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1 Introduction

The Integrated Food Security and Humanitarian Phase Classification (IPC) is a system for
definingth e severity of a situation (from O6generally foo
catastrophedéd), based upon a wide range of indicators o
health and welfare (e.g. mortality rate, nutritional status, etc.). It integrates food security,

nutrition and livelihoods information into a clear statement about the severity of a crisis with
the aim of eliciting more timely responses that match local needs. It seeks to:

e Broaden the scope of analysis beyond the
traditional food avail ability -food access axis to
include other causes of malnutrition and Why donors value the IPC?
mortality, such as disease, access to water and
conflict.

e Broaden the range of possible interventions that
are considered, through a strategic response
framework.

e Introduce greater comp arability, increased
rigour and greater transparency into the
analysis

The IPC was initially developed by the Food Security Assessment Unit in Somalia (FSAU). A

multi -agency strategy for developing, implementing and advocating the IPC was recently

tabled b y FAO, WFP and Oxfam UK at an IPC technical meeting in Rome. Agencies expressing

interest in the approach at that meeting included FEWS -NET, SC-UK, SC-US, Concern and
ICRC.
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2 The IPC summarised

2.1 Components of the IPC

The IPC consists of four components

The phase c lassification reference table

This is the central element of the tool. It consists of a table that:

e Lists the 5 phases (from 6generally food securebd
o Defines the conditions associated with each phase. This part of the table lists the key

outcomes (mortality rate, nutritional status, etc.) and cut -offs or levels to define each

phase.
e Lists the types of intervention that might be appropriate in each phase i the Strategic

Response Framework

A second table of Early Warning Levels is also proposed. There are three early warning
levels, defined in terms of the probability/likelihood of a worsening situation (alert,
moderate risk and high risk).

Analysis templates
These are tables that set out the evidence to s upport the phase classification in a transparent

manner. They guide the process of analysis and provide a record that can be subjected to peer
review. There are three analysis templates:

e Template 1 :used to determine phase and early warning level

e Template 2: used to compile information to identify immediate responses to address
short term negative outcomes

e Template 3 : used to compile information to identify opportunities for supporting
livelihoods and addressing underlying causes.

Cartographic protocols

A set of standardised conventions for preparing phase classification maps (see Error!
Reference source not found. for an example of a phase classification map from Somalia)

Population tables

Tables of population by administrative unit, livelih ood system and livelihood type that can be
used to estimate the number of people living in a particular area at a given phase.

! FAO/FSAU 2006. Integrated Food Security and Humanitarian Phase Classification: Technical Manual Version 1.

Nairobi, FAO/ FSAU Technical Series | V.116
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Box 1: Example of an IPC Map from Somalia
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