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leveraging a critical mass of high human impact organisations in order to scale up climate solutions, contribute 
to greater resilience, and ultimately limit global warming to well below 2°C in order to avoid adverse impacts 
on communities around the world. Its overall goal is to help shift the aid, health and higher education sectors 
towards a radical transformation of their practices, halving greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2030 on a ‘net 
zero’ trajectory in line with the Paris Agreement, and transitioning to low-carbon, resilient, sustainable models. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

The climate emergency is one of the greatest challenges 
of our time and recognised as an ‘existential threat’1 to 
human society.2 More frequent extreme weather events, 
such as droughts, flooding, tropical storms, and heatwaves 
are a threat multiplier that can lead to displacements, 
migration, damage to essential infrastructure, disruption 
of food and water supplies, public health emergencies and 
favour the development of new conflictss.3 Unfortunately, 
recent research shows that the situation is deteriorating 
much faster than initially thought, with cascading 
consequences at the global level.4

As stated by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) earlier this year:

Climate change is a threat 
to human well-being and 
planetary health. There is a 
rapidly closing window of 
opportunity to secure a liveable 
and sustainable future for 
all. The choices and actions 
implemented in this decade 
will have impacts now and for 
thousands of years.5

The situation is extreme, but there is still a window of 
opportunity for all stakeholders in society to act within 
their sphere of responsibility on the triggers of this 
accelerating global warming.

Every day, in their work, humanitarian actors witness 
the mass suffering and intensifying inequalities caused 
by the combination of conflict, climate change and 
environmental degradation. Increasingly faced with the 
unprecedented challenges posed by climate-related 
disasters, humanitarian organisations have committed to 
doing their part. Indeed, alleviating and preventing human 
suffering is at the core of humanitarian action. 

In recent years, major commitments have been made 
towards improving the way climate and environment are 
integrated into humanitarian action. Over 400 organisations 
have already signed the Climate and Environmental 
Charter for Humanitarian Organizations,6 a foundational 
document that is also supported by 13 governments and 
funding agencies. For its part, the donor community has 
come together with a Humanitarian Aid Donor Declaration 
on Climate and Environment.7 And, most recently, the Inter 
Agency Standing Committee (IASC) produced a guidance 
document on Environmental Responsibility in Humanitarian 
Operations,8 one of the first sector-wide policy frameworks 
for climate and environmental commitments. Taken 
together this sends a strong signal that the humanitarian 
community is looking at climate as an emerging priority. 

However, the sector as a whole is still unclear about the 
steps it needs to take to halve greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions by 2030, in line with the goals of the Paris 
Agreement, and the IPCC’s recommendations9.

In other words: how do we get from where we are to 
where we need to be? 

To intensify efforts, Climate Action Accelerator has 
developed this Roadmap for Halving GHG Emissions in the 
Humanitarian Sector as a tool to guide humanitarian actors 
towards meeting their own climate commitments while 
addressing both populations needs and organisational 
risk in a world increasingly under pressure. 

This Roadmap identifies decarbonisation pillars that have 
an impact on emissions from both humanitarian operations 
and programmes. By no means is it suggested that life-
saving assistance to the most vulnerable populations 
across the world should be reduced for decarbonisation 
purposes. Effective emissions reduction should not result 
in any reduction in the quality, quantity or timeliness of 
assistance, but rather should explore ways to reinforce or 
maintain aid, while identifying low-carbon, sustainable, and 
resilient alternative options.  By transforming themselves to 
operate within planetary boundaries, humanitarian actors 
will effectively strengthen their ability to meet greater 
assistance needs in an anticipated scenario of fast rising 
energy and commodity costs.

A PRESSING NEED TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION
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WHY A ROADMAP? WHAT FOR?

In the past decade, many sectors of society have 
equipped themselves with emissions reduction 
roadmaps, e.g. guiding documents outlining the path, key 
priorities and solutions for reducing GHG emissions. Many 
sectors of society have now published their roadmaps, 
including the health sector.10 Major public organisations, 
such as the NHS in the UK,11 have adopted a roadmap as 
a first step towards operationalising and monitoring the 
commitments they have made.12

Sectoral roadmaps have significant potential for 
amplification and rapid change by enabling organisations 
to take a strategic, principled approach to emissions 
reduction. Ultimately, they aim to accelerate climate 
action and enable entire sectors to reach a tipping point 
that will make climate transformation inevitable.

Climate Action Accelerator has therefore developed a 
Sectoral Roadmap to inform decision-making and guide 
priority areas of climate action in the humanitarian sector, 
with the aim of halving emissions by 2030. 

The Roadmap has three main sections: the “sectoral 
analysis”, which includes an analysis of the sector’s 
emissions profile and trajectory, the operational playbook 
for effective emissions reduction, and an analysis of 
how systemic actors, such as donors and UN, can show 
leadership and enable change. This section focuses on 
the findings of the sectoral analysis. 

CO-BENEFITS OF CLIMATE ACTION

Implementing ambitious decarbonisation roadmaps is 
of strategic importance with regard to humanitarian 
organisations’ current and future capacity. While there will 
be (limited) financial and operational trade-offs involved 
in the context of growing needs and funding limitations, 
higher energy prices and volatility are structural. This is 
likely to continue up to, and beyond, 2030 due to:

	n Tension between growing demand, scarcer physical 
availability of fossil fuels and raw materials, and 
drastic climate mitigation policies.14

	n Geopolitical developments and growing impact of 
climate change on agricultural yields that will exert 
long-term pressure on food prices.

	n Competing national priorities (climate mitigation and 
adaptation, global rearmament, in-country solidarity, 
debt reduction…) will limit access to both public 
funding and philanthropy. For legitimate reasons, 
donors are likely to give priority to reinforcing national 
actors rather than funding international assistance.

The Roadmap suggests that 
effective emissions reduction 
plans can significantly increase 
organisational resilience and 
adaptation, and should be seen 
as part of a comprehensive 
transformation effort. 
Implementing effective climate strategies is a condition to 
operate successfully in the future, in the interest of people, 
the planet and the humanitarian organisations continuing to 
operate successfully in the future. The footprint reduction 
solutions included in this Roadmap therefore have many 
co-benefits, beyond the environmental gains sought, 
many of which bring added value to field operations: 

KEY PRINCIPLES

This Roadmap provides a set of ‘Guiding principles for 
effective emissions reduction’,13 defined by Climate 
Action Accelerator and based on emerging best practice. 
Adopting a principles-based approach helps to spread 
best practice, while maximizing the volume of emissions 
potentially avoided and paving the way for coordinated 
monitoring and reporting on emissions. The following 
guiding principles have been established on the basis of 
recognised international standards and science-based 
targets. 

1.	 Take Responsibility (on what you control and can 
influence).

2.	 Engage in radical collaboration with others.

3.	 Reinforce or maintain humanitarian goals 
and principles, e.g. restate the primacy of the 
humanitarian mission, maintaining the ability 
to provide timely and principled humanitarian 
assistance and to secure the quantity and quality 
of programmes delivered to the most vulnerable 
populations.

4.	 Set quantified targets and milestones for key 
sources of emissions, with the overall objective of 
reducing emissions by 50% by 2030.

5.	 Exercise integrity, e.g. GHG footprints should 
include all emissions (including scope 3) and not 
count offsets in carbon accounting the full perimeter 
of activities should be as broad as possible.

6.	 Commit to transparency, e.g. monitor progress 
and publicly report on it.

7.	 Favour integrated approaches to climate and 
environment.

8.	 Make the best use of resources, limiting 
consumption as and when relevant.

9.	 Embark your community. 

	n In insecure contexts, reliance on renewable energy 
favours autonomy, resilience, and continuity of 
service when there is a risk of disrupted fuel supplies 
or unaffordable prices.

	n Infrastructure adaptation, including sometimes 
with traditional techniques, creates better 
conditions for beneficiaries and staff affected by 
heatwaves, floods, and other extreme events.

	n Controlled travel, reduced fuel consumption, and 
improved supply chain planning and sourcing of 
procurement deliver significant savings and returns 
on investment as well as in addition to emissions 
reduction.

	n Responsible waste management and limited 
use of plastic can improve how humanitarians are 
perceived at the local level beyond their benefits for 
soils, water, and air.

In an increasingly constrained world, implementing 
climate solutions helps to improve the quality of 
humanitarian activities, while upholding the “do no 
harm” principle. It also increases organisations’ ability 
to better prepare for and respond to current and future 
humanitarian needs. With this Roadmap, humanitarian 
actors can fundamentally shape their capacity to operate 
in the future and build their organisational resilience in a 
challenging environment.

It is also important to point out that, though climate 
mitigation, adaptation and resilience are often simplified 
as separate silos, in practice the solutions proposed in 
the Roadmap generally converge in strengthening all of 
them simultaneously. Several measures introduced in 
this Roadmap also overlap directly with the humanitarian 
sector’s global agenda and the Grand Bargain, notably 
accelerating greater localisation, and reinforcing the 
national capacities and the nexus with development, 
which, along with the climate emergency, are major policy 
drivers in the field of international assistance.
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SCOPING AND 
METHODOLOGICAL 
APPROACH

I. 1 .  S C O P E  A N D  D E F I N I T I O N S

HUMANITARIAN SECTOR DEFINITION

The sectoral analysis focuses on international humanitarian 
assistance, defined in the Global Humanitarian Assistance 
(GHA) Reports as ‘the financial resources for humanitarian 
action spent outside the donor country’.15 Practically, 
the total amount of funding from the private sector, 
governments and EU institutions is used as a proxy for the 
volume of humanitarian assistance spent internationally in 
a given year. 

A SECTOR CHARACTERISED BY  
SIGNIFICANT GROWTH IN RECENT YEARS

The humanitarian sector grew by a quarter between 2021 
and 2022, reaching $46.9 billion in 2022, after a period of 
relative stability or limited growth between 2018 and 2021, 
when its budget was between USD 32.3 billion and USD 
36.9 billion. This giant leap was mainly due to the Ukraine 
war, Afghanistan, and the Horn of Africa. This growth has 
implications for the GHG emissions estimates contained in 
the Roadmap. It is also factored into growth assumptions 
used for trajectory modelling by 2030.

Given the worsening food insecurity in countries 
experiencing protracted crises, food activities represent 
the largest share of UN-coordinated humanitarian appeal 
requirements (59% on average in 2022).16 This has been 
accompanied by an increase in donor funding to assist 
people facing food insecurity, especially from the US. The 
rise in food insecurity has led to a significant proportion 
of humanitarian funding being channelled into food sector 
Given that some food items, including rice, meat and fish, 
tend to be particularly emissive, this is having a significant 
impact on the humanitarian sector’s emissions profile.

A HIGH LEVEL OF CONCENTRATION

In 2022, the top 15 donors, including the US, Türkiye, 
Germany, the EU institutions, Japan, the UK, Sweden, 
Canada, Norway, the Netherlands, France and Switzerland, 
accounted for a large percentage of total international 
humanitarian assistance, with the US, the EU and Germany 
representing more than 50% of the total effort.

The profile and number of recipients of international 
humanitarian assistance funding shows a high level of 
concentration as well, with UN, and Red Cross Red 
Crescent entities (RCRC) representing about 75% of 
international humanitarian assistance. There can be no 
climate transformation of the sector without these actors 
going through a radical transformation for themselves, and 
steering the way.

SPECIFIC BOUNDARIES OF THE ROADMAP

This Roadmap focuses on what international humanitarian 
actors can do to reduce GHG emissions. A specific 
handbook for local organisations will be produced by late 
2024, with a broader perspective (looking at how local 
actors can transition to low carbon, resilient, sustainable 
modus operandi). Another boundary is the exclusion of 
disaster risk reduction (DRR) activities from the scope of the 
Roadmap. While acknowledging that development activities 
and DRR are relevant to how humanitarian actors address 
climate change, they have not been included in the analysis. 

Finally, the main focus is on reducing GHG emissions 
and reaching the Paris Agreement goal of halving GHG 
emissions by 2030. Although environmental action (water, 
waste, plastics, etc.) is essential to reducing the impact of 
humanitarian organisations within a planetary boundaries’ 
framework, Climate Action Accelerator has focused on 
emissions reduction for the purposes of this exercise. 
Climate and environmental measures are nonetheless 
always to be considered in an integrated way within 
organisational roadmaps or strategies.

chapter 3: a better humanitarian system: locally led action 70

How is assistance channelled and delivered? 

Figure 3.1 
Multilateral organisations continue to absorb the majority of international 
humanitarian assistance and there is a lack of transparency around 
subsequent recipients 
Channels of delivery of international humanitarian assistance from public donors, 2022, 
by first- and second-level recipients

Multilateral 
organisations: 

US$22.8bn (+47%)

There is incomplete information 
about whether this humanitarian 
assistance is spent by first-level 
recipients or is passed on to 
subsequent recipients.

NGOs: 
US$6.5bn (+17%)

RCRC: 
US$2.5bn (+28%)

Pooled funds: 
US$2.3bn (+4.4%)

Other: 
US$1.3bn (+13%)

Public sector: 
US$0.8bn (-36%)

Not reported: 
US$1.2bn (-40%)

First-level recipient organisations
International: 
US$3.1bn

Local/national: 
US$0.3bn

Other subsequent recipients: 
US$0.1bn

Subsequent recipient (if known)

Funding directly implemented or passed on

Unknown: 
US$33.8bn

Source: Development Initiatives (DI) based on UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) Financial Tracking Service (FTS) data and country based pooled funds (CBPFs) 
and Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) data hubs.

Notes: RCRC = Red Cross Red Crescent. Data is in constant 2021 prices. First-level funding (i.e., funding received directly from a donor) only captures assistance provided from governments 
and EU institutions, as DI’s granular dataset on private humanitarian funding is only available up to 2021. ‘Pooled funds’ refers to funding to CERF, CBPFs and other pooled funds. ‘Public sector’ 
refers to funding to national governments and inter-governmental organisations. Private sector organisations (including academia, foundations and corporations) and undefined organisations 
have been merged under ‘Other’. Data for subsequent recipients (i.e., funding received through one or more intermediary organisations) is taken from FTS for all organisations apart from 
flows from CBPFs and CERF, which are taken from respective data hubs. The ‘International’ category includes second-level funding to UN agencies and international NGOs. The ‘Local/national’ 
category includes second-level funding to local/national NGOs. ‘Other subsequent recipients’ includes second-level funding to RCRC, pooled funds, public sector and other categories. 

Figure 2: First-level  
recipient organisations,  

courtesy of Development 
Initiatives, in Global Humanitarian 

Assistance Report 2023

Figure 1: Total international humanitarian assistance 
2018-2022, courtesy of Development Initiatives, Global 
Humanitarian Assistance Report 2023
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2 .  M E T H O D O L O G Y  F O R  
E M I S S I O N S  ‘ B A S E L I N E ’  A N A L Y S I S

The initial estimate of the sector’s emissions uses extrapolations from financial expenditure data following four main 
steps, as detailed below. 

The decision to extrapolate financial was made due to the lack of comprehensive, consistent and comparable carbon 
data across the humanitarian sector. A mix of cluster-related data and organisation-level data was used to carry out a 
more detailed analysis of emissions by cluster, country, and nature. It should be noted that, in the absence of a state-of-
the-art data collection and reporting system, this initial estimate may not yet be an accurate measure of emissions and 
comes with significant uncertainties about absolute numbers. It is however sufficiently robust to guide decisions about 
emissions reduction strategies, with a high level of confidence in the proposed direction and recommendations made. 

IDENTIFICATION 
OF PROXY 

ORGANISATIONS 
FOR CLUSTERS

DATA COLLECTION EXPENDITURE 
PROFILES AND 

CONCORDANCE 
MAPPING

CONVERSION  
OF EXPENDITURE 
INTO EMISSIONS 

ESTIMATES

1 2 3 4

METHODOLOGY FOR EMISSIONS BASELINE ANALYSIS:  FOUR KEY STEPS

S T E P  1 :  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  O F  P R O X Y 
O R G A N I S A T I O N S  F O R  C L U S T E R S

S T E P  2 :  D A T A  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  
A N D  C O L L E C T I O N

In the absence of details on how clusters spend their allocated funds, a list of proxy 
organisations was identified to represent the spending behaviour of each cluster. One proxy 
organisation was identified to represent each cluster. Although these organisations are not 
wholly representative of the activities undertaken within a cluster, organisations were selected 
based on their relevance and representativeness for the cluster. 

LIST OF PROXY ORGANISATIONS

	n Food aid and agriculture: World Food Programme (WFP)**
	n Health: Médecins Sans Frontières Operational Centre Brussels (OCB)*
	n Nutrition: United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF)**
	n Protection: International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)*
	n Water, Hygiene and Sanitation (WASH): International Federation of the Red Cross and 

Red Crescent Societies (IFRC)*
	n Education: Terre des Hommes Foundation*
	n Shelter: International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies*
	n Coordination and support services: proxy method, EXIOBASE
	n Logistics: proxy method, EXIOBASE 3 + WFP data**
	n Camp coordination and management: proxy based on IFRC*
	n Emergency Telecommunications: proxy method, EXIOBASE 3

* Organisations who shared detailed data sets with Climate Action Accelerator and ARUP
** As per openly available information (online reports)

EXCLUDED DATA

Many organisations involved in the provision of humanitarian aid support activities across 
multiple clusters. To account for this, certain elements within organisational expenditure 
datasets were excluded to ensure spending reflected the selected cluster as much as possible. 
It should also be noted that expenditure on activities which would not generate emissions (e.g. 
depreciation and amortisation) were removed from the data.

The Financial Tracking Service (FTS),17 a global database managed by the UN Office for the 
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), has been used as a starting point for the baseline 
model (global expenditure and expenditure per cluster). The dataset is closely aligned with 
the overall data reported in GHA reports, minus OECD Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC) funds. The sectors defined within the dataset correspond well with the global clusters, 
providing a high-level overview of the distribution of funding within the international 
humanitarian assistance sector.

Figure 3: Humanitarian clusters overview. Source: UNHCR
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S T E P  3 :  E X P E N D I T U R E  P R O F I L E S  
A N D  C O N C O R D A N C E  M A P P I N G

S T E P  4 :  C O N V E R S I O N  O F  E X P E N D I T U R E 
I N T O  E M I S S I O N S  E S T I M A T E S

Annual expenditure data was collected for each organisation via: 

	n publicly available annual reports and accounts. 
	n expenditure data shared by Climate Action Accelerator partner organisations and other 

“willing” organisations, using a tiered request for information (RFI) which reflected the 
desired reporting categories. 

For each cluster, five specific expenditure categories were detailed (purchased goods, 
purchased services, transport costs, energy, and capital goods) based on the expenditure 
data obtained. These activities were mapped to emission factor categories from EXIOBASE 3 
in concordance tables.

Emissions factors tied to product-based expenditure for specific regions were determined 
by using the EXIOBASE 3 environmentally extended multi-regional input-output (EE MRIO) 
tables.18

To calculate cluster-based emissions, the relevant emission factors (based on country or 
region) were multiplied by the appropriate proportion of country-based expenditure directed 
to the various clusters. The expenditure proportion is based on the expenditure profile of the 
proxy organisation. This was done using an automated approach.

3 .  A P P R O A C H  T O  
T R A J E C T O R Y  M O D E L L I N G 

P A R A M E T E R S  U S E D  F O R  M O D E L L I N G

BASE YEAR

Trajectories for emissions reduction usually try to model trends over a period of 10 years or more. Until 
recently, 2019 had been regularly used by Climate Action Accelerator’s partners as a base year for trajectory 
modelling up to 2030, as 2020 and 2021 were significantly impacted by COVID-19. 

However, as described earlier, humanitarian sector expenditure jumped significantly between 2019 and 
2022, (largely due to Ukraine-related funding). While running the model for the years 2019-2022 provides a 
historical perspective, it was decided that 2022 would be used as the reference year as it is likely to better 
reflect progress that has been made in the sector. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 2023-2030

In the absence of sector-wide projections or trends for activity growth in the period 2023-2030, three 
projection methods were combined, all presenting net budgets (corrected for inflation).

	n Historical projection, or effective financial allocation based on historical trends.
	n Climate Action Accelerator’s partners’ projections, with limited or null effective growth in financial 

allocations, after taking into account projected inflation.
	n Inflation adjusted projection, bearing in mind that current high inflation rates are expected to 

materially impact the growth of effective budgets.

This is meant to acknowledge that each is justifiable, but none are more likely than the others.

This blended growth curve represents on average 2% effective budget growth per year, with a low of 1.5% 
growth in 2023 and a high of 2.2% annual growth from 2026-2030. The cumulative effect over 2022-2030 
is 17.3% effective growth (or real activity related growth regardless of inflation).

Figure 4: Sector growth projections, three pillars analysis
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P R O J E C T I O N S

L I M I T A T I O N S

BUSINESS-AS-USUAL (BasU) CURVE

Anticipated changes in future funding for the humanitarian aid sector and the emission intensity of key 
sectors have been applied to growth assumptions and base year results to illustrate how emissions from the 
sector could change by 2030 without further intervention. 

STRUCTURAL EFFECTS (SE)

The model integrates structural effects that reduce emission intensity over time, such as environmental 
improvements expected to take place because of the underlying decarbonisation of the world market and 
energy systems. Various factors, such as technological progress, infrastructure improvements, and legislative 
changes influence the composition of countries’ energy mix towards less carbon-intensive sources.21 

DECARBONISATION INTERVENTIONS OR ‘LEVERS’

To bend the emissions curve and achieve a 50% reduction by 2030 compared to the baseline year, a list of 
decarbonisation interventions must be applied to the established emissions baseline and BasU trajectory. 

CASH AND VOUCHER ASSISTANCE (CVA)

Considering the increasing proportion of cash and voucher assistance since 2016, reaching a record of $7.9 
billion in 2022, corresponding to 20% of total humanitarian assistance,22 and given that there is significant 
potential for further growth according to organisations’ specific targets,23 the assumptions used to estimate 
emissions and emission reduction scenarios have a major impact on the sector’s trajectory. 

It was assumed that, when CVA interventions are implemented, the cash is used to fund the same goods and 
services as would be directly provided by organisations. Such an approach has obvious limitations and was 
adopted in the absence of a more satisfactory methodology. 

Actors in the sector are strongly encouraged to develop and refine methods for measuring emissions from 
cash-based transactions. A 30% reduction rate for indirect emissions has been applied to emissions from 
CVA, serving as an aspirational goal. This underlines the urgent need for humanitarian actors to explore 
strategies for reducing the emission intensity of distributed cash.

ITERATIVE PROCESS

This initial analysis was developed following an iterative process. Significant data gaps, especially in key 
activity or carbon domains, led Climate Action Accelerator and their partner ARUP to develop proxy analysis 
and extrapolations to get to consistent, comprehensive sectoral estimates. 

Climate Action Accelerator will continually improve and update the underlying data sources, assumptions 
and methods used to develop the emissions baseline, the trajectories, and the projected impact of 
decarbonisation measures. Prioritising improvements for the most emissive sources (e.g., food procurement, 
CVA, etc.) will help to maximise the value of further analysis.

The authors of this report are fully conscious of the fact that the initial findings and approaches will need to 
be refined over time, as data quality and availability increases. 

Other methodological options for modelling the sector’s trajectory may be tested in the near future. These 
could include a phased approach, with emissions reduction targets broken down between a -50% reduction 
target by 2030 for emissions under the direct control of organisations and a -60% target by 2035 for 
procurement and CVA related emissions, as suggested above.

TARGET YEAR AND REDUCTION GOAL

The target year is set to 2030 with a reduction percentage of 43% in line with the Paris Agreement and 
following the general recommendations of the IPCC latest Assessment Summary Report (2023).19

As the 2030 deadline approaches, the decarbonisation curve has become increasingly steep. The Climate 
Action Accelerator acknowledges that achieving a 50% reduction in emissions by 2030 will require a 
determined effort and a radical transformation of the sector’s programming and operations within a relatively 
short period of time. 

Going forward, using alternative modelling options with a dual timeline (such as the one adopted by the 
NHS20 in the UK, for instance) could be considered, while remaining within a net zero trajectory. This would 
mean both: 

	n A -50% reduction goal by 2030 for energy, travel, and freight-related emissions, e.g. emissions 
directly under the control of organisations.

	n A -60% reduction goal by 2035 for emissions from procurement of all other goods and services, and 
cash-based activities.

1

2

3

4

7

5

6

8

9

10

11

Decarbonisation lever Applied to Emissions Category

Reduce energy consumption by 40% All emissions sources captured  
in the “Energy” category  

ENERGYReplace 20% of electricity purchased from the grid with solar 
photovoltaic (PV) panels

“Electricity” sub-category within the 
“Energy” emissions categorisation

Replace 80% of non-electricity and natural gas energy purchased 
(e.g., generator fuel) with solar PV

“Other” sub-category within the 
“Energy” emissions categorisation

Reduce number of passenger-km travelled by 45% All travel modes 

TRAVEL
60% of travel flights to be booked on less carbon intensive flights 
(i.e., flights with 20% lower CO2e emissions than current flights) Air travel

Reduce energy consumption used in land travel  
(excluding rail travel) by 40%

Land travel (including rail travel  
and vehicle travel)

Reallocate 35% of air freight to sea freight Air freight and sea freight
TRANSPORTTransition 60% of freight services to greener providers reducing 

emissions intensity of all freight services by 20% All freight sub-categories

Transition to greener procurement of goods and services, reducing 
the emissions intensity of all goods and services by 40%

Purchased goods; purchased services 
and capital goods

PROCUREMENTReduce indirect emissions associated with cash-based 
interventions/ disbursements by 30%.

Cash-based interventions/
disbursements 

Reduce excess goods purchased by 80%. (Excess goods are 
unnecessary orders that represent 10% of total expenditure.) Purchased Goods

Table 1: Decarbonisation levers
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MAIN 
FINDINGS

II. 1 .  I N I T I A L  G L O B A L  E S T I M A T E 
O F  G H G  E M I S S I O N S  I N  T H E 
H U M A N I T A R I A N  S E C T O R  I N  2 0 2 2

An initial analysis shows that GHG emissions in the humanitarian sector amounted to ~ 18.5 MtCO2e 
(Megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent) in 2019 and ~ 35.3 MtCO2e in 2022. 

After decarbonisation levers and structural effects are 
applied, the estimated amount of emissions in 2030 is  
~ 20.3 MtCO2e. 
This represents a 43% emissions reduction effort compared to 2022, meeting the sector’s reduction goal in 
line with the Paris Agreement. 

Emissions intensity is estimated at 0.90 kg CO2e/EUR in 2022, decreasing to 0.46 kg CO2e/EUR in 2030 if the 
projected decarbonisation trajectory is applied.

By comparison, the carbon footprint of the National Health Service (NHS) in England 
- the largest employer in the country, responsible for all public health services including 
hospitals and emergency services - was estimated at 25 MtCo2e in 2019.24 The 
humanitarian sector’s level of GHG intensity per euro appears to be more than twice 
the level of manufacturing sector’s GHG intensity per euro of gross added value in the 
European Union (0.374 kg in 2021). Territorial emissions for a country like Switzerland 
amount to 41.6 MtCO2e (2022)25 and for Guatemala are 18.5 MtCO2e (2016).26

Although the humanitarian sector is relatively small as an economic sector, its 
emissions are similar to a city of 4.6 million inhabitants in the European Union27 when 
the consumption of all imported goods and services is included. Therefore, they are 
relatively significant. The emissions of large humanitarian organisations are in many ways 
comparable to those of major nation-wide public institutions or private multinational 
service companies.
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2 .  T H E  H U M A N I T A R I A N  
S E C T O R ’ S  E M I S S I O N S  P R O F I L E  
F O R  B A S E  Y E A R  2 0 2 2

3 .  2 0 3 0  T R A J E C T O R Y

ANALYSIS BY NATURE OF EMISSIONS

In 2022, the vast majority (75%) of emissions came 
from procurement, including purchased goods, 
purchased services, and CVA (scope 3 emissions). 
According to initial estimates, food items (cash and 
in-kind) represent 46% of total sector-wide emissions.

Emissions from business travel, freight, and energy 
(scope 1, 2 and part of scope 3), represent a significant, 
although lesser, proportion, amounting respectively to 
7%, 12% and 5% in 2022 i.e. a quarter of the sector’s 
emissions.

ANALYSIS BY CLUSTER

The most emissive clusters are food security and 
agriculture, health, nutrition, protection, WASH and 
emergency shelter and NFI. Taken together, they 
represented 80% of emissions in 2022. 

In 2022, the Food Security and Agriculture (FSA) cluster 
contributed the largest proportion of emissions (50%), 
followed by Health (18%), Nutrition (8%), Protection 
(8%), WASH (4%), and Emergency Shelter and NFI (4%).

32%
PURCHASED GOODS

12%
FREIGHT

14%
PURCHASED SERVICES

1%
CAPITAL GOODS

7%
TRAVEL

5%
ENERGY

29%
CASH-BASED INTERVENTIONS

Figure 5: Sector emissions by nature, baseline 2022

50%
FOOD SECURITY 
& AGRICULTURE

18%
HEALTH

4%
EMERGENCY 
SHELTER & NFI

2%
EARLY 
RECOVERY

0.2%
CAMP COORDINATION 
+ MANAGEMENT

0.2%
EMERGENCY 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

2%
EDUCATION

2%
COORDINATION & 
SUPPORT SERVICES

2%
LOGISTICS

8%
NUTRITION

8%
PROTECTION

4%
WASH

Figure 6: Sector emissions by cluster, baseline 2022

O V E R A L L  H U M A N I T A R I A N  S E C T O R 
D E C A R B O N I S A T I O N  T R A J E C T O R Y

Following the application of the decarbonisation levers included in this analysis and taking the effects of 
structural decarbonisation into account, it is estimated that the remaining emissions within the sector will 
be 20,013 KtCO2e. 

As much as 84% of these emissions are 
produced by four clusters: Food Security and 
Agriculture (52%), Health (14%), Nutrition (9%) 
and Protection (8%).

Emissions intensity across the humanitarian 
sector is expected to decrease to 0.46 kg CO2e/
EUR (compared to 0.90 kg CO2e/EUR in 2022), a 
decrease of 49%.

This initial analysis clearly shows that, as we get 
closer to 2030, the curve for halving emissions 
in the humanitarian sector is steep. Achieving a 
50% reduction across the humanitarian sector will 
require a radical transformation of the international 
humanitarian community’s operating model. 

Given the over-representation of procurement in the 
sector’s emissions profile (which is consistent with 
other sectors, such as the health or food industry)29  
intensive organisational and sectoral efforts will be 
needed to reach the target. Bearing in mind that 
emissions from procurement are partially under the 
indirect control of humanitarian organisations, this 
represents a significant challenge.  

Therefore, the Roadmap, and the decarbonisation 
levers implemented, should be seen as representing 
the extent of the effort required to achieve a 
43% reduction goal by 2030, similarly to ongoing 
transformations in other sectors.

Alternative modelling scenarios with dual 
timelines will need to be explored in the future. 
These should clearly distinguish between the 
following aspects:

	n Decarbonisation levers directly under the 
control of organisations (energy, travel, 
freight) where increased efforts should 
be focused to maximise their potential for 
emissions reduction over the next few years, 
strictly adhering to the target of -50% by 2030.

	n The procurement of goods and services 
plus CVA, which will require longer-term 
preparation and effort. In these areas, targets 
may have to be pushed back to 2035, but 
with a higher level of effort, potentially aiming 
for -60% by 2035 in order to stay within the 
required net zero trajectory.

	n Clear identification of emissions and 
methodology associated with CVA to 
avoid possible bias in footprint reduction & 
operational decision-making. 

Figure 7: Sector 
emissions trajectory 

and impacts of 
decarbonisation 

levers (consolidated 
by lever category)28 
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ENERGY, FREIGHT, 
BUSINESS TRAVEL

GOODS & CVA

NET ZERO
Baseline

Baseline

Work in 
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-50%

-60%

2022 2030 2035 2050

DUAL TIMELINE MODELLING OPTION FOR HUMANITARIAN SECTOR EMISSIONS TRAJECTORY

O P T I M I S I N G  T H E  U S E  O F 
D E C A R B O N I S A T I O N  L E V E R S  O V E R  T I M E 

The two most impactful levers are associated with procurement: transitioning to greener procurement of 
goods and services (thus reducing the emissions intensity of all goods and services by 40%) and reducing 
indirect emissions associated with cash-based interventions/disbursements by 30%. While structural 
effects are also seen as playing an important role in meeting the sector’s objective, the sector’s own efforts 
will be crucial in reaching the overall -43% target, and accounts for 55% of the total effort needed.

Figure 8: Sector emissions 
trajectory and impacts of 

individual decarbonisation 
levers30 

ENERGY, FREIGHT, TRAVEL:  LEVERS DIRECTLY UNDER  
THE CONTROL OF ORGANISATIONS FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION

A quarter of the sector’s emissions comes from the energy, transportation/freight and travel categories. The 
Roadmap scenario estimates that together, they contribute to 11% of sector-wide reduction efforts in the scenario 
put forth.

All organisations in the sector need to prioritise these 
interventions for immediate implementation, while 
donors and grant-making agencies should enable 
them by adapting their support accordingly. Various 
international NGOs and UN agencies have already 
begun to take action of this kind, but a much more 
systematic and ambitious approach is required. 

FREIGHT
Freight-related emissions will be reduced by 17% in 
2030 compared to the 2022 baseline. These relatively 
limited results may be partly explained by the fact 
that rail was overrepresented in the 2022 data (cf. the 
predominance of rail freight in Ukraine which reduces 
the impact of a sector-wide air freight reduction lever). 
Air freight will likely yield the greatest additional 
emissions reductions. Priority levers include shifting 
35% of air freight to sea freight.

TRAVEL 
Travel-related emissions will be reduced by 54% in 
2030 compared to the 2022 baseline. Reducing fuel 
consumption for land-based travel (excluding rail) 
by 40% yields the biggest emissions reduction of the 
three levers, together with reducing the number of 

passenger-kilometres. By comparison, booking 60% 
of flights on less carbon intensive options resulted in 
much lower emissions savings. As air- and land-travel 
account for the majority of emissions, interventions 
targeting these two forms of travel are likely to yield the 
biggest emissions reductions. 

ENERGY 
Energy-related emissions are reduced by 74% 
compared to the 2022 baseline. This level of reduction 
is much higher than the other emissions categories, 
and far exceeds the average goal of a 50% reduction 
by 2030. 

Replacing 80% of all non-electricity and non-natural 
gas fuels with solar PV generation yielded the most 
significant emissions reductions. Reducing energy 
consumption ‘across the board’ by 30% also yielded 
sizable emissions reductions. 

The impact of structural decarbonisation is limited 
compared to other emission categories since the 
decarbonisation rate is only 1.2% per year (lower than 
other categories) and only applies to grid electricity, 
not natural gas and other fuels. 

1.

11%
OF THE IMPACT 

ON SECTOR-WIDE 
EMISSIONS

	n Reduce energy consumption by 40%

	n Replace 20% electricity purchased from the grid with solar PV

	n Replace 80% of non-electricity and natural gas energy purchased (e.g. generator 
fuel) with solar PV

	n Reduce the number of passenger-kilometres travelled by 45%

	n Book 60% of travel flights on less carbon intensive flights

	n Reduce fuel consumption of land travel by 40%

	n Reallocate 35% of air freight to sea freight

PROCUREMENT OF GOODS AND SERVICES,  AND CVA:  
A CRITICAL ROLE IN ACHIEVING A 50% REDUCTION GOAL2.

23%
OF THE IMPACT ON 
SECTOR-WIDE EMISSIONS

	n Transition to greener procurement of 
goods and services, reducing the intensity 
of all goods and services by 40%

	n Reduce indirect emissions associated 
with CVA interventions by 30%

	n Reduce excess goods purchased by 80%

Figure 9:  
Sector emissions 

trajectory with 
decarbonisation 

levers applied, by 
emissions nature
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In 2022, before taking into consideration the impacts of structural effects and decarbonisation interventions, ‘Purchased 
Goods’ was the biggest source of emissions. After these interventions, in 2030, Cash-Based Interventions reflects the 
greatest source of emissions.

This sectoral analysis shows that drastically reducing emissions associated with ‘Purchased Goods’ and CVA interventions 
is absolutely essential to reach the 50% emissions reduction goal and any additional targets beyond the 2030 goal. 

Food items represent 44% of emissions associated with the Food Security and Agriculture cluster. Extrapolated to the 
whole sector, emissions associated with food would represent 59% of sector-wide emissions associated with procured 
goods (including CVA) in 2022.31 Therefore, identifying less emissive food procurement options represents a substantial 
opportunity to reduce sector-wide emissions. This will require substantial effort from organisations and the sector, 
including switching from high-emitting food items (including rice and animal-based products) to low-carbon, sustainable 
alternative options or production sources, and being in a position to source such alternative items at scale. 

By no means does this analysis suggest that life-saving food 
assistance to the most vulnerable populations across the world 
should be reduced for decarbonisation purposes. Effective 
emissions reduction should not result in a reduction in the quality, 
quantity or timeliness of the aid delivered, but rather should 
explore ways to reinforce or maintain assistance while switching to 
alternative, low-carbon items or suppliers.  
This will also require moving towards structural approaches, working with the whole supply chain (e.g. producers, 
distributors, wholesalers, etc.), and increasing the sourcing of locally produced food using improved agricultural practices 
(e.g. agroecology, regenerative agriculture, etc.), bearing in mind that emissions reduction potential from improved 
agricultural practices are expected to progressively increase, but are currently estimated at around 20%. 

Practically, some particularly emissive food items, such as rice, may represent additional emissions reduction potential 
of between 40% and 60%. It has been estimated that 40% of purchased rice could be replaced by alternative items (e.g. 
maize),32 leading to a maximum 90% reduction per kg; and that another 40% of purchased rice could be applied a 48% 
reduction on emissions per kg for switching to rice produced in a less emissive way.33 

As highlighted above, emissions from CVA represent both an opportunity and a challenge for the sector’s decarbonisation 
objectives, since no best practice has yet emerged for estimating emissions from CVA and for identifying specific 
interventions for emissions reduction. Given the very significant (and growing) proportion of activities delivered through 
CVA, levers need to be identified for indirect emissions reduction, for instance by adjusting programme design and orienting 
purchasing – when relevant and possible - towards low-carbon, sustainable suppliers and items, especially for food aid. 

In light of the methodological uncertainties, it may also be relevant to ‘neutralise’ this category and present two distinct 
baseline estimates and trajectories, with and without CVA. In all cases, the decision to favour cash interventions over 
direct distribution should be based on factors other than carbon emissions, particularly access of vulnerable populations 
to market supplies and prices. At the same time, it is important to bear in mind that there is not sufficient evidence to 
consider CVA as a decarbonisation lever for emissions associated with the procurement of goods and services.

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 32% 11,460 28% 5,625

Cash-Based Interventions 29% 10,330 32% 6,429

Purchased Services 14% 4,785 14% 2,795

Capital Goods 1% 383 1% 204

Travel 7% 2,427 6% 1,118

Freight/Transport 12% 4,072 17% 3,364

Energy 5% 1,826 2% 479

Table 1: Overview of global emissions, by nature 

FOCUSING EFFORTS ON SPECIFIC CLUSTERS FOR TARGETED IMPACT

The impact of structural decarbonisation 
and the application of decarbonisation 
levers varies significantly as the selected 
clusters have different expenditure 
and emissions profiles (e.g., purchased 
goods, purchased services, energy etc.). 

3.

Figure 10:  
Sector emissions 

trajectory with 
decarbonisation 

levers applied,  
by cluster 

FOOD SECURITY AND AGRICULTURE (FSA)
In 2022, the Food Security and Agriculture cluster 
represented 50% of the sector’s emissions. Applying the 
decarbonisation levers to this cluster will lead to a 41% 
reduction in emissions between 2022 and 2030, from 
17.8 MtCO2e to 10.4 MtCO2e. Emissions in this cluster are 
primarily driven by the procurement of goods (46% of the 
cluster’s emissions in 2022 - of which food items represent 
96%), CVA (36%), and freight (11%). Emissions from food 
products represent nearly half (44%) of the FSA cluster’s 
emissions. The most emissive products (in quantity or 
intensity) include wheat, vegetable oil, sorghum, millet, 
wheat flour, split peas, rice, super cereals, chickpeas, and 
animal-based products.

Emission intensity in the FSA cluster is the highest, reaching 
0.97 kg CO2e per euro in 2022, but decreasing to 0.51 kg 
CO2e by 2030. This suggests that, on average, its expenditure 
is allocated towards more emissive products and services. 
As mentioned above, identifying and implementing ways 
to reduce emissions from food items and CVA is essential 
for effective emissions reduction in the Food Security and 
Agriculture cluster and the wider sector. 

HEALTH
In 2022, the Health cluster represented 18% of the sector’s 
emissions, primarily driven by purchased goods (31%), 
purchased services (17%), energy (24%) and travel (13%). 
Purchased goods include highly emissive items categorised 
as ‘chemicals’ (drugs), and medical equipment. 

Applying decarbonisation levers to this cluster results in 
an overall reduction of 55%, the majority of which is due 
to changes in ‘energy’ and ‘purchased goods’. Emissions 
intensity in the health cluster was 0.92 kg CO2e per euro in 
2022, decreasing to 0.39 kg CO2e by 2030.

NUTRITION
In 2022, the Nutrition cluster represented 8% of the sector’s 
emissions, primarily driven by cash-based interventions 
(64%), and freight (21%). Further analysis is required to 
confirm the Nutrition cluster’s preliminary results. Applying 
decarbonisation levers will result in a 37% reduction in 
emissions. The decarbonisation levers with the most 

impact are the indirect reduction of emissions from CVA 
activities, as well as the shift from air freight to sea freight. 

Levers for reducing emissions from nutritional products 
are currently only at the exploratory stage due to data 
quality and consistency issues. More research is needed to 
identify alternatives to animal-based products. Emission 
intensity in the nutrition cluster was the second highest, at 
0.95 kg CO2e per euro in 2022, but decreased to 0.55 kg 
CO2e by 2030.

PROTECTION
In 2022, the Protection cluster represented 8% of the 
sector’s emissions, the main sources of emissions being 
purchased services (53%), and travel (27%). Applying 
decarbonisation levers will result in a 44% reduction of 
emissions, with the most significant impact in the area of 
purchased services. Further analysis will be required to 
confirm the protection cluster’s results, as data quality and 
consistency need to be improved.

EMERGENCY SHELTER AND NFI
In 2022, the Emergency Shelter and NFI cluster represented 
4% of the sector’s emissions, mainly from cash-based 
interventions (67%), purchased services (13%), and 
purchased goods (11%).

Applying decarbonisation levers will result in a 40% 
reduction in emissions, with the most significant impact in 
the areas of cash-based interventions, purchased services, 
and purchased goods. Emission intensity in the Emergency 
Shelter and NFI cluster was 0.76 kg CO2e per euro in 2022, 
but decreased to 0.40 kg CO2e by 2030.

WASH
In 2022, the WASH cluster represented 4% of the 
sector’s emissions, the main sources being cash-based 
interventions (64%), purchased services (15%), and 
purchased goods (10%). Applying decarbonisation levers 
will result in a 40% reduction in emissions, the greatest 
impact being on cash-based interventions, purchased 
services, and purchased goods. Emission intensity in the 
WASH cluster reached 0.64 kg CO2e per euro in 2022, but 
decreased to 0.34 kg CO2e by 2030.
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FINANCIAL 
BENCHMARKS

III. Using consolidated data from its humanitarian partners,34 Climate Action Accelerator provides here an estimate of the 
savings, running costs and investments required to implement climate roadmaps. 

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

In the absence of sufficient activity data at the sector level to carry out a financial impact assessment, consolidated data 
from Climate Action Accelerator’s humanitarian partners has been used to provide a picture of the financial impact of 
implementing climate solutions for humanitarian organisations in general. For the purpose of this analysis, financial data 
from nine of the Climate Action Accelerator’s partners was used. These organisations, which vary in size and are involved 
in different activities, represented approximately 9% of the international humanitarian assistance budget (in terms of 
financial expenditure) in 2022. 

Although not fully representative of the sector, this sample size is still relevant enough to establish trends and benchmarks. 
The analysis developed below shares lessons from organisations who have used similar, comparable, and systematic 
approaches to set quantitative targets and estimate related costs, savings and investments. To the best of our knowledge, 
this is the only available sample in the humanitarian sector today. 

Even though they were originally established over different periods of time, the roadmaps were all extrapolated over a 
seven-year period to improve comparability. Three different extrapolation methods were used to model missing data from 
year 4 to 7 and improve the comparability of results. All three approaches calculate average savings, running costs and 
investments as a percentage of the organisations’ yearly budget. 

No extrapolation was undertaken for the impact of environmental solutions and the human resources costs, the respective 
available averages of 0.16% and 0.20% were therefore used for all three methods. The data used in the following analysis is 
the average of the three methods, as detailed in the below table.

The full methodology and sample are detailed in Appendix 5.  

Savings
Running 

costs Investments

Net impact GHG 
reduction solutions 

before HR
Env. 

solutions
Net impact 
before HR Staff costs

Net impact 
incl. HR

Method 1 -1.27% 0.68% 0.57% -0.02% 0.16% 0.14% 0.20% 0.34%

Method 2 -1.64% 1.30% 0.54% 0.20% 0.16% 0.36% 0.20% 0.56%

Method 3 -1.64% 1.08% 0.64% 0.08% 0.16% 0.24% 0.20% 0.44%

Average -1.52% 1.02% 0.58% 0.09% 0.16% 0.25% 0.20% 0.45%

Table 2: Average savings, running costs, investments and net costs, Climate Action Accelerator’s consolidated partner data

CONSOLIDATED RESULTS

All data presented below detail the estimates costs of climate roadmaps, i.e. exclusive of environmental solutions and HR 
costs.

	n The average net financial impact of implementing a climate roadmap represents 0.09% of organisations’ yearly 
budget, reaching up to 1% for the most expensive roadmap. Total running costs and investments average 1.6% of the 
budget, while savings average 1.5%. 

	n Running costs represent 1.02% on average, varying from 0.25% to 2.1%. They are mainly driven by the greener 
purchasing solutions (transport, general purchases). 

	n Investments represent on an average 0.58% (ranging from 0% to 1.1%). Energy saving measures, solar energy and 
environmental solutions represent most of the investments.

	n Total savings average 1.52% of the yearly budget, varying from -0.3% to -2.5%. They mainly come from transport 
solutions (plane travel and freight), as well as energy solutions.
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ABATEMENT CURVE

The abatement curve captures the GHG impact of the main decarbonation levers, as well as the cumulated financial impact 
implementing them. A list of “Top 8 solutions” identified by Climate Action Accelerator (see Playbook) and representing 
over 91% of the total reduction effort was used as reference for this consolidated analysis.

	n Financial impact: the abatement curve captures the average financial impact of each solution, as well as the 
cumulated financial impact of the solutions in the “Top 8”. 

•	 Solutions are ranked according to their average financial impact. The solution generating the most savings (fly less) 
is on the far left, and the costliest (procurement) is on the right. They end with the “other solutions”, i.e. solutions 
outside of the Top 8.  

•	 The green curve shows the cumulated financial impact, with green dots showing for each solution the average impact 
for the top three and bottom three organisations, defined as the three with the highest savings or lowest costs (top 
3) and the three with lowest savings or highest costs (bottom 3).

	n GHG emissions: for each solution the graph shows the percentage of the total internal efforts to achieve a 50% 
reduction of GHG by 2030. 

•	 The blue curve shows the average cumulated GHG reduction for each solution.
•	 Blue columns show the low and high averages of GHG reduction by solution. The high represents the average GHG 

reduction of each solution for the three organisations most impacted by this solution. The low average represents 
the average of the three smallest GHG reduction, as a percentage of the internal effort. 

KEY LESSONS FROM THE ABATEMENT CURVE

	n The first three solutions, e.g. on travel, freight and fleet respectively generate on average 0.38%, 0.22% and 0.07% 
of savings, or cumulated savings of 0.68% of our sample’s yearly budget. They represent on average 33% of the 
organisations’ reduction effort. 

	n The next two solutions, e.g. energy solutions, present an average net cost of 0.06% (energy savings) and 0.13% 
(renewable energy) over 7 years. These solutions ultimately generate savings, sometimes as early as in year 5. Early 
investments will provide early savings and increased GHG emissions reduction. These combined solutions represent 
on average 22% of the internal GHG reduction effort.

	n The last three solutions, combined under “procurement of goods”, are the costliest at 0.53% of the yearly budget, 
but also have the largest GHG reduction impact, averaging 36% of the internal effort. 

	n The remaining solutions cost on average 0.04%, represent 9% of the internal reduction effort. 

YEARLY EVOLUTION OF THE FINANCIAL IMPACT

The average yearly financial impact of the climate roadmaps 
is estimated at 0.09% of the yearly budget, excluding 
human resources costs. It averages -0.05% during the first 
5 years, before increasing to 0.31% and 0.58% in years 6 
and 7 (all excluding human resources). This is mainly driven 
by the procurement solutions35.  

	n Average savings grow from 0.69% to 2.19% between 
year 1 and year 7, as key energy savings and travel 
solutions deliver their full benefits. 

	n Investments decrease from 0.61% in year 1 to 0.52% 
in year 7. As the energy savings equipment and 
renewable energies are installed, the need to invest 
decreases. Organisations with the financial resources 
and implementation capabilities can invest more 
earlier, unlocking GHG reduction and savings earlier in 
the roadmap. 

	n Finally, running costs grow from 0.26% to 2.25%, 
offsetting part of the savings.

Figure 12: Yearly evolution of financial impact: average, and 
per organisation (Climate Action Accelerator partner) as a 
percentage of the yearly budget

SPREAD OF THE FINANCIAL IMPACT BY ORGANISATION

Each organisation has a different business model, different 
financial resources, emissions profiles, but also capacity to 
invest and priorities.

The graph below summarises the 7-year savings, running 
costs, investments and net financial impact of the roadmap 
for the nine organisations of the sample.  

	n Savings represent on average 1.5% over 7 years, 
ranging from 0.3% to 2.5%. The organisation with the 
highest savings is also the organisation with the lowest 
financial impact (-0.85%). 

	n Running costs represent on average 1% over 7 years, 
ranging from 0.3% to 2.1%. The organisation with the 
highest running costs has the costliest climate roadmap 
(0.82% of its budget) despite having the third largest 
savings (-2.4%). 

	n Investments represent on average 0.6% over 7 years, 
ranging from 0% to 1.1%. There is a strong correlation 
between investments and savings, as most investments 
are energy related and generate savings, and even net 
savings before year 7 for some organisations. 

	n The overall financial impact ranges from -0.85% 
to 0.82% (excluding human resources costs and 
environmental solutions costs), with four organisations 
having a climate roadmap generating net savings before 
human resources costs. The five remaining organisations 
have an average net financial impact of 0.48% before HR 
costs.

Figure 13: Repartition of financial impact over 7 years as a 
percentage of budget 
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I N I T I A L  C O N C L U S I O N S

Like other sectors, the international humanitarian assistance sector faces a steep curve when it 
comes to halving emissions by 2030. The findings of this analysis show that meeting the -50% 
target will require significant, decisive, and sustained transformation efforts across the sector. 

Firstly, all humanitarians, including INGOs, donors, the UN, and large international organisations, 
such as Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, should maximise emissions reductions from 
energy, freight and travel. These sources of emissions are directly under their control, and the 
efforts made can lead to significant results and overall savings. These are also areas where 
reduction can be achieved with a fair degree of certainty, based on previous experience from 
across the humanitarian sector and beyond.

Then, considering that the procurement of goods and services represents the largest share of 
emissions (74%, base year 2022), with emissions associated with food items representing over 
50% of these, urgent action is needed to reduce emissions from procurement, especially from 
food items. There are significant opportunities to reduce these emissions, but the fact that 
organisations only have indirect control over them is an additional challenge. 

By no means does this analysis imply that food assistance quantity, quality or timeliness should 
be affected by decarbonisation efforts, especially in the context of a widening gap between 
populations’ needs and the assistance delivered. 

Instead, it is suggested that humanitarian actors should urgently start identifying low carbon, 
resilient, sustainable alternative options to current items and suppliers, paying specific attention 
to local markets, and improved agriculture practices (e.g. agroecology, regenerative agriculture, 
etc.). This will also require moving towards structural approaches and working with the whole 
supply chain (e.g. producers, distributors, wholesalers, etc.). The composition of food rations will 
need to evolve and products will need to be substituted (within the current WHO UNICEF WFP 
guidelines on quality & quantity and taking cultural habits into account). 

Emissions associated with CVA consistently represent approximately a third of the sector’s 
emissions both in 2022 and 2030, pointing at the fact that these activities should be carefully 
looked at to optimise the decarbonisation potential of the humanitarian sector. There is no agreed 
or best practice for estimating emissions from CVA nor identifying associated decarbonisation 
levers. Further research involving both humanitarian actors and experts from outside the 
humanitarian sector will be needed to clarify the impact of CVA on the sector’s emissions profile 
and possible trajectories going forward.

Given the significant data gaps, this analysis should be seen as a first iteration that will be 
improved as data availability and quality increases. In the near future, alternative modelling 
options may also be developed, for instance looking at dual-timeline trajectories, distinguishing 
between a -50% reduction goal by 2030 for energy, freight and travel, and a -60% reduction goal 
by 2035 for emissions associated with the procurement of goods and services. 

In the context of a deteriorating climate emergency, humanitarian actors still have a window of 
opportunity to do their part to contain global warming well below 2°C. However, this window is 
getting narrower, and the challenge for humanitarians is fundamentally two-fold: How do they 
increase support to communities without contributing further to the climate crisis due to their 
emissions-intensive operational model? And how do they strengthen the resilience of their 
organisations and their ability to operate while mitigating the risks related to rising fossil fuel and 
commodity costs? In all cases, effective emissions reduction will require radical collaboration 
between all actors, both within the sector and beyond. 
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APPENDIX 1 :  
DETAILED FINDINGS PER CLUSTER

F O O D  S E C U R I T Y  A N D  A G R I C U LT U R E

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 46% 8,162 38% 4,006 

Cash-Based Interventions 36% 6,445 38% 4,011 

Purchased Services 4% 738 4% 431

Capital Goods 0% 0 0% 0

Travel 2% 342 1% 154 

Freight 11% 2,019 17% 1,794 

Energy 0% 87 1% 54 

TOTAL NA 17,793 NA 10,450

Decrease in Food Security and Agriculture emissions between 2022 and 2030: 41%

Table 3: Food Security and Agriculture emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)

Figure 14: Emissions breakdown by nature for the Food Security and Agriculture cluster 
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Figure 15: Emissions breakdown by nature for the Health cluster
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Figure 16: Emissions breakdown per nature 2022 and 2030, Nutrition cluster

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 1% 42 1% 21

Cash-Based Interventions 64% 1,910 63% 1,189

Purchased Services 8% 248 8% 145

Capital Goods 0% 0 0% 0

Travel 3% 101 3% 49

Freight 21% 639 24% 449

Energy 1% 41 1% 26

TOTAL NA 2,981 NA 1,878

Decrease in Nutrition emissions between 2022 and 2030: 37%

Table 4: Health emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 31% 1,961 34% 963 

Cash-Based Interventions 0% 0 0% 0

Purchased Services 17% 1,094 23% 639 

Capital Goods 5% 320 6% 171 

Travel 13% 822 14% 385 

Freight 9% 553 14% 389 

Energy 24% 1,509 10% 285 

TOTAL NA 6,259 NA 2,831

Decrease in Health emissions between 2022 and 2030: 55%

Table 5: Nutrition cluster emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)
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E M E R G E N C Y  S H E LT E R  A N D  N F I

Figure 19: Emissions breakdown by nature for the Emergency Shelter and NFI cluster

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 11% 140 9% 69 

Cash-Based Interventions 67% 865 69% 538 

Purchased Services 13% 163 12% 95 

Capital Goods 2% 24 2% 13 

Travel 2% 29 2% 13 

Freight 4% 53 5% 38 

Energy 1% 17 1% 10 

TOTAL NA 1,291 NA 776

Decrease in Emergency Shelter & NFI emissions between 2022 and 2030: 40%

Table 8: Emergency Shelter and NFI emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)
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Figure 17: Emissions breakdown by nature for the Protection cluster

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 6% 169 5% 83 

Cash-Based Interventions 8% 225 9% 140 

Purchased Services 53% 1,510 55% 882  

Capital Goods 0% 0 0% 0

Travel 27% 768 22% 347 

Freight 3% 99 6% 102 

Energy 3% 77 3% 47 

TOTAL NA 2,848 NA 1,601

Decrease in Protection emissions between 2022 and 2030: 44%

Table 6: Protection emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)
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Total Emissions 1,601 56%
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Figure 18: Emissions breakdown by nature for the WASH cluster

Category 2022 Percentage 2022 kt CO2e 2030 Percentage 2030 kt CO2e

Purchased Goods 10% 131 8% 64 

Cash-Based Interventions 64% 832 66% 518 

Purchased Services 15% 189 14% 110 

Capital Goods 2% 28 2% 15

Travel 3% 35 2% 16 

Freight 5% 67 6% 47 

Energy 1% 18 1% 11 

TOTAL NA 1,299 NA 781

Decrease in WASH emissions between 2022 and 2030: 40%

Table 7: Water, Sanitation and Hygiene emissions, by nature (2022 and 2030)
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APPENDIX 2:  
EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH FOOD ITEMS 
IN FOOD SECURITY AND AGRICULTURE 
CLUSTER AND WHOLE SECTOR

APPENDIX 3:  
LIST OF PROXY ORGANISATIONS AND 
DATA SOURCES USED FOR THE CLUSTER 
EXPENDITURE PROFILES 

Food Security and Agriculture Cluster (2022)  

Food expenditure, as a percentage of total Purchased Goods expenditure 93.2%

Food expenditure, as a percentage of cluster-wide expenditure 35.6%

FSA Expenditure (including staff salaries) €18.31

FSA Expenditure (excluding staff salaries) €11.96

FSA cluster total emissions (kT) 17,793

Purchased Goods (within the FSA cluster) emissions 8,162

Purchased Goods (within the FSA cluster) - emissions associated with food products 7,908

% of FSA purchased goods emissions associated with food products 96.9%

% of FSA cluster emissions associated with food products from the purchased goods category 44%

% of FSA cluster emissions associated with food products vs sector wide Purchased Goods emissions 69%

% of FSA cluster emissions associated with food products vs sector wide Purchased Goods, Purchased Services, 
and Capital goods emissions 48%

% of FSA cluster emissions associated with food products vs sector wide Purchased Goods, Purchased Services, 
Cash-based Interventions, and Capital goods emissions 29%

% of FSA cluster emissions associated with food products vs sector wide total emissions 22%

Whole sector  

All food related emissions within the sector (kT) 16,020

All food related emissions within purchased goods (kT)  
(other food related emissions in the sector fall under cash-based disbursements) 7,970

% of sector wide procurement emissions (incl. cash-based interventions) associated with food related emissions 59%

% of sector wide total emissions associated with food related emissions 45%

Table 9: Emissions associated with food items – extrapolation from FSA Cluster to whole sector, 2022 baseline - ARUP

Cluster 
% of 

funding Proxy organisation 
Input data 
source Discussion of data quality 

Food Security 
and Agriculture  47 World Food Programme Annual report 

Relatively granular comprehensive overview of WFP expenditure 
with additional information for most expenditure categories. No 
information on capital goods.

Health  10 Médecins Sans Frontières 
Operational Centre Brussels 

Accessed 
through CAA 

Relatively granular overview of sub-cluster expenditure categories. 
Expenditure provided for all categories.

Nutrition 10 United Nations International 
Children’s Emergency Fund Annual report Less granular data. No information on capital goods.

Protection 9 International Committee  
of the Red Cross 

Accessed 
through CAA 

Granular comprehensive overview of expenditure. Some analysis 
and adjustment required to get the data in the required format. No 
information on capital goods. Funding specific to protection activities 
was isolated from this dataset.

WASH (Water, 
Sanitation and 
Hygiene) 

6 
International Federation  
of Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Societies 

Accessed 
through CAA 

Comprehensive granular data including an overview of the 
expenditure for various clusters. Allowed appropriate mapping and 
use of data. Expenditure provided for all categories. Funding specific 
to WASH activities was isolated from this dataset.
2021 data was obtained and is being used as a proxy.

Education 5 Terre des hommes Accessed 
through CAA 

Relatively granular overview of sub-cluster expenditure categories. 
Expenditure provided for all categories.

Shelter 4 
International Federation  
of Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Societies 

Accessed 
through CAA 

Comprehensive granular data including an overview of the 
expenditure for various clusters. Allowed appropriate mapping and 
use of data. Expenditure provided for all categories. Funding specific 
to shelter activities was isolated from this dataset. 
2021 data was obtained and is being used as a proxy.

Coordination 
and support 
services 

4 Proxy method EXIOBASE 3 

An EXIOBASE-derived expenditure profile for ‘other business 
services’ (not specific to the global humanitarian aid sector) was 
used to determine spending breakdown across activity types and 
emissions factors. No information on capital goods.

Logistics 3 World Food Programme  
+ proxy method Annual report 

Relatively granular comprehensive overview of WFP expenditure with 
additional information for the majority of expenditure categories. 
No information on capital goods. This profile was adjusted using 
the OCHA FTS overview of spending by WFP across the food and 
agriculture and logistics clusters.

Early recovery  1 Proxy method EXIOBASE 3 

An EXIOBASE-derived expenditure profile for ‘construction’ (not 
specific to the global humanitarian aid sector) was used to determine 
the spending breakdown across activity types and emissions factors. 
No information on capital goods.

Camp 
coordination / 
management 

1

Proxy based on International 
Federation of Red Cross 
and Red Crescent Societies 
(IFRC) shelter data 

Accessed 
through CAA 

The expenditure profile for shelter, obtained from IFRC data was used 
as a proxy for this cluster. See ‘shelter’ row.

Emergency 
telecom-
munications  

0 Proxy method EXIOBASE 3 

An EXIOBASE-derived expenditure profile for ‘post and 
telecommunication services’ (not specific to the global humanitarian 
aid sector) was used to determine spending breakdown across 
activity types and emissions factors. No information on capital goods.

Table 10: Sources used for the cluster expenditure profiles.  
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APPENDIX 4:  
COMPARISON OF INTENSITIES PER CLUSTER  

APPENDIX 5:  
METHODOLOGY FOR FINANCIAL 
BENCHMARKS

Category 
2022 base year 
(kg CO2e/EUR) 

2030 - considering structural 
decarbonisation effects and applied 

decarbonisation levers (kg CO2e/EUR)

2030 - considering only effects of 
structural decarbonisation effects 

(kg CO2e/EUR)

Food Security and Agriculture  0.97 0.51 0.77

Nutrition - - -

Health 0.92 0.39 0.80

Protection - - -

Water Sanitation Hygiene 0.64 0.34 0.50

Education 0.54 0.26 0.46

Emergency Shelter and NFI 0.76 0.40 0.60

Coordination and Support Services 0.55 0.28 0.45

Logistics 0.67 0.48 0.64

Early Recovery  1.10 0.53 0.86

Camp Coordination + Management 0.75 0.39 0.59

Emergency Telecommunications  0.50 0.26 0.42

Table 11: Comparison of intensities per cluster

Note: Data quality and consistency checks are still ongoing for certain clusters (Nutrition, Protection), intensity indicators are not available yet.

Partner organisation

Alliance for Medical Action (ALIMA)

EPICENTRE

International Committee of the Red Cross

Médecins Sans Frontières Operational Centre Brussels

Médecins Sans Frontières Operational Centre Geneva

Médecins Sans Frontières Operational Centre Paris

Nonviolent Peaceforce

Terre des Hommes Suisse / Schweiz

Terre des Hommes Fondation

Table 12: List of organisations included in the sample

SAMPLE SIZE AND COMPOSITION

Climate Action Accelerator consolidated data from 
9 partner organisations who have used quantified, 
comparable approaches at emissions reduction and 
financial impact assessment. The partner organisations 
included in the benchmark are listed in Table 12 below. 

LIMITATIONS

	n Sample size: the 9 selected organisations represent 
8.6% of the humanitarian sector in 2022 (financial 
expenditure), which is non negligible but cannot be 
considered as representative.

	n Sample composition: despite the relative diversity 
in profiles and activities, the sample does not fully 
represent the breadth of activities, organisational 
structures and geographical footprint of the sector.

	n Financial model span: CAA supported the creation 
of a 3-year model for the first 5 roadmaps, and moved 
to a 7-year model for the 4 more recent roadmaps. 
The 3-year models had to be extrapolated to ensure 
data comparability and consistency, but there are 
limitations associated with these extrapolations. 

	n Changes in methodology: CAA refined its 
methodology since the first model was developed, 
leading to some methodological differences 
between the calculations of the financial impact.

	n Large volatility of some costs between 2020 and 
2023: some assumptions made in 2021 and 2022 
reflected a large increase in costs such as sea freight 
or energy37. These prices have sharply declined in 
2023. As a consequence, some savings and costs were 
overestimated for organisations whose roadmaps 
were finalised before this significant drop in prices. 

	n Human resources: it is possible to extrapolate the 
savings, running costs and investments of 3-year 
roadmaps. It is a more complex endeavour to 
extrapolate human resources costs, as the duration 
of the needs is harder to estimate without further 
engagement with partners. 

USING TRIANGULATION AND  
A CONSERVATIVE APPROACH MITIGATES  
THE LIMITATIONS OF THE EXTRAPOLATION

Five roadmaps had a 3-year financial impact model, while 
four had a 7-year model. This more recent development, 
i.e. the extension of financial models to seven years, is more 
aligned with the GHG trajectory. 

CAA considered there were too many limitations if 
estimating the sectoral level financial impact with four 
models only. Nine organisations, even if they represent 8.6% 
of the sector’s 2022 expenditure, remain a small sample. 

CAA decided to extrapolate the 3-year models into 7-year 
models, using three different approaches. CAA then used 
these three different methods to calculate the average 
savings, running costs and investments as a percentage of 
the organisations’ yearly budget. 

This extrapolation approach is more complicated to replicate 
for human resources costs, which were therefore kept at 
0.2% of the yearly budget, in line with the data available from 
partners with a 7-year human resources plan. 

CONSOLIDATED RESULTS 

Method 1: No extrapolation of years 4 to 7  

	n The yearly total financial impact (costs, savings 
and investments, excluding staffing) over a 7-year 
period averages -0.02% of the yearly budget 

	n The average yearly financial impact with this 
method varies between -0.07% of the yearly budget 
in year 3 and 0.40% in year 7 

	n The average by organisation varies between -1,18% 
and +0,82% of the yearly budget 

Method 2: Average evolution of savings, running costs 
and investments from year 4 to 7, and inclusion of 
uncertainty factor in modelling 

	n The yearly total financial impact (costs, savings 
and investments, excluding staffing) over a 7-year 
period averages 0.20% of the yearly budget 

	n The average yearly financial impact with this 
method varies between -0.20% of the yearly budget 
in year 3 and 0.91% in year 7 

	n The average by organisation varies between -1% 
and +0,82% of the yearly budget 

 
Method 3: In depth review, solution by solution 

	n The yearly total financial impact (costs, savings 
and investments, excluding staffing) over a 7-year 
period averages 0.08% of the yearly budget 

	n The average yearly financial impact with this 
method varies between -0.23% of the yearly budget 
in year 3 and 0.43% in year 7 

	n The average by organisation varies between 
-0,55% and +0,82% of the yearly budget 

All data presented below detail the costs of climate 
roadmaps, i.e. exclusive of environmental solutions and 
HR costs.  

	n The average net financial impact of implementing 
a climate roadmap represents 0.09% of 
organisations’ yearly budget, reaching up to 1% for 
the most expensive roadmap. Total running costs 
and investments average 1.6% of the budget, while 
savings average 1.5%.  

	n Running costs represent 1.02% on average, varying 
from 0.25% to 2.1%. They are mainly driven by the 
greener purchasing solutions (transport, general 
purchases).  

	n Investments represent on an average 0.58% 
(ranging from 0% to 1.1%). Energy saving measures, 
solar energy and environmental solutions represent 
most of the investments. 

	n Total savings average 1.52% of the yearly budget, 
varying from -0.3% to -2.5%. They mainly come 
from transport solutions (plane travel and freight), 
as well as energy solutions. 

These organisations have different characteristics, as 
detailed below:

	n Number of organisations: 9 organisations are 
included in the benchmark

	n Size of organisations36: the sample includes 
1 very large (USD 2.8 Billion), 3 small (between 
9mUSD and 22mUSD), and 5 between 73mUSD et 
412mUSD of yearly budget

	n Activities: 4 medical NGOs, 3 multi-mandate 
NGOs, 1 protection NGO, 1 humanitarian medical 
research organisation

	n Funding: a combination of organisations relying 
mainly on private donors and organisations 
getting most funds from institutional donors

	n Geographical profile: 8 international NGOs, one 
regional NGO (Africa-based)
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DETAILED RESULTS  

Method 1: No extrapolation of years 4 to 7 financial impact 

CAA considered the average savings, running costs and investments of the nine financial models for years 1 to 3. CAA then 
considered the average of the four 7-year models for years 4 to 7. Table 13 below details the yearly total financial impact 
by organisation, as well as the yearly average by organisation and the sample average by year.

Method 2: average evolution of savings, running costs and investments from year 4 to year 7 and inclusion of uncertainty  

CAA considered the average evolution of each category of impact from year 4 to year 7 for the four organisations with 
a 7-year model. Method 2 includes a 20% uncertainty in the modelling, providing a more conservative result: savings 
are decreased by 20%, while running costs and savings are increased by 20% for the years extrapolated. Table 14 below 
summarises the yearly evolution of savings, running costs and investments based on this extrapolation.

Method 3: in-depth review solution by solution

CAA decided to complete these two methods with a more in-depth review of each solution for each organisation. This 
required an analysis of the GHG reduction targets for each solution, and of the estimated impact on savings, running costs 
and investments. Some examples below detail this approach:  

	n Savings: an organisation is planning to reduce air freight by 20% in 2026 and 40% in 2030. Savings of 100,000 
USD in 2026 would double in 2030.  

	n Running costs: applying environmental criteria to the procurement of 15% of the food in 2026 will cost an extra 
300,000 USD. Reaching 50% of the food in 2030 will cost 1,000,000 USD. Some costs were also considered flat 
over the extrapolated period, as the number of drivers trained to eco-driving was a set number every year.  

	n Investments: the level of investments was also estimated considering the GHG reduction targets, with all 
investments were spread over the 7-year period. This aligns with the modelling of savings, considered to reach 
their maximum level in year 7.  

This average yearly evolution was then applied to the relevant categories for each of the five organisations with a 3-year 
model. Table 15 below summarises the financial impact by year and partner using method 2.  

Total impact Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7
7-Yr average by 

organisation

 -1.00% -1.21% -1.39% -1.18%

 -0.05% 0.06% -0.03% -0.30% -0.27% -0.10% -0.17% -0.11%

 0.46% 0.03% -0.29% -0.18% -1.39% -0.83% -0.55% -0.55%

 0.75% 0.31% 0.48% 0.95% 0.99% 0.77% 1.25% 0.82%

 0.38% 0.12% -0.31% 0.08%

 0.20% 0.09% 0.06% 0.14%

 0.59% 0.31% -0.11% 0.27%

 -0.03% -0.20% -0.32% -0.16%

 0.33% 0.28% 0.15% 0.23% 0.51% 0.91% 1.07% 0.54%

Yearly average 0.18% -0.02% -0.20% -0.07% -0.04% 0.19% 0.40% -0.02%

Total impact Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7
7-Yr average by 

organisation

 -1.00% -1.21% -1.39% -1.62% -1.24% -0.68% -0.19% -1.00%

 -0.05% 0.06% -0.03% -0.30% -0.27% -0.10% -0.17% -0.11%

 0.46% 0.03% -0.29% -0.18% -1.39% -0.83% -0.55% -0.55%

 0.75% 0.31% 0.48% 0.95% 0.99% 0.77% 1.25% 0.82%

 0.38% 0.12% -0.31% -0.13% -0.61% 1.58% 2.52% 0.78%

 0.20% 0.09% 0.06% 0.07% 0.39% 0.97% 1.64% 0.55%

 0.59% 0.31% -0.11% 0.02% 0.60% 1.39% 2.13% 0.75%

 -0.03% -0.20% -0.32% -0.38% -0.10% 0.29% 0.48% -0.02%

 0.33% 0.28% 0.15% 0.23% 0.51% 0.91% 1.07% 0.54%

Yearly average 0.18% -0.02% -0.20% -0.26% 0.01% 0.48% 0.91% 0.20%

Total impact Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7
7-Yr average by 

organisation

 -1.00% -1.21% -1.39% -0.91% -0.24% 0.47% 0.90% -0.38%

 -0.05% 0.06% -0.03% -0.30% -0.27% -0.10% -0.17% -0.11%

 0.46% 0.03% -0.29% -0.18% -1.39% -0.83% -0.55% -0.55%

 0.75% 0.31% 0.48% 0.95% 0.99% 0.77% 1.25% 0.82%

 0.38% 0.12% -0.31% -0.55% -0.52% -0.39% -0.47% -0.26%

 0.20% 0.09% 0.06% 0.21% 0.61% 1.06% 1.27% 0.56%

 0.59% 0.31% -0.11% -0.14% 0.09% 0.40% 0.49% 0.25%

 -0.03% -0.20% -0.32% -0.40% -0.22% 0.05% 0.10% -0.13%

 0.33% 0.28% 0.15% 0.23% 0.51% 0.91% 1.07% 0.54%

Yearly average 0.18% -0.02% -0.20% -0.23% -0.05% 0.26% 0.43% 0.08%

Yearly evolution method 2 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7

Savings 25.6% 8.7% 8.0% 6.9%

Running costs 69.3% 57.0% 38.9% 29.3%

Investments 4.8% -25.6% -24.4% -3.0%

Table 13: Detail of yearly financial impact by partner 

Table 15: Extrapolated financial impact by year and partner, method 2 

Table 16: Extrapolated financial impact by year and partner, method 3 

Table 14: Yearly evolution of savings, running costs and investments for method 2 
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