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The emergence of for-profit companies at the
center of humanitarian assistance poses distinct
risks for the rights of aid beneficiaries.
Humanitarian assistance has played a crucial role in
advancing human security, dignity, and rights globally
over the past century. But recent massive disruptions
in the sector are resulting in grave harm to individuals
and communities across the world. In January 2025,
the United States abruptly shuttered the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID), declaring
existing U.S. foreign assistance policy “antithetical to
American values.”  The U.S. government also
terminated billions of dollars committed to vital
assistance  and billions more have evaporated
worldwide as additional governments have slashed
humanitarian funding.  The impact of these cuts has
been catastrophic, leading to an estimated one
million deaths in 2025 alone as people lost access to
food, clean water, and critical healthcare.
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The defunding of traditional humanitarian
organizations  has forced their retrenchment from
urgent crises around the world.  Meanwhile, the
United States and other governments are investing in
for-profit entities to fill the gap.  This approach is in
line with the U.S. government’s new, security-first
foreign policy that expressly prioritizes private-sector
investment and views aid as a tool to secure
American economic interests over serving the needs
of beneficiaries.  Although still in its early stages, the
sector’s transformation is giving rise to new
corporatized, militarized, and politicized actors
playing a leading role in aid delivery in some of the
world’s most sensitive humanitarian contexts.
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INTRODUCTION
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These new for-profit humanitarian actors present
unique human rights risks. They generally act without
apparent regard for humanitarian norms and
principles intended to protect the safety and rights of
beneficiaries. They operate outside of the standard
United Nations (UN) system, which has long
facilitated humanitarian coordination vital to
ensuring comprehensive reach and effectiveness.
And, in some cases, their actions have contributed to
grave human rights abuses, including the killing of
aid-seekers, discriminatory delivery of aid, and forced
relocations of civilians. If not disrupted, there is
significant risk that this model of aid could harm
beneficiaries and erode the overall humanitarian
system.

This policy brief analyzes the case studies of the
Gaza Humanitarian Foundation (GHF) in Palestine,
Fogbow in South Sudan, and Vectus Global in Haiti to
identify the hallmark characteristics of these new
actors. It situates their emergence in the broader
history of humanitarian aid and lays out the spectrum
of human rights implications of their operations. The
brief concludes with recommendations for actions
stakeholders can take to safeguard humanitarian aid
for beneficiaries, mitigate future harms, and revitalize
the humanitarian field through enhanced
collaboration and the recentering of beneficiaries’
rights. 

“If not disrupted, there is
significant risk that this model
of aid could harm
beneficiaries and erode the
overall humanitarian system.”
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Humanitarian actors are governed and guided by
well-established standards and near-universally
recognized principles rooted in international law.
International human rights law and international
humanitarian law  both inform the rights and
obligations that apply to humanitarian assistance.
Most fundamentally, all people have a right to access
resources necessary to sustain life (e.g., food, water,
shelter, medicine). States have the primary duty to
fulfill these rights within their territories,  but non-
state actors play a crucial role in delivering on this
duty. When non-state actors work as humanitarians,
they are required to adhere to the core principles of
humanity,  impartiality,  neutrality,  and
independence.  Accordingly, aid must be delivered
without discrimination and based on need alone, free
from political or military influence, and in a manner
that respects the dignity of recipients.  These
principles are integral to ensuring that rightsholders
are able to access rights-fulfilling resources
regardless of their identity. States, in turn, have a
legal obligation to allow humanitarian actors access
to deliver aid to civilians in need.
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Grounded in relevant legal frameworks, the
humanitarian sector has also adopted more detailed
standards to guide its conduct, including the Human
Rights–Based Approach (HRBA) and the Sphere
standards. The HRBA recognizes aid recipients as
rightsholders entitled to transparency and full
participation in assistance schemes, and to
accountability and remedies when harms occur.  It
also recognizes the duty of aid providers and
authorities to respect and promote human rights by
ensuring transparency and non-discrimination, while
prioritizing state capacity building.  The Sphere
standards articulate additional core humanitarian
principles and provide detailed minimum criteria for
the delivery of aid across various relief activities.
Taken together, these standards are crucial for
safeguarding the rights of aid recipients and
protecting them from harm in the course of
humanitarian assistance.
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INTERNATIONAL LAW AND STANDARDS
GOVERNING HUMANITARIAN AID
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Humanitarian non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) generally operate within an international
system overseen by the UN that enables coordination
and emphasizes rights-based approaches. Hundreds
of millions of people have received humanitarian
assistance over the past two decades, with a record
362 million people in need of aid in 2023.  In addition
to meeting basic needs, the work of these organizations
has also been critical to protecting the safety, dignity,
and rights of vulnerable populations.  In recent
decades, this work has largely been coordinated
through the UN Inter-Agency Standing Committee
(IASC), which was established by the UN General
Assembly to “strengthen[] collective humanitarian
action” by “mak[ing] strategic, policy and operational
decisions with a direct bearing on humanitarian
operations on the ground.”  The UN also coordinates
on-the-ground operations through a sector-based
cluster system.  Given the immense complexity
associated with delivering assistance across
continents, cultures, languages, and geopolitical
contexts, coordination is critical to minimize duplication
and maximize access and coverage. 
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Residents walking through an internal displacement camp after the
2010 earthquake in Haiti. Credit: Chip Somodevilla for Getty Images



Private Military and Security Contractors (PMSCs)
have persistently expanded their work in the
humanitarian sector through a cycle of mandate
growth, legitimization, and subsumption of
additional humanitarian functions.  While
international agencies, NGOs, and community-based
organizations have historically been the primary
deliverers of humanitarian assistance, the
involvement of for-profit actors—particularly PMSCs
—is not new. Until recently, however, PMSCs played a
more limited role that respected a clear “demarcation
of responsibilities,”  with PMSCs accompanying or
supporting traditional humanitarians, while the
humanitarians remained at the center of aid
provision.
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PMSCs first entered the field in the 1990s.  They
initially served in highly specialized roles by providing
“humanitarian demining” services in post-conflict
zones,  then providing security support to UN
peacekeeping operations and political missions.
The 2003 bombing of the UN’s Baghdad
headquarters spurred the UN to institutionalize use
of PMSCs for security. This uptick in PMSC use was
not without controversy, as critics raised concerns
over reputational and operational risks.  Despite
these concerns, PMSCs further expanded into three
primary functions within the humanitarian system:
private security and tactical military assistance for
humanitarian operations; indirect logistics,
intelligence, and maintenance support; and security
consulting and training.  As the UN and NGOs
legitimized these functions through continued
contracting, some PMSCs began to explicitly
embrace the title of “humanitarians.”  This cooption
of the humanitarian mandate laid the groundwork for
the continued mandate creep observable today.
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF FOR-PROFIT ACTORS
IN HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE 
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Persistent mandate expansion is especially
problematic in light of some PMSC’s well-
documented records of human rights abuses
around the world.  The UN Working Group on the
Use of Mercenaries has reported on PMSC
involvement in a wide range of human rights
violations, including disappearances, summary
executions, indiscriminate killings, sexual and
gender-based violence (SGBV), torture, arbitrary
detention, mass killings, looting, and the
indiscriminate targeting of civilians during armed
conflict.  In 2007, Blackwater carried out a
massacre that killed 17 civilians in Iraq, prompting
years of litigation that ultimately led to the conviction
of four Blackwater personnel. More recently, the
Wagner Group  and Dyck Advisory Group  have
been accused of committing grave human rights
abuses, including mass executions, civilian targeting,
and torture, in multiple African countries.  Various
actors have attempted to regulate PMSCs, either
through industry-centered initiatives such as the
International Code of Conduct for Private Security
Service Providers,  intergovernmental efforts like
the Montreux Document,  or individual government
policy adjustments.  The effectiveness of these
initiatives has been limited by a lack of PMSC
industry buy-in and political will,  diverging legal
interpretations  and traditional humanitarian actors’
contracting practices.
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When viewed alongside this cycle of expansion,
legitimization, and displacement, the emergence of
corporatized, militarized, and politicized actors in
aid may mark the beginning of a new humanitarian
paradigm. Today, funding cuts and the dismantling of
traditional humanitarian institutions are creating a
vacuum that is being filled by new corporate actors.
As elaborated below, these new actors are not
merely taking on auxiliary roles; they may be
replacing traditional humanitarian actors, while
abandoning the standards that have governed the
profession for decades.  If this emergent trend
continues across humanitarian contexts, it risks
entrenching the most problematic aspects of
corporate involvement in humanitarian work.
Humanitarian agencies, organizations, and donor
states who do not yet recognize PMSCs as legitimate
humanitarian actors still have a critical opportunity to
interrupt this trend before PMSCs become
institutionalized as the new humanitarians, while
lacking safeguards or mechanisms to ensure
accountability to beneficiaries.
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“These new actors are not
merely taking on auxiliary
roles; they may be replacing
traditional humanitarian
actors, while abandoning
the standards that have
governed the profession for
decades.”
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NEW ACTORS AND HUMAN RIGHTS RISKS:
CORPORATIZED, MILITARIZED, AND POLITICIZED
APPROACHES TO AID DISTRIBUTION
The new actors in aid are corporations staffed largely by former military and intelligence personnel. While some
operate as PMSCs, they are “new” in that they have taken on the role of traditional humanitarians in coordinating
and delivering crucial assistance to civilians in emergencies. These new actors can be identified by three attributes
that, taken together, exacerbate human rights risks: they combine corporatized, militarized, and politicized
approaches to aid distribution. Instead of supporting operations designed and implemented by traditional
humanitarians, they are often carrying out their functions at the behest of governments without adhering to
humanitarian principles. 

Corporatization of Aid
The new actors’ humanitarian branding papers over
what can at times be complex corporate structures,
including architectures that blend non-profit and for-
profit elements, with the for-profit arms carrying out
core operations. Wealth management firms and
private equity funds sometimes sit in the ownership or
financing chain,  potentially reinforcing corporate
values and perspectives rather than charitable or
humanitarian values. Despite calling their non-profit
arms “foundations,” the for-profit actors that are often
carrying out operations are generally not subject to
the same disclosure requirements as non-profits.
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On a structural level, the for-profit nature of these
entities creates several unique human rights hazards.
Although required to respect human rights throughout
their operations,  corporations have a primary
fiduciary duty to their shareholders’ interests above
the interests of aid beneficiaries. Competition and
market pressures may be more likely to incentivize
decision-making that could harm aid beneficiaries.
Moreover, the humanitarian standards that are critical
to safeguarding the rights of beneficiaries may not be
the most cost efficient to implement and thus at odds
with profit maximization goals.  Finally, opaque
corporate structures can hinder accountability by
obscuring the identity of decision makers and
oversight personnel.
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The leadership and senior operational roles of these
new actors are frequently staffed by former military
and intelligence personnel, whose training, world
views, and professional networks lie in the security
sector rather than the humanitarian system. In the
context of a deteriorating security landscape for
humanitarian missions—where attacks have killed
over 1,000 aid workers in the past three years alone—
security is an increasingly necessary part of
humanitarian work.  But extensive reliance on ex-
military and intelligence personnel may contribute to
overly militarized responses and lead to worse
outcomes for aid beneficiaries.  Moreover, when
donor states are treated as clients expecting projects
to function in high-risk or insecure environments, new
actors will have a strong incentive to prioritize asset
and force protection through familiar tools: private
security contractors, military airdrops, securitized or
fortified compounds, and surveillance-heavy and
forceful crowd management. Aid sites that resemble
heavily armed security zones may heighten aid
recipients’ perceptions of partiality and risk of
violence. This concern, in turn, may prompt new
actors to increase investments in security, reinforcing
the cycle of militarization. 
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Militarization of Aid
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Politicization of Aid

The new actors’ corporate structures make them
more susceptible to political influence by effectively
turning donor and contracting states into clients—
creating a model in which humanitarian aid serves the
strategic priorities of governments, rather than actual
and impartial humanitarian needs. Unlike established
humanitarians with diversified funding sources and
multilateral ties, the new entities resemble startups
whose survival depends heavily on securing and
retaining one or two major contracts. That
dependence gives state funders significant leverage
over the shape of projects. Political patrons have at
times been closely involved in designing or refining
aid projects themselves, raising questions about the
extent to which humanitarian objectives can be
insulated from political agendas.  Because the new
actors often operate outside the UN humanitarian
coordination system, they also sit beyond some of the
institutional guardrails, like the IASC, that buffer
political pressure. The ultimate risk is that when some
aid becomes politicized, all aid loses the trust of the
local population, which may in turn restrict access and
raise security risks across the sector. 
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The New Actors’ Approaches
Pose a Myriad of Grave Risks
to Human Rights.

Directly committing gross human rights abuses, for
example when new actors use excessive or lethal force
against civilians attempting to access aid, commit
SGBV,  or cause the forcible transfer of civilian
populations.

60

Contributing to atrocity crimes or gross human
rights abuses by others, such as when new actors’
strategic or operational decisions facilitate the
commission of war crimes, crimes against humanity,
genocide, or other gross human rights violations by
states or non-state parties to a conflict. Potential
examples include new actors distributing aid in a
manner that draws civilians to military-controlled areas
where abuses are more likely to occur, or that
concentrates populations into areas that may facilitate
ethnic cleansing or genocide. These risks are
intensified when aid operations lack neutrality,
independence, and impartiality. 
Causing other adverse human rights impacts through
the manner in which aid is designed and administered.
Potential examples include new actors denying
beneficiaries transparent information and opportunities
for meaningful participation in aid planning and delivery;
delivering aid in a manner that discriminates among
communities or against marginalized groups or
degrades the dignity of recipients; or failing to ensure
accountability and effective remedies when harms
occur.61

Traditional humanitarian actors have at times also
committed human rights abuses,  but the new actors’
detachment from established guardrails—combined with
the well-documented prevalence of rights abuses by
PMSCs—raise heightened human rights concerns. These
concerns are particularly pronounced in conflict settings,
where rule of law has broken down, rights abuses by
warring parties may be common, and power imbalances
between providers and beneficiaries are especially acute.
The risks of harm fall into three main categories:
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Congolese refugees look over a fence at the final batches of food
delivered by the now-dismantled USAID in a storage and food
delivery area at the Musenyi refugee site in Giharo, May 2025.

Credit: Luis Tato for AFP via Getty Images



Characteristics of GHF and Fogbow
Though different in operational context, scale, and
human rights impacts, GHF and Fogbow share some
similar features that illustrate the characteristics of the
new actors. GHF was established in February 2025 and
served as the primary distributor of food aid in Gaza from
May until the ceasefire in October 2025.  Fogbow is a
corporate logistics firm that has provided food aid
primarily in Africa since 2024.  These two entities were
selected as case studies because they are corporate or
quasi-corporate actors that have taken on the core
humanitarian functions of coordinating and delivering
humanitarian assistance. They have promoted
themselves as aid deliverers—and in Fogbow’s case, as
“the next generation of aid” —while failing to comply with
humanitarian principles and insisting that they are not
replacing traditional aid organizations.  Both have come
under intense scrutiny for alleged political partiality and
problematic methods of aid distribution that, in the case
of GHF, has caused serious harm to beneficiaries.

62

63

64

65

66

Both GHF and Fogbow drew upon non-profit foundations
to support for-profit entities, blurring humanitarian and
security functions, as well as corporate and charitable
interests. GHF consisted of a non-profit foundation
incorporated in the United States, and operated through
two American security subcontractors, Safe Reach
Solutions (SRS) and UG Solutions.  GHF and SRS appear
to have emerged out of the same strategic planning
efforts, and even shared counsel and funding networks
for a time, effectively merging humanitarian and military
infrastructures into one operational consortium.
Fogbow was also initially funded and contracted by a
foundation “designed by Fogbow’s founders to act as a
conduit for international funding for its plans,”
reinforcing the use of non-profits as vehicles to support
corporate structures.  

67

68

69

70

These intertwined structures make it difficult to tell
whether the non-profit is directing the for-profit or vice
versa, or to disaggregate them at all. Moreover, the
funding sources and mechanisms of GHF and Fogbow are
opaque, obscuring whether or when they receive financial
support from governments or other private actors, and
which interests or actors are driving operational
decisions.71
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Both GHF and Fogbow incorporated a militarized and
intelligence ethos into humanitarian work. Each
organization is or was led by former U.S. military, special
forces and intelligence officials.  The security
contractors carrying out GHF’s operations were primarily
staffed by U.S. military veterans,  including individuals
reported to be members of an anti-Islamic biker gang.
Similarly, Fogbow recruited special forces veterans to its
staff.  While military experience can offer valuable
insights into logistics and security management, it also
poses risks of over-securitization and civilian harm as set
out above.  Both entities have also maintained a close
alignment with states that are active parties to the
conflicts in areas where they operate.  This connection
undercuts their neutrality and independence, leading to
the politicization of aid.
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CASE STUDIES: GHF AND FOGBOW AS WARNINGS
TO THE HUMANITARIAN AID SECTOR 

Both entities have also failed to comply with core
humanitarian principles. From its inception to its sunset,
GHF has faced serious allegations of violating
humanitarian principles and human rights law from
observers both inside and outside the organization.
GHF’s first Executive Director resigned within weeks of its
entry into Gaza, based on his assessment that “it is not
possible to implement [GHF’s] plan while strictly adhering
to the humanitarian principles of humanity, neutrality,
impartiality, and independence….”  In the case of Fogbow,
its website states that the company “supports
humanitarian organizations, guided by the same core
principles: humanity, impartiality, and independence,” and
that it does not take sides in conflicts.  Yet Fogbow’s
leadership has also stated that Fogbow “should not be
expected to apply humanitarian principles,” and external
observers have questioned Fogbow’s compliance with
these principles in practice.  As explained in detail below,
Fogbow and GHF’s approaches demonstrate how
unmooring aid from humanitarian standards can result in
severe rights violations and yield harmful outcomes for aid
beneficiaries.
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Gaza Humanitarian Foundation’s Operations 
in Gaza
GHF’s operations in Gaza demonstrate how new actors
have caused grave human rights harms. Following
Hamas’ October 7, 2023 attacks, Israel sharply restricted
and periodically halted humanitarian access into Gaza.   
In March 2025, Israel imposed a complete aid blockade,
asserting, inter alia, that the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency (UNRWA) was diverting aid to Hamas.   
According to the World Health Organization, those
restrictions have caused widespread starvation and
looming famine that human rights groups have
concluded amount to war crimes and acts of genocide.
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GHF began its operations in May 2025, backed by
Israel and the United States, as the alternative to the
halted UN aid distribution.  From May 2025 to its
closure in November 2025, GHF operated four
militarized distribution hubs, in contrast to the UN’s
former 400 distribution points.  GHF’s four sites, which
opened to aid seekers for as little as eight minutes at a
time, were heavily fortified and located within areas
controlled by the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) and
surrounded by IDF units.  The concentration of aid in
just a few militarized sites contributed to a chaotic and
highly lethal environment at the sites and their access
roads. Over the five months of GHF’s operations, the UN
reported that 2,613 people were killed and more than
19,164 were injured while seeking aid in Gaza, with the
majority of these harms concentrated near GHF sites.
Most of the killings around distribution sites have been
attributed to IDF soldiers who fired on civilians as a form
of crowd control, although whistleblowers have also
accused UG Solutions personnel of shooting civilians
waiting for aid.  GHF’s initial “first-come, first-served”
system at the aid sites also contributed to deadly
stampedes.
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The specific geographic locations of GHF’s sites—
which were chosen by the IDF —have also raised
serious human rights concerns. The sites were
concentrated in Southern Gaza, requiring many
beneficiaries to trek miles to obtain aid and thus
restricting access for people with disabilities, the elderly,
or those at higher risk of SGBV.  Three of the four sites
were located in the narrow band where the Israeli
government has proposed reconcentrating the Gazan
population, leading to allegations that GHF was aiding
and abetting forced relocation of civilians.
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While GHF has now concluded its aid operations in
Gaza, beneficiaries face an uncertain future.  The
coordination of humanitarian aid is now managed
through a United States-backed Civil-Military
Coordination Center (CMCC), which GHF’s former
Executive Director John Acree has said would be
“adopting and expanding the model” developed by
GHF.  GHF has generally touted its operations as a
“blueprint” and “new model of humanitarian action” that
it believes merits replication elsewhere.  As of February
2026, UG Solutions was reportedly in talks with the
United States-led Board of Peace that is overseeing the
reconstruction and administration of Gaza about
continuing a role in Gaza’s reconstruction.
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CASE STUDY 1

Displaced Palestinians line up to receive food aid at a GHF distribution
site in central Gaza. Photo by EYAD BABA/AFP via Getty Images



Fogbow’s Operations in South Sudan
Fogbow’s operations in South Sudan illustrate how
working on behalf of state parties to a conflict hinders
impartiality and can undermine beneficiaries’ rights. In
South Sudan, an ongoing conflict between the
government and opposition forces has sparked massive
displacement and acute hunger among half the
population.  Humanitarian assistance has been
hampered by funding shortages, ongoing violence, and
poor infrastructure.  In such contexts, aid must be
carefully planned to respect the central tenets to “do no
harm” and ensure neutrality and impartiality so as not to
impact the conflict by favoring a warring party.
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In 2024, Fogbow got its start airdropping food aid in
Sudan’s South Kordofan region by partnering with the
NGO Samaritan’s Purse.  Airdropping aid from planes is
only used as a last resort, given the well-documented
risk of injuring beneficiaries on the ground.  Contrary to
well-established best practice, Fogbow used inadequate
packaging of the grain bags, which created “sorghum
bombs” that exploded on impact and forced aid seekers
to dig in the dirt for food, reducing the impact of these
deliveries and undermining the beneficiaries’ dignity.
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Fogbow has failed to be impartial, neutral, and
independent in its operations in South Sudan. In 2025,
Fogbow expanded its airdrop operations after entering a
subcontract with BAR Aviation, a private firm with close
Ugandan military ties that had been separately
contracted by the South Sudanese government.  BAR
Aviation reportedly “supported South Sudan’s military
with aerial logistics during the recent fighting…even as
the army is alleged to have used [airdropped ]
incendiary weapons that have killed and badly burned
civilians.”  The Fogbow-supported aid drops were
primarily made in government-controlled areas located
within opposition territory,  sparking concern that
Fogbow served the government’s military aims by
reconcentrating populations in recently reclaimed
areas.  Any blurring of aid and counterinsurgency
purposes contravenes the impartiality and
independence required of humanitarian actors.
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It also has the effect of discriminating against civilians in
opposition-held areas, who do not receive aid regardless
of their need. Moreover, Fogbow’s aid was packaged in
bags labeled with the South Sudanese flag, signaling it
was from the same government that stands accused of
committing gross human rights violations against
civilians.  By affiliating aid packages with the
government, Fogbow eroded trust and deterred some
aid seekers from retrieving the aid out of fear that it was
poisoned,  which in turn undermined the aid’s overall
effectiveness.
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Fogbow’s aid has reportedly also directly benefited the
South Sudanese military. Fogbow’s early airdrops in the
beleaguered Nasir County were reportedly made at a
time when the area was almost entirely occupied by
government and military personnel, and devoid of
civilians.  The South Sudanese government’s status as
an active belligerent accused of crimes against
humanity,1  and reports that Fogbow’s early aid drops
were delivered in a partial manner that at times
benefitted South Sudanese soldiers instead of civilians,
raises concern that Fogbow may be aiding the state’s
human rights violations.
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Similarly to GHF, Fogbow claims to “offer a blueprint for
how the private sector can help deliver aid at scale, even
in the most complex circumstances.”  As of April 2026,
Fogbow does not appear to be operating further
airdrops in Sudan or South Sudan.  Indeed, its initial
work in Sudan was limited to sixty days in 2024, and
according to a media report, the contract was “not
renewed due to general dissatisfaction with the
company’s performance…” (though Fogbow denies this
characterization).  The work in South Sudan is also
listed as “complete” on Fogbow’s website, though it lists
a new project in Darfur as “active.”  While the
company’s footprint remains small and future growth is
uncertain, Fogbow’s track record to date nonetheless
portends some of the risks private actors operating in
humanitarian spaces may pose to beneficiaries safety
and rights.
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CASE STUDY 2



New actors are also replacing UN-led humanitarian intervention in other crisis response contexts, as seen in
Haiti. Haiti has long been the site of fraught foreign intervention,  underscoring the need for humanitarian
assistance rooted in a HRBA that centers Haitian stakeholders. Instead, Haiti has become a testing ground for new,
security-driven models of intervention.

119

Haiti’s current humanitarian needs are staggering. Haiti is beset by a governance, security, and humanitarian crisis
that was hastened by the 2021 assassination of President Jovenel Moïse.  Armed groups now exercise near-total
control over roughly ninety percent of the capital.  In 2025 alone, at least 8,100 people were killed by armed
groups and more than 1.45 million Haitians are internally displaced.  About six million people—over half of Haiti’s
population—need urgent humanitarian assistance.  Yet the UN’s humanitarian appeal for Haiti “is among the least
funded crises in the world.”
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The international community has focused resources
on a Gang Suppression Force (GSF) that experts view
as a possible model for a new, less restrained form of
peacekeeping.  The GSF’s mandate is to carry out
“counter-gang operations to neutralize, isolate, and
deter gangs” through “all necessary measures,”
including lethal force.  While authorized by the UN
Security Council, GSF’s operations are overseen by a
working group of six states cooperating outside of UN
frameworks.  Observers and civil society groups have
expressed concern that without UN oversight, a long-
term strategy beyond militarization, or Haitian-led
accountability mechanisms, this new model will repeat
the mistakes of previous UN operations and fail to
deliver a more stable situation on the ground.  Months
into its mandate, much is still unknown about GSF’s
composition, goals, and methods. Moreover, delays,
funding gaps, and limited capacity characterizing the
deployment of the GSF have left a security vacuum that
the Haitian government has sought to fill through
private security contracting.
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Corporatized, militarized, and politicized actors are
filling key security gaps. In March 2025, Haiti’s
transitional government retained Vectus Global—a
PMSC led by Blackwater founder Erik Prince—to
support counter-gang operations.  The Haiti-Vectus
arrangement reportedly consists of two parallel tracks:
a one-year security contract and a ten-year customs
modernization contract. These contracts are enabled
by a defense services export license issued to Vectus
by the U.S. State Department.  Pursuant to the first
contract, Vectus has reportedly deployed 200
personnel to train and operate alongside a subset of the
Haitian National Police, primarily on the use of
commercially available drones modified to carry
explosives—so-called “kamikaze” drones.  Between
March 2025 and January 2026, 141 drone strikes by
Vectus-supported units have reportedly killed at least
1,243 people, including 17 children and at least 43 non-
gang-affiliated adults.  Human rights observers have
concluded that these actions amount to extrajudicial
killings in violation of international human rights law.
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CASE STUDY 3

New Actors in Haiti

BEYOND HUMANITARIAN AID: THE EMERGENCE OF
NEW ACTORS IN OTHER FORMS OF CRISIS RESPONSE 
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While private financial firms and consultancies have
long assisted developing states with customs reform,
inspection systems, and revenue administration, the
delegation of both border enforcement and revenue
collection to a single security contractor effectively
contracts out core elements of the state,
undermining sovereignty and reinforcing capture
issues.  It also raises concerns about avenues for
accountability and procedural justice in a role rife
with opportunities for corruption and coercion.
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Collectively, these developments signal a move away
from international crisis response rooted in neutral,
multilateral institutions anchored in human rights
values and humanitarian principles, toward a
security-first architecture in which coercive capacity
is the measure of success. Even if these actors are
effective at improving security over the short term,
they risk crowding out international engagement
focused on strengthening rights over the long term.

The scope of Vectus’ security mandate places it in a
role functionally analogous to humanitarian security
missions traditionally undertaken by UN-authorized
forces or multilateral peace operations, albeit absent
a clear civilian protection mandate. This security
model raises structural accountability concerns
similar to those seen in the humanitarian sector:
Private contractors exercising force blurs chains of
command, complicates transparency, and impedes
effective remedies for wrongful deaths, arbitrary use
of force, or unlawful detention. As Vectus expands
its security footprint, the tension grows between
rapid tactical gains and mounting risks to rights-
holders in Haiti.

136 

137

Vectus’ customs contract underscores the broader
trend of delegating functions traditionally reserved
for sovereign or multilateral humanitarian actors to
for-profit entities, raising acute concerns about
transparency, state capacity erosion, political
capture, and the displacement of accountability
frameworks. The contract gives Vectus authority
over the customs system along Haiti’s land border
with the Dominican Republic.  Before gang control
disrupted trade, more than half of Haiti’s tax revenue
derived from border duties, a substantial portion of
which will now be channeled to Vectus.  
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“Collectively, these developments signal a move away from
international crisis response rooted in neutral, multilateral
institutions anchored in human rights values and
humanitarian principles, toward a security-first architecture
in which coercive capacity is the measure of success.”
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States must protect against human rights abuses within their territory or jurisdiction, and
work to promote human rights through international cooperation, including by:

Restoring and increasing urgently needed funding for UN humanitarian agencies and NGOs
that explicitly adhere to humanitarian standards and follow HRBA throughout their
operations.
Recommitting to international humanitarian law and norms that protect civilians and civilian
infrastructure and refraining from hitting civilian targets and humanitarian workers. 
Denouncing attacks on civilians, civilian infrastructure and humanitarian workers by others.
Using public statements and policy to condemn and discourage the dramatic increase of
politicization, corporatization, and militarization of humanitarian aid without safeguards.
Declining to participate in parallel aid distribution systems that exclude traditional
humanitarian organizations in favor of corporate, militarized, and politized actors.
Ensuring that all aid actors that are funded by, or fall within the territory or jurisdiction of the
state, comply with humanitarian standards, human rights law, and other applicable
international law by:

Requiring corporate actors, and non-profit actors working with corporations, to
undertake human rights due diligence before operations begin and throughout their
operations.
Conditioning funding for humanitarian aid actors on their adherence to humanitarian
principles.
Implementing monitoring and evaluation mechanisms for funding and partnerships that
include metrics that demonstrate adherence to humanitarian principles and right-based
outcomes. 

Supporting and facilitating accountability and effective remedies when aid actors harm
rightsholders, including through domestic law enforcement, prosecution and sanctions, as
well as through support for international courts and other accountability mechanisms. 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

For States

The emergence of corporatized, militarized, and politicized private actors at the center of aid
coordination and delivery, as well as in broader crisis response settings, creates significant risks
of human rights abuses. It also threatens to erode the principles and standards that have
evolved through decades of progress and have been instrumental to protecting civilians and
ensuring the sector’s efficacy. This development in turn risks making all humanitarians less safe,
as they become more of a target by armed actors and less trusted by intended recipients.

Stakeholders, including policymakers, donors, and traditional
humanitarians, should take concrete steps to proactively affirm
humanitarian and human rights principles.

12
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For New Actors
Corporate aid actors must ensure compliance with humanitarian principles and respect for

human rights throughout operations, including by: 

Conducting human rights due diligence assessments before and throughout the lifecycle of

operations to identify, prevent, and mitigate actual and potential human rights abuses.

Adopting internal policies and processes designed to prevent violations by individual

personnel and subcontractors, including the excessive use of force and SGBV. Such policies

and processes should be informed by best practices in the humanitarian field. 

Increasing public transparency into funding sources, client relationships, and corporate

structures.

Rejecting government contracts with unduly politicized conditions that would violate

humanitarian principles such as including impartiality and neutrality. 

Refusing to implement aid delivery proposals that expressly or implicitly discriminate among

aid recipients. 

Decreasing overreliance on militarized security strategies by prioritizing collaboration and

trust-building with local stakeholders and communities. 

Adopting rights-based approaches in planning and delivery of humanitarian assistance,

ensuring that aid is transparent, participatory, non-discriminatory, and builds the capacity of

host states to meet their human rights obligations as appropriate.

Delivering aid in accordance with the Sphere Standards wherever possible, centering the

dignity of aid recipients and measuring operations against Sphere’s various process,

progress, and target indicators. 

Supporting legitimate and effective accountability and remedies when harms occur by:

Establishing accessible, transparent, impartial, and effective compliance or reporting

mechanisms empowered to assess and adjudicate responsibility and issue

compensation and other remedies.

Cooperating with independent investigations into allegations of abuse, violations of law,

or other reports of misconduct, including through facilitating access to witnesses and

defendants, and furnishing relevant evidence.  

Cooperating and submitting to the jurisdiction of competent authorities for prosecutions

or other adjudications of responsibility. 

Providing effective remedies to victims of harms attributable to their operations.

Declining to self-identify under the term “humanitarian” until operations are designed to  

adhere to well-established humanitarian principles.
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For the UN and Traditional Humanitarian
Aid Organizations

Traditional humanitarian organizations have an important role to play in safeguarding a

rights-respecting humanitarian system, including by:

Redoubling adherence to humanitarian principles, including through implementation of a

HRBA and the Sphere standards, even in contexts of reduced funding.

Continuing cooperation with other humanitarian organizations under the unified banner of

the UN IASC system or equivalent.

Refusing to contract or collaborate with new actors when they lack assurances of humanity,

impartiality, neutrality, and independence, as such partnerships pose risks to beneficiaries,

entail reputational and legal ramifications for the humanitarian organizations, and contribute

to legitimizing and solidifying the role of these actors in the humanitarian sector.

Including clauses requiring human rights due diligence and compliance with humanitarian

principles in contracts with all private actors when such partnerships are unavoidable.

Ensuring public transparency and accountability in any collaborations with private actors by

facilitating stakeholder reporting/feedback and initiating and participating in independent

investigations when allegations of wrongdoing are made.

Calling donor and governments’ attention to the harmful impacts of legitimizing new actors

that disregard humanitarian principles.
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¶ 35, U.N. Doc. A/75/259 (July 28, 2020); Press Release, Landmark Case Filed Before African Court on Human 
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and Peoples’ Rights Over Alleged Violations in Mali Involving Armed Forces and Wagner Group, Trial Int’l (Apr. 
20, 2026), https://trialinternational.org/latest-post/landmark-case-filed-before-african-court-on-human-and-
peoples-rights-over-alleged-violations-in-mali-involving-armed-forces-and-wagner-group; Candace Rondeaux, 
The Wagner Group in Court: Justice Is Catching Up with Russia’s Top Irregular Warfighters, JUST SECURITY (Dec. 
17, 2024), https://www.justsecurity.org/105758/russia-wagner-group-in-court; Press Release, Mozambique: 
Civilians Killed as War Crimes Committed by Armed Group, Government Forces, and Private Military 
Contractors—New Report, AMNESTY INT’L (Mar. 2, 2021), 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2021/03/mozambique-civilians-killed-as-war-crimes-committed-by-
armed-group-government-forces-and-private-military-contractors-new-report. 

43 See, e.g., The International Code of Conduct for Private Security Providers, ICOCA, https://icoca.ch/the-
code/?cn-reloaded=1 (last visited Mar. 21, 2026). Importantly, ICoCA only purports to set a code of conduct for 
PSCs and draws a sharp distinction between PSCs and Private Military Companies (PMCs), the blurring of which 
through the term PMSCs mixes what responsibilities should be expected of either. ICoCA, Submission by the 
International Code of Conduct Association on the Humanitarian Impacts and Victims of PMSCs, at 1 (May 4, 
2022) [hereinafter ICoCA Submission], https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/2022-
05/InternationalCodeConductAssociation.pdf. 

44 See, e.g., SWISS FED. DEP’T OF FOREIGN AFFS & INT’L COMM. OF THE RED CROSS, THE MONTREUX DOCUMENT (Sept. 17, 
2008). 

45 For example, PMSCs were phased out in Afghanistan by the United States after concerns were raised about 
transparency, accountability, overreliance, and NDAA noncompliance. HERBERT RICHARDSON, ANALYSIS OF

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING CONTRACTING IN AFGHANISTAN, AS MANDATED BY SECTION 1219 OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011
NDAA 12-14 (June 22, 2011), https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/AD1141113.pdf. Notably, deaths caused by 
PMSCs contracted by DOD, DOS, and USAID were reliably not being tracked or reported. Id. at 14–15. 

46 For example, ICoCA membership rose from 45 certified members in 2022, ICoCA Submission, supra note 43, 
at 3, to 95 certified members as of March 2026, Members, ICOCA, https://icoca.ch/membership (last visited Mar. 
21, 2026). There were more than 1700 PMSCs documented in 2020. ORI SWED & DANIEL BURLAND, THE GLOBAL

EXPANSION OF PMSCS: TRENDS, OPPORTUNITIES, AND RISKS (2020), 
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Issues/Mercenaries/WG/ImmigrationAndBorder/swed-
burland-submission.pdf. 

47 See Frantisek Toth, Current International Efforts to Regulate Private Military and Security Companies—
Another Failure or Finally a Chance for Success?, ICOCA (June 30, 2025), https://blog.icoca.ch/current-
international-efforts-to-regulate-private-military-and-security-companies-another-failure-or-finally-a-chance-
for-success. 

48 See generally ICOCA & GLOB. INTERAGENCY SEC. F., PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTING IN THE HUMANITARIAN SECTOR:
TIME TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY (Dec. 2, 2021) (discussing how many humanitarian actors don’t utilize third-party 
verification services to ensure compliance with industry standards and codes of conduct among other issues).  

49 See infra notes 78-81 and accompanying text. 

50 See, e.g., Dania Akkad & Nadav Rappaport, Israeli Documents Reveal Further American Interests in Firm 
Guarding Gaza Aid Hubs, MIDDLE EAST EYE (June 18, 2025), https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/new-filings-
reveals-more-americans-involved-firm-guarding-gaza-aid-hubs (indicating involvement of private equity firm 
McNally Capital, investment firm Nio Advisors, and wealth management company Two Ocean Trust in Gaza aid 
hubs); Aram Roston, Chicago Private Equity Firm has Stake in Gaza Aid Company, REUTERS (June 5, 2025), 
https://www.reuters.com/business/finance/gaza-aid-logistics-company-funded-by-chicago-private-equity-firm-
2025-06-05 (“A Chicago-based private equity firm—controlled by a member of the family that founded 
American publishing company Rand McNally—has an ‘economic interest’ in [Safe Reach Solutions,] the logistics 
company involved in a controversial new aid distribution operation in Gaza.”). Fogbow reportedly received start-
up funds from its founders, who are also all partners at the same venture capital firm. See Katharine Houreld, 
U.S. Entrepreneurs Want to Tear Up the International Aid System’s Rule Book, WASH. POST (July 8, 2025), 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2025/07/08/fogbow-aid-delivery-gaza-sudan; Craze & Falzetta, supra 
note 7. 

51 See, e.g., Miranda Fraraccio, Nonprofit vs. Not-for-Profit vs. For-Profit: What's the Difference?, U.S. CHAMBER

OF COM. (Mar. 17, 2025), https://www.uschamber.com/co/start/strategy/nonprofit-vs-not-for-profit-vs-for-profit 
(stating that for-profit companies “have fewer public disclosure requirements” than non-profit organizations). 
GHF has declined to disclose its funding sources. See, e.g., Letter from Lawyer, GHF-SRS, to Adam Coogle, 
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Deputy Director, Middle East and North Africa Division, Human Rights Watch (July 28, 2025) [hereinafter Letter 
from Lawyer, GHF-SRS], 
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/media_2025/07/GHF%20HRW%20reply%20final%207.28.25%5B62%
5D.pdf (taking position that GHF does not disclose funding sources “as a matter of policy”). 

52 See generally U.N. Off. of the High Comm’r. Hum. Rts [hereinafter OHCHR], Guiding Principles on Business and 
Human Rights, U.N. Doc. HR/PUB/11/04 (2011); Human Rights Council Res. 17/4, U.N. Doc A/HRC/RES/17/4, at 2 
(July 6, 2011); OECD, G20/OECD PRINCIPLES OF CORPORATE GOVERNANCE (June 8, 2023), 
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2023/09/g20-oecd-principles-of-corporate-
governance-2023_60836fcb/ed750b30-en.pdf; OECD, OECD DUE DILIGENCE GUIDANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE BUSINESS

CONDUCT (2018), https://mneguidelines.oecd.org/OECD-Due-Diligence-Guidance-for-Responsible-Business-
Conduct.pdf [https://perma.cc/728H-3RYD]; John Ruggie (Special Rep. of the Secretary-General on the Issue of 
Hum. Rts. & Transnat’l Corps. & Other Bus. Enters.), Business and Human Rights: Further Steps Toward the 
Operationalization of the “Protect, Respect and Remedy” Framework, ¶¶ 57–65, Hum. Rts. Council, U.N. Doc. 
A/HRC/14/27 (Apr. 9, 2010) (“The corporate responsibility to respect human rights means avoiding the 
infringement of the rights of others and addressing adverse impacts that may occur. This responsibility exists 
independently of States’ human rights duties. It applies to all companies in all situations.” Id. ¶ 57). 

53 See Lenore Palladino & Kristina Karlsson, Towards Accountable Capitalism: Remaking Corporate Law 
Through Stakeholder Governance, HARV. L. SCH. F. ON CORP. GOVERNANCE (Feb. 11, 2019), 
https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2019/02/11/towards-accountable-capitalism-remaking-corporate-law-
through-stakeholder-governance. 

54 The extent to which the implementation of humanitarian principles is “costly” relative to not adhering to them 
is dependent on how success is measured. If the objective is to maximize impact, then adhering to these 
principles is likely cost-effective, as it helps to enable humanitarian access and triaging. If the objective is simply 
to deliver as many tons of aid resources as possible to an area, adhering to humanitarian principles may raise 
short-term costs. For example, it may be cheaper to provide uncooked food supplies as food aid, but if the goal 
is the alleviation of famine through dignified means, it might require more investment in supplies that can be 
readily usable by the beneficiaries or that empower local capacity building to grow crops. This, in turn, may 
depend on fostering relationships that allow aid to be responsive to community-identified priorities. 

55 See Rep. on PMSC in Humanitarian Action, supra note 11, ¶ 24 (noting “lack of clarity as to the chain of 
command or control over [PMSC] personnel may also obscure accountability.”); Rep. on PMSC Justice, 
Accountability, and Remedies, supra note 26, ¶ 65 (“pervasive secrecy and opacity” impedes identification of 
perpetrators).  

56 See UN News, supra note 36. 

57 See Elizabeth Radziszewski, Private Military and Security Companies and Human Rights Abuses: The Impact 
of CEOs’ Military Background, 40 CONFLICT MGMT. & PEACE SCI. 554 (2023) (presenting correlation between 
whether a PMSC CEO has a military background and the frequency at which their PMSC committed human 
rights abuses in Iraq from 2003-2019); see also STUART W. BOWEN, JR., LESSONS LEARNED ON THE DEPARTMENT OF

DEFENSE’S COMMANDER’S EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM IN IRAQ 15 (Jan. 24, 2013), 
https://info.publicintelligence.net/SIGIR-IraqCERP.pdf (finding the United States’ $4.1 billion Commander’s 
Emergency Response Program in Iraq and Afghanistan led to “questionable outcomes” due to military 
commanders’ lacking necessary expertise to manage largescale reconstruction projects and failing to 
collaborate with host government and other development actors). Following the 2010 earthquake in Haiti, the 
United States was heavily criticized for deploying U.S. troops absent a request from the Haitian government, 
which many viewed as a misplaced and counter-productive measure that slowed down access to aid sites. See, 
e.g., Ansel Herz, U.S. Worried About International Criticism of Post-quake Troop Deployment, HAITICHILDREN,
https://www.haitichildren.org/blog/u-s-worried-about-international-criticism-of-post-quake-troop-deployment
(last visited Apr. 8, 2026) (reporting on local and international reactions and contemporaneous U.S. cables 
released through Wikileaks).

58 For example, Fogbow’s coordination with the South Sudanese government offers an example of oversight 
and influence impacting decision making. Specifically, Fogbow’s Director of Humanitarian Support Services 
“emphasised that the drop sites were selected by the [South Sudanese] government and a local NGO.” Craze & 
Falzetta, supra note 7. 

59 See, e.g., Central African Republic: Rape by Peacekeepers, HUM. RTS. WATCH (Feb. 4, 2016), 
https://www.hrw.org/news/2016/02/04/central-african-republic-rape-peacekeepers (reporting on UN 
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peacekeepers’ sexual abuse of women and girls in Central African Republic); Jonathan Katz, U.N. Admits Role in 
Cholera Epidemic in Haiti, N.Y. TIMES (Aug. 17, 2016) (reporting on UN responsibility for causing deadly cholera 
epidemic in Haiti through improper waste disposal); WHO Horrified Over Sexual Exploitation By Aid Workers in 
DR Congo, BBC (Sep. 28, 2021), https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-58710200; Damien Gayle, Timeline: 
Oxfam Sexual Exploitation Scandal in Haiti, THE GUARDIAN (June 15, 2025), 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/jun/15/timeline-oxfam-sexual-exploitation-scandal-in-haiti (reporting 
on Oxfam staff sexual misconduct and alleged cover-up in Haiti).  

60 It is well-documented that both traditional humanitarians and PMSCs operating in other contexts have 
committed SGBV. See supra note 59 (reports of sexual violence and exploitation by UN peacekeepers and other 
aid workers); Rep. on PMSC Justice, Accountability, and Remedies, supra note 26, ¶ 37 (noting heightened risk of 
PMSC sexual and gender-based violence in settings “where protection system are weak, rule of law and 
oversight diminished and pre-existing levels of discrimination against women and high.”). 

61 See generally Rep. on PMSC Justice, Accountability, and Remedies, supra note 26 (documenting 
accountability challenges encountered by victims of PMSCs).  

62 See David Gritten, Controversial US-Backed Gaza Humanitarian Foundation Ends Aid Operations, BBC (Nov. 
24, 2025), https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cj01jr13277o (describing the duration of GHF’s operations from 
May to October, their displacement of the UN system, and the approval of their operation as a slight opening of 
the previously total Israeli blockade on aid entering Gaza); see also Patrick Kingsley et al., New Gaza Aid Plan, 
Bypassing U.N. and Billed as Neutral, Originated in Israel, N.Y. TIMES (May 25, 2025), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/05/24/world/middleeast/israel-gaza-aid-plan.html (identifying the date of 
GHF’s incorporation). GHF announced its closure in November 2025. GHF Statement on Conclusion of Mission 
in Gaza, GHF (Nov. 24, 2025), https://web.archive.org/web/20251126231304/https://ghf.org/ghf-statement-on-
conclusion-of-mission-in-gaza/. 

63 See Craze & Falzetta, supra note 7. Fogbow was incorporated in 2022 and first sought to enter the field in 
Gaza. Id.   

64 Fogbow, FOGBOW, https://fogbow.com (last visited Apr. 16, 2026) (declaring the company to be “the next 
generation of aid, stabilization, and development”). The company also states the broad scope of work it aims to 
cover: “from emergency response to long-term recovery and development, we provide resilient and scaled 
solutions across nutrition, health, shelter, clean water access, energy and critical infrastructure rehabilitation.” 
About, FOGBOW, www.fogbow.com/about (last visited Apr. 16, 2026). 

65 See Press Release, GHF, Myth v. Fact: Setting the Record Straight on Ongoing Myths Related to GHF (July 
2025), https://web.archive.org/web/20251126231322/https://ghf.org/myths-vs-facts-about-ghf-setting-the-
record-straight/ (claiming that “GHF’s work complements, not supplants, the work of the UN and traditional aid 
organizations”); Gaza Humanitarian Foundation, GAZA HUMANITARIAN FOUND., 
https://web.archive.org/web/20251116071547/https://ghf.org (last visited Nov. 16, 2025) (referring to the 
Foundation as “bring[ing] together humanitarian organizations, governments and experts in logistics, security 
and diplomacy to deliver aid”); Houreld, supra note 50 (quoting executive as saying “We want to be part of [the 
humanitarian community] not replace it”). In April 2025, Fogbow wrote a letter to the UN Secretary-General 
“express[ing their] commitment to making the UN Global Compact and its principles part of the strategy, culture 
and day-to-day operations of [their] company.” Letter from Brook Jerue, Chief Executive Officer, Fogbow LLC, 
to H.E. António Guterres, Secretary-General, United Nations (Apr. 2, 2025), https://drupal-
assets.unglobalcompact.org/letter-of-commitment/2025-02/9d037f6c-03f7-4be8-8006-0b560f58ba39.pdf. 
Contemporaneously, Fogbow Director of Humanitarian Support Services expressed that “Fogbow should not be 
expected to comply with humanitarian principles but is trying to work within their boundaries.” Craze & Falzetta, 
supra note 7. 

66 See Press Release, Amnesty Int’l, Gaza: Starvation or Gunfire—This is Not a Humanitarian Response (July 1, 
2025), https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2025/07/gaza-starvation-or-gunfire-this-is-not-a-
humanitarian-response (From over 150 humanitarian organizations calling for an end to GHF’s operations and 
condemning them as “not a humanitarian response,” but a “military aid scheme.”); Craze & Falzetta, supra note 7 
(noting “interviews with more than 40 international and local aid workers, US government sources, local officials, 
and analysts raised concerns about [Fogbow’s] practices.”); Letter from Working Group on the Use of 
Mercenaries, et al., to Johnnie Moore, Gaza Humanitarian Foundation, U.N. Doc. AL OTH 163/2025, Jan. 22, 2026, 
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=30635 
(presenting allegations that GHF and its contractors’ operations “contributed to, enabled, or directly resulted in 
grave human rights violations and serious breaches of international law”); but see Letter from John A., Interim 

21

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-58710200


Executive Director, Gaza Humanitarian Foundation, to Michelle Small, UN Special Procedures, Mar. 10, 2026, 
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadFile?gId=39634 (contesting the allegations). 

67 Karen DeYoung & Cate Brown, The For-Profit Companies Behind Israeli-U.S. Nonprofit Gaza Aid Plan, WASH.
POST (July 22, 2025), https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2025/07/21/gaza-aid-ghf/ (identifying SRS as the 
primary contractor purpose built to implement the GHF apparatus, and who in turn subcontracted ground 
security to UG Solutions); see also Claire Parker et al., Israel Plans to Control Aid Distribution in Gaza, Use U.S. 
Contractors, WASH. POST (May 4, 2025) https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/2025/05/04/israel-gaza-aid-
distribution-plan/ (describing SRS’ role as handling overall planning and logistics for GHF operation, while UG 
Solutions was brought in by SRS for “on-the-ground security operations”).  

68 See Kingsley et al., supra note 62 (noting that the leader of SRS was central to the planning of the GHF-SRS 
operation as a whole, that the same lawyer registered both organizations in the United States at the same time, 
and that for some period GHF and SRS shared a spokesperson); see also Letter from Lawyer, GHF-SRS, supra 
note 51. (jointly responding, on behalf of SRS and GHF, to allegation of human rights violations committed at 
GHF distribution sites); Letter from Working Group on Mercenaries et al., supra note 66 (noting GHF and another 
entity originally of the same name “appear to be shell companies with empty offices and no-known staff.”). 
GHF’s former executive director told media that GHF “is a nonprofit organization that will hire S.R.S. and raise 
the money to pay for its operations.” Kingsley et al., supra note 62. After GHF shut down, SRS also appears to 
have ceased operations. Ephrat Livni, Israeli-Backed Gaza Aid Outfit Shunned by Humanitarian Groups Shuts 
Down, N.Y. TIMES (Dec. 1, 2025), https://www.nytimes.com/2025/11/24/world/middleeast/ghf-gaza-closing.html; 
see Safe Reach Solutions, WY. SEC. OF STATE, 
https://wyobiz.wyo.gov/business/FilingDetails.aspx?eFNum=00012521420124514025506216304407019221
7064100157 (last visited May 6, 2026) (showing the company was administratively dissolved by the State of 
Wyoming in October 2025 then again in February 2026, though the company legal status is again “active” as of 
May 6, 2026). A Google news search on May 1st, 2026 yielded only six articles since December 1st, 2025 that 
mentioned SRS and not a single article indicated the company has engaged in any operations, or signed any new 
contracts, since the closure of GHF. The enmeshment of the organizations’ founding and activities post-Gaza 
indicates a consistent conglomeration of operations. 

69 Stephen Foley & Mehul Srivastava, BCG Earned More Than $1mn For Gaza Aid Barge Project, FIN. TIMES (July 
13, 2025), https://www.ft.com/content/172cf48c-ef12-4560-b0d5-5566b8e4ff91 (reporting on the Boston 
Consulting Group’s contract with the Maritime Humanitarian Assistance Foundation (“MHAF”), and MHAF’s 
relationship with Fogbow). 

70 See Le Masurier & Leimbach, supra note 7 (reporting that Fogbow was initially contracted and funded by the 
MHAF, a Geneva- and United States–based charity run by a former U.S. diplomat who is also an advisor for the 
same corporate intelligence firm as Fogbow’s founders); Foley & Srivastava, supra note 69; see also note 68 and 
accompanying text. 

71 Letter from Lawyer, GHF-SRS, supra note 51(taking position that GHF does not disclose funding sources “as a 
matter of policy”); see also Le Masurier & Leimbach, supra note 7 (explaining Fogbow’s formation by three 
businessmen who hold senior positions at corporate intelligence firm Veracity Worldwide and venture capital 
firm Autumn Road Capital); Akkad & Rappaport, supra note 50 (reporting on Israeli business registration 
documents for SRS that were filed by an American with ties to Illinois-based private equity firm McNally Capital 
and investment firm Nio Advisors, and that list Wyoming-based wealth management company Two Ocean 
Trust, the American registered agent for SRS, as SRS’s sole director); Houreld, supra note 50 (tracing Fogbow’s 
relationship with South Sudan, despite lack of public information about Fogbow’s contracting).  

72 Fogbow’s CEO is a former marine; Fogbow’s President is a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense and 
spent 20 years in the CIA; Fogbow’s COO is a retired U.S. Navy Seal. Team, FOGBOW, www.fogbow.com/team 
(last visited Apr. 6, 2026). GHF was initially run by a U.S. military veteran who resigned, citing concerns that 
humanitarian principles were not being followed. See Jeremy Diamond et al., Head of Controversial US-backed 
Gaza Aid Group Resigns, Citing Concerns Over Independence and Impartiality, CNN (May 27, 2025), 
https://www.cnn.com/2025/05/26/middleeast/gaza-humanitarian-foundation-aid-resigns-intl-hnk. He was 
replaced by Johnnie Moore, the head of an evangelical Christian public relations firm. See Ephrat Livni, He 
Attended Prayer Meetings in the White House. Now He's Chairman of a Gaza Aid Group, N.Y. TIMES (Jun. 5, 
2025), https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/05/world/middleeast/israel-johnnie-moore-gaza-humanitarian-
foundation.html.  

73 SRS was founded by a former CIA paramilitary officer, and UG Solutions by a retired Green Beret, see Lucien 
Bruggeman & Matt Gutman, How a Team of “Suburban Dads” Secured a Key Checkpoint in Gaza’s “Death 
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Corridor,” ABC NEWS (Apr. 18, 2025), https://abcnews.go.com/US/team-suburban-dads-secured-key-
checkpoint-gazas-death/story?id=120921682; Houreld, supra note 50 (“SRS, which was set up this year, has 
striking structural similarities with Fogbow. Both recruit retired military officers who served in U.S. Special 
Operations.”); Pesha Magid & Rami Ayyub, Exclusive: US Firm in Gaza Aid Program, Criticized by UN, in Talks for 
New Role, REUTERS (Feb. 11, 2026, at 7:44 ET), https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/us-firm-involved-
defunct-gaza-aid-scheme-recruits-new-officers-website-shows-2026-02-11 (noting UG Solutions deployed 
armed veterans to guard Gaza aid sites).  

74 Andy Verity et al., Anti-Islamic US Biker Gang Members Run Security at Deadly Gaza Aid Sites, BBC NEWS (Sep. 
10, 2025), https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cm2zy4l8jgeo (reporting on investigation that confirmed 
identities of 10 members of the Infidels Motorcycle Club working for UG Solutions).  

75 Houreld, supra note 50. 

76 See note 57 and accompanying text.  

77 See, e.g., Houreld, supra note 50 (reporting on Fogbow’s relationship with South Sudan). GHF denies receiving 
funding from Israel. The GHF model was initially designed by the Mikveh Yisrael Forum (MYF), a group of Israeli-
American business, military and political figures, who brought Phillip Reilly from Orbis specifically to stand up 
GHF. MYF forum members were more explicit about the dual military-aid purpose of GHF, framing the need to 
circumvent neutral, UN-led, humanitarian control of aid distribution as part of the “war’s goals over the long 
term.” See Kingsley et al., supra note 62 (reporting on the role of Mikveh Yisrael Forum in generating the ideas 
for GHF and identifying Reilly to lead the organization, and characterizing HaCohen’s journal publication 
mapping GHF’s design onto Israeli war aims); Activities of the UN AO, supra note 13, ¶ 73 (discussing Israel’s 
launch of a new aid distribution system through GHF). 

78 Diamond et al., supra note 72; see generally Letter from Katherine Gallagher, Senior Staff Attorney, Ctr. for 
Const. Rts., to Johnnie Moore, Executive Chairman, Gaza Humanitarian Found., at 1-6 (June 10, 2025), 
https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/attach/2025/06/6_10_2025_Letter%20and%20Exhibits%20to%20G
HF.pdf; Letter from Working Group on the Use of Mercenaries, et al., to Johnnie Moore, supra note 66. 

79 Diamond et al., supra note 72. 

80 About, FOGBOW, supra note 64. The website goes on to say that the company “act[s] where needs are 
greatest, operating free from political or ideological alignment. Our operations are guided by humanitarian 
needs, operational integrity, and field realities. Whether through food, medicine, or shelter, we serve neutrally 
with a single priority: supporting vulnerable civilians affected by conflict and disaster.” Id.  

81 Craze & Falzetta, supra note 7 (quoting Fogbow’s Director of Humanitarian Support Services and reporting 
that “interviews with more than 40 international and local aid workers, US government sources, local officials, 
and analysts raised concerns about [Fogbow’s] practices.”). 

82 Activities of the UN AO, supra note 13, ¶ 63. 

83 Id. ¶ 70; see also Response of the State of Israel to the Court’s Request Dated 13 August 2025, ICJ, ¶¶ 20–24 
(Aug. 27, 2025), https://www.icj-cij.org/sites/default/files/case-related/196/196-20250827-oth-02-00-en.pdf 
(government submission elaborating on aid diversion allegation). The allegations against UNRWA have not been 
independently substantiated. See, e.g., Jonathan Landay, USAID Analysis Found No Evidence of Massive Hamas 
Theft of Gaza Aid, REUTERS (July 25, 2025), https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/usaid-analysis-found-
no-evidence-massive-hamas-theft-gaza-aid-2025-07-25 (reporting that internal USAID investigation of aid 
theft or loss of US-funded aid between October 2023 and June 2025 did not find systematic diversion of aid by 
Hamas, but instead that over a quarter of diversion incidents were “’either directly or indirectly’ due to Israeli 
military actions”); Natan Odenheimer, No Proof Hamas Routinely Stole U.N. Aid, Israeli Military Officials Say, N.Y. 
TIMES (July 26, 2025), https://www.nytimes.com/2025/07/26/world/middleeast/hamas-un-aid-theft.html (citing 
anonymous Israeli military officials’ claims that Israel itself lacked evidence of Hamas diversion).  

84 See People in Gaza Starving, Sick and Dying as Aid Blockade Continues, WORLD HEALTH ORG. (Dec. 5, 2025), 
https://www.who.int/news/item/12-05-2025-people-in-gaza-starving--sick-and-dying-as-aid-blockade-
continues (tying starvation to aid blockade); Israel: Starvation Used As Weapon of War in Gaza, HUM. RTS. WATCH 
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