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This report offers an in-depth analysis on cash coordination in Lebanon, focusing on recent structural
reforms, persistent coordination challenges, and opportunities for improved alignment with global
standards. Drawing on 42 key informant interviews (KIls), three workshops, and an extensive
document review, the study critically assesses the evolution of Lebanon’s cash architecture, with
particular attention to the new Cash Working Group (CWG), the implications of funding constraints,
the role of local actors, and the relationship between humanitarian cash and national social protection
systems.

Lebanon has pioneered cash assistance to displaced and crisis-affected populations since 2012. Cash
coordination in Lebanon has evolved over the past decade through fragmented and overlapping
arrangements, marked by multiple coordination bodies and mandate-specific silos. The reactivation
of the CWG in late 2024 and its elevation under the Inter-Sector Coordination Group (ISCG), represents
an attempt to consolidate these arrangements into a more coherent system. However, gaps in
mandate clarity, participation rules, and coordination with sectoral actors persist. Interviewees
unanimously described the pre-merger coordination system as inadequate, fragmented, and overly
complex, particularly during the 2024-2025 escalation, when misaligned and low transfer values,
contradictory sectoral guidance, and duplication impeded effective response.

The analysis identifies a number of strategic priorities for the renewed CWG: adopting a lean and task-
based structure; re-establishing Multi-Purpose Cash Assistance (MPCA) as the central modality for
addressing basic needs; strengthening technical coordination of sectoral cash and harmonisation of
transfer values; institutionalising preparedness functions; and establishing more structured
engagement with the Ministry of Social Affairs (MoSA) to bridge humanitarian assistance and social
protection. Despite MoSA's growing role in national assistance, the systems supporting Lebanese
social protection during large shocks are incipient, requiring continued humanitarian engagement in
crisis responses.

The report also highlights significant underrepresentation of national non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) in cash coordination forums. While some funding has recently shifted toward
local actors, participation in decision making remains limited. To remedy this, the report recommends
the creation of a short-term task team focused on operational entry points for local actors and
establishing structured pathways toward co-leadership.

International guidance, particularly the Inter-Agency Standing Committee's (IASC) 2022 cash
coordination model, serves as a critical benchmark for reform. Lebanon’s revised CWG is well-
positioned to align with this model, but success will require strong senior-level backing, reliable
decision-making processes, and sustained donor engagement. Drawing on global examples, the
report underscores that lean, technically-grounded, and inclusive coordination is achievable through
adaptive task teams, clear mandates, and proactive stewardship.

The report concludes with targeted recommendations for each stakeholder group—CWG members,
operational agencies, the ISCG and Humanitarian Country Team, MoSA, national organisations, and
donors, emphasising the importance of institutional clarity, cross-population preparedness, and



pragmatic alignment with global standards. Ultimately, a coherent, inclusive, and needs-based cash
coordination system is essential to navigate Lebanon’s protracted crisis and emerging shocks.

2.1 Purpose and scope of the report

This study seeks to turn the recent wave of recommendations on cash coordination in Lebanon into
concrete, tangible actions. Its core purpose is to bring together the views of cash practitioners, as well
as coordination bodies and donors, in order to learn from comparable contexts and global guidance,
and to support a leaner, more coherent arrangement that is fit for the country’s evolving crisis and
diminishing funding landscape. It also aims to provide practical and actionable proposals that build
on the Lebanese Donor Cash Forum's (LDCF) joint donor cash mission and the NGO community's
priorities—in other words, to establish concrete pathways to agreed-upon priorities.

The scope is deliberately calibrated to the transition that is now under way. The merger of the CWG
and the Basic Assistance Working Group (BAWG) is ongoing, with a revised mandate and terms of
reference expected, and some details of the new arrangement still need to be defined. Given that this
process is not yet complete and that roles and reporting lines are still settling, the report offers general
recommendations that are not tied to fixed timelines, and frames options that can be adapted as the
new group is launched and developed.

Within this frame, the analysis maps how cash is coordinated now and by whom, both across the main
target population groups and across basic needs and sectoral cash, complementing the donor mission
and NGO papers. It identifies the most likely bottlenecks that could emerge following the merger,
including questions around the scope of authority of the renewed group and its relationship with
inter-sector coordination and individual sectors. It examines the implications of constrained resources
for coordination choices. It also considers opportunities and risks for a stronger role for national
actors and for a clearer and more systematic interface with the MoSA, including options to align
information sharing and shock-responsive functions. Where terminology has drifted, for example
around the use and meaning of multipurpose cash assistance, the study highlights areas for
clarification to enable common approaches.

The scope also includes a targeted review of global practices that are most relevant to Lebanon. The
work draws on lessons from cash coordination in other contexts, especially those in refugee and
mixed settings where cash has been coordinated under one empowered forum, and on the latest
reflections from the global advisory community on how country groups relate to inter-sector
structures and how local leadership can be strengthened. These case studies and evidence-based
insights provide potential opportunities for Lebanon'’s path forward.

Finally, this study's approach is consensus-oriented and operational. Through consultations with a
range of stakeholders, the report's recommendations aim to provide adaptable pathways rather than
theoretical steps, so that the renewed group and its members can adopt them in line with the pace of
the new CWG, as well as on-the-ground realities of financial limitations and varying capacities.



The team of consultants conducted 35 in-  [ypes of Kl
person and remote Klls with 42 stakeholders
between the July and September in 2025. In
addition, they conducted three workshops:
one for the validation of the methodology
with NRC leadership and the Inter-Sector
Cash and Social Protection Senior Advisor
(ISCSPSA); another for the preliminary results
with CAMEALEON staff, ISCSPSA, NGO
representatives, and donors; and for the
presentation and early discussion of the
report's recommendations with CAMEALEON
staff, NGO representatives, donors, and cash
coordination staff.

The sample includes 10 interviewees from Figure 1. Numbers and types of key informants
Lebanon’s coordination architecture, four

donors, two global experts on cash coordination, eight representatives of international NGOs, one
representative from the MoSA, two national NGOs, 10 leaders or active members of cash working
groups from other country contexts, and five United Nations staff based in Lebanon. This composition
was designed to capture perspectives from those shaping technical choices in Lebanon, influencing
national resourcing and policy, and providing comparative insights from other country contexts.

The distribution has strengths and limitations that inform how findings should be interpreted. The
sample is rich in technical and coordination perspectives from Lebanon and from other country
operations, and it includes a meaningful donor voice. At the same time, representation from national
institutions and local civil society is limited, with one interviewee from the Ministry of Social Affairsand
two from national NGOs. This asymmetry likely amplifies the views of actors who lead or finance
coordination and may understate operational and political constraints faced by national stakeholders.

In parallel with the completed interviews, the team pursued additional outreach to national
organisations to strengthen their representation in the study. The consultants, CAMEALEON staff, and
several donors acting as conveners contacted a wider set of national NGOs, including the Lebanon
Humanitarian and Development NGOs' Forum, through direct emails, introductions, and follow-up
reminders over several weeks. Despite these efforts, no further interviews were secured, and no
responses were received from these organisations. This nonresponse constitutes a limitation of the
dataset and may mean that perspectives from national civil society are underrepresented. To mitigate
this constraint, the analysis triangulates findings with documentary sources and invites national
NGOs, including Lebanon Humanitarian & Development NGOs' Forum (LHDF) members, to engage in
the validation and feedback stage of the study.



4.1 Cash coordination in Lebanon — Challenges and opportunities

Lebanon has been a central context for the application of humanitarian cash and voucher assistance
(CVA) over the past decade, influenced by multiple layers of crisis including internal displacement,
conflict, the Syrian refugee crisis, Beirut blast, economic collapse, high inflation, political instability,
and institutional fragility (UNHCR, 2024). CVA activities in Lebanon began to formalise in response to
the Syrian refugee crisis. Literature first references a CWG in Lebanon in 2013, as a response to
demand by NGOs to coordinate in the design of cash-based interventions. In 2013, the group was led
by a Cash Coordinator, Senior Cash adviser (jointly hosted by UNHCR & Save the Children) and a
rotating NGO co-lead, assisted by a core group (including UN, NGO, and government representatives)
created in early 2014 in response to the need for strong leadership and decision-making (Pelly, 2015).
After mid-2014, the group was co-led by UNHCR and WFP (UNHCR, 2014; IRC, 2014; CWG, 2014). Based
on our desk review, the last explicit reference in the published literature to the Cash Working Group
functioning as a standalone coordination mechanism was in late 2014, after which cash coordination
is documented mainly under the Basic Assistance Working Group (BAWG) and the Food Security
Sector (FSS).

The BAWG was established in 2014, with the earliest confirmed reference published in UNHCR’s
working group listing, and referenced in subsequent reviews and sector tools. In 2015, the BAWG
began coordinating MPCA in Lebanon (BAWG, 2015). In 2015, the BAWG was chaired by MoSA and Co-
Chaired by UNHCR and ACTED, and as of 2017, was Co-Chaired by UNHCR and MoSA'.

Coordination of CVA evolved through a range of structures. Prior to the most recent crisis, UNHCR
and WFP implemented MPCA through the Lebanon One Unified Inter-Organisational System for E-
Cards (LOUISE) platform. Sectoral coordination took place within Lebanon's Food Security and
Agriculture Cluster (FSAC) (for food) and the BAWG (for non-food needs), with each group responsible
for components of the Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB), transfer values, and eligibility criteria
(ODI, 2017).

Between 2019 and 2021, Lebanon's financial and governance crisis intensified. The banking sector's
collapse, rapid inflation, and widespread poverty reshaped humanitarian needs, prompting a scale-
up of CVA to include vulnerable Lebanese populations (WFP, 2022). The economic downturn affected
transfer values, operational feasibility, and delivery mechanisms, particularly due to liquidity
constraints and currency instability (SSHAP, 2024; WFP Lebanon, 2025). After the 2019 financial crisis,
the literature notes the establishment of a Strategic Cash Task Force led by the Humanitarian
Coordinator (UNHCR & WFP, 2023; OCHA, 2022; UNICEF, 2023). This task force developed a
“dollarisation plan” for cash assistance that authorised disbursements in USD amid a highly fluctuating
local currency. The 2021 LRP describes cash coordination as follows: “The coordination of cash
assistance...will be supported by the revamped Lebanon Cash Working Group as a key inter-sectoral forum
which is also aiming to strengthen the linkages between humanitarian and development” (OCHA, 2021).

' The oldest publicly accessible Basic Assistance Working Group (BAWG) meeting minutes date back to January
2015 (UNHCR, 2015).



However, this review did not identify further references to CWG-led cash coordination during the
liquidity, COVID-19 and Beirut blast crises beyond the BAWG and the FSS. During this period,
evaluations referred to good operational cash coordination but identified some issues such as siloed
programming and some duplicative approaches to data collection (UNHCR & WFP, 2023).

In 2022, global guidance from the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) on cash coordination
contributed to renewed local efforts to address coordination fragmentation. In Lebanon, this was
reflected in discussions to update cash coordination structures, the development of the AMAN Project
national assistance program, and more frequent interaction between humanitarian and social
protection actors but the IASC model was not finally rolled out (CAMEALEON, 2023).

In the final quarter of 2024, the humanitarian landscape was further affected by the most recent
Israel-Hezbollah conflict (2023-present) that resulted in new internal displacement and inflows of
refugees. These developments highlighted operational challenges in coordinating CVA across sectors
and led to the creation of the new CWG.

The new CWG in Lebanon was reinvigorated as an inter-sector cash coordination forum in November
2024. It was established as a closed group attended by the sector coordinators, the BAWG
coordinators, and representatives from the Lebanese Humanitarian INGO Forum (LHIF) and the LHDF.
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Figure 2. Cash coordination in Lebanon - Timeline

MoSA plays a key role in the national social protection system. Initiatives such as AMAN and the
National Disability Allowance (NDA) demonstrate its expanding role in direct assistance. However,
coordination between MoSA and humanitarian actors remains underdeveloped, particularly in terms
of data sharing, joint assessments, and aligned targeting strategies (CAMEALEON, 2023); Currently,
there is no formal coordination mechanism between NGOs and MoSA (LHIF, 2025). Despite the recent
Shock-Responsive Social Safety Net pilots (WFP, 2024) the emergency response was primarily



conducted through parallel humanitarian systems and reached only a small portion of those in need
(CAMEALEON, 2024).

Funding cuts represent the biggest challenge for cash coordination moving forward. According to
global reports (ALNAP, 2025; OECD, 2025), Lebanon was not among the most affected countries in the
world in terms of reductions in humanitarian funding last year. In 2024, funding for Lebanon increased
significantly due to the ongoing conflict, albeit notin line with the increase in needs. In 2024, the plans
with the highest proportion of funding requirements met were flash appeals, including Lebanon'’s.
The picture for 2025 is quite different, with the 3RP financed at only 9% at the end of September and
the Lebanon Flash Appeal at 43.8% (UNHCR, 2025; OCHA, 2025). According to CALP (2025), these
funding cuts could disproportionately affect CVA. In Lebanon, OCHA's Financial Tracking Service
reports US$14.6 million for 2025, corresponding to just 3% of the needed response for multipurpose
cash, compared with US$146 million (11%) in 2024.

4.2 Cash mapping

CVA plays a significant role in Lebanon’s humanitarian response, accounting for approximately one-
third of overall assistance delivery (LHDF, 2025).2 Humanitarian actors utilise multiple modalities,
including MPCA, sector-specific cash, and vouchers, targeting both refugee and Lebanese populations.
Cash remains preferred by recipients for its flexibility and agency, while also offering efficiency gains
over in-kind support (SSHAP, 2024).

According to the 2023 Lebanon Cash Mapping Dashboard, prior to the recent conflict, 12 of the 13
sectors present in Lebanon were using cash as a delivery modality.> With 39 organisations
implementing 103 projects valued at USD 436 million and LBP 58 billion. The most commonly reported
modality is Emergency Cash Assistance (ECA), with 33 implementing partners, followed by MPCA with
21, and Protection Cash with 18. More specialised modalities have a smaller footprint; Cash for
Education accounts for 10 implementing partners, followed by Cash for Transport (9), Cash for Work
(7), and Cash for Rent (5).

Cash reported per sector is highly concentrated in two sectors. Food Security accounts for 51.56% of
the reported amounts and Basic Needs for 39.77%, together making up 91.33% of the total envelope.
The remaining sectors each represent small shares by comparison: Child Protection (2.56%),
Protection (2.30%), Education (1.53%), and Livelihoods (1.18%). Very small proportions are reported
for Shelter at 0.64%, Gender Based Violence at 0.35%, Nutrition at 0.05%, Health at 0.03%, and WASH
at 0.02%.

2 The proportion dedicated to cash in Lebanon (around 1/3) has remained consistent. In 2021, cash represented
29% of the Lebanon Crisis Response Plan (LCRP) (UNDP, 2023; UNHCR, 2022)
https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/lebanon-response-plan-lrp-2024-end-year-inter-sector-dashboard

3 Lebanon Cash Mapping 3W 2022-2023 Microsoft Power Bl
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The recent escalation of hostilities has severely affected Lebanon. During the peak of the internal
displacement, in November 2024, almost 900,000 Lebanon residents were displaced (IOM, 2025).
UNHCR estimates more than 100,000 new arrivals of Syrian refugees into Lebanon since 2024
(UNHCR, 2025).

During the recent crisis, humanitarian coverage of needs through CVA increased. Recent data indicate
that MPCA reached over half of the registered Syrian refugee population by early 2025. UN-led
programs were able to distribute MPCA to previously unassisted families within three weeks of the
escalation of hostilities, although this marked a decrease from peak coverage in 2024 (WFP Lebanon,
2025).

Among Lebanese households, CVA coverage remains comparatively limited. Humanitarian MPCA has
primarily focused on emergency needs or short-term targeting, while MoSA-administered social
assistance programmes such as AMAN and NDA operate under distinct eligibility criteria and
administrative frameworks (CALP & ARI, 2024).
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Figure 5. Inter-Agency Service Mapping for Lebanon, 2025 number partners per type of cash
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Despite operational hurdles, Lebanon’s CVA system has shown adaptability. During the 2024 conflict,
cash was deployed through horizontal and vertical expansion mechanisms using existing delivery
infrastructure (LDCF, 2025). Cash has remained a feasible and preferred modality of assistance for
displaced populations living outside collective shelters since the very beginning of the crisis (Mercy
Corps, 2024).

According to the Inter-Agency Service Mapping for Lebanon, as of mid-2025, there are six
organisations conducting MPCA and two cash for winterisation, reported under Basic Assistance; two
conducting cash for work, two cash for food e-cards and one cash for food reported under Food
Security and Agriculture; four organisations implementing cash for work reported under Livelihoods;
11 organisations providing emergency cash ‘ECA’; seven recurrent protection cash ‘RPCA, PCAP’
reported under Protection; and six providing cash for rent reported under Shelter (IASML 2025).

In the same cash mapping, the most common type of cash reported is ECA for protection with 23
projects, closely followed by food assistance cash with 22. Emergency cash for basic assistance
accounts for 16 projects, regular cash assistance (12), and cash for shelter (11). Cash for work and
seasonal cash assistance each have nine projects, cash for rent has eight, cash or in-kind grants has
seven, and food assistance for farmer support has six.

4.3 Lebanese Donor Cash Forum letters

The Lebanon Donor Cash Forum (LDCF) published Common Donor Messages on the cash response
to the escalation of hostilities in Lebanon in December 2024.4 Main messages related to coordination
were the following:

e Support for the continued alignment of cash coordination in Lebanon with the Inter-Agency
Standing Committee (IASC)-adopted Cash Coordination model, including the Terms of Reference for
Cash Working Groups and Co-Chairs.

e Call for strengthening cash coordination to prevent fragmentation and the creation of parallel
systems. Recommendation for the immediate activation of the Cash Working Group under the
leadership of the Resident Coordinator's Office, supported by a dedicated technical capacity.
Advocacy for ‘inclusive' cash coordination that enables full participation by all donor-supported
cash implementers in the Cash Working Group, ensuring local organisations' participation and
inclusion in decision-making processes.

e Promotion of harmonised cash approaches under basic needs and advocacy for appropriate
transfer values and frequency of assistance based on a periodic revision of the Minimum
Expenditure Basket (MEB), ensuring consistency across different population groups.

e Ongoing commitment to working more collectively across the response. This includes encouraging
and supporting joint and impartial, multi-sector and cross-sector needs assessments and response
analysis; continuously tracking market conditions to assess the availability and accessibility of
goods, inflation, liquidity, and access to financial service providers.

4 ReliefWeb. (2024, December 6). Common donor messages on the cash response to the escalation of hostilities in
Lebanon. United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs.
https://reliefweb.int/report/lebanon/common-donor-messages-cash-response-escalation-hostilities-lebanon
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Shortly after the release of the Common Donor Messages, the LDCF published a report from a mission
in Lebanon in April 2025. The mission convened donors working on cash assistance in Lebanon to
review the coordination setup, test the coherence of cash programming, consider linkages with
national social protection, and discuss the future direction of cash assistance. Drawing on field visits
and consultations with operational partners and public institutions, including UN agencies, NGOs, the
World Bank, and MoSA, the mission aimed to identify practical ways to improve efficiency, coherence,
coordination, and strategically implement cash response.

According to this mission report, the CVA coordination landscape in Lebanon in April 2025 was marked
by overlapping roles and responsibilities. While nominally responsible for cash coordination, the CWG
lacked formal decision-making authority over sectoral cash programming. Meanwhile, the BAWG and
FSAC retained separate coordination mandates, contributing to parallel systems (LHDF, 2025).
According to the LDCF, challenges persisted in harmonising delivery and reporting across actors.
During the 2024 emergency, implementation of humanitarian MPCA was rapid (OCHA, 2025), but
coordination between sectors and the CWG faced delays. This led to overlaps in reporting,
inconsistencies in targeting, and operational inefficiencies (LDCF, 2025). The main findings on cash
coordination were the following:

e The current coordination architecture does not sufficiently reflect the evolving operational
environment. This includes gaps in the coordination of cash assistance among working groups
including CWG, BAWG, other sectors, etc.

e Strategic leadership on cash remains unclear, with fragmented coordination and reporting lines.

e linkages between humanitarion and governmental systems, particularly with MoSA, are
underdeveloped and inconsistent across sectors.

e While the establishment of the CWG is a positive step, it remains nascent and its potential
underutilised.

e Sectoral cash programming remains siloed. Sectors adopt protective or defensive stances, resisting
integration or alignment with broader MPCA approaches and often sidelining the CWG. This leads
to duplication and inefficiencies.

e local and international NGOs demonstrated a relatively low level of engagement throughout the
mission, both in attendance of NGO representatives at key meetings and consultations and in
articulating a unified and coordinated position on cash coordination and responses.

e Strengthening cash coordination—technical and strategic—will require a concerted push from
donors. Emerging momentum, including increased MoSA engagement, provides a valuable
foundation to advance this effort>.

The mission report also provided recommendations. A complete analysis of the report, its
recommendations, and the alignment with the LHIF-LHDF Note on cash coordination can be found in
Annex 1.

> Lebanon Donor Cash Mission. Mission report: 22 - 29 April 2025. Unpublished.
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4.4 LHIF & LHDF note on cash coordination

The Lebanon Humanitarian INGO Forum (LHIF) and Lebanon Humanitarian & Development NGOs'
Forum (LHDF) published a letter in July 2025, proposing a three-phased process to advance the quality
of the cash response. The document proposes the following steps to the Humanitarian Country Team
(HCT):

Phase 1 (July-August 2025).

Secure HCT consensus to unify the cash response under a single coordination body (referred to as
the CWG) with substantive decision-making authority over cross-sector cash strategies and co-
leadership reflecting UN agencies and NGOs. Update the CWG Terms of Reference in consultation
with NGO cash actors to reflect the revised mandate and co-leadership. HCT clarifies MPCA as the
preferred mechanism for basic needs, in line with IASC 2022 cash coordination guidance, informed by
feedback from HCT constituencies and cash-implementing sectors.

Phase 2 (September-November 2025).

Commission the CWG to set the MPCA strategy, in particular transfer values, and build consensus with
members and relevant sectors such as food security; sectoral cash remains limited, clearly defined,
and managed by sectors in close coordination with the CWG. Embed NGO co-leadership in unified
coordination and resource the CWG to advance localisation through engagement with local NGOs in
design, implementation, and monitoring. Include an MPCA/CVA overview with targets and budgets in
the 2026 LRP, with clear reporting and information-sharing lines.

Phase 3 (January 2026).

Once harmonised and functional, phase out the BAWG and absorb FSAC's role in multipurpose cash,
redistributing current functions in line with evolving structures. Use the unified structure as the
primary interlocutor to MoSA, linking humanitarian cash with social protection to enable feasible
transitions for Lebanese recipients. Establish data-sharing protocols, joint emergency planning, and
dialogue to address gaps for Lebanese recipients, while continuing to advocate for equity across
population groups.

4.5 Global guidance on cash coordination

Rollout of the new cash coordination model

Current approaches to cash coordination across contexts are guided primarily by the "new cash
coordination model,” which the IASC formally endorsed in March 2022. The model aims to provide “an
arrangement for accountable, predictable, effective and efficient coordination of cash assistance”
across countries (Cash Coordination Caucus, 2022). As shown in Figure 5, the model lays out the target
responsibilities and composition of coordination structures at the country level, with the Inter-
Sector/Inter Cluster Coordination Group (IS/ICCG), under the existing chair (OCHA for IASC/mixed
coordination or UNHCR for refugee coordination arrangements), bearing overall responsibility for
cash coordination. The CWG, reporting to the IS/ICCG, is tasked with day-to-day coordination
responsibilities and includes both programmatic and non-programmatic Co-Chairs in IASC/mixed
settings and UNHCR and national government Co-Chairs in refugee settings. The model further
establishes a global Cash Advisory Group (herein CAG) intended to provide technical guidance,
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capacity building, advocacy, and resourcing support for cash coordination across countries (IASC,
2022).

i irs an m hip

Structure Function Chairs and members

) OCHA Chair (non-programmatic*) and

| Global Cash Adviso Global leadership; technical membership from UN, NGO, RCRC, local ctors,

‘ Group (CAG) 2/ development and capacity technical bodies such as CashCap, CALP
support *UNHCR to chair refugee-specific discussions

Chairs
HCT OCHA chairin IASC settings

Assessment, response analysis, response
design, cross sectoral and cash
coordination, resource mobilisation UNHCR + Govemment in refugee settings.

/

Intersectoral/ e
Clidhas Cooccration (HRP/RRP/ HNO), AAP, strategic links to SP -
Group Non-prog: and prog atic co-
chairing induding local actors (National
o Government* or operational agency) in IASC

Cash Day to day Cash coordination settings

Working 0 Principles and Functions ’

Group

UNHCR and National Govt in refugee settings

Cluster ' ’
“ Sector coordination Principles Established co-leadership of
and Functions

clusters

Figure 6. New cash coordination model

The IASC established a timeline for countries to adopt the new coordination model. Transition was to
take place in three phases, between September 2022 and March 2024, with Lebanon in the final cohort
(IASC, 2022). After its inception, the CAG released several guidance documents to support uptake of
the new cash coordination model, including standardised ToRs for CWGs and CWG Co-Chairs, as well
as election guidance for programmatic Co-Chairs (IASC, 2025). The CAG later developed the Quality
Cash Coordination Framework (QCCF) to facilitate ongoing evaluations of the quality of CWG-led cash
coordination. Through surveys completed by CWG members and Co-Chairs across countries, the
framework tracks progress against 20 key performance indicators that measure the accountability,
predictability, and effectiveness and efficiency of cash coordination (CAG, 2025b).

The 2023 State of the World's Cash report determined that it was too early to evaluate the model's
success, though it flagged initial concerns about whether funding, donor engagement, and local
actors' resourcing and technical expertise would be sufficient to fully operationalise the model. The
report also noted some dissatisfaction with the model itself, with some informants expressing
frustration that it perpetuated a coordination system artificially divided into sectors (CALP Network,
2023b).

A 2024 CAG review of the new cash coordination model’s rollout found that efforts to adopt the model,
specifically in terms of instating local CWG Co-Chairs and providing adequate resourcing for in-country
CWG leadership, had advanced further in refugee settings than in IASC/mixed settings. This
discrepancy was attributed to UNHCR's longer institutional experience with and prioritisation of cash
coordination, as compared to OCHA. The review found that the CAG's efforts to establish standards
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and guidance had been well received overall (CAG, 2024). Indeed, as of mid-2025, 73% of CWGs around
the world had adopted ToRs in line with the global template (CAG, 2025b). However, the review also
noted that capacity building of CWGs remained a gap, especially in IASC/mixed contexts. In addition,
the review acknowledged the need to revisit and clarify the roles of the Global Cash Forum and
regional CWGs considering the new cash coordination structure.

A CAG-produced overview of CWG practices in response to the 2025 funding cuts identified local co-
leadership and the use of “multi-functional teams” as key factors contributing to the durability of
CWGs amid funding constraints. Such teams operate without reliance on dedicated funding or a single
designated position, instead drawing on rotating leadership, diverse technical expertise within
organisations, and varied forms of engagement such as technical task forces. Contingency planning
for leadership continuity and the ability to mobilise internal resources were also cited as success
factors that helped sustain coordination efforts in resource-constrained environments (CAG, 2025a).

MPCA and sectoral cash coordination

The CAG's Terms of Reference (ToR) template for CWGs provides basic guidance on roles and
responsibilities regarding the coordination of MPCA and sectoral cash. It indicates that CWGs should
have overall responsibility for ensuring that all CVA activities in each country are coherent and
coordinated, while sectors should lead the operational coordination of sector-specific CVA. The ToR
template describes “coherence” as ensuring that “CVA interventions are logical and complementary
between clusters and modalities” (CAG, 2023).

In 2024, the CAG released an updated guidance document on how to incorporate MPCA and CVA into
Humanitarian National Response Plans (HNRPs). The document calls for a standalone MPCA and CVA
section in HNRPs that includes a target and budget for MPC, a description of any sectoral cash
planned, and an explanation of how MPCA and sectoral cash complement each other and how
duplication of assistance will be avoided. Meanwhile, chapters for individual sectors should provide
details on how MPCA or standalone sectoral cash will contribute to sectoral objectives. The document
further states the CWG should be responsible for working across agencies to agree on common
indicators for monitoring MPCA throughout the response and provides an indicative set of minimum
MPCA indicators (CAG, 2024). At least several countries, including Afghanistan, Sudan, and Ukraine,
followed the IASC guidance in their 2025 HNRPs (Sudan CWG, 2024; UNOCHA, 2024a; UNOCHA, 2025).

Despite the development and uptake of the guidance on the CWG's intended role in coordinating CVA
across sectors, there is room to reinforce its mandate and further consolidate cash coordination. The
2024 review of the cash coordination model found that the CWG's intended role in the new model’s
structure had mixed effectiveness, with some improvements in relationships between CWGs and the
IS/ICCG and ongoing challenges in working relationships with sectors (CAG, 2024). A collective
statement from the global cash community released in early 2025 proposed that CWGs, rather than
sectors, should be granted strategic ownership and coordination of cash responses. It also suggests
that coordination of basic needs assistance—encompassing food, NFIs, and hygiene items—should
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take place through a single body, and that MPCA should be clearly and universally defined as
“emergency lifesaving assistance for basic needs.”® (Cash Practitioners Community, 2025).

Social protection linkages and localisation

The new cash coordination model's push for increased localisation of coordination, broadly speaking,
has gained traction. As of mid-2024, nearly half of CWGs had a local or national actor in a leadership
role (CAG, 2025b), and the CAG's “Local Leadership Initiative” aims to expand representation at both
country and global levels (CAG, 2024). Evidence suggests that local leadership has contributed to
operational resilience amid budget constraints, with most local CWG Co-Chairs remaining active as of
April 2025 (CAG, 2025a). Practitioners have also advocated for more inclusive coordination models,
such as decentralised “network-driven” approaches that incorporate private sector actors (Crew, 2025)
and operational guidelines tailored to local contexts—for example, conducting meetings in Arabic,
including multiple local actors as CWG Co-Chairs, and assessing and addressing other context-specific
participation barriers in MENA region CWGs (Vooris et al., 2023).

Guidance from the CAG has begun to formalise the role of CWGs in linking humanitarian cash
assistance to national social protection systems. Function nine in the CAG's CWG ToR template
outlines a mandate to promote understanding of government CVA policies, identify entry points for
integration, and engage with relevant coordination bodies, such as disaster management and social
protection agencies (CAG, 2023). The 2024 guidance on integrating cash into HNRPs reinforces this
role, calling for explicit documentation of linkages between humanitarian cash and social protection
systems within the section on MPCA and CVA (CAG, 2024). These efforts reflect growing recognition
that social protection integration is essential for continuity, particularly in the context of humanitarian
funding cuts and operational drawdowns (CALP Network, 2025).

Despite these advances, challenges persist. A review of recent efforts to coordinate humanitarian cash
and social protection found that CWG-led initiatives linking humanitarian cash and social protection
have often succeeded in promoting technical alignment, information sharing, and capacity building,
but have fallen short in fostering strategic integration. Humanitarian actors face limited incentives
and lack clear frameworks for engaging with government systems, and many remain uncertain about
how to work effectively with government stakeholders. The review's authors recommended that the
CAG and OCHA be more explicit about the intended roles and responsibilities CWGs should play in
linking cash and social protection, develop common tools to facilitate these linkages, and integrate
social protection data into humanitarian response planning processes (Phelps et al., 2025).

6 According to the CALP Network’s glossary (2023a), basic needs constitute the “essential goods, utilities, services, and/or
resources required on a regular or seasonal basis by households to ensure their long-term survival AND minimum living
standards, without resorting to negative coping mechanisms or compromising their health, dignity, and essential livelihood
assets. However, there is no global definition of the precise range and categories of need that constitute basic needs, which will
depend on the context and what people themselves consider the most important aspects to ensure their survival and
wellbeing.”
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4.6 Lessons from other contexts

Despite the availability of standardised guidance for humanitarian cash coordination, there is
significant variation in how this coordination takes place across contexts. In Ethiopia, for example, a
decentralised, area-based coordination model allows four subnational CWGs to operate
independently, with support from the national CWG, a structure well-suited to the country's
geographic diversity (CALP Network, 2024). Jordan now lacks a CWG entirely, with cash coordination
responsibilities split between the Food Security and Basic Needs (FSBN) Working Group (Jordan FSBN
Working Group, 2025) and the Common Cash Facility, a technology-focused, inter-agency body that
facilitates the shared use of a cash payment platform (Gilbert et al., 2017). The FSBN Working Group
is mainly dedicated to modality-neutral tasks like harmonising assistance and developing guidelines
and standards, though it does have a mandate to routinely update the country's MEB (Jordan FSBN
Working Group, 2025).

In contrast to Jordan, cash coordination structures in Ukraine mirror the new cash coordination model
closely, with the CWG's ToR adhering tightly to the CAG's template (Ukraine CWG, 2022). Efforts to
strengthen coordination between MPCA and sectoral cash have gained traction in Ukraine, where
donors have called for clearer guidance on sector-specific cash programming and more robust
evaluation of the appropriateness of cash (UNOCHA, 2024b). The Ukraine CWG's ToR explicitly
addresses CVA beyond MPCA, outlining responsibilities for harmonising approaches, supporting
clusters with technical guidance, and ensuring that various components of cash program design are
tailored to sectoral objectives (Ukraine CWG, 2022).

Though local leadership of cash coordination has been constrained overall by limited funding,
technical capacity gaps, and structural inequities (CAG, 2024; Vooris et al., 2023), numerous countries
offer examples of meaningful progress in localisation efforts. Government agencies co-lead CWGs in
Kenya and Ethiopia, where CALP trainings, conferences, and targeted workstreams focused on
harmonised tool development have facilitated efforts to strengthen humanitarian and social
protection linkages. CWGs in Zimbabwe and Madagascar have provided government agencies with
technical support for shock-responsive social protection and guideline and tool development. In
Somalia, the new cash coordination model has helped to drive localisation of CWG leadership, with
local actors currently leading the country’s seven subnational CWGs, supported by dedicated funding
from OCHA’'s humanitarian financing unit (CALP Network, 2024). In Ukraine, the CWG's ToR fleshes out
the general guidance in the CAG's template, outlining concrete approaches to linking humanitarian
cash with social protection systems, including harmonised transfer values, joint planning, and
coordinated delivery mechanisms (Ukraine CWG, 2022). Iraqg’s transition to locally-led coordination
through the Iraq Cash Forum (ICF) illustrates both the potential and limitations of this approach. While
the establishment of a local NGO co-lead and later a system of rotating NGO co-leads have expanded
participation, the absence of dedicated funding for cash coordination leadership and limited
government engagement in the ICF have reduced the group's overall impact (Palacios et al., 2025).
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The following section discusses the main findings based on the primary data collection through key
informant interviews.

5.1 Leaner coordination and recent changes

Across the interviews, there is a consistent characterisation that cash coordination in Lebanon during
and after the most recent conflict escalation as inadequate. Of the more than 40 people interviewed,
not a single person characterises the country's cash coordination as satisfactory. Respondents
describe an arrangement that is confusing, fragmented, and dictated by politicised incentives. One KI
puts it bluntly: “Coordination has been extremely confusing, I've never seen anything like it,” while
other notes that the forum “was absent during the last emergency” and “should open up.” A third
respondent links the performance problems directly to the lack of an empowered CWG, stating that
this was “delayed, fragmentated, duplicated, and made it a less effective and efficient response.”

Interviewees situate the current situation within a longer history that includes repeated coordination
interruptions and duplications across parallel spaces. One respondent recalls that “there was a cash
working group in 2014... then it died out,” and that “during the economic crisis it was revamped again,”
with a strategic cash task force at senior level and a technical cash working group under it. Others
describe the present architecture as the product of years of a “very heavy coordination structure for
cash” involving “dozens of types of cash” and “dozens of organisations implementing cash their own
way,” in which spheres of influence and weak national ownership compounded fragmentation. The
majority of Klls cite a very fragmented cash coordination structure that led to duplication, a surplus
of meetings, and was ineffectively coordination. Based on Klls and desk research, Figure 6 illustrates
Lebanon’s previous cash coordination system, which shows a new CWG in 2024 relatively
disconnected from sectors.

Social MoSA SRSP
Protection
1
|
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1
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I

Figure 7. Cash coordination in Lebanon, late 2024
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On governance and mandate, the interviews point to unresolved questions about authority, scope,
and participation. Several respondents reported that the recent reform process and the merger of
the cash and basic assistance forums were “triggered by Government, donors and the change in the
Ministry,” with MoSA “pushing a lot for streamlining.” At the same time, many feel that high-level
decisions did not translate into a clear mandate for the reactivated group, noting that “it took six
months of high-level meetings to have a functioning cash working group.” Several interviewees explain
that the repeated need to relaunch the Cash Working Group suggests it should not have been
dismantled or folded into the Basic Assistance Working Group, especially since the Basic Assistance
Working Group did not subsume other sectoral forums such as food or shelter, as has occurred in
other refugee responses.

The decisions to merge the BAWG and CWG and to create an empowered CWG under the ISCG were
made by the RC/HC at the end of July 2025. According to the Klls, to date it has been agreed that the
CWG will:

» Act as the single forum for the design, oversight, and reporting of MPCA

+ Lead inter-sector cash coordination and steer optimisation of the cash architecture, with a
clear mandate to rationalise how cash is used across sectors in Lebanon

+ Maintain a strong focus on MPCA, while allowing sector-specific cash activities to remain
within their respective domains, supported technically by the CWG

+ Consolidate cash-related technical expertise and discussions within one expert group

+ Uphold global standards in cash coordination and alignment, using the global IASC model for
refugee contexts and the CAG's ToR

The new CWG will be co-led by MoSA, UNHCR, and a rotating NGO. The CWG will also aim to harmonise
the cash response and further align it with the National Social Protection Strategy and the overarching
objectives of the MoSA. In order to enhance increased coordination, the CWG should also establish
strong linkages with the yet-to-be established Social Assistance Committee (SAC) by securing
dedicated seats and consistent engagement, for example, through SAC meetings.

The majority of Klls across all interviewed groups view the current ‘reset’ as an opportunity to
consolidate cash coordination around a leaner, more operational CWG, clarifying what is decided at
ICCG/HCT versus CWG level, anchoring cash within the 2026 LRP, and using time-bound task forces.
The vast majority of Klls support a leaner CWG that focuses on practical decisions (transfer values,
harmonised indicators, eligibility logic) while deferring mandate disputes and high-level politics to
ICCG/HCT/UNCT fora.

Klls involved in cash coordination agree on a short-term timeline , which includes a specific set of
priorities: first, develop a revised CWG Terms of Reference before the LRP extension window closes
at the end of September, with one respondent noting, “we want to have a draft of the ToR before the
LRP...and use the LRP...to have one dedicated chapter for MPCA, one target for MPCA,” alongside
harmonised indicators; second, use an open “launch workshop” in the second week of October to
socialise the new model and set a workplan; and third, have clear reporting lines to the ISCG, while
consolidating CWG authority over technical cash issues and limiting sectoral top-ups to justified cases.
Several informants stress that momentum already exists, including the shift to a refugee-model
governance with UNHCR and MoSA co-leadership and reciprocal linkages with the SAC. At the same
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time, they caution that bottlenecks and roadblocks will come. They indicate that solving these will
hinge less on technical prowess than on senior-level stewardship, since “the bottlenecks are not
technical in nature...the HCT should play their role, but the ISCG and the HCT should play their role
too.” Without clear top-down backing, the merger and subsequent MPCA rationalisation risk stalling.
Finally, respondents flag that while the merger clarifies direction, additional progress will take time.
They recognize that simply having a space where issues can be discussed is already a significant step.

According to key informants, Lebanon is implementing the Area Based Coordination (ABC) model. An
ABC model organizes a humanitarian or development response around specific geographic locations
rather than technical sectors, aiming for a more holistic, multisectoral, and localized approach to
address community needs. This is seen by many as a good move toward leaner coordination,
especially in a country the size of Lebanon with a complex, protracted crisis in an urban environment,
where needs are rarely confined to single sectors. Some Kl sources expressed a willingness to
continue sectoral coordination at the subnational level despite this change. At the time of writing, key
informants reported that the general timeline for implementing the ABC model has been agreed at
the HCT, with the ToRs under preparation.

5.2 Target groups

A key informant stated that after so many years of humanitarian assistance in Lebanon, some of the
terms that are commonly agreed upon in other crisis contexts have been consistently misunderstood.
For example, the term “humanitarian” has been used almost exclusively to refer to assistance
provided to Syrian refugees, excluding Lebanese and Palestinian refugees. This use of the term has
proven to be inaccurate, especially following the most recent crisis. In this crisis, even when different
groups were equally affected, the existence of separate coordination mechanisms resulted in a much
faster response for some groups over others.

Most interviewees favoured a clearer articulation of cross-population technical cash coordination;
however, one organisation strongly advocated against it and argued that the CWG should focus solely
on Syrian refugees. Across interviews, respondents describe a population-segmented cash
architecture whose day-to-day workings have entrenched unequal attention and uneven performance
across Lebanese, Syrian, and Palestinian refugees. Several interviewees summarize the operating
logic as one of parallel systems in “normal times,” with Syrian refugees under UNHCR and WFP,
Palestinians under UNRWA, and Lebanese under MoSA, with the aspiration that “when there is a shock
or thereis a crisis, they are all technically equal.” In practice, respondents emphasise that this equality
has not been realized in coordination forums or technical decisions.

For Lebanese households, many KlIs foreground MoSA’s central role and the ongoing attempt to link
humanitarian cash to national social protection. Interviewees acknowledge recent administrative
progress while underscoring persistent gaps that became visible during crisis and emergency
contexts, as seen between 2023-2025. One respondent notes that MoSA “did not have an
immediate...database available to support the registration of people affected by the conflict,” with the
public registration link first shared in December, two months after the escalation, and that
humanitarian agencies lacked timely data-sharing agreements to deduplicate against MoSA's lists,
which in-turn slowed distributions. The same interviewee illustrates incremental systems gains by
contrasting a three-month deduplication exercise in 2023 with a two-week run in 2024, yet still
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characterises the registry as “far from being mature.” The vast majority of respondents see a role to
play for the CWG, especially on preparedness, vulnerability logic, and contingency planning for
Lebanese.

For Syrian refugees, KllIs depict a mature and established system dominated by UNHCR and WFP, with
strong databases and routine delivery, yet limited integration with inter-agency cash decision making.
Respondents repeatedly describe contradictory sectoral guidance during the escalation, with food
security actors prioritising in-kind assistance in collective shelters while basic assistance actors
recommended cash for households outside shelters, producing overlaps and sub-optimal mixes at
the point of delivery. As one interviewee recounts, this “conflicting guidance between sectors” meant
that some people received both food parcels and cash even where “all their needs could have been
met through cash.” Others add that the large-scale actors were able to respond quickly and for a high
volume of beneficiaries.

For Palestinian refugees, informants portray an almost entirely separate track. UNRWA is identified
as the lead agency, and respondents report minimal substantive discussion of cash assistance in
either basic assistance or cash forums. Across the dataset, no interviewee describes Palestinian
refugees as meaningfully integrated into the main cash coordination discussions to date.

Several respondents also comment on how attention in coordination spaces has been skewed
towards certain population groups. Many Klls state that, to date, the CWG's conversations have
focused disproportionately on Lebanese caseloads, with “Syrians taken care of by UNHCR and WFP”
and largely “out of the picture” in cash forums; at the same time, some actors argue that Lebanese
issues should be located in social protection bodies rather than in the CWG, which further fragments
the cross-population debate. One interviewee captures the paradox succinctly: “many actors say that
the CWG does not talk about Syrians, only Lebanese,” while others want Lebanese discussions
elsewhere.

Looking forward, many Klls support giving the CWG an explicit cross-population technical remit while
national structures consolidate for Lebanese assistance. Respondents describe ongoing efforts to
codify this through revised Terms of Reference that “include... all the LRP populations” and to create
a single technical space where cash for Palestinian and Syrian refugees, and Lebanese can be
discussed. Interviewees argue that open membership and government participation will be necessary
to make those linkages meaningful, but they caution that, until MoSA's systems can reliably handle
registration and deduplication at scale in cases of crisis, the CWG will need to play a bridging role and
emergency preparedness, to avoid the fragmentation observed during the recent crisis.

In sum, KlIs present a consistent picture: Lebanese assistance is well on track, albeit with delays, to be
transitioned towards social protection while remaining operationally fragile; assistance to Syrian
refugees is large-scale and systematised but insulated from broader coordination; and assistance to
Palestinian refugees largely bypasses inter-agency cash coordination. Many Klls advocate a re-scoped,
open CWG with a cross-population mandate precisely to close these gaps and to ensure that, in the
next shock, the rhetoric that “they are all equally affected” is reflected in how guidance is formulated
and executed across the three target groups.
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5.3 Role of local NGOs

Across the interviews, there is a clear depiction of national and local organisations as present but
peripheral to cash coordination. No interviewee portrayed local actors as leading or central to decision
making; rather, respondents consistently described their participation as limited and their influence
as weak. One KIl summarized the current situation bluntly: “Local organisations’ presence now is
minimal. They are attending but they are not vocal; conversations are alien to their worries.” Another
interviewee underscored the same point in even starker terms, noting that “local NGOs are quite silent
on advocacy.” The majority of Klls argue for entry points that are operational (implementation SOPs,
cash mapping, ABC links) rather than forums that are policy and mandate heavy, like the CWG has
been to date.

Several respondents explained this muted role in terms of incentives and capacities. One interviewee
observed that only recent funding channels have directed substantial resources to local organisations
and that, on cost grounds, they can be more efficient implementers. The same respondent, however,
emphasised that these advantages do not translate into voice within coordination, stressing that local
organisations are “not that strong” on compliance and advocacy, often “quiet, silent,” and inclined to
acquiesce to decisions taken by sectors and ministries rather than contest them. “Being vocal is mainly
INGOs that are well positioned in the country,” the interviewee noted, whereas local groups “just agree
with it and they proceed, which is not always good.” Another respondent emphasized the
“disproportionate amount of power than international organizations have over local NGOs just by
sheer size'.

Multiple key informants linked the weak influence to deeper, long-standing structural patterns. All Kls
involved also on another sectors, states that the weak influence and participation have remained
particularly weak in the cash coordination. One respondent described a decade of heavy and
politicised cash architecture in which “national ownership and national NGOs are really weak,”
recalling that “only the Red Cross and Caritas have been able to deliver cash at scale independently,
not as implementing partners.” The same interviewee cited the failure to invest in national structures
since the onset of the Syrian crisis as “one of the biggest failures” of the response. Another Kill
reinforced this diagnosis, judging that localisation is not clearly prioritised and that “local NGOs have
not been very vocal on coordination, especially on cash coordination” with the warning that waiting
for a more operational coordination model to emerge risks being “extremely late already”. Donors
expressed varied views. Some described themselves as “organisationally agnostic” and prioritised
efficiency and effectiveness over the engagement of local organisations, while others made local
engagement a priority.

The governance transitions underway also generate concern about further marginalisation.
Interviewees cautioned that the merger between the BAWG and the CWG could result in “losing
national organisations in between” if the process is not managed deliberately. The same concern
surfaced in related reflections on leadership and influence, where respondents linked mandate-driven
politics and perceived competition over coordination roles to a narrowing of space for national voices.

Notwithstanding these reservations, there are glimmers of opportunity in the data. Some KllIs pointed
to recent humanitarian financing that set aside “a huge budget for local NGOs, including cash,” and
suggested that a more standard and operationally focused model of the CWG could “raise more
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interest” among national actors. Yet even these interviewees did not suggest that local organisations
currently exercise strategic leadership within cash coordination. Rather, the dominant view is that
their attendance does not translate into agenda setting, and that their perspectives are insufficiently
reflected in technical discussions and in the design of guidance and indicators.

In sum, the interviews converge on a picture of local and national organisations as underrepresented
in voice, late to be meaningfully included, and at risk of further sidelining during ongoing governance
changes. No respondent described the role of national organisations in cash coordination as robust
or adequate to the scale of the task, even where they acknowledged their cost efficiency and
expanding access to funding.

5.4 Social protection linkages

State of SP systems and links to humanitarian cash

Across interviews, respondents depict the linkage between national social protection and
humanitarian cash as progressing well but slowly. However, no interviewee described the national-
humanitarian interface as adequate to the needs that emerged during and after the 2024-2025
escalation. The dominant diagnosis is structural: “MoSA has been taking a lot of steps in the right
direction, but we still don't have a national registry. We don't have a social protection information
system,” one respondent observed, adding that without the humanitarian data systems built over the
years, the picture would look “super fragmented, uncoordinated and to a certain extent inefficient.”

Interviewees consistently describe two parallel systems divided by population group. As one UN
agency clearly put it, “inclusion of refugees into national social protection systems is not in the
horizon.” At the same time, interviewees acknowledge uneven system maturity. For Syrian refugees,
UNHCR's Refugee Assistance and Information System (RAIS) database “works very well for
deduplication,” whereas “the systems for the Lebanese are still being developed.” One practitioner
gave a concrete benchmark: deduplicating a Lebanese MPCA caseload with MoSA took three months
in late 2023 but only two weeks for a similar exercise in 2024, indicating progress even if the AMAN-
supporting database remains “far from being mature” and the gaps were “clearly evident” in the
emergency response.

Many Kllis locate the problem as much in governance as in technology. One respondent outlines the
prerequisites for a coherent architecture on the government side, including a Social Assistance
Steering Committee, with MoSA providing the overall “chapeau.” In this view, the Cash Working Group
should “lead the conversation on identifying these linkages,” agree on definitions, and broker access
arrangements that strengthen national systems while enabling humanitarian actors to use common
protocols for data sharing and deduplication.

The interviews also stress that politics constrain transitions for Syrians. As one Kll stated, “the
stumbling block is political for Syrians.” Here, key informants diverge: some see opportunities for the
long-term integration of a residual caseload of Syrian refugees into a social protection system
financed by international cooperation, while others stated that “the Government of Lebanon has been
very clear that integration is a no-go, regardless of where the resources come from.” Authorities “want
alignment,” but remain politically cautious about any steps toward structural integration of refugees.
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For Lebanese, financing is the primary constraint. As one Kl put it, “there is no budget for the full
transition of Lebanese.” Within the current fiscal space, authorities are cautious about establishing
fully institutionalized and independent shock responsiveness for Lebanese people. There is, however,
broader consensus on Shock-Responsive Social Protection (SRSP): for countrywide crises, SRSP will
need to be supported by international cooperation. Several respondents describe concrete initiatives
that suggest an emerging interface between systems. Following the escalation, major United Nations
agencies supported the MoSA in a registration effort that later produced large dataset from which an
econometric model identified a large cohort of conflict-affected Lebanese in need of assistance.

Implementation has largely proceeded through local NGOs, creating channels where humanitarian
delivery and national registries start to align. The Lebanon Humanitarian Fund also mobilised United
Nations entities and NGOs for MoSA-led programmes, which many interviewees consider illustrative
of shock-responsive social protection. Nevertheless, many Klls, particularly from NGOs, argued that
these measures arrived months after the peak of the crisis and remained largely United Nations-led,
and still involved parallel delivery chains. In their assessment, the approach has not yet matured into
an institutionalized process that builds durable national capacity for future shocks.

Taken together, the interviews present a descriptive picture of social protection linkages that are
conceptually endorsed, but in practice, remain underdeveloped. Respondents agree on three core
issues: that national systems for Lebanese households are advancing but remain immature for crisis
and disaster response operations; that refugee assistance operates through a separate and more
technically mature apparatus; and that the absence of collective protocols and an empowered
governance interface slowed humanitarian cash and SRSP for Lebanese during the conflict. Across the
interviews, no one characterised the current state of linkages as adequate. Instead, they call for
strengthened governance coordination structures and a CWG that can steward definitions and data
protocols across stakeholders.

Current and potential role of CWG in the SP space & the role of MoSA

The current role of CWG is still primarily seen as only partially engaged in the social protection space—
lacking the authority and instruments to achieve more substantial, impactful engagement.
Interviewees link this limited role to unresolved questions of scope and representation. The same Klls
reflect the fact that national social protection governance for Lebanese households is not yet fully
operative. However, amid these challenges, lie opportunities. Many Klls across the spectrum,
therefore, argue that, in the interim, the CWG has a “very strong role to play,” including when national
MoSA-led coordination bodies such as the Social Assistance Steering Committee or the social
protection pillar structures are not yet equipped.

Respondents converge on the practical implications of such a role. They call for an open membership
model and basic procedural clarity so that the CWG can steward common technical work that directly
underpins linkages to state systems. Looking ahead, many Klls endorse a more explicit mandate for
the CWG in the social protection arena, framed within the wider reform agenda. Interviewee
recommendations also include strengthening “the CWG's role in linking humanitarian cash and Social
Protection,” and using the CWG as the “primary interlocutor to MoSA,” with data sharing protocols and
joint emergency planning to connect humanitarian caseloads to national systems where feasible.
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Overall, CWG's current role in promoting linkages to social protection is considered insufficient. Many
Klls propose a near-term model in which the CWG becomes the principal technical space for
definitions, transfer value logic, data protocols, and contingency planning across populations, while
national coordination bodies start and then consolidate. They pair this with a participation model that
is more open and with clear reporting lines to inter-sector and humanitarian leadership, arguing that
only an empowered and procedurally-grounded CWG can reduce the duplication and delays that
marked the recent emergency and make the humanitarian-state interface tangible in operations.
According to some of the Klls, two practical examples of enhanced collaboration could be on referrals
and in SRSP.

Interviewees consistently portray the MoSA as the governmental anchor for social protection and as
the necessary public counterpart for cash policy and coordination. Many Klls emphasise the Ministry’'s
commitment to “national ownership” and to building “a solid coordination architecture” for assistance
to Lebanese households. Several interviewees connect this institutional agenda to the humanitarian
architecture by arguing that a ministry co-lead in the Cash Working Group is essential to ensure “the
links between both,” to keep information flowing, and avoid redundancies. In their words, “a co-lead
from MoSA is absolutely [needed]” so that the two systems “complement each other.”

At the operational level, interviewees recognize MoSA’s central role but note competing demands on
its technical and staffing resources. Several suggested that, to sustain a technical cash working group,
MoSA may wish to recruit a specialist or designate a civil servant to serve in the role. Respondents
described a balance between seconding an external expert to the ministry, who could bring
immediate specialized experience but may face constraints in speaking on behalf of the institution,
and appointing a civil servant, who might require additional time for technical onboarding yet would
carry greater institutional weight in interagency settings.

Views on co-leadership also diverge across organisations. Several interviewees from international
NGOs express concern about a ministry co-chair presiding over discussions that include assistance to
Syrians, while other INGOs note that MoSA has already co-chaired the basic assistance forum and
therefore see no principled obstacle to its role in the Cash Working Group. By contrast, interviewees
from United Nations agencies and coordination bodies generally anticipate positive effects from
MoSA's co-leadership, emphasising the potential for stronger linkages with social protection
structures and clearer interfaces with national authorities.

5.5 Sectoral Cash

Sectoral cash was one of the topics that created more divided opinions among Klls. Some respondents
describe sectoral cash as a fragmented and messy domain that was heavily used in the recent crisis
to bypass uncoordinated guidance, low transfer values, and political bottlenecks. Many Klls recount
parallel sector processes, unclear interfaces with the Cash Working Group, and the absence of a
unified platform producing coordinated inputs during the emergency. Many Klls stated that Lebanon's
transfer value has not been updated recently and now covers only a share of the MEB. They viewed
this as the main reason for the proliferation of sectoral cash, used as top-ups, compared with previous
crises in Lebanon and with other countries in the region.
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Interviewees provide concrete examples of how this fragmentation translated into practice during the
escalation. Several recount that agencies seeking to implement emergency cash encountered “zero
guidance or conflicting guidance,” while common parameters for emergency MPCA were not available.
In this reading, disjointed coordination resulted in what one interviewee called a missed opportunity
to do more cash support during the war. Others add that sector delays and gaps contributed to a
partial reversion to in-kind assistance in some areas, despite market functionality for displaced
populations outside collective shelters.

Many Klls attribute these outcomes to longstanding ambiguities between multipurpose cash and
sector-specific cash. Respondents emphasise that the delineation of MPCA remains unsettled and that
the CWG is expected to more clearly define MPCA versus sectoral cash. Several interviewees describe
a tendency to avoid the MPCA label altogether and to frame similar support as winterisation cash or
cash for rent as a way to navigate bottlenecks within sector structures. According to these Kills, the
term “MPCA” must be redefined and reintegrated into the broader response if coordination is to
become intelligible across sectors. One INGO interviewee also noted that “sectors are very powerful
in Lebanon compared to other crises, and will not allow programming outside sector guidelines, which
could hamper innovation.” These ambiguities somehow replicate global issues, where current
guidance around sectoral cash coordination and linkages to social protection systems is relatively
vague and requires further development.

Views diverge on the continuing relevance of sectoral cash. Some interviewees judge that sectoral
cash is not so relevant moving forward, particularly where MPCA can meet basic needs. Others argue
the opposite, contending that sectoral cash is a way around the reduced minimum expenditure basket
imposed by government and the restrictions that followed, which provoked top-ups through sector
channels. Other Klls point out that sectoral outcomes, especially in protection, are better met by cash
for protection compared to MPCA, with a cash for protection approach that was well coordinated
during the response. These accounts highlight a substantive disagreement over the role of sectoral
cash, driven by the level and structure of MPCA and by external constraints on transfer values.
Nonetheless, there was near unanimity among INGOs, UN agencies, and coordination bodies on the
need to redefine MPCA in Lebanon and align it more closely with international standards, especially
for future emergencies.

5.6 Systems and mandates

There is near unanimous agreement among interviewees that systems are not the principal constraint
in Lebanon. For the Syrian caseload, established platforms enable rapid deduplication. Several Klls,
particularly from donors and INGOs, called for broader and more widely shared analysis of assistance
to Syrian refugees, which could refine and improve the model in the context of shrinking funds. For
Lebanese households, the MoSA-hosted systems remain imperfect but have improved considerably.
The issue most frequently cited by KllIs is the dominance of strong institutional mandates that shape
the response and often override technical coordination.

Another point of agreement the need for clearer internal rules and a more open participation model.
International NGOs “want SOPs from the CWG,” several calling to “open the CWG to a broad
participation,” and multiple respondents proposing small core groups and task teams that “open and
close” with explicit ToRs.
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The cumulative picture is of a coordination system that entered the latest crisis without a settled
mandate or agreed operating procedures and that remains encumbered by politicised incentives,
unclear interfaces with sectoral and population-specific arrangements, and limited inclusiveness.
Although some products from the forum are recognized as useful by the Klls, such as cash mapping,
the dominant view is that without explicit authority, standard procedures, and a participation model
that can translate analysis into decisions, coordination will continue to facilitate meetings without
resolving strategic questions.

On mandates, interviewees describe a coordination architecture marked by ambiguity both vertically
and horizontally. Vertically, they point to a gap between high-level decisions and an operative
mandate for the CWG, with several noting that the forum “lacks formal decision-making authority.”
Horizontally, they highlight unresolved scope across population groups and sectors, with some stating
there is “no agreement if [the] CWG should be across populations,” a vacuum in which sectors
consolidated their own arrangements over years without an effective cash forum and continue to
exert strong influence over cash parameters. Many Klls therefore call for clearer internal rules of the
game, including standard operating procedures, predictable agendas, open participation, and small
core groups or time-bound task teams with explicit terms of reference to carry forward technical work.
Interviewees who were present in 2014 add historical perspective, recalling that a lack of a dedicated
planning budget for cash embedded in the response plan contributed to project-specific work, siloed
financing that worked against a coherent multipurpose model. This also led to core groups and task
forces only becoming effective once their remit and procedural rules were codified. Respondents
caution against reproducing these dynamics and argue that the current reform should include an
explicit MPCA chapter in the LRP.

Several interviewees describe Lebanon as resistant to change in coordination arrangements. Across
sectors and among agencies that lead sectors, many perceive that occupying a co-lead position brings
money to the organisation. Donors interviewed contradicted this view, stating that funding decisions
are driven by needs and performance rather than by formal positions in coordination structures. This
gap suggests that status and visibility are often mistaken for access to funding, which makes reform
harder.

Respondents also report that when change has occurred, it has been largely top down, while bottom-
up efforts have struggled to gain traction amid competition for roles. Individuals and agencies have
clung to coordination posts, and several interviewees consider the current architecture to be
oversized for the scale of the response and the size of the country. As one put it, “we built a
coordination machine too large for the task.” These dynamics produce procedural congestion and
dilute accountability, weakening the ability of coordination bodies to make timely and technically
grounded decisions.

5.7 Global learning on cash coordination

Global experts consulted for this study are generally positive about the new cash coordination model,
though some recognized that it is too soon to assess it definitively given its relative newness and the
rapidly evolving funding context. One global expert points out that the model's rollout is progressing
well according to the QCCF indicators. Some of the global stakeholders consulted for this study
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express cautious optimism about the new cash coordination model’s ability to withstand the ongoing
funding shortfalls, noting that CWGs are less reliant on dedicated staffing than clusters and are
therefore somewhat better positioned to absorb funding cuts. Several informants note that the CAG's
global guidance is robust for MPCA while acknowledging that current guidance around sectoral cash
coordination and linkages to social protection systems is relatively vague and requires further
development. One expert emphasises the importance of contextual flexibility—for example, citing
area-based coordination as a growing trend—and encourages CWGs to adapt the CAG's ToR as
needed rather than adhering rigidly to the global template.

While few contexts are seen as directly comparable to Lebanon’s contexts, this is attributed less to
Lebanon’s exceptionalism and more to the distinctiveness of each response environment. Klls cited
several MENA countries as potentially relevant: Palestine for its strong CWG and dedicated MPCA
chapter; Iraq for its efforts to transition displaced populations into national social protection systems;
and Jordan for recent success in coordinating Syrian refugee returns with government actors. Other
countries highlighted for functional CWGs or promising practices included Ukraine, Chad, Sudan, and
Colombia. As part of the study, the consultants interviewed representatives from CWGs or equivalent
bodies in Colombia, Egypt, Jordan, and Sudan, some of whom had experience with cash coordination
in additional contexts.

Some informants note that Lebanon may be better positioned than other countries to manage
anticipated funding cuts, given its relatively well-resourced response. One CWG representative looks
to Lebanon's CWG as a model, particularly in terms of its relatively functional relationship with
government actors. CWG representatives note various success factors for effective cash coordination,
including a voluntary coordination culture, stability in leadership, full engagement with the ISCG, and
clear differentiation between programmatic and non-programmatic co-chair roles, with some
flexibility for backstopping.

Informants emphasise that different coordination structures can work effectively depending on
context—for example, Jordan's Food Security and Basic Needs Working Group, alongside a separate
Common Cash Facility, effectively substitutes for a national CWG, while Egypt's more typical,
centralised CWG is UN-led. Sudan and Colombia both boast a strong national CWG with numerous
subnational CWGs—18 in Sudan and nine in Colombia.

MPCA remains the dominant cash intervention in most countries, with limited use of sectoral cash.
Unlike Lebanon, most HNRPs now include a dedicated MPCA section with associated targets and
budgets. Operating under the ISCG umbrella—particularly when the ISCG is supportive of cash
programming—is seen as a key factor in legitimising CWGs and fostering collaboration with sectoral
actors. Several CWG representatives described sectoral cash coordination as a gradual process,
requiring one to four years of sustained engagement to yield meaningful results. Successful CWGs
built alignment through the co-development of non-binding guidelines and standards, shaped by
extensive sector input and allowing for justified deviations. CWG informants consistently underscored
the value of voluntary, collaborative approaches over top-down ones, though they noted that success
often hinged on the willingness of individual sector leads to engage meaningfully with the CWG.

29



One global expert explained that, while many CWGs have reported some form of linkage with national
social protection systems through QCCF surveys, the indicator remains poorly defined. Informants
cited numerous countries thought to have strong CWG-social protection integration, including
Romania, Poland, Moldova, Bulgaria, Ukraine, the Philippines, Venezuela, Mali, and Cameroon. One
CWG representative described the challenge of aligning transfer values for refugees with those used
in national systems, noting that progress was only achieved through extensive advocacy and
awareness-raising.

Informants across contexts reported similar challenges in efforts to localise cash coordination. Gaps
in institutional resourcing, staffing, and technical expertise persist, and NNGOs are often
underrepresented or hesitant to assert leadership. In some settings, government restrictions limit the
operational space for local actors, including prohibitions on cash distribution. While several CWGs
have created dedicated seats for local Co-Chairs, these roles typically complement rather than lead
coordination efforts, and no examples of full NNGO leadership were cited. Some CWG representatives
noted that subnational CWGs offered opportunities for more localised and adapted responses but
also posed coordination challenges, requiring additional staffing and complicating oversight.

6.1 For the CWG

1.1 Be intentional about the CWG structure and keep it open to adaptation if needed. Limit the
number of co-chairs to two or three and use core groups to provide additional leadership
opportunities. Institute a lean working modality that combines open membership and time-bound
task teams with explicit deliverables, start and end dates, and assigned leads. In other countries such
as Ukraine, Sudan, Palestine and others, task teams have worked better than core groups when
purposeful and adequately resourced. Task teams have a clear purpose and typically gather expertise
around them. Core groups tend to blur decision-making and make coordination heavier. CWG co-
chairs should also take accountability for the deliverables of the task teams.

1.2 Reinforce the centrality of MPCA. Donors, INGOs, and most UN agencies agree on the feasibility,
beneficiary preference, efficiency, and effectiveness of MPCA compared with other mechanisms. The
CWG should promote the centrality of MPCA in the response in Lebanon, especially during crises,
rather than sectoral cash, which fragments the response or in kind that has shown less efficiency and
effectiveness in Lebanon. By adopting global best practices, Lebanon will keep up with global
advancements on cash, and measure progress against global benchmarks like the global CAG list of
indicators.

1.3 Align the ToR and ways of working with the global cash coordination model. With very few
exceptions, the majority of Klls from Lebanon and from global forums stated that there is no reason
to diverge from global guidance in Lebanon. This is particularly the case on ToR alignment with the
global model and including a dedicated MPCA section with associated targets and budgets in the local.
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1.4 Prioritise vulnerability and targeting parameters. Set vulnerability and prioritisation criteria as
an early technical deliverable that reflects the move from years of limited prioritisation to a context of
constrained funding. Use the CWG launch workshop to identify immediate priorities and secure quick
wins. The most essential and immediate task is to establish the group and begin deliberations.
Develop a vulnerability and targeting task team in the context of the foreseeable funding cuts.

1.5 Maximise the CWG’s visibility and influence within the broader ISCG/HCT structure. Prioritise
the CWG's consistent and active engagement in ISCG/HCT meetings and discussions to ensure that
broader coordination decisions take cash into account and promote the legitimacy of the CWG within
the country’s overall coordination structure.

1.6 Escalate only when necessary. Roadblocks will arise, particularly on politics, mandates, and
sectoral cash. Escalation to the inter-sector group or the HCT should be reserved for issues that other
sectors would also escalate. The CWG should adopt the global MPCA definition and prepare the MPCA
chapter for the LRP without escalation. Adopt a pragmatic rule that matters of MPCA, linkages to social
protection, and technical inputs on sectoral cash are decided within the CWG; escalate the remainder.

1.7 Adopt a collaborative approach to technically coordinating sectoral cash. Complementary
sectoral cash activities that fall outside of MPCA require guidance. Experience from high-functioning
CWGs in other contexts suggests that the most effective way to ensure buy-in to such technical
guidance is to co-develop sectoral cash guidance in close collaboration with the implicated sectors,
while demonstrating respect for their perspectives and technical expertise and recognising that such
approaches often involve extended timelines of a year or more to yield results. Re-calibrating the MEB
components could be a good first exercise on how to coordinate with other sectors.

1.8 Treat preparedness as a standing task. Standard operating procedures, basic data sharing
protocols with MoSA, service mapping, and a joint market monitoring plan are attainable early steps
that broaden participation and collaboration. Plan for shock responsiveness across populations, since
in shocks they are all equal. While specific mandates over long-term assistance are clear (MoSA for
Lebanese, international community for Syrians, and UNRWA for Palestinians), joint preparedness is a
must. Advocate for the use of MPCA as preferred response modality across all populations during
large crises.

1.9 Institutionalize cash mapping. Conduct a regular cash mapping or a 3Ws under the LRP, ideally
through the adoption of harmonized cash indicators linked to Activitylnfo and a monthly dashboard.
With limited up-to-date data, lack of cohesion, and various stakeholders, knowing who does what and
where has not been straightforward in Lebanon; better information supports better coordination and
sustains engagement, including by national NGOs.

1.10 Engage the government pragmatically while protecting technical and operational
independence. Anticipate debates on transfer values, document gaps against minimum standards,
and justify sectoral top-ups when needed. Identify key advocacy issues with the Lebanese government
to address directly (e.g., transfer values) and those to channel via the HCT and RC/HC (e.g., MPCA
support for new Syrian arrivals). Given elections expected in May 2026, focus this startup phase on
technical issues that can be achieved before May, and distinguish between near-term and long-term
reforms.
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1.11 Consider creating a task team dedicated to strengthening humanitarian cash and social
protection linkages. In other contexts, this has proven an effective way to make tangible progress
on specific initiatives. In Lebanon, this could create space for priority activities—to be determined by
CWG leads and task team members—while ensuring that the broader CWG remains inclusive of all
cash stakeholders, representing all target groups.

1.12 Create practical entry points for local organisations. Engage national actors through a
dedicated task team that match their strengths, rather than through high-level mandate debates.
Coordination will be much stronger, factually-relevant, and operational through local participation.
Co-leadership can enable participation but is not sufficient on its own. Establish a local NGOs task
team as a temporary measure to surface the needs and possible contributions of local and national
NGOs, in order to bridge the gap between the current situation and a future active participation. CWG
priorities should also align with the technical and operational needs of local actors.

1.13 Build a routine dialogue with donors. Either open the CWG to donor participation or institute
regular feedback loops on decisions and bottlenecks. Coordination improves when donors are
informed and present; continued change requires that donors be consistently briefed and engaged.

We propose a model in which the CWG is at the centre of the cash response. The group provides
technical support to sectors on cash as needed and, together with donors, advocates for the centrality
of MPCA. It also serves as the primary forum for discussion of linkages between humanitarian cash
and social protection, including shock-responsive social protection, in coordination with the pillar
bodies and the Social Assistance Steering Committee.

Inter Sector Coordination Humanitarian Country
Group (ISCG) Team (HCT)
Escalates Ministry of Social
bottlenecks to / Affairs (MoSA)
! Co-led by
//

Technically S~
coordinates Liaises with
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Other Sectors (Basic Assistance, Child Protection,
Education, Energy, Food Security, Health, Livelihoods,
Protection, GBV, Shelter, Social Stability, WASH, & Nutrition)

Figure 8. Cash coordination model proposed
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6.2 For operational CVA actors in Lebanon

2.1 Adopt global practices on MPCA. Lebanon pioneered ‘cash first' and ‘why not cash? approaches
13 years ago; extend this to an ‘MPCA first' approach. Limit the relabelling of some multipurpose
assistance as sectoral cash to bypass coordination gaps and shortcomings; instead, bring bottlenecks
to the CWG for resolution. Where government sets a low transfer value, document unmet needs, and
design transparent top-ups through sector channels only when technically justified and feed that
evidence back into CWG parameter setting.

2.2 Be ambitious but realistic on pace. It took considerable time to reestablish the parameters for
a CWG. The issues that accumulated during years without a CWG will not be solved overnight. Support
an ambitious but achievable workplan.

2.3 Contribute actively to the running of the group. While the co-leads facilitate, members should
bring discussion points, shape the workplan, and contribute to delivery. The CWG will be as strong as
its members want it to be and requires co-leads that are fully dedicated to the group.

2.4 Resource local participation. Finance the participation of local implementing partners, including
paid time or dedicated staff for coordination, translation where required, and targeted capacity
building and skills-training on information management and compliance.

2.5 Send technical staff to the table. Nominate senior cash staff to time-bound task teams and
commit to implement outputs within agreed timelines.

6.3 For the HCT and the ISCG

3.1 Sustain the forum. Maintain continuity, foresight, and predictability rather than episodic and
responsive activation. The merger and reforms are only the beginning; Senior engagement that
enabled the merger will need to continue if the CWG is to succeed. Political and mandate issues
around cash will still require HCT attention; decisions at the senior level should ensure that CVA is
technically sound and centred on the population it serves.

3.2 Keep the architecture flexible through the UN reset. Do not suspend progress while awaiting
global guidance. The cash coordination model was launched in 2022, and Lebanon is only beginning
to implement it now. The CWG should remain flexible and adapt as institutional reforms take shape
but the 2022 reform, agreed at the global level is the best model we have to date.

3.3 The ISCG should give MPCA clear standing in the response plan. Clarify the delineation
between MPCA and sector-specific cash for Lebanon and embed it in a dedicated MPCA chapter of
the LRP. Learn from 2014, when siloed budgeting undermined a coherent multipurpose model, and
draw on practices from other countries that use separate chapters, dedicated amounts and standard
indicators.

3.4 Confer authority and resolve mandates. Grant the same decision rights to the CWG compared
to other sectors. Require standard procedures so that analysis translates into decisions rather than
multiplying meetings. Ambiguities will arise primarily on policy, mandate, and politics. Senior bodies
should also address sector power imbalances that impede cross-sector cash solutions and back the



CWG when sector rules block technically sound choices. The HCT and CWG should share a common
vision grounded in the values promoted by cash programmes, i.e., needs-based, people-centred
approaches rooted in dignity and preference, rather than sectoral or organisational mandates.

6.4 For MoSA

4.1 Operationalise co-leadership at MoSA. The majority of Klls advocated for appointing a civil
servant to the co-lead role. This may require additional support from CWG co-leads to reach full
technical fluency, but it carries greater institutional weight than a seconded consultant who may have
technical readiness but limited authority to speak for the Ministry or influence the Ministry’s strategy.

4.2 Exercise leadership on assistance to Lebanese citizens. Across Klls, MoSA has been
unanimously recognised as the legitimate lead for poverty alleviation for Lebanese citizens. Capitalise
on the experience of CWG members in assisting Lebanese during the recent crisis. During large-scale
crises, the CWG has a crucial role to play: social protection (SP) systems sometimes fail and are not as
shock-responsive as needed, especially in large-scale conflict. International actors could also channel
humanitarian funds that may not be channelled through SP, for example under the Lebanon
Response Plan (LRP). The CWG still has a role to play on ECA to Lebanese and in the SRSP. Currently,
many actors conducting payments for the SRSP mechanism are members of the CWG.

4.3 Activate the Social Assistance Committee and its linkages. Ensure dedicated seats and regular
attendance from the CWG and formalise two-way reporting lines between the SAC and the CWG to
reduce duplication and delay.

6.5 For national organisations

5.1 Request resources for participation. National organisations can contribute to more operational,
ground-based coordination and should request dedicated resources from donors for engagement in
coordination. In the midterm, the LHDF should request a fully dedicated staff to deal with cash matters
and bring the voices of the NNGOs to the CWG

5.2 Organize a national NGO task team. Consolidate positions of local actors on MPCA, sectoral
cash, and social protection linkages and channel them into CWG deliberations, since local actors are
present but often at the periphery and need structured entry points.

5.3 NNGOs should engage proactively in task teams. Participating with MoSA and CWG Co-Leads
on indicators, cash mapping, and area-based linkages. Engage in ToR consultations and advocate for
inclusive membership, including the option of a national NGO co-lead, in line with the reform agenda.

5.4 Coordinate positions with INGO peers. Reduce perceived competition over cash leadership and
press collectively for a clearer separation between MPCA and sectoral cash, as urged by several
interviewees.
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6.6 For Donors

6.1 Sustain engagement and aligh money with messages. Maintain continuous engagement with
the CWG and resist end-of-the-year, quick-to-spend projects that derail long-term and sustainable
technical reforms. Adopt a MPCA first approach and align funding and messaging, or the system will
risk collapse and ineffectiveness as seen in the last crisis. Coordination is lean when donors see the
same picture and recipients hear the same guidance.

6.2 Back the CWG defined standards and use them in funding decisions. Support the CWG to
define MPCA and its relationship to sectoral cash and require use of those standards in grants to
reduce incentives for in-kind and for working around coordination through rebranded sectoral cash.
Sustain modality-agnostic and outcome-focused partners. Refrain from steering partners toward in-
kind assistance where markets are functioning.

6.3 Incentivise transparency and due process. Encourage the CWG to openly publish SOPs,
predictable agendas, and documented decisions as a condition for supporting coordination budgets.
Discussions about specific grants should be handled bilaterally; issues that pertain to the entire
response should move to the CWG, avoiding bilateral discussions that diminish the CWG's role.

6.4 Invest in donor coordination on cash assistance. Continue funding joint donor work on cash,
ideally through the LDCF, with dedicated staff, and maintain regular donor meetings and missions
focused on cash to prevent mixed signals during shocks.

6.5 Promote knowledge sharing and data as the backbone of needs-response, especially during
crises. Harmonise and fund multi-sector needs assessments, market monitoring, etc., that inform
CWG decisions. According to Klls, these projects have multiplying effects and foster better
coordination. Fund the minimal secretariat functions and the shared information management
backbone, including deduplication capacity and market monitoring, through pooled support.

6.6 Support a staged transition for systems. Coordinate engagement with the government to
prepare national systems for scale. The rightful owner of national systems for Lebanese is the
government, but it is not yet equipped to respond to countrywide crises. Fund incremental readiness
and avoid overloading national systems during countrywide shocks by complementing bilateral
funding with humanitarian funding.
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The two letters provide complementary diagnoses of cash coordination in Lebanon and together help
explain the rationale for the recent reconfiguration. The donors’ mission report characterises the
architecture as fragmented, with blurred mandates between the CWG, the BAWG and other sectors,
unclear lines of authority for decisions on sector cash, and uneven links with the MoSA. It judges the
reactivated Cash Working Group promising but still underpowered and documents duplication in
reporting and inconsistencies in targeting that became visible during the 2024 emergency. It
recommends a set of structural measures that include merging the BAWG and the CWG, widening
membership to include sectors, the MoSA, local and international NGOs and donors, updating the
terms of reference, and strengthening the role of the ISCG in strategic steer. It also notes low
participation by local NGOs during the mission and argues that donor pressure will be required to
move the system toward greater coherence.

The position advanced by the international and national NGO forums describes the same problem
through its operational effects. Their letter portrays cash coordination as split across the FSS and the
BAWG, without a single locus that can issue clear and timely guidance when conditions shift, which in
turn generates duplication and multiple reporting streams. The forums call for a unified arrangement
that is rapid and adaptable and they set out a staged pathway to reach it. In their proposal the CWG
would become the single coordination body for cash with substantive decision authority and shared
leadership between United Nations agencies and NGOs, would set the method for multipurpose cash
including transfer values in consultation with sectors, and would be resourced to engage national
organisations in design and monitoring.

Read together, the two documents converge on the need for a single forum that sets system methods
for cash and can act quickly in shocks, and on the importance of a clearer working relationship with
the MoSA. The emphasis differs in ways that matter for design. The donors foreground authority,
mandate clarity, and formal reporting pathways, and they place the ISCG and the RC/HC at the centre
of system steer. The non-governmental organisations foreground usability for implementers,
predictability for front line staff, and the need for a single reporting spine, and they specify a staged
route to shared leadership and consolidation.

Issue LDCF recommendations LHIF/LHDF recommendations
Directed at CWG: Directed at RC/HC & HCT:
eUpdate the group’s ToR; develop common guidelines, including eRevise ToR of CWG to reflect new mandate and
for contingency planning. composition, drafted in consultation with NGO cash
actors, outlining co-leadership roles (Phase 1).
[C) Directed at CWG: Directed at RC/HC & HCT:
E eChannel sector-specific cash assistance primarily through MPC. eClarify MPCA as preferred response mechanism for all
0 Clarify MPCA definition. Avoid sectoral top-ups unless justified by  basic needs, incorporating feedback from sectors and
5 clear criteria. HCT constituencies (Phase 1).
§ eCommission CWG to determine MPCA strategy re:
g‘ transfer values, building consensus with sectors and
w

clearly defining and limiting the scope of sectoral cash
(Phase 2).

eInclude an MPCA & CVA overview with targets and
budgets, in the 2026 LRP, with clear reporting and
information-sharing lines (Phase 2).
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Issue

Localisation & linkages with social protection

LDCF recommendations
Directed at RC/HC & ISCG:
eReinforce ISCG’s role in strategic decision-making + CWG
support. Reassigh CWG secretariat away from RCO cash advisor.

Directed at RC/HC & ISCG:

eEmpower CWG via clear reporting pathways with sectors.
*Merge BAWG + CWG.

eExpand CWG’s membership.

Directed at RC/HC & ISCG:

eEnsure follow-up to cash mapping exercise, applying findings to
improve coordination/response.

Directed at RC/HC & ISCG:

eConduct independent cash vs. in-kind risk assessment to inform
policy/planning.

Directed at NGOs:

eDemonstrate stronger leadership in cash coordination and
accountable cash responses.

Directed at RC/HC & ISCG:

eStrengthen CWG's role in linking humanitarian cash + social
protection.

Directed at NGOs:
eProactively coordinate with MoSA.

Directed at MoSA:
eEnsure that humanitarian assistance remains needs-based &
includes all vulnerable groups.

Directed at donors:
eStrengthen coordinated engagement with MoSA to safeguard
cash operational space.

Directed at MoSA:

eRedefine efficient coordination mechanism for NSPS & develop
+implement action plan.

Directed at MoSA:

eActivate Social Assistance Steering Committee, ensuring
participation of CWG + donors.

LHIF/LHDF recommendations

Directed at RC/HC & HCT:

eConsensus-building to unify cash response under one
coordination body, with substantive authotiy for cash
strategies across sectors; membership/co-leadership
inclusive of implementing UN agencies and NGOs (Phase
1).

*Phase out BAWG & absorb FASC's role in multipurpose
cash, with its current functions distributed in line with
evolving coordination structures (e.g., NFls absorbed by
shelter sector) (Phase 3).

Directed at RC/HC & HCT:

eUse CWG (or equivalent) as primary interlocutor to
MoSA, linking humanitarian cash actors to social
protection systems to enable transition of Lebanese
recipients where feasible (Phase 3).

eEstablish data-sharing protocols, joint emergency
planning, & dialogue on filling gaps for Lebanese
recipients to enhance coordination between
humanitarian and social protection efforts.

Directed at RC/HC & HCT:
eContinue to advocate for equity in cash assistance
across population groups (Phase 3).

Directed at RC/HC & HCT:

eEnsure NGO co-leadership in cash coordination, with
NGOs providing operational & strategic feedback as
implementing entities across sectors (Phase 2).
eResource the CWG to contribute to localisation by
engaging with local NGOs on the design, implementation,
and monitoring of cash programs (Phase 2).
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LDCF recommendations
Directed at MoSA:
eEstablish common database of Lebanese beneficiary
households, enabling de-duplication.

Directed at Social Protection implementing partners:
eStrengthen collective dialogue with donors through LDCF.

Directed at UNHCR/WEFP:
eRevisit targeting strategies, simplify processes, seek potential
alignment with AMAN.

Directed at donors:
*Renew commitment to coordinated, complementary strategies
to maximise impact & prevent unintended competition.

Directed at donors:
eForm technical donor core group to engage on key topics.

Directed at donors:

eSupport contextualization of CDA 2025 as framework for
operational partners.

Directed at UNHCR/WFP:

ePrioritise sustainable MPCA caseload targeting most vulnerable
Syrian refugee households.

Directed at UNHCR/WEFP:

eConfirm refugee population figures to inform resource planning.

LHIF/LHDF recommendations

Directed at donors:

¢Codify cash-first approach in proposals, reporting
requirements & resource allocation to maximize cost
efficiency & minimize duplication.

eResource programs providing a unified cash transfer for
all basic needs within MEB rather than a sector or
mandate-based program approach.
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