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1 Summary 

 

The Somaliland Cash Working Group started meeting in 2017 at the height of the response. The group met to discuss 

operational issues and benefited from the active engagement of 15 organisations. In 2018, the Cash Working Group intends 

to engage more actors and give more emphasis to improving the quality of cash transfer programming (CTP).   

 

The purpose of this one-day event was to reflect on the current use of CTP in Somaliland. 46 people came together to 

reflect on what aspects of cash transfer programming worked well in the 2017 response and what needs to be improved 

going forward. In addition, there was a discussion about the relationship between gender and cash transfer programming.  

Below are some highlights from the event: 

 

 There was consensus that the cash transfers had made a significant difference, that the response was timely and that 

it had helped save lives and maintain assets.  

 

 Compared to the last major response, there was a wider variety of cash transfer mechanisms available. It was felt that 

the use of mobile payment systems was positive and, overall, feedback mechanisms were better than before. 

 

 Feelings on coordination were mixed.  It was felt that coordination had improved over time and the formation of the 

Cash Working Group had been positive. In contrast, coordination weaknesses led to poor information sharing, 

inconsistent approaches and instances of duplication.   

 

 Officials from the newly created National Authority for Disaster and Food Reserve felt that the quality of reporting 

and information sharing of activities by the NGOs to the Authority was poor.  
 

 It was agreed that targeting of hard to reach areas had not been as effective as it should have been and, as a result, 

some of the most vulnerable had not been reached.  There was a tendency towards “tarmac road bias”.   

 

 Differences in transfer values between agencies were hard to explain when engaging with communities.   

 

 Sudden changes in transfer values were difficult to manage, especially as many people were not clear about why changes 

were made or how values had been calculated.  

 

 While most people were unclear what gender issues need to be considered in CTP, all but one person felt their 

organisation considered gender at each stage of the CTP cycle. In discussion of this apparent contradiction, it emerged 

that since their organisations have gender policies, people assumed others were ‘taking care of it’. 

This short report has many useful reflections. Further work is needed to prioritise issues and develop a concrete action 

plan to be taken forward by the Cash Working Group. 
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2 Reflecting on the 2017 drought response 

 

Participants reflected on the 2017 drought response.  The key discussion points are summarised below. 

2.1 What went well 

 

2.1.1 Cash transfers made a difference to peoples’ lives  

There was consensus that the cash transfers had made a significant difference. It was felt that the use of cash transfers was 

timely, that they had helped save lives and maintain household assets. Further it was felt that the use of CTP had:  

 Achieved wide coverage, reaching many people in many areas. 

 Saved communities from hunger and helped improve nutrition.  

 Created temporary employment opportunities.  

 Created and improved community assets. 

 Increased purchasing power and the use of unconditional transfers had given people flexibility to prioritise needs. 

 Achieved positive engagement with local vendors and service providers.  

2.1.2 The way cash transfers were managed  

Compared to the last response, a wider variety of cash transfer mechanisms were available. The use of mobile payment 

systems was positive and, overall, it was felt that beneficiary feedback mechanisms were better than before. Reflections 

on the way the cash transfers were managed included: 

 Mobile transfers and biometric systems had several benefits: 

o Reduced diversion risks. 

o Reduced other risks. 

o Created privacy. 

o Made transfers easy.  

o Reduced the cost of delivering the cash transfer.  

o Was seen as efficient to some extent. 

o Helped increase accountability for implementers. 

 Cash transfers were integrated with other activities. 

 Communication and feedback mechanisms improved. 

2.1.3 Coordination improved overtime  

Feelings on coordination were mixed. While there were challenges (outlined in section 2.2.2), there were also positives, 

as follows: 

 A Cash Working Group was established and, working with the existing food security group, helped coordination. 

 Some coordination occurred via the Cash Working Group meetings.  

 Regular updates about cash transfer rates were received from the Cash Working Group. 

2.2 What didn’t go well 

 

2.2.1 Targeting and selection criteria 

Targeting was not as effective as it should have been. As a result, some of the most vulnerable were not reached.  

Discussions focused on: 

 Communities in very remote areas and the most vulnerable were not reached.  

 Tendency to intervene in easily accessible areas – “tarmac road bias”. 

 Some felt the focus on easier to reach areas was because of (a) the high cost of reaching remote areas, and (b) road 

access. 
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 Limited evidence to inform targeting criteria. 

 Selection processes meant that some of the vulnerable were excluded.  

 Needs were greater than the cash distributed. 

 Influences by various actors (e.g. local authorities or community leaders) on targeting processes were sometimes good 

and sometimes not. 

 Difficulties with selection criteria included: 

o Inconsistent selection criteria. 

o Different views between community and NGOs. 

o The influence of ‘gate keepers’ (not usually security related) and bias within agencies, communities, committees 

and authorities. 

 Weak coordination mechanisms. 

2.2.2 Coordination and duplication  

Weaknesses in targeting and coordination led to some overlap. Coordination gaps led to poor information sharing and 

inconsistent approaches. The main discussions points on this issue were: 

 The concentration on easily accessible areas. 

 Duplication in some locations.  

 Weaknesses in coordination provided an ‘enabling environment’ for duplication.  

 The officials from the newly created National Authority for Disaster and Food Reserve felt coordination with 

authorities was poor. This resulted in mistrust and a feeling that things were being ‘hidden’.   

 Some people did not receive information, as the Cash Working Group mailing list was not updated. 

 Many people felt they were not consulted nor engaged in Nairobi-level decision making.   

 The need for a stronger combined voice to feed into decision making.   

2.2.3 Transfer values  

Differences in transfer values given by different agencies were hard to explain to communities. Sudden changes in transfer 

values were difficult to manage, especially as many staff were not clear about why changes were made or how values were 

calculated. Key discussions points were: 

 There were differences in transfer values, sometimes in the same geographic area. 

 The lack of standardisation caused challenges in discussions with communities. 

 There was confusion between the Cash Working Group rates and rates set by some donors.  

 There were efforts to harmonise values but some partners did not follow the agreed rates. 

 The phasing of changes to transfer rates was poor and made it difficult for field staff to manage and explain.  

 Some agencies changed cash for work rates in the middle of the response. This was very challenging and was described 

as “the worst thing that ever happened” 

 Cash for work rates were based on the minimum expenditure basket not minimum labour rates. This caused lots of 

complaints. 

2.2.4 Other implementation issues 

 Transfers were sometimes delayed. National agencies thought some of the delays stemmed from donors/UN not 

making payments to agencies. 

 Market assessments were not consistently done. 

 Despite biometric registration processes, there were cases of fraud and collusion. 

 Some people, especially in very remote areas, had difficulties accessing the cash sent through mobile money.  

 Changes in the operating environment. 
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3 Ways to improve 

 

Ways of addressing some of the issues were discussed.  These initial ideas need further consideration and, together with 

the full list of issues (above) will provide the basis for developing a plan of action for the Cash Working Group.   

 

3.1 Targeting 

 

Actions that could help improve targeting  

 Agree common guidelines for targeting. 

 At the design stage, organisations should make a conscious decision to reach remote areas. 

 Sectoral and inter-sectoral coordination needs to be strengthened at National, Regional and District levels. 

 Ensure regular meetings of all actors involved in cash transfer programmes in Somaliland. 

 Undertake joint multi sectoral assessments, with close government engagement. 

 Involve all groups in the community not only the elders. 

 Share information about what is being planned at an early stage. 

 Apply do no harm principles. 

 Collectively advocate on behalf of communities to prioritise road constructions in hard to reach areas.   

Who would need to be involved 

 NADFOR and other line ministries at different levels. 

 Community leaders and the wider community. 

 CTP implementing agencies - UN agencies, local and international NGOs.  

 

3.2 Duplication  

 

Actions that could help reduce duplication  

 Donors to coordinate better. 

 Improved communication and consultation at all levels. 

 Top decision-makers to consult more with field teams. 

 Share information during project planning. 

 Empower Somaliland Regional Clusters outside Hargeisa. 

Who would need to be involved 

 Relevant line ministries and regional local authorities. 

 Respective clusters at all levels. 

 Donors. 

 Agency staff at different levels. 

3.3 Selection criteria and processes 

 

Actions that could help improve selection criteria and processes 

 Agree common selection criteria. 

 Verification of beneficiaries during selection processes (it was noted that the work being done by the Food Security 

Cluster on community targeting could provide a basis for this). 

 Improve sharing of information among stakeholders. 

Who would need to be involved 

 Line ministries. 

 Communities. 
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 Implementing agencies. 

3.4 Transfer values 

 

Actions that could help harmonise transfer values  

 Adopt the cash transfer rate provided by the Cash Working Group. 

 Collaborate and agree a clear cash for work rate. 

 All humanitarian agencies should participate in the Cash Working Group and food security cluster meetings to get 

regular updates and avoid confusion that stems from using different rates. 

 Involve all key stakeholders - including community and government – at assessment stage. 

Who would need to be involved 

 Community.  

 Humanitarian agencies.  

 Cash working groups. 

 Donors. 

 Government.  

 Technical partners including FSNAU, FEWSNET, CaLP and Food Security Cluster. 

4 Gender and cash based assistance 

 

In this session, issues related to gender and cash based assistance were discussed.  The aim was to increase awareness of 

some issues and encourage participants to explore them further over time. 

 

The session started with voting, whereby people were asked to give their opinion on the following statements: 

 

Question Yes No 

I am clear why gender is an issue in humanitarian response 24 6 

I am clear what gender issues need to be considered in CTP  11 22 

My organisation considers gender at each stage during CTP   24 1 

I have been involved in a gender assessment as part of a CT programme 12 8 

Men and women spend money differently in Somaliland 100%  

In most households in Somaliland, men make the final decisions about the use of cash  15 9 

Targeting women is the best way of managing cash transfer programmes 30 5 

CTP increases the risk of GBV 3 21 

Conditional CTP may increase workloads for women 20 7 

 

A short video was also shown, giving an introduction to issues related to gender and cash transfer programmes. 

 

Discussions on gender and cash based assistance in Somaliland highlighted a wide range of views: 

 

 The one statement on which there was complete consensus was that women and men have different spending patterns.   

 

 While most people were not clear what gender issues need to be considered in CTP, all but one person felt their 

organisation considers gender at each stage of the CTP cycle.  Further discussion on this point highlighted that people 

assume that, since their organisations have gender policies in place, others are ‘taking care of it’ and issues are being 

addressed. 

http://bit.ly/GenderCBA
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 When designing conditional transfers (e.g. cash for work) there is need to consider the roles of men and women.  

There is a need to be careful about stereotypes and assumptions, and to explore the impact of cash transfers on roles 

within the household and community. 

 

 It was felt that women understand family needs better than men, that they handle most household work and spend 

money on the most appropriate needs. Further, in drought-affected areas women are, most of the time, heads of 

households.  

 

 When targeting women, it should be recognised that power and authority structures in households and communities 

may mean there is potential unintended consequences.  Such risks need to be recognised and addressed to ensure 

that interventions do not create conditions for violence or conflict. Protection issues must be prioritised. 

 There is need to consider vulnerability and marginalisation of both women and men. 

 Gender issues need to be considered in all decision-making processes (such as community committees and feedback 

processes); be factored into selection criteria; considered in modality choices and so on. 

 

End.  
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Annex 1: Agenda 

 

Purpose 

The Somaliland Cash Working Group started meeting in 2017 at the height of pre-famine response and met to discuss 

immediate operational issues. Convened by CARE Somalia, the group has benefited from the active engagement of 15 

organisations. In 2018, the Cash Working Group intends to engage more actors and give more emphasis to improving the 

quality of CTP. 

 

The purpose of this one-day event is to reflect on current use of CTP in Somaliland, identify key issues and agree on 

priorities for collective action to help improve the quality and scale of CTP. 

 

Audience 

- Members of the cash working group in Somaliland 

- All actors involved in cash transfer programmes in Somaliland including Government, NGOs, UN and donors.  

- Participants from any discipline are encouraged including cash specialists, MEAL, finance, supply chain, senior 

management 

Draft agenda 

Time Agenda 

07.45 Food Security Cluster Pre Meeting 

08.45 Learning event - welcome and introductions  

Introduction to CaLP … who is it, why does it exist, what does it do?   

09.30 Cash based assistance in Somaliland – looking back to move forward 

- Reflecting on the last response  

- What do we need to repeat going forward, what do we need to avoid? 

11.00 Break 

11.20 Gender, Protection and Cash Based Assistance 

- How much do we consider gender and protection in CBA in Somaliland? 

- What are the issues?  

- New “Agenda for Action on Gender and Cash Based Assistance” (2018), is it relevant for Somaliland? 

13.00 Lunch 

14.00 Cash based assistance in Somaliland – looking ahead  

- What do we need to do to improve cash based assistance?  

- How much are plans based on assumptions, how much on evidence? What are the evidence gaps?  

- What are the priorities for collective action?  

- Next steps 

15.30 Break 

16.00 CaLP updates and information, which may cover (depending on interests): 

- Some resource highlights: learning hub, resource materials, D group, bulletin 

- State of the World’s Cash report 

- Global Framework for Action 

17.00 - Key takeaways 

17.30 - Close 
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Annex 2: Cash transfer programmes – what’s on your mind 

 

At the start of the day, participants individually noted issues that were ‘on their minds’ with regards to cash transfer 

programming in Somaliland.  The issues were grouped as below, the numbers in brackets indicate the number of people 

who wrote the same or very similar things. 

 

Thoughts about the use of cash as part of the drought response 

 Lifesaving/supports vulnerable people (8)  

 Cash is good for response during emergencies (4) 

 Increased access to food (3) 

 Value for money 

 Advantages of CTP 

 Reducing poverty 

 Increase income generation activities 

 

Thoughts about transfer values 

 No standardisation of cash transfer values/transfer rate needs to be standardised (3) 

 Constant review of transfer value 

 Change of Somaliland Shilling and Dollar 

 

Thoughts about targeting 

 Selection of beneficiaries  

 Correct targeting of beneficiaries 

 Discrimination during beneficiary targeting 

 No disability inclusiveness in cash 

 Complicated for elderly people and women 

 

Thoughts about the planning and management of cash transfers  

 Monitoring after the distribution/difficulties of monitoring (3) 

 Timing/delays (2) 

 Need to increase awareness about CTP 

 Why/when restricted cash is applicable 

 The use of cash for work 

 Using unconditional cash 

 Can cash be used for multiple purposes? 

 

Thoughts about markets 

 Effect/impact on the local market 

 Exploitation by vendors 

 Price inflation affecting non beneficiaries 

 What kind of assessments need to be addressed before implementing CTP? 

 

Thoughts about risks 

 Dependency / long term consequences on communities (5) 

 Diversion (4) 

 Improves transparency 

 Unsustainable 
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 Subject to misuse (linked to points below) 

 

Thoughts about how cash transfers are used 

 How is cash used by recipients? (3) 

 Used for unintended purposes (2) 

 Social dynamics 

 

Thoughts about payment mechanisms and fees 

 Transfer systems (2) 

 Compliance 

 New Government policy FSF not transferring less than $100 via Zaad 

 

Thoughts about other things 

 Most cash transfers are applied in emergency projects – why not development 

 How much influence does CaLP have on its members to effect policy change? 
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Annex 3: Participants 

 

 Name M/F Organisation Role 

1 Mohamed Abdilahi M ANPPCAN-SOM Program Assistant 

2 Jama  Ibrahim M AWCD DPA 

3 Abdiqani Suleiman M Candlelight Program Unit  

5 Abdiladif Ahmed Salah M Candlelight Program Manager 

6 Elijah Mulumba  M Candlelight Program Manager 

7 Mohamoud Omar Mohamed M Care International Program Officer 

8 Sahara Dahir Ibrahim F Care International Partnership Initiatives Manager 

9 AbdiAziz Ali Ahmed M Concern Worldwide Monitoring and Evaluation Officer 

10 Mustafe Farah M DRC MFAL Officer 

11 Abdinasir Abukar M FAO LBI 

12 
Mohamed Nagueyeh Amin  M 

Food Security Cluster - Somaliland 

& World Vision  

Food Security Cluster Coordinator - 

Somaliland  

13 Ahmed Suleiman Omar  M Forum Syd  Program Field Officer  

14 
Niman Mohamud M Forum Syd  

Finance, Admin, & HR Country 

Manager 

15 
Fadxi Yusuf Omer          M 

Garsoor Social Development 

Organisation 
Program Manager 

16 Cecilia Chawatama F IFRC Cash Transfer Delegate 

17 

Mohamed Adan M Independent Consultant 
Third Party Monitoring for Livelihood 

Programmes especially Cash Transfers 

18 Mohamed Mohamoud Awil M Islamic Relief Somaliland Area Coordinator 

19 Cumar Axmed  M MOA   

20 Ahmed Omar Ibrahim M Moisa    

21 
Abdirazak Sh Mahat M 

Ministry of Agricultural 

Development 
Regional Coordinator 

22 Mowlid Musa Ibrahim M NADFOR   

23 Nasra Mohamed Shire F NRC LFSPA 

24 Abdirahman Mohamed M OCHA Humanitarian Affairs Analyst 

25 
Amina Abdillahi Ahmed F 

Organisation of Islamic 

Cooperation  
Livelihood Coordinator 

26 Abdi M Oxfam Public Health Promotion Officer 

27 
Umalkhayr Mohamed  F Oxfam 

Emergency Food Security and 

Livelihood Officer  

28 Sadia Musse Ahmed F PENHA Country Representative 

29 George Kamau M REACH Assessment Officer 

30 
Abdiqani Saed Hayan M 

Somaliland National Disability 

Forum (SNDF) 
Executive Director  
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31 

Mohamed Adan Jirde M 

Sonareda (Somaliland Natural 

Resource Development 

Association) 

Livelihood and Food Security Manager  

32 Hassan Bade Ismail  M SORRIO Project Manager  

33 Said Haji Noor  M SVO Monitoring and Evaluation Officer 

34 
Omer Jama Farah M 

Taakulo Somaliland Community 

(TASCO) 
Director and Founder 

35 
Ayanle Mohamed Omar M UNICEF 

PM&E Officer/ Acting for Social 

Protection Officer  

36 Kassim Abdalla Yusuf M VSF Germany Project Manager 

37 Abdikarim Yusuf M WFP VAM Associate  

38 
Bernard Omondi M WFP 

Logistics Officer (Retail & Supply Chain 

Management, CBT) 

39 Nima Saeed F WFP Logistics Assistant 

40 Mubarik Salah M World Concern Field Manager 

41 Abdikadir M World Relief Germany M&E Officer 

42 Abdifatah Omer Fahiye M World Vision Project Officer 

43 Hassan Mohamed Hassan M World Vision Commodity Assistant 

44 Hoodo Kayse F World Vision M&E 

45 Abdulaziz Saled Salah M YOVENCO E.D 

46 Muusa Mohamed Rage M YOVENCO Project Manager 

 Facilitated by       

 Karen Peachey  F CALP Regional Representative 

 


