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The Somalia Cash Consortium

The Cash Consortium is a group of four NGOs (Action Contre la 
Faim, Adeso, Danish Refugee Council and Save the Children) that 
came together in mid–2011 to coordinate their aid response to 
the huge humanitarian needs in South Central Somalia. The Cash 
Consortium has had a clear emergency mandate from the start; 
the overall aim of the Food Assistance for Vulnerable Households 
in South Central Somalia (FAVHSCS) project is to meet basic food 
and non—food needs, through the provision of unconditional cash 
grants. Geographic, community-based and vulnerability targeting 
have been used to identify those most affected by the crisis, 
giving priority to female-headed households. In 2011-2012, the 
Cash Consortium has provided between 6 and 9 monthly cash 
transfers to over 40,000 households in the regions of Hiran, 
Gedo, Lower Juba and Mogadishu. As markets function well 
(with essential commodities regularly available throughout the 
crisis and no evidence of inflation linked to the programme), cash 
transfer programming (CTP) has proven to be an appropriate 
way to meet the humanitarian needs of affected populations in 
South Central Somalia.

Research Studies on Cash Transfer Programming in 
Somalia
In recognition of certain knowledge gaps concerning the 
appropriateness and impact of implementing unconditional cash 
transfers at scale in Somalia, the Cash Consortium commissioned 
four research studies in 2012. There are also plans to conduct 
further operational research in 2013. The overall aim of the 
studies is to improve the quality of cash transfer programming 
through a better understanding of the context, markets and 
social relations (especially gender relations), through innovation 
in appropriate cash delivery mechanisms and evaluating the 
impact of CTP. 

In 2012, the following studies were 
conducted:

Gender impact analysis on uncondi-
tional cash transfers in South Central 
Somalia: research on how gender rela-
tions at household and community level 
have been affected in terms of decision-
making, spending patterns, social cohesion 
and traditional coping mechanisms.

Gatekeepers in Mogadishu: research 
on the important role gatekeepers play as 
powerful intermediaries between Internally 
Displaced Persons (IDPs) and aid organi-
sations. This research identifies practical 
ways of mitigating negative impact and 
how to work better with gatekeepers to 
improve IDP protection.

Cash transfers and impact on ac-
cess to credit: cash transfers have af-
fected beneficiaries’ borrowing patterns 
and improved their access to local credit 
mechanisms. This research looks at how 
emergency CTP can improve longer-term 
economic resilience.

Consortium Lessons Learnt: this study 
examines the added value of setting up a 
consortium in the context of an emergency 
response—was it relevant, effective and 
efficient? How can the coordination and 
information-sharing processes of the So-
malia Cash Consortium be improved, while 
still maintaining the diversity of a consor-
tium approach? What lessons can be learnt 
for other consortia in future emergencies?
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Executive Summary

In April 2011, as the humanitarian crisis in Somalia unfolded, 
a number of international NGOs came together to discuss 
how they could use emergency cash transfers to respond and 
the idea of a consortium approach was born. In July 2011, 
Action Contre la Faim (ACF), Adeso, Danish Refugee Council 
and Save the Children formally created the Somalia Cash 
Consortium (SCC) with the objective to fundraise, advocate for 
and implement unconditional cash based programmes, thereby 
providing the most vulnerable households in South Central 
Somalia with access to their basic food and non-food needs. 

In late 2012, following eighteen months of harmonized 
programme implementation, the four organisations involved 
decided to commission this study to reflect on the consortium 
experience so far. 

The objective of this study was therefore to review the 
consortium—wide processes, assess their relevance and 
effectiveness over time and gather lessons learnt for the future. 
This study is of relevance not only to the Cash Consortium 
in Somalia, but also to similar consortia, (and even individual 
organisations) in other emergency contexts.

The study methodology used was based on four congruent 
approaches; review of consortium documentation including 
proposals, reports and other related documentation on consortia 
within a similar context, 21 semi-structured interviews with 
stakeholders including peer organizations, other consortia, cash 
coordination structures and money transfer agencies (Hawalla), 
participation in both internal and external meetings of the 
Cash Consortium as well as facilitation of two ‘lessons learnt’ 
workshops for Consortium staff, to gather more information 
and reach consensus on findings and way forward. 

The Somalia Cash Consortium: an evolving response
The synergy created by the Cash Consortium was three 
fold; the member organisations advocated for, fundraised 
and implemented large-scale cash based programming in 
response to the 2011 humanitarian crisis. The structure was 
however relatively flexible, taking into consideration individual 
organizational strengths, programmatic considerations as 
well as the operational context. Relations with donors were 
bilateral, but a percentage of every programme budget under 
the Cash Consortium contributed to the shared coordination, 
research, monitoring and evaluation functions.
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Starting up: initial emergency response from April 2011 
to January 2012
The Cash Consortium approach was highly relevant and effec-
tive in the initial stages of an emergency, with a key message 
that ‘cash is an appropriate emergency response.’ When the 
food security crisis in Somalia reached its peak, and famine 
was declared in July 2011, there was limited debate (for exam-
ple within the UN Humanitarian Country Team) about the ap-
propriateness of using cash as a response, and no clear leader 
to guide an informed decision-making process. The strength 
of the Cash Consortium, in collaboration with the Cash Learn-
ing Partnership (CaLP) and the Cash Based Response Working 
Group (CBRWG), enabled this message to be heard and was 
arguably a necessary and suitable approach at the time. Fur-
thermore, fears around possible negative impact and diversion 
were allayed by the robust and harmonized monitoring system 
that was proposed by the Cash Consortium.

Building an evidence base: February 2012—July 2012
As the famine was ‘undeclared’ in February 2012, the Cash 
Consortium continued to improve the quality of its programmes 
and to focus on collaborative monitoring in a complex, con-
flict-affected environment. The key message became around 
the emerging evidence-base; ‘cash is an appropriate response 
and there is the data to demonstrate this’. Though there were 
some difficulties in integrating monitoring findings into pro-
gramming in a timely manner, the evidence of the positive im-
pact of cash nevertheless grew. Shared and harmonized moni-
toring was shown to be feasible (though constant attention 
needed to be given to improving monitoring tools in real time). 
The Cash Consortium remained relevant and effective through-
out this period.

Consolidating approaches and improving quality: August 
2012—January 2013
The objectives of the Cash Consortium were very relevant and 
the approach was effective during the first twelve months. 
However, in the latter part of 2012, the context changed some-
what (not only the context in Somalia but the attitudes of the 
consortium organisations and the wider humanitarian commu-
nity). The Cash Consortium may well have now entered a stage 
where its original objectives are considered less essential. This 
should be considered a success in many ways; arguably cash 

Executive Summary
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is more acceptable in 2013 than it was in 2011 and a strong 
evidence-base has been built up to prove this. Though there 
is still considerable enthusiasm for the Cash Consortium to 
continue (both from within and without), consensus on its key 
messages and identity needs to be clearer, as well as agree-
ment on the level of harmonization between the organizations’ 
respective programmes. Considering members’ efforts over the 
last year, the question as to how to consolidate the gains re-
mains unanswered. And a key question for consortia in gen-
eral emerges—how to recognize when objectives have been 
achieved and decide to ‘close down’? For the Cash Consorti-
um, this is a difficult decision considering how much hard work 
and effort have been put into the considerable achievements.

Where do we go from here? This study poses three strategic 
options for the Cash Consortium in the future, considering the 
changing context, both on the ground in Somalia and within the 
humanitarian community’s attitudes and response:

1. Keep membership to four agencies: focus on improving quality 
in unconditional transfers and further harmonizing programming, 
with greater clarity as to when exit strategies should be put in 
place.

2. Embrace a wider membership: improve the quality of CTP 
within a larger group of commited organisations, incorporating 
a number of different modalities if necessary (unconditional, 
conditional, vouchers, etc.) and more flexible programming under 
the Cash Consortium umbrella.

3. The Cash Consortium becomes ‘dormant’ or closes down: 
if the Cash Consortium were to come to an end, it is essential 
that the organisations involved continue to share learning within 
existing forums, such as the CBRWG, the clusters and the CaLP-
led regional cash working group. Donors should continue to 
fund research in Somalia, focused on cash-specific topics, to 
be managed via the CBRWG. This should further promote good 
practice in cash programming for an open group of interested 
organisations.

Executive Summary
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1 Background and study objectives

While crisis conditions have existed for many years in Somalia, 
the year 2011 saw a major escalation culminating in famine 
conditions in parts of South Central in July 2011. Amongst the 
many constraints facing humanitarian assistance was the limi-
tation of secure access to the areas worst affected in the cri-
sis, the result of several years of deteriorating access to South 
Central Somalia.1 

In April 2011, a number of international NGOs came together 
to discuss how they could respond to the emerging food crisis 
in South Central Somalia, and the idea of a consortium ap-
proach was born. Action Contre la Faim (ACF), Adeso, Danish 
Refugee Council and Save the Children formed the Somalia 
Cash Consortium (SCC) with the objective to fundraise, ad-
vocate for and implement cash based programmes thereby 
providing households in South and Central Somalia with ac-
cess to their basic food and non-food needs. By combining 
technical and practical expertise, operational access to priority 
geographic areas, professional risk management and impartial 
monitoring and evaluation, the Cash Consortium channeled ef-
forts to demonstrate that large-scale cash based humanitarian 
responses are a viable option in Somalia.2 

The Consortium members adopted harmonized approaches to 
program quality and accountability, yielding a positive evidence 
base on the appropriateness of cash transfers at scale, even 
given remote management and access limitations, provided 
that appropriate checks and balances are put in place to ensure 
transparency and accountability in targeting and cash distribu-
tion.3 Since September 2011, the Cash Consortium has deliv-
ered a coordinated response to the crisis, reaching over 40,000 
households with 6—10 monthly cash transfers totaling USD 
41 million in Lower Juba, Gedo, Hiran, and Banadir regions of 
South and Central Somalia.

Objectives of the study
The objective of this study is to review consortium—wide pro-
cesses and approaches in order to gather lessons learnt for 
the future of the Cash Consortium in Somalia, as well as for 
similar consortia (and even individual organisations) in other 
emergency contexts. 

More specifically, as defined in the terms 
of reference, the study focuses on the 
following areas; 

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	  

Setting up of the Somalia Cash Con-
sortium: in 2011; leadership and con-
sensus-building between members.

Operational management structure 
and coordination systems; how well 
has the system worked leading to de-
cision-making within the 
consortium? 

Developing common programmatic 
approaches: to what extent are the 
programmatic and accountability 
approaches harmonized? 

M&E framework, reporting systems 
and organisational-learning: how is 
the learning coordinated within the 
consortium, both for members and for 
the wider humanitarian community? 

Next steps: with a strong evidence 
base that cash programming is 
viable, what next for the Somalia Cash 
Consortium? 

1 IASC Real Time Evaluation Somalia,2012, Pg 8
2 CVMG Monitoring Report Phase I March/April 2012, Pg 6
3 CVMG Monitoring Report Phase I March/April 2012, Pg 47
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2 Study methodology

The study methodology used four congruent approaches:

Review of existing materials and reports to improve 
understanding of the consortium-wide operations, challenges 
and progress towards achievements. These documents include: 
project proposals, internal and external monitoring reports, 
minutes from meetings, agency and consortium specific progress 
reports, external evaluation reports as well as other documents 
looking at issues related to consortium approaches in response 
to large emergencies. A list of reference documents is provided 
in the further reading section.

A series of semi-structured interviews with a variety of 
actors including Cash Consortium members and as well as other 
stakeholders in order to draw external views and opinions on 
the consortium-wide approaches. Annex 2 contains a list of 
people consulted. In total 21 semi-structured interviews were 
conducted, including with the following people: 

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

Cash Consortium Team: Coordination and M&E staff (4 
members)

Cash Consortium Members: Country Directors, Technical 
and Finance staff from ACF, Adeso, Danish Refugee Council, 
and Save the Children 

The Overseas Development Institute (ODI), responsible for 
monitoring

Donors: ECHO, DFID, and UNICEF

Representatives of existing cash coordination structures: 
Regional CaLP focal point, Cash Based Response Working 
Group (CBRWG), Intercluster coordination, Cash and Vouch-
er Monitoring Group (CVMG)

Peer Organizations: OXFAM Somalia, Concern Worldwide, 
Norwegian Refugee Council 

Money Transfer Agencies: (hawallas) Dahabshiil Money 
Transfer Company, Galaxy Star Nairobi

Coordinators from other consortia: Somalia Resilience 
Consortium (SOMRep) and the Return Consortium
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2 Study methodology

Participation in internal and external meetings of the Cash 
Consortium, including the Technical Working Group (TWG) 
meeting, Finance Coordination meeting, the Cash Based Response 
Working Group and the Cash and Vouchers Monitoring Group 
(CVMG) meeting. 

Facilitating two ‘lessons learnt’ workshops based on a pre-
agreed framework. The first workshop focused on identifying 
lessons learnt, while the second workshop focused on study 
findings and worked to develop consensus on how to improve 
processes in the future. 

There was one limitation noted during the study;

The study focused on coordination at Nairobi level and no field 
staff in Somalia were interviewed (whether from Consortium 
organisations or hawalla companies). There is therefore little 
analysis as to how coordinated approaches in Nairobi translate 
into coordinated programmes on the ground. There is therefore 
little understanding as to the extent that field staff communicate 
with one another for example in Mogadishu both ACF and DRC 
are present, how do they relate to one another? What is their 
concept of the Consortium approach and does this affect the 
way they share information with each other?
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By and large, consortia are formed around the principle of synergy.4 The synergy 
anticipated from the Cash Consortium was three fold; that members, advocate 
for, fundraise and implement large cash based programme in response to the 2011 
drought crisis. 

3.1  The  Somalia Cash Consortium structure 

4 USAID, 2010. Policy Brief Working as a Consortium - Benefits and challenges. Pg 1

3 The Somalia Cash Consortium
Structure and functions

Figure 1: The Cash Consortium structure and its interactions

Donors
CVMG

(UNICEF/ODI)

Beneficiaries/Affected Populations

Cash Coordination
Team

(Coordinator, M&E,
staff, Finance 

Manager)

ACF Adeso DRC Save the 
Children

Steering Group

Technical Working Group

Finance Coordinators
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Steering Group (SG): Comprises the Country Directors of individual organizations. 
The SG is responsible for the Cash Consortium’s decision-making and strategic di-
rection. The Country Directors are bilaterally accountable to the donors for the pro-
grammes implemented by their respective organisations. During the first 6 months 
(in 2011) the SG met twice a month, this has since been reduced to once a month. 
The meetings are pre-planned, agendas are sent out in advance and the minutes cir-
culated following the meetings.

Technical Working Group (TWG): Comprises the technical food security and live-
lihoods staff of each of the Cash Consortium’s members, responsible for the quality 
of programme implementation. They provide recommendations to the SG, who then 
take key decisions and define the Cash Consortium’s strategic direction. During the 
first year of implementation, the TWG met twice a month. Like the SG, meetings are 
pre-planned, agendas are sent out in advance. 

Finance Coordinators’ Meeting: the monthly meetings are led by the Cash Con-
sortium Finance Manager, with attendance by the four finance staff working on cash 
programmes (one from each organization), as well as the Cash Consortium Coordi-
nator. The objective of the meetings is to address any financial issues arising within 
the consortium, this has included: improving compliance to the Minimum Operating 
Standards (MOS), developing appropriate tools (such as sub-grant agreements), im-
plementing recommendations from the external financial review, etc. The meetings 
also ensure that the shared CCT costs are charged to the appropriate grants, which 
can involve one organization invoicing another, so as to spread the costs accordingly. 
The Finance Manager updates the Country Directors on any financial issues, during 
the SG meetings.

Consortium Coordination Team (CCT): Comprises four members of staff: the 
Consortium Coordinator, the Finance Manager and the Monitoring and Evaluation 
team (consisting of two members of staff, the M&E Manager and M&E Officer). The 
CCT plays an advisory and coordination role; it is not directly accountable either to 
donors, or to beneficiaries. However, the CCT is ultimately accountable to the Steer-
ing Group, and is responsible for various M&E processes as well as checking some 
financial and donor compliance issues across organisations.. Departments within the 
CCT Finance and M&E hold coordination meetings once a month.The CCT is hosted 
by two organisations; Save the Children hosts the Coordinator and the Finance Man-
ager, while the two members of the M&E team are hosted by Adeso. The hosting 
agency is responsible for hiring and managing their respective staff on behalf of the 
whole consortium; a collective process involving the TWG, SG and other members 
of the CCT. The SG oversees the performance and direction of the Cash Consortium 
Coordinator who in turn oversees the other three members of the CCT staff.

3 Structure and functions
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3.2 Consortium functions

Pertinent to the Somalia Cash Consortium are unique charac-
teristics that define the structure and influence interactions 
within and outside of the Consortium.5 

Common aims and objectives: the Consortium grew from 
the necessity for a large-scale response to the Somali crisis, 
before the situation further deteriorated. The urgency to re-
spond in uniform, with common programmatic approaches, 
monitoring and evaluation, all gave the Cash Consortium con-
siderable cohesion. The Cash Consortium agreement was de-
veloped at the inception stage, followed by a joint programme 
proposal and common logical framework. For Phase 2 (post 
March 2012) a joint concept note, setting out the programming 
strategy for all four organisations, was developed. In Novem-
ber 2012 a further strategy paper was developed, outlining 
programming objectives for the first 6 months of 2013. A joint 
approach was also taken within the UN 3-year Consolidated 
Appeals Process (CAP) for 2013-2015.

Leadership: all members are equal partners; decision-making 
is by consensus, with discussions facilitated by the Cash Con-
sortium Coordinator. The TWG considers programmatic issues 
and makes recommendations to the SG when necessary, the 
SG takes decisions on more strategic issues.

Fundraising: members entered into bilateral agreements with 
donors, receiving funds on behalf of the Cash Consortium pro-
grammes and then contributing a percentage of each grant to 
the shared coordination, monitoring and research function of 
the Cash Consortium as a whole. Cash Consortium members’ 
preference for bilateral funding was largely shaped by two fac-
tors; 

1. 

2. 

the necessary speed with which programming had to be 
implemented, hence organisations defaulted to using the bi-
lateral funding mechanisms they were already familiar with, 
and 

the risk element in the programme areas, which meant that 
no single member organisation was initially comfortable in 
taking the lead and shouldering all the associated institu-
tional risks on behalf of all four organisations.

5 Cash Consortium agreement August 2011, Pg 4.5.6

3 Structure and functions
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Table 1: Extent of harmonization of Cash Consortium approaches at inception (July 2011): 6

6 Cash consortium meeting 18th December 2012

Geographical coverage: The members brought in compar-
ative advantages, ensuring that community needs were met 
through wider geographical coverage in priority areas - Lower 
Juba, Gedo, Hiran, Bay and Bakol, and Banadir (including Mog-
adishu) regions of South and Central Somalia. However, only 
one distribution was possible in Bay and Bakol before security 
and access constraints meant the programme had to move to 
Mogadishu instead.

3.3 Comparative analysis of consortia in Somalia

The study compared the Cash Consortium structure with two 
other consortia in Somalia, the Return Consortium and 
SomRep (Resilience Consortium) with a view to learn from the 
same (see table 2 below). Both these other consortia were 
formed during 2012, after the Cash Consortium.

Least Harmonized Somewhat Harmonized Fully Harmonized

•	 Participatory approaches to 
   programming
•	Communication with beneficiaries
•	Working with local partners
•	 Security and access
•	Attitude to acceptable diversion

•	 Reporting to donors
•	 Sharing sensitive information
•	 Feedback and complaints 
   mechanism

•	Monitoring
•	 Evaluation
•	 Targeting criteria
•	 Internal reporting
•	 Financial reviews
•	Minimum Operating 
   Standards (MOS)
•	 Risk mitigation strategies
•	 Staff training

Flexibility / harmonisation of programmatic approaches: the Consortium 
agreement sets out a guiding framework that allows for members to adopt some 
common programming approaches, while also accommodating individual organiza-
tions’ approaches and differences. This was intentional and agreed upon from the 
outset. Some approaches are therefore more harmonized than others, as can be seen 
from Table 1, below.

3 Structure and functions
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Table 2: Comparative analysis of NGO consortia in Somalia

Cash Consortium SomReP Return Consortium

Formation Driven by the need to 
harmonize approaches 
and advocate for 
emergency CTP

Driven by the need to 
scale up and harmonize 
approaches and advocate 
for resilience programing

Driven by the need 
to harmonize 
approaches in IDP 
return programming

Composition INGOS INGOS INGOS and UN 
agencies

Decision making By consensus Consensus among mem-
bers, final decision 
making by steering 
committee

By consensus

Membership Restricted Restricted Open—interested 
agencies may ap-
ply. Option to allow 
non-members into 
meetings for coordi-
nation purposes.

Fund administration Members have bilateral 
agreement with donors
Flexibility in having a 
member as fund 
administrator

Funds administered by 
Chief of Party/Techni-
cal Unit, housed by lead 
agency 

Members have 
bilateral agreement 
with donors

Coordination team 4 staff Planned for 7-12 staff, 
recruitment ongoing

1 staff

Funding for coordination Percentage contribution of 
each grant, by members

Voluntary contribution by 
members, according to 
their means (not specific)

Coordinator post 
funded by single 
agency

Harmonized approaches Programmatic approaches 
Common Monitoring and 
Evaluation framework 
Consortium defined 
Minimum Operation 
Standards comprising 
donor requirements good 
practices

Programmatic approaches
Common Monitoring and 
Evaluation framework 
Donor compliance 

Programmatic 
approaches
Common Monitor-
ing and Evaluation 
framework 

Duration Initially one year subject 
to review, has now been 
in existence for over 18 
months

Five years (equal to in-
tended project duration)

Open-ended, mem-
bers may depart 
when the need to 
engage no longer 
exists.

3 Structure and functions



21

Cash Consortium
The Cash Consortium structure takes into consideration in-
dividual organizational strengths, programmatic considera-
tions as well as the operational context. For example, the Cash 
Consortium members were uncomfortable in having one lead 
member (particularly given the potential risks associated with 
the context of programming in Somalia at a larger scale than 
previously implemented), with members preferring to adopt a 
more flexible approach with bilateral funding and accountabil-
ity, but a joint risk mitigation strategy. The funding arrange-
ments are also linked to the fact that the rapid scale-up neces-
sary in 2011 meant that organisations reverted to the funding 
mechanisms they were familiar with. The funding structure 
has also been considered to work satisfactorily and there is 
now no particular impetus to change it.

Cash Consortium staff in Nairobi, after a Technical Working Group meeting

3 Structure and functions
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SomReP
The Somalia Resilience Programme (SomReP) is a consortium 
with one lead agency—World Vision International (WVI). This 
organization has prior experience in fund administration at 
global level, as well as having a particular organizational aim to 
lead on the issue of resilience in the Horn of Africa. These two 
factors contributed to WVI initiating SomReP and taking on the 
role of a centralized grant manager. Recruitment for a coordina-
tion and technical team is underway. There are currently seven 
member organizations, five of which have contributed seed 
funding to SomReP.The process of  securing external funding 
has begun, meanwhile, with the first public funding confirmed 
from the Danish government in December 2012.

Return Consortium
The Return Consortium was driven by the need to adopt an 
effective programmatic approach given that the concept of re-
turns for IDPs within Somalia is a relatively new process. The 
group is led by UNHCR, who worked on developing this shared 
approach. Membership and duration is open, with members 
ascribing to the defined programmatic strategy when needed. 
The post of Coordinator is currently funded by UNHCR exclu-
sively; organizations that join the Return Consortium are not 
required to contribute a percentage of their grants to funding 
the coordination of this consortium.  

NGO Consortium
It is also worth mentioning the Somalia NGO Consortium, 
which was first formed in 1999. It is distinct from the above 
consortia as there is no harmonisation of programme imple-
mentation; rather it is a coordination and advocacy body with a 
membership of 86 organizations. The NGO Consortium is a vol-
untary group, bringing together local and international NGOs 
working in Somalia in order to share information and analysis 
on key issues, facilitate closer coordination, joint advocacy and 
improve representation with stakeholders including local au-
thorities, the UN system and donors. The NGO Consortium is 
represented and managed through a Nairobi-based Focal Point 
and two elected voluntary Deputy Focal Points. The Consor-
tium Focal Point and the NGO Safety Programme (NSP) Pro-
gramme Manager are advised by an annually elected Steering 
Committee, and supported by a small team currently including 
the Information Officer, Office Manager, NSP Finance Manag-
er, and Finance Assistant.7 

7 http://www.somaliangoconsortium.org/about/

3 Structure and functions
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4 Findings of the study

4.1 Evolution of the Cash Consortium response: key 
messages, relevance and effectiveness

This section reviews the relevance and effectiveness of the key 
advocacy messages and objectives of the Cash Consortium at 
different stages of the emergency response: inception through 
to the first six months, mid-implementation and now, nearly 
eighteen months after the Cash Consortium came together. It 
seeks answers to two questions; to what extent were these 
functions relevant (i.e. the right response, given the situation), 
and effective (i.e. were objectives met)? 

4.1.1 Starting up: initial emergency response
(April 2011—January 2012)

To address the famine in Southern Somalia, urgent humanitar-
ian assistance was required on a large scale. However, many 
challenges faced the humanitarian community in implementing 
such assistance, not least the forced withdrawal of WFP from 
South and Central Somalia in 2010 after repeated attacks on 
its offices and transport convoys, and a subsequent ban im-
posed by Al Shabaab. At the time, the humanitarian community 
was faced with a difficult question as to whether the use of 
cash transfers was an effective alternative to food aid in meet-
ing large-scale humanitarian needs. The Cash Consortium grew 
out of the necessity to respond to this emerging need, provide 
appropriate evidence to inform discussions (and understand-
ing) at top-level decision-making. Building an evidence-base—
not only the feasibility but also the appropriateness of cash in 
responding to the crisis - was therefore top of the agenda.

Cash lacked (and still lacks) formal representation within the 
cluster system and, in July 2011, clearly had little support 
within the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT). Initial advoca-
cy was done by the four agencies in collaboration with the 
CaLP and the CBRWG, primarily targeting major donors and 
the HCT. Using the strength of a Consortium in order to get 
this message heard was arguably the most suitable approach 
at the time, as four agencies together were more powerful than 
each agency speaking out on its own. The endorsement of the 
Cash Consortium materialized through donors’ willingness to 
fund INGOs in parallel to other centralized funding mechanisms 
managed by the UN.8 

8 Humanitarian outcomes, 2012, Pg 68
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4.1.2 Building an evidence base
(February 2012—July 2012)

As the famine was ‘undeclared’ in February 2012, the Cash 
Consortium continued to improve the quality of its programmes 
and to focus on collaborative monitoring in a complex, conflict-
affected environment. Admittedly, the challenges and risks 
associated with successful aid delivery in Somalia remained 
significant, albeit not particular to cash. During this second 
phase, focus was on collecting data to build a strong evidence 
base on the viability of cash transfer programmes. The key 
message became around the emerging evidence base; ‘cash 
is an appropriate response and we have the data to demon-
strate this.’ Though there were some difficulties in integrat-
ing monitoring findings into programming in a timely manner9, 
the evidence of the positive impact of cash nevertheless grew. 
Shared and harmonized monitoring with a group of NGOs all 
using exactly the same tools was shown to be feasible. How-
ever constant attention was needed to improve the processes 
quickly and one of the big challenges was the considerable 
time it took for monitoring data to be collected, entered into 
databases, cleaned, analyzed and then fed back into program-
matic decision-making. The monitoring system was so com-
prehensive that it was actually rather too time-consuming. The 
data produced was very useful for demonstrating externally 
the impact of CTP (which was absolutely relevant consider-
ing the widespread concerns, particularly from donors, prior to 
implementation). However, the monitoring data was less use-
ful for informing decision-making within the Cash Consortium 
programmes, as it often came too late.

4.1.3 Consolidating approaches and considering exit 
strategies
(August 2012—January 2013)

To inform more effective and timely humanitarian response, the 
Cash Consortium continues to reflect on its experience since 
2011. Huge humanitarian needs remain in South Central So-
malia, but the volume of programming is at the same scale as 
before or slightly reduced. At this stage, the programme pro-
cesses have been established, tools have been developed and 
staff has been trained on how to use them. The members of 
the Cash Consortium know one another well and information 

9 Humanitarian outcomes, 2012, Pg 68
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flows more easily between partners. The focus has been on 
managing four research studies and sharing the findings within 
the Cash Consortium and via external coordination mecha-
nisms, both in meetings and online. 

The Cash Consortium continues to consider a longer-term ap-
proach and try to define its exit strategy, or the conditions 
under which it will become ‘dormant’ with a capacity to scale-
up again rapidly. Despite improvements in the food security 
situation, crisis conditions have existed for many years in So-
malia. With intensified exposure to hazards, when combined 
with acute vulnerability, these hazards can become disasters. 
While large-scale events are major enough to qualify as disas-
ters, others—far more numerous and ultimately affecting many 
more vulnerable families—are too minor or too slow-moving to 
meet the formal criteria for a disaster. But they are still signifi-
cant enough to turn lives upside down. Ultimately, the need to 
respond to short-term acute needs remains. Keeping in mind 
the Cash Consortium’s emergency mandate, can predictable 
cash transfers bolster investment which can in turn lead to 
reduced vulnerability to hazards?

The Cash Consortium was very relevant and effective at the 
beginning, but has now entered a stage where it may be less 
relevant. Considering members’ efforts over the last year, the 
question as to how to consolidate the gains remains, does the 
Consortium stay together? If so, for how long? Are these gains 
better consolidated if the consortium opens up to a wider group 
of organisations, or if  the consortium becomes ‘dormant’ and 
other existing coordination structures are supported?

The table below analyses the relevance and effectiveness of 
the Cash Consortium over the three phases. A scale of 0-3 is 
applied in order to assess this:

3  Excellent

2  Good    

1 To some extent, but not quite 
sufficient
0  Not at all



26

10 Interim Evaluation of the Unconditional Cash and Voucher Transfer Programmes in South and Central Somalia, Humanitarian 
outcomes, 2012 Pg. 12 subsection 27.

Table 3: The relevance and effectiveness of the Cash Consortium over time

Source: the above table is based on a workshop discussion with 10 Cash Consortium staff (in which the 
relevance and effectiveness over time was assessed), as well as the Consultant’s own analysis.

Key messages 
and aim

Relevance Effectiveness

‘Cash is an ap-
propriate emer-
gency response 
tool and can 
be scaled-up to 
meet needs in 
South Central 
Somalia’

Score 3
Highly relevant message consid-
ering that conditions in Somalia 
meant that not only was CTP ap-
propriate, but there was almost no 
other option.
At the time, humanitarian coordi-
nation mechanisms did not gener-
ate sufficient space for informed 
decision-making on CTP as a 
response tool.  A strong advocacy 
strategy around cash was there-
fore relevant.

Score 2
Once funding was secured, scale-up 
was relatively rapid (first distribution in 
September 2011)
The advocacy messages were heard 
and donors funded the Cash Consor-
tium to implement wide-scale CTP in 
South Central Somalia.

‘CTP can be 
delivered at scale 
(despite remote 
management and 
limited access) 
and we have the 
data to demon-
strate this’

 

Score 3
Though the famine was no longer 
declared, huge emergency needs 
remained and the large scale of 
the unconditional cash transfer 
programme continued to be rel-
evant.
The growing evidence, based on 
the shared Consortium approach 
(to monitoring, evaluation and 
feedback mechanisms) produced 
much needed and reliable data, 
which was highly relevant.

Score 2
Donors continued considerable funding 
for CTP.
Cash Consortium organizations’ perse-
verance was effective demonstrating 
that scaled-up response was possible 
(provided that appropriate checks were 
put in place.)
Shared monitoring system was effec-
tive at demonstrating positive impact 
at household level, and lack of negative 
impact (for example on market prices, 
inflation).
However, in retrospect, the shared 
monitoring was less effective in identi-
fying errors and incidents of diversion.

‘Cash is no more 
risky than other 
kinds of aid 
delivery’

Score 3
The Cash Consortium’s role is still 
relevant, given the risks relating to 
insecurity and possible diversion 
there is considerable debate as 
to what constitutes ‘acceptable’ 
diversion and how to better miti-
gate risk.

Score 1
The Cash Consortium has not yet been 
fully effective in leading these debates. 
More structured discussions are needed 
to shift attitudes from risk averse 
towards more risk willingness. This ap-
plies not only to the Cash Consortium 
members, but other NGOs, UN agencies 
and donors.

‘Somalia is a 
chronic
emergency and 
as
such acute 
short-term
needs still re-
main’

The Cash Consortium can still be 
a relevant voice in advocating for 
continued emergency program-
ming in South Central Somalia; 
few other actors are willing to 
make this statement when there is 
a political push for stabilisation.

The Cash Consortium is however di-
vided on this issue and does not have 
a clear voice internally on where to 
go from here. What is the identity of 
the Cash Consortium within the cash 
debate, and within the wider humani-
tarian response in Somalia? Focus on 
emergency needs or try to plan for the 
longer-term?
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4.2 Progress in harmonising approaches to programme 
quality

The harmonized programmatic approach adopted by the Cash 
Consortium was a means in itself to improve the quality of 
interventions for beneficiaries. The assumption was that by 
adopting and applying shared programmatic principles organi-
zations would have greater impact on people’s lives than with 
a classic project approach. However, given the varied contexts 
and differences in organizational standards, adopting a com-
pletely harmonized approach remains a daunting task. It should 
also be highlighted that those approaches that are listed as ‘di-
vergent’ or ‘least harmonized’ were nevertheless being consid-
ered by each member organization internally, it just means that 
the approaches were not necessarily exactly the same for all 
four organisations. In fact, it is this flexible nature of the Con-
sortium—the fact that some approaches are harmonized while 
others are not—that has enabled the group to stay together.

At the onset of the programme, three main approaches to im-
plementation were harmonized; targeting, Monitoring and Eval-
uation and Minimum Operating Standards (MOS).11 The MOS 
were developed to minimize risk and guide members on ad-
hering to operational processes, such as during the selection 
of the money transfer agencies, payment process, as well as 
post-distribution.  

There has been improvement overtime, as members real-
ize the need for more harmonized approaches for enhanced 
programme accountability. Furthermore, it has been acknowl-
edged that not only must compliance be continually checked, 
but the processes must also be revised and updated—they 
must remain relevant.12 As such, harmony is seen to include 
periodic donor reporting on consortium progress, feedback and 
accountability mechanisms (such as a telephone hotline for 
beneficiary complaints, a SMS platform), and contextualized 
risk mitigation strategies.The table below shows progress to-
wards harmonization. 

4 Findings of the study

11 Cash Consortium agreement, 2011.
12 The final external evaluation of the programme (Humanitarian Outcomes, forthcoming: 57) noted that the MOS were useful but 
that ‘they were not sufficiently referred to as management tools.’
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Table 4: Harmonized and least harmonized approaches to program quality

Note: the above table is based on a group exercise conducted by Cash Consortium members (Technical 
staff and Country Directors) in December 2012, as well as the Consultant’s own analysis. The range of 
‘harmonization’ reflects the different perceptions of staff—reflects the different perceptions of staff, and 
how approaches changed over time.

Least harmonized Harmonized
Monitoring
Evaluation
Targeting criteria
Reporting to CCT
Reporting to donors
Financial reviews
MOS Compliance
Risk mitigation
Staff (Capacity, training, work conditions)
Attitude to acceptable diversion
Sharing sensitive information
Participatory approaches to programming
Communication with beneficiaries
Feedback and complaints mechanism
Working with local partners
Security & Access
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5 Conclusion

5.1 Strengths and weaknesses 
This section reviews the strengths of the Cash Consortium as a whole, with specific reference to the struc-
ture, its functions and the programme strategy. It also cites areas needing improvement. 

Table 5 Structure and Coordination

Strengths Weaknesses and areas for improvement
 Structure and Coordination

•	 Flexible approach, enhancing lateral account 
ability.
•	 Equal partnership, facilitating cohesion and 
building trust among members.
•	 The TWG advises the SG and hence strategic 
decisions benefit from a technical perspective
•	 Strong willingness and enthusiasm of members                      
to share and coordinate; attendance at meetings 
and workshops is generally good. 

•	 The consortium agreement is yet to be renewed 
(was valid for first 12 months), hence no valid guid-
ing frame.
•	M&E and Finance departments are responsible for 
internal controls, but with limited responsibility in 
monitoring compliance.
•	Coordinator and M&E roles are perceived to be 
strongly linked to the organizations that host them.
•	 Sharing of sensitive information is dependent on 
each organisation’s willingness, despite a joint risk 
mitigation plan in place. 
•	With the improving security situation in Moga-
dishu, the TWG staff are now disbursed between 
Nairobi and Mogadishu, a challenge to regular coor-
dination meetings.

Strategy and Advocacy
•	 Evidence-based advocacy has enabled mem-
bers attain a valid voice. 
•	 Sharing of good practice within the larger hu-
manitarian community.
•	Advocacy role is particularly valuable and fills 
a gap, as CTP has no formal place within the 
cluster system.
•	 The Cash Consortium provides an important 
forum (albeit a closed one) for developing strat-
egy with regard to CTP, as these issues are little 
discussed elsewhere.

•	 Lack of “one voice” in fundraising as Country   
Directors are accountable for the process, while the 
Consortium Coordinator is mostly informed. 
•	At the onset, the consortium balanced its vis-
ibility, as well as the need to improve programme 
quality. Midway, there was more emphasis on pro-
gramme quality with less on external image, thus 
reducing its visibility and subsequent positioning. 

Monitoring and Evaluation
•	Well-documented and strong evidence base on 
the appropriateness of UCT as a response tool in 
large scale humanitarian contexts. 
•	Heavy investment in a significant and coordi-
nated monitoring exercise, managed by an inde-
pendent research organisation (ODI).

•	 External independent monitoring was good for 
the Cash Consortium externally, but not timely for 
internal decision-making.
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5.2  Six lessons learnt for a consortium approach 

1. Investing in relationships builds trust. Regular interaction 
and meetings serve to strengthen relationships between in-
dividuals and organisations. The Cash Consortium members 
engaged as equal partners, reached decisions by consensus, 
thereby boosting cohesion, building trust and realizing effec-
tiveness.

2. The need to project a credible image is as important as the 
need for constant and effective improvement in programme 
quality within as well as ensuring accountability to beneficiar-
ies. While the Cash Consortium prioritized its lifesaving man-
date, at the onset it also maintained external interactions, 
providing an opportunity to dialogue, constantly review and 
advocate for its evolving strategic direction.

3. Lateral accountability remains a challenge within any Con-
sortium; the actions of each organization affect the reputation 
of all. The question remains, to what extent are agencies able 
to share the ‘not-so-good’ experiences without getting the 
‘stick’? Umbrella risk analysis and mitigation strategies can-
not be homogenously applied; but minimum standards must be 
contextualized and improved with the evolving environment.

4. Collaborative monitoring in a complex, conflict-affected 
environment is feasible: however, constant attention needs to 
be given to improving it quickly and in real time. Considering 
the cost and effort necessary, a shared monitoring approach 
should therefore only be adopted when there is a clear need 
to produce an overarching data set. It should be clarified from 
the start what the objectives of the shared monitoring are, and 
how the data will be used: By whom? To make what decisions? 
For example, if the data is needed quickly to inform program-
ming internally, the programme staff should to a great extent 
be responsible for the process. Doing more by the NGOs in 
terms of monitoring would allow for a more timely reflection, 
effective learning and increased ownership.
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5. If the context changes, objectives must change: a Consor-
tium must seek to remain relevant and have some added value, 
otherwise it is not worth the effort. For example, the food se-
curity context in Somalia has improved slightly and attitudes 
to CTP have also changed. The Cash Consortium objectives 
however remain the same, notably less relevant than they were 
at the height of the emergency.

6. A Consortium must have a clear exit strategy: the Cash 
Consortium is defined by its emergency mandate, and yet So-
malia is affected by a chronic emergency rather than a ‘shock’. 
Despite efforts to clarify ‘closure’, it is still not clear when the 
Consortium should become dormant and transition to other 
kinds of programming or evolve to systematically anticipate 
and respond to short term acute needs. It is essential for any 
consortium to define clear entry and exit strategies from the 
start, as once a group starts working together there is more 
emphasis on realizing the agenda at hand and subsequently a 
reluctance to draw activities to a close.

Cash Consortium staff in Nairobi, after a Technical Working Group meeting
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6 Recommendations and ways forward

Where do we go from here? Not only is the operating context 
in Somalia evolving, but in terms of the humanitarian response 
there are also a number of different coordination bodies, some 
of which deal with the question of cash transfer programming. 
The Somalia Cash Consortium must position itself in this work-
ing environment and as such, this study poses three strategic 
options for the group in the future: 

6.1 Strategic Option 1: keep membership to four agencies, 
improving quality across the board

Why? There has been a significant investment by the Cash 
Consortium members in implementing unconditional cash 
transfers in South Central Somalia. Learning has continuously 
happened, with noted appreciation from other actors consider-
ing cash programming within South Central Somalia. The con-
sortium members, having persevered through the process of 
implementation, did not only realize effectiveness but also co-
hesion among partners, and gained a valid voice for advocacy. 
In consolidating gains realized, the consortium may need to 
consider continuing as before, retaining the current member-
ship and maintaining an emergency mandate but also improv-
ing quality across the board. 

How? The following recommendations are suggested for im-
proving the quality of the Cash Consortium response: 

•	

•	

Revised Consortium agreement: Operationally, the Cash 
Consortium will need to draft a new agreement incorporat-
ing the new approaches adopted from the learning process-
es overtime. The new consortium agreement should include 
clear agreement on an exit strategy – member organisations 
need to identify their objectives for this next phase and clar-
ify how they will recognise when closure (or becoming ‘dor-
mant’) will be appropriate. 

Improving internal communication: as mentioned, the CCT 
staffs are perceived to be strongly linked to the organisa-
tions that host them. All four staff (Coordinator, Finance 
Manager, M&E Manager and M&E Officer) need to spend 
more time rotating between all the organisations, (for exam-
ple spending at least two days per month working from each 
office) thereby allowing for equal engagement and benefit of 
other members. 
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•	

•	

•	

•	

•	  

6.2 Strategic option 2: embrace a wider membership, 
improving CTP in general

Why? The Cash Consortium remains a relatively ‘closed’ group 
and is perceived as such – why not share learning and expe-
rience with a wider membership? It’s a less prescriptive ap-
proach in comparison to the Cash Consortium approach and 
would provide an opportunity to share technical expertise more 
widely, and advocate for a harmonized approach across the 
country, perhaps a more appealing approach from a donors 
perspective?

How?  

Checks on compliance to MOS: the role of the Finance Co-
ordinator in providing support and conducting regular ‘in-
ternal audits’ within each of the four consortium members 
should be further developed. This process has already be-
gun and should be rolled-out systematically.

Improving external communication: The need to work 
through and project a credible image is as important as the 
need for constant and effective improvement in programme 
quality and in ensuring accountability. The Cash Consor-
tium needs to have a more structured advocacy and exter-
nal communication strategy, with donors, other peers and 
stakeholders.

Continue coordination with CBRWG, CVMG, clusters, the 
CaLP, etc. the Cash Consortium has already gone to con-
siderable efforts to coordinate externally with other coor-
dination bodies and this should be continued, both within 
Somalia-specific and regional groups.

Harmony in hawalla negotiation: A more standardized ap-
proach in negotiating and dealing with hawallas is perhaps 
an issue for future discussions. While it is clear that no con-
texts are the same, certain parameters i.e. security, context 
(rural or urban), distance from main town, ease in access of 
cash, can be reviewed to provide guidance and establish a 
common front for future negotiation with hawallas. Notably, 
each consortium member owing to the different contexts 
has a different experience that could enrich this discussion.

Better defining future strategy: all the above strategic is-
sues need to be driven by the Consortium Coordinator, in 
collaboration with the TWG and SG.
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•	

•	

•	

•	

•	

6.3 Strategic option 3: support for the wider cash 
coordination structures

Why? If (and when) the Cash Consortium were to become 
‘dormant’ or close down completely, there is still a necessity 
to continue supporting advocacy and learning around cash pro-
gramming in Somalia in general. A wider advocacy and techni-
cal role, which would push the cash agenda forward towards 
more effective coordination and advocate for a place for cash 
(across sectors) within the cluster system, is to be encour-
aged. This could be achieved by strengthening the existing co-
ordination structures by availing more resources, wider techni-
cal expertise and avoiding duplication. Though there is a CaLP 
focal point based in Nairobi, they focus on regional level coordi-
nation rather than on the details of Somalia cash coordination.

Better response analysis: With the general acceptance of 
cash as an appropriate tool, the analysis will answer the 
questions as to when cash is the best option; provide a 
framework to guide a more coordinated approach around the 
consensus around modalities of delivery, rationale around 
amounts and when conditionality is appropriate.

Defining harmonized approaches: For improved quality in 
programming, there will be need to define the extent to 
which approaches are harmonized at the onset.

Decision making strategy: The current decision-making 
process would need to be reviewed, moving away from pure 
consensus, adopting a quicker process, i.e. voting or major-
ity agreement with a final decision making committee. 

Defining an advocacy strategy: Advocacy messages evolve 
with context and with progress within the project life cycle, 
the consortium will need to adopt a flexible approach, com-
municating in a timely manner and influencing decisions ef-
fectively. 

Continued collaboration with the CaLP: the CaLP funds a 
focal point coordination post, who is responsible for organ-
ising regional cash coordination meetings in Nairobi. Learn-
ing from the Somalia context should feed into this regional 
forum when possible. 

How?  
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How?
•	

•	

•	

•	

 The above proposed options may be considered in an in-
 tegrated manner (all three) as well as combining options one
 and three or options two and three, or each option on its
 own. Ultimately, the members of the Cash Consortium must
 come to their own decisions and reach consensus on how
 they intend to move forward in 2013. 

Strengthening learning and sharing of good practice: if the 
Cash Consortium were to close or become ‘dormant’ come 
to an end, it is essential that the organisations involved 
continue to share learning within existing forums, such as 
the Cash Based Response Working Group (CBRWG) and the 
clusters. Donors should continue to fund research focused 
on cash-specific topics, to be managed via the CBRWG, to 
further promote good practice in cash programming for an 
open group of interested organisations. 

Continuing advocacy for appropriate cash programming: 
in the eventuality of the Cash Consortium becoming dor-
mant, the CBRWG should continue to have a strong in-
dependent advocacy voice, in support of appropriate and 
quality cash programming in Somalia. This message must 
be heard within the cluster system, within each sector as 
well as at HCT level. The links with all the clusters must 
therefore be reinforced. This may be best achieved by the 
CBRWG remaining independent from the cluster system, 
but this is ultimately a decision for the CBRWG members 
themselves.

Continuing collaboration with the CaLP regional work-
ing group: the CaLP funds a focal point coordination post, 
who is responsible for organising regional cash coordination 
meetings in Nairobi. Learning and advocacy messages from 
the Somalia context should feed into this regional forum 
when possible.

Updating the CVMG monitoring tools: the tools initially de-
veloped by the Cash Consortium at the onset of implemen-
tation and managed by ODI under the CVMG umbrella, need 
to evolve with the change in context. If the CVMG contin-
ues to exist, the group should work on updating the high-
quality tools that have already been developed and continue 
promoting their use amongst a wide-range of NGO partners.
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