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IPC PROJECTION ANALYSIS

IPC RESOURCE 04
Projection Analysis

WHAT DOES THE IPC TECHNICAL MANUAL V3.0 
SAY ABOUT PROJECTION ANALYSES?

° Refer to pages 40 to 43 of the Manual 3.0.

WHAT DOES THIS RESOURCE ADD TO THE 
MANUAL?

°   This document aims at providing more in-
depth knowledge about IPC projection analyses. 
Different topics related to the IPC projections are 
covered from a technical standpoint, but also 
country and case study examples are used to 
illustrate lessons learned and best practices.  

HOW IS THIS RESOURCE ORGANIZED?

This guidance resource is organized into three Parts 
as follows:

Part I: IPC Projection analysis - overview

» Use and value-added of IPC projections

» Lessons learned from past IPC projections

Part II: Projection analysis parameters and steps 

» Projection analysis parameters

» Analysis steps for projections

Part III: Detailed guidance for IPC projections 

» Projection analysis process

» Data preparation and analysis

» Preparation of different scenarios

Annex 1: List of potential data sources for IPC 
projection analyses 

CONTACTS
For queries or to request support contact the IPC 
Global Support Unit at info@ipcinfo.org.

BACKGROUND

IPC projections can be considered as the most 
valuable outputs of IPC acute food insecurity analyses: 
they are regularly used for fundraising, awareness-
raising, and planning of assistance to food insecure 
populations in countries conducting IPC analyses.   
Yet the amount of guidance available for conducting 
good-quality IPC projections has so far been limited 
to rather succinct guidance included in the IPC 
Manual 3.0, and to IPC Acute Food Insecurity Level 1 
and Level 2 training materials. 
Requests for more detailed guidance have been made 
by actors at various levels, and these requests have 
led to actions taken by the IPC GSU. The GSU released 
guidance for formulation of projection assumptions 
in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 
and undertook a small-scale projection study to 
understand key issues and challenges in projection 
analyses. This was done by first interviewing regional 
IPC staff on their experiences with IPC projection 
analyses, and subsequently by conducting a limited 
quantitative study to find out some emerging trends 
and patterns by comparing original projection 
analyses with projection updates and with new 
analyses that have overlapping validity periods with 
the original projections. 
The key results of the study are referred to and used 
in this guidance note. The guidance note also relies 
on practical lessons learned from IPC projection 
analyses, and examples from different countries, that 
hopefully shed light on best practices. The overall 
purpose of this guidance note is to assist IPC Technical 
Working Groups (TWG) in preparing reliable, good 
quality projection analyses that can be used to assist 
food insecure populations across the IPC countries. 
Additionally, this guidance note is expected to 
provide insights to IPC trainers and facilitators on 
IPC projection analyses, so that they are better able 
to guide country teams in the challenges posed by 
projection analyses.  
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Use and value-added of IPC projection analyses
IPC projection results are typically included as inputs to Humanitarian Response Plans (HRP) and Global Reports on Food Crises. UN 
agencies such as WFP and FAO, as well as non-governmental organisations, also use them to prepare their plans for programming. 

Projections are valuable for food security agencies for several reasons: they allow the agencies to prepare in advance to meet expected 
needs of vulnerable populations, and projection analysis results can also be used for fundraising purposes. Through consensus-
building, projections allow different agencies to have a similar understanding of the severity of the situation in different analysis 
areas, and based on this joint understanding, agencies are also better able to agree on sharing of programming responsibilities and 
on potential complementary interventions. Projections increase timeliness of interventions and prolong the utility of the IPC analyses 
(while also reducing the need to arrange several analysis workshops in a year).

To fully utilize the potential of IPC projections, it is important to ensure that projections are timely, sound, and based on the best 
possible information and analysis of the expected future food security situation. To get to this situation there is a need to further 
standardize IPC projections, and to ensure that facilitators and analysts are aware of different tools and practices that help in assuring 
the quality of the IPC projections. These different tools and practices, together with lessons learned, examples and best practices, 
form the content of the rest of the guidance note. 

Lessons learned from past IPC projections
Lots of experiences on IPC projections have been accrued over the past years, and feedback shared by IPC facilitators and analysts 
have revealed that the most challenging aspects of projection analyses are the following: finding of data for projection analysis (e.g. 
forecasts of different contributing factors), poor transparency and documentation of projection assumptions, deciding on validity 
periods for projections, estimating populations, and identification of the most likely scenario. All four most common challenges are 
addressed in the sections below.

A quantitative review of IPC projections, in particular IPC projection updates (projections that are updated prior to the end of the 
projection period) and projections that overlap with new current analyses, was conducted to identify any patterns and issues that 
may require additional guidance. The review was based on 44 analyses (i.e. 22 analysis ‘pairs’) and covered altogether 1,200 classified 
analysis areas. The review revealed that, if there is a later update of the projection (prior) or projection overlaps with a new current 
analysis, there is a change in area classification in approximately 25-30% of the analysed areas, and in approximately 60% of these cases, 
the change leads to a more severe classification (whereas in 40% of the cases the subsequent classification is less severe). Moreover, 
populations in Phase 3+ tend to increase in a later analysis, although the extent of the population increase varies widely from one 
country to another and hence, no precise estimates can be provided. Populations in more severe Phases also tend to increase even 
if Phase classifications themselves remain the same. The fact that classified severity, as well as populations in higher Phases, are more 
likely to increase in later analyses than decrease implies, that analysts are more likely to provide somewhat conservative estimates 
of the future food security situation in the original analysis, rather than exaggerate the expected severity1. The findings point to the 
challenge already recognized by the IPC facilitators and analysts: identification of the most likely scenario for the projection period. 
It is also possible that some analysts/stakeholders prefer an optimistic view of projected severity for different reasons, e.g. for fear of 
overstating the severity or for wanting to abide by a previously announced agency/stakeholder position. Furthermore, analysts may 
be tempted to follow commonly held ideas regarding seasonal events such as planting or green harvest, even if in specific areas usual 
succession of seasonal events is disrupted, and as a result, normal seasonality has less influence on the food security situation. In cases 
of overestimation of severity, analysts may have difficulties in believing in improvement of the situation, especially if the current (or 
past) food security situation has been affected by negative shocks.

It has to be noted, however, that typically, there are legitimate reasons for changes in projection analysis results: projection updates are 
conducted if the original projection assumptions turn out not to be valid, or if e.g. large, unforeseen or unlikely shocks take place that 
fundamentally change the food security conditions and hence, the basis of the projection analysis. In analysed cases, it was evident 
that these kinds of situations were rather commonplace, e.g. due to misleading seasonal rainfall or price forecasts, sudden evolution 
of conflict or large-scale flooding. Increased severity, however, was not limited to projection updates, but similar patterns were found 
also in overlapping analyses. Hence, it seems that it’s quite common for unforeseen changes to take place in the projection period 
leading to increased severity – and as noted, it is also likely that in the original analysis, analysts rather tend to downplay than overstate 
the expected severity of the situation. In cases where future severity was overestimated, the most common reasons stated in the 
analysis reports were the following: humanitarian assistance increased compared to earlier assumptions, displacement decreased, or 
harvest and overall food production exceeded expectations. 

Another noteworthy finding was that changes in severity and magnitude were not limited to analyses in crisis-prone and volatile 
countries, but were equally prevalent in countries where severe food crises are rather uncommon. This underlines that challenges 
and uncertainties regarding the future situation faced by analysts are shared across different countries, regardless of the overall 
severity of the food security situation or volatility of the context.

Part 1: IPC projection analysis – overview

1 A separate review by REACH of South Sudan projections revealed that in line with this study, severity of projected situations tended to be underestimated, whereas 
seasonal improvements due to harvests tended to be overestimated.
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IPC projections are prepared by the IPC Analysis Teams (AT), typically during an IPC 
analysis workshop. IPC projections cannot be prepared as stand-alone products: they 
always need to be connected to an existing IPC current analysis, and projections are 
therefore prepared for the analysis areas that are covered by the current analysis. As 
a result, in a normal analysis, an IPC current analysis is prepared first, followed by one 
(or two) IPC projections as per the needs of the country. 

If, in the period following the analysis, the assumptions underpinning the IPC 
projection analysis turn out not to be correct, there is also an option of conducting a 
projection update which will then replace the original projection analysis. Projection 
analyses, as well as assumptions, are by nature approximate and unverified: they are 
based on the best available information and expert judgement at the time of analysis, 
but contain a large element of uncertainty. This is natural given the large number of 
variables at play, and inherent uncertainty of future events especially in more volatile 
contexts. If, for example, it is discovered that rainfall is significantly higher or lower 
than assumed at the time of the projection analysis, the analysts can do a projection 
update to ‘correct’ the assumptions and the overall analysis. 

When to conduct projection analysis

Example 1

The IPC analysis In Yemen in October 2020 
was somewhat complex due to the need to 
use data collected at different time periods 
in different parts of the country. The main 
survey in the south was conducted in 
Dec 2019 – Jan 2020, whereas the survey 
in the north was conducted in Mar-Apr 
2020. The current analysis period was from 
Oct-Dec 2020, whereas the projection 
analysis was prepared for Jan-Jun 2021. 
This was possible due to seasonal patterns 
of Yemen, and the fact that historical 
evidence available for the south was also 
used to support the Jan-Jun projection.   

Projection validity period
As per the IPC Manual, the IPC TWG is responsible for setting the validity period for the projection analysis. The validity period starts 
from the end of the current analysis period: for example, if the validity period of the current analysis is Jun-Aug, the validity period of 
the projection analysis should start in September. 

The length of the validity period depends on seasonal patterns, needs of decision-makers, and plans for new data collection and 
new IPC analysis. The length of the validity period typically varies from a few weeks up to close to a year. Moreover, the time of data 
collection used to inform the IPC analysis also plays a role: evidence used for the IPC current analysis can be at most 12 months old 
at the end of the projection validity period. There are, however, two exceptions to this rule: 1. If historical data is used to prepare the 
current analysis, the rule of 12 months does not apply and 2. If original data has been collected in the middle of a season, the validity 
period can be extended to the end of the (same) season (see Example 1).  

In case the projection analysis covers a long time period with distinct food security situations, there may be a need to break the 
validity period in two parts and prepare a separate projection for each period. For example, if current analysis takes place during the 
lean season (Feb-Apr), the first projection can be prepared for the harvest season (May-July) and the second projection for the post-
harvest season (Aug-Oct). The key for deciding an appropriate validity period is to identify a period during which the food security 
situation is expected to remain relatively similar. This means that during the validity period, the Phase classification is not expected 
to change – even if there is some limited movement of population groups between Phases. Example 2 below depicts evolution of 
severity over time. In this example, the first projection period contains a rapidly deteriorating situation, whereas the situation during 
the current analysis period and the second projection period is more stable. Even though ideally, the second projection period 
should be broken down into even shorter periods to preserve the notion of relative similarity within analysis periods, this is often not 
possible: there is no time to prepare multiple projections, and communication of very short projection periods would be problematic.

Example 2: Deciding on appropriate validity periodsFurthermore, conducting 
projection analysis for a period 
of a few weeks does not 
enable planning or execution 
of effective response. The 
best solution is to anchor the 
analysis to the peak severity 
of each period in question, 
to provide the most accurate 
information to decision-
makers on severity and 
potential needs for assistance. 
The communication of 
findings, however, should 
highlight the fact that the 
reference point for the analysis 
is the expected peak severity 
in each projection analysis 
period.

Part 2: Projection analysis parameters and steps
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Especially in large countries, seasonal patterns can vary substantially between analysis areas, and this may pose a problem in terms 
of finding suitable analysis periods. Analysts should discuss and compare the seasonality aspects and length of seasonal patterns: it 
is not necessary for all analysis areas to follow the same seasonal rhythm, but ideally changes from one season to another happen 
around the same time so that analysis periods can be defined. Unfortunately, it is not possible to have different analysis periods for 
different areas, since classifications are communicated in a map, which reflects the food security situation for a given period.

From current analysis to projection analysis
The current analysis forms the basis for the projection analysis. This is evident not only in the data available (mostly same pieces of 
evidence are available for both analyses), but also because a good understanding of the current situation provides a solid foundation 
for conducting a projection analysis. The current food security situation generates a framework for the projection: based on the 
current analysis (and seasonality), analysts can assess the likelihood and the potential magnitude of future changes. For example, if 
inflation rate in the current analysis period is low, it would be rather unlikely for inflation to increase rapidly in the projection period 
(barring some unforeseen shocks). Similarly, if level of conflict during the current analysis period is elevated, analysts should expect 
the conflict to also play a role in the projected situation: even if the level of active conflict varies, the impacts of conflict e.g. in terms 
of displacement and market and livelihood disruptions are likely to continue.

The same process applies also to outcomes: the current situation (coupled with seasonality and historical trends) provides the basis 
for assessing to what extent food security outcomes are likely to change in the projection period. It is common for outcome severity 
to change by one Phase, e.g. for livelihood coping to shift from Phase 3 to Phase 2 at area level, but it is rather uncommon for 
outcomes to rapidly improve or deteriorate over a period of few months (in absence of large shocks), leading to changes of two 
Phases or even more. Consequently, it is also rare for Phase classifications to change by more than one Phase between current and 
projected situations. 

Projection analysis steps
Step 8: Develop Assumptions

Step 8 is the first step of the projection analysis and provides the base for the analysis and the conclusions. In Step 8, analysts decide 
on and record their main assumptions for the projection period. If the analysis is conducted in the IPC Information Support System 
(ISS), a drop-down menu is available for selecting key assumptions that should then be described by the analysts. Assumptions 
concern all key factors that are likely to have an impact on the food security situation in the projection period. 

Most likely scenario

IPC projections are based on the most likely scenario for the projection period. As has been noted by the IPC facilitators and analysts, 
and as revealed by the quantitative review of IPC projections, it may be rather challenging to decide on the ‘most likely scenario’ to 
follow, in order to prepare an accurate and realistic projection analysis. 

The basis for the ‘most likely scenario’ is the preparation of the projection assumptions. Projection assumptions, together with data 
and analysis of the current (and expected future) situation, as well as likely seasonal evolution of food security, form the different 
components of the most likely scenario. Historical evidence from the same period in previous years is also likely to help inform the 
most likely scenario. If analysts have a good series of historical data and a deep understanding of the past evolution of the situation, 
as well as of the current situation, they can also find a historical reference period that is similar to the current (and projected) situation 
and hence may increase the robustness and accuracy of the projection analysis.   

As the analysis worksheet does not include a separate step for detailing the most likely scenario, analysts should have a discussion 
on it while preparing the assumptions. The most likely scenario should include aspects from different contributing factors included 
in the left-hand side of the IPC Analytical Framework, i.e. risks and hazards, food availability, food access, food utilization and food 
stability. These different elements should be examined with evidence available, and conclusions on the most likely scenario should 
subsequently be kept in mind while preparing the projection analysis and classifications.

The most likely scenario should be discussed and decided with the analysis team, preferably both by the regional team typically 
analysing all areas within a certain province/region, and by the entire analysis team. For this purpose, it is advisable to have a plenary 
session with the entire analysis team prior to teams starting projection analysis to discuss and decide on key projection assumptions 
and expected evolution of each key assumption. For example, analysis teams should first decide on nationally relevant key assumptions 
(e.g. rainfall, prices and conflict) and then assess how each of these key factors is expected to evolve in the projection period: if the 
factor is likely to improve, deteriorate, or remain similar compared to the current situation. This is important to ensure country-wide 
coherence in projection analysis, and to ensure comparability of results between analysis areas. 

The most likely scenario is likely to vary within a country, given that e.g. livelihood systems and shocks are different in different parts 
of the country. Analysts should develop assumptions that are specific to their areas, in addition to incorporating the nationally agreed 
assumptions. Sometimes nationally agreed assumptions are not relevant at local level: in case this happens, the reasons for it should 
be clarified and recorded in the analysis. 
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Kinds of assumptions to include

The key factors to consider in Step 8 are e.g. rainfall, food production, different 
shocks (conflict, climate etc.) and food prices. Analysts can also add any other key 
factors relevant for the analysis area in question during the projection period. It is 
important to focus on the assumptions on the most important factors affecting the 
food security situation, and not to include all possible factors that a) are not specific 
to food security, or b) are not significant i.e. are not able to change the food security 
situation. It should also be kept in mind that assumptions concern contributing 
factors (risks, hazards, potential mitigating factors, and food security dimensions), not 
outcomes (food consumption, livelihood change, nutrition and mortality).

Developing evidence-based assumptions

The building of assumptions should start with the identification of key factors 
likely to have an impact on the food security situation in the projection period. As 
mentioned above, this process should be started in a plenary session with the entire 
analysis team. The assumptions can subsequently be discussed in more detail in 
smaller analysis teams, and regional or analysis area-specific assumptions should be 
developed in addition to the ones discussed and decided on at national level.

In many cases, the identification of key factors can be supported by review of the key 
drivers of the current situation (Step 6 of the IPC current analysis), as the same key 
drivers are likely to play a role in determining the food security situation also in the 
projection period. Hence, assessing their likely evolution in the projection period can 
be a natural starting point for formulation of the assumptions. 

Example 3: Most likely scenario

The food security situation in Barena has 
been deteriorating over the last two years 
due to below-average harvests, absence 
of humanitarian assistance and increasing 
food prices. The projection period is a 
harvest period, which is expected to 
increase food availability and access 
through decreasing food prices. Based on 
rainfall and vegetation information, and 
harvest forecasts, the harvest is expected 
to be slightly above the 5-year average. 
Most households practice agriculture and 
hence the overall food security situation 
is expected to improve. Improvements 
are, however, likely to remain limited, as 
households also need to repay debts 
accumulated over the past poor seasons. 
No major shocks are expected over 
the projection period, although small 
outbreaks of crop pests and diseases are 
possible. 

Assumptions should ideally be supported by evidence. If, for example, a key assumption relates to rainfall, it is preferably backed by 
the seasonal rainfall forecast (if available). Assumptions related to shocks may be difficult to ascertain with evidence, but often, some 
information is available e.g. on expected evolution of conflict and displacement or potential outbreaks of crop and livestock pests 
and diseases. 

Historical trends are likely to be helpful in formulating assumptions, especially if similarities between a past year and a current year 
can be established. Use of trend data in preparation of assumptions is especially helpful e.g. for prices, production, or rainfall – overall 
for several key assumptions for which good quality historical trend data is likely to be available.  

Good understanding of seasonality is also important in many ways: it helps in estimating which assumptions are relevant for the 
projection period, and guides analysts in assessing the extent to which each assumption (if/when realized) is likely to mitigate or 
aggravate food security situation.   

Assumptions should be as clear and as specific as possible. Clarity and specificity of assumptions is important for monitoring purposes: 
if assumptions turn out to be inaccurate, a projection update should be conducted. It is easier to conduct a projection update if it is 
known what assumptions were wrong, and to what degree. It is often impossible to give exact figures for assumptions (civil insecurity 
to increase by 27%), except for food price and production forecasts which also provide numeric forecasts. Overall clarity and specificity 
are, however, possible, and desirable. Analysts can also make use of standardized terminology to assess the likely magnitude of the 
assumption, for example by using the categories of low, moderate and high: ‘there is likely to be moderate flooding in area A’, or ‘low 
level of livestock diseases is expected in the projection period’.

Besides standard categories, analysts can use their knowledge of local conditions to make detailed and transparent assumptions 
for examples on the likelihood of climatic shocks based on climate outlook. If rainfall forecast is average to below average, analysts 
can assess which areas and crops (based on historical performance) are likely to be most affected by potential dry spells or low 
rainfall. If analysts have a good understanding on livestock migration routes and patterns, they can use this information to assess how 
migration is likely to happen in the projection period. Mapping of different routes for population and livestock migration, and then 
using elimination to exclude the ones that are unlikely to be used (due to e.g. conflict, flooding or other reasons) helps in arriving at 
the most likely scenario. 

Especially in case of expected severe food insecurity in the projection period (e.g. IPC Phase 4, or populations in IPC Phase 5), there is 
a particular need to prepare well-thought out and evidence-based assumptions, and to document them in the analysis worksheet. 
Explaining the expected pathway from the assumption to high severity of a particular food security driver is important, as this makes 
it possible for the analysts to monitor the evolution of the situation to see if the assumption is correct and if consequently, very severe 
food insecurity is becoming a reality (likely requiring urgent response), or if the assumption is incorrect, and an analysis update is 
needed. 

The table below provides two kinds of examples: the column on the left includes examples taken from IPC analyses of different 
kinds of assumptions that are rather vague and cannot be effectively used as the basis of a projection analysis. The column on the 
right includes a suggested version of the same assumption, which can provide more information for a projection analysis by using 
evidence and seasonal trends to back up the assumptions:
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Example 4: Projection assumptions

Original projection assumptions Improved projection assumptions

Cattle theft is a serious concern for the districts. This has led to high 
levels of insecurity within a few districts.

Cattle theft has been a serious concern in districts A, B, C and D. Further cattle raiding and insecurity 
is expected in the projection period in the same districts due to revenge attacks. This is likely to 
result in asset losses and reduced access to livestock products and lower sale of livestock and 
livestock products.  

There is enough evidence that food availability and prices will be 
stable. However, what will be key is the ability of people to access the 
food through income. As the lean period approaches, maize prices 
may go up and if it happens, purchasing power of households might 
be eroded.

With the approaching lean season, maize prices are likely to increase, although price increases are 
likely to be small (5-10%) and overall food availability is expected to remain stable. Particularly poor 
market-dependent households (around 25-30% of population) are likely to experience increased 
challenges in accessing food over the lean season.  

Despite the district receiving adequate rains which resulted in 
increased agriculture production, early tail-off of the rains may affect 
irrigation prospects.

Agricultural production increased by 22% compared to the previous year and 28% compared to the 
5-year average due to good rainfall. Above-average production facilitates sufficient food availability 
for the projection period. Early cessation of rains, however, lowers water availability in reservoirs used 
for irrigation of cash crops. This is likely to have some negative but limited impact on production of 
and income from cash crops, especially for middle-income and better-off households.

Farming households are expected to use stress and some crisis 
strategies for them to cope with the situation ahead.

Farming households are facing problems in selling their products at markets due to continuing 
movement restrictions. Restrictions are expected to last at least for another 2-3 months, reducing 
trade and access to cash for farmers. Since sale of agricultural products is the most important 
income source for these households, lack of this income is likely to lead to lower expenditure over 
the projection period. 

Coherence of the assumptions

Assumptions should also be coherent with one another. After preparing the assumptions, the team should review them and ensure 
that they are logical and support each other. For example, if one assumption states that the harvest prospects are average to above-
average, the next assumption should not be based on an expectation of a below-average harvest.

Key to ensuring coherent assumptions is to have a discussion on the ‘most likely scenario’ with the analysis team, as noted in the 
previous section. Achieving a joint view of the key factors and their expected evolution facilitates the development of coherent 
assumptions and subsequently coherent analysis across different analysis areas. This discussion should also take place within the 
smaller analysis teams, focusing especially on assumptions that are specific to their own analysis areas.

While assessing the coherence of the assumptions, analysts should follow 
logical thinking and ascertain that their assumptions are in line with the 
‘most likely scenario’, are consistent with each other, and focus on the 
key factors playing a role in determining the food security situation in 
the area(s). A good tool for assessing the coherence of the assumptions 
is the IPC Analytical Framework; analysts can situate their assumptions 
within the framework and see if assumptions located on the top left side 
and ending on the assumptions located on the bottom left are consistent 
with each other, and form a ‘story line’ of the expected events and trends 
in the projection period (see example 5 on page 10).

Ensuring coherence of assumptions between analysis areas is crucial 
for comparable analysis results. If regional analysis teams or individual 
analysts all develop their own assumptions, the result is typically 
incoherent analyses across different areas, rendering comparisons of 
projection classifications and population estimates unfeasible. This may 
even lead to inadequate and poorly targeted response programmes in 
the projection period. Furthermore, developing assumptions that are not 
coherent with each other for a given analysis area is likely to result in a 
garbled analysis, where there is no clear rationale or justification for final 
Phase classification and population estimates.

Example 5: Coherence of projection assumptions

The food security situation in Barena has been 
deteriorating over the last two years due to below-
average harvests, absence of humanitarian assistance 
and increasing food prices. The projection period 
is a harvest period, which is expected to increase 
food availability and access through decreasing food 
prices. Based on rainfall and vegetation information, 
and harvest forecasts, the harvest is expected to be 
slightly above the 5-year average. Most households 
practice agriculture and hence the overall food security 
situation is expected to improve. Improvements 
are, however, likely to remain limited, as households 
also need to repay debts accumulated over the past 
poor seasons. No major shocks are expected over the 
projection period, although small outbreaks of crop 
pests and diseases are possible. 

As mentioned before, however, in case there is a clear justification for different assumptions at area level, analysts can naturally deviate 
from nationally/regionally agreed assumptions. These different assumptions and the rationale for them must be clearly recorded in 
the analysis. 
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Food security contributing factors

Impact

Availability 
• Production 
• Wild foods
• Food reserves 
• Imports 
• Markets 
• Transportation

Access 
• Physical access 
• Financial access 
• Social access 

Household 
utilization 
• Food preferences 
• Food preparation 
• Feeding practices 
• Food storage 
• Food safety
• Water access

Causal factors

Food security dimensions

Vulnerability, resource and control
(exposure, susceptibility and resilience to  
specific hazards or ongoing conditions)

•  Livelihood strategies (food and income sources,
coping and expenditures)

•  Livelihood assets (human, financial, social,
physical and natural)

• Policies, institutions and processes
•  Gender and other socio-economic

inequalities and discrimination
• Mitigating factors

Acute events or ongoing conditions
(natural, socio-economic, conflict, disease and others)

&

Stability (at all times)

Example 6: Situating assumptions within the Analytical Framework

No major changes are 
expected in livelihood 
strategies and assets. 

Agricultural casual 
labour opportunities are 
likely to increase due to 
a favorable cultivation 

outlook, benefiting 
especially poorer 

households.

Localised flooding is 
expected, especially 

in low-lying areas 
near rivers.

Availability of 
wild foods (fruit, 
vegetables, and 
fish) is likely to 
increase due to 

Remaining food 
stocks from own 

production will be 
gradually depleted 

during the lean 
season.

Social assistance 
programmes are expected 

to continue as normal 
during the projection 

period. No humanitarian 
aid interventions are 

foreseen for the coming 
months. 

Above-average rainfall 
is likely during the lean 

season.

Heavy rains are expected 
to lead to increased crop 
and livestock pests and 

diseases.

Food prices are expected 
to increase by 10-20% in 
line with seasonal trends.
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Step 9: Analyse Evidence 

Step 9 is the projection analysis step. In Step 9, analysts are expected to write evidence statements on contributing factors and 
outcome elements, and to write conclusions based on the evidence. Analysts are also asked to estimate how the projected situation 
of different elements is likely to compare to the current situation (remain similar, improve, or deteriorate).   

Most evidence available for projection analysis is the evidence that has already been used for the current analysis. It is possible to 
access additional pieces of evidence specifically for projections, e.g. rainfall forecasts, but these additional pieces of evidence are 
typically limited to some contributing factors (except for Household Economy Analysis data for food consumption2). It may also be 
possible to use information on current or upcoming events, e.g. elections or other changes, to assess the potential impacts on the 
food security situation.

Analysts should estimate how the values of the different pieces of evidence are likely to evolve in or towards the projection period: 
since it is often impossible to give exact estimates, analysts should try to assess if the value is likely to stay at a similar level, decrease 
or increase. A helpful tool to be used for conducting this is inference, which is explained in more detail in Part 3 below. 

Example 7: Projection evidence statements

• Based on survey data (or livelihood analysis products), the most important income sources during this time period are typically sale of agricultural production
(34%), casual labour (26%), petty trade (15%), sale of livestock products (12%), and sale of natural resource products (7%). Income sources are expected to remain
rather similar over the projection period coinciding with the lean season, albeit with more household shifting to agricultural casual labour (planting and weeding) 
and sale of natural resource products. 

• Food prices are currently at slightly higher than average level (maize prices 12% and bean prices 6% higher than average). Food prices are expected to increase
further during the lean season in line with seasonal trends and based on available price projections, expecting maize prices to be approximately 15% and bean 
prices 10% above average. 

• Acute malnutrition rate is 7%, based on the most recent screening. Historical evidence shows that during the projection season, the malnutrition rate is typically 
between 9 and 12%. The current rate is slightly lower than usually at this time of the year, and as a result, the rate may remain below 10% (i.e. in Phase 2) over the
projection period, barring any new shocks. 

Typical shocks that often feature in projection analyses are meteorological events (dry spells, flooding), crop and livestock pests 
and diseases, civil insecurity, conflict, price shocks and disease epidemics. When assessing the likely severity of shocks, current and 
historical trends provide useful comparison points. For example, if crop and livestock pests and diseases are expected, previous 
incidents of outbreaks provide valuable information on outbreak severity, evolution and affected areas. This information is useful 
in gauging the likely severity of outbreaks in the projection period, especially if the drivers of the outbreaks (e.g. meteorological 
conditions) and other conditions (food and livelihood systems) are similar to those during the previous outbreaks. 

For assessment of the impacts of expected shocks, analysts are guided by the livelihood context of the analysis area, as well as 
historical trends. In case of crop and livestock diseases, analysts should identify the crops and type of livestock most affected, and their 
share of the overall food production. Furthermore, if certain household groups or specific areas are expected to be more affected 
than others, analysts can assess the share of population in a given area that is likely to be negatively affected by the shock – and even 
how large the impact is in terms of drop in potential food production and income. For example, cassava mosaic virus (CMV) reduces 
up to 80% of cassava yields. If it is known that 30% of households in the analysis area cultivate cassava as the main staple, and that 
CMV has spread to the analysis area, analysts can estimate that 30% of households are likely to produce little cassava in the projection 
period, leading to reduced food stocks. Analysts should then assess other food sources to see if affected households are likely to meet 
their overall food needs or not. 

Additional data sources for projection analyses

Often there is not much additional information that can be used to conduct the projection analysis, but some data sources may be 
available for both contributing factors and outcome elements. For contributing factors, the following data sources are frequently 
available3:

• Seasonal agrometeorological forecasts: These are often done at regional level, for example twice a year, for the upcoming rainy
season.

• Price projections: These are typically developed by specialized agencies and rely on monitoring of price patterns across years
and seasons.

• Food production forecasts: Pre-harvest or harvest assessments are conducted in most countries, providing information on
expected food availability for the coming months.

2 The HEA outcome analysis is based on detailed analysis of contributing factors, e.g. rainfall, prices, shocks and assets. If possible, analysts should review the contributing 
factors feeding the HEA analysis and assess them against the data available for IPC analysis to ensure consistency and reliability of data. It is also important to verify 
whether humanitarian food assistance has been included in the HEA outcome analysis or not. 

3 Examples of normally available data sources are included in Annex 1.
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4 Most efforts to model outcome indicators has so far been pilots or are limited in scope. An example of a model is the MERIAM project by ACF and partners to model 
GAM. This situation is likely to change in the coming years with more models becoming available.  

5 Besides the quantitative models referenced here, qualitative models may also be helpful in assessing the future situation. For example, for assessing the likelihood of 
a very severe food insecurity situation or a possible famine, analysts can use a famine system model developed by Paul Howe: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/abs/pii/S0305750X17304217 

6 HEA baselines are available in most IPC countries: availability of timely outcome analysis data, however, varies from one country to another.

7 Caution should be exerted especially in case of non-validated models. No criteria for their evaluation has been developed for IPC purposes, and analysts should use 
all information available on the methodology and their best judgement to come to a conclusion on evidence reliability.

8 Reliability of HEA data needs to be evaluated based on standard criteria as per IPC Manual 3.0. Furthermore, analysts should examine used problem specifications, 
data on contributing factors feeding the HEA analysis, and e.g. whether humanitarian food assistance has been incorporated into outcome analysis or not.

Example 8: Greater Horn of Africa Climate 
Outlook Forum (GHACOF) 57 statement 

Example 9: HEA outcome results for Mwanza, Malawi 

More options are becoming available also for outcome evidence: 

• Modeling is increasingly being used to forecast e.g. food consumption and malnutrition rates, and if available, results of different 
models can help in informing projections.4 5

• Household Economy Analysis (HEA) outcome analysis results are prepared for a consumption year, and as a result, typically cover 
at least a part of the projection period6 (see example 9 from Malawi). 

When HEA outcome analysis results (or e.g. model-based food consumption indicator results) are available, they can be used as direct 
evidence to inform Phase classifications and population estimates.7 8

Step 10: Projected Classification and Population Estimates

Step 10, analysts provide analysis conclusions by arriving at a Phase classification, estimating the distribution of area population in 
different IPC Phases, and by providing a summary justification for the projection analysis. Analysts also indicate the evidence level of 
analysis, based on the evidence available, and to indicate if the area has limited or no humanitarian access. 

It is typically challenging to arrive at accurate population estimates for the projection period. As was noted by reviewing the 
experiences of facilitators and analysts, and past IPC projections, population estimates are considered problematic. While most 
classifications do not change in later analysis, population estimates are more likely to change either upwards or downwards, and it 
is more common for populations to shift to Phase 3 and higher than to lower Phases. This is likely to be (at least partially) caused by 
the very human tendency to assume that things will continue to be the same in the projection period as they are now, or that the 
situation will be the same as it is on average in the same period – even if conditions and underlying factors and drivers have changed.

When estimating populations in the projection period, analysts should consider the following:

• Current population estimates

• Expected evolution of the situation in the projection period

• Any likely shocks/mitigating factors 

• Historical trends in population estimates

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X17304217
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0305750X17304217
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Historical trends may also help in estimating populations. If, 
for example, similar conditions are expected in the projection 
period as during some past analysis period, the populations 
prepared at the time may offer a useful comparison point. 
Furthermore, populations should be in line with general food 
security trends: if the projected period is expected to have 
more severe food insecurity than a similar period in a past year, 
the classification and population estimates should reflect that 
– and vice versa. Preparation of trend graphs at sub-national
and national levels (see the example from Afghanistan) help
in assessing historical trends and to evaluate the expected
severity of the projection period against past periods.

The summary justification in Step 10 is expected to draw on 
the analysis conducted in Steps 8 and 9: references should be 
made to projection assumptions and key pieces of evidence 
used, as well as to the Phase classification and population 
estimates of the projection analysis. Ideally, analysts should 
also provide information that is useful for programming, such 
as key drivers of the expected projection situation, and details 
on the most impacted population groups.

Example 10: Share of Afghanistan population in IPC Phases 3-4

Afghanistan Seasonal Food Security Assessment Report 2019

Example 11: Projection classification summary justification

Kabali district is expected to be in Phase 3 in the projection period from September to December, with 30% of the population in Phase 3 or higher. Kabali was classified 
in Phase 2 in the current analysis period, but the food security situation is expected to deteriorate in the projection period due to the lean season and lack of adequate 
food stocks at household level (45% of households reported having food stocks for only 1-3 months, lasting at most until October). The projection period is the lean 
season, characterized by increasing staple food prices and the rainy season. Staple food prices are expected to increase by 10-15% as per price forecast. No abnormal 
shocks are expected: some seasonal flooding may however, occur, especially in lowland areas. As households are expected to gradually deplete their food stocks, they 
increasingly resort to food and livelihood coping strategies and cut their food consumption. Households’ typical income sources at this time are sale of natural resource 
products, casual non-skilled labour, and some households may also engage in agricultural casual labour in larger farms. Most households, however, have low and 
unstable income and resort to increasing consumption of wild foods and cutting back of consumption to make ends meet. The most affected groups are those with 
low food stocks (45%) and households living below the poverty level (17% of the population).

Step 11: Humanitarian Food Assistance - projected

IPC projection analyses take into consideration humanitarian food assistance that has been:

• Planned

• Funded or is likely to be funded, and

• Is likely to be delivered

Newly appealed for assistance should not be considered. Humanitarian food assistance is considered in two ways: as a source of food 
under food access (and in case of large-scale general food distributions, it can also be considered under food availability) in Step 9 
of the analysis, and in Step 11 to determine how significant humanitarian food assistance is in terms of population coverage and 
kilocalorie needs met. 

Two cut-offs have been selected to assess the significance of assistance, and if either cut-off is met, a mapping protocol is used to 
indicate presence of significant assistance in the analysis area:

Table 1: Criteria for assessing significance of humanitarian food assistance

Criteria Mapping protocol

Less than 25% of households receive assistance OR assistance meets less than 25% of 
their daily kcal needs.

No mapping protocol applied

More than 25% of households receive assistance that meets between 25% and 50% 
of their daily kcal needs.

Light grey symbol of HFA placed on the map

More than 25% of households receive assistance that meets more than 50% of their 
daily kcal needs.

Dark grey symbol of HFA placed on map

1 - Minimal

2 - Stressed

3 - Crisis

4 - Emergency

5 - Famine

 

> 25% of households meet 25-50% 
of caloric needs through assistance

> 25% of households meet > 50% 
of caloric needs through assistance

Area receives significant 
humanitarian food assistance
(accounted for in Phase classification)

Areas with inadequate evidence

Areas not analysed 

IDPs/other settlements 
classification

Urban settlement
classification

Map Symbols
1 - Minimal

2 - Stressed

3 - Crisis

4 - Emergency

5 - Famine

 

> 25% of households meet 25-50% 
of caloric needs through assistance

> 25% of households meet > 50% 
of caloric needs through assistance

Area receives significant 
humanitarian food assistance
(accounted for in Phase classification)

Areas with inadequate evidence

Areas not analysed 

IDPs/other settlements 
classification

Urban settlement
classification

Map Symbols
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It is common not to have confirmed assistance for the projection period at the time of the IPC analysis. This is usually the case if the 
projection analysis period is months away, and especially if a second projection is conducted. Often, humanitarian agencies also 
want to wait for IPC results prior to finalizing their plans on future assistance. If there is no specific, confirmed information on future 
assistance, analysts should prepare the projection analysis as if there was no assistance during the projection period. 

Knowing whether the assistance should be included or not may also be problematic if there is no full clarify on funding. As a rule, 
‘funded’ for IPC purposes means that the assistance has already been funded, or that the funds have been committed. To understand 
how secure the funding is, the analysts are likely to benefit from knowing what part of the Humanitarian Programme Cycle (HPC) the 
projection period is located in9, and the funding cycles of major humanitarian organisations. The ‘likely to be funded’ part of the criteria 
refers to the rather rare situations, where large-scale humanitarian assistance has been provided for several years in a given area, but 
funding for the projection period is not yet guaranteed. If analysts, based on their understanding of the assistance programmes and 
the likely future situation, conclude that funding is expected to continue, they should consider the assistance in Steps 8 and 11.  

To know if assistance is likely to be delivered, analysts should also have an understanding on the situation in terms of field partnerships, 
past performance of aid deliveries versus plans, and existing stocks. If, for example, existing stocks of food commodities in the country 
are low and the food commodity pipeline is half-empty, even with committed funding, it may take months for the assistance to reach 
the country and to be delivered to the beneficiaries.10 

Step 12: Risk Factors to Monitor

Step 12 is the last projection analysis step. In this step, analysts are expected to identify risk factors that should be monitored in the 
projection period. If the analysis is conducted in IPC ISS, a drop-down menu of different risk factors is provided to analysts. Analysts 
can choose the relevant risk factors (e.g. prices, conflict, drought) from the drop-down menus, or add their own risk factors, and 
provide a brief description for each identified risk factor.     

Risk factors, if they materialize, can substantially aggravate the food security situation, to the extent that original Phase classifications 
and population estimates are no longer valid. As a result, monitoring of risk factors also provides information for estimating when 
projection updates may be needed. Risk factors are typically connected to assumptions. If the two main assumptions, for example, are 
that food prices will remain stable and that rainfall will be above average in the projection period, key risk factors to monitor would be 
food prices (in case of abnormal price spikes), and rainfall (in case rainfall turns out to be lower than expected). If, for example, the risk 
of abnormal price spikes materializes in contrast to earlier assumption on stable food prices, and uneven rainfall distribution leads to 
dry spells in several key production areas, the IPC Technical Working Group may call for an additional analysis to update the projection 
analysis. It is up to the TWG to decide when the situation has changed so much that an update is required: this, however, is likely to 
happen when more than one key assumption has turned out to be inaccurate. 

Analysts can make the risk factors as detailed as possible, depending on how good of an understanding of the area-level dynamics 
the analysts have: in terms of conflict, for example, analysts can define different key indicators and elements to monitor (rather 
than just ‘conflict’ which is a very wide concept). Another example is prices: analysts can decide if they monitor e.g. the main staple 
food price, prices of several key items, overall food inflation rate or something else, depending on what the most valid indicators to 
monitor in a given context are.

To improve the monitoring of risk factors, the TWG may agree on certain indicators and thresholds to follow and decide on agency 
responsibilities regarding monitoring of hazards and indicators. Frequent meetings of the TWG are also required to share monitoring 
findings, and to discuss any need for a projection update. If an urgent and quick update is required, this can even be conducted by a 
smaller group of analysts and sent for comments and validation to the larger group prior to release. 

Example 12: Common risk factors

• Meteorological shocks (dry spells, drought, flooding)
• Civil security (conflict, displacement)
• Macroeconomic shocks (sharp food price increases, currency fluctuations)
• Pests and diseases (crop and livestock pests, and crop, livestock, and human disease epidemics)

9 HCP cycle: 1. Needs assessment and analysis, 2. Strategic response planning, 3. Resource mobilization, 4. Implementation and monitoring, 5. Operational review and 
evaluation.

10 A guidance note on analysis of humanitarian food assistance, as well as an accompanying Excel tool for calculating assistance levels and met kcal needs, is available 
on the IPC website: www.ipcinfo.org.
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Projection analysis process
Projection analysis starts as soon as the current analysis has finished. A normal IPC analysis workshop takes around 5-7 days, and past 
experiences show that projection analysis usually receives a lot less time than the current analysis – to the extent that projection 
analysis steps are often not fully completed. This can be avoided by good advance preparation of data and analysis steps for the IPC 
analysis, which should ensure that adequate time is available not only for current but also for projection analysis. 

To facilitate projection analysis, it is possible to copy Step 3 of the current analysis to Step 9 of the projection analysis11. This ensures 
that all data and analysis conducted for the current analysis period is available also for the projection analysis, and saves the time and 
effort needed to insert evidence. This function, however, does not exempt the analysts from performing actual projection analysis: 
copied data and statements from Step 3 are supposed to work as a basis for projection analysis so that statements are modified based 
on projection assumptions and expected evolution of the situation, and conclusions are revised so that they reflect the projection 
situation. Furthermore, analysts should also insert any new evidence that might be available for the projection period. 

The projection analysis process should start with a joint session on projection assumptions. It is advisable to hold this session with 
the entire analysis team, facilitated by key analysis facilitators. The purpose of the session is to discuss and agree on key assumptions 
for the projection period, based on evidence and expert judgement. During the plenary discussion, analysts from different sectors 
and agencies should be listened to, to get a balanced view of the key assumptions. Discussion should focus on identifying key factors 
likely to affect the projection situation and assessing if these factors are likely to have an aggravating or mitigating impact on the 
food security situation (see section on Step 8 above). For example, in a volatile situation, such as a conflict, it is very important that 
all analysts follow similar assumptions regarding evolution of the conflict when preparing their projection analysis. This ensures that 
analysis findings are comparable across different areas, and that the analysis overall is consistent. 

Data preparation and analysis
The starting point for the projection analysis is the current analysis, and the data used to inform it. This data, as well as data collected 
over previous years, can be used for the projection analysis, especially through inference. Another noteworthy finding was that 
changes in severity and magnitude were not limited to analyses in crisis-prone and volatile countries, but were equally prevalent 
in countries where severe food crises are rather uncommon. This underlines that challenges and uncertainties regarding the future 
situation faced by analysts are shared across different countries, regardless of the overall severity of the food security situation or 
volatility of the context.

Inference

Inference can be defined as “a conclusion reached on the basis of evidence and reasoning”12. Inference is commonly used to move 
from premises to logical consequences and can be applied to any field. For example, blood tests can be used to infer several things 
about a person: sex, biological age, risk of getting Alzheimer’s disease in the future, or whether the person suffers from different 
diseases such as an infection, depression, cancer, diabetes, HIV/AIDS or anemia – even without a doctor examining or having any 
further information on the person in question. Inference is used by all people every day to make decisions on simple matters (it is 
raining outside so I should take an umbrella/raincoat), and also to reach conclusions on complicated and difficult matters (conflict 
is intensifying and the risk of attack on our village is increasing, hence, we should pack what we can and escape to the nearest IDP 
camp).

Inference is also regularly used in food security analysis, including IPC analysis. There are three types of inference that are usually used 
in IPC analyses:

• Calibration of indicators not in the Reference Table13

• Extrapolation over time and space

• Interpretation of contributing factors within their context

For projection analysis, the main two types of inference used are extrapolation of evidence over time, and interpretation of contributing 
factors within their context. 

Part 3: Detailed guidance for IPC projections

11 This can be done by ISS system administrators. In the same fashion, Step 4 (classifications) can also be copied into the corresponding Step (10) of the projection 
analysis. 

12 Definition from Oxford Languages.

13 Calibration is used to compare e.g. locally specific indicators and other indirect evidence on outcomes against the IPC Reference Tables, the Phase descriptions and 
direct evidence. Analysts can, for example, take a locally collected dietary indicator and match its cut-offs to the IPC Phases. Calibration is typically used in current 
analyses, not in projection analyses, due to lack of suitable indirect evidence on outcomes for projection periods. 
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Extrapolation over time

Extrapolation over time refers to use of historical evidence on contributing factors and outcomes to forecast the approximate severity 
situation of the same indicators in a future period. 

Series of historical data can help to identify seasonal patterns, and the likely extent of variation of a given indicator during the 
projection period. Historical data is typically available on different indicators, although data may require processing to prepare tables 
or charts that reveal useful trends and patterns. Historical data is often available, for example, on the following indicators included in 
the table below:

Table 2: Historical data for indicators

Contributing factors Outcome indicators

Cereal production Food consumption indicators

Rainfall Livelihood coping

Vegetation Malnutrition levels

Food (and other) prices (Mortality rates)

Access to water

Displacement

Humanitarian food assistance

Etc.

Some indicators, especially on rainfall, vegetation and prices, do not normally require any special preparation, as data available already 
contains comparisons to historical averages, and is presented for several months (or years) at a time, hence not requiring further 
preparation (see example 13 below). 

Example 13: Different types of trend data in South Sudan

Rainfall and vegetation in Eastern Equatoria      Rainfall and vegetation in Eastern Equatoria  

ACLED and UN/OCHA data  

Other indicators on contributing factors and outcomes are likely to require more work. Preparation of trend graphs and tables is greatly 
facilitated if a series of survey data (with data on same indicators) exists, ideally collected at the same time each year. Fortunately, 
this type of regular, seasonal food security survey is often implemented in IPC countries, and hence, can be used for preparation of 
trend graphs and tables. Nutrition and mortality surveys, however, are less common and often conducted in hotspot areas (although 
in some countries, nutrition data is collected in the same surveys with food security data, increasing data availability). Especially 
mortality data may be difficult to find at the desired level of analysis, particularly in non-crisis contexts.

The example below depicts the distribution of Food Consumption Score (FCS) categories in different years for Marondera in 
Zimbabwe. Based on the graph, it can be estimated, even without new data, that during the same season in 2020, in absence of 
any unusual shocks, the share of poor food consumption is not likely to exceed 20%. Furthermore, it seems likely that the Food 
Consumption Score would overall indicate a Phase 3 situation i.e. borderline food consumption (again in absence of unusual shocks), 
given the trends in the past years. Even if it is impossible to estimate with any accuracy the exact share of acceptable, borderline 
and poor food consumption in a future period, this kind of qualitative analysis of historical trends can point to the most likely future 
scenario regarding the indicative Phase of FCS – and a similar kind of analysis can be applied to any outcome indicator with available 
trend data. 
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Example 14: Food Consumption Score – trend analysis
In the case of Marondera, it is quite easy to point out 
trends and likely future situations. In more volatile contexts, 
however, it is possible for indicator values to vary to such an 
extent that arriving at the ‘most likely’ scenario for a future 
period is difficult. In these situations, careful examination of 
data on contributing factors, seasonality aspects and severity, 
and likely evolution of the current situation may provide 
indications of whether the outcome indicators are likely to 
reflect a worsening, improving or similar situation compared 
to the current analysis period. 

Furthermore, especially in a volatile context, it may be 
helpful to do further analysis of historical data to identify a 
period which most closely resembles the current situation – 
and hence, use the period following the similar period as a 
reference point for the projection analysis.

Interpretation of contributing factors within their context

Interpretation of contributing factors (also called causal pathways) is based on the IPC Analytical Framework and follows a logical 
analysis process. The approach is to take individual pieces of evidence e.g. on shocks or food access (household production, market 
access) and to analyse them within their context to arrive at a conclusion on the likely severity of food consumption and/or livelihood 
change. 

As for any kind of projection analysis, also for interpretation of contributing factors, the foundation is the current analysis. If analysts 
have conducted a thorough analysis of the current situation, they are familiar with the analysis areas, evidence available, the severity 
of the food insecurity situation and key drivers, and hopefully also have an understanding of the household groups most affected by 
food insecurity. All this information can be used as building blocks in inference. 

Interpretation of contributing factors is a challenging process and requires good knowledge of the livelihood context in the analysis 
area, as well as information on seasonality. It is difficult and unreliable to use just one piece of evidence to arrive at a statement on an 
outcome, rather, more robust inference is conducted if multiple pieces of evidence are combined and analysed in relation to each 
other to arrive at a conclusion. For instance, in order to assess the effects of food and cash assistance in a given area, the households 
should proceed in the following manner: analysts need information on the exact amount of food/cash to be delivered, and the 
number of beneficiaries. Information on targeting is also useful, regarding how beneficiaries are selected, especially to understand if 
the most vulnerable households are likely to benefit from assistance. It is also necessary to assess the likelihood that assistance will 
reach the targeted beneficiaries, and one useful comparison point is the past performance of assistance. If, for example, typically 
only 80% of planned aid reaches 75% of planned beneficiaries, analysts should use this information to improve the accuracy of their 
analysis. If information on distribution points is available, this is also helpful to estimate what share of the population is likely to reach 
the distribution points and benefit from assistance. 

In a hypothetical example, it is known that 30% of population in the analysis area is targeted with a 70% food ration assistance in 
the projection period. Targeting is community-based, i.e. communities select the most vulnerable households for assistance. Past aid 
performance, however, is patchy, with rebel groups frequently targeting assistance deliveries, making many field partners unable to 
provide the planned assistance to households. The analysts also know that the security situation is likely to continue to be volatile in 
the projection period, as no peace negotiations are ongoing and seasonal conditions make it easy for rebel groups to move around 
and launch attacks. Moreover, assistance is typically delivered only once every 2 to 3 months due to security concerns. As a result, 
analysts conclude that even if some households of the targeted 30% will receive assistance, the assistance is likely to cover only a 
part of the projection period, and hence, it is not likely to have an overall positive effect on food consumption of the vulnerable 
households in the projection period. 

Useful knowledge and perceptions on expected severity of the food security situation can also be received from the affected 
communities. Local languages often include words and concepts to describe historical or current hunger periods, and communities 
recognize signs that tell them about deteriorating (or improving) food insecurity. Qualitative data collection through focus groups 
can yield such information that in conjunction with other evidence, and knowledge of the local context, can be used to infer the 
projected food security situation.

Example 10 below depicts the situation regarding maize (main staple) stocks in eSwatini after harvest in 2019. With this type of 
information, it is important to know when the original data was collected, to estimate what share of households is likely to retain food 
stocks over the projection period. In this example, the households who are not farming are mainly urban residents, and the graph 
does not provide information for determining their food security status. The remaining households live predominantly in the rural 
areas and depend, at least partially, on cultivation as their food and income source. Rural households with maize stocks during the 
projection period are likely to have relatively stable maize consumption, whereas households without food stocks will depend on 
markets, with food access a function of their purchasing power. Even if many market-dependent households in rural areas can meet 
their food needs through different income-generating activities, it is likely that a subset of these households will face difficulties, and 
hence, is prone to employing food and livelihood coping and/or experiencing food gaps. This type of analysis should be supported 
by available further information on livelihoods, income levels and food price forecasts. 
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Example 15: Maize stocks of household in eSwatini

eSwatini Annual Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis Report 2019 

Somalia case study

The locust outbreak in the Horn of Africa in 2019 and 2020 wreaked havoc, especially in Somalia, Ethiopia and Kenya (see example 10 
below). Somalia experienced the worst locust infestation in 25 years, with the most affected regions situated in the areas bordering 
Djibouti, Ethiopia and Kenya, where locust swarms were reported in late 2019 and early 2020. Despite the potential for large-scale 
damage, the final impact of the locusts was limited for two reasons: above-average rainfall helped in regenerating pastures that 
were initially ravaged by locusts, and Deyr season crops in locust-affected areas were by and large already harvested by the time the 
locusts arrived, except for some late-planted crops. As a result, the initial impacts of the shock were balanced by mitigating factors, 
and the conclusion was that the locust outbreak was not, in fact, likely to lead to lower food access in affected areas in the projection 
period. Both farmers and pastoralists had access to their normal food and income sources, and crop and livestock production was 
at above-average level due to good Deyr rains. Moreover, normal to above-average rainfall was forecasted also for the projection 
period – further improving water and pasture availability and conditions for crop production. Hence, food consumption in the initially 
affected areas was likely to be reasonable also in the projection period, except for particularly vulnerable households (e.g. IDPs), and 
no large-scale use of negative livelihood coping (e.g. unusual sale of animals) was expected, also due to improving market access 
and terms of trade for livestock owners. 

Example 16: Locust outbreak in Somalia This case study underlines the need to assess not just the severity of the shock, 
but also seasonality aspects and potential mitigating factors (e.g. livelihood 
assets, coping capacity, and humanitarian food assistance) in order to evaluate 
whether the shock is actually going to have a significant effect on the food 
security situation in the projection period. 

Inference of outcomes through analysis of contributing factors

The main objective of conducting Inference is to assess the likely situation 
of outcomes in the projection period. As was seen above in the section on 
extrapolation, it may be possible to estimate even the likely Phase of a certain 
indicator (or outcome) through analysis of historical data. With interpretation 
of contributing factors, estimation of a specific Phase for different outcome 
indicators is more difficult, but analysts can at least assess if an overall outcome 
(food consumption or livelihood change ) is likely to deteriorate, stay at the 
same level, or improve in the projection period. For this purpose, it is necessary 
to think through, all relevant factors that are likely to impact the outcomes in 
the projection period, and combine information on those with current status 
of outcomes, data on seasonality, trends and expected and current shocks, to 
arrive at a statement on the expected future severity of an outcome.

The main objective of conducting Inference is to assess the likely situation 
of outcomes in the projection period. As was seen above in the section on 
extrapolation, it may be possible to estimate even the likely Phase of a certain 
indicator (or outcome) through analysis of historical data.
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With interpretation of contributing factors, estimation of a specific Phase for different outcome indicators is more difficult, but analysts 
can at least assess if an overall outcome (food consumption or livelihood change14) is likely to deteriorate, stay at the same level, or 
improve in the projection period. For this purpose, it is necessary to think through, all relevant factors that are likely to impact the 
outcomes in the projection period, and combine information on those with current status of outcomes, data on seasonality, trends 
and expected and current shocks, to arrive at a statement on the expected future severity of an outcome.

Analysts could, for example, assess the likely future situation of livelihood change in the following manner. As per the evidence 
available for the current situation, 24% of households have not used any livelihood coping strategies, 41% have used Stress coping 
strategies, 28% have used Crisis coping strategies and 7% have used Emergency coping strategies. The main crisis coping strategies 
used have been sale of productive assets and reduced expenditures on essential items, such as healthcare and education. High 
food inflation, experienced over the past few months (due to poor production over the past two seasons), is the likely reason for 
households’ use of Crisis coping strategies. Based on seasonality and historical trends, it is known, that the projection period coincides 
with further price increases, as the projection period covers the peak of the lean season prior to the new harvest period. Based on the 
current situation and historical trends, it is expected that the price increases in the projected period nevertheless remain moderate 
(20-25%), and no large-scale increases will take place. Seasonal forecasts indicate a normal rainfall season, with no heightened risk of 
flooding or drought. In line with normal lean seasons, households are likely to look for casual labour opportunities and some labour 
migration will take place. Furthermore, especially households living in riverine areas will take advantage of increased availability of fish 
and wild foods, and households will also sell natural resource products such as firewood, charcoal, poles and grass to increase their 
income levels. Due to increasing food prices and an advancing lean season, however, it is unlikely that households’ use of livelihood 
coping strategies will decrease, even if use of extra means to find income is likely to mitigate some of the impacts of higher food 
prices for certain population groups. Hence, it is concluded, that livelihood coping strategies is likely to remain overall at a similar level 
(Crisis) in the projection period, with some deterioration in terms of increasing number of households resorting to use of livelihood 
coping strategies. Furthermore, with continued coping, households who have already resorted to certain coping strategies earlier 
may be unable to continue using them: e.g. households can only sell a certain amount of assets or spend savings before they run 
out, and exhaustion of some coping strategies may force them to adopt other, possibly more severe strategies in situations where 
adverse conditions continue. 

Especially in severe food insecurity situations, analysis of coping capacity is of utmost importance. Lack of use of certain coping 
strategies, such as borrowing or selling of animals, is not necessarily an indicator of a sustainable situation, but a sign of exhausted 
coping: with severe food insecurity, social networks typically start to break, and households are no longer able to borrow money or 
food from others or from shopkeepers. Also, depletion of animals (disease, conflict, drought, previous sales) may lead to a situation 
where the household has no longer animals to sell. Depleted coping capacity may force households to adopt even more extreme 
strategies to survive, leading to a worse situation. Hence, in a severe food insecurity situation, analysts are advised to track the 
evolution of different coping strategies. If certain strategies are first used but their use stops (while the overall situation does not 
improve), this may be a sign of coping exhaustion and hence, of a further deterioration of the food security situation in the projection 
period. 

Correlation analysis

Another type of data preparation and analysis approach, besides inference, is correlation analysis. The purpose of correlation analysis 
is to examine relationships between different indicators to see if they are linked. If a valid relationship is discovered between indicator 
A and indicator B, indicator A can act as a proxy indicator for indicator B, even if data on indicator B is not available. In this regard, 
correlation can be helpful for projection analysis, especially if data on an important indicator is lacking. Identification of relationships 
between variables and testing of the extent of correlation requires, however, good time series of data and advanced statistical 
knowhow. As a result, most IPC analysis teams are not well equipped to perform such analysis, rather, they should make use of any 
such knowledge already made available and apply that in the analysis. Some information may be available and applicable globally, 
whereas in other cases, locally specific correlation results may provide more valuable information. 

This type of analysis is especially relevant and valid for indicators concerning agricultural production, as a lot of information is available 
on relationships between climatology and production, or between pest and disease outbreaks and production. As a result, the IPC 
analysts and partners from e.g. the Ministry of Agriculture may have knowledge of any locally relevant correlations having an impact 
on agricultural production. 

The box in the next page provides some examples of known correlation between variables, and how they can be used by the analysts 
for robust projection analysis. 

When information is available on indicators that correlate with other indicators of interest for the analysis, analysts cannot directly 
equate values of the two indicators, but still have to use inference in order to estimate the final impact. This process is referred to e.g. 
in the first example in the box on the next page. Analysts can use information on rainfall during a critical growth period to estimate 
maize harvest, but only through inference of the rainfall’s impact on harvest, as they’ll need to assess whether the harvest is likely 
to be below average, average or above average. A similar inference process is required whenever correlation is used in a projection 
analysis.

14 Guidance on projection analysis of acute malnutrition is provided in a separate guidance note.
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Example 17: Correlations between indicators that can benefit IPC projection analyses

Impact of rainfall on maize yield
Studies have noted that maize yield is more closely correlated with rainfall during the critical 45-day period of flowering and grain filling rather than with rainfall of the 
entire crop cycle. If rainfall during this 45-day period is close to normal, the harvest can be expected to be close to average. As a result, if the projection period coincides 
with harvest, analysts can assess rainfall during the critical 45-day period and consequently use inference to estimate if crop production is expected to be below 
average, average, or above average.

Impact of international coffee prices on workers’ wages
In Central America, IPC analysts use the known correlation between international coffee prices and workers’ wages to assess the income of coffee pickers during the 
harvest period. If the international coffee prices are well below prices observed in previous years, the wages of coffee pickers are typically slightly reduced by producers 
– even a slight reduction, however, is often detrimental for coffee pickers, who are casual laborers with no steady income.

Impact of flooding on crops
One of the main consequences of flooding is lack of oxygen for crops: this reduces plant’s metabolism and can lead to death of a portion of or the entire plant if 
flooding is long-lasting. Generally, if flooding lasts more than 36-48 hours, many effects of lack of oxygen can no longer be reversed and yield reduction is inevitable. 
This information helps analysts to assess whether occurred flooding will lead to reduced crop production, or whether, in case of quickly receding flood waters, the 
impact is reversible with no large impact on yield.

Example 18: Risk of Famine

Special guidance has been developed for situations where there is a risk of famine in 
the projection period. The ‘risk of famine’ analysis can be performed if a given area/areas 
have high severity of food insecurity in the current or projected analysis period, and/or 
a severe shock is expected to happen in the area(s) of concern in the projected period, 
or there are other local factors in combination with different shocks that highlight the 
risk of famine in the projection period. 
The risk of famine analysis is based on the worst-case scenario that has a reasonable 
chance of happening. This analysis can be communicated in text form in the regular 
IPC Analysis Report, but IPC TWGs can also perform this analysis outside the regular IPC 
analysis cycle and release results separately if needed. 

Preparation of alternative scenarios

Besides the most likely scenario, the IPC TWG can decide to 
prepare also other projections based e.g. on a worst-case 
scenario depending on the volatility of the situation. If other 
scenarios are used to prepare secondary projections, these 
projections cannot be mapped, and no population tables 
can be prepared for them. The results, however, can be 
communicated in text form in the IPC analysis report. 
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Climate forecasts:

• WMO’s Regional Climate Outlook Forums: https://public.wmo.int/en/our-mandate/climate/regional-climate-outlook-products

• Southern Africa: SADC (Southern Africa Development Community) Climate Services Centre long-range forecasting – SARCOF: 
http://csc.sadc.int/en/long-range-forecasts/regional-products

• Eastern and Central Africa: ICPAC (IGAD Climate Prediction and Applications Centre) seasonal forecasts - GHACOF: https://www.
icpac.net/seasonal-forecast/ 

• South Asia: South Asian Seasonal Climate Outlook – SASCOF:  No specific website, but outlook reports can be found online, e.g. 
on internet sites of WMO, meteorological institutes of different countries, and particularly on the site of the India Meteorological 
Department that coordinates SASCOF: http://rcc.imdpune.gov.in/Products.html 

• NOAA Climate Prediction Center provides climate and weather forecasts for the following continents/regions: 

 o Africa: https://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/international/africa/africa.shtml 

 o Central Asia: https://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/international/casia/casia.shtml 

 o Central America and the Caribbean: https://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/international/camerica/camerica.shtml

 o South Asia: https://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/international/sasia/sasia.shtml

Price forecasts:

• Trading Economics: food inflation forecasts are available for four quarters of the year by country: https://tradingeconomics.com/
forecast/food-inflation

• FEWS NET: monthly Global Price Watch reports providing information by regions on current price situation and price forecasts: 
https://fews.net/global/ More detailed price forecasts at country level may be made available by local FEWS NET analysts

Production forecasts:

• FAO: Crop Prospects and Food Situation reports released four times a year, detailing national cereal production outlook especially 
for low-income food-deficit countries (LIFDC): http://www.fao.org/giews/reports/crop-prospects/en/ 

• FAO: GIEWS (Global Information and Early Warning System) provides e.g. country briefs regarding current food supply situation 
and forecasts, and also warnings on countries with unfavorable prospects regarding crop production: http://www.fao.org/giews/
country-analysis/en/ 

• FAO and WFP: CFSAM (Crop and Food Security Assessment Missions) conducted in different countries provide information on 
harvest prospects at sub-national level. No dedicated websites exist for CFSAM reports, but reports can be located online and at 
country level

Displacement

• IDMC (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre) models the expected number of displacements in a given country per year: 
https://www.internal-displacement.org/disaster-risk-model 

Conflict 

• Uppsala University: Violence Early-Warning System (ViEWS) predicts the risk and severity of conflict for the coming month and 
for subsequent 36 months in Africa. Three types of conflict are included: state-based, non-state, and one-sided violence: https://
www.pcr.uu.se/research/views/current-forecasts/

Annex 1: List of potential data sources for IPC 
projection analyses15

15 This non-exhaustive list is based on information sources that are available at the time of preparation of this guidance note. More resources are likely to become 
available over time, and this list will be updated when more information sources are identified.
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