement between implementing agencies and the private sector is challenging. traders are the 
partners that seem to have been left out of the equation so far, with little formal engagement with 
them.
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PrOCeDures, sysTems 
DevelOPmenT AnD GuIDelInes

1 Organisations have taken many years to set 
up reliable, accountable, functioning logistics, 
administration and finance systems for the 
delivery of in-kind assistance. The current 
systems for programming cash at scale have not 
been tried and tested to the extent that in-kind 
ones have. The time required to set up equivalent 
systems for the delivery of cash (particularly 
at scale) which are currently generally not in 
existence, should not be underestimated.

2 Risk averse systems and procedures govern most 
programme design and stand in the way of scale 
up. In a time when accountability is increasingly 
high on the agenda, equally efficient tried and 
tested support systems with practical sign-
off levels are required, so that cash is as easily 
programmable as in-kind.

3 External acceptance is key to scaling up CTP – 
but internal organisational acceptance needs to 
happen first.

4 The development and use of CTP guidelines 
forms a key component of organisations’ 
preparedness.

5 Whilst there are a number of different technical 
and donor guidelines available to humanitarian 
organisations wishing to implement CTPs 
guidelines, what appears to be lacking are 
written institutional policies or strategic 
documents which spell out organisational 

approaches to when, rather than how, CTPs can 
or should be implemented. For some this is a 
hindrance to scaling up CTPs in emergency.

 6 Global approaches to CTPs are hampered by lack 
of HQ involvement in SOP development.

TeChnICAl CAPACITy

 7 Capacity is not necessarily about staff numbers 
but more about a lack within humanitarian 
agencies and stakeholders of sufficiently trained 
staff to implement scaled up CTPs. Staff need 
to be sufficiently skilled and thought needs 
to be given to provide appropriate training 
on technologies, approaches, administration, 
assessment and analysis tools.

 8 There are general and specialist skills gaps within 
both donor organisations and implementing 
agencies (and possibly governments too) which 
do not allow for rapid replication from one 
context to another.

 9 Donors have not utilised the potential for cash 
transfer programming to link discussions on 
humanitarian and development responses.

10 There is a trade-off between scale and speed. 
Implementing targeted CTP at scale takes too 
long for a rapid emergency response. 

11 Beneficiary identification and registration 
in emergency contexts slows down 
implementation of CTP and limits its scale. Links 
with social safety nets programmes would help 
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in more speedily assisting people post-disaster. 
Alternatives include community selection 
processes or universal targeting.

12 There is a cost attached to maintaining systems 
(and people) that allow for a readiness to go to 
scale rapidly. Resources are required in order to 
maintain this readiness.

13 Programme design of CTP often includes heavy 
monitoring systems that monitor the use of cash 
rather than monitoring outcomes and impact, 
meaning that little is contributing to the actual 
evidence base on the success of CTPs.

14 Providing CT at scale involves a new relation with 
market actors, where they need to be informed of 
agency intended responses and quality control 
for goods need to be monitored more closely to 
ensure beneficiaries get value for money. 

15 Programme design is limited by the focus on 
market analysis. The methods available are not 
fast enough to programme CT immediately, and 
market data is soon out of date in rapid onset 
emergencies that are evolving. Therefore, the 
balance between understanding how markets 
are responding to the emergency and the 
potential they have for absorbing CT needs to 
be struck. Agencies involved in food related 
responses do not sufficiently factor in traders’ 
responses, do not inform them of their intended 
response and therefore influence how markets 
react. This is especially true of food markets. 

16 At the beginning of an emergency there is often 
little time to undertake an EMMA or MIFIRA 
meaning there is a need to rely on existing data if 
a rapid response is to be implemented. There is, 
however, a frequent absence of existing data in 
terms of pre-disaster large scale market studies. 

17 The use of technology for delivering cash transfers 
in an emergency is dependent upon relevant 
infrastructure and technical systems being in 
place, functioning and familiar to recipients. In 
many countries and remote locations this is not 
the case. This technology can take time to set 
up and time is sometimes required to ensure 
that participants in the programme are familiar 

with how to use the technology. Whilst the use 
of technology can therefore improve coverage 
it does not necessarily improve the speed of 
programme implementation.

COnTInGenCy PlAnnInG AnD 
PrePAreDness

18 The reliance on contingency planning as a tool 
for scaling up CTP was seen to be minimal, with 
very few contingency plans making specific 
reference to CTP.

19 Those organisations that do have contingency 
plans include delivery mechanisms, security 
and resource pre-positioning in the plans but 
generally make no (or limited) analysis of social 
relations.

20 Pre-positioning of CT cards and other 
contingency stocks is costly and not easily 
financed as a preparedness activity.

21 A pre-disaster country presence is more likely to 
enable agencies to be part of government-led 
disaster planning processes.

22 Most contingency planning activities appear to 
be linked to emergency preparedness activities 
to be able to speed up and scale up, and focus 
on building operational capacity rather than CTP 
strategies for specific emergency scenarios.

COOrDInATIOn

23 There is a distinct lack of overall coordination to 
provide an overview of CTP contributions in a 
given emergency.

24 There is no clear UN lead on CTP. Dialogue and 
agreement on this needs to take place pre-
disaster.

25 Implementing agencies feel the need to better 
coordinate e.g. setting up joint disbursement 
mechanisms or collaborating on the technological 
aspects of using banks and technology.
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26 Better linkage between long term safety nets 
programmes and government involvement in 
disaster response is likely to require a strong lead 
from donors. The competencies and skills for the 
different types of programme are different. A 
cross-ministerial working group would support 
this process.

27 Government support (or at least acceptance) of 
CTPs is critical to their success, particularly when 
talking of scaled up programmes. 

28 Donors spoken to have different approaches, 
agendas and requirements of their implementing 
partners. However, one issue in common is, 

in general, their willingness to increasingly 
accept cash transfer programming as a means 
of delivering assistance to affected populations 
in emergencies. The lack of compatibility in 
donor approach puts additional pressure on 
humanitarian agencies that may have multiple 
donors funding their programmes. 

29 There is insufficient documented practice to help 
with advocacy and with increasing confidence 
around what works.

30 Coordination with traders is key to preparation 
for large scale CTPs in order to assist in devising 
strategies for market reactions.
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Annex 6  tensIons 
and dILemmas 
IdentIfIed to 
sCaLInG UP CtP

The following tensions and dilemmas were identified during the research and have been left for stakeholders 
to consider further.

Investing funds in preparedness for scaled up 
programming e.g. management information 
systems

vs. spending funds during implementation to try and 
efficiently manage data

CtP compared with in-kind delivery systems vs. CtP as a way of putting responsibility of choice 
onto beneficiaries

Internal organisational acceptance of CtPs vs. Internal aversion to CtPs 

speed of operational thinking vs. speed of organisational internal systems to 
support that thinking

speed vs. accuracy of targeting methods (blanket versus 
targeted)

responding to assessed need vs. Implementing CtP simply because existing 
technology allows for larger scale implementation 
of this form of programming

ability of social safety net programmes to scale 
up

vs. Current rigidity in terms of budgets, numbers of 
people to deliver to and staff
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Pre-registration of vulnerable populations vs. Political and cultural sensitivity issues around 
registration

one-off CtP for any immediate need vs. CTP for a specific identified sector need

Increased number of total beneficiaries included 
in scaled up CtP

vs. Increased diversity of needs met through these 
scaled up CtP

Fear of creating inflation vs. Lack of agreement of how much inflation is 
acceptable when providing Ct and still reducing 
implementation costs

monitoring activities and use of Ct vs. measuring outcomes and impact to which CtP 
contribute

electronic delivery of cash through mobile 
phones and the risks of humanitarian agencies 
not having control

vs. Recipients not needing to be at a specified 
location at a particular date or time

many large scale and global private sector 
businesses are working towards a cashless 
society

vs. the visibility physical delivery of assistance 
provides which can assist in acceptance, 
fundraising and media campaigns
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Annex 7 terms of referenCe

Study to assess preparedness of humanitarian actors 
to design and implement large scale14 emergency 
cash and voucher programmes 

Background: There has been an exponential increase 
in the use of cash and vouchers by agencies and 
governments to respond to humanitarian crises. 
Cash transfer programmes are anticipated to reach 
up to US$ 300 million according to the approved 
management plan for 2010–2011 of the UN World 
Food Programme. This trend is likely to continue in 
the coming 2–3 years with greater investments being 
made by the agency to build systems and capacity to 
implement cash and voucher transfer programmes. 
Obviously there is a growing interest among donors 
to support appropriate cash and voucher based 
interventions. Between 2007 and 2010, DG ECHO 
has seen an increase of 20% of number projects 
including a cash component from the NGOs. DFID’s 
Humanitarian Emergency Response Review (HERR)15 
in 2011 strongly advocates for the use of cash 
transfers in responding to humanitarian crisis and 
recommends investing in better preparedness in 
countries to cope with and respond to crisis. With the 
launch of the new Sphere guidelines that includes a 
section on cash transfer programming (CTP) under 
the Food Security Chapter, it is expected that these 
numbers will also grow in the next few years. 

Increased interest in cash and voucher transfer 
programming among donors and governments 
provides an opportunity to implement cash transfer 

14  For the purpose of this research, scaling up refers to reaching a 
large proportion of the disaster affected population
15 Lord Ashdown, 2011, Humanitarian Emergency Response 
Review, DFID 

programming at much larger scales than is currently 
being implemented by humanitarian actors. Indeed, 
there is a growing confidence among agencies to 
move from piloting small projects to implement 
large scale cash based programmes. Different 
models of achieving scale have emerged in the 
past 2 years ranging from a single agency model 
to a multi agency model. Working in consortiums is 
fast emerging as a workable model among NGOs, 
to reach a larger number of affected people, cover 
larger geographies, coordinate the response plans 
to minimise discrepancies and to utilise each others’ 
comparative advantage.

While these developments are appreciable, they 
have mostly been taken up in response to a shock. It 
is a well known fact that adequate preparedness and 
coordination can play a significant part in efficient 
delivery of aid to those affected by the crisis. Yet, 
there is significant lack of clarity on the extent of 
efforts being made to enhance preparedness among 
humanitarian agencies for implementing large scale 
cash and voucher transfer responses. In the past year, 
some agencies have initiated processes to develop 
standard operating procedures and other tools to 
enhance preparedness, but these are rather limited. 

In the past few years, private sector has played an 
important role in supporting cash and voucher 
transfer programmes. A research conducted by the 
Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP) in 201016 highlighted 
the range of delivery mechanisms currently being 
used to efficiently and safely deliver cash in different 
contexts. Innovations in technology have played a 

16 “Delivering Money: Cash Transfer Mechanisms in Emergencies”
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critical role in achieving scale in some cases17, yet the 
engagement of humanitarian actors with the private 
sector appears to be less than adequate. 

The CaLP is of the opinion that better preparedness in 
terms of developing systems/procedures/guidelines, 
enhancing technical capacity, innovations in 
technology, ensuring coordination/linkages etc. 
is important for humanitarian agencies to embark 
on large scale responses. This preparation is also an 
indicator of the importance accorded to cash and 
voucher programmes within agencies. As mentioned 
earlier, the level of preparedness among humanitarian 
actors to implement large scale cash and voucher 
programmes is not very clear. This raises concerns 
about the ability of key humanitarian stakeholders 
to take advantage of increasing donor and private 
sector interest and embark on programmes at scale.

CaLP would like to embark on a research to explore 
answers to the following questions:

What is the extent of preparedness among key 
humanitarian donors, UN agencies, NGOs and some 
governments in disaster prone countries on:

1 Appropriate policies, procedures and systems/
structures to facilitate speedy and large scale cash 
and voucher transfer programming.

2 Technical capacity18 to assess the need, design 
appropriate programmes, implement and monitor 
them.

3 Contingency planning in disaster prone countries 
that includes an analysis of social relations, 
delivery mechanisms, security, prepositioning of 
relevant material/resources eg. Voucher designs, 
prepaid cards, cash in bank etc.

4 Coordination/linkage with others, especially 
private sector and investments in innovations.

17 The ongoing hunger safety net programme in Northern Kenya 
plans to reach 60,000 beneficiaries in Phase I through the use of 
POS (point of sale) payment system.
18 Refers to number of trained staff, their level of experience/
knowledge and location

What are the key gaps and blockages that need 
attention of humanitarian actors to enhance sector-
wide capacity to design and implement cash and 
voucher programmes at scale? How can these gaps 
and blockages be addressed?

Suggestions for the research design: 

• The research will involve a thorough review and 
analysis of policies and strategy plans of key 
humanitarian actors.

• Detailed interviews and discussions with a range 
of stakeholders

• May involve some travel to document case 
studies 

Expected Outputs: The following outputs are 
expected from the consultant/s at the end of the 
research project:

1 A research report (not exceeding 20 pages 
excluding annexes) that provides:

• Clear analysis of progress by humanitarian 
actors to operate cash and voucher 
programmes at scale; 

• Discussion on gaps and blockages; and 

• A set of clear recommendations for donors, 
International organisations, NGOs and 
governments 

2 A powerpoint presentation of the findings of the 
research and recommendations with facilitators 
notes. 

Management of the research: This research is being 
commissioned by Oxfam GB on behalf of the Cash 
Learning Partnership. Therefore, Oxfam GB will 
manage the consultant/s for this assignment. An 
interagency reference group will be set up by Oxfam 
GB to provide technical oversight to the research.

Time frame: It is envisioned that this consultancy 
would last between 30 to 45 days. The final outputs 
are expected by September 2011.





READY OR NOT?
EMERGENCY CASH TRANSFERS 
AT SCALE

Whilst there is significant experience of implementing cash transfer programmes (CTP) in emergencies 
this has seldom been at a scale comparable to in-kind responses. A number of critical gaps and blockages 
standing in the way of scaled up programming in the wake of a disaster have been identified through this 
study, with recommendations made as to how these might be addressed.

The study research is based on key lines of enquiry assessing the extent of preparedness of humanitarian 
actors in the following four fundamental areas:

•	 Appropriate procedures, systems and guidelines to facilitate speedy and large scale cash and voucher 
transfer programming.

•	 Technical capacity to assess needs, design appropriate 
programmes, implement and monitor them.

•	 Contingency planning including relevant analysis and 
prepositioning activities.

•	 Coordination with other actors, particularly the private 
sector.

This research was commissioned by the Cash Learning Partnership 
(CaLP), in partnership with the International Federation of Red Cross 
and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC). CaLP is supported with funds from 
the European Commission’s Directorate General for Humanitarian Aid 
and Civil Protection (ECHO) and Visa Inc.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection
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