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Summary

The 2022 FIFA World Cup in Qatar is being advertised as a “carbon neutral” event. This means that
its net impact on the climate is zero or negligible. However, our investigation of the available
evidence casts serious doubts on this claim, which likely underestimates the tournament’s true
emissions levels and climate impact. This is not a harmless exercise, as it misleads players, fans,
sponsors and the public into believing that their (potential) involvement in the event will come at

no cost to the climate.

This investigation objectively assesses the credibility of the “carbon neutrality” claim and

identifies where it misleads the public.

The organisers estimate that the World Cup will emit 3.6 megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MtCO,e). Our analysis finds that this does not accurately represent the tournament’s actual

footprint due to the choice of accounting approach.

The footprint of permanent stadiums purpose built for the tournament was allocated to the event
based on a “use-share” basis. To put it simply, this means that the number of days of the
tournament were divided by the estimated lifetime of the stadiums to arrive at the share of the
total emissions associated with the construction of these facilities attributed to the World Cup.
This is problematic because these stadiums have been constructed specifically for the World Cup.
Future extensive use of so many stadiums in such a small geographical space is uncertain,
especially when considered against the fact that Doha had only one major stadium before it was

awarded the World Cup.

Moreover, stadiums are unlikely to be the most efficient or effective venues for the community
services that legacy plans envision. In our estimation, the total footprint of the permanent
stadiums constructed for the World Cup might be underestimated by a factor of eight, amounting

to 1.6MtCO,e, rather than the reported 0.2MtCO,e.



In addition, other sources of emissions could have been underestimated, such as those due to the
exclusion of emissions from maintaining and operating stadiums in the many years following the

tournament.

This report does not assess the full extent of the impact of implemented climate mitigation
measures. However, some of the proposed actions also lack integrity. For example, the World Cup
organisers have created a large-scale tree and turf nursery - the largest turf farm in the world - in
the middle of the desert. While irrigation uses treated sewage water, the claim that this will absorb
CO, emissions from the atmosphere and contribute to reducing the impact of the event is not
credible as this carbon storage is unlikely to be permanent in these artificial and vulnerable green

spaces, while carbon dioxide stays in the atmosphere for centuries to millenia.

To compensate the remaining emissions associated with the World Cup, organisers have
contributed to establishing a new carbon credit standard, the Global Carbon Council. While it is
supposed to deliver at least 1.8 million credits to offset World Cup emissions, it currently, just
months away from the tournament, only has two registered projects, and has issued just over

130,000 credits.

The overwhelming majority of projects waiting for registration under this standard, as well as the
two registered projects, are grid-connected renewable energy projects. These tend to not be
“additional”, i.e. they are likely to happen regardless of whether they can sell carbon credits
because renewable energy has become cost competitive in many regions of the world. This means
that the credits they generate generally have a low level of environmental integrity. The vast
majority of these types of projects can no longer be registered under the two largest carbon

crediting standards - Verra and Gold Standard - due to this concern around their lack of integrity.

Finally, it is unclear how the World Cup in Qatar relates to FIFA's own climate neutrality goal for
2040. The international footballing federation announced this target in 2021, but few details are
available, and basic information such as the coverage of the target, reference years, and GHG

inventory do not seem to be publicly available.



Introduction

The FIFA World Cup is one of the world’s largest sporting events. The last edition, which took place in
2018 in Russia, was watched by 3.6 billion people." In 2022, Qatar will host this major football
tournament, which will see 32 national teams compete during a four-week period in November and

December.

Beyond the sporting dimension, the FIFA World Cup is also a major cultural, societal and economic
event. Host nations typically engage in significant investments, in the hope of attracting tourism and
boosting the local economy over the long term, as well as for national prestige. Being a small country,
with only one major city, Doha, and a total population of slightly over 2.7 million people,? Qatar did not

have the necessary infrastructure to host a FIFA World Cup when it won the bid a decade ago.

The country has had to invest massively in infrastructure, including the construction of seven new
football stadiums. It projected a budget of $8 billion ($ means USD throughout this report) for

tournament infrastructure only.’

Hosting a FIFA World Cup, therefore, generates enormous greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including
due to infrastructure development, travel and hospitality. The organisers of this year’s edition claim

that the 2022 FIFA World Cup will be “carbon neutral”.*

This report assesses the credibility of the 2022 FIFA World Cup’s carbon neutrality claim. It does not
focus on the quality of the emissions reduction measures implemented by the organisers, but rather
aims to identify elements which may mislead the public. As such, it is a fact-checking exercise rather
than a quality assessment. In doing this, the objective is to provide the public with an objective
assessment of the credibility of a claim with which they are being presented. Organisers of the 2022
FIFA World Cup have likely implemented some useful measures to address the climate impact of the

event.



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.psa.gov.qa/en/statistics1/StatisticsSite/Pages/Population.aspx
https://www.fifa.com/tournaments/mens/worldcup/2018russia/media-releases/more-than-half-the-world-watched-record-breaking-2018-world-cup

However, the event will have a large carbon footprint, and the findings of this report suggest that the
“carbon neutrality” claim is not credible. It is important to inform the public about the advertisements
they are being shown. This was similarly done by Amnesty International when highlighting the human
rights violations which occured during the preparation phase of this World Cup.’ This report similarly

aims to provide the public with objective information.

Governance structure of the 2022 FIFA World Cup in Qatar

The event is organised jointly by FIFA, the FIFA World Cup Qatar 2022 LLC (Q22), and the Supreme
Committee for Delivery and Legacy (SC). Q22 is owned 51% by FIFA, and 49% by the “Qatar 2022

Local Organising Committee LLC”®. The SC is a government agency.

The SC has entered into a partnership with the Gulf Organisation for Research and Development
(GORD) to deliver a “carbon neutral” World Cup. GORD is owned by Qatari Diar, a real estate
investment company created by the Qatari sovereign wealth fund.” GORD has established the
Global Carbon Council - the carbon credit standard expected to deliver most of the carbon credits to
offset the World Cup’s emissions - and manages the Global Sustainability Assessment System

(GSAS), the body which certified the sustainability performance of all 2022 World Cup stadiums.

This raises questions about the independence of the carbon credit standard and the sustainable

building certification used for the World Cup, given their ties to the event organisers.



https://www.fifa.com/news/fifa-world-cup-qatar-2022-llc
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2021/03/qatar-fifa-must-act-on-labour-abuses-as-world-cup-qualifiers-kick-off/

What is carbon neutrality?

Carbon neutrality is defined by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in the
same way as “net zero CO, emissions”. It is a situation where “anthropogenic CO, emissions are
balanced globally by anthropogenic CO, removals over a specified period”.® An important nuance is the
reference to the global dimension of this state. It remains unclear whether and how the concept of
carbon neutrality could be applicable to specific events, with some organisations such as the French

Environment Agency claiming that it can only apply to a global and national level’.

Carbon neutrality claims are controversial. While in theory they can help identify actors or objects that
result in no net CO, emissions, in practice they are very difficult to implement and verify. Previous
research in which we were involved has found that the “carbon neutrality” and “net zero” targets of the
world’s largest companies lack integrity.'” For events, as for companies, it is crucial that all abatable

emissions are reduced, before offsets are used.

As carbon neutrality claims tend to be widely relayed in the media and to the general public, it is

important to assess their integrity.

In the case of the 2022 Fifa World Cup (FWC), some confusion remains in the terminology and how it
can be implemented. The objective is to reach carbon neutrality, but all documents that could be
consulted, including the sustainability report," refer to the measurement, mitigation and offsetting of
“GHG emissions”. It appears that the organisers’ objective is, therefore, to reach GHG neutrality, or

what the IPCC defines as “net zero emissions” which covers gases other than CO, alone.



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://carbonmarketwatch.org/publications/ccrm_2022/
https://librairie.ademe.fr/changement-climatique-et-energie/4524-avis-de-l-ademe-la-neutralite-carbone.html
https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/chapter/glossary/

In addition, FIFA, as one of the organisers, has communicated that the “objective is to reach carbon
neutrality before the tournament kicks off”."” It is unclear how this could be achieved given that
offsetting emissions from an event can only be fully completed once the actual footprint of that event
has been established. This carbon footprinting exercise can only take place after the event, and hence

claiming carbon neutrality before the event takes place is premature and unworkable.

Is the World Cup’s GHG footprint exercise credible?

An essential step in reaching “carbon neutrality” is to measure the greenhouse gas footprint of the
event. This will be the basis used by the organisers to know how many carbon credits should be

purchased to compensate for the emissions, at least on paper.

The final balance of emissions and offsets should be established based on a footprint calculation
carried out once all the actual data has been collected after the event has ended. However, to provide
an estimate before the event takes place, it is good practice to produce an ex-ante GHG calculation

report, which has been done.

The ex-ante emissions report - prepared by carbon finance consultancy SouthPole in collaboration
with Astad, a construction project management firm - estimates that the total footprint of the World
Cup will amount to 3.63MtCO,e (Megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent - a measure of the quantity
of GHGs emitted™)." The report includes emissions from all three accounting scopes of the GHG
Protocol,” which is good practice, including direct and indirect emissions. Indirect (i.e. scope 3)
emissions cover 98% of total emissions, with three categories accounting for most of the emissions:

travel, infrastructure, and accommodation.

However, several elements suggest that the total footprint might be underestimated, which would cast

doubt on the organisers’ “carbon neutrality” claim.



https://ghgprotocol.org/
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-accounting-report-en.pdf
https://www.fifa.com/tournaments/mens/worldcup/qatar2022/news/gord-to-support-delivery-of-qatar-s-carbon-neutral-fifa-world-cuptm

FIFA WORLD CUP 2022 GREENHOUSE GAS FOOTPRINT

Total (100%)

3,631,034tCOe
Scope 3 (98%) Other (4%) 58,868 tCO,e
3,558,715tCO.e
Accommodation (20.1%)
728,4031COe
Infrastructure construction & operation (24.2%)
893,3371C0O,e
Travel (51.7%)
1878106 tCOe
Scope 2 (1%) Other (01%) 2,291tCO,e
37216 tCO e
Electricity (0.9%) 34,925 tCOe
Scope 1(1%) Other (01%) 1,858 tCO,e
35103tCOe

Stationary combustion (0.8%) 33,245 tCO.e

Infrastructure emissions

A major source of emissions that appears to have been underestimated is the construction of
infrastructure, in particular the new stadiums. Due to the chosen accounting approach, the
construction of permanent new stadiums has been allocated a very small volume of emissions -
206ktCO,e (kilotonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent) - equivalent to only 5.5% of the tournament’s total

emissions.®



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-accounting-report-en.pdf

The tournament’s matches will take place in eight different stadiums, only one of which existed prior
to Qatar being awarded the World Cup bid. Seven new stadiums have therefore been constructed. One
of these, stadium 974, is said to be temporary and has been partly built using shipping containers that

can be fully dismantled and re-assembled in another location.

The GHG emissions for the construction of the temporary stadium amount to 438ktCO,e, whereas the
other six newly-built stadiums have been allocated a total combined GHG footprint of only 206ktCO,e.
This means that the six stadiums together are estimated to have a footprint that is equivalent to only

about 50% of the emissions associated with the construction of the temporary stadium".

This seemingly illogical outcome is due to the chosen accounting methodology. The emissions for the
six permanent stadiums are broken down into two categories. First, emissions from the construction
of temporary seats, which will be dismantled at the end of the event, which account for 202ktCO,e.
Second, emissions from the construction of the full stadium (excluding temporary seats) have been

calculated, but only 4.5ktCO,e have been attributed to the 2022 World Cup.

For this second category, the 2022 World Cup was allocated emissions from the stadiums based on the
duration for which the stadiums will be used as part of the tournament (as well as two FIFA Club World
Cups which took place in Qatar in 2019 and 2020). Hence, the emissions associated with only 70 days of

stadium use were allocated to the 2022 World Cup.™®

No details are provided in the report to understand how the 4.5ktCO,e were calculated. One likely
option is that the total footprint of the permanent stadiums was calculated, and multiplied by the ratio
of days of FWC use to total infrastructure lifetime. The assumed lifetime of the stadium is not

provided, but another FIFA report mentions that the expected lifetime for a stadium is 60 years."



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-emission-analysis-of-a-demountable-fifa-world-cup-stadium.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-accounting-report-en.pdf

While the report provides no data regarding the total footprint of the permanent stadiums, a separate
report looking at the temporary stadium’s emissions mentions 270ktCO,e as the average construction
emissions (per stadium for the four 40,000-seats stadiums built for the 2022 World Cup).” Assuming
that this applies to all the six newly built, permanent stadiums, the total footprint for these would be

1.62MtCO,e.

This is about eight times the footprint attributed in the report (206ktCO2e) and it is likely an
underestimate given that the two stadiums for which no emissions data could be found are

significantly larger than the other stadiums (60,000 and 80,000 seats, compared to 40,000).

Adding the footprint of the temporary stadium, the total footprint for the construction of the seven
new stadiums for 2022 World Cup is more likely to be at least 2.06MtCO,e. This makes the
infrastructure construction by far the biggest source of emissions for the 2022 World Cup, compared to

only the third biggest as currently accounted for in the report.

GHG FOOTPRINT OF 2022 FIFA WORLD CUP STADIUMS
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CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS FOR SIX PERMANENT STADIUMS



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-emission-analysis-of-a-demountable-fifa-world-cup-stadium.pdf

The assumption behind the very low attributed footprint of the permanent stadiums is that they will
continue to be used after the 2022 World Cup, and so the tournament should not be held responsible

for the total emissions of their construction. This raises several questions.

First, it is unclear whether these stadiums would have been built in the absence of the World Cup. As a
major sporting event, the World Cup requires large, state-of-the-art stadiums that can accommodate
large crowds (40,000-80,000 people). During and after the 2022 World Cup, Qatar will have eight such
stadiums in and around the city of Doha. While the organisers have highlighted the sustainability
dimension of having stadiums located close to each other, in order to avoid fans and teams having to
fly between different cities to attend matches, this also means that there will be a high density of

world-class stadiums in Doha after the World Cup.

The tournament’s organisers have claimed that all stadiums will be used after the 2022 World Cup, and
that legacy plans are in place. These are summarised below. It appears that many of the stadiums will
continue to be used as sporting venues, with partial transformation into non-sporting facilities,

according to the organisers’ disclosure.



STADIUM

Al Janoub

Al Thumama

Al Bayt

Ahmad Bin Ali
(aka Al Rayyan)

Education city

974 (aka Ras Abu
Aboud)

Khalifa International

Lusail

FWC
CAPACITY

40,000

40,000

60,000

40 000

40,000

40 000

40 000

80,000

PLANNED
POST-FWC
CAPACITY

20,000

20,000

32,000

20 000

20,000

40,000

0 (See next
column)

POST FWC PLANS FOR STADIUM

Home of football team Al Wakrah
Sports Club

Home of two local football teams,
Installation of a sports medicine clinic

Boutique hotel, sporting venue,
community facilities
Home of football team Al Rayyan

Sports Club and sporting venue

Home of Qatar women'’s national football team,

football stadium for Education City needs and host

for national and international football matches.
“Sports, leisure and social hub for students and
surrounding communities”

Stadium to be completely dismantled to
allow alternative development

Qatar National Stadium, main athletics
stadium in the country and home of
Qatar men’s national football team

Various non-football related options were under
review in 2020. As of May 2022, the stadium
webpage suggests that the stadium will be
transformed into non-sporting activities. One
publication (see sources below) suggests it will
become a “community hub”

POST FWC PLANS FOR
STADIUM SURROUNDINGS

Public park with fitness equipment,
running track, football training pitches

Energy innovations research facility,
football pitches, jogging and cycling track

Public park with tracks for running,
cycling and horse riding, football
pitches and play areas

Football and cricket pitches, tennis
courts and other community facilities

Two schools, sports facilities for
surrounding universities

Waterfront site will be a premium location
for new uses after stadium dismantling

Aspetar sports medicine hospital, sports
academy, aquatics centre, football pitches,
multi-purpose sports complex, hotels

Integrated with surrounding residences,
recreational facilities and parklands

REPORTED
CONSTRUCTION
FOOTPRINT

270 ktCO2e (average for the four
40,000 seat stadiums)

270 ktCO2e (average for the four
40,000 seat stadiums)

No data identified

270 ktCO2e (average for the four
40,000 seat stadiums)

270 ktCO?2e (average for the four

40,000 seat stadiums)

438 ktCO2e

This stadium already existed in
Doha

No data identified


https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/FIFA-World-Cup-Qatar-2022%E2%84%A2-Sustainable-Stadiums-EN.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/en/stadiums/lusail-stadium/legacy
https://www.qatar2022.qa/en/stadiums/education-city-stadium/legacy

Some of these legacy plans raise questions about how sustainable they will be in practice. For example,
the Al Janoub stadium will have a capacity of 20,000 people, and will be home to a local team which
was playing in a stadium of 12,000 seats until Al Janoub was built. It is unclear whether the local team
will attract a sufficient crowd to fill, and maintain, the new stadium, and what will happen to the 12,000
seat stadium they previously used. If the team does not succeed in filling the new stadium, then the
additional capacity will be wasted. In addition, if the stadium it formerly occupied remains vacant, this

would constitute a significant waste of resources (and their associated emissions).

Similarly, the Education City stadium will be the home of the Qatar women’s national football team, as
well as host other sporting events. As women's football is still in its infancy in Qatar, it’s unclear
whether this team will attract sufficient crowds to fill a 20,000-seat stadium. This would be close to the
average attendance for women World Cup matches at the past two World Cups which are events that

attract large crowds compared to non-World Cup matches.*

Overall, it is very difficult to assess the credibility of the legacy plans, especially those involving
transformation of stadiums into community hubs, offices, clinics and hotels. These depend strongly on
demand from the local population, as well as interest from companies to invest in maintaining the

infrastructure.

Evidence from previous World Cups is informative.
Similarly to Qatar, Russia’s stadiums - which hosted the 2018 World Cup - were not home
to major football teams, which raised serious concerns regarding their financial
viability.”
The World Cup before that, in 2014 in Brazil, saw several new stadiums being built, but
these are struggling today. One stadium in the Amazon is barely used, while another one

is partly used as a bus parking lot.”



https://www.nytimes.com/2016/08/17/sports/manaus-brazil-amazon-rain-forest-stadium.html
https://www.dw.com/en/who-will-pay-for-russias-oversized-world-cup-stadiums/a-43350611
https://www.bbc.com/sport/football/48598966

In South Africa, which hosted the World Cup in 2010, stadiums are underutilised and a
burden on public finances, according to media reports* and academic research.”

One must venture back to 2006, when Germany hosted the World Cup, to find an example
of a host country that continues to utilise its stadiums. However, contrary to Qatar, local

football teams in Germany regularly attract large crowds.*

Overall, there is a lack of evidence that the stadiums built for the 2022 World Cup will continue to be
used effectively and optimally after the event. Even if the legacy uses do materialise, it is likely that the
construction of stadiums is not the most efficient way of creating new infrastructure for many of the

stated purposes.

Therefore, it would have been more conservative, and probably more accurate, to allocate all of the
emissions associated with the construction of the stadiums to the 2022 World Cup, given the large
uncertainties regarding future use of the stadiums. This would have increased the reported expected

footprint by 1.4MtCO.e.

Stadium 974 has been touted by the organisers as a main feature of the 2022 World Cup’s sustainability
strategy, along with the option of dismantling a portion of the seats from the permanent stadiums in

order to reduce their capacity.

This is a laudable improvement, although previous World Cup hosts, such as Russia, have also used
demountable seats to reduce stadium capacity after the event. However, Qatar will be the first time that

a fully demountable stadium is used in a mega sporting event. This offers several benefits.

First, it could lead to fewer stadiums being built in the future, if stadiums from previous competitions

can be transported and reused. Second, it offers the possibility to locate stadiums in more central



https://www.transfermarkt.com/bundesliga/besucherzahlen/wettbewerb/L1/plus/?saison_id=2010
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/aref/article/view/162154/151668
https://www.theguardian.com/football/2014/sep/23/south-africa-2010-world-cup-what-happened

locations, that are more accessible to fans and hence reduce traffic, without having to occupy that
central location for years or decades after an event has ended. Third, it could also make the hosting of
mega-events more accessible to developing countries, as the initial costs of stadium construction could

be shared between several countries that will host the event in different years.

However, it is not a perfect solution, and comes with drawbacks.

The GHG footprint associated with the construction of stadium 974 is 60% higher than that of the
permanent structures, due to the use of more durable materials that can enable the dismantling and
reassembling of the stadium multiple times. Whether the temporary stadium has a lower total GHG
footprint than a permanent stadium crucially depends on how many times, and how far, the stadium is
transported and reassembled. For example, if the stadium is moved only once, and to a distant

destination (>7000km transport), then building two stadiums would likely have a lower GHG impact.”’

A key question is, therefore, whether and how such temporary infrastructure will be reused. While the
2022 World Cup organisers have highlighted the dismountable nature of the temporary stadium, we

could identify no specific plans showing where the stadium will be moved, if at all.

Similarly, there could be upwards of 200,000 seats removed from the permanent stadiums,* in addition
to the full stadium 974, but no concrete plans could be found for their distribution. The emissions
associated with the transport and reconstruction of these seats and of the temporary stadiums have
been deemed out of scope of the GHG footprinting exercise”, and hence were not included in the

report prepared for FWC.



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-accounting-report-en.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-emission-analysis-of-a-demountable-fifa-world-cup-stadium.pdf

In addition to the GHG emissions associated with the construction of stadiums, their use is also energy
intensive. In a country such as Qatar where 99% of electricity is generated from fossil-fuel powered

infrastructure,® the impact of using stadiums can be high.

In one report, the operational emissions of a stadium based on the average of the four 40,000-seat 2022
World Cup stadiums represents between 22.8% and 38.4% of total lifecycle emissions for the

stadiums.*

This notably excludes emissions from cooling the stadium, and is highly sensitive to the carbon
intensity of energy generation in the specific country where the stadium is located. At least one FIFA
report highlights the energy efficiency of the cooling technology installed in the 2022 World Cup
stadiums, claiming up to 45% energy savings. However, the document does not mention the baseline

against which the reported saving is compared.*

The GHG footprint estimation for the 2022 World Cup does not include emissions after 25 June 2023,
and hence excludes emissions from operating stadiums for their remaining 59 years of lifetime. Of
course, it’s unclear whether and how much the stadiums will be operated after the tournament. While
not all operational emissions should be attributed to the World Cup, it is likely that Doha will not need
eight world-class stadiums in the future, and hence future utilisation of the stadium is likely to be less

than optimal in terms of efficiency.

In other words, the future uses are likely to be designed to “make do” with the existing stadiums, but
could have taken place in less grandiose venues. For this reason, the legacy impacts associated with
continued operation of the stadiums could justifiably have been allocated, at least in part, to the 2022

World Cup’s footprint.



https://digitalhub.fifa.com/m/a6e93d3f1e33b09/original/FIFA-Climate-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-emission-analysis-of-a-demountable-fifa-world-cup-stadium.pdf
https://ourworldindata.org/energy/country/qatar

How credible is the carbon-neutrality strategy?

Emission reduction measures

An essential step in any climate strategy is to reduce emissions associated with a specific product,
event or organisation. No carbon neutrality claim can be credible without the utmost being done to
reduce all emissions that can be reduced. Offsetting must only be a last-resort measure, and even then

it is imperfect.

The 2022 World Cup has put in place a wide range of measures to attempt to reduce the GHG footprint
of the event. Assessing the impact of each measure is outside the scope of this report. The objective of
the present analysis is not to assess whether the event has implemented successful climate measures,
or has lowered its emissions compared to a credible and conservative baseline, but rather to assess

whether the claim of “carbon neutrality” is well founded.

Claiming carbon neutrality, or net-zero, implies no net impact on GHG concentrations in the
atmosphere. This is a very ambitious objective, and should not be claimed lightly. It requires

far-reaching mitigation strategies to be put in place.

In this regard, some of the measures advertised by the FWC organisers are unconvincing. One example
is the creation of a large-scale tree and turf nursery in the desert, to produce trees for parks around the
stadiums, and grass for the stadiums and training sites. This will be the largest turf farm in the world,

according to the organisers,® covering an area of 425,000m?.



https://www.qatar2022.qa/en/news/sc-inaugurates-tree-and-turf-nursery

SATELLITE VIEW OF THE TURF FARM SITE

The tree and turf nursery is located next to a large sewage treatment facility and the treated water will
be used to irrigate the plants. However, it is unclear whether this might displace the use of water that is

otherwise needed to meet the demand from a population and its economic activity in this arid region.

Beyond the water-intensive nature of this programme, the advertised climate benefit is not durable.
While the organisers claim that these plantations will help “to absorb thousands of tonnes of carbon
per year” this is only one part of the story. In order to have a real climate benefit, this carbon needs to
remain stored for centuries, at least 200-300 years, before it can be credibly claimed that this carbon
removal contributes to climate mitigation.** In the case of this tree and turf nursery, it is highly
unlikely that the plants will remain alive for this long, as they will be placed in artificial parks around

the stadiums which require intensive watering and human maintenance.



https://carbonmarketwatch.org/publications/respecting-the-laws-of-physics-principles-for-carbon-dioxide-removal-accounting/

This is only an example, and one should not jump to the conclusion that all emission reduction
measures put in place for the World Cup have a low level of integrity. Numerous measures are
advertised by the organisers, and a more detailed evaluation would be needed to estimate their overall

impact.

Potential supply of carbon credits

The final step in claiming carbon neutrality would be to offset unabatable emissions from the event.
Yet tonne-for-tonne compensation of GHGs is a risky approach to take. Given the large uncertainties in
measuring the real impact of climate mitigation projects, it is often very difficult to ensure that carbon

credits, used as offsets, really represent a full tonne of CO,e reduced or removed from the atmosphere.

Based on the ex-ante GHG footprint estimate for the tournament, the organisers will need to purchase
3.6 million credits, to compensate for the 3.6MtCO,e that they estimate the event will generate. This

ignores any potential underestimation of emissions as reported above.

Some of these might be offset by fans and other individuals participating in or attending the 2022
World Cup, given that encouraging fans to “reduce and/or offset” their emissions is one of the specific
objectives of the sustainability strategy.® But as the share of flight passengers that voluntarily offset
their emissions today tends to be very low, it is likely that organisers of the tournament will have to

purchase carbon credits covering close to the full GHG footprint of the event.

With respect to this, making carbon neutrality claims for an event that has a large GHG footprint is
problematic. According to the GHG footprint report for the World Cup released in advance of the
tournament, international travel, mostly aviation, is the single largest contributor to the overal climate
impact of the event.* Compensating emissions from air travel is not a viable way of dealing with the
sector’s climate impact in the long run. Encouraging this practice today by claiming that conventional
air travel can be done in a “carbon neutral” way, sends the wrong signal to the public. Consumers, in
this case mostly football fans, will have the impression that they can continue flying around the globe

without a net impact on the climate, which is not true.



https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/documents/greenhouse-gas-accounting-report-en.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf

Organisers have placed the emphasis on purchasing credits from projects in Qatar and the region.” To
find these credits, the tournament’s organisers have partnered with the Gulf Organisation for Research
and Development (GORD) to set up a new carbon market standard, the Global Carbon Council (GCC).*®
At least 1.8 million credits should be coming from this standard.” This raises questions regarding the

origin of the supply of the credits, and their quality.

GCC currently (as of 10 May 2022) only has two registered projects, both of which are renewable energy
projects in Turkey.” Only one of these has issued credits according to the public registry, meaning the
current total supply of GCC credits is 133,667,* far below the 1.8 million that will need to be available
to fulfill the purchase agreement that was apparently concluded, let alone the 3.6 million to cover the

total (but probably underestimated) footprint of the 2022 World Cup.

There are also 238 projects in the GCC “pipeline” awaiting registration, most of which - including the
only two registered projects - are grid-connected renewable energy projects of unclear environmental
integrity.” Given the increasing cost-competitiveness of renewable energy around the world, such
projects typically suffer from a high likelihood of not being “additional”, i.e. these projects are likely to
go ahead regardless of whether or not they can sell carbon credits, thereby failing one of the most
basic rules for carbon crediting. Buying these credits does not generate extra reductions, given that

finance is likely to be simply channelled to projects that would happen anyway.

The two main voluntary carbon market standards that operate today - the Verified Carbon Standard
(VCS) and Gold Standard (GS) - have both excluded such project types from registration, due to their
high risk of non-additionality. It is, therefore, unsurprising that such a large share of projects seeking
registration under GCC are grid-connected renewable energy projects, because they would most likely

not be eligible under other standards. This raises concerns.



https://projects.globalcarboncouncil.com/pages/submitted_projects
https://products.markit.com/br-reg/public/public-view/#/issuance
https://projects.globalcarboncouncil.com/pages/approved_projects
https://publications.fifa.com/en/sustainability-report/environmental-pillar/greenhouse-gas-emissions/programme-for-ghg-reduction-and-offsetting-by-attendees/
https://www.fifa.com/tournaments/mens/worldcup/qatar2022/news/gord-to-support-delivery-of-qatar-s-carbon-neutral-fifa-world-cuptm
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf
https://www.qatar2022.qa/sites/default/files/docs/FWC-2022_Sustainability-Strategy.pdf

If this type of credit were to be used to offset the emissions from the 2022 World Cup, this would
seriously put into question the actual climate impact of such action. Most likely, this would lead to
spending money on the purchase of carbon credits that have no, or marginal, benefits for the climate,

and that certainly do not fully compensate for the emissions from the event.

The only GCC credits issued to date, from a Turkish wind power project, have already been purchased
by one of the three tournament organisers.*” This suggests that the emissions from the 2022 World Cup

will likely be offset with this type of credits, which would provide very little benefit to the climate.

Environmental integrity of current GCC credits

According to an investigation from SourceMaterial, the only GCC project which has issued credits
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to date is highly unlikely to be additional.” The Alibey wind turbine project is located in western
Turkey and has been operating since 2018. Its developer claims that the project is not common
practice in Turkey and that other similar projects only exist because of carbon credit revenues.
This is at odds with the fact that Turkey ranks fourth in Europe for wind power installation. The
developer cites six different projects that supposedly rely on carbon credit revenues to operate, to

show that this is the only viable busines model. However, among these six projects, three have

never been issued a single carbon credit.

Beyond the possible lack of quality, it remains unclear whether GCC will be able to supply enough
credits to offset the 3.6MtCO,e that the 2022 World Cup organisers estimate the event will generate. In
March 2022, GCC claimed that it would be able to issue 25 million credits by the end of the year®.



https://carbon-pulse.com/154297/
https://www.source-material.org/blog/qatar-world-cup-relying-on-flawed-carbon-offsets
https://products.markit.com/br-reg/public/public-view/#/holding

However, in January 2021 GCC had also announced that they expected to issue 10 million credits by the

end of the year,* yet actually issued fewer than 150,000.

The 2022 World Cup’s organisers might, therefore, have to turn to other standards to purchase carbon

credits.

FIFA’s carbon neutrality target

A final element to consider is whether the 2022 World Cup’s carbon neutrality target can be reconciled

with FIFA’'s own goal of reaching “climate neutrality” by 2040".

It is unclear whether and how the two targets are related, given that FIFA’s target lacks substance and
precision. The scope, i.e. emissions coverage, of FIFA’s target is unclear. It is described as covering

)

“FIFA’s three emission hot spots, namely business travel, logistics and accommodation”.*® However, it is
unclear what this includes - for example, whether it includes FIFA’s indirect (scope 3) emissions, such

as those from the tournaments it organises.

Tournament emissions are likely to be significant compared to FIFA's organisational emissions, and so
it would appear problematic if these have been excluded. For example, emissions from past World
Cups are above 2MtCO,e per tournament since 2014 while FIFA’s reported organisational emissions in

2015 were only 0.77MtCO,e®.

As no greenhouse gas emissions inventory seems to be publicly available for FIFA, it is unclear what

the coverage of their target is, let alone how much they will have to reduce.

FIFA also includes an interim target of halving emissions by 2030, but no base year seems to have been

selected.



https://digitalhub.fifa.com/m/a6e93d3f1e33b09/original/FIFA-Climate-Strategy.pdf
https://digitalhub.fifa.com/m/a6e93d3f1e33b09/original/FIFA-Climate-Strategy.pdf
https://digitalhub.fifa.com/m/a6e93d3f1e33b09/original/FIFA-Climate-Strategy.pdf
https://carbon-pulse.com/119152/

Announcing targets without specifying any details or communicating on the volume and share of
emission reductions can be misleading. It sends a positive signal to the public, without allowing any

external observer to verify the veracity of the claim and the real level of ambition that it involves.

Conclusions

The 2022 FIFA World Cup organisers’ claim that the event will be carbon neutral raises many
questions and doubts. It appears that the total expected footprint of the event is likely to have
been underestimated, and the carbon credits being considered to compensate the emissions are

at risk of having a low level of environmental integrity.

Some of the emission reduction measures implemented are unlikely to have a meaningful and
durable impact on the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, and might lead
fans and citizens around the world to believe that the organisers are achieving more positive
climate results than they actually are. This could lead to present and future complacency about a

tournament with a significant carbon footprint, resulting in continued damage to the climate.
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