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Glossary of Terms  

 

Acquirers: Banks or payment processors that acquire merchants to accept digital 

payments via cards usually. 

 

Bank: A financial institution that is prudentially regulated and licensed by a country’s 

central bank to deliver a wide variety of financial services to citizens. 

 

Bulk payment: A payment that goes from one payer to multiple payees at the same 

time.  An example of this would be a salary payment. 

 

Cash pick up agent: A point-of-service that is specifically meant to deliver cash in 

envelopes to beneficiaries in the event beneficiary funds are not being delivered via a 

digital delivery mechanism. 

 

Delivery mechanism or payment delivery form factor: The method by which funds 

are delivered to a beneficiary.  Examples can be via a stored value account (prepaid 

card, mobile money wallet) bank account, and cash pick up (cash in envelope at 

disbursed at a point-of-service). 

 

Implementing organisation:  A humanitarian organisation that is funded by donors to 

implement cash transfer programmes. 

 

Intermediary service provider: A service provider that has contractual relationships 

with a variety of payment channel providers.  Intermediaries are able to facilitate 

payments in multiple markets using their relationships with payment channel providers.  

They are also able to facilitate these types of payments through a single contract 

between the paying institution and the intermediary. 

 

Issuers: Banks or payment processors that issue payment network branded cards. 

 

Know your customer requirements: Know your customer requirements are a set of 

due diligence guidelines that help financial institutions establish the clear identity of an 

individual or organisation they offer their services to.  This due diligence is central to a 
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financial institution’s ability to combat money laundering and terrorism financing 

through their payment channels.   

 

Mobile network operator: A company that develops and manages a country’s 

telecommunications infrastructure, providing core voice, text, and data services in 

addition to value added services such as mobile money. 

 

Money transfer organisation: A company that provides services to individuals and 

companies seeking to send money across borders, by using a global network of banking 

relationships to authorise and settle cross border payments. 

 

Payment channel aggregator: A company that establishes contractual relationships 

with multiple payment channel providers (e.g. mobile money, bank, cash pick up 

agents) to enable payments from one payer to many individuals in a variety of markets.  

Payment channel aggregators differ from money transfer organisations as their primary 

clients are businesses conducting bulk payments while money transfer organisations’ 

primary business is person-to-person payments. 

 

Payment channel service provider: A service provider that manages payments at a 

local level, working directly with end customers, participating merchants, and 

alternative points-of-service (e.g. ATM, point-of-sale terminal).  

 

Payment network: The technology provider to banks and other payment providers, 

such as payment processors, that delivers the platform to enable authorisation and 

settlements of payments around the globe.  They usually deal with cards as the primary 

means of payment, but are form factor agnostic and can facilitate their services through 

other means. 

 

Payment processor: Payment processors utilise the technology of payment networks 

(e.g. MasterCard and Visa) and provide authorisation and settlement services on behalf 

of their clients, which could be banks that issue cards or merchants or humanitarian 

organisations making payments to beneficiaries. 
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Point-of-service (agent):  A physical location where payment recipients can access 

services such as withdrawal of funds, distribution of cash (if its cash in envelope), 

deposit of funds, or other basic services that a payment solution provides.  Examples 

include, ATMs, mobile money agents, point-of-sale terminals, bank branches, and 

international remittance kiosks. 

 

Service provider: A terms used to categorise a broad set of private sector payment 

service providers  

 

Stored value account: A prepaid amount of value stored on a card or mobile money 

wallet (SIM card) itself, and not in an external financial institution (e.g. a bank account 

with a debit card attached to it). 
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1 Executive Summary 

 

In times of crisis and disaster, cash transfers can be an effective, efficient and dignified 

way to meet humanitarian needs. In the ten years between 2005 and 2015, humanitarian 

operations providing cash transfers increased from a negligible amount to nearly $1 

billion.1 One result of this expansion is the growing interest in working with 

humanitarian agencies among payment service providers. The increase in the size and 

financial volume of humanitarian cash transfer operations provides opportunities to 

deliver cash transfers in more efficient and accountable ways by utilising economies of 

scale and capitalising on the expertise of financial service providers, technology 

companies and humanitarian agencies.   

 

In 2017, the European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations (DG ECHO) 

developed guidance on large-scale cash transfers, with the objective of ensuring that 

‘assistance gets to beneficiaries more effectively, efficiently and directly, in a manner 

that is appropriate to the context and the phase of a crisis’. A key feature of this guidance 

is that it divides the delivery of payments (known as Component B) from the other main 

elements of programme implementation, such as targeting, communication with 

beneficiaries and coordination (known as Component A). A third component 

(Component C) focuses on monitoring and evaluation. The guidance envisions that 

different partners will implement different components, drawing on their comparative 

advantages. 

 

The separation of payment delivery from other components represents a change in past 

practice, whereby each humanitarian organisation vetted and contracted payment 

services separately, leading in some cases to inefficient duplication in the selection and 

management of financial service providers. A separation of duties could also help 

reduce the need for all humanitarian organisations to acquire the skills and systems to 

work with financial services providers by relying on institutions (private sector or 

humanitarian) that already have the expertise to assess and implement payments in a 

humanitarian operation.  

                                                 
1 In 2015, at least $1.9 billion was spent on humanitarian assistance in the form of cash transfer 

responses (51% cash and 49% vouchers) (Spencer et al., 2016). 



 

 8 

DG ECHO commissioned a Preliminary Market Consultation (PMC) to gain a better 

understanding of how to operationalise Component B. The PMC assesses the feasibility 

of DG ECHO directly contracting payment services at a regional or global level through 

a tender, whereby the provider would be responsible for payments to beneficiaries in 

large-scale, DG ECHO-funded humanitarian cash transfer programmes (either globally 

or in specific regions). The PMC analyses the extent to which different types of service 

providers could deliver cash effectively and efficiently, including cost implications and 

the level of interest of providers in responding to a global or regional tender.  While 

this PMC examined a wide variety of payment service providers, the primary focus was 

on products that could deliver payments into multiple markets through a single 

contractual relationship with DG ECHO.  

 

Experiences with global tenders and demand aggregation  

At least seven humanitarian organisations have taken forward global tenders to 

establish more predictable, timely and efficient payment arrangements. A key lesson 

from these tenders is that no single entity can provide payments everywhere. 

Establishing national and, to a certain extent, regional agreements is more effective and 

realistic. Aid agencies consulted stated that the prices quoted by providers that 

participated in these tenders were higher than those negotiated with local service 

providers. Most humanitarian organisations use these broader global and regional 

contracts, called master services agreements, as temporary ways to make payments 

quickly while they look for cheaper local solutions.  

 

Service providers familiar with global tenders indicated that these tenders do not 

contain specific information on the value, quantity, location and duration of the cash 

transfers to be delivered, which makes it difficult for them to provider accurate 

proposals.  Additionally, these types of tenders as they have been conducted in the past, 

are for potential work in the future vs. definite work in the present. It is these elements 

of previous global tenders that make them less attractive opportunities for service 

providers.  Humanitarian agencies have taken different approaches to streamlining their 

payment processes. In Zimbabwe, Lebanon and Jordan, aid agencies have worked 

together to minimise duplication of effort in large-scale programmes by working 

through the same financial service providers on the same terms (Lebanon, Jordan) and 

having one aid agency manage payments for another (Zimbabwe). 
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Key factors when considering a payment service provider partner  

 

Settings affected by crisis and disaster have widely varying financial infrastructure 

capacity – from the automated teller machines (ATMs) prevalent in urban centres like 

Beirut, hawala and mobile money services in Somalia and vast rural areas in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) with limited or non-existent financial services. 

Several factors, both generic to payments and unique to humanitarian settings, need to 

be considered in assessing the potential for establishing a global- or regional-level 

agreement for payment services:   

 

• Geographic reach: establishing a global or regional arrangement between DG 

ECHO and a service provider to deliver payments would require an entity 

capable of reaching large numbers of beneficiaries living in different places, 

either directly or through local payment networks. 

• Contractual agreement coverage: some providers have a presence in multiple 

markets, but regulatory and ownership structures require a contract between DG 

ECHO and every country-level entity, rather than one single contract that 

enables payment services in multiple countries.   

• Delivery of funds versus access to funds: for humanitarian cash transfers, 

loading money onto a card or sending a remittance or mobile money transfer is 

only useful if the recipient can access the funds in cash through an ATM, a 

remittance agent, a mobile money agent or some other point-of-service. It is 

important to distinguish between a provider’s ability to deliver money to a 

recipient’s prepaid card or mobile wallet, and a provider’s ability to guarantee 

that the recipient will be able to access and use those funds. 

• Relationship with transfer recipients: Some entities, typically local level 

payment channel providers, such as banks or mobile network operators, have 

direct relationships with the people receiving transfers, while others such as 

payment channel aggregators and other intermediaries do not.  Providers that do 

not control the end-user experience (customer registration and know your 

customer requirements, liquidity management, complaints etc.) are particularly 

exposed to operational risk. This means that contractual agreements with 
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intermediaries will need clarity on the contractual agreements the intermediary 

holds with the local payment providers they will be using to deliver funds to 

beneficiaries. It will be crucial for DG ECHO to clarify whether troubleshooting 

around liquidity management or registration can be part of the contract with the 

intermediary, and how these issues would be managed.  

• Requirements for recipients to access money: certain forms of money transfer 

require more due diligence on beneficiaries (for example, needing a national 

identity card to open a bank account), which can affect the speed with which 

funds are transferred and recipients’ access to funds. 

• Bulk payments: transferring money to large numbers of people is easier where 

bulk payments can be made or facilitated to multiple beneficiaries from a single 

bank account.  

• Pricing structures: pricing is almost always transactional, meaning there is a 

flat fee or a percentage charge per transaction (e.g. when funds are loaded onto 

a card or sent to a mobile money wallet). Some providers may charge a spread 

on foreign exchange (charging a higher exchange rate than the market rate). 

• Risk: directly contracting a payment provider entails legal, financial, operational 

and reputational risks.   

 

Categories of service providers: payment providers versus intermediaries  

 

The service providers interviewed for this PMC can be classified into two broad 

categories: payment channel providers and intermediaries.  

 

Payment channel providers include banks, payment networks and mobile network 

operators that have mobile money services. Banks are typically the hub of a country’s 

financial services as their responsibilities are set out by central banks through licences 

and regulation. Mobile network operators are also licenced by central banks to issue 

electronic money accounts. While these entities are all commonly involved in cash 

transfer programmes, contractual agreements are made at national level due to the 

different regulatory environments prevailing in different jurisdictions. In other words, 

contracting a bank or mobile network operator in multiple countries means negotiating 

contracts with each country office, rather than a global headquarters. Payment 
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networks, such as MasterCard and Visa, provide the technology platforms underpinning 

payments.  

 

Intermediaries facilitate contractual relationships with local payment channel providers 

to enable payments in specific countries, regions and globally. These include money 

transfer organisations (international remittance companies such as Western Union or 

MoneyGram); payment channel aggregators (companies such as TransferTo, World 

Remit and Hyperwallet, which establish contractual relationships with different types 

of payment channels); payment processors (companies that are members of payment 

networks such as MasterCard and Visa, and can issue cards and acquire agents on behalf 

of these networks); and implementing partners (humanitarian organisations that have 

implemented large-scale humanitarian cash transfer programmes with multiple service 

providers).  

 

Key findings from the preliminary market consultation 

 

• No one provider type can deliver all of the necessary functions required under 

Component B.  As can be seen in the table below, intermediaries can deliver 

services in multiple country contexts under one contractual agreement, but do not 

usually manage on-the-ground operations and do not have direct relationships with 

cash transfer recipients. Payment channel providers manage client relationships and 

points-of-service, but are not able to offer multi-market coverage with one contract. 

If DG ECHO decides to proceed with a tender, the decision whether to contract an 

intermediary or a payment channel provider will be determined by what functions 

are a priority for Component B, and which functions can potentially be supported 

by Components A and C.     
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Payment service provider capacity analysis   

 

 

• Issuing a tender is feasible and there will be responses. If ECHO issues a tender, 

it is likely DG ECHO will receive responses from every type of service provider 

discussed within this report, but the majority are likely to be intermediary service 

providers.  As several intermediaries have responded to other global bids in the last 

two years, they are becoming more familiar with working with humanitarian 

organisations.  

• The more detail that can be provided on estimated values of transfers, and the 

locations of those transfers, the more accurate and meaningful tender 

responses will be. The global tenders reviewed in this research were designed in 

isolation from any actual programming, meaning there was no guaranteed work for 

providers responding to the tender. Without a clear expectation of the number and 

quantity of cash transfers expected, it is difficult to develop accurate proposals, 

particularly on pricing, and to produce appropriate contracts and service 

agreements.  A regional tender is likely to result in higher-quality and more accurate 

bids than a global tender.  

• Intermediaries can deliver to multiple markets through multiple payment 

channels using just one contract, and are best able to serve Component B 

needs, but they lack on-the-ground presence and control.  Intermediary 

providers that have contractual arrangements with local banks, mobile network 
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operators, and other payment channels will likely be the most appropriate providers 

for delivering cash to beneficiaries in multiple markets.  Money transfer 

organisations like Western Union and World Remit are expanding their networks 

to go beyond simple cash pick up, to enable individuals to receive their funds in 

more ways.  Payment processors are able to issue prepaid cards in any country, 

without needing a local financial institution to partner with, and payment channel 

aggregators like Hyperwallet and TransferTo offer payment solutions for businesses 

to over 200 different countries and territories.  MasterCard is also launching a 

payment channel aggregator product, Humanity Ventures, this year that is focused 

entirely on supporting the humanitarian and non-profit sector facilitate their 

payment needs in specific regions.  When considering intermediary bids, however, 

DG ECHO, should clarify how the intermediary would resolve or support the 

resolution of issues arising on the ground (such as beneficiaries not having access 

to cash, or problems with agents), particularly in rural areas. 

• Large implementing partners also have the potential to act as intermediaries, 

helping to deliver funds to beneficiaries in a variety of countries through their 

pre-existing payment provider partnerships. Large humanitarian organisations 

implementing cash transfer programmes around the world have established 

contractual relationships with payment service providers which they can use to play 

an intermediary role in serving the activities involved in Component B. For 

implementing partners to accommodate this new role, however, investment would 

be needed to enable them to restructure and centralise all pre-existing contracts.   

• While they have the potential to act as intermediaries, large implementing 

partners expressed the need for more clarity on the implications of taking on 

Component B activities before they could consider responding to such a tender.  

Most implementing partners interviewed during the PMC were concerned that 

being contracted as a Component B actor would exclude them from participating in 

Component A or C activities, which they saw as more in line with their core 

institutional values. 

• There is a need for flexibility in the delineation of roles between Components 

A and B.  In urban settings, payment service providers have less trouble committing 

to ensuring access to funds, registration and access to cash at ATMs or through 

agents. In rural settings, where payment providers may not have sufficient 
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infrastructure or presence, they would have to rely on Component A actors to carry 

out those activities.      

• DG ECHO should encourage its implementing partners to coordinate with 

other humanitarian organisations within a country setting to aggregate 

demand through one service provider. This does not necessarily mean that the 

contractual relationship would need to be held with one organisation, but could 

simply be a way for implementing partners to use each other’s procurement 

information and documentation.  Examples of where this has been done 

successfully include World Vision and Care in Zimbabwe and the Common Cash 

Facility in Jordan (see Section 3). 

• DG ECHO should consider a tender that focuses on a selection of target 

countries.  Global and regional tenders have traditionally resulted in finding 

solutions that can enable cash transfer programmes to be established quickly within 

countries. These global agreements are typically used as an interim solution before 

finding lower cost and more appropriate local payment solutions that can deliver 

services for the duration of a programme.  Focusing on a selection of target 

countries would also enable DG ECHO to issue a tender with a more detailed scope, 

which would in turn enable service providers to deliver more accurate proposals.  

These initial service provider agreements within the target countries can also be 

used to build DG ECHO capacity to manage and work with these providers on a 

larger scale across multiple countries.   
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2 Background  

 

2.1 Cash guidance 

Cash transfers as a way of providing assistance across sectors and emergency contexts 

have grown rapidly in recent years. The State of the World’s Cash report for 2018 

produced by the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP) recorded a 40% increase in the 

value of assistance in the form of cash and vouchers between 2015 and 2016, to $2.8 

billion.2 The European Union (EU) has a long-standing commitment to the use of cash 

where appropriate. In 2017, DG ECHO’s budget for cash transfer programming 

increased nearly ten-fold, to €1 billion, 92% of which was cash and 8% vouchers. 

 

As a global thought leader in cash transfer programming, DG ECHO released guidance 

in 2017 on large-scale cash transfer programmes. DG ECHO defines ‘large-scale’ as 

programmes delivering over €10 million in cash transfers, principally in protracted 

crises, where beneficiary numbers are relatively stable and where a degree of forward 

planning is possible. The primary objective of this guidance is to ensure that cash 

assistance reaches people effectively, efficiently and directly, in a manner that is 

appropriate to the context and the phase of the crisis. To do this, DG ECHO suggests 

dividing cash transfer programming into three principal components:  

 

• Component A covers the fundamental elements of the cash transfer 

programme cycle, including needs assessments, targeting, beneficiary 

registration (where required), beneficiary enrolment, 

complaints/appeals mechanisms and monitoring and reporting. 

Programme design and coordination also fall under this component, as 

does the delivery of in-kind assistance, services and any other support. 

• Component B covers the delivery of cash transfers, including financial 

service providers’ fees, card issuance and other transaction costs (see 

Section 4.1 for more details).  

                                                 
2 “Cash transfer programming” or “Cash-Based Assistance” are often used to describe, in aggregate, 

the provision of both cash transfers and vouchers that can be redeemed for certain good or services. 

This report focuses on the former, the transfer of multi-purpose cash in the form of either physical or 

electronic currency, as distinct from both vouchers and in-kind assistance.  For more on definitions, see 

the CaLP Glossary for Cash Transfer Programming at http://www.cashlearning.org/resources/glossary.  
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• Component C covers independent Monitoring, Evaluation, 

Accountability and Learning (MEAL) of the programme. This 

component is subject to a separate contract.  

 

The guidance also suggests that individual components could be implemented by 

different aid actors, which DG ECHO believes could improve efficiency and facilitate 

scale-up. While each component would be directly contracted by DG ECHO, 

contractors would be jointly responsible for ensuring the overall success of the 

programme.  

 

Figure 1: Schematic of Components A, B and C 

 

 

This separation of duties addresses two key problems. The first is the duplicative 

procurement procedures implementing organisations undertake when selecting 

payment providers in the same market. For example, four different humanitarian 
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organisations implementing cash transfers in the same region of a country procure their 

own cash delivery services, despite the fact that they are asking for nearly identical 

services in the same location. The same service provider may be selected by multiple 

organisations, or multiple payment solutions may be used in the same region, which 

can be confusing for beneficiaries. This lack of coordination and duplication can be 

costly and time-consuming for implementing organisations and service providers, 

which need to complete multiple proposals. The second problem the separation of 

duties addresses is the varying capacities of humanitarian organisations to sufficiently 

assess and contract payment service providers. While many humanitarian organisations 

have invested significantly in expanding their expertise on cash delivery mechanisms 

and who can provide them, others have not. A separation of duties may help to alleviate 

the need for all humanitarian organisations to acquire this skill, transferring it instead 

to institutions (private sector or humanitarian) that already have the expertise to assess 

and implement payment services.  

 

2.2 Key objectives of the Preliminary Market Consultation  

DG ECHO is interested in conducting due diligence on the global cash 

transfer/payments market to assess the potential for fulfilling Component B 

responsibilities. This Preliminary Market Consultation (PMC) explores the products, 

costs and risks of different cash transfer/payment providers operating on a global and 

regional level, with a focus on organisations that can either directly distribute or 

facilitate the distribution of bulk payments across a variety of markets. This could 

include one financial service provider with a global footprint, a payment platform with 

local partnerships in a large number of countries, or a non-governmental organisation 

with contractual relationships with various types of payment providers. This PMC 

process focused exclusively on solutions that can facilitate cash transfers, not voucher 

products.  

 

With this in mind, the primary objectives of this report are: 

 

• To provide DG ECHO with a detailed analysis of the cash transfer/payments 

market, with a specific focus on companies that can intermediate a variety of 

payment solutions in multiple markets. 
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• To analyse the potential risks involved in working with the private sector and 

multilateral development banks. 

• To provide information on the likely cost structures and rates that potential 

financial service providers would apply. 

• To advise on the feasibility of procuring such services through an international 

tender arrangement, and the likely number and range of financial service 

providers that would take part in a framework contract. 

 

2.3 Methodology  

A mixed methodology approach was adopted, involving a combination of research, 

outreach, a public information session to explain the PMC process3 and interviews. 

Desk research identified potential Component B providers, recorded in a database, and 

representatives of these providers were invited to the information session, held in 

Brussels on 27 March 2018, either in person or via a livestream. DG ECHO developed 

a webpage, advertised publicly through a variety of fora (CaLP, dGroups, Linkedin). 

The research team developed a set of questions to guide the interviews that followed 

the information session (the questionnaire can be found in Annex A). The research team 

arranged follow-up interviews via email, drawing from the contact list and information 

session participants. The 45–60-minute interviews were designed to glean a better 

understanding of products and services that could potentially serve as payment delivery 

mechanisms for DG ECHO-funded cash transfer programmes. Of the 55 organisations 

the research team contacted directly, interviews were conducted with 40 (73%). Annex 

B provides a list of organisations contacted and interviewed, and Figure 2 shows the 

types of organisations interviewed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 https://ec.europa.eu/echo/content/information-session-preliminary-market-consultation-cash-transfer-

products_en 
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Figure 2: Organisations interviewed, by type 

 

 

 

3. Review of global tenders and demand aggregation initiatives  

Larger humanitarian organisations have established similar global tenders for cash 

transfers/payments4 to the one DG ECHO is considering. Some humanitarian 

organisations are also working together to coordinate their payment solution 

procurement efforts in an attempt to aggregate demand and avoid the problems of 

duplication described above.  

 

3.1 Global tenders and contracting  

Some larger humanitarian organisations have established master services agreements 

with payment service providers for the delivery of both cash and vouchers. The idea 

behind these procurement arrangements is that organisations are better prepared to start 

up programmes providing cash or vouchers. They also reduce the time it typically takes 

to establish local relationships for delivering payments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 They have issued these types of tenders for voucher solutions as well, but this analysis focuses on 

cash transfer solutions 
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Box 1:  Master services agreements 

Master services agreements are contracts between two parties defining the basic terms governing any 

future agreements the parties may have, in this instance with regard to the provision of payment 

services for cash programmes. This means that, in the event of an emergency, a service provider can 

be engaged quickly to support a humanitarian organisation in delivering cash. Common terms found 

within a master services agreement include:  

• Provider obligations: covers the standard obligations of a payments provider, in addition to 

any insurance requirements (e.g. commercial general liability insurance).  

• Compliance: highlights policies either parties may have around employee background checks, 

compliance with anti-corruption laws and other legal compliance issues. 

• Fees: general understanding of how fees will be structured, but no specific price indications 

(e.g. percentage of each transaction, flat fee per transaction). 

• Invoicing and payments: details how invoices will be formatted and timed (if applicable) and 

how payment of invoices will be made. 

• Term and termination: establishes the timeframe for the agreement and the termination clauses 

that apply.  

• Confidentiality, privacy, data protection: highlights expectations of both parties around 

protecting confidential information and data. 
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We identified seven organisations that have launched global tenders (see Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Examples of global tenders 

 

Organisation  Year Countries 

targeted 

# of 

providers 

selected 

Selected 

provider types  

Notes 

World Food 

Programme 

(WFP) 

2016 Global No contracts 

issued  

N/A After 18 months, 

WFP found no 

providers able to 

deliver services on 

a genuinely global 

scale. WFP decided 

to focus on country- 

level agreements. 

Norwegian 

Refugee Council 

(NRC) 

2017 Global Two service 

providers  

Prepaid payment 

processor, 

money transfer 

operator  

NRC shared its 

procurement 

documentation with 

the Danish Refugee 

Council. 

International 

Rescue 

Committee 

(IRC) 

2017 Global  Three service 

providers 

Prepaid payment 

processor, 

money transfer 

operator, 

aggregator 

IRC has utilised 

two out of the three, 

but only for short-

term needs.  

Catholic Relief 

Services (CRS) 

2017 Global Six service 

providers 

Prepaid payment 

processors, 

money transfer 

operator, 

aggregators 

CRS stated that 

banks were not an 

option for this type 

of procurement 

because they are 

unable to enter into 

single contracts 

providing access to 

multiple markets.  

Save the 

Children 

2018 Global In process Not yet public, 

still in contract 

negotiations 

Contract 

negotiations have 

taken longer than 

anticipated.  

Danish Refugee 

Council (DRC) 

2018 Global Two service 

providers  

Prepaid payment 

processor, 

money transfer 

operator 

DRC used NRC’s 

procurement 

documentation to 

select service 

providers. 

International 

Federation of 

Red Cross and 

Red Crescent 

Societies (IFRC) 

2016 Originally 

global, 

result was 

regional 

(Latin 

America) 

One service 

provider 

Prepaid payment 

processor 

This is the only 

regional tender 

found by the 

research team.  
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Interviews with implementing organisations and providers highlighted some overall 

lessons and best practices for issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) for payments 

services. 

 

Lessons from implementing organisations: 

 

1. Regional and national-level agreements are more effective and relevant than global 

ones. While all seven tenders listed above were intended to be global, respondents were 

found to have had strengths in certain regions or countries. While some providers can 

deliver payment services at regional level through established local relationships, none 

can do so on a global scale. Even companies such as MoneyGram and Western Union, 

which have extensive networks of remittance agents, find it difficult to offer a genuinely 

global service. Section 5 explains in more detail why this is the case.  

 

2. Master services agreements tend to be used in the early phase of a response, rather 

than across the duration of a cash transfer programme. These agreements are often 

expensive, and organisations typically use them to deliver payments quickly in the early 

stages of a crisis, before looking for cheaper, more local solutions. One implementer 

noted that ‘Every time, a tender for a regional or global solution turned out to be more 

expensive than going with a local provider’.  

 

3. Implementing partners (IPs) can work together to help streamline procurement. To 

save time and money, the PMC uncovered one case where a humanitarian organisation 

used information gathered through other organisations’ global tenders to help guide its 

own decisions on service providers. However, it can be difficult to align procurement 

procedures, and organisations may be reluctant to share information as they are often 

competing for the same funding as other humanitarian organisations. One example of 

information-sharing is between DRC and NRC (see note in Table 1), where DRC has 

used NRC’s procurement findings in its contractual negotiations with two providers. 

While each NGO will sign their own contracts with these providers, DRC drafted a 

derogation that highlighted the due diligence they conducted on NRC’s analysis and 

decision to use the two providers selected. This derogation document will be used 

should any future audits challenge DRC’s logic for using another organisation’s 
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procurement documentation. DRC has yet to finalise the agreement, but using another 

organisation’s procurement decisions around payment solutions in place of taking the 

time and resources to conduct one’s own can streamline procurement procedures for 

payment products and improve coordination between humanitarian organisations.  

 

4. Different payment providers require different approaches. Large providers, such as 

MasterCard and Visa, will typically not engage directly on global tenders but will 

advise partner organisations they work with, such as payment processors or local banks, 

to respond. It is not possible for mobile network operators and banks to deliver services 

in multiple markets under a single contract, so none of the tenders reviewed here 

resulted in a headquarter-level relationship with these entities. Instead, humanitarian 

organisations ended up working through intermediaries that facilitate relationships with 

local banks and mobile money providers in multiple countries.  

 

Lessons learned from payment providers: 

 

1. RFPs must be drafted and advertised appropriately in order to solicit responses. In 

the past, it has been difficult to get a broad set of providers to respond to these tenders 

because RFPs are not a primary source of new customers, they are only advertised in 

humanitarian fora which do not have much private sector participation and the volume 

and value of payments are unclear, making it difficult for providers to gauge whether 

there is a clear business case for their participation.  

 

2. The more detail that can be provided on estimated values of transfers, and the 

locations of those transfers, the more accurate and meaningful a proposal will be. The 

global tenders reviewed in this research were designed in isolation from any actual 

programming, meaning there was no guaranteed work for providers responding to the 

tender. Without a clear expectation of the number and quantity of cash transfers 

expected, it is difficult to develop accurate proposals, particularly on pricing, and to 

produce appropriate contracts and service agreements. One service provider decided it 

was not able to provide a proposal to a large global tender as ‘there was not enough 

clarity for us to comfortably submit a proposal we felt confident with’.  
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3.2 Other demand aggregation initiatives  

The following are four examples of initiatives testing out different forms of 

collaboration in payment delivery.  

 

1. CARE and World Vision drought response in Zimbabwe. Between 2015 and 2017, 

CARE and World Vision International (WVI) implemented a programme using mobile 

money to transfer $40.8 million to 73,718 households affected by drought in Zimbabwe. 

Rather than each agency delivering its own transfers via individual contracts with 

mobile network operators, WVI sent the transfers through CARE, which held the 

agreement with mobile money operators in Harare. WVI’s main engagement with the 

operator in the intervention areas focused on implementation and trouble-shooting (e.g. 

account registration, unblocking SIMs, providing training). CARE worked with the 

mobile operator’s central offices on payment delivery and reporting (Bailey et al., 

2016). 

 

2. Lebanon One Unified Inter-Organisational System for E-cards (LOUISE). In 

Lebanon, the presence of several humanitarian organisations providing cash or 

vouchers in response to the crisis in Syria prompted some agencies and donors to 

establish a common delivery system for cash-based responses, as opposed to each 

organisation maintaining separate agreements with different financial service providers. 

The need for collaboration was particularly evident because some humanitarian 

agencies were providing cash or vouchers to the same beneficiaries, leading to the 

distribution of multiple bank cards to the same households. The Lebanon One Unified 

Inter-Organisational System for E-cards (LOUISE) was officially launched in 

December 2016 by the World Food Programme (WFP), the UN High Commissioner 

for Refugees (UNHCR), the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and the Lebanon Cash 

Consortium (a group of NGOs providing cash transfers). LOUISE, and the common 

payment efforts that preceded it, features a single bank card that can be loaded with 

money or voucher credit by multiple agencies. Beneficiaries can redeem food e-

vouchers at participating stores and withdraw cash from ATMs. Opinions on the 

initiative are mixed: some view it as a good example of aid agency collaboration on 

payments, while others question whether LOUISE has indeed replaced participating 

agencies’ pre-existing systems and costs (Bailey and Harvey, 2017). 

 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi7jJmwjeLbAhVGCywKHditAHwQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fiamlouise.com%2F&usg=AOvVaw0NbQqv1p5gVqRi3SBIzfRt
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi7jJmwjeLbAhVGCywKHditAHwQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fiamlouise.com%2F&usg=AOvVaw0NbQqv1p5gVqRi3SBIzfRt
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi7jJmwjeLbAhVGCywKHditAHwQFggpMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fiamlouise.com%2F&usg=AOvVaw0NbQqv1p5gVqRi3SBIzfRt
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3. The Common Cash Facility. Led by UNHCR, the Common Cash Facility (CCF) in 

Jordan is designed to facilitate the delivery of funds by a number of humanitarian 

organisations without each having to initiate separate procurement arrangements, open 

new beneficiary accounts or distribute different cards to beneficiaries. Participating 

organisations benefit from the same terms with the bank, and the more agencies that 

participate, the lower the bank fees. Each organisation maintains a separate, direct 

relationship with the bank, which manages the platform (Gilert and Austin, 2017). In 

2016, $118 million was delivered through the CCF to 40,000 Syrian refugee families, 

accounting for 90% of the cash assistance received by refugees outside camps. As of 

late 2017, ten humanitarian agencies were using the CCF. A review of the CCF found 

that it provides ‘a secure, efficient and innovative cash transfer approach that has 

enabled predictable cash payments at scale to refugees, while accommodating multiple 

organisations’ cash transfer programmes’ (ibid.: 6). It has reduced costs, bringing fees 

down from 5% to 1.15%, and has improved the efficiency, accountability and 

coordination of cash assistance. Initial challenges included recipients’ lack of 

understanding of how to use the system, and ATMs running out of cash because of 

increased demand.   

 

4. The Collaborative Cash Delivery (CCD) platform. The Collaborative Cash Delivery 

(CCD) platform was developed by 15 NGOs and CaLP.5 The CCD’s aim is to ‘provide 

cash to crisis-affected people faster, more efficiently and at a greater scale and quality 

than is presently possible’ (CARE, 2017). The CCD is still taking shape and it is too 

soon to say precisely what it will mean for payment delivery by its members and others.  

 

3.3 The Humanity Ventures platform 

In 2017, MasterCard and the Soros Foundation entered into an agreement to launch a 

social enterprise, Humanity Ventures, to ‘catalyze and accelerate economic and social 

development for vulnerable communities around the world’.6 Humanity Ventures is an 

avenue for MasterCard to develop products and services beyond their normal scope as 

a payments network. Cash transfer programming is one area of product focus; 

                                                 
5 ACF, ACTED, Adeso, CARE, CRS, Concern, DCA, DRC, IRC, Mercy Corps, NRC, Oxfam, Relief 

International, Save the Children and World Vision. 
6 https://newsroom.mastercard.com/press-releases/mastercard-and-george-soros-to-explore-private-

sector-solutions-to-societal-challenges/ 
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Humanity Ventures is developing a platform to integrate existing service providers 

under a set of common standards on data protection, contracting and other business 

requirements. Humanity Ventures recognises there is no one provider that has the 

commercial incentive and/or capacity to meet the global needs of cash transfer 

programming and has set out to solve this by acting as a payment channel aggregator 

in bringing together different payment offerings under a single platform.  The key 

difference between this payment channel aggregation product and others examined for 

this PMC process, is that Humanity Ventures is designing it specifically with the 

humanitarian sector in mind. 

 

While the product is yet to be launched, the concept behind it is intriguing: MasterCard 

as a payment network serves a wide range of financial institution clients across the 

globe. They are well positioned to aggregate a variety of payment services under a set 

of standards and contractual obligations that can provide a broader set of options for 

institutions seeking to make payments in multiple markets and contexts. The product 

would be well aligned with the needs of Component B, and Humanity Ventures is also 

thinking about ways to expand to support the needs of the other components, including 

programme targeting, registration and data analytics. It is encouraging to see Humanity 

Ventures exploring the commercial viability of this type of platform. Even so, the 

initiative will still be limited by many of the other challenges that all providers face 

when trying to deliver payments in humanitarian contexts, particularly in rural areas, 

including market presence and the capacity to handle a large volume of cash transfers. 
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4 Establishing clear roles for Component B  

 

Before discussing the strengths and weaknesses of potential Component B providers in 

detail, it is important to establish a better understanding of the specific roles DG ECHO 

should consider for Component B. The analysis here is based on conversations with 

providers and humanitarian organisations that have implemented cash transfer 

programmes. It should be noted that the roles set out in Table 2 are for an ideal scenario, 

and it may be unrealistic to expect service providers to commit to everything listed here. 

A column has been added that notes where service providers may have difficulty 

committing to certain roles beyond their typical scope.  

 

Table 2: Component B roles and issues 

Component B role Potential issues  

Enable the seamless movement of funds from a 

DG ECHO bank account in Europe to holding 

accounts in countries where funds will be 

disbursed.  

 

This will not be an issue for intermediaries.  

Receive beneficiaries’ personal information from 

Component A actors securely. This is key, as it 

will direct where payments are delivered. Ideally 

this would entail technical integration via an 

Application Programming Interface (API)7 

between the provider’s payment interface and 

Component A’s beneficiary data management 

system. Sharing data via excel spreadsheets is 

possible, but exposes beneficiary data. 

 

This will not be an issue for providers as they all 

have either direct APIs that paying organisations 

can integrate with or an online portal where paying 

organisations can log in and upload beneficiary 

information.  

(If applicable) Issue the necessary payment 

devices (e.g. prepaid cards, mobile SIM cards) 

through which beneficiaries will receive funds. 

This ensures that beneficiaries can access the 

funds, for example through a prepaid card or 

mobile wallet.  

 

This is applicable only where payments are being 

disbursed into stored value accounts.8 It would not 

apply where beneficiaries are receiving physical 

cash rather funds digitally. Intermediaries without 

a presence on the ground may have problems 

taking on this responsibility, and would need to 

coordinate with local partners. In some cases, local 

partners may not be comfortable issuing prepaid 

cards directly to beneficiaries, and may prefer to 

issue them to the implementing organisation 

                                                 
7 API is a software intermediary that allows two applications to talk to each other.  In this case, the API 

connection allows two entities to securely share information. 
8 See glossary for definition. 
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(Component A), which would then distribute the 

cards to beneficiaries.  

(If applicable) Ensure that each beneficiary is 

registered correctly for an account. This would be 

specifically for situations where beneficiaries are 

issued stored value accounts in their own names 

(a bank account or mobile money wallet), which 

requires know your customer (KYC) information.  

This is applicable only when the delivery 

mechanism requires beneficiaries to register for a 

stored value account. Issues can arise in carrying 

out this role for some providers, particularly for 

intermediaries, which are often aggregating 

different payment channels together and do not 

‘own’ the end-customer experience. These 

providers would need to organise registration 

through a local payment channel (e.g. mobile 

money provider or prepaid card issuer), which 

could result in delays or a lack of oversight.  

 

Ensure funds are both delivered and (when 

applicable) accessible to beneficiaries. If 

delivered through a digital channel such as a pre-

paid card or mobile phone, the implementer of 

Component B will need to ensure that service 

points (e.g. point-of-sale, ATM or retail agent) are 

available and have sufficient cash liquidity to 

allow beneficiaries to access funds in a timely 

manner. The difference between delivery of funds 

and access to funds is discussed in Box 2 below. 

 

Providers in general may have reservations 

committing to this role, but intermediaries will find 

it particularly challenging. Similar to the issuance 

and registration roles mentioned above, the 

provider will have to ensure access to cash via local 

partners, and so do not have direct control or 

oversight over the locations where beneficiaries 

access cash. If the payment delivery channel is cash 

pick-up at an agent there may be fewer issues with 

including this role, but if mobile money or prepaid 

cards are being used many providers, and 

particularly aggregators, will find it difficult to 

commit to this level of responsibility. One 

exception would be money transfer operators, 

which typically manage their own networks of pay-

out locations.  

Conduct any troubleshooting and address 

complaints from beneficiaries directly or via 

Component A staff.  

 

Intermediaries will most likely depend on their 

local payment channel partners (e.g. mobile money 

providers, banks) to handle complaints from 

individual beneficiaries, but will take feedback and 

conduct troubleshooting from either DG ECHO 

directly or more likely Component A organisations 

working with beneficiaries on the ground.  

Reconcile transferred funds with holding accounts 

and facilitate the seamless flow of funds back to a 

DG ECHO bank account. Provide reconciliation 

and account statements to designated financial 

management staff at DG ECHO.  

 

This will not be an issue for any provider.  

Provide transaction reports to DG ECHO and the 

implementer of Component A that show, for 

example: the name of each individual receiving 

funds; the status of each transaction (successful, 

This will not be an issue for any provider.  
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failed, pending); when each payment was made; 

the amount; and any fees incurred. These reports 

may include additional information based on 

specific programme needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 below uses data from the above table to analyse service providers’ strengths 

and weaknesses in relation to key Component B roles. 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 2: Delivery of funds and access to funds in digital payments 

For most cash transfer recipients, physical cash is more useful than digital money, and 

beneficiaries usually prefer to withdraw cash rather than make purchases using digital money. 

This may not be as entrenched in urban areas, where more merchants accept digital payments, 

but most people will seek to convert money received on a prepaid card or mobile wallet into 

cash as quickly as possible. It is therefore important to distinguish between a provider’s ability 

to send money digitally to a prepaid card or mobile wallet, and their ability to ensure that the 

recipient will be able to access and use those funds in a way convenient to them (e.g. 

withdrawing funds at an ATM or mobile money agent). 

  

One example: in 2015 and 2016, Save the Children used mobile money to deliver cash 

transfers as part of its response to the Ebola outbreak in West Africa. While the mobile 

money service provider was able to help Save the Children with issuing SIM cards and 

registering beneficiaries, and was able to ensure that funds were delivered to beneficiary 

wallets, it could not guarantee that beneficiaries could access (cash out) those funds with its 

mobile money agents. To resolve this, Save the Children offered a small number of willing 

agents additional commission paid for through programme funds to facilitate cash out 

activities. The agency also provided agents with transportation in programme cars and 

supported access to liquidity through its strong banking relationships. While an extreme 

example, this nonetheless highlights the importance of distinguishing between delivery of 

funds and access to funds. 

 

Access to funds can be less important if the withdrawal of cash is not necessary.  For 

example, in scenarios where beneficiaries are able to use their prepaid cards to purchase 

goods, then they may no longer may need to withdraw cash.  The issue with this is merchant 

payment infrastructure, like points-of-service infrastructure, typically exists mainly in urban 

settings.  Finding merchants who accept digital money in rural areas will be a challenge, as 

cash is still the dominant form of payment.  In fact, cash is still the dominant form of payment 

in most emerging markets, regardless of whether a transaction is happening in a rural or 

urban setting.  
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Figure 3: Payment service provider capacity analysis   
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5 Payment service providers  

 

Based on our desk research and interviews, we identified eight types of provider that 

could carry out the Component B roles described in Section 4: 

 

1. Banks 

2. International money transfer operators  

3. Mobile network providers offering mobile money products  

4. Payment channel aggregators  

5. Payment networks 

6. Payment processors  

7. Large implementing partner (IP) organisations  

8. Multilateral development banks  

 

This section explores the strengths and weaknesses of the first seven categories of 

provider, their pricing structures, RFP considerations and other key characteristics. 

Multilateral development banks are not included in the analysis because they do not 

have direct contractual relationships with providers delivering core Component B roles. 

They are potential partners for DG ECHO generally, inasmuch as they often have strong 

relationships with governments in the countries where DG ECHO provides funding, 

and may be advising governments on social protection or other relevant programmes. 

However, conversations with representatives of the Word Bank and Inter-American 

Development Bank indicate that the requirements under Component B, specifically 

transferring funds to beneficiaries, are too far removed from their typical operations for 

multilateral banks to take them on. For example, while multilaterals provide technical 

support to governments implementing social protection programmes, they do not 

manage contractual relationships with the financial service providers delivering the 

actual payments, leaving it to governments either to contract directly with a financial 

service provider, or contract an implementing organisation to manage the relationship.  

 

5.1 Payment channel providers and intermediaries (aggregators)  

A primary objective of this study is to provide DG ECHO with a detailed analysis of 

the payments/cash transfer market and the range of service providers that could 

potentially support Component B activities. More specifically, DG ECHO is looking to 
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better understand which providers can deliver on the roles of Component B using a 

variety of payment delivery mechanisms (e.g. cash in hand, prepaid card), and can 

do so in multiple countries. 

 

Some types of provider are more likely than others to be able to provide the services 

required in multiple markets through one contractual agreement with DG ECHO. This 

study terms this group payment channel providers. These are typically entities with 

direct ownership of the payment delivery mechanism, whether a prepaid card or mobile 

money product. Payment channel providers will usually be a locally regulated entity 

licenced to operate and deliver specific financial services in a given country. They also 

have direct control of the points-of-service where beneficiaries access cash, and will be 

in charge of ensuring that cash is available at these locations. Three types of provider 

fall into this category: banks, mobile network operators and payment networks. 

 

Figure 4: Payment channel provider contract flow 

 

 

The other group of providers – referred to here as intermediaries – delivers services 

across a variety of markets, usually by aggregating payment channel providers in 

multiple countries. These intermediaries manage contractual relationships with local 

payment channel providers, and their clients facilitate payments in multiple countries 

through a range of mechanisms (e.g. direct to a bank account, mobile wallet or prepaid 

card). This category comprises the other four types of provider identified in this 

research: money transfer operators, payment channel aggregators, payment processors 

and large implementing partner organisations. 
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Figure 5: Intermediary provider contract flow 

 

 

 

 

5.2 The service provider landscape: a summary 

Transferring money from a donor in one country to an individual in another is 

surprisingly complex. In most cases, payments require multiple actors, resulting in 

multiple contracts and multiple interconnected relationships. DG ECHO will need to 

assess several key criteria when considering the best potential partners for Component 

B. Table 3 summarises the strengths and weaknesses of the seven categories of provider 

identified in this research (both payment channel providers and intermediaries) as they 

relate to the functions of Component B.



 

 

Table 3: Payment provider landscape analysis 

 

Core services  Banks Payment 

networks 

Mobile network 

operators 

Payment channel 

aggregators  

Money transfer 

operators 

Payment 

processors 

Implementing partners 

Selection of 

provider 

organisations 

interviewed 

Ecobank, 

BLF, Cairo 

Amman 

MasterCard 

Visa 

MTN, Vodafone Segovia, 

TransferTo, 

World Remit, 

Hyperwallet 

Western Union, Ria, 

Moneytrans 

Prepaid 

Financial 

Services, CSC, 

Squid 

WFP, UNHCR, Mercy Corps, 

CRS, IRC, Save the Children 

Main services 

provided  
• Cash 

management  

• Bank 

accounts  

• Bulk 

payments  

• Card 

issuance and 

merchant 

acquisition  

 

• Payment 

settlement  

• Fraud 

prevention  

• Cash 

management 

(outsourced) 

• Mobile money 

wallets  

• Person to person  

• Bulk payments  

 

 

• Bulk payments • Cash management 

(outsourced) 

• International 

remittances 

(primary) 

• Bulk payments 

(secondary) 

• Card 

issuance 

• Bulk 

Payments  

• Cash management 

(outsourced) 

• Contractual relationship, 

management of local partners  

 

Geographic reach Usually country-

level or regional 

Global Regional but 

contracts signed at 

country level 

Determined by 

payment channel 

contracts but 

typically global 

Often global with 

specific regional 

strengths (‘corridors’) 

Country or 

regional levels. 

Some can offer 

global prepaid 

solutions  

Global, regional, country-level  

Regions Middle-income 

(Middle East) 

Middle-

income 

Middle- and low-

income 

Middle- and low-

income 

Middle- and low-

income 

Middle-income Middle- and low-income 

Local partnership 

structures 

Strong 

partnerships 

with local 

payment 

providers  

Payment 

processors 

Partner with banks 

for regulatory 

reasons but usually 

control payment 

stream end-to-end 

No local presence 

beyond mobile 

network operator 

partnership 

Banks for fund 

settlement, local 

networks for cash 

distribution  

Banks, payment 

networks (e.g. 

MasterCard) 

Strong local partnerships in 

multiple countries   
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Cash distribution 

channels 

Mostly urban 

branches, 

ATMs, directly 

managed 

Via bank and 

payment 

processor 

partners  

Numerous, with 

limited liquidity; 

urban, peri-urban, 

sometimes rural, 

directly managed 

Indirectly 

managed via local 

payment channel 

partner (e.g. 

mobile network 

operator or bank) 

Numerous with well- 

supported liquidity; 

urban and peri-urban, 

directly managed 

Mostly urban 

(ATMs), can 

manage directly 

or indirectly  

Only via payment partners 

(could be an intermediary or 

local payment channel)  

Recipient 

relationship 

Sometimes No Yes No Sometimes Sometimes Yes 

Bulk payment 

capacity  

Yes Yes Sometimes Yes Sometimes  Yes Yes 

Product 

registration and 

KYC 

Little ability to 

register 

individuals; 

strong on KYC 

requirements 

No High ability to 

register individuals; 

strong on KYC 

requirements 

No ability to 

register or meet 

KYC 

requirements 

except via partner 

No account 

registration 

necessary; strong on 

KYC requirements 

No account 

registration 

necessary; KYC 

requirements 

typically the 

responsibility of 

paying 

institution (e.g. 

implementing 

partner) 

High ability to register 

individuals; can help bank 

partners meet KYC requirements 

Pricing structure 

options 

Dependent on 

local context, 

most likely a % 

of total transfers 

Normally a flat 

fee per 

transaction. 

Pricing 

dependent on 

country  

Typically tiered flat 

fees depending on 

amount sent 

Additional cost on 

top of local 

provider fees. 

Typically flat fee 

Percentage charged to 

processor/merchant 

Varied and can 

be complex 

(potential for 

hidden fees)  

Unknown, but most likely a per 

transaction fee  

Acceptance of 

financial risk  

Yes Yes Yes No Sometimes Sometimes No  

Ability to/ interest 

in serving as a 

regional 

intermediary 

(based on  PMC 

feedback) 

Medium ability; 

low interest 

Low ability; 

high interest 

(for their 

partners such 

as payment 

processors and 

banks)  

Low ability and 

interest only at a 

country level 

Medium ability; 

medium interest  

Medium ability; high 

interest  

Medium ability; 

medium interest 

Low/medium ability; low 

interest  



 

In an ideal world, the Component B implementer will provide DG ECHO with the 

ability to deliver funds in multiple markets via a single service agreement, while also 

having direct management over points-of-service: the physical locations where 

beneficiaries pick up funds, either in physical cash (e.g. a money transfer agent) or via 

a prepaid card or mobile money wallet (e.g. an ATM or mobile money agent). As 

discussed above, guaranteeing that beneficiaries have access to cash is one of the most 

difficult aspects of any cash transfer programme. Working with providers that manage 

points-of-service directly can make it more likely that there will be enough liquidity for 

all beneficiaries to access cash. This is not a hard and fast rule, and some providers that 

do not have direct management over points-of-service will work closely with local 

partners that do to ensure that cash is available. Levels of liquidity are also likely to be 

higher in urban areas.  

 

No provider is able to provide intermediary services while also owning local points-of-

service.  There are some contexts, however, in which Money transfer operators and 

payment processors do directly manage points-of-service, rather than outsourcing this 

to a local partner. Money transfer operators in particular are used to being held 

accountable for the funds being accessed, as the majority of their business is done 

through cash pick-up, meaning they ‘own’ the customer experience all the way through 

to the recipient picking up cash from one of the agents. Depending on the market, 

payment processors that issue prepaid cards may also have oversight of points-of-

service. Banks and mobile network operators may not be able to play an intermediary 

role, but do have direct management and ownership of points-of-service. Payment 

networks such as Visa and MasterCard provide payment channels, but points-of-service 

around those payments (e.g. ATMs, merchants with payment terminals) are managed 

via partners.  It should also be noted that having ownership over the customer 

experience and points-of-service often correlates to providers being more open to 

acceptance of financial risks, which are discussed in more detail in Section 6 below. 

Finally, payment channel aggregators and implementing partners can provide services 

across multiple markets via one service agreement, but they do not directly manage 

points-of-service. Typically, they work closely with points-of-service managers to 

ensure that there is enough liquidity to serve beneficiaries.  
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5.3 Service provider categories: strengths and weaknesses  

This section provides more details on the strengths and weaknesses of each service 

provider type, their pricing structures, considerations for RFP development, and 

additional key factors that DG ECHO should consider when assessing providers’ 

appropriateness for Component B. This section is intended as a high-level summary: 

Annex C should be consulted for more detailed descriptions of each category of service 

provider.  

   

5.3.1 Payment channel providers  

 

Banks  

Banks are the gatekeepers of financial services in a country. Whether they are directly 

involved in ensuring that funds are delivered to beneficiaries, or facilitate the movement 

and settlement of funds from a donor account in a foreign country, banks will be 

involved at some point in any cash transfer.  

 

Component B strengths. Banks are licensed to deliver the vast majority of financial 

services, and typically are seen as the hub for many of the other types of providers 

examined here. Other providers, such as money transfer operators, mobile network 

operators and payment processors, are usually required to partner with banks, which 

provide the underlying compliance procedures and licences necessary to facilitate 

payment services.  

 

Component B weaknesses. In most contexts, especially in emerging markets, banks are 

not well known for their ability to serve clients in rural areas. Bank branch infrastructure 

can be expensive to establish, which means that branches are often limited to more 

densely populated areas. Even banks with cheaper branchless banking models often 

find it difficult to reach rural clients as agents must still adhere to regulations that keep 

costs at a level that hurts the commercial viability of a rural agent network.  Specific 

national regulations mean that banks are typically unable to provide a uniform service 

from country to country or at a regional level. While banks like Ecobank, for example, 

are present in 36 countries in Africa, DG ECHO would need to go through individual 

customer due diligence and KYC procedures to open accounts in each country, and 
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could not hold a master services agreement that enabled service delivery in multiple 

countries.  

 

Pricing. As banks usually need to bring in additional partners to facilitate cash transfers, 

there will typically be additional pricing layers. Banks may extend payment services 

for free or at lower cost for larger customers, or where they want to encourage higher 

levels of deposits. DG ECHO would likely fit the profile of a bank client with 

sufficiently large deposits to justify discounted pricing, but may be required to maintain 

minimum account balances.  

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. As a category, banks had the lowest 

representation in this PMC process. While banks do participate in RFPs, their 

preference is to work through existing commercial banking clients, and RFPs are not 

necessarily their favoured route to acquiring customers. Banks as a sector may be under-

represented in any global tender process.  

 

Summary. Banks will be involved at some level in Component B activities, as they are 

typically part of an intermediary’s network of local payment channels. Yet they may 

not be best placed to play the primary Component B provider role because they will not 

be able to provide DG ECHO with a single contract that enables payment services in 

multiple markets. Banks will most likely be involved as local purveyors of payments 

services, but will not be able to provide a service that reaches multiple markets without 

multiple contractual agreements.  

 

Mobile network operators 

Mobile network operators are crucial in establishing the connectivity many 

humanitarian operations need in order to function. Over the past decade, they have also 

ventured into the payments sector with the advent of mobile money. There are currently 

690 million registered mobile money accounts worldwide, and mobile money operators 

typically process over $1 billion per day (GSMA, 2017). 

 

Component B strengths. Mobile money operators have established extensive networks 

of points-of-service through mobile money agents. These agents perform a variety of 

functions, including registering clients, handling deposits and withdrawals and 
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facilitating over-the-counter payments. There are 2.9 million active agents around the 

world today (GSMA, 2017). The majority of large multi-country mobile network 

operators offering mobile money also offer a bulk payment facility, usually through a 

web interface accessed by the organisation making the payments. Bulk payments were 

the fastest-growing mobile money product in 2016 (GSMA, 2016).  

 

Component B weaknesses. Like banks, mobile network operators such as MTN and 

Vodafone may have a presence in multiple countries, but are unable to offer a single 

master agreement for all their mobile money services in various markets. Most stated 

that, while there can be an agreement at the headquarters level, individual contracts 

would also have to be negotiated for each country because each country office has a 

different ownership structure and has to adhere to different local regulations governing 

telecommunications and financial services. As recipients of mobile money typically 

need access to a mobile phone, people without phones or who do not know how to use 

them may be excluded. In some cases, cash transfer programmes have provided SIM 

cards to beneficiaries without phones, on the assumption that they knew someone with 

a phone that they could use to make mobile money transactions, or could use a mobile 

money agent to cash out.  

 

Pricing. For mobile money products directly offered through mobile network operators, 

pricing is typically lower than where the service is being accessed via an intermediary. 

Interviewees stated that, while working with a local entity generally helps to reduce the 

cost per transaction, the administrative costs related to establishing these relationships 

can be considerable. Costs are typically levied on both the sending and withdrawal of 

funds; providers will either charge a flat percentage or apply a tiered pricing structure 

based on the amount sent. 

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. Four mobile network operators (Vodafone, 

MTN, Airtel and Orange) participated in this PMC process. MTN, Airtel and Orange 

were clear that the type of regional services DG ECHO seeks were not possible with 

them directly, and instead pointed us towards aggregators and money transfer operators 

they have partnered with to allow payments to be made via their mobile money 

platform. Vodafone seemed keener to work directly with an RFP process, but the 

question remains how contractual relationships would work with each country office.  
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Summary. Mobile network operators offering mobile money products are strong 

candidates for cash transfer programmes in rural settings. While mobile money 

continues to grow, with over 276 live mobile money products across 90 countries, only 

47 of these have reached any kind of significant scale. This means that, while mobile 

money is an intriguing channel for service delivery in rural areas, there are still many 

contexts where mobile money is not functioning very well. Working directly with 

network operators will limit DG ECHO’s ability to work across a variety of markets. 

Aggregators (discussed below in more detail) can provide a way around this challenge.  

 

Payment networks  

MasterCard and Visa are the best-known names in the payments world, yet many people 

do not realise that they are not really payment companies, but rather payment 

technology companies. Networks such as MasterCard, Visa, UnionPay and JCB do not 

issue stored-value accounts themselves; rather, they provide the platforms other 

stakeholders use to facilitate payments and issue stored-value products. The vast 

majority of these networks still use card-based payments. 

 

Component B strengths. Payment networks, like banks, act as a hub for many different 

payment providers in any given market. Payment networks work very closely with 

banks, their largest customers, and often help introduce service providers to a market. 

Payment networks also have the power to set enabling rules and standards. For example, 

MasterCard recently launched a new set of standards that allows its payment processors 

to issue prepaid cards across borders if the account originates from an issuing bank in 

the European Union (EU). This enables the issuance of a prepaid card anywhere in the 

world without the need to establish a relationship with a local bank.  

 

Component B weaknesses. Payment networks will probably not be an ideal Component 

B service provider because they would not be contractually responsible for carrying out 

Component B activities. The Humanity Ventures product MasterCard is planning to 

launch in late 2018 would play more of a payment channel aggregator role (discussed 

below).  
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Pricing. Payment networks almost always structure pricing based on a percentage of 

the total transaction. 

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. Payment networks were not generally 

interested in participating in any tender issued by DG ECHO, and would most likely 

direct the tender to partner organisations such as banks and payment processors.  It 

should be noted that, while MasterCard is a payments network, the Humanity Ventures 

product should be considered a payment channel aggregator.  Humanity Ventures is 

extremely interested in this PMC process, and would certainly participate in a tender 

process should one occur. 

 

Summary. As technology providers, payment networks are not necessarily the right fit 

for Component B. There would be value in including them in an RFP process, but DG 

ECHO should expect to be referred to payment processors and other entities that use 

the payment networks’ technology. DG ECHO should monitor what becomes of the 

Humanity Ventures initiative.  

 

5.3.2 Intermediaries 

  

Money transfer operators 

Money transfer operators provide international remittance services to individuals or 

organisations seeking to send money overseas. A record $466 billion in remittances 

flowed into developing countries in 2017, most of it facilitated by money transfer firms 

(World Bank, 2018). Companies such as MoneyGram, Western Union and Ria have 

established networks of banks and agents across the globe.  

 

Component B strengths. Money transfer operators as a category have the biggest global 

reach. Larger organisations such as Western Union operate in over 200 countries and 

have over 500,000 points-of-service. These are sometimes directly managed, or are 

linked to partner banks to help ensure that sufficient cash is always on hand. The typical 

average transaction is around $350, a relatively large amount, indicating that liquidity 

is a priority. Transfer operators offer one contract that can facilitate payments to a 

variety of countries via a range of mechanisms (cash pick-up, direct to bank accounts, 

mobile money). 
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Component B weaknesses. While money transfer operators have wide geographic 

coverage and a strong network of points-of-service, they are usually tied closely to bank 

branches to support their liquidity, and as a consequence have more limited reach in 

rural areas. They are also usually used for person-to-person transactions, where one 

individual sends money to another, rather than for bulk payments to many individuals. 

Many money transfer operators may not have bulk payment products that meet the 

reporting and security requirements of cash transfer programmes.  

 

When sending money that needs to be recouped in cash, money transfer operators 

require a Money Transfer Control Number (MTCN), a code generated by the transfer 

operator that the payer shares with the payee, which is then used to release the funds 

(often in addition to other proofs of identity). These codes are created at the point-of-

service where the sender deposits the funds. This process can become arduous when 

sending payments to many people simultaneously. Money transfer operators are not 

responsible for ensuring that the MTCN reaches the fund recipient: this depends on the 

sender.  As such, a Component A organisation would most likely be responsible for 

distributing the codes, increasing the overall cost of the transaction. It is possible for 

money transfer operators to use different means of confirming the identity of recipients, 

but the MTCN is the typical protocol for companies like Western Union.  

 

Pricing. Typical pricing structures fall into two categories: fees for sending the funds, 

which are typically based on the amount; and percentage points on foreign exchange 

rates. At a global level, the average fee for sending $200 in 2017 was around $14 (7%). 

Some transfer operators do not charge any fees, but will recover costs by applying a 

foreign exchange spread (e.g. recover the funds by using a lower exchange rate than the 

market rate).  

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. Money transfer operators expressed 

general interest in the PMC, and seven were interviewed. There is precedent for their 

participation in similar tenders, as the majority of global tenders discussed earlier have 

contracted with one of the larger operators, such as Western Union or MoneyGram.  

 

Summary. Money transfer operators are a strong option where customer experience is 

uniform from market to market. For example, with Western Union recipients will 
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experience the same cash pick-up experience whether they are in Ghana or Jordan. 

While they are a good way to deliver money quickly in the short term, they can be 

expensive and may not have agent coverage outside of urban or peri-urban locations. 

As a result, humanitarian organisations use them to meet a short-term need while they 

look for cheaper, more appropriate solutions.  

 

Payment channel aggregators  

Payment channel aggregators develop contractual relationships with a variety of 

payment channel providers in multiple markets. They are very similar to money transfer 

operators, though they typically focus on digital transfers rather than cash.9 Money 

transfer operators are also typically larger, and sometimes manage their points-of-

service directly, while payment channel aggregators are entirely dependent on local 

payment channels to manage this aspect of their operations. MasterCard’s Humanity 

Ventures concept is applicable to this category of payment providers.   

 

Component B strengths. With aggregators, one contractual agreement allows for 

payments in multiple markets through multiple types of service provider. Aggregators 

will take care of contractual relationships on the ground and help clients make payments 

quickly. Aggregators also have robust bulk payment products as many of their clients 

are businesses that require this. This can make the user experience, reporting and 

reconciliation of payments more appropriate to the needs of cash transfer programmes. 

 

Component B weaknesses. Aggregators often have little or no physical presence in a 

country as they rely heavily on the infrastructure of their payment partners. This means 

that all cash management and points-of-service (e.g. agents) are likely to be out of their 

direct control, leaving them with very little oversight of cash liquidity management.  

 

Pricing. Working with aggregators will add another layer of cost because they are 

offering a service on top of another payment provider’s. For example, if an aggregator 

is providing payments via a mobile money wallet, the cost will include the local 

provider’s fee for sending the funds plus the aggregator’s fee, which can be either fixed 

or a percentage of the total transaction.  

                                                 
9 Some payment channel aggregators can also offer cash pick up services.   
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Interest in participating in a tender process. Payment channel aggregators were 

generally interested in participating in a tender from DG ECHO, and many had already 

been involved in similar tenders. Those that had gone through tenders had suggestions 

for making the process more efficient. This feedback is provided in Section 3.1 above, 

under the section on RFP lessons from payment providers.  

 

Summary. Aside from being more expensive than a local provider, aggregators are a 

strong candidate for Component B. They have invested time and money in establishing 

relationships with local payment providers, which would take time for a humanitarian 

organisation to facilitate. The primary concern for DG ECHO is whether aggregators 

can work closely with local payment partners to ensure that any potential problems 

around liquidity at points-of-service or other troubleshooting issues are resolved 

quickly.  

 

 

Payment processors  

Payment processors utilise the technology of payment networks such as  MasterCard 

and Visa and provide authorisation and settlement services on behalf of their clients, 

which could be banks that issue cards or merchants or humanitarian organisations 

making payments to beneficiaries. Processors can take many different forms, but they 

are typically third parties playing a management role between the payment network and 

the individual payers, merchants and banks that interact with the network. Examples of 

this type of payment processor include Prepaid Financial Services and CSC Bank, both 

of which have provided services to cash transfer programmes in Lebanon and Turkey. 

Payment processors can act as principal or associate members of a variety of different 

payment networks such as MasterCard and Visa. These memberships enable payment 

processors to provide services such as prepaid cards using Visa, MasterCard or other 

payment networks. Processors that issue cards are also typically registered as e-money 

issuers, similar to mobile money providers in their primary countries of operation. 

 

Component B strengths. Processors connected to global payment networks such as Visa 

and MasterCard can provide prepaid cards anywhere where access to these payment 

networks is available. While payment processors are often dependent on local payment 
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partners for the management of points-of-service where prepaid cards can be used (e.g. 

ATMs), in some cases a payment processor may manage points-of-service directly. 

Payment processors typically work directly with businesses rather than with individual 

clients and their bulk payment products are relatively strong, providing clients with the 

ability to manage the card balances of payment recipients while also offering robust 

transactional reporting (e.g. paying organisations can see when and where the card was 

used).   

 

Component B weaknesses. Payment processors are often dependent on points-of-

service that require costly infrastructure (e.g. ATM or point-of-sale terminal) to support 

the withdrawal of funds, which makes them less relevant for rural settings. They also 

rarely have end-user relationships, meaning that a payment processor will issue prepaid 

cards to a humanitarian organisation, which then distributes them to beneficiaries. This 

would prevent payment processors from fulfilling some of the Component B roles 

discussed above, specifically regarding distribution of the payment delivery mechanism 

to beneficiaries.  

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. Payment processors interviewed for this 

PMC were generally interested in participating in a tender from DG ECHO. All are 

based in Europe, which means they can take advantage of MasterCard’s new standards 

on prepaid card issuance globally. Payment processors that had previously participated 

in RFPs also gave some advice on how to improve the process, which can be found in 

Section 3.1 under the section on RFP lessons from payment providers. 

 

Summary. Payment processors can play an important role under Component B in 

programmes in more urban contexts, where banking infrastructure is readily available. 

They can provide prepaid cards that can be used at any ATM or point-of-sale terminal 

operating on one of the major payment networks. They can deliver cards in a variety of 

markets, but may require support (including from Component A actors) to distribute 

cards to beneficiaries.  

 

Large implementing partner organisations  

For the purposes of this PMC, implementing partner organisations include any large 

international NGO or UN agency that has implemented cash transfer programmes in a 
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variety of locations and contexts. Organisations such as WFP, UNHCR, Mercy Corps, 

IRC and Save the Children have worked with many different types of payment service 

providers (both intermediaries and payment channel providers). These organisations 

traditionally handle all three components of a cash transfer programme (e.g. A, B and 

C). Some have built up strong capacities to assess and select appropriate payment 

providers. WFP, for example, has contractual relationships with over 80 financial 

service providers in multiple countries. While they do not provide the actual payment 

mechanisms, implementing partners have contractual relationships with a variety of 

payment options around the world, similar to other intermediary companies discussed 

in this section.   

 

Component B strengths. Implementing partners will have the most well-rounded 

understanding of a cash transfer programme’s payment delivery needs for both the 

payer and the payee. An implementing partner in a Component B role may be able to 

coordinate more efficiently with Components A and C as they would most likely have 

had previous experience of being Component A and C implementers themselves. 

Implementing partners have an in depth understanding of how cash transfer 

programmes function that other intermediary entities covered by the PMC do not have.  

 

Component B weaknesses. While the capacity of implementing partners to assess and 

partner with service providers has greatly improved in recent years, they still do not 

have the same level of payment industry expertise as other categories of intermediary. 

Like payment channel aggregators, they also have no control over points-of-service, 

which may create problems around access to funds. Finally, implementing partners do 

not manage relationships with service providers in a centralised manner. Relationships 

are typically developed via country offices and presence on the ground. While they have 

a broad range of contractual relationships, there is no current way to consolidate all of 

those relationships under one team or central unit. 

 

Interest in participating in a tender process. Implementing partners were concerned by 

the implications of playing the Component B role if it meant they would be unable to 

participate in Component A activities. These are humanitarian organisations whose 

primary functions are to support the Component A roles. They were reluctant to confirm 
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their interest in participating in a tender process without additional clarity and detail on 

what it would mean for them to take on the Component B role.  

 

Summary. Large humanitarian organisations implementing cash transfer programmes 

around the world have established contractual relationships with payment service 

providers. They can use these relationships to play an intermediary role in serving the 

activities involved in Component B. Yet their relationships with service providers are 

usually managed in a decentralised manner at a country level, which means that 

investment would be needed for them to restructure in a more centralised way. They 

are also generally not interested in providing Component B services if it means they are 

unable to participate in Component A or C activities as well.  

 

 

5.4 Pricing Structure Analysis  

 

Pricing structures for payment solutions are nearly always based on a per transaction 

basis, meaning that for each transaction (e.g. loading funds onto a card, sending funds 

to a mobile money wallet, or arranging a cash pick up) there will be an additional fee 

added. Transaction fees normally take either the form of a flat per transaction fee or a 

percentage of the total amount of the transaction.  In some cases, such as some mobile 

money products, there is a pricing structure that establishes pricing tiers based on the 

amounts being sent (See MNOs in Annex C for more details).  

 

Foreign exchange rates are also a key factor to consider, particularly when using 

payment channel aggregators and money transfer organisations.  Typically, these 

organisations will charge a transaction fee in addition to taking a spread on the foreign 

exchange, which will be reflected in the amount the beneficiary would receive in the 

local currency.  Please see details on how foreign exchange spreads work in Annex C.   

 

The variability of these pricing structures often results in transaction fees being highly 

dependent on the volume and value of payments being delivered.  Simply put, higher 

volumes and values enable the ability to negotiate lower pricing structures.   
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As was described in section 3.1, service providers find it difficult to provide accurate 

pricing to tenders that lack details around the volume, value and geography of 

payments.  This remained true throughout the interview process for this PMC, which 

did not have a specific scope behind it.  When asked about pricing, the providers gave 

a general structure as they were unable to provide specific pricing details without 

additional information on geography, volumes and values.  This is another reason DG 

ECHO should consider tenders focused on specific countries, as this will enable 

service providers to develop more robust proposals.  Annex C provides details on 

these general pricing structures for each provider segment. 

 

Tables 4 and 5 below provide examples of prices for a select group of service provider 

segments in two different country contexts.  Service provider segments that have more 

focused products such as payment channel aggregators or money transfer 

organisations, typically have clearer pricing than those that are providing many 

different services, such as a bank.  The tables compare the prices of intermediary 

service providers with the price of a local service provider. These tables are based on 

pricing tables that were provided to the consultants during the PMC process, and do 

not represent any final price offerings.  

 

Table 4:  Pricing Examples - Jordan using a prepaid card  

 

Provider Type Transaction Amount ($) 

 

Transaction Fee  

Local Provider (Bank) 100.00 2.00 

Payment Channel 

Aggregator 

100.00 5.50 

MTO  100.00 6.50 

 

Table 5:  Pricing examples- Rwanda using mobile money 

 

Provider Type Transaction Amount Transaction Fee  

Local Provider (MNO) 100.00 2.40 

Payment Channel 

Aggregator 

100.00 4.78   

MTO  100.00 6.75 
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6 Contractual considerations and risk analysis  

 

While RFPs and tender procedures are important, contract negotiations are the most 

important part of the process. One interviewee who had gone through a tender stated 

that ‘proposals are not great ways to uncover the whole story, while contract 

negotiations are’. Contractual agreements play an important role in helping to define 

roles and responsibilities and pricing and are a primary way to mitigate potential risks. 

While local payment channel providers are crucial, DG ECHO is seeking intermediaries 

that can help facilitate relationships with multiple local payment channels in multiple 

markets. This section focuses on risks and risk mitigation related to working with 

intermediaries.  

 

6.1 Service delivery contracts  

Under a segregation of duties, it is expected that DG ECHO would need to have 

contractual relationships with Components A, B and C. The proposal stage of a 

procurement is often seen as the honeymoon period where big ideas and promises on 

service delivery are made. Contract negotiations are where the details are uncovered, 

and where each party ensures that they are mitigating as much potential risk as possible. 

Strong contractual relationships can help set realistic expectations for both sides and 

establish ways to mitigate the risks associated with implementing cash transfer 

programmes.  

 

Service providers and humanitarian organisations usually have their own templates and 

clauses within agreements, leading to extended negotiations before a final version is 

agreed. Payment providers interviewed for this PMC said that negotiations with 

humanitarian organisations could last as long as a year. Beyond required clause 

language, the largest sticking points encountered during contract negotiations are 

related to pricing and key performance indicators (KPIs) for the delivery of payment 

services, and the legal implications of not meeting them. KPIs can be set within the 

contract through scopes of work and service level agreements, which can help identify 

the extent of services the provider is willing to deliver. Service providers will never 

commit to services that fall outside of their control, so in some circumstances the KPIs 
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on a service level agreement may be greatly reduced depending on the comfort level 

and confidence of the provider. 

  

It is difficult to develop KPIs in the absence of a set programme or geographic location. 

As discussed above, master services agreements allow the parties to agree general 

clause language, but the scope of work and service level agreement details are left open 

until a provider’s services are needed and more specific details, such as location, 

number of beneficiaries and volume of payments, can be provided. These higher-level 

agreements are effectively contractual placeholders; negotiations will still be required 

regarding the scope of work and service level agreement sections of the contract. Annex 

D provides a list of potential KPIs reflecting key roles and responsibilities of 

Component B providers, and highlights where providers may have problems in 

committing to specific KPIs, and possible solutions.  

 

In addition to strong KPIs, it is also important for DG ECHO to explore the typical 

escalation processes usually outlined in the service level agreement section of a 

contract.  The service level agreement is typically part of a contract with a  technology 

provider that highlights how any issues that may arise with the service will be 

addressed.  Service level agreements should contain escalation processes that ensure 

any issues with a service provider’s platform can be resolved rapidly.   

 

6.2 Component-to-component agreements  

While DG ECHO is seeking greater efficiency through the segregation of tasks, the 

PMC process found that this may in fact require an extra layer of contracts. Regardless 

of the types of agreements DG ECHO establishes with each component, operationally 

each component will be beholden to the other and will need to establish contracts that 

clarify how they will coordinate among themselves.  

 

Private sector companies with experience of implementing cash transfer programmes 

cited a range of ways in which Component A and Component B actors are co-

dependent. In markets like Lebanon, Turkey and Jordan, where there is strong financial 

infrastructure in place, the private sector can fully engage in most Component B 

activities. However, when making payments in, say, rural Uganda, Component A actors 

will be required to fill some of the infrastructure gaps in order to ensure both the 
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delivery of funds, and beneficiaries’ access to them. One service provider interviewed 

said that implementing partner organisations (which would typically play a Component 

A role) were an ‘integral part of getting funds to the beneficiary, as digital systems only 

go so far’. Referencing the illustrative roles suggested in Section 4, Table 6 highlights 

areas where Component A and B relationships may need to be flexible depending on 

the context. Any roles identified as needing flexibility will likely require different 

scopes of work for each Component in different country contexts. For example, in 

Turkey, Component A actors do not need to be so heavily involved in ensuring liquidity 

at ATMs, whereas in rural Uganda Component A actors may have to support mobile 

money agents in gaining access to enough cash.   

 

Table 6: Component B roles that may need Component A support 

 

 

6.3 Risk analysis  

 This PMC process explored the primary risk concerns of interviewees, which are 

summarised in Table 7 below. While this framework is a good start, further analysis of 

the risks associated with directly contracting Component B stakeholders will be 

required once more specific scopes of work are developed. This section explores the 

types of risks DG ECHO should consider during contract negotiations with Component 

B actors.  
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There are five types of risk evaluated below: operational, financial, legal, technological 

and reputational. However, risks are highly inter-related, and typically do not fall into 

one category. Each risk described below can link to others: for example, the operational 

risk of a lack of liquidity at agent level, resulting in beneficiaries not having access to 

their funds, can have a direct link to reputational risk for DG ECHO.   

 

Table 7 summarises the broader discussion below and provides key highlights on each 

risk profile.  

 

Table 7: Summary of risks and mitigation measures
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6.3.1 Operational risk 

Operational risk results from organisations failing to follow internal processes; it can 

damage an implementing partner’s ability to carry through its programme and can result 

in a loss of funds. Operational risks tend to be high in cash transfer programmes, 

particularly in more remote areas with less infrastructure than urban locations (USAID, 

2012).   

 

Examples of how a payment service provider’s operational risk can manifest itself in 

cash transfer programming include: 

 

• Beneficiary know-your-customer (KYC): there is a breakdown in internal 

procedures of the institution responsible for conducting due diligence on 

beneficiaries, which results in non-compliance with both local and international 

anti-money laundering (AML)/combatting financing terrorism (CFT) 

regulations.  

• Liquidity management: breakdown in the internal procedures of the institution 

responsible for ensuring points-of-service have enough cash on hand to 

distribute to beneficiaries, resulting in beneficiaries not receiving their 

disbursement.  

 

Providers such as payment channel aggregators and other intermediaries that do not 

control the end-user experience are particularly exposed to operational risk. As 

discussed in the previous section, intermediaries typically do not manage the recipient-

facing aspects of the payment product, such as customer registration or liquidity 

management. This means that contractual agreements with intermediaries will need 

clarity on the agreements the intermediary holds with the local payment providers they 

will be using to deliver funds to beneficiaries.  A good way to mitigate against this risk 

is to clarify whether troubleshooting around liquidity management or registration can 

be part of the contract with the intermediary, and how these issues would be managed.  

 

The segregation of Components A and B could expose DG ECHO programmes to 

increased operational risk. As discussed in Section 5.4, if there are procedural failures 
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on the part of the provider, typically the Component A organisation fills the gap to 

ensure that funds are received and beneficiaries have proper identity documents. 

Segregating these duties and placing those responsibilities entirely on one actor may 

expose the programme to more operational risk. This type of risk is highest in rural 

settings where operational environments become more difficult due to a lack of 

infrastructure (roads, network connectivity). Operational risk can be mitigated by 

establishing a clear division of roles and responsibilities between Components A and 

B.   

 

6.3.2 Financial risk 

Financial risk can be defined as the risk that a payment does not reach its destination 

for some reason. The first priority of cash transfer programmes is to ensure that funds 

arrive in the hands of those who need them, which makes mitigating financial risk an 

important part of service agreements. This risk normally arises as a result of:  

 

• Non-transparent transaction costs: an example of this would be an ATM 

charging beneficiaries’ higher fees.  

• Fraud: an example of this would be an agent charging beneficiaries higher fees 

to withdraw cash.  

• Theft: if payments are done digitally, theft typically does not occur until the 

funds are cashed out. That said, there are ways for thieves to access beneficiary 

PIN numbers and withdraw funds after stealing a prepaid card (USAID, 2012). 

 

While the financial risks of fraud and theft most likely would not be worsened or 

improved by a segregation of roles, DG ECHO should consider the higher risks around 

non-transparent transaction costs. Transaction fees, especially those around withdrawal, 

can become complicated. For example, if a prepaid card is distributed to beneficiaries, 

but only specific ATMs will provide free withdrawal, this may lead to beneficiaries 

cashing out at off-network ATMs, incurring large fees. Complex pricing structures may 

reduce transparency and lead to beneficiaries having to pay exorbitant fees they were 

not prepared for.  DG ECHO should ensure providers offer simple pricing plans for 

Component B services.  They should also require Component B providers to take 

measures to ensure beneficiaries know where to find ATMs they can use free of charge 



 

 54 

and how to use them, are able to distinguish between normal and exorbitant fees and 

understand how to cancel ATM transactions.  

 

6.3.3 Legal risk 

Legal risk is defined as issues which could result in unexpected litigation or 

disagreements on whether the services agreed were properly delivered. The primary 

way legal risk may manifest itself in cash transfer programming is where a local service 

provider or intermediary does not conduct adequate KYC on their clients. Legal risk is 

a primary reason why some banks refuse to work directly with refugees, and rely on 

Component A actors to bear the risk of conducting due diligence on beneficiaries to 

satisfy anti-money laundering and counter-terror financing regulations (USAID, 2012).  

 

The level of KYC requirements on a payment recipient depends on the payment 

mechanism. For example, money transfer organisations collect basic information on the 

sender and recipient of the funds, but less due diligence is required than when 

registering that same beneficiary for a mobile money wallet or opening a savings 

account at a microfinance institution. KYC requirements for cash pick-up services are 

also less stringent because they do not require the recipients to open a regulated account 

(e.g. a bank account or mobile money account). While it may seem that money transfer 

operators may present higher legal risks due to the lower due diligence required of 

beneficiaries, they are most likely complying with what is required of them by local 

regulations.  

 

Payment delivery mechanisms that do not require the beneficiary to establish an account 

in their name (e.g. MTO remittances, Prepaid cards) do undertake recipient due 

diligence as required of them by regulation.  Yet, sending money into stored-value 

accounts or bank accounts that are owned by beneficiaries requires the provider to 

undertake more stringent KYC processes which are the best way to mitigate against this 

particular legal risk.  For example, payment channel aggregators that work with 

multiple mobile money products can deliver funds into registered mobile money wallets 

across a variety of markets (mobile money accounts are regulated by the country’s 

central bank).   To open a mobile money wallet, the recipient of the funds needs to 

provide specific forms of identification and fill out an account registration form with 

additional information related to their identity.  It should be noted that while this helps 
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reduce legal risk, having beneficiaries open accounts requires more time and effort than 

simply sending funds via a channel like a prepaid card or cash pick-up, that does not 

require beneficiaries to go through a more extensive KYC process.  Delivering money 

into accounts may also exclude certain beneficiaries (e.g. refugees) who are not legally 

able to open an account in their name due to their citizenship status.    

 

It should also be noted that service provider licences are contingent on complying with 

AML/CFT regulations, which means that many providers DG ECHO may work with 

will be very careful to comply with any relevant regulations. It will still be important 

for DG ECHO to mitigate legal risks around AML/CFT regulations by having a section 

of the SOW covering beneficiary KYC procedures.  

 

6.3.4 Technology risk  

Technology risk is defined as any failure in the underlying technology that supports the 

delivery of funds or beneficiaries’ access to funds. Potential examples of technology 

risk include service outages for payment platforms, usually for short periods of time, 

but occasionally for weeks; power or mobile network outages; and payment hardware 

being hacked to skim payment information, typically at the point-of-service (e.g. ATM 

or point-of-sale terminals).  

 

Most payment providers and intermediaries will be well-equipped to handle technology 

risk. One way DG ECHO can help mitigate technology risk is to gain a better 

understanding of how specific incidents of risk are handled by payment providers. For 

example, there should be language in the SLA which describes the levels of response 

and troubleshooting in the event of a service outage. For intermediaries, it will be 

important for DG ECHO to obtain details on how payment partners protect their own 

systems against technology risk, and how intermediaries compensate for not having 

direct control over potential issues that may result from, for example, payment platform 

outages or connectivity down-time.  

 

6.3.5 Reputational risk 

Many implementing partner organisations cited reputational risk as a major concern. 

The separation of Components A and B means less control around the distribution of 

funds for Component A organisations. As Component A stakeholders will most likely 
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be beneficiary-facing, their organisations’ brands are at greater reputational risk if 

anything goes wrong. Beneficiaries often only know the names of the organisations 

implementing programmes, which means they will be the first to be blamed should 

something go awry.  

 

If DG ECHO were to contract a provider directly, and that provider fails to deliver on 

all or a portion of payments to beneficiaries, the provider holds the greater reputational 

risk.  Nevertheless, this could also lead to a loss in faith in DG ECHO’s reputation as a 

donor.   

 

7 Conclusion  

 

The majority of interviewees engaged in this process, including many of the 

humanitarian organisations, were enthusiastic and encouraging of this initiative. The 

general feedback reflected a feeling that DG ECHO was playing an integral role in 

advancing the conversation on how cash transfers can be delivered in more efficient 

and effective ways. Interviewees with direct experience of such programmes generally 

accepted the need for greater coordination between the different components of cash 

transfer programming and saw the value in finding ways to better leverage the expertise 

of respective stakeholders (e.g. humanitarian organisations and financial service 

providers).  

 

PMC analysis suggests that it would be feasible to issue a global or regional tender for 

Component B services, and that while all categories of provider (apart from 

implementing partners) would probably respond, the majority are likely to be 

intermediary service providers.  The more detail that can be provided on estimated 

values of transfers, and the locations of those transfers, the more accurate and 

meaningful tender responses will be. The global tenders reviewed in this research were 

designed in isolation from any actual programming, meaning there was no guaranteed 

work for providers responding to the tender. Without a clear expectation of the number 

and quantity of cash transfers expected, it is difficult for responders to develop accurate 

proposals, particularly on pricing, and to produce appropriate contracts and service 
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agreements.  A regional tender is likely to result in higher-quality and more accurate 

bids than a global tender.  

 

Intermediary providers that have contractual arrangements with local banks, mobile 

network operators, and other payment channels will likely be the most appropriate 

providers for delivering cash to beneficiaries in multiple markets.  Money transfer 

organisations like Western Union and World Remit are expanding their networks to go 

beyond simple cash pick up, to enable individuals to receive their funds in more 

ways.  Payment processors are able to issue prepaid cards in any country, without 

needing a local financial institution to partner with, and payment channel aggregators 

like Hyperwallet and TransferTo offer payment solutions for businesses to over 200 

different countries and territories.  MasterCard is also launching a payment channel 

aggregator product, Humanity Ventures, this year that is focused entirely on supporting 

the humanitarian and non-profit sector facilitate their payment needs in specific 

regions.  When considering intermediary bids, however, DG ECHO, should clarify how 

the intermediary will resolve or support the resolution of issues arising on the ground 

(such as beneficiaries not having access to cash, or problems with agents), particularly 

in rural areas.  

 

Implementing partners consulted as part of the PMC were generally not interested in 

playing the Component B role or in participating in a ‘payments only’ tender that could 

potentially prevent them from carrying out their core humanitarian responsibilities.  

They were however open to exploring solutions that do not jeopardise their roles in 

Component A activities.  Exploring alternative arrangements with implementing 

partners will be important given that they have the potential to also act as 

intermediaries, helping to deliver funds to beneficiaries in a variety of countries through 

their pre-existing payment provider partnerships. For implementing partners to 

accommodate a Component B role, however, investment would be needed to enable 

them to restructure and centralise all pre-existing contracts.  

 

The PMC findings indicate that none of the provider types can deliver all of the 

necessary functions required for Component B.  It will therefore be necessary for DG 

ECHO to assess the strengths and weaknesses of provider bids based on what functions 

are a priority for Component B, and which functions can potentially be supported by 
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Components A and C.  Flexibility in the delineation of roles between Components A 

and B will also be needed.  In urban settings, payment service providers are better able 

to ensure registration and access to cash at ATMs or through agents. In rural settings, 

where they may not have sufficient infrastructure or presence, they will have to rely on 

Component A actors to carry out those activities. 

 

Finally, DG ECHO and other donors should encourage its implementing partners to 

coordinate with other humanitarian organisations within countries to aggregate 

demand.  This could result in one organisation holding the contractual relationship on 

behalf of others or be a way for implementing partners to use each other’s procurement 

information and documentation. 
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