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Executive summary 
 
This strategic mid-term review (MTR) assesses progress and captures learning from 
implementation of the IPC GSP since early 2014. It identifies adjustments in strategic 
direction to ensure the relevance of the project and achievement of results in the 
second half of the programme, to the end of 2018. The MTR addresses high-level 
strategic question on: (1) the relevance of IPC technical classification tools; (2) 
supporting IPC quality; (3) institutionalization and sustainability; and (4) governance 
and management of the IPC at the global level. 
 
As well as documentation review and key informant interviews, the MTR is informed 
by visits to: the SADC region, Zimbabwe and Madagascar; and the IGAD region, Kenya 
and South Sudan. Remote interviews were carried out for four other countries in 
different parts of the world, and for the CILSS region. The MTR included a review of 
the skills, capacity and management of the GSU, and of aspects of governance of the 
GSP. 
 
The changing nature of humanitarian crises and the increased humanitarian caseload 
have implications for the IPC and for the GSP. These include the regional and urban 
dimension to many emergencies and the growing phenomenon of forced 
displacement. National governments are playing an increasingly influential role in 
both humanitarian and development agendas, for which the IPC is well-placed with 
its focus on consensus and capacity building at country level, promoting national 
ownership. Internationally the IPC and CH play an important role in informing 
decisions about allocations of humanitarian assistance in a context where the gap 
between identified requirements and contributions to UN-coordinated appeals is 
growing. Past practice of assessing humanitarian needs separately from the 
development agenda is fast changing as the inter-relationship between the chronic 
and acute situation is better understood. The combination of both the IPC chronic and 
acute food insecurity scales could contribute significantly, especially if IPC analysis 
can identify both immediate and underlying causes of malnutrition and food 
insecurity to better inform intervention strategies in different contexts. 
 
The GSP has achieved a lot, from multi-partner ownership at the global level, to roll-
out of the IPC Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tool, progress with the IPC Acute 
Malnutrition Classification tool, and the launch of quality review processes since 
2015. Challenges to programme implementation include slow progress in 
institutionalizing the IPC and insufficient engagement with mid- and senior-level 
decision makers in dissemination of the IPC. Demand for real time quality reviews 
has stretched the technical capacity of the GSU, which has managed to undertake 30 
to date, of both the IPC chronic and acute food insecurity scales. The GSP is constantly 
learning and adapting its approach to enhance impact. 
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Relevance of IPC Technical Classification tools 
The IPC acute food insecurity scale is extremely influential at national level with a 
wide range of users, especially in crisis-affected countries where there are few other 
sources of analyses, but also in more stable contexts where the “added value” must 
be demonstrated to raise awareness of the tool amongst decision-makers. The IPC 
acute tool is valued for its role in pulling together relevant data and assessments on 
food security through a collective analytical process with clearly articulated and 
accessible results. It is seen to be less relevant and has less traction in countries with 
infrequent humanitarian crises. The acute scale is mainly used for comparative 
purposes, within countries and between countries at regional level. Its influence is 
rapidly expanding at global level, where it is now used to provide an overview of food 
crises across the globe, to inform humanitarian resource allocation decisions, and for 
early warning purposes. 
 
There are some ‘blind spots’ in the IPC acute food insecurity scale which need to be 
addressed to ensure its relevance: it does not cover the urban population, is poor at 
capturing the food security status of the displaced and does not cover refugee 
populations. There is lack of disaggregation within geographical areas, by gender, 
socio-economic status and other determinants of marginalization. The livelihood 
zones on which the IPC is based in some countries may be rapidly changing. It is 
mainly used to provide a snapshot analysis; the opportunity to carry out trend 
analysis and take a longer-term perspective has been missed. 
 
Experience of the acute malnutrition scale is more recent, since 2015/16, but its value 
is already clear. It has revealed high rates of malnutrition in areas where the acute 
food insecurity scale has shown a low phase, thus drawing attention to causes of 
malnutrition beyond inadequate access to food and influencing the type of response. 
 
There is strong demand for the chronic food insecurity scale across a range of 
countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America, mostly in more stable contexts. Generally 
regarded as relevant for policy formulation, expectations of how it will be used vary. 
Its utility is untested and should be monitored in the coming years. Completing the 
chronic scale is an intensive process requiring considerable time and resources. The 
chronic scale is currently promoted and led by many humanitarian actors; there 
needs to be stronger engagement of development actors. If it can be aligned with SDG 
2 indicators, this will increase its relevance and wider influence.  
 
The role and practice of the GSP in supporting IPC quality 
As use of the IPC acute food insecurity scale and its influence expands, the GSP has a 
duty and a responsibility to fulfill its quality assurance function, especially as users 
find the presentation of the IPC compelling, and are often unaware of flaws or 
limitations in the data or analytical process behind it. Quality assurance has become 
a growing and significant part of the GSP.  
 
Quality issues relating to the acute food insecurity scale include: (i) inadequate 
screening of who participates in the IPC analysis process, (ii) the nature of the 
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consensus-building process during analysis, (iii) inadequate screening of data feeding 
into the IPC analysis, and (iv) how figures on the numbers of food insecure in different 
phases are calculated. The IPC analysis can only be as good as the data feeding into it, 
but limitations in data availability and reliability are not adequately reflected in how 
IPC results are communicated to decision-makers. Version 2.0 of the IPC acute food 
insecurity scale has raised the IPC bar higher than previously, to a level that cannot 
be reached in many conflict contexts where access is constrained and there are data 
gaps, an issue the GSP needs to address. 
 
Over the last two years the GSU has conducted a number of real-time and retroactive 
quality reviews of the acute food insecurity scale at national level, and has convened 
the Emergency Review Committee when there is a risk of famine. These have been 
welcomed as constructive, contributing to better quality analysis, and providing 
valuable learning at country level. Real-time quality reviews are preferred as they 
feed directly into improving the current IPC acute food security analysis. Quality 
review processes focus principally on the IPC technical analytical process and on 
adherence to IPC standards, but need to be expanded to pay greater attention to data 
feeding into the IPC, and to the analysis process through to dissemination. Follow-up 
to quality reviews needs to become more systematic, and synthesised findings shared 
with a wider user group. Quality reviews are conducted remotely, but TWGs 
expressed their preference for more face-to-face contact, and more engagement of 
regional stakeholders. 
 
The ERC’s work has revealed tension between the rigorous requirement for data to 
declare famine, and lack of access and therefore lack of data for the most famine-risk 
locations. Resolving this is a matter of urgency to ensure the IPC does not fail in its 
purpose of providing warning or declaration of famine, which would badly damage 
its credibility. There is valuable learning from the times the ERC has been convened, 
to be drawn upon in updating the famine guidance note. 
 
Institutionalization and sustainability of the IPC 
The aim of the GSP is full government ownership of the IPC with an exit strategy for 
external funding in all countries regardless of context. This ‘one size fits all’ approach 
to institutionalization is not appropriate nor feasible in contexts where there is a 
conflict-related humanitarian crisis, government is party to that conflict and there is 
an associated risk of political manipulation of the results and/ or withholding the 
results A more differentiated approach to institutionalization is required, according 
to the different country contexts in which it has been introduced, and according to 
the governance system in the respective country. An essential pre-requisite for 
successful institutionalization of the IPC, at both country and regional levels, is a 
functional overall institutional framework for food security/ disaster management. 
This, in turn, requires high level political will and commitment. Without this a 
technical solution cannot fill a political vacuum. Even in countries where the IPC has 
been successfully institutionalized and there is a strong sense of government 
ownership, full financial sustainability is still a long way off. The functioning and 
continued use of the IPC are still heavily dependent on external donor funding, for 
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example to meet the continued need for certified IPC training. As long as donors and 
others have a vested interest in the effective functioning of the IPC, there is a strong 
case for co-funding between government and international actors. 
 
Governance and management of the IPC at global level 
Increasing interest in the IPC has led to greater demands and an increased workload 
for the GSU. Although the GSU has expanded rapidly in the last couple of years and 
has met most of its deliverables it has been consistently understaffed and has 
struggled to recruit and retain senior staff. Some areas, such as communications, have 
been poorly resourced. Current ways of working are unsustainable and need to be 
more efficient and streamlined. There also needs to be a rebalancing of the skillset in 
the GSU, between technical and other skills, informed by a review of the capacity and 
professional profile of the GSU against demand, with greater emphasis on 
communications and institutionalization. 
 
GSP targets and workplans are over-ambitious, with tension between targets set by 
donors who fund the GSP, and evolving and localised demand for the IPC at country 
level. Work planning needs to become more efficient, with outputs that relate to the 
overall vision and activities of the GSP rather than individual and detailed donor 
deliverables at country level. High level strategic management skills are needed, a 
longer-term vision to inform prioritisation, and ‘political savvy’ skills appropriate to 
dealing with a complex partnership. There is scope for greater decentralization of GSP 
functions and a clearer division of work between headquarters and the regions. 
 
The multi-partner nature of the GSP is key to the success of the programme, yet is 
challenging. There are different expectations of the IPC amongst some global 
partners, a mixed record of partner agencies’ corporate commitment to the IPC, and 
varied levels of engagement with the Steering Committee. How the Steering 
Committee operates needs to be improved so it provides stronger strategic direction 
to the GSU. 
 
The GSU at central level has managed and maintained its neutrality. FAO should 

continue to host it, although the independence of the GSU would be strengthened if 

Global Partners made more staff secondments. 

Cross-cutting themes 

The IPC has not been proactive in paying attention to gender nor age in the acute tool. 
The chronic tool would also benefit from more gender expertise and analysis. 
 
High staff turnover is a challenge to capacity development efforts. More training is 
needed on a repeated basis, and should involve a range of different technical 
specialists from different types of organizations and at different levels to promote 
well-balanced analysis teams in-country. The creation of a network of universities / 
centres of excellence to take responsibility for IPC training should promote a more 
sustainable approach to meet the growing demand for capacity development. 
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At global level linkages between the IPC and other initiatives are strengthening as  the 
IPC acute food insecurity scale becomes more influential. Linkages with the Global 
Food Security cluster are also strengthening. However, Global Partners could be 
playing a more proactive role in strengthening linkages between the GSP and other 
initiatives. 
 
In conclusion, the GSP is a successful and inclusive multi-partner initiative, regarded 
by many as a model of good practice. The programme is at a cross-roads, which is a 
good time to take stock. Accelerating and expanding demand for the IPC acute food 
insecurity scale is testament to its relevance and utility, and brings increasing 
exposure for the GSP in terms of the risks of inaccuracies and/ or failure to raise the 
alert, for example of famine. This, in turn, implies greater responsibility for managing 
the integrity of the IPC, particularly the quality and accuracy of the IPC results where 
it is being used for comparative purposes and for informing key decisions. The 
chronic food insecurity scale is also in growing demand, although at an earlier stage 
of development than the other IPC tools. It is relevant to a much wider range of 
stakeholders than the current GSP global partnership which is dominated by 
humanitarian actors. The implications of this should be clarified in the next couple of 
years in terms of bringing other actors from the development sector into the 
evolution, roll-out and testing of the chronic scale. 
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Mid-Term Review of the IPC Global Strategic Programme  

1. Introduction  

1.1 Background to the GSP 
The IPC Global Partnership (now comprising 12 major food security organisations) 
launched the Global Strategic Programme (GSP) of the IPC in early 2014. With the 
intention of supporting the adoption of the IPC as a global standard in the food 
security field, the overall strategic objective of the GSP is that: 

‘decision-makers at the global, regional and country level use the IPC for 
decision-making and this is providing the evidence and standards for better 
decisions that improve emergency and development policy and programming’. 

 
Initially conceived as a three-year programme, the GSP has since been extended for 
two additional years to the end of 2018 in recognition of the increasing demand for 
consolidating and expanding the IPC worldwide. The principal funders for this phase 
of the GSP are the UK’s Department for International Development (DfID) and the 
European Union (EU)1. Since late 2016 USAID has also come on board as a funder of 
the GSP.  
 

1.2 Purpose and scope of the Mid-Term Review 
A Mid-Term Review (MTR) was planned as part of the Monitoring and Evaluation 
framework developed in 2014. Recognizing that there have been some notable 
changes in the external context since the GSP was launched, and also that there are a 
number of strategic issues and challenges that have arisen during the first half of the 
GSP, the scope of the MTR was elevated to become a higher level strategic review: 

‘To support the assessment of progress and lessons learned and to identify 
whether adjustments or fine tuning in the programme implementation and 
strategies are needed to ensure achievement of results, and relevance of the 
overall project’2  

 
Rather than providing a detailed assessment of programme implementation during 
the first half of the GSP, it is intended to inform and recommend strategic programme 
adjustments and refinements for the second half of the GSP. As a strategic review that 
has explored certain key strategic themes, it differs from a full-scale and 
comprehensive evaluation. 

                                                        
1  DfID provided a three-year grant from 2012 to 2015, and a three-year extension 
from 2015 to 2018, covering the current phase of the GSP. The EU Directorate-
General for Development and Cooperation (DevCo) provided a three year grant to 
FAO through the INFORMED project, from May 2015 to April 2018; one component 
of this grant is for the IPC through the GSP 
2 From the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the MTR 
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This MTR has focused on four strategic themes3: 

• the relevance of IPC technical classification tools 
• supporting IPC quality 
• institutionalization and sustainability 
• governance and management of the IPC at the global level 

The strategic question for each of these themes, that the MTR seeks to address, was 
agreed with the GSP Steering Committee during the inception phase. This report has 
been organized around those four themes and four questions. See Annex 1 for the list 
of questions. In addition, there have been three cross-cutting issues in the MTR: 

 on gender equity and disaggregation  
 capacity development 
 linkages with other relevant networks, systems and global initiatives4 

 

1.3 Methods and constraints 
The MTR has been carried out by a four-person team, and has been based on the 
following: 

(1) Documentation review 
(2) Key informant interviews with the different categories of IPC stakeholders: 

a. GSP stakeholders at global level 
b. IPC stakeholders at regional level 
c. IPC stakeholders at national level 
d. IPC stakeholders with less direct involvement in the IPC 

(3) Visits to two regions and to two countries in each region, selected to represent 
different contexts in which the IPC is being used, and therefore different 
experience, learning and challenges: 

a. SADC, Zimbabwe and Madagascar 
b. IGAD, Kenya and South Sudan 

(4) Remote review of the IPC in the SICA region and of the Cadre Harmonisé (CH) 
in the CILSS region, and of the IPC in four countries in different parts of the 
world: 

a. Yemen 
b. Honduras 
c. Bangladesh 
d. Pakistan 

(5) Review of the skills, capacity and prioritisation in the Global Support Unit 
(GSU), as well as aspects of governance and independence of the GSP 

(6) Review of findings of the GSP mid-term survey5 

                                                        
3 These four themes were expanded from the original three themes in the TOR. See 
the Inception Report (Buchanan-Smith et al, 2016) 
4 This was originally formulated as a strategic question for the MTR, and 
subsequently addressed as a cross-cutting issue 
5 Disaggregation of the survey results has been hampered by the fact that ‘West 
Africa’ was inadvertently missed from the list of regions, so it has not been possible 
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(7) A process of collective analysis within the MTR team 
 
More than120 people have been interviewed for this MTR, during the inception and 
main phase of the review. See Annex 2 . The main constraint the MTR team has faced 
has been the unavailability of some interviewees.   

2. The Context 
 

2.1. Humanitarian Crises 
 
The changing nature of humanitarian crises6 
Global challenges, such as climate change, environmental degradation, rapid 
population growth and unplanned urbanisation are all contributing to people’s 
increasing vulnerability to natural disasters.  Disasters caused by natural hazards 
affected an estimated 89 million people in 20157.  This is exacerbated by increasing 
political tensions and conflict as resources become scarce.  People living in poverty 
are those hardest hit by disasters and insecurity, which in turn make them more 
vulnerable to future shocks.  At least 76% of people living in extreme poverty – 
around 677 million – are estimated to live in countries that are either politically 
fragile, environmentally vulnerable, or both8. 
 
As conflicts have continued through 2015-16, including Syria, Iraq, Mali, Central 
African Republic and South Sudan, those living in forced displacement reached over 
65 million people (previously 45 million in 2010).  These represent complex 
emergencies involving violent civil conflicts in vulnerable and unstable contexts 
whose populations were already receiving humanitarian assistance. 
 
Protracted chronic emergencies, characterised by long-standing conflicts, weak 
governments and severe poverty, such as Somalia and Yemen, create conditions 
where people have become aid dependent for even their most basic requirements. 
 
Overall the number of people affected by humanitarian crises around the world has 
doubled in the past decade.  However, the number of emergencies have not increased, 
it has been more the case of fewer emergencies affecting larger numbers of people.  
This implies a change in the nature of humanitarian crises.  In many cases they have 
taken on regional proportions, such as El Nino, Ebola and the current Syrian crisis. 
 

                                                        
to disaggregate responses for West Africa, which obviously has a very different 
experience from other Africa regions. 
6 This section draws on ALNAP’s ‘State of the Humanitarian System’ report of 2015 by Stoddard et al 
(2015) 
7 Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2016 
8 Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2016 



13 
 

In March 2016 the European Commission, in collaboration with FAO and WFP, 
developed a global overview of the food insecurity situation in 70 countries affected 
by different crises and natural disasters during 20159.  This was the first time a global 
analysis was conducted drawing upon IPC or Cadre Harmonisé (CH) analyses and 
other comparable data. 
 
The changing nature of humanitarian response 
International humanitarian assistance is neither sufficient nor appropriate to address 
the full spectrum of people’s needs and vulnerabilities in crisis contexts.  Domestic 
governments have the primary responsibility to prepare and respond to crises in 
their own territories and often invest significant resources in doing so.  International 
resources can be critical in supporting the investments of local, national and regional 
actors to address risk, build resilience and respond to protracted crises. 
 
Whilst international humanitarian assistance has grown year on year reaching a 
record US$28 billion in 2015 (from US$18 billion in 2012), its contribution to the 
overall assistance provided to recipients only represented 4.8% in 201410.   This 
emphasises the growing importance of other sources of assistance including 
remittances from the diaspora (which in some contexts are highly significant), the 
private sector, and other donors (including philanthropic organisations) who may not 
channel funds through mechanisms monitored by the UN system.  Whilst overall 
humanitarian funding has increased, the gap between requirements and 
contributions to UN-coordinated appeals grew. 
 
Humanitarian funding in 2015 was increasingly concentrated in a relatively small 
group of emergencies.  Syria, Yemen, South Sudan, Iraq and Sudan accounted for more 
than half all the funding allocated to specific emergencies11.  There tends to be an 
accumulation factor as new complex emergencies come in more quickly than others 
drop off; furthermore new crises tend to attract more attention and resources whilst 
aid towards conflict-affected countries and protracted emergencies tend not get the 
same attention.  
 
In terms of the effectiveness of response, ALNAP’s State of the Humanitarian System 
(SOHS) Report 2015 emphasises that the system is still applying a ‘one size fits all’ 
approach, and that greater flexibility is required to reflect the diverse nature of 
emergencies.  The World Humanitarian Summit (WHS) in May 2016 heralded a more 
‘local’ approach to humanitarian action12. 
 

                                                        
9 Global analysis of food and nutrition security situation in food crisis hotspots, JRC-EC, March 2016 
10 Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2016 
11 Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2016 
12 See ‘Commitments to Action. World Humanitarian System. 23-24 May 2016’, and also the ODI HPG  
report  ‘Time to Let Go. Remaking Humanitarian Action for the Modern Era’, April 2016 
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 2.2 Chronic Food Insecurity 
 
Contextual analysis 
The world produces enough food to feed the global population of 7.4 billion people.  
However, there remain critical issues with respect to access and inequities.  FAO 
estimates that about 795 million people are undernourished, down 167 million over 
the last decade.  Almost all (780 million) live in developing countries representing 
one in eight of the population.  Progress in reducing the share of undernourished 
people in the total population has not been sufficient in parts of southern Asia, the 
Caribbean, southern and eastern Africa to reach the MDG1c target of halving the 
proportion of the chronically undernourished. 
 
Furthermore, about 2 billion people worldwide suffer from micronutrient 
malnutrition including deficiencies in iron, iodine, vitamin A, folate and zinc,13 and of 
this number at least half the children aged six months to five years suffer from one or 
more micronutrient deficiency.  Of 667 million children under the age of five, 159 
million are stunted and 50 million are wasted.   
 
Overall undernourishment declined faster than the rate for child undernutrition14 
suggesting that more attention needs to be given to other dimensions of food and 
nutrition security including improving the quality of diets, hygiene conditions and 
access to clean water, particularly for the poorer population groups15, in other word 
addressing chronic underlying issues other than just food availability.   
 
In countries that have failed to reach the MDG1 targets, natural and human-induced 
disasters or political instability have resulted in protracted crises with increased 
vulnerability and food insecurity of large parts of the population. There are major 
variations in malnutrition between wealth quintiles at sub-national level, the poorest 
demonstrating significantly higher rates. In such contexts, measures to protect 
vulnerable population groups and improve livelihoods have been difficult to 
implement or ineffective16. 
 
Global initiatives 
On 25 September 2015, the 193 countries of the UN General Assembly adopted the 
2030 Development Agenda titled Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development, which now succeed the Millennium Development Goals. 
The SDGs constitute a broad framework of targets, which has as much relevance for 
humanitarian interventions as for the development agenda.  However, the 
international “architecture” for pursuing the development targets is much less 
coherent than the mechanisms through which the humanitarian community operates.  

                                                        
13 One effect is that many countries are demonstrating no improvement on the rates of anaemia in 
women Global Nutrition Report 2015) 
14 Measured through child underweight (the MDG1c indicator) 
15 State of Food Insecurity, FAO-WFP-IFAD 2015 
16 State of Food Insecurity, FAO-WFP-IFAD 2015 
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There is the long-standing Committee on World Food Security (CFS), core funded by 
FAO, WFP and IFAD, which is an international and intergovernmental platform for 
stakeholders to work together to ensure food security and nutrition for all.  A key 
reference document for the CFS is the State of Food Insecurity (SOFI) published 
annually.  There is also a High-Level Task Force (HLTF) established by the UN 
Secretary-General in 2008 to provide advocacy and coordination to support countries 
struggling with food insecurity. The HLTF has developed a Comprehensive 
Framework for Action on food and nutrition security. More recently, in 2012 the UN 
Secretary-General launched the Zero Hunger Challenge ensuring that food and 
nutrition security and sustainable agriculture remain high on the global development 
agenda in response to the second goal of the SDGs. 
 
Since the launch of the Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) movement in 2010, increasing 
attention has been given to the neglected situation of malnutrition world-wide.  The 
SUN movement stresses the importance of a multi-sectoral approach to achieve 
better nutrition outcomes.  Core to the SUN movement is the political commitment by 
governments17 to end all forms of malnutrition with the support of donors, the UN, 
private sector and civil society.  In 2012 the World Health Assembly (WHA) adopted 
six global targets for maternal, infant and young child nutrition to be achieved by 
2025 to which many governments and development partners committed at the 
Nutrition for Growth (N4G) event in London the following year.  In 2014 the first 
Global Nutrition Report was launched to monitor the situation of malnutrition and 
track these commitments. 
 
In recent years the concept of resilience has been introduced into both humanitarian 
and development discourse, partly in recognition of the regular recurrence of crises 
in many countries, and partly in response to the protracted nature of many 
humanitarian crises. This paradigm is influencing aspects of the aid architecture, for 
example funding streams, as well as aid programming.  Planning through a resilience 
framework has become established in both the Horn of Africa and the Sahel regions, 
but it is not yet apparent how the IPC can contribute to the design and monitoring of 
resilience interventions. 
 

2.3 Implications for the IPC 
The evidence is that national governments are playing an increasingly influential role 
in both the humanitarian and development agendas.  The IPC lends itself well to such 
scenarios with its focus on consensus and capacity building at country level and 
promoting national ownership. Furthermore, its analysis is inclusive of both acute 
and chronic food and nutrition security. With respect to the call for greater 
accountability, the IPC approach offers transparency and includes feedback of its 
findings and analysis to affected people.  There is also evidence from the recent EC 
“Hotspots” analysis, that at the international level, the IPC and the CH analysis play an 

                                                        
17 57 countries had committed to the SUN movement by December 2016 
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important role to inform and influence decision-making about levels and allocations 
of humanitarian assistance. 
 
The challenges ahead for the IPC relate to a number of dimensions: 

 
 The changing nature of humanitarian emergencies, often on a regional scale, 

with forced displacement as a growing phenomenon and a better 
understanding of urban environments. 

 Past practice of assessing the needs of a humanitarian agenda separately from 
a development agenda is fast changing as the inter-relationship between the 
chronic and acute situation is better understood and reflected in global 
monitoring and reporting systems, requiring better analysis across the 
humanitarian-development spectrum. 

 The strategic importance of IPC to engage more influentially with an 
international system that is placing emphasis on a range of humanitarian and 
development goals requiring more coherent planning based upon a more 
comprehensive understanding of the context. 

 Ensuring that the IPC analysis is effective at identifying both the immediate 
and underlying causes of malnutrition as well as food insecurity in different 
contexts to better inform intervention strategies. 

 The dimensions of inequality within any given population group is 
increasingly important to understand as it is the poor, the marginalised and 
those displaced whom are not benefiting from improved food and nutrition 
insecurity. 

 The evolution of the resilience paradigm to which food and nutrition security 
are at the core, where the IPC analysis through both the chronic and acute 
scales could contribute significantly. 

3. The GSP: assessment of programme implementation 
This section summarizes progress towards the achievement of each the four GSP 
outcomes. It is largely based on a review of documentation, supplemented by data 
gathered through interviews and interactions by MTR team members. Additional 
details are provided in Annex 3.  
 

Outcome 1: Institutionalization (15% of total budget): Multi-partner ownership is 
governing the IPC effectively at the global, regional and country levels and the IPC is 
institutionalized within global, regional and national structures, frameworks and 
strategies  
 
Multi-partner ownership at the global level is a key achievement, though the 
effectiveness of the global Steering Committee in providing strategic guidance is 
questionable: issues discussed at the SC meetings tend to be more technical than 
strategic, despite the existence of the various global technical groups. Linkages with 
global initiatives include the Global Food Security Cluster and the SDG indicators. 
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Whilst governance structures exist at the regional level, their effectiveness varies, and 
the regional partner representatives appear to have limited engagement with the 
Global Steering Committee. Institutionalization at country level has also been weak, 
as revealed by the Quality Reviews conducted in 2015 (see Annex 4).  
Key points: 

 The global Steering Committee (SC) is overly concerned with technical issues and 
does not provide effective strategic oversight. 

 Regional buy-in appears to be generally weak, with poor attendance of the regional 
bodies at SC meetings and, with the exception of CILSS, generally weak regional 
governance structures. Each regional body plays a slightly different role; their 
respective roles need to be articulated more clearly. 

 Integrating IPC into government structures has obvious advantages in terms of 
national ownership, but also disadvantages in terms of the potential political control 
of data (as in the recent case of South Sudan) and concerns over quality (see below). 

 The IPC Quality Reviews reveal that IPC is not sufficiently institutionalized at country 
level to ensure sustainability: IPC has not engaged sufficiently with mid- and senior-
level decision makers; TWGs are not effectively linked to other food security 
coordination platforms.  

 

Outcome 2: Capacity development (47% of total budget): IPC food security analysis 
is professionalized and IPC regional, country and global partners have improved and 
decentralized technical capacity to apply the IPC effectively  
 

Professionalization and capacity development form the largest part of the GSP in 
budgetary terms, and the IPC Certification Programme is reported to be very highly 
regarded. The 2015 Quality Reviews found insufficient technical capacity of 
Government institutions represented in IPC TWGs, and efforts are on-going to 
address the lack of in-country IPC certified trainers18. Capacity development linked 
to universities / centres of excellence is now progressing rapidly.  
There has been excellent progress in rolling out the IPC Chronic Food Insecurity 
Classification tool, with eight countries covered during the first phase of roll-out 
(2014-2015). The Chronic Manual v. 1.0 was approved by the SC in September 2015. 
The second phase of the roll-out process (from 2016) has included training and 
analysis in four countries, and awareness-raising and training in six countries. There 
is widespread enthusiasm for the Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tool in the 
countries included in the MTR interviews.  
There are currently 19 countries using the Information Systems Support (ISS) 19 
portals, out of a total of 26 countries doing IPC analysis between 2014 and 2016: 73%. 

                                                        
18 There are currently 48 certified Level 2 Trainers and 432 certified Level 1 
Analysts.  
19 The ISS is a web-based application developed in early 2014 to facilitate the 
creation, storage and dissemination of IPC analyses and information. It is intended 
to increase transparency and accountability, and enable the historical review of IPC 
analyses conducted at national and regional levels.  
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Opinions appear to be split over the usefulness of ISS20, and GSU is conducting an 
assessment of country uptake. ISS has the potential to support trend analysis over 
time. 
Key points: 

 Retroactive Quality Reviews highlighted insufficient and unevenly distributed 

numbers of IPC certified trainers; insufficient technical capacity of 

Government institutions represented in IPC TWGs; as well as high turn-over 

among IPC TWG members. IPC implementation heavily relies on the capacities 

of international agencies to lead the technical process and implement the 

analyses.   

 There is continuing and growing demand for IPC analysis and certification 

globally. Are current levels of global and regional capacity sufficient to ensure 

quality standards? Level 3 Certification has not yet been implemented.  

Outcome 3 (22% of total budget): IPC products are of high quality and relevant for 
decision makers through continuous application, learning and technical development of 
the tools  
 

Quality - particularly in relation to IPC Acute analyses - has recently become an issue 
of growing concern to the SC. IPC Quality Reviews (both retroactive and real time) 
were launched in 2015 and have usefully revealed a range of challenges at country 
level (see Annex 4). The huge demand for real time Quality Reviews has stretched the 
technical capacity of the GSU, yet an impressive total of 30 Quality Reviews (for both 
IPC Acute and IPC Chronic) have taken place to date. The IPC Global Emergency 
Review Committee provides another quality assurance mechanism in situations 
where there is risk of famine. The cases of northern Nigeria, South Sudan and Yemen 
have highlighted challenges in declaring famine in situations where data are limited. 
These prompted discussions at the December 2016 Steering Committee, where the 
decision was taken that the GSU should revise the IPC Famine Guidance Note, as per 
the Emergency Review Committee (ERC) recommendation, that famine can be called 
based on convergence of evidence, even if the minimum requirements in terms of 
data are not met.  
Excellent progress has been made with the IPC Acute Malnutrition Classification tool: 
the IPC Acute Malnutrition Classification prototype was available in early 2014; a 
total of eight pilots were conducted; and the IPC Acute Malnutrition Addendum was 
approved in late 2016. Roll-out has taken place in five counties (South Sudan, Kenya, 
Mozambique, Madagascar, Sudan).  
The challenging task of harmonizing and aligning the three tools is on-going; this 
involves the revision of Version 2.0 of the IPC Technical Manual, capturing cross-
cutting lessons learned from the three tools to date, harmonization of the three scales, 

                                                        
20 Some individuals feel that it has improved the quality of analysis; others say that 
it is too ‘mechanical’ and that analysts lose touch with the thinking that is required 
as part of the analysis process. 
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and the development of an Integrated Food and Nutrition Security Phase 
Classification System (Version 3.0 of the Technical Manual) by September 2017.  
Key points: 

 Maintaining the quality of IPC products is essential in order to maintain 

credibility.  

 A wide range of quality issues came out of the Quality Reviews – see Annex 4. 

 Within the SC, FEWS NET has recently been particularly vocal in raising quality 

concerns. As highlighted by the TANGO Compatible Products Study, it is 

important to note that IPC and FEWS NET have very different measures for 

their success. To what extent do IPC’s guiding principles (e.g., government 

ownership, consensus-building approach) impact on quality?  

Outcome 4 (17% of total budget): Global, regional and country level decision makers 
have access to IPC analysis to inform policy and programming in emergency and 
development contexts  
 

Lessons from the 2015 Quality Reviews, captured in a ‘Lessons Learned’ document 
prepared by the GSU, suggest that access to IPC analysis and its use in decision making 
deserve further attention; when the IPC has been introduced there has tended to be 
insufficient engagement with decision-makers. Feedback from the recent mid-term 
stakeholders questionnaire reveals regional differences in respondents’ opinions as 
to whether IPC acute analysis products are accessible to decision-makers: those in 
West, East and Central Africa are most likely to agree strongly with this statement21; 
those in Asia largely agree (whether strongly, moderately or slightly), whereas those 
in Southern Africa and LAC are most likely to agree slightly with the statement. 
The recent introduction of the IPC Strategic Framework and Roadmap to Country 
Consolidation and its associated tools22 is a positive step towards understanding, 
supporting and monitoring the consolidation process as it unfolds in different 
countries, though feedback from the Regional Coordinators suggests that the current 
consolidation plans are overly optimistic.  
Key points: 

 The process of developing country-specific consolidation plans has recently 

started. Whilst the ‘Implementation Plan to Achieve Consolidation’ is 

presented essentially as a GSU monitoring tool, it will be important to ensure 

that these plans are developed and owned by the national TWGs. 

                                                        
21 The statement read: “IPC acute analysis information products are accessible to 
decision makers”, and respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement 
using a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.  
22 The “Country IPC Consolidation Strategy Matrix” serves as one of the tools for the 
overall assessment on the process of IPC country Consolidation, and the 
“Implementation Plan to Achieve Consolidation” supports regular monitoring and 
reporting on activities taking place in countries and regions. 
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 The Quality Reviews Key Learnings document reveals that there is limited 

awareness and insufficient buy-in to IPC at national level; lack of alignment 

between IPC processes, decision making processes, response planning and 

funding cycles; and poor dissemination of IPC products. This would suggest 

that the approach to creating awareness and ensuring buy-in at national level 

may need to be reviewed.   

 The overall impression from the documentation is that the GSP is constantly 

learning and adapting its approach to enhance impact.  

4. Relevance of IPC Technical Classification Tools 
SQ1: Based on feedback received during the MTR, particularly from IPC users, 
about the relevance and utility of the three different tools, how should the GSP 
prioritize between the three tools in the second half of the programme, with 
specific reference to how the GSU allocates its resources? 

4.1 The acute food insecurity scale 
At national level  
The IPC acute food insecurity scale has the longest history and is what the IPC is best 
known for. For a number of countries it is extremely influential at national level, 
particularly where there is a major humanitarian crisis (often conflict-related) and 
where there are few other sources of analyses. Thus, ironically, it may be most in 
demand and most influential where the data are most scarce and/or problematic, for 
example in South Sudan and Yemen, although the consensus-building analysis 
process involving many stakeholders and bringing the available data together is 
regarded as a major contribution in such a context. Box 1 demonstrates the wide-
ranging influence of the IPC acute food insecurity scale in South Sudan.  
 
Until recently the IPC acute food insecurity scale has been rolled out fairly gradually 
at national level. But as it gains profile and influence, there have been a couple of 
requests for the IPC acute food insecurity scale to be carried out quickly, in the midst 
of a crisis. This was the case in Madagascar where the IPC acute food insecurity scale 
was carried out at relatively short notice and with little advance preparation in late 
2016, triggered by concerns that parts of the country were on the brink of a major 
food crisis. Here, too, it was welcomed in the absence of a credible alternative 
information system, for bringing together a multisectoral range of actors in the 
analysis process, prompting donor support and informing response planning. 
 
In more stable contexts such as Kenya, the IPC acute food insecurity scale also appears 
to be influential and widely used, although there are often other sources of analyses, 
for example the longer-running early warning system (EWS) in Kenya, and the longer-
running Vulnerability Assessment Committee (VAC) process in many countries in 
Southern Africa. In Southern Africa, where IPC analysis and use only started to 
become prominent since the 2016 El Nino crisis, there is a recognized need to 
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demonstrate, with examples, the IPC “added value” in order to better promote its 
uptake by both technicians and decision-makers. National TWG members felt that the 
value of IPC needs to be continually shown if it is to be used within decision-making 
processes. This can be done by illustrating its contribution to responses in both 
humanitarian and development work, and by monitoring the impact of those 
responses. The ability to demonstrate “added value” can significantly strengthen on-
going awareness building and sensitisation efforts amongst end users of the IPC, in 
particular decision makers in government and humanitarian agencies.  
 
In countries where there are infrequent humanitarian crises, such as Bangladesh and 
countries in Central America, and/or a reluctance to acknowledge evidence of acute 
food insecurity, for example Pakistan, the acute food insecurity scale is seen to be less 
relevant and has less traction. However, even in those contexts there are champions 
of the IPC acute food insecurity scale: for example ECHO which may have provided 
funding for the IPC acute scale, and values it for drawing attention to forgotten and 
otherwise unseen crises. 
 

Box 1: Influence of the IPC in South Sudan 
Ways in which interviewees described how they used the IPC acute food insecurity 
scale in South Sudan include: 
Donors:  to lobby for resources globally and regionally; to decide on 

levels and allocations of relief resources 
Government:  to allocate relief resources; in 2014 the President of South 

Sudan made reference to the IPC analysis in the UN Security 
Council (UNSC) 

WFP: to inform programme planning and targeting, particularly for 
general food distribution; ‘one of the most important 
mechanisms we have for getting donors on board’ 

FAO: to plan its ‘Emergency Livelihood Response Programme’ 
FSL cluster: to inform the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) and 

prioritization of resources; regarded as a robust framework for 
planning 

NGOs: to advocate for funding; to design projects and proposals 
 

 
In countries where the IPC acute food insecurity scale is influential, it is mostly used 
at national level. It has less influence at local level, usually because it is not sufficiently 
disaggregated beyond high level administrative boundaries, for example in 
Zimbabwe. In Kenya, which has recently undergone a process of devolution of 
government, there is now demand to build IPC skills at county level, where skills are 
currently weak, so that it can be used at that level. 
 
The GSP mid-term survey confirms these findings about the relevance and utility of 
the IPC acute food insecurity scale. The majority of respondents in all regions agree 
that it is relevant for comparing varying levels of food insecurity at the sub-national 
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and country levels. Those in Africa (all regions) are more likely to agree strongly with 
this statement than those in Asia and LAC. See Annex 5. 
 
Many users commented on the accessibility of the IPC results, in colourful maps that 
can often be seen on the office walls in donor agencies and in government 
departments. But very few high level users appear to understand the process behind 
the IPC analysis. Many assume that it is of high quality, which is concerning as the 
final IPC analysis is only as good as the data that feeds in. This issue is addressed in 
section 5 below. However, there are cases of how the IPC acute food insecurity scale 
has highlighted either a lack of data or inadequate data and has prompted investment 
in improved data collection, for example some donors funding SMART surveys in 
Madagascar. 
 
In some contexts use of the IPC acute food insecurity scale has been hampered by 
delays in government releasing and/ or disseminating it: in Pakistan in 2013 and 
2016, and in South Sudan, and Zimbabwe in 2016. See section 6.1 below. 
 
Overall, the IPC acute food insecurity scale has been influential, and is valued for its 
role in pulling together relevant data and assessments on food security through a 
collective analytical process, with clearly articulated results. In at least one country 
visited this was articulated as the value of having a common public good, based on a 
collaborative exercise that discourages agencies from competing with each other. One 
well-informed and senior interviewee estimates that around 45% of all humanitarian 
appeals are now informed by the IPC. 
 
In some countries, however, the IPC acute food insecurity scale is also being used for 
a variety of purposes for which it is not intended, and which are not appropriate. This 
is often because of an absence of a similar collective analysis in other sectors. In South 
Sudan, for example, it has been used to target emergency seed interventions, by the 
WASH cluster, and for early warning purposes.  
 
At regional level 
At regional level the IPC is most valued and used for comparative purposes between 
countries. Key users at this level include donor agencies who use IPC results to decide 
on resource allocations between countries, by regional UN offices including OCHA23, 
and by some NGOs to inform regional decision-making. Use by regional authorities is 
limited with the exception of CILSS which proactively carries out a regional analysis 
based on the national Cadre Harmonisé results, and provides the link between 
country level and regional users. 

 
At global level 

                                                        
23 OCHA could be encouraged to reproduce the IPC acute food insecurity map in its 
Humanitarian Bulletins and Humanitarian Needs Overviews 



23 
 

The IPC acute food insecurity scale appears to be at a ‘tipping point’ in terms of its 
influence and use at global level. It is being used for two key purposes, both of which 
depend upon comparability between countries: 

• To provide an overview of food crises across the globe 
• To provide EW and inform humanitarian resource allocation decisions 

The IPC acute food insecurity scale is fast becoming the backbone for three key 
reports: 

(1) the Hotspot Analysis produced by the Global Network against Food Crisis 
(2) FAO and WFP’s new report to the UNSC on food insecurity (since 2016), to be 

produced every six months24 
(3) FAO’s Early Warning Early Action quarterly reporting 

It is worth noting that some experienced IPC analysts have expressed their disquiet 
over this level of influence, because of the different data sets and data quality feeding 
into the respective IPC analyses in different countries. 
 
Blind spots in the IPC acute food insecurity scale 
There are a number of ‘blind spots’ in the IPC acute food insecurity scale which 
weaken its relevance and need to be addressed: 
(1) One of the most significant ‘blind spots’ is the urban population, currently not 

covered at all by the acute food insecurity scale. In countries with high levels of 
urbanization this undermines its relevance. This will intensify as the pace of 
urbanization accelerates in many developing and middle income countries, and 
undermines use of the IPC for global and regional comparisons across countries 

(2) A second and equally significant ‘blind spot’ is the current lack of disaggregation 
within geographical areas, by gender, by socio-economic status and other 
determinants of marginalization. (Some, although not all of this is due to lack of 
disaggregation in the data feeding into the IPC. See also section 8.1 below) 

(3) The IPC’s analytical framework is mostly oriented towards rural populations, but 
is poor at capturing the food security status of the displaced and does not include 
refugee populations. With growing numbers of displaced, this is a blind spot that 
must be addressed25. 

(4) The IPC acute food insecurity scale has mainly been used to provide a snapshot 
analysis for short-term humanitarian planning. Where there have been frequent 
IPC analyses, the opportunity to carry out trend analysis and take a longer-term 
perspective has been missed. As some donors shift to multi-year programming 
and with the growing influence of the resilience paradigm, this blind spot should 
be addressed26. 

(5) In many countries the approach to the IPC acute food insecurity scale is based on 
livelihood zones, in conjunction with administrative units. But the assumption of 
relatively homogenous and stable livelihood zones may already be outdated in 

                                                        
24 See, for example, http://www.fao.org/3/a-c0335e.pdf  
25 In Kenya the regional UNHCR office is engaging with the IPC and is concerned to 
help address this blind spot 
26 Only WFP appears to have attempted trend analysis of IPC results, which it has 
done under VAM, unilaterally. 

http://www.fao.org/3/a-c0335e.pdf
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developing economies where livelihoods are dynamic and changing quite rapidly 
(eg Kenya), and in situations of protracted conflict (eg South Sudan) 

 

4.2 The acute malnutrition scale 
This scale has only been rolled out recently, in 2015/16, in South Sudan, Kenya, 
Mozambique, Madagascar and Sudan, so experience is still limited. Nevertheless, the 
value of this scale has already been demonstrated in all five countries, where it has 
revealed high rates of malnutrition and therefore a high ‘phase’ in a part of the 
country where the acute food insecurity scale has shown a low phase. In Turkana in 
Northern Kenya, for example, the acute malnutrition scale was 5 ‘very critical’, while 
the acute food insecurity scale was only 2: ‘stressed’. The value of these two scales 
being used in tandem for the same geographical area is in drawing attention to other 
causes of malnutrition beyond inadequate access to food, and thus influencing the 
type of response. In both South Sudan (Northern Bahr El Ghazal in 2016) and Kenya 
it has alerted analysts and users to a potentially serious situation where GAM levels 
are above emergency thresholds, triggering further assessments (in the case of South 
Sudan), advocacy for a response (in both South Sudan and Kenya), and also raising 
important questions about whether and how the acute food insecurity scale may have 
‘under-classified’ (in Kenya).  
 
There is growing interest in the acute malnutrition scale from some other countries 
in Southern Africa although some (such as Pakistan) are held back in applying the 
scale because of lack of regular nutrition surveillance. 
 

4.3 The chronic food insecurity scale 
The GSP has made substantial progress in developing the chronic food insecurity 
scale, and in rolling it out, in eight countries in 2014/15. There are still few examples 
of the chronic scale having been completed (for example in Bangladesh), but it is 
currently underway in a range of countries including Kenya, Zimbabwe, Pakistan and 
El Salvador27 . Completing the chronic scale is an intensive process that requires 
considerable time and resources, although some interviewees commented that they 
regarded this as worthwhile because it will be relevant for a five-year period. 
 
There is strong demand for the chronic food insecurity scale across a range of 
countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America, mostly in more stable contexts. 
Expectations of how the chronic scale will be used vary widely although its utility is 
still untested. See Box 2. How the chronic scale is actually used in the next couple of 
years should be monitored closely as it speaks to a different audience than the acute 
and malnutrition scales. The majority of respondents in the GSP mid-term survey 
agree that the IPC chronic scale is relevant for policy formulation and decision-

                                                        
27 In some countries the chronic scale is being introduced in only part of the country, 
for example in Sind Province in Pakistan. 
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making, particularly those in West, East and Central Africa and Asia. However, a 
comparison of responses for Question 8 in the survey (relevance of IPC Acute) and 
Question 10 (relevance of IPC Chronic) suggests that respondents in all regions are 
more likely to strongly agree that IPC Acute is relevant as compared to the IPC chronic 
scale, particularly in Africa. This finding is not surprising in view of the newness of 
the chronic scale and the fact that its relevance to decision-making is still being 
worked out. See Annex 5. 
 
It is striking to see how the chronic scale is still being promoted and led by many of 
the same actors who are involved in the acute scale even though they are primarily 
humanitarian. While there are important connections between the acute and chronic 
scales, relevant to humanitarian actors, there needs to be stronger engagement of 
development actors in the chronic scale. See also section 8.3 below.  
 
If the chronic scale can be aligned with the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 
indicators, specifically SDG 2 indicators, this will increase its relevance and wider 
(including global) influence, as SDG indicators will determine the ways in which data 
are collected at country level. This may also require more robust use of statistical 
data, as indicated in the FANTA/FEWSNET study (Glaeser and Hillbruner, 2015). As 
with the acute food insecurity scale, the chronic scale must engage with urban food 
security to be truly relevant.  
 
The chronic scale is currently less in demand and less relevant to conflict contexts 
where data are scarce and attention is focused on the acute food insecurity scale.  
 
 

Box 2: Examples of demand for the chronic food insecurity scale, and the range 
of potential uses 
Bangladesh: used by government to prioritise districts for the national nutrition 
programme and the safety net programme, and as background information and 
analysis to inform the National Food Policy and related Country Investment Plan. 
Used by donors, NGOs, UN agencies and government for project proposals. 
Anticipated use for monitoring purposes, to compare changes over three to five years. 
SADC: the SADC Regional Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis Programme is keen 
to apply the IPC chronic scale, as a way of bringing a longer-term perspective to 
Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis (VAA). It has been proposed that the IPC 
Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tool should be used within the second phase 
(2017-2021) of the DfID-funded SADC Regional Vulnerability Assessment and 
Analysis (RVAA) Programme, given the persistently high proportion of food insecure 
households in the region despite increases in agricultural production. The IPC 
Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tool has been proposed as an entry point to a 
more methodical and regionally harmonised analysis28. 

                                                        
28 See SADC, 2016 
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Kenya: welcomed by some government stakeholders who anticipate that it will help 
to inform Kenya’s new policy on ‘Ending Drought Emergencies, raising awareness and 
understanding of chronic food security issues; and shine a spotlight on chronic food 
insecurity and poverty in some of Kenya’s ‘high potential’ agricultural areas not 
covered by the acute scale 
SICA: most food security problems in the SICA region are believed to be chronic, with 
high rates of stunting. The chronic scale is therefore generally welcomed as an 
opportunity to understand underlying causes of chronic food insecurity, and stunting, 
for example in Honduras. 

 

5. The role and practice of the GSP in supporting IPC quality  
 

SQ2: Learning from the application of GSP’s quality assurance processes to date, 
how should the GSP manage quality assurance in the second half of the 
programme, paying particular attention to: 

a. different country contexts and how to approach quality assurance in 
those different contexts (while recognizing the value of IPC as a 
comparative tool of analysis across contexts), informed also by 
feedback from different IPC users about how quality affects their take-
up of the IPC for particular purposes 

b. the implications for institutionalization and national ownership at 
country level 

c. the implications of growing demand for the IPC (acute) and IPC 
engagement 

5.1 The importance of IPC quality assurance 
Quality assurance has become a growing and significant part of the GSP, a role that 
has been encouraged by the Steering Committee. There are many aspects to quality 
assurance, including support by the GSU at country level through training, technical 
support, and facilitation of IPC analyses, all of which play an important role. This 
section focuses particularly on quality review processes that relate to the IPC acute 
food insecurity scale. (There have been no quality review processes for the acute 
malnutrition scale. For the chronic scale real-time quality review processes were 
applied, systematically, in the first phase of roll-out, but are more ad hoc for the 
second phase of roll-out). 
 
As use of the IPC acute food insecurity scale and its influence expands, the GSP has 
both a duty and a responsibility to fulfill its quality assurance function. This is 
underlined by the growing use of the IPC at global level, for example to make 
comparisons between countries and to guide humanitarian resource allocations, and 
by the trust that many users place in the IPC. As mentioned above, users find the 
presentation of the results of the acute food insecurity scale compelling, and are often 
unaware of flaws or limitations in the data or analytical process behind it.  
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Promoting high quality IPC acute and chronic food insecurity products is one of the 
GSP’s four outcomes. Developing and applying quality review processes has become 
a key means for achieving this, ‘to improve the confidence level, data availability and 
gaps and compliance of IPC analysis and process’29.  Over the last two years the GSU 
has conducted a number of quality reviews of the acute food insecurity scale at 
national level: real-time and retroactively, as well as triggering the Emergency 
Review Committee when there is a risk of famine. So far these quality review 
processes are all ‘on demand’ at country level.  
 
The GSU has demonstrated a high level of responsiveness and learning from these 
reviews, for example producing a document on key learnings and recommended 
actions in April 2016, and using lessons to inform further technical development of 
the tools. Nevertheless, quality issues persist. This section reviews some of the major 
issues raised in this MTR (section 5.2), feedback and suggestions on how quality 
review processes can be strengthened (section 5.3), and the role of the ERC and the 
process for declaring famine (section 5.4). 
 

5.2 Quality issues and challenges 
The following quality issues relating to the IPC analysis process for the acute food 
insecurity scale have been raised across a range of countries representing different 
contexts: 

(1) There is inadequate screening of who participates in the IPC analysis process, 
for example ensuring a certain level of knowledge and technical expertise in 
order to qualify to participate. Efforts to fill gaps and ensure diversity of the 
group responsible for the analysis may be lacking. As a result potentially 
valuable contributions are being missed. In South Sudan, for example, NGOs 
with limited representation in Juba are often excluded yet may have valuable 
local knowledge. In Southern Africa NVAC members carrying out the IPC 
analysis are mainly government officers and UN officials, and NGOs are poorly 
represented. In Bangladesh, there is a need for greater gender expertise to be 
included in the analysis process.  
 

(2) Questions have been raised about the nature of the consensus building process 
during the IPC analysis. The TANGO report on IPC products and compatible 
products captures this well: 
“There was much agreement among stakeholders that competing agendas makes 
reaching technical consensus within the TWG difficult. Although the multi-
stakeholder, consensus-building approach of the IPC process was designed to help 
minimize such bias, many stakeholders suggested that consensus among the TWG 
members may not always be a truly evidence-based technical consensus but rather 
reflects – at least in some cases – who has the strongest and most influential voice. 
This suggests that while good intentioned, more effort may be needed not only to help 

                                                        
29 From the ‘Vision and Action Plan’ of the IPC GSP (2014-2018) 
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ensure the TWGs are in fact unbiased, but also to help ensure that more stakeholders 
perceive the TWGs as transparent and unbiased”. 
(TANGO, 2015: 3) 
Some interviewees suggested that more senior facilitation of the IPC analysis 
process is required, to improve evidence-based consensus-building and to 
protect against ‘political influence’. 

 
(3)  In some countries there is inadequate screening of the data feeding into the IPC 

analysis and inadequate triangulation. Some interviewees felt the analysis 
could be strengthened with improved contextual knowledge and 
understanding of livelihoods (and how they are changing), and of the wider 
political economy, for example in conflict environments such as South Sudan. 

 
(4) One of the most influential ‘outputs’ of the IPC acute food insecurity scale is 

the figure on the number of food insecure in different phases. This is used, for 
example, for allocating relief resources (including for general food 
distribution), and for targeting. A number of interviewees expressed their 
disquiet that these figures give a false sense of precision, yet are reached 
subjectively and are therefore often guesstimates. 

 
(5) This relates to a wider concern about how data gaps are handled in the analysis 

process. For example, in Pakistan assumptions are made in projecting forward 
from outdated food security data. In South Sudan generalisations may be made 
from survey results from one location to the whole state. 

 
(6) In a number of countries the IPC’s analytical framework is based on livelihood 

zones in rural areas. Updating this information, especially where it requires 
updated Household Economy Analysis (HEA), is time-consuming and costly. 
Yet, as mentioned in section 4.1 above, these livelihood zones may become 
outdated30. 

 
It is widely acknowledged by IPC specialists that the IPC analysis can only be as good 
as the data feeding into it, and that there are many limitations in both data availability 
and reliability31. But this is not currently reflected adequately in how the IPC results 
are communicated to decision-makers. This in turn can give a false sense of accuracy.  
 
On the other hand, in a few countries the IPC analytical process has shone the 
spotlight on data gaps and irregularities and has triggered investment in improved 

                                                        
30 In Kenya, the last major review of livelihood zones was carried out 10 years ago. 
Lack of funding means that an update planned for 2015 did not happen. 
31 This is especially the case in conflict contexts, but also in more stable contexts. For 
example, the reduction in donor funding in a number of Asian countries has 
weakened regular nutrition surveillance systems. And in Southern Africa nutrition 
data are regarded as poor and out of date. 
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data collection and quality, for example in Zimbabwe and the ZimVac process. These 
examples need to be built upon.  
 
A number of stakeholders have expressed their concern that Version 2.0 of the IPC 
acute food insecurity scale has raised the IPC bar higher than previously, to a level 
that cannot be reached in many conflict contexts where access is constrained and there 
are yawning data gaps. Yet the same standards are being applied across all contexts. 
This issue was temporarily addressed in the Yemen in 2015 where the GSU adapted 
the IPC acute food security protocols to reflect constrained humanitarian access and 
lack of data. The analysis could still be branded as IPC, but the lower confidence levels 
were reflected in the terminology of ‘indicative IPC’32. Although welcomed by some 
in-country, this approach was not supported by the Steering Committee who have 
referred the issue to the GSP’s Food Security Working Group and to the Technical 
Advisory Group (TAG) to propose a longer-term solution. 
 

5.3 Strengthening quality review processes 
The quality review processes launched by the GSP have generally been welcomed at 
national level as constructive, contributing to better quality analysis, and as valuable 
learning processes. Real-time quality reviews are preferred by Technical Working 
Groups (TWG) at national level as they feed directly into improving the current IPC 
acute food security analysis, although they are regarded as more onerous by those 
carrying out the review. Real-time quality reviews are usually triggered when there 
is a break down in consensus in the analysis process, and/or  problems with the data, 
or there is risk of famine. Sometimes real-time technical support replaces real-time 
quality reviews, as in Madagascar in 2016 where multi-partner technical support was 
provided to meet a specific request to assess the statistical representativeness of a 
survey. This real-time technical support can positively contribute to capacity 
development.  
 
In the CILSS region, the CH Regional Technical Team reviews the quality of the CH 
analysis during the consolidation workshop at the end of each country’s CH analysis 
cycle. Following the recent experience with Nigeria, CILSS and CH Technical 
Committee members have expressed a need to align IPC real-time quality review 
processes with the CILSS CH one to streamline quality review efforts. 
  
Retroactive quality reviews may be conducted some weeks after completion of the 
IPC analysis process so tend to feed into longer-term learning processes. They have a 
less immediate impact for the TWG concerned. 
 

                                                        
32 Acknowledging the quality constraints in this way was regarded as useful by at 
least one IPC stakeholder in-country, to lobby government and NGOs to do regular 
food security monitoring on key outcome indicators, and to lobby for donor funding 
for data collection. 
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Both these quality review processes have focused principally on the IPC technical 
analytical process and on adherence to IPC standards. The real-time quality reviews 
are more likely to review the reliability of data feeding into the IPC. But, with a few 
exceptions, neither quality review process has paid much attention to data gaps and 
how to address those gaps. In a number of countries IPC stakeholders consulted for 
this MTR (both those involved in the analysis and users) have expressed a need for 
quality review processes to be more comprehensive, paying greater attention to data 
feeding into the IPC, and to the analysis process right through to dissemination.  
 
The quality review report is shared with the respective TWG which is expected to 
provide a response, although this sometimes requires a number of reminders from 
the GSU. Quality reviews may trigger a follow-up and higher-level strategic mission, 
for example if it has thrown up governance issues. Tailored IPC training may follow a 
quality review, focusing on areas that have emerged as weaknesses in the analytical 
process. However, the heavy GSU workload and competing priorities mean that 
follow-up is patchy and unsystematic. 
 
Quality review reports are currently treated as confidential, and only occasionally 
shared with donors funding the IPC in-country. When this has happened (for example 
in Pakistan with ECHO) the donor has found it to be enlightening and has, usefully, 
been alerted to areas of weakness in the IPC. But the quality review findings are not 
shared with a wider user group who, as mentioned above, tend to put high levels of 
trust in the IPC and are often unaware of any shortcomings. 
 
Both of these quality review processes – real-time and retroactive – have mostly been 
carried out by GSU staff with limited involvement of GSP Global Partners, with the 
exceptions of WFP and FEWSNet. WFP provided a two-year secondment of a staff 
member to the GSU to assist with quality reviews. With high levels of technical 
expertise, the participation of FEWSNet in some quality review processes (and in real-
time technical support, as in Madagascar in2016) was regarded as positive in 
promoting the quality and credibility of the IPC analysis. However, FEWSNet’s 
frequent questioning of the GSP’s quality assurance function has also been regarded 
as a distraction, with concerns raised that FEWSNet’s own IPC-compatible analyses 
are not subject to the same standards or quality review scrutiny. 
 
Quality reviews are conducted remotely. However, many interviewees from the 
respective TWGs expressed their preference for more face-to-face contact in the 
quality review processes. There is also demand for more engagement of regional 
stakeholders which would help to offset current perceptions that quality assurance is 
being imposed in a top-down fashion from Rome. 
 
Quality review processes have, importantly, highlighted when the IPC acute food 
security analysis and protocols have been adapted locally, for example in Pakistan 
and in Nepal. There followed a tailored training to ensure realignment with IPC 
protocols. This has triggered a reaction amongst some stakeholders in Asia that the 
IPC acute food insecurity scale is too rigid and that local adaptations to context are 
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not permitted. However, as the acute scale is increasingly used for global level 
analysis and comparisons, maintaining a standardized approach is ever more 
important. 
 

5.4 Famine and the role of the ERC 
The ERC plays a critical validation role when there is a high risk of famine, first 
developed in relation to the Somalia famine in 2011, and subsequently applied to 
South Sudan in 2015 and 2016, and to Northern Nigeria in 2016. In the ERC’s 
deliberations a strong tension has emerged, between the rigorous data requirements 
to declare famine, and lack of access and therefore lack of data from the most famine-
risk locations33. This has caused some GSP stakeholders to question whether the IPC 
will ever be able to trigger a famine declaration, apart from in exceptional 
circumstances, and whether there is an over-emphasis on protecting against false 
positives while exacerbating the risk of false negatives. 
 
Addressing and resolving this issue should be treated as a matter of urgency. The IPC 
would have failed in its purpose if, retrospectively, it transpires that there has been 
famine yet the IPC has not issued an appropriate warning or communication. This 
would also badly damage the credibility of the IPC acute food insecurity scale. There 
is valuable learning from the times the ERC has been convened to draw upon in 
reviewing and amending the GSP’s famine guidance. As noted above, in section 3, the 
Steering Committee has since asked the GSU to revise the Famine Guidance Note so a 
famine declaration can be made based on convergence of evidence. The CH Regional 
Committee in West Africa is also currently discussing the Famine Guidance Note for 
revision in the CH manual. 
 

6. Institutionalization and sustainability of the IPC 
 
SQ3: What can be learned from efforts to institutionalize the IPC at regional and 
country levels; what have been the successes and challenges; how can 
institutionalization be strengthened at country and regional levels, with a view 
to ensuring the sustainability of the IPC? 
 

6.1 Institutionalization of the IPC at national level 
The aim of the GSP is full government ownership and institutionalization of the IPC at 
country level, with an exit strategy for external funding support 34 . Countries 
implementing the IPC are currently classified according to one of three stages: 

                                                        
33 Mortality data has proved particularly challenging to collect, to provide the 
certainty needed to declare famine. 
34 See ‘IPC Global Strategic Programme (2014-2018): Status of Country IPC 
Institutionalization and Exit Strategy for External Support’ 
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‘consolidation’, ‘introduction’, or ‘potential new countries’ 35 . Of the 29 countries 
where the IPC is currently being implemented, 21 fall into the ‘consolidation stage’, 
but to a widely varying extent and in very different contexts. For example, Yemen and 
South Sudan, both countries in conflict with constrained access to parts of the country 
and to key data sources, where the respective government is party to the conflict, are 
in the ‘consolidation stage’, alongside Bangladesh and Kenya, both more stable 
country contexts where there is good access and stronger, more democratic and 
robust systems of government. Yet the aim of full government ownership of the IPC 
is the same in all countries in which the IPC has been introduced. This raises a serious 
question over the ‘one size fits all’ approach to institutionalization. The MTR 
concludes that it is not appropriate to hand the IPC entirely to government in contexts 
where government is party to the conflict and there is an associated risk of political 
manipulation of the results and/ or withholding the results, as has happened in South 
Sudan. Nor is this feasible where government is party to the conflict and is likely to 
prioritise security and defence over developing technical expertise in food security 
analysis. A more differentiated approach to institutionalization is required, according 
to the different country contexts in which it has been introduced, and according to 
the overall governance system in place in the respective country. 
 
The GSP defines the criteria for full consolidation according to four components: (1) 
institutionalization within national structures and frameworks, (2) sustainable 
technical capacity, (3) high quality and compliant IPC products, and (4) IPC used in 
decision-making for policy and programming. The MTR identifies an essential pre-
requisite for successful institutionalization of the IPC: a functional institutional 
framework for food security/ disaster management in general, beyond the IPC. This 
is evident in Kenya, where an institutional framework has been put in place over a 26 
year period, with the establishment of the National Disaster Management Authority 
(NDMA) in 201136. This provided an institutional framework, backed by political will 
and commitment, that the IPC could successfully slot into. See Box 3. This (and the 
experience of CILSS described in section 6.2 below) is an important reminder of the 
time it takes to establish a functioning institutional framework, which is clearly 
beyond the mandate and timescale of the GSP37.  
                                                        
35 A Country IPC Consolidation Strategy Matrix is regularly updated as a tool to 
assess and report on IPC country consolidation, and to guide GSP support. 
36 See Oduor et al (2014) which trace the roots of the current drought management 
system and establishment of the NDMA back to the Turkana Drought Contingency 
Planning Unit established in the second half  of the 1980s. The authors conclude 
that: “From the first project design in 1985 to the creation of the NDMA in 2011, the 
Kenyan system took 26 years. It was well-resourced during this period. It would be 
optimistic to expect it could have been done much faster or with fewer resources” 
(ibid: 222) 
37 There is valuable learning from FAO-implemented programmes, for example in 
Sudan and South Sudan, that have attempted to establish these institutional 
frameworks over a number of years. See the learning synthesis from the final 
evaluation reports for SIFSIA-North and SIFSIA-South (Buchanan-Smith, 2012) 
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A second key learning from the process of institutionalization is that a technical 
solution cannot fill a political vacuum. Thus, although the IPC may be welcomed and 
adopted by technical government officers as an analytical process, 
institutionalization requires high level political will and commitment to the IPC from 
decision-makers at senior level. Although there is evidence of this in countries like 
Kenya and Bangladesh, it is not the case in a number of other countries including 
South Sudan and Pakistan where there have been delays in the release of the IPC acute 
food insecurity scale analysis. Indeed, promoting the fourth consolidation component 
listed above – IPC used in decision-making for policy and programming – requires a 
very different skill-set from the technical skillset and approach which have 
predominated in the GSP/ GSU. It requires much greater emphasis on 
communications and dissemination, and on institutional and organizational 
development. 
 
The findings of the MTR, including learning from the GSP quality reviews, indicate 
that full financial sustainability of the IPC at national level is still a long way off, in 
terms of government paying for all aspects of the IPC, one of the objectives of 
institutionalization. This is the case even where the IPC has been successfully 
institutionalized in other senses, as in Kenya and Bangladesh where there is a strong 
sense of government ownership of the IPC. As Boxes 3 and 4 demonstrate, in both 
those countries the functioning and continued use of the IPC acute food insecurity 
scale (and of the other IPC scales) are still heavily dependent on external donor 
funding. This is particularly important for certified IPC training for which there is a 
continuous need: in Kenya, for example, key informants estimate that about 50% of 
those trained in one round of IPC analysis have moved on by the next round of 
analysis. See Section 8.2 below. In a number of countries reviewed by the MTR 
(including Kenya), key informant stakeholders indicated that the IPC would collapse 
without continued external funding. However, it is worth noting that international 
actors, including those who have been funding the IPC, are also users of the IPC 
results, at national, regional, and increasingly global levels. As long as this continues 
and donors have a vested interest in the effective functioning of the IPC, there is a 
strong case to be made for co-funding of the IPC at national level, between 
government and international actors. 
 

Box 3: Institutionalization of the IPC in Kenya 
Responsibility for the IPC sits with the NDMA within the Ministry of Devolution and 
Planning. The Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG) is the technical body 
leading on all IPC tools in Kenya, co-chaired by NDMA and FAO. It is a sub-committee 
of the Kenya Food Security Meeting (KFSM), an advisory body to government and 
partners on drought and food security with the objective of promoting a timely and 
effective response, and is co-chaired by NDMA and WFP. A senior government officer 
interviewed for the MTR described the IPC as ‘introduced by FAO and now led by 
government’. Government ownership of the IPC is strong, facilitated by co-funding of 
IPC activities between government and international actors. With the newly 
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decentralized government structure, the challenge is now to take the IPC to county 
level. There are still relatively few IPC technical experts in government, less than 10 
with Level 1 certification, and only 2 with level 2, but no certified IPC trainers at 
county level. IPC training is currently funded by international actors.  
The IPC acute malnutrition scale in Kenya is led by the Nutrition Working Group, 
chaired by the Ministry of Health. In this sector there is also close collaboration 
between government and international actors. Government ownership of the acute 
malnutrition scale also appears to be strong. 

 
 

Box 4: Institutionalization of the IPC in Bangladesh 
The IPC was introduced to Bangladesh in 2012, since when there has been a full-time 
IPC Country Coordinator employed through FAO and hosted by the Food Planning 
and Monitoring Unit (FPMU) in the Ministry of Food. Institutionalization is generally 
considered to be good in that the FPMU is perceived to ‘own’ the IPC, and it will 
become a sub-programme within the 2017-2022 Investment Plan for Food Security, 
Nutrition & Agriculture of the Ministry of Food. Whilst the FPMU provides strong 
planning and coordination for the IPC, its ownership and use by other government 
departments remains limited.  
 
From 2012 to the end of 2016, IPC activities were largely funded by ECHO through its 
support to the Bangladesh Food Security Cluster (through FAO), with limited funds 
from the GSU38. From 2017, funding for IPC activities will go through the ‘Meeting the 
Under-Nutrition Challenge’ (MUCH) project (funded by USAID and EU and 
implemented jointly by the Ministry of Food and FAO), though additional fundraising 
will also be needed.  
 
Compared to other countries in the region, Bangladesh has good capacity for the IPC, 
including 42 analysts trained to Level 1 and nine trainers to Level 2, although still 
awaiting formal certification. The general consensus was that training will always be 
needed due to staff turnover within both government and NGO organisations. One of 
the NGO interviewees suggested that the main gap in terms of institutionalization is 
within the IPC partner organisations: strong internal support from higher 
management levels within partner organizations is required to ensure their full 
commitment.  

 
 

6.2 Institutionalization of the IPC at regional level 
Progress in institutionalizing the IPC at regional level varies widely. Our finding 
above, that the pre-requisite for successful institutionalization of the IPC is a 
functioning overall institutional framework for food security/ disaster management, 

                                                        
38 Recent financial support from GSU included $15k in 2015 for capacity 
development and $7k in 2016 for the acute analysis. 
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is just as valid at regional level as at national level. This is demonstrated in the CILSS 
region where the Cadre Harmonisé is well institutionalized. See Box 5.  
 

Box 5: Institutionalization of the CH within the CILSS region 
CILSS has a strong institutional framework for acute food security, with its origins 
dating back to the food crises of 1973 and 1984. These triggered the establishment of 
early warning systems at regional and national levels, under CILSS AGRHYMET and 
the Sahel Institute with support from various international early warning and food 
security initiatives including FAO/GIEWS, FEWS NET, WFP/VAM. The Cadre 
Harmonisé (CH), which dates back to 1999, helped to standardise data collection and 
acute food security analysis processes progressively across the 17 West African 
countries. National Food Security Cellules operate at national level, normally under 
the political leadership of the Prime Minister’s Office, or in some cases the Ministry of 
Agriculture or the Presidential Office. The CH is overseen by CILSS, which ensures 
that national data collection and the CH processes are aligned across the region, and 
with decision-making, for example by the Haut Conseil Securité Alimentaire. The CH 
contributed to the Food and Nutrition Insecurity session during the CILSS 
intergovernmental Regional Food Crises Prevention and Management (PREGEC)  
Meetings (in November and March), with partners, and during the annual 
international meetings (in December and April) of the Food Crisis Prevention 
Network (RPCA). During the last RPCA meeting, organized by CILSS, governmental 
bodies and partners in collaboration with the Club du Sahel et de l’Afrique de l’Ouest 
(CSAO) in Abuja, December 2016, the analysis of the situation in North-Eastern 
Nigeria was a key topic dominating proceedings. The meeting, hosted by ECOWAS 
(Economic Community of West African States) and UEMOA (West African Economic 
and Monetary Union) called for a more effective immediate and long-term response.  

 
In contrast, the challenges of establishing an enduring institutional framework  for 
food security within IGAD are a reminder of the unsustainability of ‘projectising’ 
responsibility for food security, with external donor funding, as pointed out by a 
number of key informants to this MTR. Although the GSP is committed to supporting 
regional institutionalization of the IPC within the IGAD region, it cannot do so with a 
‘technical fix’. Similarly, in Southern Africa, whilst it is entirely appropriate for IPC to 
align itself with the Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC), the fact 
that the RVAC is driven by the DfID-funded Regional Vulnerability Assessment and 
Analysis Programme means that it is not fully institutionalized within SADC. 
 
The experience in Central America, in SICA (Integrated Systems for Central America), 
demonstrates another pitfall of institutionalization, of IPC being over-identified with 
FAO, also evident in some countries at national level, for example Pakistan. See Box 6. 
 

Box 6: Over-identification of IPC with FAO 
SICA has a strong sense of ownership of the IPC at regional level. However, the IPC is 
perceived by some as an FAO activity. This has been a disincentive to 
institutionalization and has sometimes caused blockages, for example when FAO staff 
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and government counterparts in the Ministry of Agriculture have expected the IPC to 
follow FAO-government procedures. Governance at regional level thus requires 
clarification.  
In Pakistan the IPC is located in the Ministry of National Food Security and Research 
but is similarly perceived by some as being overly-identified with FAO, which in turn 
has overly-influenced the governmental location of the IPC. Although FAO provides 
valuable support to the IPC, FAO rather than government holds the data and 
worksheets. 

 
 

7. Governance and management of the IPC at the global level  
SQ5: Based on the MTR’s overall recommendations about the strategic 
direction of the GSP in the second half of the programme, and taking account of 
the changing external context and expanding demand for the IPC and the three 
tools: 

a. What are the implications for the GSU in the second half of the 
programme, particularly in relation to capacity, skills and 
prioritization? 

b. What are the implications for governance of the IPC GSP and how it 
can be strengthened at the global level? 

c. How should the independence of the GSP be maintained, and how 
important is that to the future of the IPC? 

7.1 Capacity, skills and management of the GSU 
Capacity of the GSU 
The GSU is responsible for day-to-day implementation of the GSP. Appropriately, 
most of the GSU budget is spent on staffing, reflecting the functions of the GSP and the 
central role of the GSU in delivering those functions, including technical capacity 
development, quality review, developing and updating IPC protocols and training 
materials, and support to institutionalization. However, the increasing interest in the 
IPC, noted above, has led to greater demands and an increased workload for the team. 
There are a large number of deliverables and over-ambitious targets (discussed 
below) and the work is technically demanding.  
 
During the first half of the GSP, a balancing act has been required between 

implementation of the acute food insecurity scale in high profile emergencies and on-

going work such as implementation of the chronic IPC scale, communications, 

revision of manuals and development of the global portal.  

The GSU has expanded rapidly in the last couple of years. To its credit, it has met most 

of its deliverables, mainly due to a committed and hard-working team. But it has been 

consistently understaffed. Not all positions are currently filled and cover is not 
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provided for maternity leave39. Understaffing has resulted in personnel being brought 

in to cover aspects of the work even though it may not be within their TORs or within 

their skill sets. Recruitment and retention of senior staff has been an issue: it has been 

difficult to attract the right calibre of senior staff with consultancy contracts. Where 

junior staff have been used as substitutes they have not been able to take on the same 

level of responsibility. 

Some areas have been poorly resourced, for example communications where capacity 

is inadequate. Growing interest in the IPC at global level has generated new demands 

for input into global reports, but it is currently difficult for external people to access 

some of the IPC analyses they require. At both regional and national levels, there has 

been inadequate support to communicating IPC analysis and to promoting its use by 

decision-makers. 

The overall result is an overstretched GSU, spread too thinly. This is clearly 
unsustainable as the team is exhausted and under too much pressure. To relieve this, 
all GSU positions must be filled urgently. Expansion of the GSU is not required, but 
instead more efficient and streamlined ways of working. This has implications for 
management, discussed below. There should also be renegotiation of targets with 
donors, discussed below. 
 
Skills 

There have been a number of major new technical developments in the first two years 

of the GSP, most notably the developments of the IPC acute malnutrition scale and the 

IPC chronic food insecurity scale. Although technical expertise has been given much 

emphasis in the GSU, and the GSU demonstrates a high level of professional 

competence, the technical skills of the implementation team are still limited with 

over-reliance on the high level technical skills of one team leader. Training and 

certification raise skill levels, but this needs to be matched with experience. Some of 

the junior staff in the GSU and amongst the Global Partners do not have sufficient 

experience and/or knowledge of the local context in which the IPC is being applied. 

There are three areas where GSU skill sets are inadequate to meet current demands: 

(1) to roll out the chronic food insecurity scale 

(2)  to promote institutionalization, as mentioned above, which 

requires relational, partnership and organizational development 

skills 

                                                        
39 In the implementation team one post is unfilled (to be funded under the new 

USAID funds), in the technical development team there will be no staff cover when 

the team leader goes on maternity leave in March 2017, the communication team 

has an unfilled post, and the ISS team has lost one post. 
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(3) in communications, at global and at regional levels 

This indicates a rebalancing of the skillset in the GSU. While there is a need for higher 
level technical skills, there also needs to be a rebalancing between technical and other 
skills. A review of the capacity and professional profile of the GSU, against demand, 
should inform a rebalancing of skillsets for the second half of the programme, for 
example with greater emphasis on communications and institutionalization.  
 
Workplans, prioritization and management  

The GSP targets and workplan are over-ambitious against the resources available. 

The GSU is currently pulled in two directions: to support the IPC at national and 

regional levels, and to support use of the IPC at global level. The former has been the 

main focus of the GSU, but some unplanned activities in the latter category have put 

pressure on staff and have revealed under-investment in communications. There is 

also tension between targets set by donors who fund the GSP, and evolving and 

localised demand for the IPC at country level. Workplans are currently too detailed 

according to donor deliverables, with targets by sub-type of activity and by country, 

and with specific countries assigned to each donor. They have taken an excessive time 

to complete, partly due to delays in funding which meant that plans were not 

finalized. Although most deliverables have been met, as noted above, this has been at 

a high cost to the team in terms of stress and the impact on personal lives. Work 

planning needs to become more efficient, be more timely and less detailed, and with 

clear outputs that relate to the overall vision and activities of the GSP rather than 

individual donor deliverables at country level. 

Although the management structure within the GSU has been strengthened with the 

establishment of a senior management team and monthly meetings, there was still 

inadequate and inconsistent prioritization of tasks. Managerial skills need to be 

strengthened so that staff receive clear guidance on implementation of the strategic 

priorities of the GSP from the GSU’s Global Manager and, if appropriate, the Steering 

Committee. Reflecting the growing influence and strategic importance of the IPC, the 

new Global Manager must have high level strategic management skills and a longer-

term vision, be ‘politically savvy’ and used to dealing with complex partnerships. In 

the gap between the departure of the current Global Manager and recruitment of the 

new manager, the GSP requires a full-time interim manager.  

The division of work between the Regional Coordinators and GSU staff in 

headquarters has not been entirely clear. There is scope for greater decentralization 

of GSP functions, requiring a clearer division of work, Regional Coordinators and their 

staff taking on more responsibility whilst still receiving support from GSU HQ, and 

improved delegation by the Global Manager. 
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7.2 Governance of the GSP 
The governance structure put in place for the GSP comprises a global Steering 
Committee responsible for guiding and positioning the IPC globally and linking it with 
relevant initiatives, the TAG and various Working Groups. The multi-partner nature 
of the GSP is regarded as a major achievement and key to the success of the 
programme. But inevitably the complexity of such a partnership brings with it a 
number of challenges. 
 
Different global partners have slightly different expectations of the IPC, particularly 
of the acute food insecurity scale. While some promote it as an analytical snapshot, to 
guide decisions about the allocation of humanitarian resources, other global partners 
would like it to play more of an early warning function, with a greater emphasis on 
prediction and projection. There are also different views within the global 
partnership about the model underpinning the IPC, and the importance attached to 
consensus and collective analysis in the IPC process. This was spelt out in the TANGO 
report in 2015. Until these differences are resolved, they are likely to continue to be 
a distracting undertone to the governance and management of the GSP. 
 
 
Steering Committee 
All Global Partners sit on the Steering Committee, with varied levels of engagement. 
The NGOs and regional bodies have tended to have a lower profile. Some regional 
bodies have been infrequent participants at Steering Committee meetings. 
 
As demands on the GSP have grown, a number of concerns have been expressed about 
how the Steering Committee functions. These include: 

(1) an overall sense that it could and should provide stronger strategic direction 
to the GSU 

(2) related to this, an inappropriate fluidity between strategic and technical 
discussions in Steering Committee meetings, partly reflecting the technical 
expertise of Steering Committee members, although technical discussions 
should be reserved for the TAG and other Working Groups 

(3) members of the Steering Committee not following through on decisions made 
by the Committee, and unresolved tensions between Global Partners  

(4) a need for members of the Steering Committee to have greater clout and 
influence within their respective organisations, to promote corporate 
commitment to the IPC 

(5) all members of the Steering Committee operating as ‘volunteers’ with full-time 
jobs and therefore inadequate time to follow the work of the GSP between 
meetings, and to stay informed. 

 
Commitment of IPC Global Partners 
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Currently IPC Global Partners have endorsed a set of Guiding Principles and 
Commitments 40 . There is a mixed record of evidence of partner’s corporate 
commitment to the IPC, from global to regional to national levels. Some Global 
Partners, notably FAO, WFP and FEWSNet, are fully engaged at all levels. For many 
others, their commitment is strongest at the global level where they are represented 
on the GSP Steering Committee, and is less evident at regional and national levels. For 
example, there were a number of cases of country directors of Global Partner agencies 
not being aware of their respective agency’s corporate commitment to the IPC, and 
consequently not being engaged in IPC processes at country level despite one of the 
Guiding Principles stating that: 

“Where there is an IPC Country Process, IPC Global Partners agree to engage, 
support and participate in this process”. 
 

Yet in a number of countries, IPC stakeholders emphasized the importance of Global 
Partners strategically engaging and collectively promoting the IPC, at the technical 
level but also especially at higher decision-making levels in-country, and regionally. 
This is also a learning point emerging from the GSU’s quality review processes. 
Overall, Global Partners must be more proactive in engaging with the IPC, especially 
at national level, for example where their strategic collaboration could be particularly 
powerful if a national government withholds the IPC results.  
 

7.3 Independence of the GSP 
There is a general consensus that the GSU at central level has managed to maintain 

its neutrality and is not overly-influenced by particular global partners. The 

advantage of FAO hosting the GSU is that it provides good administrative support and 

promotes the IPC. The disadvantage is that the IPC may be seen as an FAO tool or 

initiative. As indicated in Box 6, this is more of an issue at national level in some 

countries than at global level.  

It therefore makes sense for FAO to continue to host the GSU. The independence of 

the GSU would be strengthened if Global Partners made more staff secondments. In 

addition, consideration should be given to appointing a Global Manager who is not 

already an FAO staff member. 

8. Cross-cutting themes 

8.1 Gender and data disaggregation 
Contrary to the findings of the IGGHR (Improved Global Governance for Hunger 
Reduction) Evaluation, interviewees stated that the IPC has not been proactive in 
paying attention to gender, particularly in relation to the Acute Food Insecurity 

                                                        
40 As captured in the Terms of Reference for the IPC Global Partnership Governance 
Structure  
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Classification tool. Gender disaggregation is only possible where the contributing 
data sets are disaggregated, yet most food security data are gathered at the household 
level, making it impossible to disaggregate by gender or age. Data for nutrition 
indicators tend to be gathered at the individual level, making gender disaggregation 
possible, though data are often only collected for women and children, not men, so 
that any gender-based differences in nutritional status remain unknown. Where the 
contributing data do not allow for gender or age disaggregation of IPC results, caution 
is needed in assuming that the numbers of men, women and children affected would 
be proportional to the population as a whole41. Whether there are more accurate 
ways of disaggregating by age, gender and other socio-economic variables has yet to 
be explored by GSU.  
 
The Chronic Food Insecurity Classification tool encourages analysts to assess the 
impact that gender or other socio-cultural inequalities may have on the underlying 
factors that drive persistent food insecurity 42 . However, this is often difficult in 
practice due to the general lack of gender experts on the analysis teams. In the case 
of Bangladesh, where social exclusion and gender and ethnic inequities are a 
particular concern, some interviewees felt that these issues should feature more 
prominently in IPC analyses. For example, the methodology itself should allocate 
more time for gender analysis and more gender-disaggregated variables should be 
used; gender experts should be included in the analysis team; and results should be 
presented in such a way that helps ensure that interventions do not inadvertently 
contribute to existing inequalities.  
 
 

8.2 Capacity development at national and regional levels  
There was an overwhelming consensus across all countries and regions included in 
the interviews that more training should be provided, and that it should be provided 
on a repeated basis. High staff turnover was cited as a challenge in most countries, 
and some interviewees felt that it was partly due to IPC training that allowed staff to 
move on to better, more senior jobs. There was also a demand for more in-depth 
training; although trained analysts might be able to work as a member of an IPC 
analysis team, many lacked the confidence to be able to explain it and convince others 

                                                        
41 In Southern Africa, sub-regional data compiled by OCHA (using IPC results) 
present the numbers of people affected disaggregated by age and gender, based on 
their own disaggregation of the data. Similar concerns were expressed for the Latin 
America & Caribbean region, where some analysis team members have tried to 
disaggregate data based on assumptions and had to be corrected by other team 
members. 
42 The Addendum containing the Tools and Procedures for Classification of Chronic 
Food Insecurity indicates numerous places where gender and other ethnic and 
socio-cultural inequalities should be considered, and the Communication Template 
also includes spaces where such inequalities should be highlighted. 
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of its advantages, i.e. to advocate for its use. The need for greater investment in 
capacity development for communications and advocacy was also noted.  
 
Three challenges were highlighted in relation to the current training approaches. 
Firstly, there is reportedly a backlog of individuals trained to Level 1 standard who 
are waiting to take part in a practical analysis exercise in order to qualify for the Level 
1 certification. The analysis workshops do not take place frequently enough to allow 
everyone to take part. Secondly, there is a need to ensure that an appropriate range 
of experts (e.g. food security specialists, nutritionists, statisticians, gender experts, 
etc) from different types of organizations (e.g. government, non-government and UN) 
and at different levels (e.g. field level as opposed to those based in the capital city) are 
being trained in IPC so that the composition of the in-country analysis team is well-
balanced. Thirdly, cross-country training has not been very successful in some 
regions (e.g. Southern Africa) where the country analysis workshops (linked to the 
Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis exercises) tend to take place simultaneously, 
and there is a reluctance to let individuals train in other countries since this would 
detract from the limited capacity available within their own country. 
 
The GSP anticipates that the creation of a decentralized network of universities / 
centres of excellence to take responsibility for IPC training will allow for a more 
sustainable approach to meet the growing demand for capacity development. It is 
envisaged that two types of capacity development will be provided by the partner 
universities: (i) applied IPC training for food security professionals under the current 
certification programme; and (ii) the teaching of post-graduate degree course 
modules43 in IPC as well as applied food security and nutrition analysis, suitable for 
potential future policy / decision-makers. Given the inevitable future evolution of the 
IPC tools themselves, it would be advantageous if the lead/partner universities are 
also actively involved in learning and documenting the lessons from practical IPC 
analyses that can usefully inform future technical developments and the associated 
curricula updates. 
 

8.3 Linkages with other relevant networks, systems and global initiatives 
At the global level linkages are strengthening now that the IPC acute food insecurity 
scale is being used as core information for three potentially influential global reports. 
This puts it more in the spotlight and increases the likelihood that it will be used for 
other types of global analysis such as FAO’s ‘State of Food Insecurity in the World 
(SOFI).  
 
The participation of the Global Food Security Cluster as one of the GSP’s global 
partners reinforces linkages with this particular cluster. Efforts are underway to 
ensure all FSC co-ordinators are IPC certified Level 1. In countries where there is an 

                                                        
43 The course modules are currently being developed by Tulane University which – 
as “lead university” will also be expected to play a role in the on-going technical 
development of the IPC tools.  
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ongoing humanitarian crisis and the cluster system in operation, food security cluster 
member agencies are often participating in the IPC analysis, and are key users of the 
results. As mentioned above, the IPC now informs the food security component of 
many humanitarian appeals. But there is also a sense that the IPC-FSC links could be 
stronger: for example, even if the same agencies are engaged in both the IPC analysis 
and in the FSC, it is not always the same people and this connection needs to be 
stronger. 
 
For the chronic food insecurity scale, there are efforts to align with SDG indicators at 
national level, which are in turn likely to influence data collection nationally. But 
there has been less engagement with the SDG process nor with key actors from the 
development side involved in the SDGs, such as the World Bank or other UN agencies 
including the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 
 
Global Partners could be playing a more proactive role in identifying opportunities 
for linkages between the GSP and other initiatives, for example the potential role of 
the FIRST programme for collaborative promotion of the IPC by FAO, EU and national 
government44.  
 

9. Conclusions and recommendations 

9.1 Conclusions 
Overall, the GSP has proved to be a successful and inclusive multi-partner initiative, 
regarded by many as a model of good practice. In the last two years, the GSP has 
achieved a lot, from rolling out new IPC tools and continuous technical development, 
to meeting the growing demand for the IPC and extending the number of countries 
now using the IPC, to developing quality review processes. Feedback from 
stakeholders and users confirms the relevance of the three IPC tools, particulary the 
IPC acute food insecurity scale which has the longest track record and is now well-
known, tried and tested. The value added of the acute food insecurity scale in 
informing and leveraging humanitarian response is more influential in some regions 
than others. In some countries the IPC could be more effectively communicated to 
decision-makers. Although recently introduced in only five countries, the IPC acute 
malnutrition scale is already proving its relevance alongside the IPC acute food 
insecurity scale.  
 

                                                        
44 FIRST is a partnership programme between FAO and the EU providing policy 
assistance and capacity development support to national governments for food and 
nutrition security and sustainable agriculture in selected priority countries/regional 
organisations. FIRST focuses on the uptake of reliable data, information and analysis 
in decision-making, capacity for policy analysis, planning and implementation, and 
strengthening of effective accountability and governance mechanisms 
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In the last two years, the accelerating and expanding demand for the IPC acute food 
insecurity scale is testament to its relevance and utility. Its influence is growing 
rapidly, especially amongst international humanitarian actors and at global level. It 
has become a highly influential source of information for decision-making about the 
allocation of humanitarian resources, in terms of both resource levels and 
geographical targeting. While the IPC has been used for some time for geographical 
targeting within countries, it is increasingly used to target resources regionally 
between countries, and also at the global level. The growing influence of the IPC as a 
measure of acute food insecurity brings with it a responsibility for the integrity of the 
IPC, particularly for the quality and accuracy of the IPC results where it is being used 
for comparative purposes and for informing key decisions. This also brings a greater 
level of exposure for the GSP in terms of the risks of inaccuracies and/ or failure to 
raise the alert, for example of famine. 
 
The GSP has made substantial progress in developing its quality assurance function 
in the last two years. However, there are a number of ‘blind spots’ in the current IPC 
analytical model that must be addressed if it is to remain relevant as a key reference 
point for resource allocation decisions. These ‘blind spots’ include the urban 
population, the displaced and refugees, and disaggregation within population groups.  
 
Quality review processes have focused on monitoring the quality of the analytical 
process and must be extended to reviewing the quality of data feeding into the IPC, 
and how it is communicated to inform decision-making. The communications aspect 
of the GSP, from country to global level, deserves greater attention in the second half 
of this phase of the GSP.  
 
The chronic food insecurity scale is generating considerable interest and is also in 
growing demand, especially in countries and regions less prone to humanitairan 
crises. It is at an earlier stage of development than the other IPC tools, with potentially 
greater complexity, and its use in decision-making still evolving. The approach to 
developing the chronic scale was appropriately based upon the experience and 
learning from the IPC acute food insecurity scale, and was therefore part of the GSP. 
However, it is relevant to a much wider range of stakeholders than the current GSP 
global partnership which is dominated by humanitarian actors. In the next couple of 
years, the implications of this should be clarified, in terms of bringing other actors 
from the development sector into the evolution, roll-out and testing of the chronic 
scale. 
 
Institutionalization of the IPC at country and regional levels is a core aim of the GSP, 
with the intention of reducing dependence on external funding, handing over the IPC  
to the respective national government, and strengthening regional governance of the 
IPC. However, there is an inappropriate ‘one-size fits all’ approach to 
institutionalization, without due regard to the very different country contexts in 
which it is being used, for example contexts where government may be party to the 
conflict which is triggering a humanitarian crisis, or where governance mechanisms 
are extremely weak. A ‘one-size fits all’ approach has also been applied to the 
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technical standards for the IPC acute food insecurity scale, regardless of whether 
there is constrained access in the country and therefore whether there are available 
and reliable data. Ways of differentiating between contexts and therefore between 
the technical reliability of the IPC analysis must be found, to better inform users of 
the quality of the IPC results.  
 
Efforts to institutionalize the IPC are highly dependent on whether there is a 
functioning institutional framework in place for food security, whether at country or 
at regional level. Without this, the GSP is likely to make limited progress in 
institutionalizing the IPC. Experience shows that establishing such an institutional 
framework with the political commitment necessary to make it work is a long-term 
process that can take many years, even decades. With this in mind, ‘financial 
sustainability’ needs to be re-thought, bearing in mind that international actors are 
key users of the IPC as well as national governments and regional authorities. Co-
funding of IPC activities amongst the different users with a vested interest in it may 
be a more realistic way forward. 
 
The GSP targets and work plans are extremely ambitious, on top of growing and 
sometimes unpredictable demands for the IPC at country and at global levels. As a 
result, the GSU is overstretched. The team in place has high levels of commitment and 
professional competence, but with a number of unfilled vacancies and constantly 
shifting priorities its current working practices are unsustainable. This must be 
addressed urgently, strengthening strategic management of the GSP and rebalancing 
the current emphasis on technical skills with more  ‘political’/ institutional skills. This 
also requires reorientation of the governance mechanisms for the GSP, further 
detailed in the recommendations below.  
 

9.2 Recommendations 
 

IPC Technical classification tools 
1. The acute food insecurity scale should remain the priority focus of the GSP, 

with the GSU continuing to provide technical support and capacity development 
on the acute scales, running quality review processes, continuing to roll out the 
acute malnutrition scale alongside the acute food insecurity scale, and taking 
action to increase the relevance of the acute food security tool. The MTR 
specifically recommends the following: 
 
In the current phase of the GSP 

 Urgently addressing how phase 5 and famine guidance can be adapted so 
that it is possible to provide famine alerts when the convergence of 
evidence and judgement of the ERC experts indicate the likelihood of 
famine conditions 
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 Continuing to develop Version 3.0 of the IPC manual, addressing how 
technical standards can be adapted to be less rigorous for contexts with 
limited access and data availability  

 Scoping how the IPC can begin to analyse the food security of urban 
populations 

 Monitoring the application and use of the acute malnutrition scale, and 
developing guidance on the contexts in which it should be used, based on 
evolving experience 

 At national level, promoting: 
o disaggregation of the IPC analysis by gender and socio-economic 

status, encouraging data collection methods to make this possible 
o trend analysis of IPC results to provide a more dynamic analysis of 

food security beyond the static snapshots 
 

In the next phase of the GSP 
 Adapting the IPC acute food insecurity scale to urban contexts 

 
2. The chronic scale should be a secondary priority for the GSU, consolidating 

work already underway, specifically: 
 
In the current phase of the GSP, and into the next phase 

• Monitoring the development and use of the chronic scale at national level 
• Thus clarifying the actual and potential uses of the chronic scale 
• Encouraging TWGs and other stakeholders of the chronic scale at national 

level to plan strategically and inclusively for institutionalization and 
ownership of the chronic scale, bringing partners from the development 
sector into the development and roll-out of the chronic scale. 

Extending the geographical coverage of the chronic scale to new countries 
(and regions within countries) should be slowed down until the next phase of 
the GSP when the revised global governance system is put in place for the 
chronic scale (see recommendation 9 below).  

Supporting IPC Quality 
3. Quality assurance must remain a high priority for the GSP, and there is likely to be 

growing demand for quality review processes as application of the IPC acute food 
insecurity scale expands geographically. Quality review processes for the IPC 
acute scales should be adapted to be more persuasive, more comprehensive, 
more inclusive, more accessible and more transparent. Specifically: 
 
In the current phase of the GSP: 

• to ensure greater transparency in the QR process, a summary of the QR 
findings should be made available to users of the IPC to ensure they are 
better informed about the quality of the analyses they are using 

• use of the IPC ‘brand’ should be dependent upon obligatory and 
periodic quality review processes: criteria should be drawn up to 
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determine when a QR process should be launched (eg with what 
frequency and/ or when a certain number of Global Partners raise 
concerns about IPC quality) 

 
In the next phase of the GSP: 

• the GSP should decentralise as much of the QR function as possible to 
regional level with more face-to-face contact, backed up at the global level 
• to support this decentralization of QR, Global Partners should be more 

involved in QR processes, eg the GSU should develop a roster of staff 
with the capacity to participate in QR processes (from a technical and 
from an institutional perspective), per region, linked to IPC 
certification 

• QR processes should be extended to review aspects of the IPC analysis 
process beyond the worksheets, eg the inclusivity of the analysis, 
consensus-building processes etc45 

• there should be in-built and obligatory feedback and follow-up 
mechanisms after a QR process has been completed, actively supported 
by Global Partners at national level 
 

4. As the quality of IPC analyses can only be as good as the data on which they are 
based, where QR processes show persistent evidence of poor data quality 
over time, the GSP should have adequate resources (eg to provide expert 
consultants) to: 
In the next phase of the GSP 

• carry out a strategic review of data feeding into the IPC analysis at national 
level, making recommendations to IPC stakeholders in-country about how 
data quality can be improved 

• provide technical advisory support to the TWG in-country to address 
specific data gaps and challenges 

This requires a longer-term perspective to be brought to QR processes 
 
5. The GSP should explore how different categories and expectations of IPC 

quality, according to the context, can best be communicated to users of the 
IPC, to accompany the IPC analysis (and specifically the maps). This will ensure 
IPC users are better informed about the quality of the analysis they are using. For 
example, differentiating the quality of IPC analyses between: 

• contexts of conflict/ reduced access where data availability and quality are 
known to be weak, thus affecting the reliability of the IPC analysis  

• stable contexts where access is not constrained, but there are data gaps 
and the quality is known to be problematic  

• stable contexts with good quality data feeding into a strong IPC analysis 
This should commence in the current phase of the GSP, and be completed in the next 
phase  
                                                        
45 To some extent this could be done against a checklist, but it also requires a 
qualitative dimension 
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Institutionalization and sustainability 
6. The GSP must review and revise its model and strategy for 

‘institutionalization’ at national level: 
 

a) differentiating between different contexts and thus having differentiated 
strategies and timescales for institutionalization: 

• For countries where government is party to the conflict and handing 
over the IPC to government is neither feasible nor desirable 

• For countries where there is greater stability but weak institutional 
frameworks for food security, and government should be in the driving 
seat 

• For countries where there is greater stability and strong institutional 
frameworks and political commitment to addressing food security, and 
government should be in the driving seat. 

(When the IPC is newly introduced into a country context, an assessment 
should be made of which of the three scenarios it fits into) 

 
b) revising current targets for consolidation/ institutionalization in the GSP, 

taking account of the three country scenarios indicated above, and recognizing 
that institutionalization of the IPC is a long-term process that is likely to take 
many years 
 

c) reviewing its objective of ‘financial sustainability’ in terms of national 
government paying for the IPC, as long as international actors, including 
donors, are key users of the IPC 

 
d) with capacity development strategies that reflect the different models of 

institutionalization, emphasizing repeated IPC training and more in-depth 
training 

 
This should commence in the current phase of the GSP, and be completed in the next 
phase  

 
 

7. The Global Partnership of the GSP should be more proactive at regional and 
national levels, working collaboratively to promote institutionalization of 
the IPC in terms of: 

• ensuring their own senior managers at regional and national levels are 
aware of the Global Partnership, of their agency’s corporate commitment 
to the IPC, and of the implications for their role and programming eg 
reflected in job descriptions and in workplans 
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• Global Partners should be held to account through obligatory self-
reporting on the process of institutionalization within their respective 
agency 

• collectively promoting the IPC at both the technical and decision-making 
levels in-country, and regionally 

• identifying other initiatives and networks that can proactively promote 
institutionalization of the IPC eg the FIRST programme which is an 
opportunity for collaborative promotion of the IPC between FAO, EU and 
the respective national government  

To commence in the current phase of the GSP 
 

Strengthening governance and management of the IPC 
8. Management of the GSU should be strengthened through: 

a) a clearer distinction between functions required at global level, eg: 
• Developing a strategy for institutionalization 
• Technical development 
• Oversight of quality assurance 
• Strategic planning and prioritization for capacity development 
• Communications and advocacy for global level analysis using the IPC 

 
And functions that can be decentralized, eg: 

• Implementing quality assurance processes 
• Carrying out capacity development 
• Technical support and support for roll-out of tools 
• Supporting communications and advocacy at regional and national 

levels 
 

There should be a review of skillsets required at both levels against these 
functions 
This should commence in the current phase of the GSP, to inform the next phase  

 
b) Expanding the capacity of the GSU by: 

In the current phase of the GSP 
a. Urgently recruiting for the position of manager of the GSU, and 

filling all other vacant positions, supported by Global Partners 
providing staff secondments. Where there are delays in 
recruitment, interim solutions should be sought eg through short-
term secondments. (An increase in total staff numbers is not 
required) 

b. Ensuring contracts for senior staff are appropriate to, and provide 
adequate incentives for staff to stay with the GSU 

c. Ensuring communications and advocacy skills and capacity are 
stepped up 
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c) Rebalancing the current dominance of technical skills and expertise in the 
GSU with the need for strong strategic management and ‘political’/ 
institutional skills46 

 
9. Funding for the GSP should be simplified and streamlined, as far as possible 

with donors funding the overall programme rather than earmarked slices, with 
coordinated reporting requirements and the synchronised timing of grants. 
In the next phase of the GSP 

 
10. Strengthening and elevating the governance of the GSP, to ensure it is 

commensurate with the higher profile and increasing influence of the IPC, 
specifically: 

• establishing a high-level Executive Committee for the GSP 47 , to meet 
annually: 

• for strategic decision-making and prioritization within the GSP 
• to reinforce the respective Global Partner’s corporate commitment 

to the GSP and to the IPC at all levels, ensuring senior managers are 
aware of what this means, and of their role at global, regional and 
national levels  

• that includes donor agencies  
• that will recommend an appropriate governance structure for the 

chronic IPC scale, for the next phase of the GSP 
 

• elevating the TAG to be merged with the existing Steering Committee to 
become a ‘Technical Steering Committee’, focused on the IPC acute scales, 
with an additional one to two members who are technical experts 
independent of the global partners  
 

• rethinking the governance arrangements for developing and rolling out the 
chronic scale, considering the establishment of a separate Technical 
Steering Committee for the IPC chronic scale 

 
This should commence in the current phase of the GSP, to inform the structure for the 
next phase of the GSP.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  
                                                        
46 These refer to skills of political awareness and being ‘politically savvy’ 
47 Membership of this high level Executive Committee should be at Assistant D-G 
level within UN agencies, International Director level at NGO level, for example. 
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Annex 1 - Acronyms 
 
CH   Cadre Harmonisé 
CSAO   Club du Sahel et de l’Afrique de l’Ouest  
ECOWAS   Economic Community of West African States 
ERC   Emergency Review Committee 
EWS   early warning system  
DevCo Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation 

(European Commission) 
DfID   Department for International Development (UK government) 
EU   European Union 
FAO   Food and Agriculture Organisation 
FPMU   Food Planning and Monitoring Unit (Bangladesh) 
GSP   Global Strategic Programme 
GSU   Global Strategic Unit 
HEA   Household Economy Analysis 
IGGHR   Improved Global Governance for Hunger Reduction 
IPC   Integrated Food Security Phase Classification  
MTR   mid-term review 
MUCH   Meeting the Under-Nutrition Challenge (Bangladesh) 
NDMA   National Disaster Management Authority (Kenya) 
PREGEC Regional Food Crises Prevention and Management Meeting 

(CILSS) 
RPCA Food Crisis Prevention Network (CILSS) 
SDG   Sustainable Development Goal 
SICA   Integrated Systems for Central America 
SOFI   State of Food Insecurity in the World 
TAG   Technical Advisory Group 
TOR   Terms of Reference 
TWG   Technical Working Group 
UN   United Nations 
UEMOA   West African Economic and Monetary Union 
UNDP   United Nations Development Programme 
UNSC   United Nations Security Council 
VAC   Vulnerability Assessment Committee 
WFP   World Food Programme 
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Annex 3 - Strategic issues and questions for the main phase of 
the MTR 
A preliminary list of strategic issues and questions identified during the inception 
phase of the MTR was presented to the GSP Steering Committee for discussion and 
prioritization on 30th September 2016. Based on this feedback and decisions taken at 
the meeting, the list was adapted and the following issues and questions were 
addressed during the main phase of the MTR. 
 
Relevance of IPC Technical classification tools 

(1) Based on feedback received during the MTR, particularly from IPC users, about 
the relevance and utility of the three different tools, how should the GSP 
prioritize between the three tools in the second half of the programme, with 
specific reference to how the GSU allocates its resources? 

 
Supporting IPC quality 
(2) Learning from the application of GSP’s quality assurance processes to date, how 

should the GSP manage quality assurance in the second half of the programme, 
paying particular attention to: 

d. different country contexts and how to approach quality assurance in those 
different contexts (while recognizing the value of IPC as a comparative tool 
of analysis across contexts), informed also by feedback from different IPC 
users about how quality affects their take-up of the IPC for particular 
purposes 

e. the implications for institutionalization and national ownership at country 
level 

f. the implications of growing demand for the IPC (acute) and IPC 
engagement 
 

Governance and management of the IPC at the global level 
(3) Based on the MTR’s overall recommendations about the strategic direction of the 

GSP in the second half of the programme, and taking account of the changing 
external context and expanding demand for the IPC and the three tools: 

a. What are the implications for the GSU in the second half of the programme, 
particularly in relation to capacity, skills and prioritization? 

b. What are the implications for governance of the IPC GSP and how it can be 
strengthened at the global level? 

c. How should the independence of the GSP be maintained, and how 
important is that to the future of the IPC? 

 
Institutionalization and sustainability 
(4) What can be learned from efforts to institutionalize the IPC at regional and 

country levels; what have been the successes and challenges; how can 
institutionalization be strengthened at country and regional levels, with a view to 
ensuring the sustainability of the IPC? 
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(5)  How has the IPC linked with other relevant networks, systems and global 
initiatives, and how could this be strengthened at all levels, global, regional and 
national, with the overall aim of informing decision-making for improved 
emergency and development policy and programming? 

 
In addressing the above questions, the MTR team will pay attention to how the GSP 
has handled the following cross-cutting themes: 

(i) attention to gender equity and other ways of disaggregating the affected 
population (eg generational, according to experience of the crisis – 
displaced/ populations in situ etc) 

(ii) the GSP’s efforts to develop capacity, especially at national and regional 
levels  
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Annex 4 - List of people interviewed for the MTR 

    
NOTE: Some GSU staff members and Steering Committee members were interviewed on a 
number of different occasions on different topics 
 
GSU Global level  

Agency  Position Individual  

GSU Global Programme Manager Cindy Holleman 

GSU Global Quality & Support Coordinator  Sophie Chotard 

GSU Technical Development Coordinator Leila Oliveira 

GSU Programme & Operations Officer Stefania Mirra 

GSU Communication Officer Rachele Santini 

GSU Development Officer Thomas Gabrielle 

GSU GSU - Nutrition Douglas Jayasekaran 

 
GSU Regional level 

Agency  Position Individual  

GSU  Latin America and Caribbean, 
Regional Coordinator 

Jerry Arguello 

GSU East and Central Africa, Regional 
Coordinator 

Kamau Wanjohi 

GSU West Africa IPC/CH Regional Adviser Salif Sow 

GSU Asia Regional Coordinator Nusha Choudhury 

GSU SADC Regional Coordinator  Quraishia Merzouk 

GSU Latin America & Caribbean, Regional 
Coordinator 

Jerry Arguello 

 
Steering Committee 

Agency  Position Individual  

FAO Senior Strategic Advisor (Resilience) Luca Russo 

ACF Technical Director Silke Pietsch 

EC-DEVCO Joint Research Centre and IPC SC Thierry Negre 

Oxfam International Emergency Food Security and 
Vulnerable Livelihoods Team Leader 

Emily Farr 

FEWSNET Chief of Party and IPC SC Bruce Isaakson 

FEWSNET Deputy Chief of Party and IPC TAG Chris Hillbruner 

CARE Senior Advisor  Justus Liku 

Save the Children Head of Hunger Reduction & 
Livelihoods and IPC SC 

Joanne Grace 

WFP VAM Yvonne Forsen 
 
GSU TAG 

UNICEF Nutrition Officer Kenya and IPC TAG Grainne Moloney 
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IPC Emergency Review Committee 

Tufts University/ FIC Acting Director Dan Maxwell 

Centre for 
Humanitarian Change 

Director Peter Hailey 

 
 
 
 
IPC funders 

Agency  Position Individual  

DfID  Vincent Gainey 

USAID Food for Peace Michelle McNabb, Shannon Wilson  
& Sara Polaski 

EC-DEVCO  Pierpaolo Piras 
 
General 

FAO-ESN Senior Nutrition Officer and Group 
Leader, Nutrition Assessment & 
Scientific Advisory Group 

Warren Lee 

 
Southern Africa Region 

Agency Position Individual  

Regional level   

SADC RVAA Project Management Unit Technical Lead  Jeremy Jackson 
Wyn Davies 

UNOCHA Regional Office for Southern 
Africa 

Information Management 
Officer  

Alios Ndmabuki 

FEWSNET Chairperson, SADC RVAC 
Regional IPC TWG 

Phumzile Mdladla 

USAID (Food for Peace) Monitoring & Evaluation 
Specialists 

Killian Mutiro 
Dan Houston 

WFP Regional Office VAM Officer  Veronica Rammala 

SADC RVAA Project Management Unit SADC RVAA Coordinator  Duncan Samikwa 

FAO REOSA Officer in Charge Lewis Hove  

World Vision International Program Coordinator Maxwell  Sibhensana  

DFID Senior Humanitarian Advisor  Stephen Vaughn  

FAO REOSA Regional Gender, HIV/AIDS 
and Nutrition Officer  

Gertrude Kara  

Oxfam Regional Policy and 
Influencing Manager 
Southern Africa ,  

Tigere Chagutah 

WFP Regional Office Senior Programme Adviser Sarah Longford 

Zimbabwe 

FAO Assistant FAOR-Programmes 

Project Officer 

David Mfote 

Barbara Methemera 

WFP VAM Officer Joao Manja 
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Agency Position Individual  

Activity Manager Rudo Sagomba 

Food & Nutrition Council IPC Focal Point or ZIMVAC Yvonne Mavhunga 

FEWSNET Country Representative 

Regional Food Security 
Specialist 

Gift T Magaya  

Brian Svesve 

 

USAID – Humanitarian & Resilience 
Office 

Directo 

M&E Adviser / IPC Lead 

 

Jason Taylor 

Justin Mupeyiwa 

Suzanne Truchard 

CARE Emergency Programme 
Coordinator 

M&E Specialist 

Patrick Ndungu 

 

Innocent Takayedza 

Save the Children MEAL Adviser Teddy Sigwadhi 

National Nutrition Unit Nutrition Surveillance in 
Emergencies Manager 

T. K. Nyadzayo 

European Union Attaché, Agriculture, Private 
Sector and Trade 

Michele Schivo 

Madagascar 

FAO Resilience Officer Louis Muhigirwa 

ADRA Programs Director,  

Assistant Programs Director,  

Shalom Laïson,  

Hantaniaina Rabesandratana 

FAO M&E Officer Johanna Rakotoson 

BNGRC IPC Focal Point / VAC 
Chairperson 

Nianja Raonivelo 

UNICEF Nutrition Section Chief,  Siméon Nanama 

USAID - OFDA Director 

Food Security Specialist 

Nutrition & Food Security 
Specialist 

Carrie Antal 

Eddy Rasoanaivo 

Julien Mougerée 

WFP VAM M&E Officer Maherisoa Rakotonirainy 

UNICEF Head of Nutrition Section 

M&E Officer 

Siméon Nanama 

Ismaila Ngmegne 

ACF Member of VAC Olivier Benquet 

Ministry of Agriculture Secretary General Randrianaritiana Pierrot 
Serge 

CARE Member of VAC Rija Randrianarisoa 

National Nutrition Office National Coordinator,  Ambinintsoa 
Andriamboahangy 
Raveloharison 

OCHA Member of VAC Rija Rakotoson 
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East Africa Region – Regional level 

Agency  Position Individual & contacts 

OCHA Regional office Deputy Director Aida Mengistu 
 

OCHA Regional Office Information & Analysis Unit Dirk Jan 

FEWSNet  Nigist Biru 

ECHO TA Food Assistance & DRR Andrea Ambroso 

WFP Regional VAM Officer Elliott 

FAO Head of Resilience Unit Jose Lopez 

UNHCR  Naser Mohmand 

UNHCR  Victoria Akyeampong 

USAID Food for Peace – Regional Office Chief Regina Mackenzie 
Adam Norikane 

 
Kenya 

Agency  Position Individual & contacts 

NDMA Director-General James Oduor 

NDMA Drought Information Manager John Mwangi 

MOWI En Engineer Gaita 

MOALF Director of Agriculture, Crop 
Management, Agri-Business & 
Markets Development 

Dr Johnson Irungu 

MOALF Principal Agricultural Officer, Food 
Security Unit 

Mary Mwale 

Ministry of 
Devolution 

 Vincent Mattioli 

WFP Programme Director Shaun Hughes 

WFP Country Director Paul Turnbull 

WFP VAM Officer Alan Kute 

ECHO Horn of Africa: Sudan and South 
Sudan 

Maria Bernardez Ercilla 

ECHO Horn of Africa: East Africa Judith Munyao 

FEWSNet Representative for Kenya Geoffrey  

EU  Pascal Ledroit 

EU  Klaus Gautsch 

Swiss Development 
Cooperation 

 Abdullahi Khalif 

FAO Head of Food Security Simon Muhindi 

ACF Country Director Philippe Hom 

World Vision Country Food Assistance Manager Thomas 

USAID Food For Peace Mary Marten 
Joseph Chege 

USAID Food Security Specialist Don Owino 
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South Sudan 

Agency  Position Individual & contacts 

Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food 
Security  

Chair of IPC TWG John Pangech 
 

National Bureau of 
Statistics 

Secretary to IPC TWG Philip Dau 
 

Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food 
Security  

Under-Secretary John Kanisio 

Relief & 
Rehabilitation 
Commission 

Executive Director Peter Dut Kezekia 

IPC TWG Attended meeting at which 
government, FAO, WFP, Oxfam were 
present 

 

WFP Former WFP Head of Operations, 
South Sudan 

Shaun Hughes 

WFP Deputy Country Director Haken Fakell 

WFP Head of VAM 
VAM Officer 

Krishna 
Raul Cumba 

UNICEF  Kiross Tefera Abebe 

FSL Cluster Coordinator Sara Moussavi 

USAID Food for Peace team leader 
Food for Peace Officer & FEWSNet 
project manager 

Taylor Garrett 
Akuku Richard 

FAO Deputy FAOR Representative 
a.i./Emergency Response 
Manager 

Karim Bah 

FAO CTA AFIS project Erminio Sacco 

Independent Consultant to AFIS project Buzz Sharpe 

OCHA Deputy Country Director Gemma Connell 

Oxfam Nutritionist Merry Njoki 

World Vision FSL Adviser Caroline Maua 

IRC Economic Recovery & Development 
Coordinator 

Barack Kinanga 

FEWSNet Representative South Sudan John 

DfID  Will Helyar 
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REMOTE CASE STUDIES 

Bangladesh 

Independent FAO consultant conducting 
IPC Chronic study 

Roberto Telleria  Juarez  

FAO IPC National Coordinator Ashkur Rahman 

ACF FSL & DRR Head of 
Department 

Tapan Kumar Chakraborty 

ECHO Regional Office Regional Food Assistance 
Expert 

Marie-Christine Monnier 

Pakistan 

FAO IPC National Coordinator Mehnaz Ajmal 

ACF Food Security Coordinator Ashok Kumar 

ECHO  Shoreh Naghchbandi and 
Rehmat Yazdini 

Yemen 

FAO FSIS Belihu Negesse 

Latin America & Caribbean Region 

SICA-PRESANCA Assistant Director (also IPC 
SC member) 

Ricardo Sibián 

FEWSNET  Edgar Escobar  

WFP VAM Officer Ana Gomez 

Honduras 

Mesa SAN Region 13 Coordinator Danilo Manzanares 

UTSAN Honduras Country Focal 
Point,  

David Diaz 

West Africa region 

FEWSNET FEWSNET West Africa Regional Office Laouali Ibrahim 

EC-DEVCO Policy Officer, Rural Development 
Food Security and Nutrition 

Pierpaolo Piras 

USAID West Africa Regional Officer Jorge Oliveira 
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Annex 5 - GSP progress and achievements to date   
 
Outcome 1 (15% of total budget): Multi-partner ownership is governing the IPC effectively at the global, 
regional and country levels and the IPC is institutionalized within global, regional and national 
structures, frameworks and strategies  
 
Since 2014, the GSU Programme Manager has regularly undertaken high-level regional 
missions/discussions and presentations to promote strategic linkages with new regional partners and 
global initiatives. At a global level, collaboration with the Global Food Security Cluster (gFSC) has been 
strengthened48; collaboration with FSIN was promoted through the IGGHR project; and – at a technical 
level – progress is continuing in aligning IPC-Chronic with the SDG indicators.  
The Global Steering Committee (SC) is the governing body of the IPC, tasked with strategically guiding 
and positioning the IPC globally. The SC comprises representatives from each of the 12 IPC global 
partners, and meets at least three times a year, both by teleconference and face-to-face.  GSU donors 
are not represented on the SC, though were present at the 2015 SC meeting held at Ispra, where it was 
recognized that the donors could play a more strategic role in leveraging the institutionalization of, 
and advocacy for IPC. The IPC Technical Advisory Group (IPC TAG) is a group of senior technical 
experts from the IPC SC member agencies that provide technical guidance, oversight and 
recommendations on IPC technical development and quality assurance and compliance issues. The 
TAG oversees the work of the two technical working groups, the Food Security Working Group (FSWG) 
and the Nutrition Working Group (NWG). Despite the existence of these various technical groups, the 
issues discussed at the SC meetings are often more technical than strategic, though the two are closely 
connected. 
Regional partners, IGAD and AU, were invited to become SC members in 2014, and IGAD’s membership 
was confirmed in early 2015. CILSS and SICA/PRESANCA are represented on the SC49 as well as being 
represented on the Food Security Working Group (PRESANCA) and the Nutrition Working group 
(PRESANCA and CILSS). ASEAN and SADC initially (prior to 2014) expressed the intention to join the 
IPC SC; although they attended one SC meeting each in 2014, they are not currently among the SC 
members. The current regional partner representatives from IGAD and CILSS are often absent from SC 
meetings, suggesting that they have limited engagement. Regional governance structures supposedly 
exist in the form of IPC Regional Steering Committees, but it is not clear how active these are.  
At the regional level, IPC provided support to the ECA FSNWG in its efforts to become institutionalized 
within the IGAD IDRSI Platform, and there have been regular, on-going interactions with CILSS, notably 
through the earlier harmonization efforts between IPC and Cadre Harmonise (CH)50, and on-going 
active participation by both CILSS and IPC in each other’s meetings and workshops. In southern Africa, 
the regional retreat held in Botswana in late 2015 provided a useful assessment of the current 
institutional situation and made a number of recommendations, many of which have since been 
implemented. Lessons learned on the integration of IPC into the Vulnerability Assessment and 

                                                        
48 Specific aspects of global-level strategic, technical and operational cooperation 
between IPC and gFSC have been highlighted in the IPC/gFSC guidance notes for 
collaboration at country level.  
49 CILSS and SICA/PRESANCA were SC members prior to 2014.  
50 The Cadre Harmonise (Harmonized Framework) was developed by CILSS and its 
partners (FAO, FEWS NET, WFP, NGOs) and the different countries to promote an 
agreement on an objective assessment of the vulnerability to food insecurity. IPC 
provided inputs to the development / revision of the CH manual to ensure 
complementarity with IPC tools and has provided support to CH analyses in 
17countries.  



62 
 

Analyses51 in five SADC countries have been documented and used to revise the regional IPC strategy. 
In Latin America & Caribbean, the IPC regional coordinator is seconded to SICA/PRESANCA (based in 
El Salvador), who also receive direct funding from EC-DEVCO for IPC activities. Unlike Africa and Latin 
America, Asia has limited regional cohesion and coordination among stakeholders.  
At country level, there are currently more than 26 IPC National Technical Working Groups, though the 
Quality Reviews conducted in 7 countries in 2015 revealed that IPC has not been sufficiently 
institutionalized at country level to ensure sustainability. Links with the Global Food Security Cluster 
(gFSC) at country level have been strengthened through jointly developed “Global standards for 
collaboration at country level”, which provides recommended actions and good practice to strengthen 
IPC-FSC cooperation at country level. 
 
Outcome 2 (47% of total budget): IPC food security analysis is professionalized and IPC regional, country 
and global partners have improved and decentralized technical capacity to apply the IPC effectively  
 
Professionalization of IPC food security analysis is achieved through the IPC Certification Programme. 
Although the original certification targets were not met52, there are currently 432 analysts with IPC 
Level 1 certification, and 48 trainers have graduated to IPC Level 2 certification. Efforts are on-going 
to address the lack of in-country IPC certified trainers, though individuals currently face a challenge in 
attaining Level 2 certification due to the requirement of having to take part in a practical analysis 
exercise. Given that no information could be found in relation to Level 3 certification, it is assumed that 
no one has been certified at Level 3. To date, 20 analysts from different countries have taken part in 
cross-country learning exchanges, though this is less than expected due to logistical and language 
constraints. Given the high cost of these exchanges ($2,500 per person), a question has been raised (by 
DFID) about the value for money for this training method. In southern Africa, where IPC analysis 
exercises are conducted at roughly the same time in each country, there is a reluctance to send 
individuals to take part in analyses in other countries since it would significantly reduce the capacity 
in the ‘home’ country.   
Information Systems Support (ISS) 53  training is incorporated into the technical support provided 
through IPC Acute (through Level 1 and Level 2 training) and has been rolled out to all countries 
implementing IPC Acute. There are currently 33 ISS Acute and Chronic portals, of which 18 have been 
used to conduct IPC analysis at least once since 2014. The release of the IPC e-learning course on IPC 
v.2.0 was delayed due to the need to prioritize the preparation and implementation of the IPC Chronic 
roll-outs, but it was released (in English) in May 2015 and officially launched in early 2016. The 
development of e-learning courses is a costly investment, so the e-learning courses for IPC-Chronic 
and IPC-Nutrition will only be done once all three tools have been harmonized and the revisions from 
the roll-out processes completed.  
IPC Course Curricula for adoption by Universities/Colleges and Regional Centres of Excellence are 
currently being developed by Tulane University, and a consultant has been hired to identify and engage 
local universities and centres of excellence in Africa, Asia and Central America, to include IPC within 

                                                        
51 Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis is the data collection and analysis process 
used by SADC countries to inform policy formulation, development programmes, 
and emergency interventions that lead to a reduction in vulnerability. It is 
supported by the DFID-funded SADC Regional Vulnerability Assessment and 
Analysis Programme. 
52 The targets themselves were over-ambitious, so revised, more realistic targets 
were subsequently set at country level.  
53 The ISS is a web-based application developed in early 2014 to facilitate the 
creation, storage and dissemination of IPC analyses and information. It is intended 
to increase transparency and accountability, and enable the historical review of IPC 
analyses conducted at national and regional levels.  
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the broader Master’s degree in Food Security. Capacity development linked to universities / centres of 
excellence is funded through both DFID and USAID’s support to the GSP.  
The IPC Chronic Food Insecurity Classification was launched in June 2014 and rolled out from 
September 2014 to January 2015 in 8 countries (Bangladesh, Burundi, El Salvador, Kenya, Nepal, 
Philippines, Uganda, and Zimbabwe). Lessons learned from the roll-out were used in finalizing the IPC-
Chronic tools and procedures. The Chronic Manual V. 1.0 was approved by the SC in September 2015, 
and the training materials are currently under revision. The second phase of the roll-out process (from 
2016) has included training and analysis in four countries (Philippines, DRC, Pakistan, Liberia), and 
awareness-raising and training in six countries (Kenya, Somalia, Pakistan, Niger, Mozambique, 
Cambodia). 
 
Outcome 3 (22% of total budget): IPC products are of high quality and relevant for decision makers 
through continuous application, learning and technical development of the tools  
 
The IPC Nutrition Classification prototype was available in early 2014; four pilots took place in 
2014/early 2015 (Kenya, S Sudan, Bangladesh, CAR), and four more in 2015 (Niger, DRC, Sudan, 
Somalia). The IPC Acute Malnutrition Addendum was approved in late 2016, and roll-out has taken 
place in four counties (Kenya, Mozambique, Madagascar, Sudan).  
The need to harmonize and align the three sets of IPC tools has been recognized. To this end, the IPC 
Chronic Working group was reconstituted into the IPC Food Security Working Group (IPC FSWG), and 
the first Harmonization Meeting was held in December 2015, together with the Nutrition Working 
Group. The harmonization process involves the revision of Version 2.0 of the IPC Technical Manual, 
capturing cross-cutting lessons learned from the three tools to date, harmonization of the three scales, 
and the development of an Integrated Food and Nutrition Security Phase Classification System by 
September 2017. Progress is on-going.  
The IPC Global Emergency Review Committee is one of various mechanisms to support the validation 
and quality assurance of IPC analyses. The committee consists of a 4-6 member team of leading 
international technical food security and nutrition experts and is activated on demand, typically in 
situations of extreme food insecurity where there is the potential outcome of an IPC declaration of 
Famine (Phase 5), as in the 2011 Horn of Africa crisis, or in severe emergency situations where there 
is a break-down in the technical consensus process. In such situations, the Committee reviews and 
debates the IPC evidence and results and then provides guidance and recommendations to the IPC 
Country Technical Working Group. 
The IPC Quality Assurance, Compliance and Learning Strategy was developed in response to the need 
for a mechanism to assess and improve the confidence, compliance level and overall quality of the IPC 
food insecurity analysis across countries and regions. There are two types of reviews: (1) IPC Quality 
Reviews assess the technical quality of analyses and, where necessary, the process and the IPC 
governance structures, with the objective of producing high quality products that are used by decision 
makers; (2) the IPC Compliance Review is designed to evaluate whether the IPC tools and procedures 
are properly followed thus compliant against globally endorsed IPC standards and requirements. 
These are further described below.  
IPC Quality Reviews were launched in 2015, with real-time and retroactive reviews for both IPC 
chronic and acute food insecurity analysis. Recommendations from the Quality Review team are 
presented to the TWG, and the TWG is free to choose whether or not to follow the recommendations. 
A case in which the Yemen TWG chose not to follow a recommendation made by the Quality Review 
Team prompted a discussion about quality at a recent SC meeting, providing an example of the trade-
off between local ownership and quality within the IPC approach. The feedback and learning from the 
quality reviews are also documented to inform technical development and updates.  
To date, 12 Retroactive Quality Reviews of IPC Acute have been undertaken. There has been a huge 
demand for real-time reviews in high-profile, acute emergency countries that has stretched the 

capacity of the GSU technical team. Real-time IPC Quality Reviews54, together with the necessary 

                                                        
54 Real time quality review can also be done through the ERC mechanism – it 
appears that this was the case in the S. Sudan ‘early activation’ ERC review.  
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follow-up, have been conducted in Yemen, Afghanistan, S. Sudan55, and CAR. The lessons learned from 
the 7 Quality Reviews conducted in 2015 have been synthesized and documented according to the four 
GSP outcomes - see Annex 4. Real Time Quality Reviews of IPC Chronic have been undertaken in a 
number of countries to date.  
The IPC Quality Compliance Review aims at supporting countries implementing IPC v2.0 Acute Food 
Security Classification to evaluate the quality (i.e. technical validity) of analyses, review the inclusivity 
and transparency of IPC processes, and determine the sustainability of country-level IPC governance 
structures. An approach to conducting Quality Compliance Reviews exists in the form of TORs for IPC 
Compliance Review Policy & Process, endorsed by the SC in late 2014. Nepal “Tool” Compliance Review 
was conducted Nov-Dec 2014. The IPC Quality Compliance Review conducted by GSU in Afghanistan 
also involved strategic engagement planning consultations within the framework of the SEP. This was 
regarded as a ‘successful model for replication’ (IPC Newsletter, March 2015), though further details 
(e.g. the Afghanistan Compliance Review report itself) have yet to be found. The SC recently reiterated 
the relevance of the IPC Quality Compliance Review Policy, but it is not clear why there have been so 
few Compliance Reviews conducted to date56 - this is possibly due to the limited technical capacity 
within GSU.  It would appear that there has been much greater priority given to Quality Reviews.  
In 2015, a study was undertaken by TANGO to understand why analysis results differed between IPC 
Products and IPC Compatible Products57 (notably those produced by FEWS NET), and how confusion 
among decision makers and users resulting from these differences can be reduced or eliminated. The 
report (TANGO International, October 2015) put forward the following recommendations:  improve 
complementarity between the IPC Product and IPC Compatible Products; maintain the IPC Compatible 
Product; conduct a global emergency or other review when there are large differences between an IPC 
Product and an IPC Compatible Product; improve data quality; build local capacity for food security 
analysis; and encourage continuity of funding. Whilst the report findings were well-received by the SC, 
no specific actions were taken in response to the recommendations, apart from continuing with on-
going activities in relation to improving data quality and building local capacity.  
 
 
Outcome 4 (17% of total budget): Global, regional and country level decision makers have access to IPC 
analysis to inform policy and programming in emergency and development contexts  
 
An M&E framework was developed and finalized in early 2014, and the IPC Use and Impact Baseline 
Study undertaken in 2014. The latter included in-depth case studies in nine countries across four 
regions. Although the quarterly monitoring of the detailed work plan indicators does not yield 
information that can significantly inform changes, the donor progress reports and ‘key learnings’ 
documents clearly highlight challenges and identify actions to be taken to improve performance. The 
overall impression is that the GSP is constantly learning and revising or adapting its approach to 
achieve greater impact. Indeed, the current MTR is also an illustration of this. The role of the SC is 
crucial in encouraging and supporting this on-going learning and improvement.  
An awareness raising package on ‘IPC for Decision-makers’ has been developed and shared at regional 
and country levels, with on-going briefings in 2015 and 2016. Although decision-makers are engaged 
as part of the IPC analysis, and analysis results are expected to be presented at various in-country fora, 
lessons from the Quality Reviews (QR) revealed that there is limited awareness and insufficient buy-
in. QR learning also highlighted that the dissemination of the final IPC product was limited to agencies 

                                                        
55 In S Sudan an expanded IPC Quality Assurance Process was supported and 
implemented, including a lessons learned exercise.   
56 SEP includes a target of 10 country QCRs in 2015 and 22 by 2017. 
57 Two types of IPC products are defined by the IPC Technical Manual Version 2.0. IPC Products 
follow all the four core functions of IPC: 1. Building Technical Consensus; 2. Classifying Severity and 
Causes; 3. Communicating for Action; and 4. Quality Assurance. IPC Compatible Products follow IPC 
functions 2 to 4 only, excluding technical consensus but still allowing for inter-operability of core 
results and comparability with IPC analysis outcomes. 
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represented in the TWG and a few other stakeholders. Similarly, the release of the final product was 
not sufficiently aligned with decision making processes in some counties.  
Feedback from the recent mid-term stakeholders questionnaire reveals regional differences in 
respondents’ opinions as to whether “IPC acute analysis products are accessible to decision-makers”: 
those in West, East and Central Africa are most likely to agree strongly with this statement58; those in 
Asia largely agree (whether strongly, moderately or slightly), whereas those in Southern Africa and 
LAC are most likely to agree slightly with the statement. Similar regional differences were observed in 
relation to whether “IPC acute analysis and information products are regularly used by decision 
makers to inform country program and response”: those in West, East & Central Africa are more likely 
to strongly or moderately agree; those in Asia and LAC are more likely to moderately agree; those in 
Southern Africa are more likely to slightly agree with this statement 
The IPC Strategic Engagement Plan (SEP) provides the overall plan for country strategic engagement. 
The SEP objectives are to: (i) identify constraints to IPC use for decision-making; (ii) help partners 
prioritize constraints; (iii) determine actions to overcome constraints; and (iv) inform GSU’s 
monitoring, evaluation and learning. The SEP is complemented by the IPC Strategic Framework and 
Roadmap to Country Consolidation. Based on the learning from the IPC Quality and Compliance 
Reviews, the IPC Strategic Framework and Roadmap to Country Consolidation defines how GSU will 
assess the institutional, organizational and technical capacities of each country in order to identify the 
specific capacity development support required.59 The ultimate aim of consolidation is to reach the 
exit point from technical and financial support; this is defined as when: “IPC acute and/or chronic 
classification system is institutionalized within regional and national structures, frameworks and 
strategies; technical capacity in IPC is built and professionalized; and the IPC products are of high quality 
and used by decision makers.” To date, consolidation strategies have been developed for eight countries 
(Bangladesh, Pakistan, Yemen, Honduras, Kenya, South Sudan, Madagascar and Zimbabwe), yet it is 
not clear whether or not the national TWGs were involved in the development of these plans. Some of 
the Regional Coordinators regard the consolidation strategies as overly ambitious in terms of the time 
envisaged to achieve consolidation. Whilst the ‘Implementation Plan to Achieve Consolidation’ is 
presented essentially as a GSU monitoring tool, it will be important to ensure that these plans are 
developed and owned by the national TWGs. 
The IPC Global Platform Project Document was developed in 2015. The Global Platform will provide a 
unified framework for all IPC web-based tools, portals, and communication outputs to highlight the 
achievements of the IPC GSP as well as facilitate the dissemination of IPC Country Products.  

                                                        
58 The statement read: “IPC acute analysis information products are accessible to 
decision makers”, and respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement 
using a 6-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.  
59 The “Country IPC Consolidation Strategy Matrix” serves as one of the tools for the 
overall assessment on the process of IPC country Consolidation, and the 
“Implementation Plan to Achieve Consolidation” supports regular monitoring and 
reporting on activities taking place in countries and regions. 
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Annex 6 - Challenges identified by IPC Quality Reviews 
undertaken in 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

i) Institutionalization of IPC within national structures, frameworks and strategies  
 In most countries, IPC was mainly introduced at technical level, with insufficient engagement among 

decision-makers, such as mid to senior level Government representatives and heads of IPC Partner 
Agencies. This resulted in limited awareness on IPC tools and their applicability for decision-making and 
created a barrier to greater IPC uptake and institutionalization at country level. 

 Although, in all countries, a platform for IPC Governance is in place (including a multi-partner process 
hosted by relevant Government institutions and IPC TWGs chaired by the Government), in most cases, 
the IPC has not been effectively institutionalised and owned by the Government to ensure long-term 
sustainability. 

 Contributions from the Governments in terms of funding IPC analysis and process remains limited.  
 Greater effort is needed by IPC Global Partners, particularly FAO and WFP, to promote 

institutionalization of the IPC within the IPC hosting Government.  
 Despite existence of active multi-partner IPC TWGs at county level, the Groups are not effectively 

involved and linked to other existing food security coordination platforms per se.  
 There is a lack of Global guidance and materials on best practices on IPC governance and coordination 

at country level. This likely results from the fact that the focus has been primarily on the technical 
implementation of IPC.  
 

ii) Professionalized IPC food security analysis training and capacity 
 Due to the lack of in-country IPC certified Trainers, often coupled with insufficient technical capacity 

of Government institution represented in IPC TWGs, IPC implementation heavily relies on 
international agencies capacities to lead the technical process and implement the analyses.  

 Turn-over among IPC TWG members remains high in most countries.  
 

iii) High quality IPC products  
 Documentation and reporting on key evidence used for country IPC analyses tends to be weak. In 

particular, analysis of contributing factors, use of inference, defining reliability of evidence and analysis 
confidence level and limited analysis in IPC analysis worksheets pose a challenge to most countries. 

 Lack of up to date evidence on IPC outcome indicators is a major challenge, especially for countries 
with limited humanitarian access. This poses challenges to the robustness and confidence levels of the 
analyses.  

 Limited data availability was observed for lower administrative levels which created difficulties for the 
TWGs to reach plausible phase classifications for selected areas. Country IPC TWGs faced challenges 
related to data sharing & missed-alignment/synergies of data collection and IPC Analysis Processes. 

 In several cases, the use of “!” symbol was not fully supported by evidence and the impact of 
humanitarian assistance not clearly analysed. 

 Insufficient analysis provided for the “Projection situation” and on the determination of estimated 
number of populations under IPC Phases. 

 The quality of the Reports require improvement to fully comply with IPC protocols.   
 

iv) Improved access to IPC analysis for use in policy and programming 
 Limited awareness followed by insufficient buy-in among the high level Government representatives, 

IPC Partners and IPC potential users on how IPC helps programming and policy. 
 Although there are fundamental distinctions between the IPC and other products and systems used 

internally by other agencies for assessing and analysing food insecurity, there has been some lack of 
clarity and confusion observed among stakeholders and decision makers on differences.  

 In some countries the IPC analysis processes and release of the final products were not sufficiently 
aligned with decision making processes, response planning and Government’s funding cycles. 

 The dissemination of the final IPC Product was limited to Agencies represented in IPC TWG and a few 
additional stakeholders. In some cases, late or no dissemination of IPC Products were revealed. 
Sharing of the Products at the regional and global level needs improvement.  
 

Extracted from DRAFT ‘Key Learnings from IPC Quality Reviews and Recommended Actions  
for the IPC Global Support Unit’ (emphasis in original) 
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Annex 7 - Selected findings from the GSP Mid-Term Survey  
 
Qu. 13. IPC acute analysis and information products are regularly used by decision 
makers to inform country program and response. 

COUNT 
       

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbean 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 22 3 7 1 0 33 
Moderately 
Agree 

22 4 19 7 3 55 

Slightly Agree 14 5 12 3 1 35 
Slightly Disagree 1 0 0 0 2 3 
Moderately 
Disagree 

1 1 1 2 1 6 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 1 2 2 0 7 

N/A 1 0 0 1 0 2   
63 14 41 16 7 141 

Southern Africa and LAC have small sample sizes.  
 
PERCENTAGES 

      

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbean 

Global TOTAL 

Strongly Agree 34.9 21.4 17.1 6.3 0.0 23.4 
Moderately 
Agree 

34.9 28.6 46.3 43.8 42.9 
39.0 

Slightly Agree 22.2 35.7 29.3 18.8 14.3 24.8 
Slightly 
Disagree 

1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 
2.1 

Moderately 
Disagree 

1.6 7.1 2.4 12.5 14.3 
4.3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3.2 7.1 4.9 12.5 0.0 
5.0 

N/A 1.6 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 1.4   
100 100 100 100 100 100 

Those in West, East & Central Africa are more likely to strongly or moderately agree; 
those in Asia and LAC are more likely to moderately agree; those in Southern Africa 
are more likely to slightly agree.   
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Qu. 16. IPC acute analysis information products are accessible to decision makers. 
COUNT 

Answer Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa Asia 

Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbean Global  

Strongly Agree 26 3 14 3 1 47 
Moderately 
Agree 19 2 13 4 1 39 
Slightly Agree 8 5 12 5 2 32 
Slightly Disagree 2 2 1 0 1 6 
Moderately 
Disagree 4 1 0 1 0 6 
Strongly 
Disagree 2 1 0 3 0 6 
N/A 1 0 1 1 0 3 

 62 14 41 17 5 139 
 
PERCENTAGES 

Answer Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa Asia 

Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbean Global  

Strongly Agree 41.9 21.4 34.1 17.6 20.0 33.8 
Moderately 
Agree 30.6 14.3 31.7 23.5 20.0 28.1 
Slightly Agree 12.9 35.7 29.3 29.4 40.0 23.0 
Slightly Disagree 3.2 14.3 2.4 0.0 20.0 4.3 
Moderately 
Disagree 6.5 7.1 0.0 5.9 0.0 4.3 
Strongly 
Disagree 3.2 7.1 0.0 17.6 0.0 4.3 
N/A 1.6 0.0 2.4 5.9 0.0 2.2 

 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Those in West, East and Central Africa most likely to strongly agree; those in Asia 
largely agree (whether strongly, moderately or slightly), whereas those in Southern 
Africa and LAC are most likely to slightly agree.  
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Questions 21, 23 and 24 all relate to impact and potentially provide insights on “value 
added”. In general, impacts have been greatest in West, East and Central Africa, and 
least in LAC. Greatest overall impact relates to collaboration (Qu. 23), but the 
difference between the figures isn’t so great. See tables below.  
 
Qu.21. IPC has had a positive impact on the effectiveness of emergency 
and development policy and programming at the country level. 

COUN
T 

       

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Souther
n Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 20 4 11 1 0 36 
Moderately 
Agree 

22 4 10 6 2 44 

Slightly Agree 9 2 11 4 2 28 
Slightly 
Disagree 

1 1 3 0 0 5 

Moderately 
Disagree 

1 0 0 3 0 4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

4 2 2 2 0 10 

N/A 2 1 1 0 0 4   
59 14 38 16 4 131 

 
PERCENTAGES 

      

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Souther
n Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 33.9 28.6 28.9 6.3 0.0 27.5 
Moderately 
Agree 

37.3 28.6 26.3 37.5 50.0 33.6 

Slightly Agree 15.3 14.3 28.9 25.0 50.0 21.4 

Slightly 
Disagree 

1.7 7.1 7.9 0.0 0.0 3.8 

Moderately 
Disagree 

1.7 0.0 0.0 18.8 0.0 3.1 

Strongly 
Disagree 

6.8 14.3 5.3 12.5 0.0 7.6 

N/A 3.4 7.1 2.6 0.0 0.0 3.1   
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Qu.23. IPC has had a positive impact on collaboration and joint-action between food 
security stakeholders at the country level. 
 

All languages - COUNT 
     

Answer 
Options 

West, East and 
Central Africa 

Southe
rn 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbe
an 

Globa
l 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

28 5 7 4 0 44 

Moderately 
Agree 

20 4 18 5 4 51 

Slightly 
Agree 

8 3 9 3 2 25 

Slightly 
Disagree 

2 1 1 1 0 5 

Moderately 
Disagree 

0 0 1 2 0 3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 1 1 1 0 5 

N/A 1 0 1 0 0 2   
61 14 38 16 6 135 

 
PERCENTAGES 

      

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Souther
n Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 45.9 35.7 18.4 25.0 0.0 32.6 
Moderately 
Agree 

32.8 28.6 47.4 31.3 66.7 37.8 

Slightly Agree 13.1 21.4 23.7 18.8 33.3 18.5 
Slightly 
Disagree 

3.3 7.1 2.6 6.3 0.0 3.7 

Moderately 
Disagree 

0.0 0.0 2.6 12.5 0.0 2.2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3.3 7.1 2.6 6.3 0.0 3.7 

N/A 1.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.5   
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Qu. 24. IPC has contributed to sustainable improvements in linkages between food 
security information, policy formulation and program development. 

TOTAL - all languages 
     

  In which region of the world do you work? 
 

Answer 
Options 

West, East and 
Central Africa 

Southe
rn 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbe
an 

Glob
al 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

14 3 8 1 0 26 

Moderately 
Agree 

33 5 14 4 3 59 

Slightly Agree 6 3 11 5 2 27 
Slightly 
Disagree 

2 2 1 4 0 9 

Moderately 
Disagree 

0 0 1 1 0 2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 1 1 0 0 4 

N/A 4 0 2 0 1 7   
61 14 38 15 6 134 

 
PERCENTAGES 

     
 

  In which region of the world do you work?  

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East and 
Central 
Africa 

Souther
n Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Global 

 
Strongly Agree 23.0 21.4 21.1 6.7 0.0 19.4 
Moderately 
Agree 

54.1 35.7 36.8 26.7 50.0 
44.0 

Slightly Agree 9.8 21.4 28.9 33.3 33.3 20.1 
Slightly 
Disagree 

3.3 14.3 2.6 26.7 0.0 
6.7 

Moderately 
Disagree 

0.0 0.0 2.6 6.7 0.0 
1.5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3.3 7.1 2.6 0.0 0.0 
3.0 

N/A 6.6 0.0 5.3 0.0 16.7 5.2   
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

100.0 
100.
0 

 
  



72 
 

Comparison of totals for Qu’s 21, 23, and 24. 
PERCENTAGES 

   

Answer Options Qu. 21 
Effectiveness 

Qu. 23 
Collaboration 

Qu. 24 
Linkages 

Strongly Agree 27.5 32.6 19.4 
Moderately Agree 33.6 37.8 44.0 
Subtotal of above 61.1 70.4 63.4 
Slightly Agree 21.4 18.5 20.1 
Slightly Disagree 3.8 3.7 6.7 
Moderately Disagree 3.1 2.2 1.5 
Strongly Disagree 7.6 3.7 3.0 
N/A 3.1 1.5 5.2   

100.0 100.0 100.0 
 
Qu. 8. IPC acute analysis is relevant for comparing varying levels of food insecurity at 
the sub-national and country levels. 

All languages - COUNT 
     

Answer 
Options 

West, East and 
Central Africa 

Southe
rn 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbe
an 

Globa
l 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

46 8 20 8 5 87 

Moderately 
Agree 

18 5 11 6 0 40 

Slightly Agree 1 0 6 1 2 10 
Slightly 
Disagree 

1 0 0 1 0 2 

Moderately 
Disagree 

1 1 2 1 0 5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 0 0 1 0 3 

N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 

              0   
69 14 39 18 7 147 

 
PERCENTAGES 
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Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Souther
n Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 66.7 57.1 51.3 44.4 71.4 59.2 
Moderately 
Agree 

26.1 35.7 28.2 33.3 0.0 27.2 

Slightly Agree 1.4 0.0 15.4 5.6 28.6 6.8 
Slightly 
Disagree 

1.4 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 1.4 

Moderately 
Disagree 

1.4 7.1 5.1 5.6 0.0 3.4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2.9 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 2.0 

N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
              0.0   

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
The majority of respondents in all regions agree that IPC Acute is relevant for 
comparing varying levels of food insecurity at the sub-national and country levels. 
Those in Africa (all regions) are more likely to agree strongly with this statement than 
those in Asia and LAC. 
 
Qu. 10. The new IPC’s Chronic Food Insecurity Phase Classification is relevant for 
policy formulation and decision-making related to food security programming for my 
organization. 
 

All languages - COUNT 
     

Answer 
Options 

West, East 
and Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbea
n 

Glob
al 

 

Strongly 
Agree 

39 6 20 7 1 73 

Moderately 
Agree 

14 1 11 4 4 34 

Slightly Agree 6 2 4 5 1 18 
Slightly 
Disagree 

0 2 0 0 0 2 

Moderately 
Disagree 

2 1 1 0 1 5 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3 1 1 1 0 6 

N/A 4 1 3 1 0 9 
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68 14 40 18 7 147 

 
PERCENTAGES 

      

Answer 
Options 

West, 
East 
and 
Central 
Africa 

Southern 
Africa 

Asia Latin 
America 
and the 
Caribbean 

Global 
 

Strongly Agree 57.4 42.9 50.0 38.9 14.3 49.7 
Moderately 
Agree 

20.6 7.1 27.5 22.2 57.1 23.1 

Slightly Agree 8.8 14.3 10.0 27.8 14.3 12.2 
Slightly 
Disagree 

0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 

Moderately 
Disagree 

2.9 7.1 2.5 0.0 14.3 3.4 

Strongly 
Disagree 

4.4 7.1 2.5 5.6 0.0 4.1 

N/A 5.9 7.1 7.5 5.6 0.0 6.1   
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
 
The majority of respondents agree that IPC chronic is relevant for policy formulation 
and decision-making, particularly those in West, East and Central Africa and Asia. A 
comparison of responses for Qu. 8 and Qu. 10 suggests that respondents in all regions 
are more likely to strongly agree that IPC Acute is relevant as compared to IPC 
Chronic, particularly in Africa.  
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