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UNHCR Egypt provides different types of cash-based interventions to refugees and asylum-seekers in Egypt 
including multipurpose cash assistance (MPCA), cash for livelihood, cash for education, and cash for protection 
for unaccompanied and separated children (UASC). The cash assistance has multiple aims including to enhance 
refugees’ protection, improve their resilience, promote access to schools, meet their most pressing basic needs 
and avoid their resorting to negative coping mechanisms. Throughout 2019, UNHCR provided MCPA to 15,800 
cases; cash for education to 46,794 students and cash for livelihood to 499 cases. Some 3,258 UASC received 
cash assistance on a monthly basis through UNHCR partner, Caritas. The cash transfer for MPCA, education 
and livelihood grants were disbursed through over 4,000 branches of Egypt Post office while support to UASC 
was provided through Caritas and Bank of Alexandria. 

In order to ensure that the cash assistance provided meets the intended objectives and that desired outcomes 
are achieved, UNHCR conducts regular post-distribution and outcome monitoring with a sample of refugee 
recipients residing across the country. This report provides consolidated findings from post-distribution 
monitoring (PDM) exercises conducted in 2019 for refugees and asylum-seekers who either received cash for 
basic needs (MPCA), cash for livelihoods, cash for education or monthly cash assistance for UASC. 

1. INTRODUCTION
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A multi-phased data collection was implemented where random sampling techniques were mainly utilized 
throughout the different phases of the data collection. 

The data collection for MPCA was conducted in two phases to allow for bi-annual data collection. The first 
phase was conducted in March 2019 where a sample of 344 households was selected, while the second phase 
took place in October-November 2019 following the inclusion of new vulnerable cases in the MPCA program 
by September 2019 allowing for an additional sample of 348 households. 

Regarding the education program, a sample of 363 households who collected the first installment of UNHCR 
education grant was selected. The data collection commenced directly in October to account for the beginning 
of the 2019/2020 academic year. In total, 297 households with children enrolled in public schools were 
selected, additionally the sample comprises 59 households with children enrolled in community schools, and 
seven children enrolled in private schools. As for the livelihood program - and due to the limited number 
of grants beneficiaries - the data was mainly collected from the whole list of 81 livelihood grant recipients 
following the disbursement of September 2019 grants. Finally, the data collection of UASC cash recipients 
commenced in December 2019 where a random sample of 97 UASC was selected from cases collecting cash 
assistance in the preceding month.

The data collection was conducted by Caritas Egypt, where a team of 35 data collectors (17 women and 18 
men) was trained by UNHCR Cash-based Intervention Unit on UNHCR’s Post Distribution Monitoring tool 
prior to implementation. A further training on child-sensitive interview techniques was conducted by UNHCR 
Child Protection team prior to collecting data from UASC. The data collection was aided by an interpreter for 
non-Arabic speaking refugees.

2. METHODOLOGY

Figure 1: Multisectoral and sectoral cash-based interventions
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2.1. Main Sampling Characteristics

2.1.1. Geographical Distribution

Governorate Sample Size
Cairo 274
Alexandria 245
6th of October 206
Damietta 123
Giza 88
Qalyubia 56
Sharkia 54
Dakahliya 47
Monofiya 26
Matrouh 18
Kafr El Sheikh 14
El-Beheira 13
Gharbeya 13
Port-Said 11
Ismailia 9
The Red Sea 8
Fayoum 5
Assiut 3
Bani Souwaif 2
Grand Total 1,215

Overall, 63 per cent of the selected respondents were males compared to 37 per cent females. The high 
representation of males within the sample was common across the different cash-based interventions 
regardless of their types. The majority of registered families with UNHCR are “male-headed”.

The survey covered a total of 18 Egyptian governorates comprising 89 districts.

The surveyed cases originated from various countries including Syria (73 per cent), Sudan (11 per cent), South 
Sudan (five per cent), Eritrea (three per cent), Somalia (three per cent), Ethiopia (two per cent), Iraq and Yemen 
(one per cent each). 

2.1.2. Nationality Distribution

Figure 2: Map of Egypt

Figure 3: Nationality distribution of sampled cases
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2.1.3. Distribution by Sex

2.1.4. Distribution by Age

Apart from UASC cases, 65 per cent of the sampled individuals belonged to the 36-59 years age-group. The 
below figure shows the age distribution of the sampled cases by CBI type.
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Figure 4: Distribution of sampled cases by sex
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Figure 5: Age distribution of sampled cases
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2.1.5. Average Number of People Sharing the Household

On average, the sampled cases were sharing living with five persons, this was quite different between adult 
individuals and UASC as the average number of persons sharing households with adult individuals was the 
triple of those sharing with UASC (six compared to two respectively). Significantly among adult individuals, 
male-headed households composed of an average of seven (7) individuals compared to an average of four for 
female-headed households. 

As for UASC, it was found that girls tend to share their living with others frequently more than boys with an 
average of three individuals per household among girls compared to two among boys. This could be related to 
the fact that most UASC in supervised independent livings arrangements live with larger numbers of flat mates 
due to rent costs.

When Syrian refugee Maram’s husband suddenly left her and 
their five children, she was overcome with fear over how to 
provide for her family on her own. Unemployed, Maram was 
forced to take two of her sons out of school and send them to 
work at a nearby Syrian restaurant. 

After only three days of work, her son Motasem refused to 
return. “I want to continue my education,” Maram said, recalling 
her son’s determination. A bright student and a doting brother 
to his siblings, Motasem could spend hours solving his maths 
homework. “I love maths,” said the 12-year-old. “I also want to 
be a doctor when I grow up. It is my ambition,” he added.

Receiving UNHCR’s multipurpose cash grant on a monthly basis 
allowed Maram to her to meet her family’s basic needs without 
having to sacrifice Motasem’s future. Through Cash-based 
interventions, UNHCR endeavours to reduce the likelihood of 
forcibly displaced persons resorting to similar negative coping 
mechanisms. 

Figure 6: Average Number of Persons Sharing Household
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The below section highlights main findings from the post distribution monitoring including cash collection 
process and cash spending patterns.

3.1. Receiving and Spending Cash Assistance

3.1.1. Cash transfer value

The average value of the cash grant provided by UNHCR varied according to its type. On average, livelihood 
grants were provided with an average of EGP 8,370 per applicant, education grants were an average of EGP 
3,530.2 per household (1,583 per student), MPCA was an average of EGP 1,202 per household (308.5 per 
capita), while cash for protection for UASC was an average of EGP 973 (824 per capita). 

Overall, 81 per cent of the surveyed cases reported that they received the grant amount as exactly expected.
This percentage was significantly higher among UASC receiving cash assistance (96 per cent) as well as 
households receiving MPCA (84 per cent).

3. KEY FINDINGS

Figure 7: Average cash transfer value by CBI type
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Figure 8: Was the cash amount as you were expecting to receive?



7

3.2. Risks and Problems

3.2.1. Safety and security 

Some 93 per cent of the surveyed cash recipients did not face any problems related to safety and security 
when withdrawing or spending cash or when keeping it home. Yet seven per cent reported that they have faced 
one or more problems. Some 14 per cent of UASC reported feeling at risk compared to the other recipients of 
UNHCR cash-based interventions. This was further evident at the stages of withdrawing and spending cash 
(11 per cent and 7 per cent respectively).1

0% 1% 0%
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24%
17%

35%

3%

75%
83%

65%

93%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)

Don't know No Yes

Figure 9: Did you receive the cash assistance on the time you expected?
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4%

8%

11%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)

Keeping the money at home Going to spend the money Going to withdraw the money

Figure 10: Risks faced by PoCs during cash collection process

3.1.2. Cash Disbursement Time

Overall, 78 per cent of the surveyed cases reported that they received the grant at the time they expected. 
This was also high among UASC and education grant recipients.

1  For risks associated with UASC, see UNHCR Study: Impact of Cash Based Interventions (CBI) on Protection Outcomes at: 
https://www.unhcr.org/5e3a9c914.pdf
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For UASC who reported any of the above risks, in depth analysis shows that risk could be related to language 
barriers or pre-arrival situation. Furthermore, some UASC reported facing risk in the country of asylum or from 
those they share living with.

3.2.2. Problems faced with receiving and withdrawing cash

Some 96 per cent of the surveyed cash recipients did not face any problems with receiving and withdrawing 
cash. Few cases reported some problems related to the poor service at the financial service provider and the 
recognition of UNHCR documents (2.5 per cent). As for UASC - who are accessing a different financial service 
provider either through direct cash or ATM machines – two per cent reported both poor service as well as 
markets refusal to provide service.

Figure 11: Problems faced with receiving and withdrawing cash
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3.3. Markets and Prices

This section analyses the ability to find the needed goods and services using UNHCR cash-based interventions 
and the overall quality of the different items in the market. It further spot-checks any increase in the prices as 
reported by the survey respondents.

3.3.1. Availability of the goods and services

Overall, 97 per cent of the CBI recipients were able to find the needed goods and services in the Egyptian 
market. This was significantly high among MPCA recipients (98 per cent).

2% 3% 3% 3%5% 5% 8% 4%

93% 92% 89% 91%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)

Don't know No Mostly Yes

Figure 12: Were you able to find the goods and services you needed in the market?
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3.3.2. Quality of the items available

Likewise, 97 per cent of the recipients were able to find the needed goods and services at the right quality. 

Nearly 81 per cent of the surveyed respondents reported an increase in the prices of the different items. This 
was common across the different cash-based interventions which further impacted the refugees’ ability to 
fully meet their basic needs using the cash assistance provided as shown in section  3.5.2 below.

3.3.3. Prices of the items provided

0% 0% 0% 2%2% 3% 6%
1%

11% 9% 13%
3%

87% 88%
81%

94%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)
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Figure 13: Were you able to find the right quality of items/services in the market?

2% 3% 2%
7%

15% 16%

30%

20%

83% 81%

68%
73%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)

Don't know No Yes

Figure 14: Has there been any increase in the price of any items/ services in the last 4 weeks?
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Results further show that 87 per cent of the education grant recipients spend it on education related expenses. 
All refugees enrolled in private schools reported spending the grant on education-related costs, while this was 
reduced to 92 per cent and 86 per cent among refugees enrolled in community schools and public schools 
respectively. Some 36 and 14 per cent of the refugees enrolled in public schools and community schools 
reported spending the grant on meeting food needs besides education.

3.4. Expenditure

Monitoring the cash spending is of crucial importance during the post distribution monitoring exercise as it 
confirms whether the provided cash assistance is being spent on the intended outcome.

3.4.1. Cash spending pattern

MPCA and Cash for Protection (UASC) are provided on unconditional basis while Cash for Education and 
Livelihood are provided with conditions. All are however unrestricted cash grants – meaning refugees can 
spend the cash for any purpose. 

Results of post distribution monitoring show that both MPCA and Cash for Protection are being spent on 
meeting several basic needs at a time including rent, food and health. Among MPCA recipients, 79 per cent are 
spending the cash assistance on rent, 42 per cent are spending it on food, and 29 per cent are spending it on 
health-related costs. As for Cash for Protection, 87 per cent of the UASC are spending it on rent, 79 per cent 
are spending it on food, and 34 per cent are spending it on transportation.
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8%
18%

29%
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16%
6%

87%
79%

34%

21%
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Figure 15: Spending of MPCA and cash for protection (UASC)
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Figure 16: Spending of MPCA and cash for protection (UASC)
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As for livelihood grants, results of post distribution monitoring show that 59 per cent spent the grant on assets 
for a livelihood activity, while nearly 41 per cent reported partially spending the grant on meeting food and 
rent needs beside the needed livelihood spending.

3.5. Outcomes

3.5.1. Ability to meet most pressing needs with cash assistance

Surveyed respondents indicated that they were able to meet half or little of their most pressing needs using 
cash assistance. This was common across the different cash-based interventions.

Among MPCA recipients, 60 per cent indicated that they were not able to meet clothing needs using the 
provided cash assistance; 52 per cent were not able to meet their health needs, and 51 per cent were not able 
to meet their food needs. 

A similar trend was noticed among cash for education recipients where 66 per cent reported inability to meet 
clothing needs, while 58 per cent further reported that they were not able to meet food needs.

As for cash for livelihood recipients, 71 per cent were not able to meet clothing needs; 48 per cent were not 
able to meet health costs, while 44 per cent were not able to meet food needs. 

Finally regarding UASC, 70 per cent reported inability to meet clothing needs; 66 per cent were not able to 
meet food needs, and 42 per cent were not able to meet rental costs.

87% 88% 87% 89%

11% 10% 11%
7%

Basic Needs (multipurpose) Education Livelihoods Protection (UASC)

Not at all Half or little Most All

Figure 17: To what extent are you currently able to meet the most pressing needs of your household?
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All different cash-based interventions resulted in improving refugees’ living conditions, and reducing their level 
of stress and financial burden mostly in a moderate degree across the different sectors.

3.5.2. Medium term outcomes
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Figure 19: Medium term outcomes of cash based interventions

Figure 18: Unmet Needs Among Recipients of Different Cash-Based Interventions
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As the cash assistance was not fully meeting the most pressing needs of the refugees, surveyed refugees 
resorted to one or more negative coping mechanisms. Postponing the purchase of necessary clothing items 
was mostly reported by nearly 90 per cent of the surveyed refugees.

3.5.3. Coping mechanisms

Negative coping strategy adopted by 
surveyed refugees MPCA Education Livelihoods Protection 

(UASC) Grand Total

Postponed the purchase of necessary 
clothing materials 89% 91% 92% 86% 90%

Reduce expenditure on food, hygiene 
items, water, baby items, health, or 
education in order to meet household 
shelter needs

82% 82% 71% 76% 81%

Reduce expenditure on hygiene items, 
water, baby items, health, or education in 
order to meet household food needs

78% 80% 65% 66% 77%

Postpone seeing the doctor after someone 
fell ill 70% 74% 71% 58% 70%

Skip paying debt repayments to meet 
other needs 67% 78% 83% 51% 70%

Take out new loans or borrowed money 51% 60% 48% 18% 51%

Skip paying utility payments to meet other 
needs 39% 40% 38% 47% 40%

Skip paying rent to meet other needs 20% 34% 21% 33% 25%

Stopped / reduced help to friends and / or 
family who were helped before 18% 30% 10% 13% 21%

Stop a child from attending school 14% 10% 14% 5% 12%

Sell livelihood/productive assets in order 
to buy food or basic goods 11% 9% 10% 4% 10%

Move to a poorer quality shelter? 9% 8% 2% 10% 8%

“Living in fear of that knock at the door warning you that the 
rent was due hurt us deeply.”

In Syria, Mohamed’s carpentry workshop was bustling with 
clients. But when the war broke out, he was forced to leave 
everything behind and seek safety for his family in Egypt. As a 
refugee, he struggled to rebuild his business and revive the craft 
he spent years honing. For the father of six, this meant working 
odd jobs to put food on the table for them.

However, with the help of a UNHCR livelihoods grant, 
Mohamed was able to rent a carpentry shop, buy wood supplies 
and machinery. Together with his son, the pair produce bespoke 
pieces for their Syrian and Egyptian clientele. The shop has 
allowed a steady stream of income to flow into Mohamed’s 
home, covering their basic needs and helping them upkeep their 
business.
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The level of knowledge about existing channels for raising complaints or feedback with UNHCR about the 
cash assistance varied according to the type of the cash-based intervention. While 43 per cent and 41 per 
cent of the MPCA and education assistance recipients know how to report complaints and feedback. This was 
reduced to 38 per cent among livelihood grant recipients. Only 14 per cent of the UASC know about such 
existing channels, indicating possible need to raise awarness among UASC and share necessary information 
through initial counselling as well as during UASC outreach meetings.

Complaint desks were the most commonly used channels by nearly 73 per cent of the surveyed respondents. 
While 75 per cent and 73 per cent of the livelihood and MPCA recipients reported feeling safe in reporting 
complaints and feedback on cash assistance to UNHCR Only 50 per cent reported the same for education 
grant recipients and 23 per cent among UASC.

3.6. Accountability to Affected Populations

3.6.1. Knowledge about cash assistance

Majority of the surveyed refugees heard about the cash assistance via relatives, neighbors and friends. This 
was common among education assistance (65 per cent), MPCA recipients (57 per cent) and livelihood grant 
recipients (46 per cent). As for UASC, 68 per cent heard about the assistance through UNHCR/NGO staff.

3.6.2. Complaints and feedback mechanism
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Figure 20: How did you hear about UNHCR cash assistance?
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Figure 21: Do you Know how to report complaints and feedback on the cash assistance from UNHCR?
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The different cash-based interventions were proven useful in improving refugees’ situation; nearly three 
quarters of the surveyed refugees reported that cash assistance affected their living conditions to a moderate 
degree, 70 per cent mentioned that it reduced their level of stress and it further reduced their financial burden 
(56 per cent). The cash collection process was found to be efficient as overall 84 per cent received the exact 
amount as expected, and an overall 78 per cent collected the cash on the time expected. 

The post distribution monitoring further shows that 97 per cent of the refugees are able to find the needed 
goods and services in the Egyptian market and in a good quality. Nevertheless, due to increase in the prices of 
different items and ostensible difficulties in access employment opportunities, surveyed refugees were able to 
meet less than half of their most pressing needs. Particularly for those benefitting from MPCA, several unmet 
needs were reported including clothing (60 per cent), health costs (52 per cent), food (51 per cent), and debt 
repayment (36 per cent). 

While access to cash for livelihood and cash for education are provided in conditional terms, results of post 
distribution monitoring revealed that they are both being spent in meeting other needs besides their intended 
spending. For education, this was reported among public and community school attendants rather than private 
school attendants. Further verification and regular monitoring are recommended to ensure that education and 
livelihood grants provided are used to meet the intended outcomes which can further be complemented with 
other forms of assistance to fully meet other basic needs. Engagement with persons of concern may also be 
needed to better understand the underlying reasons for this expenditure patterns.

With regards to general safety and security related to withdrawing and spending cash, findings indicate that 
UASC could face more risks compared to adults, UASC also show a relatively limited knowledge on existing 
channels for reporting complaints and feedback related to cash assistance and selection criteria compared to 
recipients of other cash-based interventions. Awareness raising and child-sensitive complaint mechanisms are 
highly recommended to strengthen the outcome of the provided cash-based intervention especially to UASC.

It is worth mentioning that this PDM exercise was limited to cash-based interventions provided by UNHCR. 
Joint monitoring with different agencies providing other types of assistance to refugees will be explored during 
2020. Analysis of the impacts associated with accessing multiple grants will also be explored. 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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