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Foreword

Internally displaced people collecting safe drinking water at a water collection point in the 
municipality of Kaya, Burkina Faso, a project implemented by OCADES - Caritas Kaya with 
technical and financial support from Caritas Spain.

Credit: Pablo Reyero Aubareda/Caritas Spain

You are holding in your hands Caritas Europa’s 
second report on locally led humanitarian action. 
Thanks to the insights and engagements of our 
members who commissioned this report and to the 
research of GLOW Consultants, we are again able  
to contribute to this important discussion at a 
time when the humanitarian sector is facing 
unprecedented challenges.



The first report, published in 2023, set out a 
clear and troubling reality: the international 
humanitarian system is under severe strain. 
Record levels of humanitarian need, combined 
with an ever-widening funding gap, have exposed 
deep structural weaknesses in a system widely 
acknowledged to be no longer fit for purpose. 
Against this backdrop, internationally agreed 
commitments to make humanitarian action more 
locally led and participatory are not optional 
reforms, but urgent necessities.

This second report builds on those findings within  
the context of the current geopolitical reality.  
While the first report took stock of the gap between 
global commitments and actual practice, this  
report looks more closely at what those gaps  
mean in reality for local and national organisations  
within the current funding contraction, and what 
must change if locally led humanitarian action is  
to move from aspiration to reality. It seeks to 
deepen the analysis, highlight lived experiences and 
further examine the enabling — and constraining 
— roles played by donors, UN agencies and 
international NGOs.

Locally led humanitarian action remains at  
the heart of Caritas’ work. Guided by the principle 
of subsidiarity — being as local as possible and 
as international as necessary — Caritas members 
continue to demonstrate that humanitarian 
responses rooted in local communities are more 
adaptive, contextually grounded and accountable 
to affected populations. They are also strengthened 
by solidarity: by relationships of trust, shared 
responsibility and long-term partnership across the 
global Caritas confederation.

When crisis strikes, Caritas members embedded 
in their communities are often among the first 
to respond. Yet, their effectiveness is amplified 
through collective action. The Caritas confederation 
mobilises financial, technical and moral support, 
drawing on long-standing partnerships that reflect 

shared values and mutual respect. Local and 
national organisations repeatedly remind us that 
this solidarity and the knowledge that they are not 
alone remains one of the most powerful assets in 
moments of crisis.

It is precisely because of this confederated 
structure, and our deep commitment to locally led 
action, that Caritas continues to reflect critically 
on the humanitarian system and our own roles 
within it. This report further interrogates the distance 
between commitments and implementation, 
centring the perspectives of local organisations 
and examining what genuine leadership, equitable 
partnerships and sustainable financing should look 
like in practice.

Despite years of dialogue, pledges and growing 
evidence of the effectiveness of locally led 
humanitarian action, progress remains far 
from where it ought to be. This report reinforces 
the message that donors, UN agencies and 
international NGOs must move beyond rhetoric  
and demonstrate their commitments through 
concrete, measurable and accountable actions. 
Doing so is not only a matter of effectiveness, but  
of justice and dignity.

In the pages that follow, this report offers deeper 
insight into these challenges and opportunities, 
informed by data, analysis and the voices of local 
organisations themselves. We hope it will contribute 
to renewed reflection, honest dialogue and decisive 
action towards a humanitarian system that is 
ready to make the often difficult steps to become 
more locally led, more responsive to context and 
ultimately more human-centred.

When crisis strikes, Caritas members embedded in their 
communities are often among the first to respond. 

Maria Nyman
Secretary General 
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Introduction
Chapter 1

In Arequipa, teachers, families and Caritas Peru work together to make inclusive education 
a reality, supporting children with disabilities to learn and participate fully in mainstream 
classrooms.

Credit: John Rossi/Caritas Germany



This second Caritas Europa report on locally led 
humanitarian action builds on the first edition 
published in 2023, Unfulfilled Promises: Addressing 
the Gap between Commitments and Practice in 
Locally Led Humanitarian Action, which highlighted 
discrepancies between global commitments to 
locally led humanitarian action and the realities 
faced by local actors.1 This report has three main 
objectives. First, to build on the methodology of the 
index of international actors and to revise the scope 
of international actors participating in the study.2 
Second, to evaluate how well these international 
actors have fulfilled their commitments to locally 
led humanitarian action by reviewing their policies 
and practices and by allowing local and national 
organisations to assess international actors they 
have worked with. Third, to assess progress made 
since the 2023 report by evaluating changes 
in the index of donors, UN agencies and INGOs 
and to determine the extent to which they have 
implemented the recommendations from the 
first report, reflecting on why these changes have 
occurred in the context of wider changes in the 
global humanitarian system and the direction the 
humanitarian system is taking with respect to  
locally led humanitarian action. 

The authors of this report acknowledge the key 
role and contribution of all international actors 
who participated in this study towards both the 
work of the broader humanitarian sector and 
towards advancing locally led humanitarian 
action. Therefore, the index of international 
actors developed in this study is with the sole 
intention of providing a learning opportunity 
for the humanitarian sector to assess how all 
stakeholders can improve. Central to this work is 
the recognition that meaningful progress requires 
not only collaboration, but partnerships grounded 
in equity and mutuality. International actors 

1	 The term “localisation” is referred to as “locally led humanitarian action” throughout this report as it centres the issue of power and leadership 
and makes it less of a technocratic process that is top-down.

2	 For example, in the case of donors, the approach to shortlist was revised, inviting more donors than previously besides also inviting the previous 
Caritas Europa study participating donors as well.

have a responsibility to support local leadership 
in ways that respect local knowledge, priorities, 
and capacities, fostering relationships that are 
mutually accountable rather than hierarchical. The 
index is not designed to be exhaustive, definitive, 
or comparative in a punitive sense, nor does it 
seek to rank or single out individual organisations. 
Rather, it serves as an initial framework to prompt 
shared learning, critical self-reflection, and inspire 
improvement, acknowledging that locally led 
humanitarian action thrives when partnerships are 
equitable, reflexive, and transparent.

1.1. Caritas and local leadership
Caritas Caritas is a confederation of Catholic 
organisations active both locally and globally in  
the social, international cooperation, migration  
and humanitarian sectors, working for and with 
people in need to transform society into a more  
just and inclusive place. Thanks to our structure, 
Caritas is present in the local communities 
throughout the world to support people in poverty 
and exclusion. While Caritas is represented 
internationally as a confederation, each local 
Caritas organisation is a separate entity. The 
regional and global nature of the confederation 
ensures that any local organisation can enjoy 
solidarity from the other members when needed 
with the different Caritas entities working together 
across borders as partners.

The Caritas Internationalis Partnership Principles 
and Modus Operandi is a guiding document which 
is meant to explain, with reference to Catholic 
Social Teaching (CST), the values and principles 
which guide Caritas’s work in partnership and to 
offer a practical framework for the application 
of these principles. The Caritas local leadership 
commitments complement the Partnership 
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Principles and Modus Operandi. The Partnership 
Principles present Caritas core organisational 
values and way of working which are inspired 
by the Caritas vision and mission. The Modus 
Operandi provides a clear framework to concretely 
guide member organisations in building and 
strengthening partnerships within the Caritas 
Confederation as well as in working in partnership 
with other Catholic and other organisations  
more widely.

The work of Caritas is embedded in CST, which 
offers a foundation for locally led humanitarian 
action through the core principles of subsidiarity 
and solidarity. Subsidiarity holds that decisions and 
actions should be taken at the most immediate 
level for effectively addressing a need, ensuring  
that local communities and organisations closest  
to a crisis have agency to lead responses rather 
than being subject to decisions made elsewhere. 
This principle affirms the dignity and self-
determination of individuals and communities as 
key agents of their own development and relief, 
a perspective echoed in humanitarian policy 
discussions that emphasise the central role of 
local leadership in sustainable, context-relevant 
responses. Solidarity, meanwhile, calls on broader 
society to stand with and support those who suffer, 
fostering mutual responsibility across global, 
national and local levels. Together, these teachings 
promote a shift away from top-down humanitarian 
models toward approaches that respect local 
knowledge, foster a holistic response, strengthen 
local capacities and uphold human dignity in 
practice.

CST also speaks directly to this moment of 
unprecedented humanitarian funding cuts by 
emphasising the principle of preferential option 

3	 Sabina Robillard, Teddy Atim & Daniel Maxwell, Tufts University, Feinstein International Center, 2021, Localization in Humanitarian Action: The 
Evidence for Change, Report, Feinstein International Center, Tufts University, https://fic.tufts.edu/wp-content/uploads/Localization-FINAL-12.30.21.
pdf

4	 Veronique Barbelet, Gemma Davies, Josie Flint & Eleanor Davey, 2021, Interrogating the Evidence Base on Humanitarian Localisation: A Literature 
Study, HPG Literature Review, Overseas Development Institute, https://media.odi.org/documents/Localisation_lit_review_WEB.pdf

for the poor, in addition to solidarity. These 
teachings stress that the needs of people in the 
most vulnerable situations - people affected by 
war, displacement and climate disasters - must 
be prioritised, even when resources are scarce or 
political will wanes. For humanitarian organisations, 
this means resisting reactive or purely bureaucratic 
responses and instead focusing on strategies 
that give agency to local organisations, protect 
frontline services and ensure continuity for affected 
communities. CST also underscores that moral 
responsibility does not lie solely with governments 
but extends to all of society, including international 
NGOs and donors, reinforcing the ethical imperative 
to safeguard funding flows towards humanitarian 
assistance and support locally led responses that 
uphold human dignity. 

1.2. The case for local leadership
In practice, local humanitarian organisations 
experience locally led humanitarian action as 
a question of justice, recognition and equitable 
partnerships.3 Local actors, i.e., local and national 
humanitarian organisations consistently emphasise 
that locally led humanitarian action is not merely 
a matter of funding flows or operational efficiency, 
it is fundamentally about power, respect and 
meaningful participation in decision-making.4 They 
stress the need for partnerships that go beyond 

In practice, local 
humanitarian organisations 
experience locally led 
humanitarian action 
as a question of justice, 
recognition and equitable 
partnerships.
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subcontracting, recognising their contextual 
expertise and ensuring genuine participation in 
decision-making. Local actors’ express frustration 
that, despite their deep-rooted knowledge 
and community ties, they are often treated as 
implementers rather than equal partners. One of 
the interviewees included in this study describes this 
situation bluntly, “You bring a local organisation and 
make it a maid working for an International Non-
Governmental Organisation (INGO)”, while others 
label the process as a form of neocolonialism due 
to the persistent power imbalances and lack of 
recognition from international actors.5

These lived experiences contrast sharply with 
many western-centric definitions of “locally led 
humanitarian action”, which tend to frame it in 
terms of cost-efficiency or operational expediency. 
Such interpretations, shaped largely by donor 
priorities, do not address the deeper structural 
inequities embedded in the humanitarian system. 
This report seeks to critique such interpretations 
and offers an alternative perspective on locally 
led humanitarian action that is rooted in local 
perspectives and priorities. While international 
commitments often emphasise shifting funding 
flows, local actors demand a more transformative 
approach that redistributes power, prioritises local 
voices and addresses the historical legacies of 
colonialism and structural racism.6 

It has been widely recognised that despite 
increased rhetorical commitment since the 2016 
World Humanitarian Summit, implementation of 
local leadership has largely remained superficial 
and tokenistic.7 Progress has been made but 

5	 Goda Milasiute, Ralf Südhoff, Darina Pellowska & Eddo Westland, 2023, Unfulfilled Promises: Addressing the gap between commitments 
and practice in locally led humanitarian action. Centre for Humanitarian Action & Caritas Europa, https://www.caritas.eu/wp-content/
uploads/2024/02/Caritas-Flagship-Report_CHA_final_DIGITAL.pdf

6	 Ibid.
7	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 

Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf
8	 Holland, K. 2024, Localisation in humanitarian leadership. International Council of Voluntary Agencies (ICVA), https://www.icvanetwork.org/

uploads/2024/11/Localisation-in-Humanitarian-Leadership-Report.pdf
9	 Ibid.

gaps still remain. For example, there is increased 
representation of local actors in humanitarian 
forums including Humanitarian Country Teams  
(HCTs), however, their participation has limited 
influence on the strategic decision making.8 This 
lack of progress is driven mainly by enduring 
power imbalances, where local actors are viewed 
primarily as implementers instead of equal 
partners, resulting in their voices being sidelined in 
humanitarian decision-making.9 Power imbalances 
in the humanitarian sector are fundamentally 
driven by the concentration of financial control 
among international actors, which reinforces 
unequal partnerships and marginalizes local 
leadership in decision-making. These imbalances 
are rooted in historical power relations and colonial 
legacies. In essence, the humanitarian system is 
not malfunctioning but rather operating in the way 
was originally set up. It is clear that a transformative 
and bold approach is needed to create a system 
underpinned by equity, accountability, and genuine 
local leadership, one in which power, resources, and 
decision-making are shared fairly, partnerships are 
grounded in trust and solidarity, and humanitarian 
action is shaped by the knowledge, priorities and 
capacities of local actors.

By building directly on the findings of the first  
report on locally led humanitarian action and 
expanding its analytical scope, this second edition 
provides a more comprehensive and up to date 
picture of how locally led humanitarian action 
is currently implemented and where substantial 
gaps remain. It aims to strengthen collective 
accountability and support a more just and locally 
driven humanitarian system. 
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Study design
A woman standing in front of her earthquake-damaged home in Sagain region, 
Myanmar, where CRS is supporting the emergency response of the local Church. 

Credit: CRS
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The methodology for the report employs both 
quantitative and qualitative data collection to 
assess locally led humanitarian action efforts. 
This included a desk review, an online survey, 
key informant interviews (KIIs) and a validation 
workshop with the study participants representing 
both international and local actors.10 The inputs 
from the factual reporting survey and local actors’ 
perceptions survey were used to develop an index 
of donors, INGOs and UN agencies on their efforts 
to promote locally led humanitarian action. To 
assess progress since the first report, the index was 
based on the same four key indicators as used in 
the 2023 report to assess approaches to strengthen 
locally led humanitarian action: 1) funding to 
local organisations; 2) capacity strengthening; 3) 
partnerships and 4) leadership and coordination.  
For the overall score (0–100), factual reporting and 
local actors’ perceptions were weighted equally,  
i.e., 50% each.

A systematic approach was adopted to  
identify organisations for the study. For donors, 
the shortlisting approach was revised to invite 
a larger number than before, ensuring a more 
comprehensive and relevant analysis. To maintain 
comparability between the first and second  
reports, the previous participating donors were 
also invited to take part. United States Agency 
for International Development (USAID) was 
not considered in light of its recent effective 
dismantlement and substantial humanitarian 
funding cuts. While the identification criteria for the 
first report relied solely on humanitarian expenditure, 
this current study adopted a broader perspective, 
using a purposive approach to also include donors 
with smaller footprints in terms of humanitarian 
expenditure but with notable contributions to 
locally led humanitarian action efforts, particularly 
European donors such as Spain and Denmark. 

10	 Refer to annex section for details on survey, KIIs and validation workshop.
11	 UNRWA’s mandate is limited to addressing the needs of a defined beneficiary population and, in contrast to UN agencies such as UNHCR, 

UNICEF and IOM, it does not operate under a global mandate.

For UN agencies, the selection included those that 
participated previously. However, as the operating 
mode of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency 
(UNRWA) differs significantly from the other UN 
agencies reviewed in the report, UNRWA was not 
included in this report.11 Instead, the International 
Organisation for Migration (IOM) was added as the 
next largest UN agency in terms of expenditures.

Similarly, the same INGOs that participated in 
the first report were invited to participate in the 
second report. However, to assess their own efforts, 
two Caritas Europa members were also invited to 
participate in this study based on their humanitarian 
expenditure as compared to other Caritas Europa 
members, as well as their willingness and availability 
to participate.  

 
To assess progress since the 
first report, the index was 
based on the same four key 
indicators as used in the 2023 
report to assess approaches 
to strengthen locally led 
humanitarian action:  
1) funding to local 
organisations;  
2) capacity strengthening;  
3) partnerships and  
4) leadership and 
coordination. 
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Finally, the shortlisting of local organisations  
followed a hybrid approach, which involved 
requesting donors, INGOs and UN agencies to 
provide a list of local organisations they had 
partnered with since the launch of the first 
report, preferably through direct partnerships, 

12	 This included a thorough online search including website search of participating international actors’ online resources.

to ensure that the study captured relevant and 
specific feedback. Additionally, publicly available 
information was used to identify and shortlist local 
organisations.12 This targeted selection process 
helped assess how donor funding is channelled and 
its impact on locally led humanitarian action efforts.  

In Ecuador, Caritas 
Esmeraldas and partners 
are documenting and 
responding to rising 
violence and forced 
displacement, providing 
protection and support 
to migrants, refugees 
and local families in 
crisis‑affected and 
hard‑to‑reach areas.

Credit: Franklin Jacome/
Caritas Germany
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A total of 18 international actors participated in the 
survey, including 10 donors, 4 UN agencies and 4 INGOs 
as well as 50 local actors from across Africa, Asia, South 
America and Europe.

Table 1: Survey participants

Category Organisation names

Donors Austrian Development Agency (ADA), Directorate-General for Development Cooperation 
and Humanitarian Aid (DGD), Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA), 
European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations (ECHO), The Crisis and 
Support Centre of Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs (CDCS), German Federal Foreign 
Office (GFFO), Directorate-General for International Cooperation (DGIS), Norwegian 
Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad), Agency for International Development 
and Cooperation (AECID) and Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 
(SIDA)

UN Agencies International Organisation for Migration (IOM), United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and World Health Organisation 
(WHO) 

INGOs Caritas Germany, the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), Save the Children and Trócaire 
(Caritas Ireland)

Associations and key networks of local organisations 
were purposively included based on regions where 
humanitarian funding has been primarily directed 
including Europe, Asia and Africa.

13	 A minimum of three different local actors scored any specific international actor.

A total of 18 international actors participated in the 
survey, including 10 donors, 4 UN agencies and 4 
INGOs as well as 50 local actors from across Africa, 
Asia, South America and Europe.13 Table 1, below, 
provides a list of all participating international 
organisations.
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The changing 
humanitarian 
funding landscape 
Aya is a girl with Down syndrome who receives therapeutic support from Amel, a Caritas 
Germany partner organisation in Beirut, Lebanon. 

Credit: Bente Stachowske/Caritas Germany
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In recent years, the humanitarian funding landscape 
has faced unprecedented strain. Despite escalating 
needs, both available funding and coverage have 
declined noticeably. For example, according to 
the United Nations Office for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) Financial Tracking 
Service (FTS), total humanitarian funding in 2023 
fell by nearly USD 5 billion (from USD 30.42 billion 
to USD 25.22 billion) compared with the prior year, 
marking a contraction in overall international 
humanitarian assistance.14 For 2024, humanitarian 
funding remained stable at the same level of 
2023. However, from 2025 on, the picture appears 
even more worrisome. According to OCHA’s Global 
Humanitarian Overview 2025, the overall appeal 
stands at approximately USD 45.5 billion needed 
to assist around 181 million people worldwide.15 The 
latest data from the FTS shows only about USD 12.96 
billion in total humanitarian funding reported so far 
for 2025, amounting to roughly 28% of the required 
sum.16 Following an initial decline in 2023, the 
downward trajectory is accelerating in 2025.17

The fragility of the humanitarian system was 
laid bare in January 2025, when USAID funding 
was abruptly and drastically reduced, effectively 
dismantling the agency. This crisis forced many 
organisations to reduce or halt operations, 
directly impacting both international and local 

14	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 
Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf

15	 https://fts.unocha.org/home/2025/plans
16	 https://fts.unocha.org/global-funding/overview/2025
17	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 

Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf
18	 https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(25)01186-9/fulltext
19	 USAID, 2025, Growing Momentum: USAID Localization Progress Report FY 2024, https://www.developmentaid.org/api/frontend/cms/file/2025/01/

FY2024-Localization-Progress-Report_Final_508_2.pdf
20	 https://fts.unocha.org/

organisations that relied heavily on continuous 
funding streams, directly or indirectly, from USAID. 
As a result, vulnerable communities have been 
significantly impacted in their ability to access to 
assistance, and it is projected that the human cost 
of these cuts will be significant.18 Before 2025, USAID 
had made significant progress on supporting locally 
led humanitarian action, showing the possibility of 
advancement and piloting several best practices. 
USAID’s direct funding to local partners reached 
USD 2.1 billion (12.1% of its 2024 acquisition and 
assistance budget); however, this progress was 
long considered vulnerable to shifts in political and 
budgetary priorities.19 Humanitarian funding from 
other donor countries like Germany and Canada is 
also showing a declining trend.20 Under this strained 
humanitarian funding environment, some donors 
are seeking to avoid cuts to humanitarian aid. 

Overall, the funding decline means that while 
humanitarian needs continue to increase, driven 
by protracted conflict, climate shocks and 
displacement, the financial base is shrinking. Looking 
ahead, unless there is a substantive reversal in 
donor funding flows or the development of new 
financing mechanisms such as private philanthropy, 
the sector should expect further funding erosion in 
2026 and beyond. This situation raises immediate 
implications for locally led humanitarian action.

Total humanitarian funding in 2023 fell by nearly  
USD 5 billion (from USD 30.42 billion to USD 25.22 billion) 
compared with the prior year.

$5 billion
The changing humanitarian funding landscape 
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Beyond 
commitments:  
The reality of locally 
led humanitarian 
action 
Joseph, carrying his sack of rice, at the Bozoum Central - Socade food distribution site in the Central African 
Republic, which is part of the Mou Maboko programme addressing critical food security and shelter needs of 
conflict-affected individuals and communities.

Credit: CRS
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As discussed earlier in this report, an index of 
international actors was established in the first 
Caritas Europa report on locally led humanitarian 
action published in 2023. The index evaluated the 
practices of participating international actors 
against criteria related to locally led humanitarian 
action, including funding, capacity strengthening, 
partnerships and decision-making. The first Caritas 
Europa report highlighted strengths as well as 
shortcomings such as inconsistent practices in 
providing multi-year and unearmarked funding, 
capacity sharing and equitable partnerships. 

As detailed earlier in this report, the methodology 
for developing the index has been revised in several 
ways. First, new international actors that were not 
included in the first report have been brought into 
the study. Second, the index of all international 
actors is updated to reflect their current practices 
across the same four core areas of funding, 
capacity strengthening, partnerships and decision-
making. This ensures that the index captures the 
current status and trajectory of progress since the  
publication of the first Caritas Europa report. Finally, 

to make the index more credible, the current index 
methodology removes the self-perception score 
and is based solely on the international actors’ 
factual reporting and local actors’ inputs only. 
To maintain consistency in comparing the 2023 
and 2025 scores, only international actors’ factual 
reporting and local actors’ survey scores were used 
for comparison between the first and second report. 
Both international actors’ factual reporting and 
local actors’ survey inputs are given equal weight to 
obtain a single score and corresponding index out 
of 100 possible points. The rationale for the exclusion 
of the self-perception score from the weighting is 
to remove any potential self-bias of the reporting 
organisation.

4.1. Measuring donors progress 
on supporting locally led 
humanitarian action 
The following are the donors’ index results based 
on the donors’ factual reporting and local actors’ 
survey:

Table 2: Overall index - donors

Index Donors Overall score Factual 
reporting

Local actors’ 
perception

1 Germany (GFFO) 71.6 78.0 65.3

2 Spain (AECID) 66.3 49.0 83.7

3 The Netherlands (DGIS) 65.1 59.0 71.2

4 Norway (Norad) 63.2 61.0 65.4

5 Sweden (SIDA) 59.0 50.0 68.0

6 Denmark (DANIDA) 55.5 44.0 67.0

7 France (CDCS) 55.0 48.0 62.0

8 Austria (ADA) 50.0 40.0 60.0

9 European Commission (ECHO) 49.6 40.0 59.2

10 Belgium (DGD) 43.8 27.0 60.5
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The table above compares the current and previous 
index of the donors. Six of the donor agencies also 
participated in the previous study; however, two 
donors (The Netherlands and France) were not 
scored in the previous report as they did not respond 
to the request to fill out the survey.21

All donors assessed in 2023, except for the European 
Commission, show a higher score for 2025. This 
indicates that donors have made progress in 
their policies and processes related to locally led 
humanitarian action since 2023. The five donors who 
scored higher than the European Commission in the 
current 2025 index were either not part of or were not 
scored in the 2023 study. 

The primary factor contributing to the comparatively 
lower score for the European Commission is the 
reported proportion of its funding that reaches 
local actors either directly or through no more 

21	 The previous edition of this report mentioned donors at the country level, whereas the current report also specifies the funding institution of the 
donor.

than one intermediary. Five donors, Germany, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Austria and Sweden, reported 
a higher percentage of funding to local actors 
in comparison to the European Commission. The 
European Commission also indicated that none 
of its funding goes directly to local organisations 
due to legal restrictions under EU law. However, 
the European Commission reported an increasing 
percentage of funding going to local actors 
through one intermediary compared to 2023. 
Inputs from the European Commission suggest 
that, over the past few years, limited progress 
has been made in developing alternative funding 
mechanisms to support local actors that may be 
unable to meet the high international compliance 
requirements designed for INGOs and UN agencies. 
This assessment is echoed in local actors’ survey 
responses, which show lower scores for the European 
Commission on aspects such as prioritising funding 
directed towards local actors.

Table 3: Comparing 2023 and current/2025 results - donors  

Donor21 Score 2023 Score 2025 Index 2023 Index 2025

Germany (GFFO) 57.0 71.6 1 1

Spain (AECID) NA 66.3 NA 2

The Netherlands (DGIS) Not Scored 65.1 Not Scored 3

Norway (Norad) 38.5 63.2 7 4

Sweden (SIDA) 40.0 59.0 6 5

Denmark (DANIDA) NA 55.5 NA 6

France (CDCS) Not Scored 55.0 Not Scored 7

Austria (ADA) NA 50.0 NA 8

European Commission (ECHO) 54.5 49.6 2 9

Belgium (DGD) NA 43.8 NA 10

Canada 49.0 NA 3 NA

United States 47.0 NA 4 NA

United Kingdom 47.0 NA 4 NA
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Although some donors achieved relatively lower 
scores compared to others in the current study, 
they are taking concrete steps to advance their 
practices to locally led humanitarian action. For 
example, the respondent from Belgium shared, 
“In our new humanitarian strategy we are putting 
localisation very clearly and we try to define what we 
want to see a mutual, transparent, capacity-sharing 
approach. We are very ambitious on localisation, 
but now we need to fill it in, to make sure it is the 
right thing and to set the right priorities.”22 Under this 
updated strategy, Belgium explicitly incorporates 
locally led humanitarian action and seeks to define 
clear expectations for partnerships with local actors, 
while gathering data from NGO partnership models 
or relevant initiatives to inform concrete indicators 
for the next strategy cycle. This will also include 
setting locally led humanitarian action elements into 
NGO programmes to establish a baseline for future 
reference. Similarly, the respondent from Spain 
noted, “I think for local organisations, it is clear that 
much more attention is going to be paid to them. I 
think we are coming to frame the new humanitarian 
sector hopefully as locally led but internationally 
protected.”23 This reflects a growing recognition 

22	 Donor Interview - 1.
23	 Donor Interview - 5.

of the need for inclusivity and the meaningful 
involvement of local actors in shaping the future of 
humanitarian action.

The current policies and practices of the 
participating donor organisations are further 
discussed below.

4.1.1. Donor funding to local actors
Regarding funding to local actors, since 2023 donor 
agencies have reported progress in channelling a 
greater proportion of their humanitarian funding 
directly to local organisations or at most through 
a single intermediary, with eight out of ten donors 
providing data on such funding. Encouragingly, six 
out of ten donor respondents, Germany, Norway, the 
European Commission, Denmark, Spain and France, 
observed an upward trend in their proportion of 
funding directed to local organisations in the last 
few years. Some donors described reductions in their 
overall humanitarian budgets while simultaneously 
emphasising new strategic commitments to 
increase the percentage of their funding going 
directly or indirectly to local actors. 

In the border town of 
Kodok in South Sudan, 
Caritas Germany’s partner 
organisation DMI-Sisters 
supports families who 
have fled Sudan and runs 
a school enabling the 
children to receive at least 
a basic education.

Credit: Philipp Spalek/ 
Caritas Germany
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Overall, donors have shown positive intentions to 
increase funding to local actors. For example, the  
respondent from Denmark shared, “Whether it is 
through intermediaries or UN organisations, we 
have to ensure that a much larger percentage of 
funding goes to local and national actors.”24 On 
ensuring maximum funding going to local actors, 
the respondent from Belgium explained, “We are 
going to try, within the contracting with our [UN and 
INGO] humanitarian actors, to clearly highlight how 
much of our funding goes to local actors.”25 Similarly, 
Sweden reported that their funding to local actors, 
directly or through maximum one intermediary, 
is slightly less than 25%. However, the respondent 
from Sweden also shared that, “[Under our] new 
strategy we should improve the amount of funding 
channelled to local civil society organisations, 
committing 25% of the funding going directly and 
indirectly to local and national actors. We have 
been a signatory to the Grand Bargain commitment 
previously, but now we have it very specified in the 
strategy, which is really good.”26 The respondent from 
Denmark shared, “We really want to gear funding 
towards local and national actors so that they 
receive a larger proportion of funding, because they 
are such an evident part of the solution, not only in 
terms of a Humanitarian Reset discussion, but also in 
terms of what is happening on the ground.”27 Austria, 
Norway and The Netherlands indicated that over 25% 
of their total funding was transferred directly to local 
actors or through no more than one intermediary, 
while most of the remaining donors reported 
allocations below this threshold.

A recurring challenge identified across donor 
agencies was tracking funding flows to local 
actors, due to the absence of systems capable 
of accurately reporting the proportion of funds 

24	 Donor Interview - 2.
25	 Donor Interview - 1.
26	 Donor Interview – 6. The Grand Bargain is a global commitment by donors and aid organisations to make humanitarian assistance efficient, 

transparent and locally led.
27	 Donor Interview – 2. Humanitarian Reset refers to collective effort by humanitarian actors to fundamentally rethink and reform how aid is 

delivered.

reaching local organisations. To address these 
data limitations, donors are working collaboratively 
with international coordination bodies to develop 
improved measurement frameworks and 
reporting mechanisms. Donors are also pushing 
for incorporating transparency requirements into 
partnership agreements, requiring international 
humanitarian partners to specify how much of their 
funding is passed on to local actors. This approach 
aims to improve tracking of progress towards 
commitments for locally led humanitarian action 
and to strengthen evidence-based decision-making 
throughout the humanitarian funding system. 
Despite this progress, after nearly a decade of 
Grand Bargain commitments, the persistent inability 
of international actors to comprehensively track 
funding to local actors underscores a fundamental 
systemic failure in accountability and transparency.

4.1.2. Donor utilisation of alternative 
funding approaches
In addition to traditional funding mechanisms, 
donors reported using alternative approaches to 
channel resources to local actors. In this regard, 
the respondent from Sweden shared that they are 
piloting direct humanitarian funding agreements 

A recurring challenge 
identified across donor 
agencies was tracking 
funding flows to local actors, 
due to the absence of systems 
capable of accurately 
reporting the proportion 
of funds reaching local 
organisations. 
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with local organisations in Ukraine, Myanmar and 
The Democratic Republic of the Congo.28 However, 
donor respondents acknowledged the practical 
and structural limitations of direct engagement 
with large numbers of local organisations, given the 
administrative capacity constraints within the donor 
agencies themselves. For example, the respondent 
from Denmark shared, “The direct [partnerships 
with local actors] is where we face capacity issues, 
we cannot fund as directly as we might want to.”29 
The lack of sufficient capacity of donors is the key 
challenge identified related to partnering directly 
with a large number of local actors. Similarly, the 
respondent from Belgium highlighted a current 
legal impediment that prevents them from directly 
funding local actors and explained how they are 
addressing this issue through a legal framework 
review. Within these limitations, donors view the 
selection of intermediary partners as crucial for 
the practical achievement of their locally led 
humanitarian action objectives.

Similarly, the respondent from Norway shared their 
current effort to study and identify pooled funding 
models that have locally led humanitarian response 
as a core objective, “We have identified pooled 
funds as the most appropriate; however, the pooled 
fund must be locally led. We conducted an actor 
mapping and it was quite surprising to see how 
only a few pooled funds actually have locally led 
humanitarian response as their core purpose.”30 
The respondent from Belgium said, “We are in the 
steering committee of the pooled fund working 
group. [The Belgian Embassies are] following very 
concretely and closely the evolution within the funds. 

28	 Donor Interview - 6.
29	 Donor interview - 2.
30	 Donor Interview - 4.
31	 A detailed analysis on Country Based Pooled Funds (CBPFs) practiced by study participant organisations is provided in section 4.7 of this report  

Donor interview - 1.
32	 Donor Interview – 5. The Disaster Response Emergency Fund is a fund of the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 

given to local actors.The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) funding is primarily given to UN agencies, however, INGOs and local 
organisations can partner with the CERF fund receiving UN agencies for implementation.

33	 Donor Interview - 6.

We give message to our embassies, in the countries 
where we are funding the Country Based Pooled 
Funds (CBPFs), that they also follow it up more to 
see how much the local actors are participating 
and are more involved in the decision making.”31 
The respondent from Spain shared, “We are a large 
supporter of the Disaster Response Emergency Fund 
(DREF) and the Central Emergency Response Fund 
(CERF), but we need to see the progress in terms of 
how local actors are prioritised.”32 The respondent 
from Sweden shared their intentions of moving away 
from funding traditional CBPFs to more locally led 
ones but acknowledged that it’s very difficult to find 
those kinds of pooled funds.33 

These inputs from donor respondents suggest that 
they recognise the importance of funding local 
actors but also experience many constraints in 
putting this into practice, such as lack of human 
resources and legal or policy frameworks. Pooled 
funds that both include local actors and actively 
promote locally led humanitarian action offer a 
promising alternative funding model that should be 
better supported by donors and other stakeholders.

4.1.3. Donor approaches to capacity 
sharing
There is broad acknowledgement that local actors 
bring essential contextual knowledge and adaptive 
capacity, which are critical to delivering timely and  
appropriate humanitarian assistance. For example,  
the respondent from The Netherlands said, “Local 
actors should be supported not just because they 
are local, but because they are the most effective, 
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efficient and culturally appropriate actors in the 
given context.”34 Therefore, it is important to pass 
on capacity support to the local actors as local 
leadership improves the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the humanitarian action. Some donors reported 
that they have recently introduced new measures 
to support capacity strengthening initiatives, 
while others noted that they are in the process of 
developing or refining mechanisms to enhance  
such efforts.

The donor agencies that participated in this 
study shared their approaches to strengthening 
the capacity of local actors. For example, certain 
donor agencies reported having requirements 

34	 Donor Interview - 3.
35	 ICR refers to indirect costs such as management, HR and financial systems. 
36	 Donor interview - 6.
37	 Donor interview - 5.

that define the proportion of Indirect Cost 
Recovery (ICR) intermediaries must allocate to 
their local partners for capacity strengthening.35 
The respondent from Sweden preferred keeping 
flexibility in the proportion of ICR costs as per their 
guidelines for international NGOs, “We expect our 
partners to provide a fair percentage of overhead 
to their local and national partners. In one context, 
they may only need 5% and in another it may be 
12%.”36 As a best practice example, Spain requires 
Spanish NGOs to demonstrate fair sharing of ICR 
with local partners.37 Norway is also implementing 
a pilot that allows local partners to receive ICR that 
is traditionally inaccessible to them, particularly 
grassroots organisations, to strengthen their 

Caritas Mariupol supports 
evacuation efforts in 
Mezhova, Dnipropetrovsk 
region, Ukraine.

Credit: Caritas Ukraine
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financial sustainability and flexibility. The pilot 
enables intermediary organisations to extend 
ICR by up to 7% to local partners. Beyond ICR, the 
respondent from The Netherlands highlighted 
that a specific portion of its consortium-based 
funding, typically between 6% and 8%, is dedicated 
to strengthening the capacity of local partners. 
The purpose of this investment is to empower local 
actors to take on more significant leadership roles. 
The majority confirmed that such provisions are 
embedded within their funding frameworks, while a 
few donors indicated that they do not currently have 
a documented policy in place.

However, despite positive developments, several 
challenges were identified, such as uncoordinated 
efforts where multiple international actors introduce 
their own tools and frameworks for local actors’ 
capacity strengthening without alignment. This 
can lead to wasted resources and duplication. A 
more strategic and collective approach to capacity 
strengthening is required to ensure coherence 
and complementarity among donor initiatives. 
An example of donor alignment in assessing 
local actors’ capacity strengthening is the Joint 
Scandinavian Evaluation of Support to Capacity 
Development jointly undertaken by Denmark, 
Sweden and Norway. While each of these donors 
conducted a parallel evaluation of its own portfolio, 
the assessments were carried out under a jointly 
agreed methodology and were subsequently 
synthesised into a single joint assessment report. 
This approach allowed the donors to generate 
shared evidence and learning on local actors’ 
capacity strengthening.38 Similarly, the Health 
Data Collaborative (HDC), a multi-stakeholder 
partnership in Malawi, brings together the Malawi 
Ministry of Health, international donors such as 
Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office 
(FCDO) and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. 

38	 Gonçalo Carneiro & Svend Erik Sørensen, 2016, Joint Scandinavian Evaluation of Support to Capacity Development – Synthesis Report, Sida, 
Danida & Norad, https://cdn.sida.se/publications/files/sida61984en-joint-scandinavian-evaluation-of-support-to-capacity-development---
synthesis-report.pdf

39	 https://www.healthdatacollaborative.org/our-impact/malawi

This collaboration takes place through joint partner 
coordination forums and the aligned use of tools 
such as the District Health Information Software 2 
(DHIS2). These actors collaboratively assess and 
strengthen the country’s health information systems. 
This joint approach enables a unified capacity 
strengthening strategy that directly responds to 
Malawi’s national health priorities.39

4.1.4. Donor approaches to equitable 
partnerships
In terms of equitable partnerships with local actors, 
a number of donor agencies report having specific 
requirements for intermediary organisations to 
establish partnership assessment mechanisms 
with their local partners. While only a few donors 
formally mandate such mechanisms, the majority 
indicate that they actively encourage the adoption 
of participatory and transparent partnership 
practices across their funding relationships such as 
ensuring that intermediary organisations pass a fair 
percentage of overhead costs received from donors 
to their local partners. 

Overall, donors collectively express an ambition to 
move away from traditional hierarchical partnership 
models toward more balanced and locally driven 
arrangements. For example, the respondent 
from Norway shared that they want to turn the 
traditional model upside down, to a system where 
intermediaries act as service providers to local 

Overall, donors collectively 
express an ambition to 
move away from traditional 
hierarchical partnership 
models toward more 
balanced and locally driven 
arrangements.
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actors. Re-imagining INGO (RINGO) Reverse Call for 
Proposals is one such initiative. Under, the Reverse 
Call for Proposals, local organisations issue terms 
of engagement including the project objectives, 
scope and required funding. International actors 
apply to fund local actors, based on a reverse call 
that outlines the programmes the local organisation 
identifies as a priority. Local actors then choose their 
international partner considering which applicant 
closely aligns with its work, values and long-term 
institutional goals.40 Donors recognise that as long 
as funding control remains centralised, complete 
equity in partnerships will be difficult to achieve. 
The respondent from Norway put it in the following 
way, “We genuinely want to become equal partners, 
but as donors, given that we sit with the funding, 
we will always have that power imbalance; it is just 
the reality of the system.”41 This response reflects 
a recognition by donors of the existing power 
imbalance. Acknowledging this issue is an important 
first step; however, genuine political will followed by 
concrete actions to shift the power will be required 
to establish a transformative approach to how 
humanitarian assistance works.

4.1.5. Donor approaches towards due 
diligence requirements
Due diligence requirements were identified as 
another major challenge in progressing locally 
led humanitarian action. The respondent from the 
Netherlands shared, “We have to keep assessing 
whether our systems are truly inclusive or if we 
are unintentionally excluding organisations. Due 
diligence is a big barrier for local organisations; 
we are working on identifying the minimum due 
diligence we require to remain accountable for 
taxpayers’ money, while also ensuring that our 

40	 https://rightscolab.org/ringo/
41	 Donor Interview - 4.
42	 Donor Interview - 3.
43	 Donor Interview - 1.
44	 Donor Interview - 2.

measures do not create unnecessary barriers.”42 
Donors acknowledge that complex compliance 
systems, while necessary for accountability, can 
inadvertently exclude smaller local organisations. 

Donors are exploring ways to simplify and harmonise 
due diligence standards, balancing financial 
accountability with inclusivity. One suggested 
solution is to use a shared baseline standard, like 
the Core Humanitarian Standard, as a common 
framework for all donors. This would allow each 
donor to add only a few requirements that are 
specific to their situation. Such harmonisation 
is viewed as a key step toward reducing the 
administrative burden on local actors and 
promoting more equitable access to funding across 
the humanitarian sector.

4.1.6. Donor approaches to promoting 
local leadership
On the aspect of promoting local leadership, 
the respondent from Belgium highlighted the 
importance of local actors’ presence at all 
humanitarian decision-making forums, “You still 
see it a lot that the local actors are not always 
included in coordination platforms. [Their presence] 
should be everywhere; it should be very much 
also in the clusters and also in the [humanitarian] 
country teams.”43 Similarly, the respondent from 
Denmark highlighted, “The way in which local and 
national actors feel left out of the Humanitarian 
Reset discussion is really very unfortunate. Hopefully, 
we see a future opportunity to include local and 
national actors in such discussions, which would 
mean putting local national actors in front and 
centre of decision making.”44 The respondent from 
Sweden shared that local leadership could be 
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supported by “…making the coordination systems 
more area-based, localised, and contextualised.”45 
While voicing support for individual efforts and pilot 
projects that allow for greater decision making 
by local actors, the respondent from Sweden also 
highlighted constraints in scaling up support for 
local leadership. “How do we scale it? How can we 
ensure that local and national actors actually have 
access to these forums to participate in decision-
making forums and coordination forums?”46 Donors 
highlight the importance of structured dialogue and 
collaboration platforms that bring together donors 
and local actors but acknowledge the difficulty 
in systematising these approaches and ensuring 
equitable decision making at every level. 

The respondent from Sweden shared that they have 
convened two donor-to-local actor roundtable 
discussions on the Humanitarian Reset.47 These 
forums were convened in collaboration with the 
Network for Empowered Aid Response (NEAR) to 
promote direct engagement between donors 
and Local and National Non-Governmental 
Organisations (LNNGOs). By bringing together 
institutional donors and local actors in an open 
dialogue setting, Sweden created a platform 
for feedback, shared problem-solving and 
relationship-building outside traditional INGO and 
UN-led spaces. The roundtables were appreciated 
by local actors, who experienced them as rare 

45	 Donor Interview - 6.
46	 Ibid.
47	 Ibid.

opportunities to be genuinely “seen” and “heard” 
within the humanitarian system. Such forums are 
described as valuable opportunities to exchange 
perspectives, align priorities and strengthen mutual 
understanding. In another example, Spain supports 
local coordination platforms such as the Venezuela 
NGO platform to enhance collective advocacy and 
representation, which maintains an international 
presence in a reduced manner to ensure equitable 
space for local leadership. These examples show 
the importance of donors making concrete spaces 
available for local and national actors to share 
their expertise and provide their input on concrete 
processes and policies. 

Overall, the donors note that these discussions have 
revealed differing interpretations and expectations 
between international and local actors, highlighting 
the importance of preserving regular engagement 
to foster trust and shared accountability. However, 
the focus needs to remain on local actors having 
real decision-making power rather than simply 
having a physical presence in such forums.

4.2 UN agencies and locally led 
humanitarian action
Similar to the donors’ index discussed above, this 
section presents and elaborates on the index of 
participating UN agencies. 

 
Table 4: Overall index – UN agencies

Index UN agency Overall score Factual 
reporting

Local actors’ 
perception

1 UNHCR 77.2 86.0 68.5

2 UNICEF 66.7 75.0 58.5

3 IOM 53.5 46.0 61.0

4 WHO 44.5 54.0 35.0
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The table above compares the 2025 index of the 
UN agencies with the 2023 index. A total of three UN 
agencies included in this report also participated 
in the previous study, with IOM added and UNRWA 
removed.

Similar to the trends observed in donor scores, UN 
agencies also scored higher overall compared 
to 2023, suggesting that progress on locally led 
humanitarian action has been made. Only the 
WHO’s score is slightly lower than in 2023, due to 
the comparatively lower (as compared to other 
participating UN agencies) percentage of its funding 
directly going to the local actors and because they 
do not have a system in place to report on it. The 
UNHCR score indicates an improvement of 10 points 
compared to the 2023 study. This progress reflects 
enhancements in organisational practices including 
increased funding allocated to local actors, the 
adoption of alternative funding mechanisms to 
better support local actors and the implementation 
of new capacity strengthening measures for local 
actors over the past few years. 

4.2.1. UN agencies funding to  
local actors
On the aspect of funding local actors, UNICEF and 
UNHCR report transferring more than 25% of their 

48	 UN agency Interview - 1.
49	 Ibid. The project duration is recently increased to 24 months.

total funding directly to local organisations or at 
most through one intermediary. Notably, three of 
the four UN agencies indicate an upward trend 
in the proportion of their funds directed to local 
organisations. For example, the respondent from 
UNHCR shared a dramatic increase in funding to 
local actors, “In 2025, we are actually seeing this 
increase up to 62% so far.”48 Similarly, the respondent 
from UNHCR cited the example of their Refugee-
Led Innovation Fund, awarded to organisations led 
by persons with lived experiences of displacement. 
The UNHCR respondent further explained a project 
funded through this mechanism, under which 
initiatives receive up to $45,000 for an 18-month 
implementation period.49 UNHCR is considering 
further increasing the duration of the projects up to 
24 months. This humanitarian funding opportunity 
provides local organisations with access to larger 
grants and longer-term partnerships than they are 
typically able to access. 

 
Table 5: Comparing 2023 and current/2025 results – UN agencies

UN agency Cumulative 
score 2023

Cumulative 
score 2025

Index 2023 Index 2025

UNHCR 67.0 77.2 1 1

UNICEF 62.5 66.7 3 2

IOM NA 53.5 NA 3

WHO 46.0 44.5 4 4

WFP 63.5 NA 2 NA

This progress reflects 
enhancements in 
organisational practices 
including increased funding 
allocated to local actors.
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4.2.2. UN agencies approach to capacity 
sharing

On capacity strengthening of local actors, except 
for IOM, the other three UN agencies report that 
their partnership agreements with local actors 
include provisions for covering ICR costs. All four 
UN agencies indicate that their partnerships with 
local actors incorporate strategic, long-term 
capacity strengthening components that extend 
beyond individual project cycles. The respondent 
from UNHCR, while referring to their Refugee-Led 
Innovation Fund, shared that refugee or displaced 
person led organisations receive technical support, 
mentoring support and also peer-to-peer learning 
opportunities.50 With the exception of UNICEF, the 
three others also report having introduced new 
measures or enhanced existing ones in recent years 
to support capacity strengthening efforts. However, 
UNICEF mentioned that it is in the process of initiating 
new initiatives or enhancing its existing capacity 
strengthening measures.

50	 UN agency Interview - 1.
51	 UN agency Interview - 1.
52	 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), 2024, Refugee Coordination Model – Updated Guidance, UNHCR, https://www.unhcr.

org/handbooks/rcm/sites/rcm/files/2024-12/2024%20Refugee%20Coordination%20Model%20%28RCM%29%20Guidance.pdf

4.2.3. UN agencies approach to 
equitable partnerships and promoting 
local leadership
Regarding equitable partnerships and the promotion 
of local leadership, all UN agencies, except for IOM, 
reported that they have established feedback 
mechanisms within their partnerships with local 
actors, which also include follow-up actions. As a 
good practice, the respondent from UNHCR shared 
that the partnership survey that they do on annual 
basis is publicly available.51 The partnership surveys’ 
findings can help UNHCR, its partners and the 
humanitarian sector improve partnership practices. 
As a good practice example, the respondent from 
UNHCR mentioned that under the recently updated 
“refugee coordination model” the sector working 
groups are to be led by local actors. 52

Local actors reported varying levels of commitment 
among UN agencies in advancing equitable 
partnerships. UNHCR received the highest score 

Caritas Iraq provides 
psychosocial support to 
Shireen Khamees Naser 
who had to flee from the 
atrocities committed by 
the terrorist militia Islamic 
State (ISIS). 

Credit: Annette Etges/
Caritas Germany
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Table 6: Overall index – INGOs

Index INGO Overall score Factual 
reporting

Local actors’ 
perception

1 Trócaire 74.1 77.0 71.2

2 Caritas Germany 72.8 82.0 63.6

3 NRC 56.7 62.0 51.4

4 Save the Children 55.9 47.0 64.8

Caritas Ukraine 
distributes hygiene kits in 
Novohrodivka, Ukraine.

Credit: Caritas Norway

for providing multi-year partnership agreements 
that prioritise strategic capacity strengthening 
beyond standard project cycles. Similarly, in terms 
of supporting risk-sharing mechanisms with local 
actors, such as financial, security or reputational  
risk mitigation, UNHCR again received the highest 
score from local actors. Regarding feedback 
mechanisms within partnerships, local actors 
continued to score UNHCR the highest. Local actors 
assess all four UN agencies as broadly similar in  

two-way partnership assessments, with only 
marginal differences in their scores.

4.3. INGOs and locally led  
humanitarian action

Four INGOs, Trócaire, Caritas Germany, NRC and Save 
the Children, participated in this study. The INGO 
index is shown below.
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This section of the report compares the current  
index of the INGOs with the 2023 study results. NRC 
and Save the Children also participated in the 
previous study. 

Both NRC and Save the Children demonstrated 
improvements in their scores, indicating 
advancements in their processes supporting 
locally led humanitarian action. Both organisations 
reported an improvement since 2023 in terms of the 
percentage of their funding reaching local actors. 
However, both organisations currently lack systems 
to track multi-year funding that cascades to local 
implementing partners. Caritas Germany and 
Trócaire scored comparatively higher for reasons 
such as capacity strengthening of local actors, 
transferring a higher proportion of their funding  
to local actors, consistently providing overhead 
costs to local partners and tracking funding to  
local actors.

4.3.1. INGOs funding to local actors
On the aspect of funding local actors, Trócaire and 
Caritas Germany report transferring more than 25% 
of their total funds directly to local organisations or 
at most through one intermediary. Further inputs 
from both organisations indicate that the proportion 
of funds transferred to local actors is substantially 
higher than this threshold. In contrast, NRC and Save 

the Children report transferring less than 25% of 
their total funding to local organisations, although 
they both note an upward trend in the proportion 
allocated to local partners in recent years.

The respondent from Caritas Germany shared 
that they channel approximately 80 to 90 percent 
of their funds directly to local partners, as they 
rarely engage in self-implementation. However, the 
respondent also noted a significant reduction in 
their overall funding portfolio in recent years, with 
their annual humanitarian budget possibly shrinking 
soon to almost one-third of previous peak levels. 
Despite this, they continue to prioritise supporting 
local partners. While recognising these internal 
efforts,  
the organisation expressed concern over the 
broader humanitarian sector’s slow progress 
in meeting global commitments to locally led 
humanitarian action, noting that existing targets, 
such as those set under the Grand Bargain, remain 
far from being achieved. 

4.3.2. INGOs support through alternative 
funding approaches
On alternative funding modalities, the respondent 
from Save the Children shared their survivor-
led community response group funding model 
experience as a good practice. Under this funding 

Table 7: Comparing 2023 and current/2025 results - INGOs

INGO Cumulative 
Score 2023

Cumulative 
Score 2025

Index 2023 Index 2025

Trócaire NA 74.1 NA 1

Caritas Germany NA 72.8 NA 2

NRC 41.0 56.7 5 3

Save the Children 50.0 55.9 2 4

IRC 52.0 NA 1 NA

World Vision International 44.0 NA 4 NA

Médecins Sans Frontières 45.5 NA 3 NA
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model, the funds are given to community groups 
where survivors play key role in setting the priorities 
and implementation.53 In addition, the respondent 
from Save the Children noted that for multi-year 
programmes, they now align sub-grant cycles 
with the overall donor agreement period, ensuring 
greater stability and reducing the need for annual 
renegotiation.

The respondent from Save the Children also shared 
their pilot pooled fund experience from South 
Sudan. The respondent from Save the Children 
elaborated that this pooled fund is governed by 
the local actors and provides resources to the local 
actors as direct recipients. However, international 
actors can partner with local actors in a capacity 
support role.54 The respondent from NRC also 
described an internal pooled fund model that 
allows for the rapid deployment of small grants to 
local partners rather than funding mechanisms 
that take a longer time despite the urgency of 
the crisis. The respondent from NRC shared their 
experience with pooled funds, “In the Middle East, we 
received funds from donors, and it has been used 
as a pooled fund, reaching smaller community-
based organisations. It has been positive in a way 
that we have been able to reach out to smaller 
community-based organisations, which usually 
don’t get access to the UN Pooled Funds and other 
funding.”55 However, the respondent from NRC also 
shared the challenges they faced after increasing 
the grant amounts based on the successful flexible 
mini-grant experience and reverting to regular 
contract arrangements. The regular contracting 
had more compliance requirements compared to 
flexible mini-grant contracts. Therefore, more time 

53	 Corbett, J., Carstensen, N., & Di Vicenz, S. (2021). Survivor- and community-led crisis response: Practical experience and learning (HPN Network 
Paper No. 84). Humanitarian Practice Network (HPN), Overseas Development Institute (ODI). https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/
survivor-and-community-led-crisis-response-practical-experience-and-learning.pdf

54	 Save the Children, 2025, Local Response Pooled Fund End of Project Evaluation (LRPF-Project Final Evaluation Report V2), Save the Children, 
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/LRPF-PROJECT-FINAL-EVALUATION-REPORT-V2.pdf

55	 INGO Interview - 2.
56	 INGO Interview - 3.
57	 INGO Interview - 1.
58	 Ibid. 

and effort from NRC staff were required in terms of 
supervision and coaching.

The respondents from INGOs also shared their 
views on how well OCHA managed CBPFs include 
local organisations. The respondent from Save the 
Children said, “I would love them to say that the UN 
can’t apply and at a second stage, that INGOs can’t 
apply, so that it is only open to local and national 
actors.”56 Similarly, the respondent from Caritas 
Germany shared, “We feel like country-based pooled 
funds should be clearer in designing the operational 
priorities to really fund local organisations first. 
So that means having dedicated funding rounds 
just for local organisations, for instance, or having 
a meaningful target, something like 50% going to 
local organisations.”57 The respondent from Caritas 
Germany further shared that they do not apply 
for CBPFs, rather, “We support our local partners 
to apply. So we give funds to our local partners 
to prepare an application, engage a consultant, 
draft a proposal, prepare an application, but we 
would never be in the lead unless we were explicitly 
asked by a local partner, because we do not want 
to compete with local organisations.”58 Overall, the 
INGOs supported a higher percentage of CBPFs 
allocation to local actors.

While short-term, small-scale funding does not 
effectively support local actors’ sustainability or 
organisational development, these funding models 
can help small organisations respond to heightened 
needs, develop the trust of their communities and 
build their reputation. 
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4.3.3 INGOs approaches to capacity 
sharing

On the aspect of capacity sharing, with the 
exception of Save the Children, all participating 
INGOs reported that their partnership agreements 
with local actors include provisions for covering 
ICR and also incorporate strategic and long-term 
capacity strengthening components that extend 
beyond individual project cycles. The respondent 
from Trócaire shared, “Of the total funding that 
we receive in a grant and when donors allow, we 
allocate 50% of the indirect cost recovery to our 
partners. As per our organisational policy we also 
allocate minimum 5% of the partner grant budget 
for capacity strengthening if the donor allows.”59  
 
Similarly, while acknowledging the organisation’s 
reduced overall funding portfolio, Caritas Germany 
allocates ICR to local partners in order to help 
them sustain including supporting their critical 
staff positions such as grants and compliance 
officers, resource mobilisation leads and partnership 

59	 INGO Interview - 4.
60	 Caritas Germany allocates 5% ICR in its partnership contracts with local organisations. It also provides funding support to local partners to 

maintain key staff positions.

managers.60 NRC described its philosophy as 
“capacity sharing” rather than “capacity building”, 
recognising that local actors already possess 
substantial capacity and that effective partnerships 
are based on mutual learning and complementarity. 
Furthermore, NRC and Save the Children reported 
establishing internal funding mechanisms that 
provide small annual grants to partners specifically 
for organisational development priorities, which 
partners have primarily used for systems and 
process upgrades, reflecting a growing emphasis  
on long-term institutional resilience rather than 
short-term needs. 

Save the Children reported investing heavily in 
capacity strengthening, including multi-phase 
training programmes across several countries  
that focus on key areas, such as financial 
management, safeguarding and proposal 
development. These initiatives now follow a 
continuous improvement model, where partners 
set their capacity benchmarks and progress 
is reviewed periodically. As a best practice for 

Several hundred refugees 
fleeing the war in Sudan 
arrive daily in the border 
town of Kodok in South 
Sudan, where Caritas 
Germany’s partner 
organisation DMI-Sisters is 
building stable emergency 
shelters for them.

Credit: Sebastian Haury/
Caritas Germany
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capacity assessment, Trócaire described the use 
of a structured self-assessment tool that enables 
local partners to identify and prioritise areas for 
institutional development based on their own needs 
and contexts. This tool is known as Partner Capacity 
Assessment and Support (PCAS). PCAS helps Trócaire 
assess the capacity of local partners, primarily 
through self-assessment by the participants, across 
a range of dimensions including governance, 
financial management, programme management 
and risk management. The idea behind PCAS is to 
have a structured and participatory assessment, 
leading to the development of an organisational 
development plan.

Trócaire and NRC reported that they have 
introduced or expanded measures to enhance 
capacity strengthening support for local actors in 
recent years, while the other two organisations noted 
that they are currently in the process of developing 
similar initiatives. The local actors highlighted that 
Trócaire offers multi-year partnership agreements 
focused on strategic capacity strengthening 
that extend beyond individual project cycles, 
demonstrating a long-term commitment to local 
actors’ sustainability.

4.3.4. INGOs approaches to equitable 
partnerships
On the aspect of equitable partnerships with  
local actors, all participating INGOs confirmed 
that they have introduced feedback mechanisms 
within their partnerships with local actors, which 
also include structured follow-up actions. However, 
none of the organisations currently set a mandatory 
requirement for local partners to assess the INGO  
as part of a two-way partnership evaluation  
process. NRC reported it is in the process of 
introducing such an assessment mechanism  
within its partnership framework to promote  
greater mutual accountability. 

61	 INGO Interview - 4.

The respondent from Trócaire shared, “We have 
recently completed internal research on partner 
decision-making in programme cycle management. 
One of the findings was that partners do not 
consistently have full visibility of the total funding 
available from the design stage.”61 This research 
helped Trócaire to better understand partner 
leadership in programme cycle management, 
particularly how decisions are made around project 
design and budget allocation. Trócaire is taking 
steps to strengthen transparency and shared 
decision-making by sharing the total available 
funding with local partners at the design stage, 
though not yet consistently across all offices. It is 
moving towards co-creating budget allocations 
among multiple partners and involving local 
partners in donor meetings and reporting to 
enhance visibility and participation in external 
accountability. Trócaire described its ongoing 
transition toward a partnership-based operational 
model, where country offices increasingly serve as 
platforms for collaboration rather than as direct 
implementers. This transition aims to strengthen 
national consortia, promote shared accountability 
within national systems and reduce dependency 
on international actors. Save the Children and 
NRC reported that they have recently introduced 
or enhanced measures to strengthen partnership 
practices, while Trócaire and Caritas Germany 
indicated that they are in the process of developing 
or implementing similar initiatives.

The local actors consistently rated Trócaire as the 
strongest performer across several key dimensions 
of equitable partnership practices. Trócaire was 
scored the highest for supporting risk-sharing 
mechanisms with local actors, including financial, 
security and reputation risk mitigation. Moreover, 
local organisations viewed Trócaire’s partnerships 
as the most inclusive, noting that feedback 
mechanisms are integral components of their 
collaboration model. 
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4.3.5. INGOs approaches towards due 
diligence requirements 
 
The INGOs highlighted several challenges related 
to due diligence procedures. The respondent from 
Caritas Germany noted, “We feel that [UN] country-
based pooled funds need to simplify due diligence 
processes and offer more support, because local 
partners do not have dedicated due diligence 
teams and often undergo the [UN due diligence] 
process for the first and only time.”62 As a possible 
solution to address some of the due diligence 
constraints, the respondent from Trócaire shared, 
“For Irish Aid, 5% of the total grant to partners is now 
allocated as ICR. It is not time bound, it is not subject 
to project-level audit and when we transfer that 
5% as ICR, it is assumed as spent.”63 NRC explained 
that it is developing framework agreements with 
long-standing and trusted partners, enabling them 
to operate under their own internal policies and 
procedures rather than being fully bound by those  
of the INGO, thus promoting greater autonomy  
and trust.

Trócaire has been part of a pilot due diligence 
passporting initiative coordinated by Charter 
for Change64 whereby accreditation from one 
established partner organisation is recognised 
by other funding mechanisms to avoid repetitive 
verification processes. There are also a number 
of similar pilots, for example one by the European 
Commission was recently completed.65 Now that 
several of these pilots have been completed, it will 
be important to ensure that they are coordinated 
where needed and fully implemented in a clear and 
coherent manner. 

62	 INGO Interview - 1.
63	 INGO Interview - 4.
64	 https://charter4change.org/
65	 Liudmyla Sopruzhynska, Lizz Harrison, Judy Pang, Vanessa Suyo Maynard, Gerhard Buttner, Clara O’Leary & Maria Collison, 2025, Due Diligence 

Passporting: Lessons from a journey toward localisation with Ukrainian Local and National Actors, Christian Aid Ireland, https://prod.christianaid.
ie/sites/default/files/2025-02/ddpp-lessons-from-a-journey-with-lnas_ca-ireland-1.pdf

66	 INGO Interview - 2.
67	 INGO Interview - 3.

4.3.6. INGOs approaches towards 
promoting local leadership

On the aspect of promoting local leadership, all 
participating INGOs reported that they actively 
support the strengthening of local leadership within 
their partnerships. Caritas Germany demonstrated 
a particularly consistent commitment by regularly 
involving local partners in meetings with donor 
counterparts, setting a strong example of inclusive 
engagement. The other three INGOs, Trócaire, 
NRC and Save the Children, indicated that such 
practices vary depending on contextual factors, 
such as donor relationships and operational 
settings. However, across organisations, there 
was shared recognition of the need to address 
persistent power imbalances in decision-making 
spaces. The respondent from NRC said, “Local actors 
participation is increasing but not enough at the 
leadership positions.”66 Highlighting the importance 
of local actors’ engagements at key humanitarian 
forums, the respondent from Save the Children 
shared, “If local actors are not in the room, it makes 
me feel a little bit anxious because it should be local 
and national actors who need to be in the front and 
centre of decision making.”67 The INGO respondents 
underscored the significance of incorporating local 
voices into key decision-making spaces, even in 
the absence of their physical presence. INGOs are 
achieving this by amplifying local perspectives in 
donor engagement, reporting and advocacy efforts. 
Caritas Germany talked about how it encourages 
local partners to report directly to donors and 
take credit for their work, with partners being the 
main focus of communication and visibility efforts. 
Together, these practices demonstrate a growing 
shift among international actors toward fostering 
stronger local leadership.
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Key takeaways for 
the humanitarian 
sector
In Kodok, South Sudan, Caritas Germany’s partner organisation DMI-Sisters helps women and children who have fled war 
to rebuild safe and independent lives by providing shelter, food, farming support and education.

Credit: Philipp Spalek/Caritas Germany
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The previous section analysed in detail the current 
policies and practices of participating donors, 
UN agencies and INGOs. Based on these findings, 
key takeaways for the humanitarian sector were 
identified. These key takeaways were discussed 
with the study participants, including respondents 
from donors, UN, INGOs and local organisations in 
a validation workshop. The workshop participants 
had the opportunity to agree or disagree with 
the findings using a Likert scale.68 The workshop 
participants were invited to share their perspective 
on the findings during the discussion. Overall, the 
key takeaways indicate a critical turning point in the 
path towards locally led humanitarian action. While 
progress has been made in international actors’ 
engagement and support for local actors, achieving 
meaningful progress on locally led humanitarian 
action will require deeper reforms, including 
equitable representation and decision-making 
power in funding mechanisms and sustained 
investment in local coordination structures that 
strengthen collective voice and influence. Within 
the context of significant cuts to humanitarian 
assistance, it is more important than ever to make 
bold steps to achieve meaningful change.

68	 All the graphs presented in this section of the report are generated using the inputs received from the validation workshop participants using 
Menti-meter. The same results/graphs were displayed in real time to the validation workshop participants.

69	 Goda Milasiute, Ralf Südhoff, Darina Pellowska & Eddo Westland, 2023, Unfulfilled Promises: Addressing the gap between commitments 
and practice in locally led humanitarian action. Centre for Humanitarian Action & Caritas Europa, https://www.caritas.eu/wp-content/
uploads/2024/02/Caritas-Flagship-Report_CHA_final_DIGITAL.pdf

70	 Inter-Agency Standing Committee, 2025, Gender CoP Brief, analysis of reports and Call to Action, https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/
sites/default/files/2025-03/Gender%20CoP%20Brief%2C%20analysis%20of%20reports%20and%20Call%20to%20Action%2C%20March%202025%20
FINAL%20.pdf

5.1. Risk of locally led 
humanitarian action agenda 
getting deprioritised
Declining humanitarian funding presents significant 
risks to the success of locally led humanitarian 
action. Local actors remain highly vulnerable to 
abrupt policy changes, delays in funding and the 
volatility of donor environments. This vulnerability is 
exacerbated by their limited institutional capacities, 
financial reserves and continued dependence 
on short-term, project-based grants rather than 
predictable, multi-year funding mechanisms.69 
The Grand Bargain Gender Brief (2025) highlights 
how the US government’s abrupt aid cuts, linked to 
executive orders targeting gender-related policies, 
have had disproportionate impacts on women-led 
and women’s rights organisations, emphasising 
the risks of over-reliance on a single donor and the 
fragility it introduces to locally led humanitarian 
action efforts.70 
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The validation workshop participants shared 
that the ongoing funding contraction across the 
humanitarian sector has further reduced the 
availability of resources and heightened competition 
among local organisations.71 As a result, smaller local 
actors struggle to expand their activities or maintain 
organisational stability over time, with some having 
been forced to end programmes or close their 
operations. Explaining the current funding situation, 
a local actor from Afghanistan mentioned that help 
from international actors is needed to prevent them 
from collapse, noting that many local NGOs have to 
shut down.72 

The majority of the validation workshop participants 
partially agreed with the risk of locally led 
humanitarian action possibly getting deprioritised 
on the donors’ agenda due to the shrinking funding 
volume. However, they were hopeful that this risk 
will not materialise as the donors will address this 
risk through increased and more direct, flexible and 
quality funding to local actors.73 Therefore, locally 
led humanitarian action is increasingly viewed as 
a key pathway to improving aid effectiveness and 

71	 The validation workshop participants included representatives from donors, UN, INGOs and local organisations.
72	 Local Organisation KII - 1.
73	 Though overall humanitarian funding is shrinking, however, the donors intend to increase the percentage of their available funding reaching 

local actors.
74	 Sudhanshu S. Singh, 2024, Localisation – An Unfinished Agenda Beyond 2026, IASC, https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain-

official-website/localisation-unfinished-agenda-beyond-2026 
Goda Milasiute, Ralf Südhoff, Darina Pellowska & Eddo Westland, 2023, Unfulfilled Promises: Addressing the gap between commitments 
and practice in locally led humanitarian action. Centre for Humanitarian Action & Caritas Europa, https://www.caritas.eu/wp-content/
uploads/2024/02/Caritas-Flagship-Report_CHA_final_DIGITAL.pdf

75	 UN80 refers to a reform initiative by the UN, marking its 80th anniversary, to improve its efficiency and effectiveness.
76	 Victoria Metcalfe-Hough, Wendy Fenton & Farah Manji, 2023, The Grand Bargain in 2022: An independent review, Overseas Development 

Institute (ODI), https://odi.org/en/publications/the-grand-bargain-in-2022-an-independent-review/

relevance. Local actors, with their deep contextual 
knowledge and pre-established community trust, 
are also seen as essential for effective, timely and 
sustainable responses.74 Donors are starting to 
emphasise that the focus should no longer rest 
solely on the volume of resources disbursed or on 
efficiency metrics but rather on the quality and 
contextual appropriateness of response outcomes. 
On the contrary, some workshop participants were 
of the opinion that the current humanitarian  
funding crunch could lead intermediaries to shift 
the focus to ensuring the continuity of their own 
organisational operations and as a result, locally  
led humanitarian action could get deprioritised. 

This risk also explains why it is important for  
initiatives such as UN80 and the Humanitarian  
Reset to prioritise locally led humanitarian action 
with concrete guidance and targets.75 However, 
these initiatives currently lack mechanisms that 
place responsibility on international actors or  
create systems of accountability to advance 
the locally led humanitarian action agenda in 
transformative ways.76

Internally displaced people 
collecting safe drinking 
water at a water collection 
point in the municipality 
of Kaya, Burkina Faso, 
a project implemented 
by OCADES - Caritas 
Kaya with technical and 
financial support from 
Caritas Spain.

Credit: Pablo Reyero 
Aubareda/Caritas Spain
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5.2. Risk of loss of trust
Evidence from the changing humanitarian funding 
landscape and international actors surveyed for this 
report indicates that shifting donor priorities resulting 
in sudden funding cuts have created significant 
reputational risks for local actors which have already 
materialised in many contexts.77 Several respondents 
recounted situations where resource shortages or 
delayed disbursements forced partners to abruptly 
pause or scale down operations. Local communities 
perceived these interruptions as a withdrawal of 
commitment, which disrupted service delivery 
and eroded their trust. This trend is also leading to 
diminished trust among local actors regarding the 
commitments made by international actors. 

Overall, the findings from the validation workshop 
and from earlier discussions with both international 
and local actors suggest that trust is not solely 
dependent on the volume of funding but on 
how transparently and responsibly changes are 
managed. Abrupt withdrawals, carried out without 

77	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 
Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf

78	 Local Organisation KII - 3.
79	 Donor Interview - 1.
80	 As the international actor’s role is re-shaping as discussed in this report, the local actors are more prominently taking the role of implementing 

the humanitarian response interventions.

proper transition or communication, have harmed 
institutional reputations and threatened the long-
term sustainability of the partnerships essential for 
local humanitarian systems. 

5.3. Risk of overburdening local 
actors
Key informant interviews provide evidence that local 
actors are increasingly taking on more operational 
responsibilities, despite the overall reduction in 
humanitarian funding. For example, a local actor 
from Jordan shared, “Each organisation needs some 
core funding to sustain operations. For example, 
donors have put so many constraints on personnel. 
How do they think the project will run if you are 
given only 10% for a project manager who is doing 
all the work? These are the kinds of challenges we 
face.”78 Donors acknowledged that while locally led 
humanitarian action remains a strategic goal, the 
current funding squeeze could lead to increased 
reliance on local actors to sustain service delivery 
and community engagement under reduced 
budgets. The respondent from Belgium described 
this situation, “We see more and more dynamism 
on localisation. We just hope that it’s not an empty 
word, that it is not just putting local actors in the front 
seat, without giving them the needed resources or 
capacities.”79 In many contexts, local actors have 
become the main implementers of crisis response 
but continue to operate without predictable ICR or 
long-term capacity investment.80 These structural 
constraints place administrative and operational 
burdens on local actors that are disproportionate  
to their resources. 

However, some international actors do provide 
support for this work. The respondent from Caritas 
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Germany said, “We specifically made funding 
available for our local partners to maintain key 
positions. Sometimes we were only able to give 
partners 30% or 50% of the salary costs, but it means 
maintaining basic functionality.”81 Due to lack of 
funding, there is a growing gap between policy 
commitments to locally led humanitarian action 
and the practical resourcing required to sustain and 
even grow it.

The validation workshop participants’ key concern 
was that there could be an increased tendency 
to treat locally led humanitarian action as a 
cost-efficiency measure. They caution that such 
an approach could unintentionally lead to the 
transfer of risk from international to local actors, 
rather than fostering genuine risk-sharing. The 
workshop participants further emphasised that this 
aspect must be understood in the specific context 
of each country, as local systems vary widely in 
their ability to absorb increased responsibilities. 
Tailored approaches that reflect local realities are 

81	 INGO Interview - 1.
82	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 

Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf
83	 Alexandra Humphreys, Denis Kioko & Ben Munson, 2025, Local and National Actors Speak Out on the Future of the Humanitarian System, Save 

the Children & Save the Children International, https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/Local-National-Actors-Speak-Out-on-the-
Future-of-the-Humanitarian-System-Report-English.pdf

essential. Without adequate financial, administrative 
and technical support for local actors, this shift in 
responsibility may undermine both the effectiveness 
and the credibility of the broader locally led 
humanitarian action agenda by placing the burden 
of crisis response on local organisations without 
ensuring they have sufficient decision-making 
power, resources, or long-term support to succeed.

5.4. Gradual shift towards 
equitable partnership but power 
still uneven
Despite global commitments to support locally led 
humanitarian action, international actors still hold 
the majority of funding and decision-making power. 
In 2024, local actors directly and indirectly received 
only 7.5% of total humanitarian funding.82 One action 
needed to address this gap is to institutionalise 
local leadership within humanitarian coordination 
mechanisms. A report prepared to support the 
Humanitarian Reset discussion concluded that local 
actors suggested, a minimum of 50% of seats on the 
HCT (and other decision-making bodies) should be 
held by local actors.83 While local actors increasingly 
participate in structures such as HCT and Inter-
Cluster Coordination Groups, their roles are often 
limited to nominal presence without substantial 
influence. Meaningful power transformation requires 
fundamental changes in mindsets, trust, and how 
collaboration itself is understood and practiced.

Overall, the local and international actors surveyed 
noted that the humanitarian system continues 
to value international expertise and visibility over 
local knowledge and leadership, creating persistent 
asymmetries in partnership dynamics. For example, 
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a local actor from Jordan identified language as 
a key barrier to creating an enabling environment 
for local leadership, “Knowledge production in 
Arabic is very needed but donors are not allocating 
budgets for this.”84 International actors continue 
to dominate resource management, relegating 
local organisations to primarily operational roles. 
True locally led humanitarian action must include 
tangible capacity transfer and acknowledgement 
of existing knowledge, equipping local organisations 
with the skills to design proposals and negotiate 
with donors where needed. However, there are 
emerging positive shifts. According to one of the 
local actors surveyed, some donors are beginning 
to acknowledge longstanding barriers, including 
language and decision-making challenges and 
are taking steps to create more participatory 
spaces. As mentioned earlier in this report, another 
good practice example of such efforts is the 
RINGO Reverse Call for Proposals approach.85 
This approach puts the local actors in a position 
to choose their partners and programmatic 
priorities instead of fitting themselves into the 
predefined structure of donor priorities.86 Structural 

84	 Local Organisation KII - 3.
85	 https://rightscolab.org/ringo/
86	 Rights CoLab, 2022, Re-imagining INGO Prototypes: Summary of the Initial Ringo Prototypes Endorsed by the Ringo Social Lab, https://

rightscolab.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/FINAL-RINGO-Prototypes_May22_PUBLIC.pdf
87	 International Council of Voluntary Agencies, 2024, Localisation in Humanitarian Leadership, https://www.icvanetwork.org/uploads/2024/11/

Localisation-in-Humanitarian-Leadership-Report.pdf

reforms should aim to move the inclusion of 
local organisations from symbolic to strategic, 
ensuring they help shape agendas and lead 
implementation.87 Initiatives  
such as co-creation workshops and increased 
willingness to communicate and collaborate  
mark an important step toward trust-building and 
shared accountability.
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Achieving meaningful progress on locally led 
humanitarian action will require not just structural 
reforms to funding mechanisms but a cultural shift 
in how international actors perceive and share 
authority, ensuring that local organisations are 
not merely implementers but genuine decision-
makers in humanitarian response. Therefore, it is 
important to take measures such as redefining 
partnerships around equity and shared leadership, 
institutionalising local governance structures 
and developing and applying accountability 
mechanisms.

5.5. Emerging two-way 
accountability
Evidence from donor interviews suggests that 
a gradual shift toward mutual accountability is 
taking shape within the humanitarian system. 
While traditional accountability flows have largely 
been upward, that is, from local organisations 
to international funders, international actors 
highlight emerging practices that enable local 
organisations to assess and provide feedback 
on their international partners. One example 
of this is the NEAR Localisation Performance 
Measurement Framework (LPMF), which is currently 
being applied by humanitarian actors in several 
contexts.88 The NEAR LPMF is a perception-based 
tool that assesses how national and community-

88	 https://www.near.ngo/lpmf
89	 Local Organisation KII - 2.

level actors experience their partnerships with 
international organisations, focusing on decision-
making influence, transparency, trust, mutual 
respect and accountability. In the humanitarian 
sector, accountability mechanisms such as joint 
partnership reviews, participatory assessments and 
annual feedback surveys are increasingly being 
introduced to ensure more balanced relationships 
and enhance transparency. 

A local actor from Ethiopia shared, “In the past, 
there were not open, honest discussions about 
how international NGOs get their funding, who 
their donors are and how the budget they 
receive annually is shared with us. This year, in 
our one-to-one partnership meeting we have 
seen more openness and transparency.”89 Such 
mutual accountability initiatives represent an 
important cultural change within the humanitarian 
ecosystem. They shift the focus from compliance 
to collaborative reflection, recognising local actors 
as partners capable of holding international 
agencies accountable to the same standards for 
transparency and performance.

“In the past, there were not 
open, honest discussions 
about how international 
NGOs get their funding, who 
their donors are and how 
the budget they receive 
annually is shared with us.”
Local actor from Ethiopia
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The validation workshop participants agreed 
with this finding; however, there is a divergence 
in opinion on the extent progress has been made 
so far on this aspect. For example, the workshop 
participants acknowledged that donor modalities 
are evolving to promote stronger accountability. 
Similarly, some funding frameworks now include 
mechanisms that require international intermediary 
partners to be assessed by their local counterparts. 
Furthermore, organisations have undertaken partner 
feedback surveys such as annual partner feedback 
surveys, to assess the quality of collaboration 
and leadership dynamics within partnerships. The 
workshop participants also highlighted the Pledge 
for Change as a valuable tool for strengthening 
partnership accountability.90 Its frameworks 
incorporate mechanisms such as partner feedback 
systems, external accountability panels and a 

90	 Pledge for Change refers to collective commitment by international humanitarian actors to accelerate locally led humanitarian action 
agenda.

review of communication materials to ensure that 
local partners are accurately and respectfully 
represented. Some organisations have taken 
additional measure by introducing “360-degree 
reviews” to collect feedback on the effective sharing 
of power in decision-making processes.

Overall, these developments mark an encouraging 
step toward balancing power relations in locally 
led humanitarian action. However, the evidence 
also suggests that these mechanisms remain 
unevenly applied and often dependent on the 
goodwill of individual donors or alliances. To be 
sustainable, two-way accountability must be 
institutionalised across funding frameworks, ensuring 
that local voices are systematically integrated into 
performance evaluations and strategic decision-
making.

Caritas Germany’s partner PACIDA provides, among other things, school meals in the desert region of Marsabit in Kenya, which is repeatedly hit by 
severe droughts. Credit: PACIDA/Caritas Germany
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5.6. Redefining roles
The international actors highlighted that INGOs are 
increasingly transitioning from direct implementers 
to facilitators, fund managers and providers of 
technical or quality assurance support. This shift is 
considered both a response to funding constraints 
and a strategic effort to strengthen local leadership 
and sustainability. For instance, donors report 
investing in new partnership frameworks where 
INGOs act as mentors and capacity enablers, 
offering administrative and technical support 
while allowing national organisations to take the 
operational lead. 

However, the respondents also provided an 
alternative perspective. The respondent from 
Trócaire shared, “Another trend that is increasing 
is that of international organisations registering, 
opening local chapters. International actors 

91	 INGO Interview - 4.
92	 INGO Interview - 1.

registering as local actors are going into the space 
that is for the local and national actors who have 
been based there and originated from there.”91 
As funding constraints are also putting pressure 
on international actors to maintain their budgets 
they are seeking funding sources that pit them 
directly against local organisations. Considering 
this situation, the respondent from Caritas Germany 
showed concern that, “…INGOs may return to direct 
implementation because it allows INGOs to maintain 
more staff and in turn, it means INGOs decrease 
the funding they are giving to local partners.”92 To 
mitigate the risk of growing competition, donors  
and international actors should reinforce  
localisation commitments by prioritising funding 
modalities that protect and expand the space 
for local organisations and incentivise genuine 
partnership-based approaches even in constrained 
funding environments.

The Women’s Affairs Centre in Gaza conducts individual psychosocial support sessions with support  
from Trócaire and Irish Aid. Credit: Women’s Affair Centre
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The above graph suggests that the majority of 
the workshop participants partially agreed with 
the trend of redefining roles, with INGOs moving 
away from direct implementation. The participants 
perceived that this shift in roles is still in process as 
not all international actors are interested in making 
this shift. Therefore, sustaining this momentum will 
require buy in from top leadership and will depend 
on the extent to which international actors are willing 
to adapt their institutional systems and demonstrate 
a measured tolerance for risk including by adjusting 
their risk management and accountability 
mechanisms to enable equitable partnerships.

5.7. Pooled funds and other 
financing models
Humanitarian organisations are increasingly 
responding to deepening funding gaps by  
re-evaluating traditional structures and exploring 
alternative, locally led financing models. These 

93	 Sudhanshu S. Singh, 2024, Localisation – An Unfinished Agenda Beyond 2026, IASC, https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/grand-bargain-
official-website/localisation-unfinished-agenda-beyond-2026

94	 Mike Pearson, Fran Girling-Morris & Suzanna Nelson-Pollard with contributions from Alice Obrecht, Niklas Rieger & Daniel Walton, 2025, Global 
Humanitarian Assistance, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/GHA_Report_1408v1.pdf

95	 International Council of Voluntary Agencies, 2025, Rebalancing the Reset: Reflections on a 33% Increase to CBPFs, https://www.icvanetwork.org/
uploads/2025/06/Rebalancing-the-Reset.pdf

96	 Usually, 6 months to 1 year duration.
97	 Ibid.

include efforts to provide long-term flexible funding, 
pooled funds, support for ICR coverage and 
initiatives to remove intermediaries by enabling 
more direct donor-local actor engagement.93 

There are a number of pooled funds available to 
support humanitarian action. Some of these include 
the CERF, the UN CBPFs, the Start Fund, the DREF and 
the Change Fund. Donors contribute to these pooled 
funds while UN agencies or INGOs act as fund 
managers. The CBPFs, managed by OCHA together 
with the country’s humanitarian leadership, fund 
international and local actors. However, the majority 
of the UN managed pooled funds are allocated to 
international actors. For example, in 2024, CBPFs 
allocated only 35% of their funds to local actors.94 
The OCHA Emergency Relief Coordinator, under the 
Humanitarian Reset discussions taking place during 
2025, proposed expanding CBPFs to manage at least 
33% of global humanitarian funding.95 However, in 
addition to being allocated primarily to international 
actors, CBPF funding is often short-term, has 
little ICR provision and has a high administrative 
burden.96 Several of these features would need to be 
reassessed before positioning CBPFs as an avenue 
for genuine local leadership.

Similarly, INGO-managed pooled funds, such as the 
global Start Fund, enable local actors to participate 
in governance structures; however, this does not 
necessarily result in the majority of funds being 
directly allocated to local actors. Emerging models 
such as NEAR, the Start Network and the Pledge for 
Change 2030 advocate for equitable partnerships 
and for restructuring the global aid system around 
principles of subsidiarity, solidarity and justice.97 For 
example, in parallel to the proposed increase to 
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CBPF funding, the NEAR network in their Humanitarian 
Reset positioning advocates for 70% to 100% of 
allocations to be given directly to local and national 
NGOs. These funding modalities for local actors 
were also referred to by the international actors 
interviewed for this study. 

CBPFs are an invaluable instrument for aligning 
funding with strategic priorities at the country 
level. However, scale alone cannot deliver the 
transformation envisioned by the Humanitarian 
Reset. The humanitarian sector faces 
unprecedented levels of need, so funding models 
must evolve to be more inclusive, balanced and 

98	 ICVA (International Council of Voluntary Agencies), 2025, Rebalancing the Reset: Reflections on a 33% Increase to CBPFs, International Council of 
Voluntary Agencies, https://www.icvanetwork.org/uploads/2025/06/Rebalancing-the-Reset.pdf

99	 Alexandra Humphreys, Denis Kioko & Ben Munson, 2025, Local and National Actors Speak Out on the Future of the Humanitarian System, Save 
the Children & Save the Children International, https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/pdf/Local-National-Actors-Speak-Out-on-the-
Future-of-the-Humanitarian-System-Report-English.pdf

100	 Dedicating a certain minimum percentage of the pooled funds, through direct funding approach, exclusively for local actors. 

responsive.98 The report prepared to support the 
Humanitarian Reset discussion mentioned earlier, 
based on local actors’ perspectives, also concluded, 
“More direct funding should be ring-fenced for  
Local and National Actors (LNAs) with increased 
flexibility. All (100%) of Regional and CBPF should go 
exclusively and directly to LNAs, including the  
CERF.”99 In the context of supporting locally led 
humanitarian action, it is therefore important for 
pooled funds to institutionalise local leadership by 
creating dedicated funding earmarked for local 
actors that includes governance seats reserved for 
the local actors.100.

Five-year-old Safe, who 
has autism, receives 
targeted support from 
Montessori trainer Hazim 
Mansoor at the Caritas 
Iraq inclusion centre in 
Bagdad.

Credit: Annette Etges/
Caritas Germany
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Given the current humanitarian context and 
reduced trust in international actors, some local 
actors are pursuing domestic resource mobilisation 
to fund their programmes. For example, a local 
actor from Ethiopia shared, “It has been an eye-
opener for us to not rely heavily on donors and to 
develop other income-generating options to keep 
projects running.”101 Local actors shared that they are 
diversifying their funding sources, including exploring 
income-generating activities and utilising locally 
available resources to ensure project continuity. 
The same local actor from Ethiopia shared that, 
“We have been trying to diversify and are actively 
engaging other donors, but we are noticing that 
they are also facing budget cuts. As an organisation, 
we opened a new department for planning and 
resource mobilisation to find alternative funding 
sources and meet our strategic objectives.”102 Local 
actors are also considering aligning their work with 
government supported social protection funds to 
respond to these funding constraints. 

Resource diversification can strengthen local actors’ 
financial base, but without sustained support from 
international humanitarian actors, critical needs on 
the ground will remain unmet. The Active Learning 
Network for Accountability and Performance in 
Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) report on locally led 
humanitarian action also documents a case study 

101	 Local Organisation KII - 4.
102	 Local Organisation KII - 4.
103	 Alejandro Posada, Alice Obrecht, Courtenay Cabot Venton, Sarah Selby & Edith Macharia, 2025, Intermediary Models to Advance Locally Led 

Humanitarian Action, ALNAP, https://alnap.hacdn.io/media/documents/Intermediary_Models_Paper_Final_w_Annex-Apr25.pdf

from a locally led fund, the Abot-Kamay Community 
Solidarity Fund, on local resource mobilisation.103 
The Abot-Kamay Community Solidarity Fund not 
only channels donor funding but also actively 
mobilises local resources by catalysing community 
contributions such as cash, in-kind support and 
voluntary labour. Similarly, a respondent from a  
local actor from Afghanistan mentioned the 
importance of continued international funding 
in complex humanitarian contexts such as 
Afghanistan. Complex and protracted crises face 
particular challenges in generating domestic 
funding and local organisations in these contexts 
often struggle to even remain operational. 
As highlighted by a respondent from a local 
organisation in Ethiopia, there is a strong need for 
international organisations to decentralise their 
knowledge, make resource mobilisation strategies 
more transparent and accessible, engage in open 
communication and provide adequate transition 
support in case funding cuts are unavoidable. This 
will enable local institutions to build long-term 
sustainability and self-reliance. 
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Overall, the majority of the validation workshop 
participants agree with the need for innovative 
financing models. This is a necessary step towards 
locally led humanitarian action as these innovative 
models aim to both shift control of resources and 
diversify the funding ecosystem. However, the 
evidence also suggests that these models remain 
largely in pilot stages and that their long-term 
viability will depend on how effectively they balance 
financial risk management, donor buy-in and overall 
appetite to embrace new funding models.

5.8. Capacity strengthening 
through partner led approaches
Insights from donor and INGO interviews reveal 
a growing shift from donor-driven capacity-
strengthening models toward more partner-led and 
collaborative institutional strengthening approaches. 
Though progress has been made, there is still a long 
way to go. For example, a local actor from Ethiopia 
referred to their relationship with international 
partner organisations, saying that, “They are trying to 
build our capacity so we can stand by ourselves, but 
they are very far from reaching where we want to 
reach. There is support when opportunities arise, but 
it is still limited.”104 Another local actor from Ethiopia 
reported that out of eight or nine international 
donors they partner with, only two include dedicated 
budgets for capacity strengthening.105 In the 
interviews with international actors, respondents 
shared that effective locally led humanitarian action 
requires not only transferring resources but also 
sharing control over how capacity development 
is defined, assessed and implemented. This 
has led to the introduction of partner-led self-
assessments that identify institutional needs from 
the perspective of local actors. Other examples of 
capacity support included mentoring and peer-

104	 Local Organisation KII - 2.
105	 Local Organisation KII - 4.
106	 This practice also often referred as staff poaching.
107	 Local Organisation KII - 3.
108	 Trocaire, 2018, Accountability In Practice, https://www.trocaire.org/sites/default/files/trocaire_accountability_in_practice.pdf

learning models, which ensure that local actors gain 
access to coaching opportunities to strengthen 
their organisational systems. Overall, the local actors 
highlighted that capacity strengthening should 
go beyond short-term objectives and instead 
focus on long-term institutional development, 
encompassing human resources, governance 
systems and technology, such as addressing 
structural needs that short-term approaches fail to 
address. According to a local actor from Ethiopia, 
true capacity strengthening is achieved when local 
institutions can independently plan, implement 
and report on projects without constant donor 
supervision.

One practice that hinders the institutional capacity 
of local organisations is the common occurrence 
of international actors recruiting staff from local 
organisations.106 A local actor from Jordan shared, 
“We need flexible, multi-year funding for local actors. 
This will allow strategic growth and help retain skilled 
staff. We are competing with international actors 
for human capital. Whenever we invest in one of our 
colleagues, they leave for positions with international 
organisations because they offer higher positions 
and higher salaries and we cannot compete with 
this.”107 There is a need for international actors to 
establish ethical recruitment policies to overcome 
this challenge. Trócaire referred to the Charter for 
Change commitments, which include addressing 
and preventing the negative impact of recruiting 
staff from local partners during emergencies as  
an important commitment for international actors  
to take.108

The local actors surveyed consistently called for a 
paradigm shift from “capacity strengthening” to 
“capacity sharing”, emphasising the importance 
of mutual learning partnerships rather than one-
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directional training models. As a local actor from 
Jordan said, “I would say capacity sharing, not 
only capacity building. We need to move from a 
one-way training model toward a mutual learning 
partnership.”109 This approach would foster more 
equitable collaboration between international and 
local actors. 

The validation workshop participants acknowledged 
the importance of capacity strengthening through 
partner-led approaches. However, it was also noted 
that local organisations that work with multiple 
international partners frequently face donor 
driven and duplicative capacity strengthening 
initiatives. These often arise from different capacity 
strengthening assessments and plans imposed by 
each international partner. Although international 
actors attempt to avoid redundancy by measures 
such as refraining from imposing new capacity 
plans when they already exist. Similarly, letting local 
partners lead the process of identifying capacity 
needs, such as PCAS tool used by Trócaire, is a 
necessary step towards reducing duplication. 
However, these practices are inconsistently applied 
across partnerships.

109	 Local Organisation KII - 3.
110	 https://www.hqai.org/en/

5.9. Due diligence passporting
As discussed earlier in this report, international 
actors have begun to coordinate and harmonise 
their due diligence assessment tools to overcome 
challenges related to duplication in efforts and over 
burdening the local actors who are normally under-
resourced. Emerging approaches include  
due diligence passporting systems designed 
to facilitate the sharing of information across 
organisations. It is expected that due diligence 
processes, once conducted by an international 
actor, will be used by other international actors. 
Examples of due diligence passporting include 
the UN Partner Portal, which enables civil society 
organisations to register once and share 
harmonised organisational and verification 
information across multiple UN agencies, thereby 
reducing duplication in partner due diligence 
processes. Another potential example is the Core 
Humanitarian Standards (CHS) certification of 
the organisations carried out by Humanitarian 
Quality Assurance Initiative (HQAI).110 HQAI carries 
out CHS audit and certification of the humanitarian 
organisations both local and international actors. 
The international actors can potentially use this 
certification as a common acceptable mean for the 
due diligence required for the partnership. However, 
currently international actors are having different 
requirements specific to their own organisation.

Although these innovations aim to reduce 
duplication, it remains evident in practice. 
International actors engaged in due diligence 
passporting should therefore prioritise greater 
coordination and alignment, including the 
harmonisation of standards, mutual recognition 
of assessments and the use of shared systems 
where feasible. Such measures would reduce 
the administrative burden faced by local actors 
and enhance the efficiency and coherence of 
humanitarian assistance.
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Conclusions & 
recommendations
Several Caritas organisations and their partners were able to organise humanitarian assistance in 2025 to displaced 
people in the Congolese province of South Kivu, where the armed conflict with M23/AFC has a huge impact on the 
civilian population.

Credit: Caritas Bukavu
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This second Caritas Europa report assessed progress on locally led humanitarian action since the 
publication of the 2023 report “Unfulfilled Promises: Addressing the Gap between Commitments and 
Practice in Locally Led Humanitarian Action”. The objectives of this report were to update and refine the 
index of international actors, to review how these international actors are implementing their commitments 
across funding, capacity strengthening, partnerships and leadership. By combining factual reporting from 
international actors with the perceptions of local actors, the report provides a learning-oriented assessment 
of the current practices and gaps. 

The following conclusions are organised around key findings and what they mean for the future of 
humanitarian work.

Firstly, the index results show that international actors are showing progress, but this progress is uneven and 
hindered by systemic constraints. The updated index shows improved scores for most international actors 
since 2023, indicating positive intent and policy development. 

Donors like Germany, Spain and the Netherlands are leading, showing progress in channelling higher 
percentages of funding to local actors and exploring alternative models like locally led pooled funds. 
However, they are hindered by internal capacity limits, restrictive legal frameworks and persistent challenges 
in tracking funding flows downstream.

Intermediaries including UN agencies and INGOs have also shown progress on supporting the locally led 
humanitarian action agenda. For example, UNHCR and UNICEF demonstrate strong performance, particularly 
in reporting and increasing funding to local actors, for example UNHCR reported up to 62% funding to local 
actors. However, progress is inconsistent, with WHO scoring lower due to limited tracking and funding to 
local actors. Similarly, INGOs like Trócaire and Caritas Germany score highly for sharing overhead costs 
and capacity strengthening, but others, including Save the Children and NRC, transfer less than 25% of their 
funding locally. 

Isolated improvements are insufficient to mitigate sector wide barriers. Therefore, harmonised policies 
on ICR, due diligence and funds tracking are needed across donor, UN and INGO operations to create an 
enabling environment for locally led humanitarian action.

Secondly, the shrinking humanitarian funding landscape threatens to reverse progress and undermine 
locally led humanitarian action. Despite rising needs, funding is contracting, leaving local actors vulnerable 
due to their reliance on short-term, project-based grants. As resources shrink, competition grows, increasing 
the risk that cost-efficiency could take precedence over equitable partnerships. The abrupt dismantling of 
USAID illustrates how political shifts can devastate humanitarian funding streams, disrupting operations and 
eroding trust. While support for locally led humanitarian action remains strong in rhetoric, reduced funding 
limits opportunities to put it into practice.

Donors like Germany, Spain and the Netherlands are leading, 
showing progress in channelling higher percentages of 
funding to local actors and exploring alternative models.
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Thirdly, the report highlights a gradual shift toward more equitable partnerships, but with persistent and 
deeply rooted power imbalances. International actors increasingly recognise the importance of local 
leadership, contextual expertise and partner-led capacity strengthening, reflected in practices such as 
two-way accountability mechanisms, partner-led capacity assessments and discussions about redefining 
international actors’ role. However, local actors consistently report that decision-making power remains 
unequal, with many experiencing partnerships as hierarchical and transactional. Current due diligence 
practices disadvantage local actors in accessing funding. Establishing a widely recognised due diligence 
passporting system would help address this challenge. Similarly, while participation in coordination 
structures such as Humanitarian Country Teams has increased, local influence over strategic priorities and 
resources remains limited. International actors continue to control the majority of funding and decision-
making, with local actors receiving only 7.5% of total humanitarian funding in 2024. Donors acknowledge that 
holding the purse strings inherently creates a power imbalance. This highlights that meaningful progress 
requires more than inclusive participation, it demands a fundamental redistribution of authority through 
structural reforms that institutionalise local leadership, including minimum representation in decision-
making bodies and funding models that shift power, such as reverse calls for proposals.

Finally, the report identifies several promising practices, but finds that they remain fragile and insufficiently 
institutionalised. Locally led pooled funds, partner-led capacity strengthening, increased transparency 
on funding flows and efforts to redefine international roles all show potential to advance locally led 
humanitarian action. However, these practices are often project-based, dependent on individual 
champions, or limited by broader systemic constraints. To build on them, the sector needs concerted action 
such as donors must provide incentivising funding frameworks, UN agencies and INGOs must redefine their 
roles as enablers rather than gatekeepers and all actors must commit to transparent, shared metrics for 
tracking progress.

International actors continue to control the 
majority of funding and decision-making, 
with local actors receiving only 7.5% of total 
humanitarian funding in 2024.
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Caritas San, in Mali, 
supports local communities 
in coping with the climate 
crisis, among other things 
by building a bridge dam 
which facilitates traffic and 
trade. 

Credits: John Kalapo/
Caritas Germany



Taken together, the findings suggest that the journey towards genuine locally led humanitarian action is 
underway but remains precarious. While progress since 2023 is real and, in some cases, measurable, it 
remains modest relative to the scale of the commitments made and the structural barriers that persist. 
Improvements are often a matter of a few percentage points of funding or incremental score increases 
on the index, rather than a fundamental shift in power and decision-making. These findings are reflected 
by the feedback received from local organisations, who voice their frustration with the continuation of the 
status quo. In the context of declining resources, there is a real risk that locally led humanitarian action 
becomes symbolic rather than transformative, with international actors taking a protectionist approach and 
consolidating control.

Regarding learnings in the development of the index and associated accountability processes, there have 
been several key learnings from this research. Establishing accountability for equitable partnerships and 
local leadership requires convergence and harmonisation among donors and international agencies, with 
an initial focus on prioritising ICR provision, meaningful involvement of LNAs in programme design and 
management, and risk sharing through a partnership approach to understanding risks faced by all partners 
and the provision of funding and technical support to local partners to manage and mitigate identified risks. 
Donor funding approaches should prioritise and incentivise international and national agencies that most 
effectively support locally led, people-centred humanitarian action, as this research shows that agencies 
shift their practices when donors set hard, mandatory localisation requirements, but do not do so when such 
requirements are absent. Accountability further depends on meaningful participation and voice of local 
organisations at all levels, as purely quantitative localisation measures and self-reporting by international 
agencies are inadequate; donors and international agencies therefore need to establish structured policy 
dialogue processes with local organisations at country level and at strategic global levels, drawing on 
experiences such as this Index and similar initiatives to inform policy, operational planning, and accountability 
for localisation commitments.

Advancing locally led humanitarian action will require donors, UN agencies, and INGOs not only to protect 
and consolidate recent gains but also to tackle the systemic barriers that continue to limit progress. 
This means scaling innovative funding models, embedding risk-sharing, redefining roles and creating 
long-term partnerships that place local actors in genuine leadership roles. Aligning policies, incentives, 
and accountability frameworks with the ambition of equitable, locally led action can transform not only 
how humanitarian assistance is delivered but also transform the way the sector approaches the most 
fundamental assumptions that underpin humanitarian action: who leads, who decides, and who is 
accountable to whom. With sustained commitment, investment in local capacities, and structural reforms, 
the sector has the opportunity to move toward a humanitarian system that is truly collaborative, resilient, and 
locally driven.

The following recommendations are proposed by Caritas Europa on the basis of the research conducted 
in this report and lay out concrete steps for international actors to drive a transformation towards local 
leadership in humanitarian action:

Advancing locally led humanitarian action will require donors, 
UN agencies, and INGOs not only to protect and consolidate 
recent gains but also to tackle the systemic barriers that 
continue to limit progress. 
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Recommendations
Cartias Jerusalem social worker amidst destruction caused by the war in Gaza in 2024. Credit: Majdy Jildah/Caritas Jerusalem

Quality funding as directly as possible to local organisations
Donors should prioritise multi-year, flexible funding that reaches local actors as directly as possible, 
including through pooled funds at the country level that are led by local actors and allocate at least 70% 
of funding to LNNGOs. Short-term, project-based grants leave local actors operationally constrained, 
which is particularly damaging in crisis contexts, where continuity and adaptability are essential. 

Where consortia or framework agreements are used, they should be structured to ensure local leadership 
and decision-making power, with funding flowing transparently (with robust funds tracking systems in 
place) to local partners. Direct, predictable funding would enable strategic planning, institutional growth 
and long-term impact. 
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Redefine partnerships around equity and shared leadership
Donors should actively incentivise equitable partnerships and consortia, providing specific examples of 
strategies that shift power and resources closer to local actors. Consortia models that rely primarily on sub-
granting should be avoided in favour of multi-year strategic partnerships that enable flexible, long-term 
support directly to local organisations. Where donors maintain partnership agreements with intermediary 
organisations, they should assess the percentage of funding reaching local partners and require 
intermediaries to demonstrate that flexibility and decision-making authority are passed downstream. In 
the current context of cuts to humanitarian assistance, donors should engage in honest conversations 
with intermediary partners to identify opportunities to maximise efficiencies without undermining local 
leadership. Across all approaches, community-based engagement and meaningful participation in power 
and decision-making processes must be intentionally built in.

Institutionalise local leadership in governance structures 
Donors should International actors should strengthen and rely on their local partners to drive governance 
and strategic decision-making, rather than involving local actors only at the implementation stage. While 
local and national actors are often “consulted,” they are seldom empowered to define priorities, shape 
system-wide agendas, or influence resource allocation.

National reference groups should promote co-leadership models that empower local actors within 
Humanitarian Country Teams and Inter-Cluster Coordination Groups. While local NGOs are increasingly 
present in these structures, their roles are often nominal, lacking real influence over agendas or resource 
allocation. Embedding local leadership in coordination platforms would shift power dynamics, enhance 
legitimacy and improve the contextual relevance of humanitarian response.

Elevating national reference groups as authoritative decision-making bodies, rather than advisory add-
ons, ensures that representation is substantive and not symbolic and that power is genuinely redistributed. 
To prevent reliance on the same individuals and to broaden who gets access to influence, these reference 
groups should include transparent, rotating representation that reflects the diversity of local stakeholders. 

Equitable sharing of overheads
Donors and international partners should adopt fair, contextualised and fully flexible approaches to ICR 
allocation to ensure that local and national organisations can operate sustainably. ICR rates should not 
become a zero-sum exercise when shared across consortia; instead, allocations must reflect the real 
context and needs of each partner. Overheads should be genuinely flexible and not restricted to project-
linked expenses. Donors should provision for flexible organisational development budget lines in partner 
budgets, separate from ICR and entirely up to the partner to decide how to utilise beyond capacity 
strengthening. Donors should also require that ICR is shared downstream and not retained disproportionately 
by intermediaries and require reporting on this. A system based on minimum guaranteed ICR rates, with the 
flexibility to allocate higher amounts where justified, can provide both fairness and adaptability. 
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Equitable risk sharing
Risk should be equitably shared between donors, intermediaries, and local partners, rather than 
transferred downward. Risk sharing should consist of a partnership approach to understanding risks 
faced by all partners on any given project or consortium, and provision of funding and technical 
support and accompaniment to local partners in managing and mitigating risks identified. Donors 
should explicitly and equitably share risk through co-designed risk management frameworks, pooled 
contingency or insurance mechanisms, adaptive contracts, and clear duty-of-care obligations that 
embed minimum standards for staff safety and wellbeing. To rebalance power and accountability, 
donors and intermediaries should strengthen local decision-making authority, institutionalise system-
wide learning on risk and localisation, and apply regular equity audits to ensure partnerships are fair, 
transparent, and sustainable.

Institutionalise accountability towards local actors
International organisations should establish robust, two-way feedback and accountability mechanisms 
that move beyond one-directional reporting and genuinely assess the quality of partnerships and 
power dynamics. Emerging models such as the Pledge for Change feedback mechanism and certain 
donor strategic partnership agreements show how structured reflection can be embedded into formal 
partnership frameworks. Country level or global assessments, including the index in this study, the local 
perceptions of partnership index and the Ukraine localisation baseline and International Council of 
Voluntary Agencies (ICVA) localisation barometer provide useful comparisons and accountability with a 
wider lens. INGOs should implement two-way assessment systems in which partners can openly evaluate 
each other, with no repercussions for honest feedback. Donors should also introduce regular opportunities 
for joint reflection for all actors within a consortium to examine how equitable the partnership is in 
practice, complemented by standardised channels for implementing partners to raise concerns or 
complaints. Crucially, communities and affected populations must have meaningful pathways to input 
into these processes, ensuring that accountability is grounded not only in institutional relationships but 
also in the experiences of those the system is meant  
to serve. 

The process of developing this index has highlighted both the potential and the limitations of measuring 
how international actors fulfil their commitments to locally led humanitarian action. While the index 
provides a snapshot of certain organisations’ specific policies and feedback from a limited pool of 
local organisations and sheds light on promising practices, it also reveals that capturing data from 
international actors in addition to the perspectives and priorities of local actors is not systematically 
done, nor is the practice always valued by international actors, which hinders a fully transparent and 
comparable assessment.

To ensure accountability towards local organisations, it is essential to complement quantitative 
assessments with qualitative insights directly from local organizations and affected communities. This 
requires ongoing investment in participatory monitoring mechanisms, capacity-building for local actors 
to track and report on international commitments, and the institutionalisation of feedback loops that 
influence decision-making at both national and global levels. 
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Redefine roles to shift the power
INGOs should redefine their roles in ways that intentionally reduce, rather than repackage, existing power 
imbalances. Moving toward functions such as mentoring, technical accompaniment, or convening can be 
valuable, but these shifts must be grounded in an explicit recognition that INGOs still hold structural power 
through funding control, global visibility and agenda-setting influence. To avoid simply reframing authority 
under the language of “support,” INGOs should commit to clarity regarding roles developed jointly with 
national actors, ensuring that technical support or mentoring is provided only when requested and in ways 
that reinforce local leadership rather than overshadow it. INGOs should also actively transfer decision-
making authority, visibility and resources to national and local organisations, using their own influence to 
open space for local actors rather than occupy it. Regular, transparent reflection with partners on how 
power is experienced in practice—and how INGO roles need to adapt—should be embedded to ensure that 
the shift is substantive, not symbolic.

Similarly, in a shrinking humanitarian funding landscape, the priority should be to strengthen the institutional 
foundations of local and national organisations so they can operate with greater self-reliance and 
reduced dependence on the international system. Rather than focusing on fundraising skills—which cannot 
compensate for limited global funding—international actors should work toward a model where LNNGOs 
receive more direct funding and are positioned to lead, while INGOs take on lighter, time-bound roles such 
as technical support, accompaniment and systems strengthening when requested. This shift requires 
donors and INGOs to intentionally redirect resources, visibility and authority to local actors, enabling them to 
build long-term institutional resilience and decreasing the footprint of INGOs over time.

Furthermore, it is recommended that international actors adopt ethical recruitment practices. This will help 
safeguard local actors’ capacity as unbalanced recruitment from local organisations can undermine their 
institutional sustainability and weaken the overall humanitarian response.

Caritas Mali and Caritas Bamako provide emergency response, with technical and financial support from Caritas Spain and the Spanish Agency 
for International Cooperation for Development, in the municipality of Faladié in Mali to families internally displaced due to violence and insecurity in 
the Bandiagara region. Credit: Pablo Reyero Aubareda/Caritas Spain
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In the Kahare camp for internally displaced people, in Somalia, there are about 3,000 households and just one health 
facility, which is run by Trócaire in partnership with the Caafimad plus Consortium.

Credit: Muiru Mbuthia/Trócaire



The annex section of the report contains supplementary material that supports the findings and analysis 
presented in the main report. It includes a comprehensive description of the study methodology 
including the research questions, desk review, data collection approaches, analytical framework, ethical 
considerations and study limitations. In addition, the annex presents the full set of data collection tools used 
in the study, including the surveys for government donors, UN agencies, INGOs and local actors. 

Key research questions
The following are the three key research questions guiding the study: 

1.	 To what extent have shifting global humanitarian funding trends reshaped the humanitarian sector 
since the first report and what do these changes mean for locally led responses?

2.	 To what extent have international humanitarian organisations, including donors, adopted successful 
approaches to working with local civil society organisations while ensuring subsidiarity and equitable 
partnerships? How does this compare to the recommendations made in the first report, particularly in 
terms of any changes in rankings?

3.	 To what extent has the abrupt policy and funding shift of the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and other donors affected localisation and the broader humanitarian sector?

Desk review
The comprehensive review of existing literature, reports and data related to locally led humanitarian action 
helped establish a basis for understanding the evolving humanitarian landscape, highlighting key trends, 
funding shifts and progress made since the publication of the first Caritas Europa report.

List of documents reviewed 
S. No. Document description

1 Barbelet, V., Davies, G., Flint, J., & Davey, E. (2021). Interrogating the evidence base on humanitarian 
localisation: A literature study (HPG literature review). Overseas Development Institute.

2 Branding, S. (2024). Beyond barriers: Final study report on localization of humanitarian aid. Centre 
for Environmental Policy and Advocacy.

3 Carneiro, G., & Sørensen, S. E. (2016). Joint Scandinavian evaluation of support to capacity 
development: Synthesis report. Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), 
Danish International Development Agency (Danida), & Norwegian Agency for Development 
Cooperation (Norad).

4 Corbett, J., Carstensen, N., & Di Vicenz, S. (2021). Survivor and community-led crisis response: 
Practical experience and learning (HPN Network Paper No. 84). Humanitarian Practice Network 
(HPN), Overseas Development Institute (ODI).

5 Development Initiatives. (2023). Global humanitarian assistance report 2023.
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List of documents reviewed 

S. No. Document description

6 Development Initiatives. (2023). A better humanitarian system: Locally led action (Thematic 
analysis within the Global Humanitarian Assistance 2023 report).

7 Grand Bargain Gender Community of Practice. (2025). Gender CoP brief: Analysis of reports and 
call to action. Inter-Agency Standing Committee.

8 Grand Bargain Secretariat. (2025). Grand Bargain commitments and localisation workstream 2: 
Localisation.

9 Holland, K. (2024). Localisation in humanitarian leadership. International Council of Voluntary 
Agencies.

10 Humanitarian Aid International. (2024). Localization: An unfinished agenda beyond 2026.

11 Humanitarian Advisory Group, GLOW Consultants, Institute of Innovation for Gender and 
Humanitarian Transformation (inSights), Pujiono Centre, Collaborate Consulting (CoLAB), & 
Pacific Islands Association of Non Governmental Organisations (PIANGO). (2024). Localisation 
impact measurement at the community level: A pathway to localisation impact – Laying the 
foundations. Humanitarian Advisory Group.

12 Humanitarian Advisory Group, & International Council of Voluntary Agencies. (2023). A 
humanitarian localisation baseline for Ukraine.

13 Humanitarian Advisory Group, International Council of Voluntary Agencies, NGO Resource  
Centre, & InfoSapiens. (2024). A humanitarian localisation baseline for Ukraine: Progress report 
2024.

14 Humphreys, A., Kioko, D., & Munson, B. (2025). Local and national actors speak out on the future of 
the humanitarian system. Save the Children & Save the Children International.

15 Inter-Agency Standing Committee. (2024). Grand Bargain self-reports 2024.

16 Inter-Agency Standing Committee. (2025). Grand Bargain self-reports 2025.

17 International Council of Voluntary Agencies. (2024). Localisation in humanitarian leadership 
report.

18 International Council of Voluntary Agencies. (2025). Rebalancing the reset: Reflections on a 33% 
increase to CBPFs (Briefing paper).

19 Metcalfe-Hough, V., Fenton, W., & Manji, F. (2023). The Grand Bargain in 2022: An independent 
review (HPG commissioned report). Overseas Development Institute.

20 Milasiute, G. (2022). Caritas flagship report: Literature review. Centre for Humanitarian Action.

21 Milasiute, G., Südhoff, R., Pellowska, D., & Westland, E. (2023). Unfulfilled promises: Addressing the 
gap between commitments and practice in locally led humanitarian action. Caritas Europa & 
Centre for Humanitarian Action.

22 NGO Coordination Resource Centre, & International Council of Voluntary Agencies. (2023). 
Measuring humanitarian localisation in Yemen: Baseline report.

23 Norwegian Refugee Council. (2024). Toward local humanitarian engagement. Norwegian 
Refugee Council.

24 Peace Direct, Adeso, & Alliance for Peacebuilding. (2023). Local leadership in humanitarian 
response: The case of Colombia.

25 Pearson, M., Girling-Morris, F., & Nelson-Pollard, S. (2025). Global humanitarian assistance. ALNAP.
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List of documents reviewed 

S. No. Document description

26 Posada, A., Obrecht, A., Venton, C. C., Selby, S., & Macharia, E. (2025). Intermediary models to 
advance locally led humanitarian action. ALNAP.

27 ReliefWeb, ALNAP, ASAL Humanitarian Network, CALP Network, et al. (2025). Humanitarian Reset: A 
Call for Transformative Change. Joint civil society statement in response to the Emergency Relief 
Coordinator’s Humanitarian Reset initiative.

28 Rieger, N., Pearson, M., Nelson-Pollard, S., & Belcher, E. (2024). Global humanitarian 
assistance report 2024: Falling short? Humanitarian funding and reform. Development Initiatives 
& ALNAP.

29 Rights CoLab. (2022). Reimagining INGO prototypes: Summary of the initial RINGO prototypes 
endorsed by the RINGO Social Lab.

30 Robillard, S., Atim, T., & Maxwell, D. (2021). Localization in humanitarian action: The evidence for 
change. Feinstein International Center, Tufts University.

31 Save the Children, 2025, Local Response Pooled Fund End of Project Evaluation (LRPF-Project Final 
Evaluation Report V2), Save the Children

32 Singh, S. S. (2024). Localisation: An unfinished agenda beyond 2026. Inter-Agency Standing 
Committee.

33 Sopruzhynska, L., Harrison, L., Pang, J., Suyo Maynard, V., Buttner, G., O’Leary, C., & Collison, M. (2025). 
Due diligence passporting: Lessons from a journey toward localisation with Ukrainian local and 
national actors. Christian Aid Ireland.

34 Start Network. (2024). Annual report 2024.

35 Trócaire. (2018). Accountability in practice.

36 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. (2024). Refugee coordination model: Updated 
guidance. UNHCR.

37 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. (2023). Global humanitarian 
overview 2024. United Nations.

38 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. (2024). Global humanitarian 
overview 2025. United Nations.

39 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. (2023–2025). Financial 
Tracking Service: Global humanitarian funding data and dashboards.

40 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. (2023–2024). Humanitarian 
Needs Overview (HNO) & Humanitarian Response Plans (HRP) datasets.

41 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, & United Nations  
Foundation. (2024). Global Humanitarian Policy Forum summary report 2024: Global crises,  
local leadership.

42 UN Women. (2025). At a breaking point: The impact of foreign aid cuts on women’s organizations 
in humanitarian crises worldwide. UN Women Humanitarian Section.

43 United States Agency for International Development. (2024). Growing momentum: USAID 
localization progress report (FY 2024).

44 Welthungerhilfe. (2025). Policy Brief: The Humanitarian Reset – From Crisis Mode to Realignment. 
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Data collection
Data collection tools such as surveys and KIIs were employed to ensure triangulation between quantitative 
and qualitative evidence. The table below provides a summary of the data collection tools. 

Data collection tools summary

Tool Type Respondent Purpose Output

Survey Quantitative Donors, UN Agencies, 
INGOs, Local  
Organisa-tions

To obtain  
quantitative scores

Ranking

KII Qualitative Donors, UN Agencies, 
INGOs, Local Organisa-
tions

These interviews 
provided detailed, 
context-specific 
insights into themes 
such as equitable 
partnerships and 
barriers to locally led 
humanitarian action.

The qualitative  
da-ta collected  
sup-plemented the 
ranking findings, 
offering deeper 
analysis and  
understanding.

Survey
Survey tools were developed and used as the primary study instrument to assess the practices of donors, 
UN agencies and INGOs to advance locally led humanitarian action. This survey also focused on measuring 
progress since the first report in 2023. The survey included the following three assessment components:

1.	 Factual reporting from UN agencies and INGOs on their locally led humanitarian action efforts: 
This tool assessed the extent to which government donors, UN agencies and INGOs support locally 
led humanitarian action by gathering objective data on policies, funding allocation and operational 
practices related to locally led humanitarian action. As a core component of the index process, it 
contributed to the development of an index measuring progress since the launch of the first report in 
October 2023.

2.	 Self-assessment by donors, UN agencies and INGOs on their locally led humanitarian action efforts: 
This tool functioned solely as a reflective instrument, capturing donors’ and international organisations’ 
own perceptions of their locally led humanitarian action commitments and performance. It was not 
used for developing index but was valuable in providing explanatory insights.

3.	 Local actors’ perceptions of government donors and international organisations:  
This tool captured local actors’ experiences with government donors and international organisations, 
ensuring the index reflects both policy and practice. It helped assess donors’ direct funding, 
transparency, capacity strengthening and engagement, while evaluating UN agencies and INGOs on 
funding flexibility, partnership quality, leadership opportunities and progress since the launch of the first 
report in October 2023.
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Key informant interviews (KIIs) 
Key informant interviews were conducted to engage key stakeholders, such as senior officials from surveyed 
donors, INGOs, UN agencies and local NGOs, to examine policy and practice gaps, partnership principles 
and key recommendations. These interviews provided detailed, context-specific insights into themes such 
as equitable partnerships and barriers to locally led humanitarian action. The qualitative data collected 
supplemented the ranking findings, offering deeper analysis and understanding. All international actors 
who completed the survey were invited to participate in the KIIs, along with selected local actors identified 
to ensure balanced geographical representation and alignment with existing partnerships. The table below 
presents the list of international actors who participated in the interviews.

Local actors’ participation 

Location Number 
of valid 
responses

Country names 

Africa 12 Ethiopia, Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Somalia, South Sudan, 
Uganda

Asia 32 Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Pakistan, Palestine, 
Syria, Yem-en, Türkiye

America 3 Guatemala, Peru, Venezuela

Europe 3 Bosnia & Herzegovina, Moldova

Total 50

Validation workshop 
To strengthen the reliability of the findings, a validation workshop was conducted, offering stakeholders 
the opportunity to review and refine the emerging findings. The validation workshop was a key step in the 
study, ensuring the accuracy and relevance of findings while aligning them with stakeholder priorities. The 
workshop provided a platform for the participating organisations to collectively assess the study preliminary 
findings. 

All international actors who participated in the study were invited to participate in the workshop. Similarly, 
while ensuring geographic coverage and remaining mindful of the relatively large number of local 
organisations who participated in the survey, a select number were also invited to be part of the workshop 
and share local perspectives.

KII participants 

Category Organisation Names

Donors Sweden (SIDA), Norway (Norad), The Netherlands (DGIS), Denmark (DANI-DA), Belgium 
(DGD), Spain (AECID)

UN Agencies UNHCR 

INGOs Caritas Germany, Trócaire, Save the Children and the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC)
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Study limitations 
One of the key challenges encountered during the study was obtaining timely responses from international 
actors. Reaching out to donors, UN agencies and INGOs often required multiple rounds of communication, 
both to elicit a response and to identify the appropriate focal persons within each organisation. This 
coordination process proved more complex than anticipated and contributed to delays in finalising 
participation. The broader dynamics within the humanitarian sector, especially funding constraints and 
operational downsizing also significantly impacted the responsiveness of several international actors. Many 
organisations were experiencing internal challenges such as understaffing and restructuring due to budget 
cuts and layoffs. As a result, some were unable to allocate sufficient time or resources to participate in the 
study, despite initial interest. These limitations affected the intended breadth of engagement and the overall 
pace of data collection. 

Similarly, identifying and reaching out to local organisations that had partnered with or received funding 
from the participating international actors, specifically in the period following October 2023, proved 
challenging and time consuming. This contributed to low number of completed surveys from the local 
organisations. This may also have limited an accurate depiction of the practices of the international 
actors they were assessing. Furthermore, as observed in the previous Caritas report, there was an uneven 
distribution of responses from local actors across geographical regions, this time, with a higher proportion 
of participation from Asia compared to Africa, the Americas and Europe. This imbalance may have resulted 
in a relative emphasis on the humanitarian work and operational contexts of certain regions, potentially 
limiting the generalisability of findings across all areas of operation. However, as reflected in the range of 
countries represented in the table above, participation nonetheless spanned a diverse set of geographical 
contexts within each continent, which helped to capture a broad spectrum of humanitarian interventions 
and partially mitigate the effects of regional concentration.

As the study was commissioned by Caritas Europa, a risk of institutional bias remains, despite measures 
taken to strengthen independence. An external consultant was engaged to design the study tools and 
conduct the research, however, as the consultant was employed by Caritas Europa, this institutional 
relationship may have influenced certain aspects of the study. In addition, the inclusion of Caritas member 
organisations within the index constitutes a limitation related to objectivity and representation.

Although the information collected was largely factual in nature, it relied on self-reported data provided by 
participating organisations, which may be subject to differences in interpretation, reporting practices and 
levels of verification. Data availability posed an additional constraint, as some participating organisations 
did not systematically collect or track certain data. Moreover, the aggregation of survey responses and 
qualitative inputs into composite indicators and overarching findings required analytical judgements, 
including decisions related to weighting, categorisation and synthesis. While these decisions were necessary 
to ensure comparability and coherence, they may have influenced how contextual variations were reflected 
and may limit the precision and generalisability of the results.
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Ethical considerations
Ethical considerations were strictly upheld throughout this study to ensure respect, inclusivity and 
transparency in all engagements. In alignment with the Core Humanitarian Standard (CHS) on Quality and 
Accountability, the research prioritised participation, fairness, safeguarding and accountability to affected 
populations.

All participants were treated with dignity and respect, and their perspectives were valued without 
discrimination on the basis of gender, age, ethnicity, disability or any other characteristic. Participation in all 
components of the study was entirely voluntary. Informed consent was obtained prior to any data collection, 
including both the survey and KIIs. Participants were fully informed about the purpose, scope and intended 
use of the research findings, as well as their right to decline participation or withdraw at any time without 
consequence. 

Survey respondents were invited but never obligated to participate further in KIIs and the Validation 
Workshop. These additional engagement opportunities were offered to enrich the data and allow 
participants to elaborate on their survey feedback as well as create space for complementary insights. 
Participation in these follow-up activities also remained voluntary. 

A validation workshop was organised with participating stakeholders to review and verify the preliminary 
findings of the study. This step ensured that the results accurately reflected the inputs provided and 
supported transparency and shared ownership of the final analysis.

By integrating these measures, the study adhered to humanitarian ethical standards, upheld participants’ 
rights and well-being and ensured that the research process remained inclusive and responsible. 

Data analysis framework
The analysis focused on two main comparisons: first, broader trends observed across all international 
organisations participating in this study and second, the progress of core donors and organisations, 
meaning those included in both the first and the current studies. 

The first report serves as a baseline for the organisation-to-organisation comparison, evaluating only those 
organisations present in both assessments for progress. This includes determining whether they have 
implemented recommendations in the initial report and analysing changes in the average percentage of 
funds transferred compared to previous years. A tabular comparison is used to illustrate these shifts.

The ranking was established by adopting the following approach:

After collecting and analysing survey responses, the results of factual reporting and local actors’ 
perceptions were used to develop an index of donors, INGOs and UN agencies based on their locally led 
humanitarian action efforts. To assess progress since the first report, the index was based on four key 
indicators of locally led humanitarian action: 1) funding to local organisations; 2) capacity strengthening; 3) 
partnerships and 4) leadership and coordination.

These indicators were incorporated into a scoring system that combines factual reporting and local 
actors’ perceptions. Scores from each survey tool were presented in sub-rankings (0–100 points) for both 
assessments. For the overall score, factual reporting and local actors’ perceptions were weighted equally 
(50% each), ensuring a balanced representation of progress on locally led humanitarian action.
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Tool 1: Factual reporting and self-assessment by government donors 
This survey contributes to Caritas Europa’s Second Report on locally led humanitarian action, examining  
the gap between localisation commitments and actual practice. For more information, please refer to the 
Study Overview.

Annex 2: Data collection tools

I have read the Study Overview and agree to participate in this survey*

	F Germany
	F European 

Commission
	F Japan
	F United Kingdom

	F Sweden
	F Canada
	F Norway
	F Netherlands
	F France

	F Denmark
	F Belgium
	F taly
	F Austria
	F Poland

	F Spain
	F Ireland

0.1   Please indicate which of the following government donor you represent. *

	F Yes	 	F No

0.2  Please indicate the name of your organisation.*
 
0.3  Please indicate your designation within your organisation.*

Factual Reporting 

1. Funding
No. Statement / Question Score

1.1 The share of your organisation’s overall humanitari-
an funding that reaches local implementing actors 
as directly as possible (through maximum one 
intermediary)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1% - 5%
	F 5.1% - 10%
	F 10.1% - 15%
	F 15.1% - 20%
	F 20.1% - 24.9%
	F 25% and more

1.2 How has the share of your organisation’s 
overall humanitarian funding that reaches local 
implementing actors as directly as possible (through 
maximum one intermediary) changed since October 
2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

1.3 The share of your organisation’s overall humanitari-
an funding that directly reaches local implementing 
actors (without any intermediaries)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1% - 1%
	F 1.1% - 2%
	F 2.1% - 3%
	F 3.1% - 4%
	F 4.1% - 5%
	F 5.1% - 5.9%
	F 6% and more
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No. Statement / Question Score

1.4 How has your organisation’s share of overall 
humanitarian funding that directly reaches local 
implementing actors (without any intermediaries) 
changed since October 2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

1.5 As a donor, does your organisation have alternative 
approaches to pass funds to smaller grassroots local 
actors that may not be able to meet high levels of 
international compliance requirements designed for 
INGOs and UN agencies?

	F Yes
	F No

1.6 If yes, were these alternative funding approaches 
developed since October 2023?

	F Yes
	F No

1.7 Does your organisation provide humanitarian funding 
in Ukraine?

	F Yes
	F No

1.8 What percentage of your organisation’s overall 
humanitarian funding for Ukraine is provided 
directly to local implementing actors (without any 
intermediaries)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1% - 1%
	F 1.1% - 2%
	F 2.1% - 3%
	F 3.1% - 4%
	F 4.1% - 5%
	F 5.1% - 5.9%
	F 6% and more

1.9 How has the share of your organisation’s overall 
humanitarian funding directed towards local and 
national organisations in Ukraine changed, since 
October 2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

1.10 How does the share of your organisation's direct 
humanitarian funding for local implementing actors in 
Ukraine compare to other conflict-affected countries?

	F Lower than other conflict-affected 
countries

	F Similar to other conflict-affected 
countries

	F Higher than other conflict-affected 
countries 

2. Capacity
No. Statement / Question Score

2.1 As a donor, does your organisation have a policy or 
a requirement on the share of funding for overhead 
costs that intermediary organisations receiving its 
funding should pass onto their local partners?

	F No requirement/policy
	F It is recommended and reporting is 

mandatory
	F Yes, there is a requirement or a 

policy

2.2 The share of funding for overheads that this 
requirement establishes (see 2.1)?

	F Under 5%
	F 5% or more
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No. Statement / Question Score

2.3 As a donor, does your organisation require 
intermediary organisations receiving its funding to 
report on how funding for overheads will be/have 
been passed through funding chains?

	F No
	F It is partially required
	F Yes

2.4 As a donor, does your organisation have a specific 
policy which aims at ensuring capacity strengthening 
of local humanitarian actors?

	F There is a formal policy that 
mandates local capacity 
strengthening, including 
requirements for intermediaries to 
ensure it.

	F There is no formal policy but local 
capacity strengthening is strongly 
encouraged, and specific projects 
are regularly undertaken in this 
area.

	F There is no formal policy, but local 
capacity strengthening is generally 
encouraged.

2.5 Have any new measures to support capacity 
strengthening practices, including those mentioned 
above in questions (2.1-2.4) been introduced by your 
organisation since October 2023?

	F No
	F In Progress
	F Yes

3. Partnerships
No. Statement / Question Score

3.1 As a donor, does your organisation have a policy 
under which intermediary organisations that receive 
its funding are obliged to share full project budgets 
and financial reports with their local implementing 
partners?

	F No
	F Not a policy but an explicitly stated 

expectation
	F Yes

3.2 As a donor, does your organisation require 
intermediary organisations that receive its funding to 
establish feedback and/or partnership assessment 
mechanisms with their local partners?

	F No, it is not required
	F Not a requirement, but it is strongly 

encouraged
	F Yes, it is a requirement

3.3 Have any new measures to support partnership 
practices, including those mentioned above in 
questions (3.1-3.2), been introduced or improved by 
your organisation since October 2023?

	F No
	F In Progress
	F Yes

4. Leadership/Coordination
No. Statement / Question Score

4.1 As a donor, does your organisation meet directly with 
representatives of local organisations?

	F Yes
	F No
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No. Statement / Question Score

4.2 If yes, as a donor, does your organisation hold 
bilateral meetings with local organisations /attend 
coordination forums where local actors are present?

	F Only project-based meetings
	F Only country-level non-project 

meetings
	F Both project-based and country-

level non-project meetings
	F Only project-based meetings but 

with meaningful dialogue involving 
local actors

	F Only country-level non-project 
meetings but with meaningful 
dialogue involving local actors

	F Both project-based meetings 
and country-level non-project 
meetings, with meaningful dialogue 
involving local actors

4.3 As a donor, does your organisation have or support 
any specific initiatives that aim at nurturing local 
participation and/or leadership in coordination where 
local actors are present?

	F No
	F Advocacy for local actors’ 

participation
	F Policy on local actors’ participation
	F Designated funding/projects on 

local actors’ participation
	F Policy and designated funding/

projects on local actors’ 
participation

	F Advocacy for local actors’ 
(participation and) leadership

	F Policy on local actors’ (participation 
and) leadership

	F Designated funding/projects on 
local actors’ participation local 
actors’ leadership

	F Policy and designated funding/
projects on local actors’ leadership

4.4 Has your organisation introduced any new measures 
since October 2023 to further support capacity 
building, local leadership, or coordination efforts 
involving local actors, including those mentioned 
above in 4.1-4.3?

	F No
	F In Progress
	F Yes
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Self-assessment 
No. Statement / Question Score

1 As a humanitarian donor, my organisation is a strong 
and reliable supporter of locally led humanitari-
an action and is comprehensively fulfilling its 
commitments to the localisation agenda.

	F On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 
means completely disagree and 
10 means totally agree, how much 
do you agree with the following 
statement?2 As a humanitarian donor, it is a priority for us to 

provide as much direct funding (without any 
intermediaries) to local humanitarian actors as 
possible.

3 As a humanitarian donor, we see intermediary 
organisations as holding the key responsibility to 
support and ensure locally led humanitarian action.

4 As a humanitarian donor, we require that intermediary 
organisations receiving our funding work in inclusive 
and transparent partnerships with local actors.

5 As a humanitarian donor, we ensure that intermediary 
organisations pass a fair share of funding for 
overhead costs received from us onto their local 
partners.

6 As a humanitarian donor, we support risk-sharing 
mechanisms with local actors (e.g., financial, security, 
or reputational risk mitigation).

7 As a humanitarian donor, capacity-strengthening of 
local humanitarian actors is a priority for us.

8 As a humanitarian donor, we regularly meet with 
representatives of local humanitarian organisations.

9 Since October 2023, as a humanitarian donor, we have 
taken additional steps to bridge the gap between our 
localisation commitments and practice.

Please provide the names and contact details of the local organisations with which your organisation has 
directly worked since October 2023.

Name (Organisation 1)	 Contact Details (Organisation 1)
Name (Organisation 2)	 Contact Details (Organisation 2)
Name (Organisation 3)	 Contact Details (Organisation 3)

0.4 An online validation workshop will be conducted towards the end of this study (July/August 2025), 
providing stakeholders with an opportunity to offer feedback. Would you be interested in participating in this 
workshop.*

	F Yes	 	F No
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Tool 2: Factual Reporting and Self Assessment by UN Agencies  
and INGOs 

This survey contributes to Caritas Europa’s Second Report on locally led humanitarian action, examining  
the gap between localisation commitments and actual practice. For more information, please refer to the 
Study Overview.

I have read the Study Overview and agree to participate in this survey*

	F Medecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)
	F International Rescue 

Committee (IRC)

	F Norwegian Refugee Council 
(NRC)

	F Save the Children

	F Caritas Europa Organisations

0.2   Please indicate which of the following INGO you represent.*

	F Yes	 	F No

	F UN Agency 
 

	F International  

0.1   Please indicate which of the following you represent.*

	F World Food Programme (WFP)
	F United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees 
(UNHCR)

	F World Health Organisation 
(WHO)

	F United Nation’s Children Fund 
(UNICEF)

	F International Organisation for 
Migration (IOM)

0.3  Please indicate which of the following UN Agency you represent.*

	F Caritas Germany 	F Trócaire

0.4  Please indicate which of the following Caritas Europa Organisation you represent.*

0.5  Please indicate your designation within your organisation.*

1. Funding
No. Statement / Question Score

1.1 The share of your organisation’s overall humanitari-
an funding that reaches local implementing actors 
as directly as possible (through maximum one 
intermediary)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1% - 5%
	F 5.1% - 10%
	F 10.1% - 15%
	F 15.1% - 20%
	F 20.1% - 24.9%
	F 25% and more

1.2 How has the share of your organisation’s 
overall humanitarian funding that reaches local 
implementing actors as directly as possible (through 
maximum one intermediary) changed since October 
2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

Non-governmental Organisation (INGO)

71

Annexes



No. Statement / Question Score

1.3 The share of your organisation's overall humanitari-
an funding that directly reaches local implementing 
actors (without any intermediaries)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1%- 5%
	F 5.1%-10%
	F 10.1%-14.9%
	F More than 15%

1.4 How has the share of overall humanitarian funding 
that directly reaches local implementing actors 
(without any intermediaries) changed since October 
2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

1.5 Is the share of total received multi-year funding 
that cascades to local implementing partners in a 
multi-year manner tracked by your organisation?

	F Yes, it is tracked
	F It is partially tracked
	F It is not tracked

1.6 If yes, were these alternative funding approaches 
developed since October 2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same

1.7 Does your organisation have alternative approaches 
to pass funds to smaller grassroots local actors that 
may not be able to meet high levels of international 
compliance requirements designed for INGOs and UN 
agencies?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

1.8 Does your organisation provide humanitarian funding 
in Ukraine?

	F Yes
	F No

1.9 What percentage of your organisation’s overall 
humanitarian funding for Ukraine is provided 
directly to local implementing actors (without any 
intermediaries)?

	F No data
	F 0%
	F 0.1% - 1%
	F 1.1% - 2%
	F 2.1% - 3%
	F 3.1% - 4%
	F 4.1% - 5%
	F 5.1% - 5.9%
	F 6% and more

1.10 How has the share of your organisation’s overall 
humanitarian funding directed towards local and 
national organisations in Ukraine changed, since 
October 2023?

	F It has increased
	F It has decreased
	F It has remained the Same 

1.11 How does the share of your organisation’s direct 
humanitarian funding for local implementing actors in 
Ukraine compare to other conflict-affected countries?

	F Lower than other conflict-affected 
countries

	F Similar to other conflict-affected 
countries

	F Higher than other conflict-affected 
countries

Advancing local leadership in humanitarian action

72



2. Capacity
No. Statement / Question Score

2.1 Do all partnership agreements of your organisation 
with local actors include agreements on covering 
funding for overhead costs?

	F Yes
	F No

2.2 The percentage of funding for overhead costs that 
partnership agreements with local organisations 
establish?

	F The percentage 

2.3 Does your organisation have partnerships with local 
actors that include strategic (long-term) capacity 
strengthening that go beyond specific project cycles?

	F Yes
	F No

2.4 Have any new measures to support capacity 
strengthening practices, including those mentioned 
above in questions 2.1-2.3 been introduced or 
improved by your organisation since October 2023?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

3. Partnerships
No. Statement / Question Score

3.1 Does your organisation share full project budgets 
and financial reports with their local implementing 
partners?

	F Yes
	F It varies
	F No

3.2 Does your organisation have a policy to always inform 
their local partners on who the primary funding source 
is?

	F Yes, it is a standard policy or 
established practice to inform local 
partners about the primary funding 
source

	F This is done in practice, but there is 
no formal policy requiring it

	F No, we do not have such a policy or 
standard practice in place

3.3 Does your organisation have established feedback 
mechanisms within their partnerships with local 
actors?

	F Yes
	F No

3.4 If yes, do these feedback mechanisms within these 
partnerships (see question 3.3) include follow-up 
actions?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

3.5 Does your organisation require local actors to 
assess your organisation as part of a partnership 
assessment?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No
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No. Statement / Question Score

3.6 Do your partnership assessments (see question 3.5) 
include follow- up actions?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

3.7 Have any new measures to support partnership 
practices, including those mentioned above in 
questions 3.1-3.6, been introduced or improved since 
October 2023?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

4. Leadership/coordination
No. Statement / Question Score

4.1 Does your organisation regularly involve local partners 
in meetings with donor counterparts?

	F Yes
	F It varies
	F No

4.2 Does your organisation have or support any specific 
initiatives that aim at nurturing local participation 
and/or leadership in coordination where local actors 
are present?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No

4.3 Has your organisation introduced any new measures 
since October 2023 to further support capacity 
building, local leadership, or coordination efforts 
involving local actors, including those mentioned 
above in questions 4.1-4.2?

	F Yes
	F In Progress
	F No
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Self-assessment 
No. Statement / Question Score

1 My organisation is a strong and reliable supporter of 
locally led humanitarian action and is comprehensive-
ly fulfilling its commitments to the localisation agenda.

	F On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 
means completely disagree and 
10 means totally agree, how much 
do you agree with the following 
statement?

2 My organisation’s typical form of partnership with local 
actors includes agreements on long-term strategic 
capacity strengthening commitments that go beyond 
the project cycles.

3 Most of the funding my organisation provides to local 
partners is short-term in nature.

4 The financial information that my organisation shares 
with our local partners usually concerns only specific 
project-related funding lines.

5 Risk-sharing is an integral part of my organisation's 
partnerships with local actors (e.g., financial, security, 
or reputational risk mitigation).

6 Feedback mechanisms are an integral part of my 
organisation’s partnerships with local actors.

7 Two-way partnership assessments are an integral 
part of my organisation's partnerships with local 
actors.

8 My organisation has specific tools and/or initiatives 
that aim to foster membership, co-leadership, or 
leadership by local actors in consortia or coordination 
mechanisms.

9 Since October 2023, some action or steps have 
been taken by my organisation to incorporate and 
implement initiatives to bridge the gap between our 
localisation commitments and practice.

Please provide the names and contact details of the local organisations with which your organisation has 
directly worked since October 2023.

Name (Organisation 1)	 Contact Details (Organisation 1)
Name (Organisation 2)	 Contact Details (Organisation 2)
Name (Organisation 3)	 Contact Details (Organisation 3)

0.6 An online validation workshop will be conducted towards the end of this study (July/August 2025), 
providing stakeholders with an opportunity to offer feedback. Would you be interested in participating in this 
workshop?*

	F Yes	 	F No
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Tool 3: Local Actors Perception of Government Donors, UN Agencies  
and INGOs

This survey contributes to Caritas Europa’s Second Report on locally led humanitarian action, examining 
 the gap between localisation commitments and actual practice. For more information, please refer to the 
Study Overview.

I have read the Study Overview and agree to participate in this survey*

	F Yes	 	F No

0.1  What is the name of your organisation?*

0.2  What is the country of origin of your organisation?*

	F Germany - GFFO
	F European Commission – DG 

ECHO 
	F Japan – JICA 
	F United Kingdom – FCDO 
	F Sweden – SIDA 
	F Canada – GAC 

	F Norway – Norad 
	F Netherlands – Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs 
	F France – CDCS 
	F Denmark – DANIDA 
	F Belgium – Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 

	F Italy – AICS 
	F Austria – ADA 
	F Poland – Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 
	F Spain – AECID 
	F Ireland – Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade 

0.5  Please identify which of the following donors, international non-governmental organisations  
and UN Agencies has your organisation partnered with directly (i.e., without intermediaries) since October 
2023.

0.4 Please indicate your designation within your organisation.*

	F Yes 	F No

0.3  Is your organisation a “local / national organisation”?*

Donors

	F Medecins Sans Frontieres (MSF)
	F International Rescue 

Committee (IRC)
	F Norwegian Refugee Council 

(NRC)
	F Save the Children
	F Caritas Germany
	F Trócaire

International Non-governmental Organisations

	F World Food Programme (WFP)
	F United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees 
(UNHCR)

	F World Health Organisation 
(WHO)

	F United Nation’s Children Fund 
(UNICEF)

	F International Organisation for 
Migration (IOM)

UN Agencies
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Donor
No. Statement / Question Score

D1. Please indicate how your organisation has partnered 
with this donor since October 2023.*

	F Directly (without any intermediary)
	F Through one intermediary 

organisation

Donor: Local actors’ perception
No. Statement / Question Score

1 This donor is a strong and reliable supporter of locally 
led humanitarian action.

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 
completely disagree and 10 means 
totally agree, how much do you agree 
with the following statement?

2 This donor prioritises providing as much direct funding 
(without any intermediaries) to local humanitarian 
actors as possible.

3 This donor has introduced new funding mechanisms 
since October 2023, that make it easier for local 
humanitarian actors to access direct funding.

4 This donor sees intermediary organisations as holding 
the key responsibility to support and ensure locally led 
humanitarian action.

5 This donor requires intermediary organisations 
receiving its funding to work in inclusive and 
transparent partnerships with local actors.

6 This donor ensures that intermediary organisations 
pass a fair share of funding for overhead costs 
received from them onto local actors.

7 This donor supports risk-sharing mechanisms with 
local actors (e.g., financial, security, or reputational risk 
mitigation).

8 Capacity- strengthening of local humanitarian actors 
is a priority for this donor.

9 This donor has introduced new initiatives since 
October 2023 aimed at strengthening the long-term 
sustainability of local humanitarian actors.

10 This donor regularly meets with representatives of 
local humanitarian organisations.

11 This donor improved its engagement with local 
humanitarian actors since October 2023 by increasing 
consultation opportunities or decision-making 
involvement.
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INGO: Local actors’ perception
No. Statement / Question Score

1 This international actor is a strong and reliable 
supporter of locally led humanitarian action.

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 
completely disagree and 10 means 
totally agree, how much do you agree 
with the following statement?

2 This international actor offers multi-year partnership 
agreements on strategic capacity strengthening 
commitments that go beyond project cycles.

3 Most of the funding received from this international 
actor is short-term.

4 This international actor has increased the proportion 
of direct funding allocated to local and national 
organisations since October 2023.

5 The financial information that this international actor 
shares usually concerns only specific project-related 
funding lines.

6 This international actor supports risk-sharing 
mechanisms with local actors (e.g., financial, security, 
or reputational risk mitigation).

7 Feedback mechanisms are an integral part of 
partnerships with this international actor.

8 This international actor has introduced or expanded 
flexible funding mechanisms (e.g., core funding, 
overhead coverage) for local organisations since 
October 2023.

9 Two-way partnership assessments are an integral 
part of partnerships with this international actor.

10 This international actor has specific tools and/
or initiatives that aim to foster membership, co- 
leadership, or leadership by local actors in consortia or 
coordination mechanisms.

11 Since October 2023, this international actor has 
improved transparency in financial decision-making 
and allocation of resources for local partners.
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UN Agency: Local actors' perception
No. Statement / Question Score

1 This international actor is a strong and reliable 
supporter of locally led humanitarian action.

On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means 
completely disagree and 10 means 
totally agree, how much do you agree 
with the following statement?

2 This international actor offers multi-year partnership 
agreements on strategic capacity strengthening 
commitments that go beyond project cycles.

3 Most of the funding received from this international 
actor is short-term.

4 This international actor has increased the proportion 
of direct funding allocated to local and national 
organisations since October 2023.

5 The financial information that this international actor 
shares usually concerns only specific project-related 
funding lines.

6 This international actor supports risk-sharing 
mechanisms with local actors (e.g., financial, security, 
or reputational risk mitigation).

7 Feedback mechanisms are an integral part of 
partnerships with this international actor.

8 This international actor has introduced or expanded 
flexible funding mechanisms (e.g., core funding, 
overhead coverage) for local organisations since 
October 2023.

9 Two-way partnership assessments are an integral 
part of partnerships with this international actor.

10 This international actor has specific tools and/
or initiatives that aim to foster membership, co- 
leadership, or leadership by local actors in consortia or 
coordination mechanisms.

11 Since October 2023, this international actor has 
improved transparency in financial decision-making 
and allocation of resources for local partners.

0.8 Please provide an email contact for participation in the workshop and future correspondence.*

	F Yes 	F No

0.7  An online validation workshop will be conducted towards the end of this study (July/August 2025), 
providing stakeholders with an opportunity to offer feedback. Some of the local organisations will be invited 
to provide feedback. Would you be interested in participating in this workshop?
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Rue de la Charité 43, 1210 Brussels, Belgium 

Tel: +32 (0)2 280 02 80  
info@caritas.eu  |  www.caritas.eu

“I make an urgent appeal to the  
international community not to waver 
in its commitment to pursuing just and 

lasting solutions that will protect the most 
vulnerable and restore hope  

to the afflicted peoples.”

Pope Leo XIV
Audience, 9 January 2026


