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Introduction  

This document is part of a series of guidance documents developed by the Famine Early Warning Systems Network 
(FEWS NET) on integrating advanced sectoral concepts and techniques into scenario development. Scenario 
development is an important methodology underpinning FEWS NET’s food security analysis and projections about 
the evolution of food security in a particular area. The eight-step process (outlined below) involves the development 
of specific assumptions about key factors or shocks (anomalies), analysis of how these factors will impact food and 
income sources of the populations of concern, and consideration of likely responses by various actors. FEWS NET 
analysts combine these assumptions with a strong understanding of current conditions to estimate future food 
security outcomes and designate the level of food insecurity using the Integrated Food Security Phase Classification 
(IPC) scale, the global standard for classifying food security. FEWS NET uses scenario development to prepare its 
Food Security Outlook reports, which provide decision makers with early warning and projections of food security 
outcomes eight months ahead.  

Assumptions – about factors such as rainfall, price behavior, conflict, income opportunities, and harvest prospects, 
among many others – are at the core of the scenario development process. The strength of a scenario depends upon 
the development of evidence-based and well-informed assumptions about the future. FEWS NET created this series 
of guidance documents on the most critical assumptions to help food security analysts develop robust scenarios.  

In developing assumptions, FEWS NET analysts rely on FEWS NET’s knowledge base of historical and contextual 
information and data related to the main sectors that typically influence food security: rainfall, markets and trade, 
nutrition, and livelihoods. Analysis also includes a range of other political, social, and economic information relevant 
to a particular situation or area. FEWS NET’s analysis is livelihoods-based: all steps of scenario development are 
grounded in an understanding of how households in an area access food, earn income, and cope with shocks. 

Humanitarian food assistance often plays a key role in food security outcomes in the countries that FEWS NET covers, 
especially in times of crisis. Food assistance can be an important source of food or income and, therefore, can impact 
the most likely food security outcomes. At FEWS NET, an analysis of current and planned humanitarian food 
assistance is carried out to inform food security early warning analysis using the scenario development approach. 

FEWS NET’s Steps to Scenario Development  

  

STEP 1:
Set scenario parameters

STEP 2:
Describe and classify 
current food security

STEP 3:
Develop key assumptions

STEP 4:
Describe impacts on 
household income 

sources

STEP 5:

Describe impacts on 
household food sources

STEP 6:

Describe and classify 
projected household food 

security

STEP 7:
Describe and classify 
projected area food 

security

STEP 8:
Identify events that could 

change the scenario

http://fews.net/our-work/our-work/scenario-development
http://fews.net/our-work/our-work/scenario-development
http://www.ipcinfo.org/
http://www.ipcinfo.org/
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Where Assistance Fits into the IPC Analytical Framework 

In the IPC Food Security Analytical Framework, assistance is a mitigating factor that impacts the food security 
dimensions, most directly food access. This can be directly, through the distribution of food or resources with which 
to purchase food, or indirectly, as the distribution of food assistance may impact market prices of other foods. By 
contributing to the food security dimensions, assistance plays a role in impacting food security outcomes (Figure 1). 
As you will see further in this document, humanitarian food assistance (HFA) is the focus of this document.  

Food security outcomes are communicated through an IPC analysis, which provides early warning on acute food 
insecurity needs. The IPC analysis then informs response analysis and planning. Humanitarian assistance, through 
the response implementation, impacts households’ consumption and livelihoods, as detailed above. Food security 
outcomes, which have been impacted by this assistance, are observed during monitoring and evaluation efforts. The 
information from these efforts is considered in the next IPC analysis and, consequently, the results of the IPC analysis 
represent food security outcomes in the presence of the delivered humanitarian assistance (Figure 2). 

Figure 1. The IPC Food Security Analytical Framework Figure 2. The IPC and the key stages of the 

analysis-response continuum 

 

 

Source: IPC Source: IPC 

Note: The IPC global partnership is still making final determinations on details related to how humanitarian food 
assistance is treated in IPC acute food insecurity analysis. Once final determinations are made, the presentation for 
this training will need to be reviewed for consistency with the IPC. 

  

http://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/manual/IPC_Technical_Manual_3_Final.pdf
http://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/manual/IPC_Technical_Manual_3_Final.pdf
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How Humanitarian Food Assistance Fits into FEWS NET’s 

Analysis  

In many countries that FEWS NET monitors, humanitarian assistance is an important source of food and income 
during crises, most notably HFA, which is described in more detail in the subsequent sections. Given its importance 
as a source of food and income, current and expected impacts of HFA on household consumption should be 
considered in all scenarios. 

The objective of the HFA analysis is to identify population groups and areas that would likely be in a worse IPC Phase 
in the absence of HFA. If HFA is likely changing the IPC phase classification, it is denoted with an (!) symbol in mapping 
and in the written IPC Phase name.  

The analysis of the impact of HFA on the IPC Phase classification and mapping of (!) is an optional, IPC-compatible 
analysis under IPC version 3.0. The standard analysis under IPC 3.0 is to identify areas in which a significant transfer 
(ration) of HFA has occurred/is planned to occur, without specification as to whether that assistance is preventing a 
worse IPC Phase (Table 1). FEWS NET conducts both the standard analysis in line with IPC protocols and the optional, 
IPC-compatible analysis. Guidance on how to conduct these analyses within FEWS NET’s scenario building process is 
detailed below.  

Table 1. Standard mapping, FEWS NET and the IPC 

 Current Situation Projection Period(s) 

IP
C

 

The current situation can vary in length and reflects 

the time period for which current outcomes remain 

valid.  

The current situation map indicates areas in which 

large-scale HFA was delivered. This is denoted by a 

grey wheat bag when HFA reached at least 25 
percent of the population with a 25–49 percent 

ration and a dark grey wheat bag when HFA reached 

at least 25 percent of the population with a 50 

percent ration or more.  

The projection period can vary in length and reflects the 

time period for which the projected food security outcomes 

will be broadly similar.  

For each projection period, a map is produced that identifies 

areas in which large-scale HFA is planned and likely to be 

delivered. This is denoted by a grey wheat bag when HFA is 
likely to reach at least 25 percent of the population with a 

25–49 percent ration and a dark grey wheat bag when HFA 

is likely to reach at least 25 percent of the population with a 

50 percent ration or more.  

F
E

W
S

 N
E

T
 

The current situation is one month.  

The above-described IPC current situation map, 

indicating areas in which large-scale HFA was 

delivered, is produced. 

An IPC-compatible map that analyzes the impact of 

recent HFA on the current IPC Phase is also 

produced.  

Each projection period is four months.  

The above-described IPC projection map, indicating areas in 

which large-scale HFA is planned and likely, is produced.  

For each projection period, IPC-compatible maps are also 

produced that that analyzes the likely impact of planned 

HFA on the projected IPC Phase. These maps reflect FEWS 

NET’s most likely scenario.  

 

Mapping Symbology Used in IPC and IPC-compatible Mapping 

 : At least 25 percent of households receive on average 25–50 percent of caloric needs from HFA. 

 : At least 25 percent of households receive on average over 50 percent of caloric needs through HFA.  

!  : Phase classification would likely be at least one phase worse without current or programmed humanitarian food assistance. 
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Differentiate between Humanitarian Assistance and Inter-

annual Assistance 

For all assistance delivered, analysts need to determine whether the assistance is humanitarian or inter-annual. Both 
humanitarian and inter-annual assistance are provided through a range of modalities, including food subsidies and 
food price stabilization schemes, water trucking, cash/food-for-work and food-for-assets schemes, supplementary 
feeding programs, nutrition, and micronutrient fortification. Categorization decisions cannot be made simply by 
looking at a program title. Further information on the objective and time frame needs to be considered.  

Humanitarian assistance is intended to save lives and protect livelihoods, alleviate suffering, and provide basic 
necessities. Humanitarian assistance is usually initiated in response to a shock, such as civil war or a natural disaster. 
This can also include threshold-based programs that are triggered by a shock even if they are within the context of 
an inter-annual program. Programs focusing on immediate livelihood strengthening and prevention of further loss 
are also considered humanitarian. This type of assistance is typically short term (less than a year). However, some 
programs exceed the typical timeframe for humanitarian assistance (i.e., longer than a year) depending on the 
nature of the shock.  

Inter-annual assistance has a longer timeframe (generally two to five years) and is provided to beneficiaries on a 
regular basis. Safety net programs are a common form of inter-annual assistance. These programs focus on aspects 
of chronic food insecurity, reliance, or poverty reduction and the development of livelihoods over a longer 
timeframe. In acute food security analysis, inter-annual assistance is considered a typical source of food and income 
and should be included as such in Steps 4 and 5 of the scenario summary tables (SSTs). 

Once an analyst has determined if a program should be categorized as humanitarian or inter-annual, analysts should 
be consistent with the categorization from year to year, unless there is a significant change in the program design.  

  

 

  

Humanitarian 
Assistance

Purpose: intended to 
save lives, alleviate 

suffering, and provide for 
basic necessities

Time frame: typically 
short term, but varies 

based on length of shock

Inter-annual 
Assistance

Prupose: focuses on 
aspects of chornic food 
insecurity, resliance, or 

poverty reduction and the 
development of livelihoods

Time frame: typically 
longer; provided year to 
year/on a reglual basis

Humaniatiarn 
Assistance

Humanitarian food 
assistance (in-kind 

cash/voucer)

Livestock 
restocking

Fishing netsSeeds, tools

Nutrition 
programs
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Differentiate between Types of Humanitarian Assistance 

As noted in the previous section, humanitarian assistance can be provided through a range of modalities. All of these 
modalities can impact household consumption directly or indirectly and should therefore be incorporated into the 
broader analysis as sources of food or income. The indirect impacts of humanitarian assistance, which can include 
downward pressure on market prices and household migration among others, should also be incorporated into the 
assumptions for the most likely scenario.  

However, for the purpose of evaluating the likely impact of humanitarian assistance in changing the IPC phase 
classification, HFA is the key type of humanitarian assistance that should be considered and is therefore the focus of 
this document. HFA is defined as a direct resource transfer that has the objective of decreasing food gaps in the 
short term and includes food, vouchers, and cash transfers. This can include programs that trigger HFA at set time 
periods, such as the lean season, or when certain thresholds are met. Other sources of humanitarian assistance, 
including fishing nets, seeds/tools, and livestock restocking, can also be considered should their distribution be in 
response to a shock with the objective of saving lives and protecting livelihoods.   
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Steps to Conducting an Analysis of the Impact of HFA 

The analysis of the impact of HFA is a key step in understanding current food security outcomes at both the 
household and area level. Similarly, the expected impact of planned and likely assistance is an important step in 
projecting food security outcomes in FEWS NET’s most likely scenario.  

The steps detailed in this guidance document demonstrate how to analyze HFA among the household group of 
analysis, in the current situation and projection periods, as a part of FEWS NET’s scenario building process. Although 
the focus is on the household group of analysis, it is also important to understand the bigger picture of HFA on the 
area in which the household group resides in order to incorporate the indirect impacts of HFA into the assumptions 
for the most-likely scenario. The steps to incorporating the analysis of HFA into the scenario building process are 
detailed below, starting with the analysis in the current situation, followed by steps for developing assumptions 
related to HFA, and finally determining the likely impact of HFA in the projection period.  

Annexes are included detailing examples of analyzing the impact of HFA for FEWS NET’s national mapping, when an 
area’s total population is the unit of analysis (IPC workshops), when survey data is available, and when conducting a 
Household Economy Approach (HEA) Outcome Analysis. Additionally, an annex is provided on conducting an analysis 
to determine if HFA is likely preventing a Famine (IPC Phase 5).  

Current Situation 

STEP 1: Gather Required Evidence on Current HFA Programs 

In most FEWS NET countries, humanitarian and development 
organizations operate programs across diverse sectors using various 
modalities and targeting different segments of the population. FEWS NET 
analysts need to invest time to ensure that they have sufficient 
information on HFA programs to include in the analysis. Minimum 
information needed to analyze the impact of HFA in the current situation 
is detailed on the right. At a minimum, this information should be 
collected for the three months preceding the current situation month. 
This will help identify the pattern of HFA delivery and inform the reference 
period for the HFA analysis.  

As previously noted, although only humanitarian assistance (most likely 
HFA) is used to determine if assistance is changing the phase classification, 
information on all forms of assistance should be gathered as all other 
forms of assistance should be included in the broader analysis of food and 
income sources.  

Step 2: Evaluate HFA distributions against flagging thresholds and determine if additional analysis 

is needed 

If an area is receiving significant levels of HFA (Figure 3), it should be flagged for additional analysis. The additional 
analyses will be used to determine if the HFA is likely preventing a worse IPC Phase classification and an (!) is 
warranted.  

According to IPC 3.0, HFA is defined as significant if it is delivered to at least 25 percent of the population of a given 
area. No definitive guidance is provided by the IPC on the size of the transfer value that is required to change a 
household’s phase classification. In the absence of this, FEWS NET uses the lower of the two IPC 3.0 definitions of 
“significant ration size” as its flagging criteria. In doing this, FEWS NET seeks to ensure that all HFA that may be 
changing the IPC Phase classification is captured. This is based on the expectation that the energy deficit between  

TIP 

Minimum required information on 

HFA programs, current situation: 

• Location of assistance 

• Total number of beneficiaries 

• Modality of assistance 

• Amount of assistance 

• Timing of assistance delivery 

• Commodities provided (in-kind 

HFA) 

These should be collected for the three 

months preceding the current situation 

month. 
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phases differs: a household in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) may 
need a transfer equivalent to 10–30 percent of energy 
needs to improve to Crisis (IPC Phase 3), whereas a 
household in Crisis (IPC Phase 3) may require a transfer 
value equal to 10–20 percent of kilocalorie needs to 
improve to Stressed (IPC Phase 2) (Figure 4). It is also 
possible that a relatively large ration could prevent 
deterioration by more than one IPC Phase.  

Analysts will note that the thresholds used to flag an area 
for further analysis are area-level thresholds, while FEWS 
NET conducts its analysis on the worst-off household group 
(that comprises at least 20 percent of the population). 
Subsequent steps of this guidance document address how 
to evaluate the impact of HFA on the household-group of 
analysis, though analysts should first determine if HFA 
meets these area-level thresholds. This is because having a 
big-picture understanding of the scale of HFA at the area-
level will help analysts answer the necessary follow-up 
questions that will allow for a determination if HFA is likely 
reaching the household-group of analysis.  

In order to analyze if HFA is meeting the above thresholds, 
analysts must first determine a reference period for the 
analysis of HFA. In cases where HFA is regularly delivered 
each month, a one-month reference period may be 
appropriate. However, depending on the pattern of food 
assistance delivery, this reference period may be extended 
to a maximum of three months.  

Secondly, analysts will need to make an assumption about HFA at the livelihood-zone level. While HFA distribution 
reports are likely to report distributions at the district level, FEWS NET conducts analyses within a livelihood zone. 
In the absence of distribution data at the livelihood-zone level, analysts should make an assumption about the 
percentage of HFA within each district that was likely distributed to each livelihood zone. This should be based on 
information from distributing partners and/or ground assessments.  

Example 1 illustrates an analysis of HFA distributions against flagging thresholds, including determining the reference 
period and assistance at the livelihood-zone level.  

Example 1: Current situation: analyze HFA against flagging thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

Northern Inland Pastoral (NIP) livelihood zone in Somalia covers parts of 

Sanaag, Bari, Sool, and Nugaal regions. Poor households comprise roughly 

30 percent of the population and typically own around 6 camels and 60 

sheep/goats. Poor households purchase the majority of their food from 

markets and sell livestock to fund these market purchases. 

Following the failure of the 2016/17 Deyr rains, significant amounts of HFA 

were delivered to this livelihood zone. For the June 2018 FEWS NET 

Outlook, analysts were analyzing HFA to determine if it was likely changing 

the IPC Phase classification for the household group of analysis and at the 

area level.  

The below illustrates the analysis for the current situation, specifically 

determining if the population and ration size thresholds were met to 

warrant further analysis. The example looks at Sanaag, though analysts 

Northern Inland Pastoral livelihood zone, 
Somalia 

 

Source: FEWS NET  

 

Figure 3. Thresholds for determining if further HFA 

analysis is needed 

25% 
HFA is reaching at least 25% of the 

population 

25% 
HFA is providing at least 25% of 

beneficiaries needed kilocalories 

 

Source: FEWS NET 

Figure 4. Estimated kcal deficits by IPC Phase based on 

IPC thresholds for the HEA Food Consumption Outcome 

 

Phase 1: No 
livelihood 

protection deficit 

Phase 2: Small or 
moderate livelihood 

protection deficit 
<80% 

Phase 3: Livelihood 
Protection Deficit 
≥80% or Survival 
Deficit <20% 

Phase 4: Survival 
Deficit ≥20% but 

<50% 

Phase 5: Survival 
deficit ≥ 50% 

 

Source: IPC Reference Table 

 -

 500

 1,000

 1,500

 2,000
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http://www.ipcinfo.org/ipc-manual-interactive/ipc-acute-food-insecurity-protocols/function-2-classify-severity-and-identify-key-drivers/protocol-22-compare-evidence-against-the-ipc-acute-food-insecurity-reference-table/en/
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Example 1: Current situation: analyze HFA against flagging thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

conducted this analysis for all areas of the livelihood zone to which HFA was being distributed.  

In Sanaag, distribution data indicate that approximately the same number of people are being reached each month with HFA. 

Therefore, a one-month reference period is appropriate for the analysis.   

Distribution Report 

Districts of 
Sanaag Region  

Beneficiaries reached, March Beneficiaries reached, April Beneficiaries reached, May 

Ceerigaabo  25,500 24,900 25,000 

Ceel Afweyn  14,650 15,000 15,000 

Laasqoray  55,000 53,400 55,000 

Based on conversations with the distributing partner, World Food Programme (WFP), analysts estimate roughly 75 percent 

of the assistance in these districts is going to NIP livelihood zone. The calculations incorporating this assumption are shown 

below.  

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA 

Districts of 

Sanaag Region  

(A) Est. population 

in NIP of district 

(B)  Beneficiaries 

(ben) reached by 
district 

(C) Est. % of 

HFA going 
to NIP 

(D) Est. direct 

beneficiaries in 
NIP of district 
(B*75%) 

% NIP of district 

being reached              
(D / A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 25,000 75% 18,750 32% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 15,000 75% 11,250 30% 

Laasqoray  144,118 55,000 75% 41,250 29% 

In each of the districts of Sanaag, HFA is reaching more than 25 percent of the population. This indicates that one of the 

thresholds has been met. Analyzing the second threshold – determining the size of the ration - is detailed below. In this 

example, in-kind food assistance is being delivered to Ceerigaabo and Ceel Afweyn while cash-based assistance is being 

delivered to Laasqoray. Again, because the assistance has been broadly consistent across recent months, a one-month recall 

period is appropriate. 

Distribution report1 

Districts of 

Sanaag Region 

In-kind assistance (metric tons) Cash assistance (USD) 

March April May March April May 

Ceerigaabo  200 205 207 - - - 

Ceel Afweyn  122 124 124 - - - 

Laasqoray  - - - 567,417 567,417 567,417 

 

Estimating the kilocalorie contribution of a kilogram of HFA:   

Most HFA food baskets consist primarily of cereal, lentils/beans, sugar, oil, 
and salt. A typical food basket per person for one month consists of roughly 

12 kilograms of cereal, 2–3 kilograms of beans/lentils, 1 kilogram of oil, 0.15 

kilograms of sugar, and 0.15 kilograms of salt, providing roughly 61,000 

kilocalories, or approximately 3,800 kilocalories per kilogram. If the HFA 

consists primarily of cereals and oil, analysts can consider 3,900 kilocalories 

per kilogram. If only cereal is provided, 3,500–3,600 kilocalories per 

kilogram is more accurate.  

Commodity Kcal value per kg 

Sorghum 3,550 

Maize 3,600 

Wheat flour 3,480 

Beans, dried 3,390 

Lentil, dried 3,390 

Vegetable oil 9,000 

Sugar 4,000 

 

                                                                 

1 This example assumes the distribution report provides total amount given at district level. Some reports may provide amount provided per beneficiary. Analysts 
need to confirm unit of reporting and divide by the number of beneficiaries (as example below shows) if necessary. 

https://fscluster.org/sites/default/files/fss_harmonization_guide_validated.pdf
https://fscluster.org/sites/default/files/fss_harmonization_guide_validated.pdf
https://fscluster.org/sites/default/files/fss_harmonization_guide_validated.pdf
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Example 1: Current situation: analyze HFA against flagging thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

Calculation to determine ration 

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 

Region, NIP 

MT 

delivered 
to 

district 

Assumpti

on MT to 
NIP of 
district 
(75%) 

Direct 

beneficiaries 
(ben) 

MT per 

ben. (MT 
to NIP of 
district / 

ben.) 

Kilos per 

ben.  (MT* 
1,000) 

Kcals per 

ben. 
(kilos* 
3,800) 

Kcals 

needed 
per month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 

kcals 
(kcals 
received/
kcals 

need) 

Ceerigaabo  207 155 18,750 .0083 8.3 ~31,500 63,000 50% 

Ceel Afweyn  124 93 11,250 .0083 8.3 ~31,500 63,000 50% 

Cash assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, 

NIP 

Amount 
USD 

Amount 
going to NIP 

(75%), 

converted to 
SOS 

Ben. Amount 
SOS per 

bene 

Cost 
kg of 
rice 

(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased2 

(cost 

kg/SOS) 

Kcals 
per 
ben. 

(kilos* 
3,600)3 

Kcals 
needed 

per 

month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, 
% kcals 
(kcals 

received/ 
need) 

Laasqoray 567,417 13,558,875,000 41,250 328,700 19,000 17.3 ~62,400 63,000 99% 

Based on the above information, analysts should determine if HFA is meeting the thresholds for further analysis.  

 Is at least 25% of the population being reached with HFA Are beneficiaries receiving at least 25% of their kcal 
needs?   

Ceerigaabo  Yes, 32% of the population has access to HFA Yes, 50% ration is received 

Ceel Afweyn  Yes, 30% of the population has access to HFA Yes, 50% ration is received 

Laasqoray  Yes, 29% of the population has access to HFA Yes, 100% ration is received 
 

These calculations should be included in Step 2A of the SST regardless of whether they meet the thresholds. This is 
because all sources of food and income should be included in the analysis. In the above case, HFA did meet the 
thresholds. A dark grey wheat bag symbol will be included in the mapping of each area to signify that at least 25 
percent of the population received at least 50 percent of their kilocalories from HFA. Additional analyses should then 
be conducted to determine if HFA is likely changing the phase classification and an (!) is warranted.   

A    Summarize evidence of current (i.e., beginning of the 

first month of the scenario period) food security 

conditions (e.g., seasonal progress, recent harvests, 

food prices, humanitarian assistance, etc.).  

      

 

Step 3. Classify the current food security outcomes of the household group 

Next, analysts should document and analyze all information on the household-group’s current food consumption 
and livelihood change in Step 2B of the SST. The information in Step 2B will be used to reach a conclusion on the 
household group’s IPC Phase classification. The decision regarding the inclusion or exclusion of (!) will be determined 
after answering the below questions, though it is important to first conclude on the household group’s IPC Phase, as 
the phase classification can play a role in answering some of these questions. 

B    Summarize evidence of current 

household (HH) food consumption 

Food consumption:       Livelihood change:       

                                                                 
2 Example assumes only purchase of only staple cereals, which should be considered the default, though analysts may assume purchases of other commodities if there 
is information to support this. 
3 When assuming the kilocalorie equivalent of cash/voucher assistance, one option is to assume only cereals are purchased; however, analysts should make an 
assumption based on the items likely purchased by recipients.  

https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
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and livelihood change. This could be 

direct evidence (e.g., food security 

survey results), or inferred evidence 

(e.g., outcome of livelihoods-based 

analysis). 

 

As noted earlier, analysts should further evaluate areas where HFA met the above thresholds to determine if an (!) 
should be added to the household group’s phase classification. The below follow-up questions should be answered 
for this analysis; they related to the targeting, sharing, and consistency of HFA, and the expected impact based on 
the size of the transfer relative to the phase classification of recipients. Analysts’ answers to these questions should 
be included in Step 2A of the SST. The final determination as to whether or not HFA is changing the IPC phase 
classification of the household group of analysis should be included in Step 2C.  

Key follow-up questions: 

Is the HFA being shared? 

Analysts should determine if HFA is likely being shared. This 
is because the sharing of assistance impacts the percentage 
of the population receiving assistance and the size of the 
ration. For example, if 25 percent of the population receives 
a full ration (100 percent of kilocalorie needs) and all of them 
share half of their assistance with a household who did not 
directly receive HFA, then 50 percent of the population now 
has access to HFA, and each has a 50 percent ration. In this 
case, even with the sharing of assistance, the percentage of 
the population reached and the ration size are sufficient to 
meet flagging thresholds. In other cases, sharing HFA may 
result in thresholds no longer being met. For example, if 25 
percent of the population is receiving a 30 percent ration and 
all recipients share half of their ration, then 50 percent of the 
population now has access to a 15 percent ration. This 
transfer size may be too low to change the IPC Phase.  

These above examples are illustrative and assumptions 
around sharing should be made carefully and based on ground information. It is quite likely that not all recipients 
are sharing their assistance and that among those who are, the amount being shared varies. For example, data from 
South Sudan collected in late 2017/early 2018 indicated that 25 percent of HFA recipients shared their assistance, 
and among them the amount shared varied (Figure 5). 

Example 2 illustrates how sharing could impact the calculations for NIP made in Example 1. 

Example 2: Analyze likely sharing of HFA 

Based on ground information, analysts determine that it is likely roughly half of beneficiaries are sharing their HFA, and that 

among those who are sharing, they are sharing a quarter of their assistance. 

                                                                 

4 For FEWS NET, the default poorest wealth group who constitutes at least 20 percent of the area-level population. This is the population identified in Step 1B in 

scenario development.    

Step 4. Evaluate the impact of HFA deliveries on the household group of analysis4 

Figure 5. The percentage of households reporting 

sharing HFA, South Sudan, Dec. 2017/Jan. 2018 

 

Source: FSNMS Round 21 data 
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Example 2: Analyze likely sharing of HFA 

 

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA 

Districts of 
Sanaag Region  

(A) Est. 
population in 

NIP of district 

(B)  Beneficiaries 
(ben) reached by 

district 

(C) Est. % 
of HFA 

going to 
NIP 

(D) Est. direct 
beneficiaries in 

NIP of district 
(B*75%) 

(E) Est. ben. In NIP of 
district after sharing 

(D * 150%) 

% NIP of district 
being reached (D / 

A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 25,000 75% 18,750 28,125 32% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 15,000 75% 11,250 16,875 30% 

Laasqoray  144,118 55,000 75% 41,250 61,875 29% 

In each of the districts in Sanaag, HFA is still reaching more than 25 percent of the population, as sharing increases the 

population accessing HFA.  

The subsequent table first looks at the original ration size, previously calculated in Example 1. Then, calculations to account 

for sharing are done. 

Calculation to determining ration  

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 

Region, 
NIP 

MT 

delivered 
to district 

Assumption MT to 

NIP of district 
(75%) 

Direct 

beneficiaries 
(ben) 

MT per ben. 

(MT to NIP of 
district / ben.) 

Kilos per 

ben.  
(MT* 
1,000) 

Kcals per 

ben. 
(kilos* 
3,800) 

Kcals 

needed per 
month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 

kcals (kcals 
received/kcals 

need) 

Ceerigaabo  207 155 18,750 .0083 8.3 ~31,400 63,000 50% 

Ceel 

Afweyn  

124 93 11,250 .0083 8.3 ~31,400 63,000 50% 

Cash assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, 

NIP 

Amount 
USD 

Amount going 
to NIP (75%), 

converted to 

SOS 

Ben. Amount 
SOS per 

bene 

Cost 
kg of 

rice 

(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased 

(cost 

kg/SOS) 

Kcals per 
ben. (kilos* 

3,600) 

Kcals 
needed 

per month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 

received/ 

need) 

Laasqoray 567,417 13,558,875,000 41,250 328,700 19,000 17.3 ~62,400 63,000 99% 

Direct beneficiaries who are sharing 25 percent of their ration are now consuming only 75 percent of the ration. Those who 

are receiving assistance from direct beneficiaries are receiving 25 percent of the original ration.   

Districts of 
Sanaag 

Region 

Beneficiaries who received HFA and 
didn’t share 

Beneficiaries who received 
assistance and shared 

Beneficiaries who received assistance 
from sharing  

Number;  

% population 

Ration size Number;   

% population 

Ration 
size 

Number;   

% population 

Ration size 

Ceerigaabo  18,750*50% = 9,375 

9,375/58,991= 16% 

50% 18,750*50% = 9,375 

9,375/58,991= 16% 

50%*75% 
= 38% 

9,375 

9,375/58,991= 16% 

50%*25% = 
13% 

Ceel 
Afweyn  

11,250*50% = 5,625 

5,625/36,954 = 15% 

50% 11,250*50% = 5,625 

5,625/36,954 = 15% 

50%*75% 
= 38% 

5,625 

5,625/36,954 = 15% 

50%*25% = 
13% 

Laasqoray  41,250*50% = 20,625 

20,625/144,118 = 14% 

99% 41,250*50% = 20,625 

20,625/144,118 = 14% 

99%*75% 

= 75% 

20,625 

20,625/144,118 = 14% 

99%*25% = 

25% 

Based on the above information, is HFA still meeting the thresholds for further analysis? 

 Is at least 25% of the population being reached with HFA? Are beneficiaries receiving at least 25% of their kcal needs?   

Ceerigaabo  Yes, 47% of the population has access to HFA Yes, over 30% are receiving a 38–50% ration 

Ceel Afweyn  Yes, 45% of the population has access to HFA Yes, 30% are receiving a 38–50% ration 

Laasqoray  Yes, 42% of the population has access to HFA Yes, 28% are receiving a 75–99% ration and 15% are receiving 
a 25% ration 

 

https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/
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It is possible that initial calculations do not meet the 25 percent/25 percent thresholds, though the thresholds are 
met after considering sharing. For example, if 15 percent of the population is receiving 100 percent transfer and all 
of them are sharing half of their HFA, then 30 percent of the population would have access to a 50 percent transfer. 
Because it is possible thresholds are met only after considering sharing, analysts should feel free to also conduct an 
analysis of the impact of likely sharing on areas that did not originally meet the thresholds. 

Who received the assistance? Was the household group of analysis the recipient? 

Analysts should use ground information to determine if the household group of analysis likely received the 
assistance. If they were not the recipients, HFA is not changing their phase classification.  

Secondly, FEWS NET analysts should determine if access to HFA within this household group is fairly similar. FEWS 
NET analyzes the worst-off household group in a given livelihood zone and it is expected that the household group 
is homogeneous and therefore has similar access to food and income sources. However, HFA is an atypical source of 
food and the likelihood of this assumption should be evaluated more thoroughly.  

The table in Example 3 illustrates a response to this question using hypothetical examples from Badghis of Northwest 
Agropastoral Livelihood Zone in Afghanistan. In this example, poor households are the household group of analysis. 

Example 3: Evaluating the impact of HFA based on likely recipient, NW Agropastoral Livelihood Zone of 
Badghis, Afghanistan 

 

 Results of initial HFA 
analysis 

Evaluation of likely recipients Is HFA likely changing the phase 
of poor households? 

Example A 40% of the population, 

75% ration – met flagging 
criteria 

HFA is distributed only in city centers, though the 
majority of poor households live in rural areas where 

HFA has not been distributed.  

No 

Example B 40% of the population, 

75% ration – met flagging 
criteria 

Humanitarian organizations have contacted local leaders 
and worked to identify the locations of poor 

households who were affected by the shock. 
Registrations have been done in these areas and follow-
up assessments indicated that the majority of recipients 

are poor households.  

Yes 

Example C 40% of the population, 

75% ration – met flagging 

criteria 

While 40% of the population of Badghis was reached, 
humanitarian organizations distributing this food 
indicate it was all delivered to Jawand, as conflict is not 
permitting distributions to Murghab or Qadis. 

Likely for those in Jawand; 
unlikely for those in Murghab and 
Qadis 

 

Is the HFA ration size sufficient to change the IPC phase of the household group? 

It is important to keep in mind that a 25 percent ration is a flagging criterion, though it does not mean that this is 
the only ration size that can change a household’s IPC Phase classification. As noted earlier, it is expected that the 
energy deficit between phases differs and, therefore, a household in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) may need a larger 
energy transfer to improve to Crisis (IPC Phase 3) compared to a household in Crisis (IPC Phase 3), who may require 
a relatively smaller transfer to improve to Stressed (IPC Phase 2).  

For example, a household group of analysis is receiving HFA equivalent to 25 percent of kilocalorie needs and it is 
expected these households are Stressed (IPC Phase 2) and minimally meeting their basic food needs but foregoing 
some non-food needs. It is likely that in the absence of that 25 percent ration, the household group would begin 
facing at least small food consumption gaps or have to engage in negative coping strategies in order to continue 
meeting their basic food needs. However, if the household group of analysis was in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) and 
households consuming a 25 percent HFA ration, the absence of that HFA may or may not be result in the household 
group deteriorating to Catastrophe (IPC Phase 5), depending on where the household group is within the spectrum 
of consumption gaps indicative of Emergency (IPC Phase 4).  
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How was HFA distributed across time? 

Depending on the pattern of HFA delivery in the area of analysis, the analyst may have determined a reference 
period greater than one month was most appropriate. In the event the analyst did determine a longer reference 
period should be used for the analysis, it is worth relooking at the distribution of assistance over time and 
determining how current outcomes are likely impacted. In addition to the above, analysts may consider how the 
household group’s IPC phase could impact the decision on whether an (!) is warrant. Below is in illustrative example 
of such.   

Example 4: Evaluating the impact of HFA given various distribution patterns 

 

 Example A:  

60-day cycle, 25% 
monthly ration 

Example B:  

60-day cycle, 50% monthly 
ration 

Example C:  

90-day cycle, 33% monthly 
ration 

Example D:  

Inconsistent 

Current 
situation   

February 2018 February 2018 February 2018 February 2018 

Pattern of 
HFA 
delivery 

▪ Aug. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Sept. 2017: 50% pop.; 
50% ration 

▪ Oct. 2018: No HFA 

▪ Nov. 2017: 50% pop.; 
50% ration 

▪ Dec. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Jan. 2018: 50% pop.; 

50% ration 

▪ Aug. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Sept. 2017: 50% pop.; 
100% ration 

▪ Oct. 2018: No HFA 

▪ Nov. 2017: 50% pop.; 
100% ration 

▪ Dec. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Jan. 2018: 50% pop.; 

100% ration 

▪ Aug. 2017: 50% pop.; 
100% ration 

▪ Sept. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Oct. 2018: No HFA 

▪ Nov. 2017: 50% pop.; 
100% ration 

▪ Dec. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Jan. 2018: No HFA 

▪ Aug. 2017: 20% pop.; 50% 
ration 

▪ Sept. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Oct. 2018: 40% pop.; 50% 
ration 

▪ Nov. 2017: 35% pop.; 100% 

ration 

▪ Dec. 2017: No HFA 

▪ Jan. 2018: 60% pop.; 50% 
ration 

Results of 
initial HFA 
analysis  

50% of the population is 
being reached with HFA 
that gives 25% kcals each 

month (averaging their 
50% ration over 2 
months).  

50% of the population is 
being reached with HFA 
that gives 50% kcals each 

month (averaging their 
100% ration over 2 
months). 

50% of the population is 
being reached with HFA 
that gives 33% kcals each 

month (averaging their 
100% ration over 3 
months).   

In some areas, such as those 
impacted by regular conflict, 
beneficiaries reached may alter 

monthly based on access and 
the number of people who 
remains in the area. A three-

month average may be most 

appropriate: 47% population; 
50% ration. 

Expected 
impact on 

current 
situation 

Although HFA deliveries 
met the thresholds, 

analysts should assess if it 
is likely recipients spread 
the ration out such that 

it has an equal impact on 
February (current 
situation month) as in 

January (distribution 
month). 

Similar to the previous 
example, analysts should 

determine if HFA is still 
likely having an impact on 
outcomes in February, a 

non-distribution month. It 
may be more likely 
recipients still have HFA 

in February with this 
larger ration than Example 
A.  

Analysts should also 
consider the next month 

of delivery. In this 
example, the next delivery 
is expected in the current 

situation month, and it 
seems likely HFA will 
impact the current 

situation. Had the current 
situation month have been 
January, HFA’s impact may 
have been less significant 

on the current situation.  

In inconsistent situations, 
analysts should also consult with 

implementing agencies to 
determine the likelihood HFA 
is/will be distributed in the 

current situation month.  
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Example 5: How the household group’s IPC Phase may influence the nature of HFA’s impact 

In this example, the household group of analysis is reached every 

other month (60-day cycle) since October 2017 with a 50 percent 

ration (Figure 6). The current situation is February 2018 and the 

last month of HFA delivery was in January. The analyst is trying to 

determine if the HFA delivered in January is still having an impact 

in February such that an (!) is warranted in the February current 

situation classification.  

On the one hand, the analyst could determine that the HFA ration 

is being consumed evenly across the two-month time period and 

therefore 25 percent of the kilocalories are still being consumed 

in February, making it possible this assistance is changing the IPC 

phase.  

Alternatively, the analyst may assume that the HFA ration was 

consumed fully in January and households no longer have HFA in 

February. However, it is possible that the HFA, even if fully 

consumed in January, is still impacting food security outcomes in February, and the analyst’s conclusion may depend on the 

household’s current IPC phase:  

If the household group had enough food and income to meet 80 percent of their January and February needs, and they received 

a 50 percent ration in January, the household may have consumed the ration completely in January, though this then allowed 

them to save more of their other resources for February, minimally meeting their food needs in both months. Had it not been 

for the HFA, Crisis (IPC Phase 3) outcomes would have been likely in both January and February, but the ration sustained 

Stressed (IPC Phase 2!) outcomes in both months.  

However, if the household group was in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) prior to receiving the HFA, it is likely they have already 

exhausted several coping strategies. If the household consumed most of the ration fully in January, they likely briefly improved 

to Stressed! (IPC Phase 2!) or Crisis! (IPC Phase 3!). However, it is unlikely the consumption of the ration in January allowed 

the household group to “carry over” food or income to February, as, by definition, a household in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) 

has already depleted many livelihood assets and coping strategies. Therefore, it is less likely HFA delivered in January will 

continue to prevent worse outcomes in February, and this household likely deteriorated back to Emergency (IPC Phase 4) in 

February. 

Figure 6. 60-day distribution cycle 

 

Source: FEWS NET 

By answering the above questions, analysts should be able to conclude whether humanitarian assistance is likely 
preventing the household group of analysis from being in a worse IPC Phase. If the analyst concludes this is likely, an 
(!) should be added to the household group’s IPC Phase classification and noted in Step 2C of the SST. For example, 
if available evidence summarized in Step 2B indicates that the household group is in Crisis (ICP Phase 3) and the 
analyst determines HFA is likely changing the IPC Phase, this means the IPC Phase would have been at least one 
phase worse had it not been for that assistance. The conclusion in Step 2C in this example would be Crisis! (IPC Phase 
3!).  

C    Based on the response to 2A/2B, 

classify the current food insecurity of 

the chosen HH group (1B) using the 

IPC 3.0 Household Scale.5   

HH Group (1B) Classification: Choose an item. 

 

Step 5: Evaluate the impact of HFA deliveries in the area level 

Given that FEWS NET analyzes the worst-affected household group that comprises at least 20 percent of the 
population, the household group of analysis drives the area-level IPC Phase classification. Therefore, if the analyst 

                                                                 

5 When assigning the classification, consider what household food consumption typically looks like during this period. For example, if the analysis 
indicates that food consumption during the current lean season is typical, but, during a typical year, food deficits exist during this period, the 
household group might still be classified in a phase other than IPC Phase 1. 
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concludes that HFA is preventing a worse IPC Phase among the household group of analysis, HFA is also likely 
preventing a worse IPC Phase at the area level. In Example 6 below, poor households are the household group of 
analysis and scenario A illustrates why the area-level classification will likely be the same as that of the household 
group of analysis. Only in a case such as scenario B, when another group constitutes more than 20 percent of the 
population and is in a worse IPC Phase would the area-level classification differ. As FEWS NET aims to analyze the 
worst-off household group, this scenario should not occur. 

Example 6: Current situation: evaluating the impact of HFA at the area level, considering other household 
groups 
 

Scenario A Scenario B 

HH group % 
population 

Expected 
IPC 
Phase 

HFA 
impacting 
Phase 

Final IPC 
Phase 

HH group % 
population 

Expected 
IPC Phase 

HFA 
impacting 
Phase 

Final IPC 
Phase 

Poor 30% 3 Yes 3!  Poor 30% 3 Yes 3!  

Middle 30% 3 No 3 Middle 30% 3 No 3 

Better-off 20% 2 or 1 No 2 or 1 Better-off 20% 2 or 1 No 2 or 1 

IDPs 20% 3 Yes 3!  IDPs 20% 4 Yes 4!  

Area 
conclusion 

3!  Area 
conclusion 

4! 

 

The above scenarios assume analysts are observing outcomes in the presence of HFA. Analysts may face scenarios 
which are more complex and require further investigation. One key example would be scenarios in which HFA was 
delivered after the collection of data on food security. For example, an analyst has outcome data from March 2018 
indicating that 50 percent of the population is likely in Crisis (IPC Phase 3) at that time, and no HFA was present. The 
analyst is evaluating poor households, who make up 25 percent of the population. The analyst believes the poor 
households are among the 50 percent reporting Crisis (IPC Phase 3) outcomes, though other population groups must 
also be in Crisis (IPC Phase 3). Then, a 50 percent HFA ration was delivered in April and May to 25 percent of the 
population. By June 2018, when the analyst is evaluating current outcomes, the analyst assumes that poor 
households were reached with HFA and this improved their outcomes from March. The poor households are now 
likely Stressed (IPC Phase 2!). However, 25 percent of the population in Crisis (IPC Phase 3) per March 2018 data was 
not reached with HFA and therefore the area-level classification likely still remains Crisis (IPC Phase 3).  

The above illustrates that, although not frequently the case, it is possible HFA may not be changing the area-level 
phase classification even if it is changing the phase of the household group of analysis and analysts should further 
investigate these possibilities before making a determination. Once determined, the area-level conclusion, including 
whether or not HFA is impacting the current IPC Phase, should be noted in Step 2D of the SST.   

D    Based on the HH classification (2C), 

and available nutrition/mortality data, 

classify the overall area (1A) using the 

IPC 3.0 Area Scale.   

Description of available nutrition information:       

Description of available mortality information:       

Area Classification: Choose an item. 

In the absence of emergency assistance, would this classification be at least 

one phase worse? Choose an item.  
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Projection Period 

Step 6. Gather require evidence on planned and funded HFA programs 

FEWS NET’s most likely scenario includes the 
analysis of all HFA that is be planned, funded (or 
likely to be funded), and likely to be distributed. 
HFA must meet these criteria to be considered 
in the projection period. The box on the right 
details the minimum information needed to 
analyze HFA against in the projection period. If 
the assistance is potentially significant, but does 
not meet these criteria, it should be considered 
in Step 8 of the scenario development process.  

Step 7. Projection Period: Analyze planned HFA against thresholds and determine if additional 

analysis is needed 

Analysts will note that the thresholds for flagging further HFA analysis in the projection period are the same area-
level thresholds used in the current situation: at least 25 percent of the population will likely be reached with at least 
25 percent of kilocalorie needs. Subsequent steps of this guidance document will address how to evaluate the likely 
impact of planned HFA on the household group of analysis in the projection period. Analysts must, however, first 
understand the scale of planned HFA at the area level.  

Analysts should next determine what percentage of the population is likely to be reached by planned assistance and 
what percentage of kilocalorie needs recipients are likely to receive. This analysis is similar to that of the current 
situation but utilizes HFA operation plans. Example 7 illustrates this analysis.  

Analysts should document this information in Step 4/5 of the SST; however, the below calculations should be done 
prior to Step 3 of the SST as they will be important to developing assumptions on HFA and its impacts.   

Example 7: Projection Period: Analyze planned HFA against thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

Returning to Northern Inland Pastoral (NIP) livelihood zone in Somalia, the analyst is now considering the likely impact of 

planned HFA in Sanaag region. Below is the 2018 Operation Plan. In this scenario, June 2018 is the current situation and the 

first and second projection periods are June-September 2018 and October 2018–January 2019, respectively. The Operation 

Plan for 2019 is not yet available.  

Operation Plan 2018 

Month District Total beneficiaries  Total metric tonnage Total cash/voucher USD 

June  Ceerigaabo  20,000 220 - 

Ceel Afweyn  12,500 138 - 

Laasqoray  55,000 - 753,000 

July  Ceerigaabo  30,000 330 - 

Ceel Afweyn  14,000 154 - 

Laasqoray  35,000 - 479,354 

Aug.  Ceerigaabo  22,000 242 - 

Ceel Afweyn  12,500 138 - 

Laasqoray  47,000 - 643,704 

Sept.  Ceerigaabo  35,000 385 - 

Ceel Afweyn  15,000 165 - 

Laasqoray  65,000 - 890,229 

Oct.  Ceerigaabo  10,000 110 - 

Ceel Afweyn  10,000 110 - 

Laasqoray  40,000 - 547,833 

Nov.  Ceerigaabo  15,000 165 - 

Ceel Afweyn  12,500 138 - 

TIP 

Minimum required information on HFA programs, projection 

period: 

• Planned location of assistance 

• Planned number of beneficiaries 

• Planned modality of assistance 

• Planned amount of assistance 

• Planned timing of assistance delivery 
• Planned commodities to be provided 

• Current funding levels for HFA plans 

http://fews.net/east-africa/somalia/livelihood-zone-map/august-2015
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Example 7: Projection Period: Analyze planned HFA against thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

Laasqoray  50,000 - 684,792 

Dec.  Ceerigaabo  10,000 110 - 

Ceel Afweyn  10,000 110 - 

Laasqoray  40,000 - 547,833 

Based on the above, planned beneficiaries vary across the projection period and the analyst should take an average of the 

planned assistance. In the absence of an operation plan for 2019, the analyst must assume no HFA for January 2019. In cases 
where there is zero HFA planned for a given month, analysts should take the average number of beneficiaries in months in 

which there is a planned distribution and the average of MT/voucher value across all months of the projection period. For 

example, if HFA is planned for three months out of the four months of a projection period, analysts should take the average 

number of beneficiaries over three months and the average transfer value over the full four months. Calculations for the 

districts of Sanaag are shown below.  

 ML1: June – September 2018 ML2: October 2018 – January 2019 

Beneficiaries MT or cash/voucher  Beneficiaries MT or cash/voucher  

Ceerigaabo  (20,000 + 30,000 + 
22,000 + 35,000) / 4 

months = 26,750  

(220 + 330 + 242 + 385 
MT) / 4 = 294 MT 

(10,000 + 15,000 + 10,000 
+ 0) / 3 = 11,666  

(110 + 165 + 110 + 0) / 4 = 
96 MT 

Ceel Afweyn  (12,500 + 14,000 + 

12,500 + 15,000) / 4 = 
13,500 

(154 + 138 + 165 + 110) 

/4 = 142 MT 

(10,000 + 12,500 + 10,000 

+ 0) / 3 = 10,833 

(110 + 138 + 110 + 0) / 4 = 

90 MT 

Laasqoray  (55,000 + 35,000 + 

47,000 + 65,000) / 4 = 
50,500  

(753,000 + 479,354 + 

643,704 + 890,229) / 4 = 
691,571 USD 

(40,000 + 50,000 + 40,000 

+ 0) / 3 = 43,333 

(5547,833 + 684,792 + 

547,833 + 0) / 4 = 445,114 
USD 

The analyst must then make assumptions about the percentage of the assistance that is likely going to the NIP livelihood zone 

of Sanaag. Similar to the current situation, the analyst estimates that roughly 75 percent of the assistance in these districts is 

going to NIP livelihood zone. The calculations are shown below.  

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA, June-September 2018 

Districts of Sanaag 
Region  

(A) Est. population 
in NIP of district 

(B)  Planned 
beneficiaries (ben) by 
district, ML1 

(C) Est. % of 
HFA going to 
NIP 

(D) Est. direct 
beneficiaries in NIP 
of district (B*75%) 

% NIP of district 
being reached               
(E / A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 26,750 75% 20,062 34% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 13,500 75% 10,125 27% 

Laasqoray  144,118 50,500 75% 37,875 26% 

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA, October 2018-January 2019 

Districts of Sanaag 
Region  

(A) Est. population 
in NIP of District 

(B)  Planned 
beneficiaries (ben) to 
reached by District, 

ML1 

(C) Est. % of 
HFA going to 
NIP 

(D) Est. direct 
beneficiaries in NIP 
of District (B*75%) 

% NIP of District 
being reached               
(E / A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 11,666 75% 8,750 15% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 10,833 75% 8,125 22% 

Laasqoray  144,118 43,333 75% 32,500 23% 

Planned HFA is likely to reach at least 25 percent of the population in all districts of Sanaag in the first projection period, but 

none in the second projection period. This indicates that one of the thresholds has been met to require additional analysis in 

Ceerigaabo, Ceel Afweyn, and Laasqoray in the first projection period. An analysis of the second threshold – the transfer size 

– is detailed below.   

Calculation to determine ration, June-September 2018 

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, NIP 

MT planned 
for district 

Assumed MT 
to NIP of 

district (75%) 

Direct 
ben. in 

NIP 

MT per ben. 
(MT to NIP 
of district / 

ben.) 

Kilos per 
ben.  (MT* 

1,000) 

Kcals per 
ben. (kilos* 

3,800) 

Kcals 
needed per 

month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 
received/kcals 
need) 

Ceerigaabo  294 220 20,062 0.0110 10.97 41,671 63,000 66% 

Ceel 

Afweyn  

142 107 10,125 0.0106 10.57 40,158 63,000 64% 

Cash assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, NIP 

USD 
planned 

for 

district 

Assumed USD 
to NIP (75%); 

converted in to 

SOS  

Direct 
ben. in 

NIP 

Amount 
SOS per 

ben. 

Cost 
kg of 
rice 

(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased 

(cost 

kg/SOS) 

Kcals per 
ben. 

(kilos* 

3,600) 

Kcals 
needed 

per month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 
received/ 

need) 
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Example 7: Projection Period: Analyze planned HFA against thresholds and determine if additional analysis is 
needed in focus area 

Laasqoray 691,571 12,137,071,050 37,875 320,451 19,00
0 

16.87 60,717 63,000 96% 

Calculation to determine ration, October 2018 – January 2019 

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 

Region, NIP 

MT planned 

for district 

Assumed MT 

to NIP of 
district (75%) 

Direct 

ben. in 
NIP 

MT per ben. 

(MT to NIP 
of district / 

ben.) 

Kilos per 

ben.  (MT* 
1,000) 

Kcals per 

ben. (kilos* 
3,800) 

Kcals 

needed per 
month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 

kcals (kcals 
received/kcals 

need) 

Ceerigaabo  96 72 8,750 0.0082 8.23 31,269 63,000 50% 

Ceel 

Afweyn  

90 67.5 
8,125 0.0083 8.31 31,569 63,000 50% 

Cash assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, NIP 

USD 
planned 

for 
district 

Assumed USD 
to NIP (75%); 

converted in to 
SOS  

Direct 
ben. in 

NIP 

Amount 
SOS per 

ben. 

Cost 
kg of 
rice 

(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased 

(cost 
kg/SOS) 

Kcals per 
ben. 

(kilos* 
3,600) 

Kcals 
needed 

per month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 
received/ 

need) 

Laasqoray 445,114 7,811,750,700 32,500 
240,362 

19,00
0 

12.65 45,542 63,000 72% 

Based on the above information, analysts should determine if HFA is meeting the thresholds for further analysis.  

 June to September 2018 October 2018 to January 2019 

 Is at least 25% of the 

population being reached 
with HFA 

Are beneficiaries 

receiving at least 25% of 
their kcal needs?    

Is at least 25% of the 

population being reached with 
HFA 

Are beneficiaries receiving 

at least 25% of their kcal 
needs?    

Ceerigaabo  Yes, 34% of the population 

has access to HFA 

Yes, 34% are receiving a 

66% ration 

No, only 15% of the population 

has access to HFA 

Yes, but only 15% are 

receiving this 50% ration 

Ceel Afweyn  Yes, 27% of the population 
has access to HFA 

Yes, 27% are receiving a 
64% ration  

No, only 22% of the population 
has access to HFA 

Yes, but only 22% are 
receiving this 50% ration 

Laasqoray  Yes, 26% of the population 
has access to HFA 

Yes, 26% are receiving a 
96% ration  

No, only 23% of the population 
has access to HFA 

Yes, but only 23% are 
receiving this 72% ration 

The above information provides an overview of the scale of assistance planned for the area, which will assist the analyst in 

developing assumptions on HFA and its impacts. This should be done in Step 3.  

Secondly, the above calculations should be included in Step 4 and 5 of the SST regardless of whether they meet the thresholds. 

This is because all sources of food and income should be included in the analysis. In the above case, HFA did meet the 

thresholds in the first projection period and additional analyses should be conducted to determine if HFA is likely to prevent 

a more severe IPC Phase. 

 

Step 8. Develop assumptions on HFA 

In this step, analysts should develop assumptions about HFA for the projection period. The assumptions should detail 
the above calculations, as well as answer the below questions. The analyses of these questions are similar to those 
done for Step 4 in the current situation.  

▪ Is it expected that the assistance will be shared?  

▪ Is assistance reaching the household-group of analysis? 

▪ What amount of the HFA plan is funded? If plans are not fully funded, how likely are the plans to be fully 
funded based on past trends?   

▪ Is HFA likely to be delivered based on ground conditions? Is HFA likely to be delivered based on past trends? 

Example 8 evaluates how the calculations done in Example 7 would change if it is expected recipients are sharing 
HFA. Example 9 illustrates the importance of past trends in evaluating the likelihood that HFA will be delivered. Once 
the above questions are answered, analysts can formulate assumptions on HFA. Assumptions on HFA should be 
included in Step 3C of the SST. Examples of assumptions are provided at the end of this section.  
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Example 8: Current situation: evaluating the impact of HFA at the area level, considering other household 
groups 

The analyst estimates that roughly half of beneficiaries will share their assistance, and these beneficiaries will share roughly a 

quarter of their assistance.  

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA, June-September 2018 

Districts of 

Sanaag Region  

(A) Est. 

population in 
NIP of District 

(B)  Planned 

beneficiaries (ben) 
by district, ML1 

(C) Est. % 

of HFA 
going to 
NIP 

(D) Est. direct 

beneficiaries in 
NIP of district 
(B*75%) 

(E) Est. ben. in 

NIP of district 
after sharing (D 
*150%) 

% NIP of district 

being reached               
(E / A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 26,750 75% 20,062 30,093 51% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 13,500 75% 10,125 15,187 41% 

Laasqoray  144,118 50,500 75% 37,875 56,812 39% 

Calculation to determine the percentage of the population reached by HFA, October 2018-January 2019 

Districts of 
Sanaag Region  

(A) Est. 
population in 
NIP of District 

(B)  Planned 
beneficiaries (ben) 
by district, ML1 

(C) Est. % 
of HFA 
going to 

NIP 

(D) Est. direct 
beneficiaries in 
NIP of district 

(B*75%) 

(E) Est. ben. in 
NIP of district 
after sharing (D 

*150%) 

% NIP of district 
being reached               
(E / A) 

Ceerigaabo  58,991 11,666 75% 8,750 13,124 22% 

Ceel Afweyn 36,954 10,833 75% 8,125 12,187 33% 

Laasqoray  144,118 43,333 75% 32,500 48,750 34% 

With the exception of Ceerigaabo in the second projection period, HFA is planned to reach more than 25 percent of the 

population in all districts of Sanaag in both projection periods. This indicates that one of the thresholds has been met to 

require additional analysis in Ceerigaabo, Ceel Afweyn, and Laasqoray in the first projection period and Ceel Afweyn and 

Laasqoray in the second projection period. An analysis of the second threshold – the ration size – is detailed below.   

First, calculate the ration size provided to direct beneficiaries. How the ration size varies after sharing can be calculated at the 

end.  

Calculation to determine ration, June-September 2018 

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, 
NIP 

MT 
planned 
for 

district 

Assumed MT 
to NIP of 
district (75%) 

Direct 
beneficiaries 
(ben) in NIP 

MT per 
ben. (MT to 
NIP of 

district / 
ben.) 

Kilos per 
ben.  (MT* 
1,000) 

Kcals per 
ben. (kilos* 
3,800) 

Kcals 
needed per 
month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 
received/kcals 

need) 

Ceerigaabo  294 220 20,062 0.0110 10.97 41,671 63,000 66% 

Ceel 
Afweyn  

142 107 10,125 0.0106 10.57 40,158 63,000 64% 

Cash assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, 

NIP 

USD 
planned 

for 
district 

Assumed USD 
to NIP (75%); 

converted in 
to SOS   

Direct 
ben. in 

NIP 

Amount 
SOS per 

ben 

Cost 
kg of 

rice 
(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased6 

(cost 
kg/SOS) 

Kcals per 
ben. 

(kilos* 
3,600) 

Kcals 
needed 

per month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 

received/ 
need) 

Laasqoray 691,571 12,137,071,050 37,875 320,451 19,000 16.87 60,717 63,000 96% 

Calculation to determine ration, October 2018 – January 2019 

In-kind assistance 

Sanaag 
Region, 

NIP 

MT 
planned 

for 
district 

Assumed MT 
to NIP of 

district (75%) 

Direct 
beneficiaries 

(ben) in NIP 

MT per 
ben. (MT to 

NIP of 
district / 
ben.) 

Kilos per 
ben.  (MT* 

1,000) 

Kcals per 
ben. (kilos* 

3,800) 

Kcals 
needed per 

month 
(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 

received/kcals 
need) 

Ceerigaabo  96 72 8,750 0.0082 8.23 31,269 63,000 50% 

Ceel 

Afweyn  

90 67.5 
8,125 0.0083 8.31 31,569 63,000 50% 

Cash assistance 

                                                                 

6 Example assumes only purchase of only staple cereals, which should be considered the default, though analysts may assume purchases of other commodities if there 
is information to support this. 

https://fdw.fews.net/en/chart/datapoint/12804/


FEWS NET Integrating Humanitarian Assistance into Scenario Development June 2019 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network 20 

Example 8: Current situation: evaluating the impact of HFA at the area level, considering other household 
groups 

Sanaag 
Region, 
NIP 

USD 
planned 
for 

district 

Assumed USD 
to NIP (75%); 
converted in 

to SOS   

Direct 
ben. in 
NIP 

Amount 
SOS per 
ben 

Cost 
kg of 
rice 

(SOS) 

Kgs 
purchased7 
(cost 

kg/SOS) 

Kcals per 
ben. 
(kilos* 

3,600) 

Kcals 
needed 
per month 

(2,100*30) 

Ration, % 
kcals (kcals 
received/ 

need) 

Laasqoray 445,114 7,811,750,700 32,500 240,362 19,000 12.65 45,542 63,000 72% 

To account for sharing, see the below calculations. Direct beneficiaries who do not share HFA will receive the kcal amount 

provided directly to them and calculated above. Direct beneficiaries who share 25 percent of their ration will consume 75 

percent of their ration. Those who receive assistance from direct beneficiaries will receive 25 percent of the original ration.  

Calculation to determine ration after sharing, June-September 2018 

Districts of 
Sanaag Region 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA and 
do not share 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA and 
share 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA from 
sharing  

Number;   
% population 

Ration 
size 

Number;   
% population 

Ration 
size 

Number;   
% population 

Ration 
size  

Ceerigaabo  20,062*50% = 10,031 

10,031/58,991= 17% 

66% 20,062*50% = 10,031 

10,031/58,991= 17% 

66%*75%

= 50% 

10,031 

10,031/58,991= 17% 

66%*25% 

= 17% 

Ceel Afweyn  10,125*50% = 5,062 
5,062/36,954 = 14% 

64% 10,125*50% = 5,062 
5,062/36,954 = 14% 

64%*75%
= 48% 

5,062 
5,062/36,954 = 14% 

64%*25% 
= 16% 

Laasqoray  37,875*50% =  
18,938 

18,938/144,118 = 13% 

96% 37,875*50% =  
18,938 

18,938/144,118 = 13% 

96%*75%
= 72% 

18,938 
18,938/144,118 = 13% 

96%*25% 
= 24% 

Calculation to determine ration after sharing, October 2018-January 2019 

Districts of 

Sanaag Region 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA and 

do not share 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA and 

share 

Beneficiaries who receive HFA from 

sharing  

Number;   

% population 

Ration 

size 

Number;   

% population 

Ration 

size 

Number;   

% population 

Ration 

size  

Ceerigaabo  8,750*50% =  
4,375 

4,375/58,991= 7% 

50% 8,750*50% =  
4,375 

4,375/58,991= 7% 

50%*75%
= 38% 

4,375 
4,375/58,991= 7% 

50%*25% 
= 13% 

Ceel Afweyn  8,125*50% = 4,062  
4,062/36,954 = 11% 

50% 8,125*50% = 4,062  
4,062/36,954 = 11% 

50%*75%
= 38% 

4,062  
4,062/36,954 = 11% 

50%*25% 
= 13% 

Laasqoray  32,500*50% = 16,250 
16,250/144,118 = 11% 

72% 32,500*50% = 16,250 
16,250/144,118 = 11% 

72%*75%
= 54% 

32,500*50% = 16,250 
16,250/144,118 = 11% 

72%*25% 
= 18% 

Based on the above information, analysts should determine if HFA is meeting the thresholds for further analysis. In this 

example, all three districts should be flagged for further analysis in the first projection period and no districts should be flagged 

for the second projection period.  

 June to September 2018 October 2018 to January 2019 

 Is at least 25% of the 

population being reached with 
HFA 

Are beneficiaries 

receiving at least 25% of 
their kcal needs?    

Is at least 25% of the 

population being reached with 
HFA 

Are beneficiaries 

receiving at least 25% of 
their kcal needs?    

Ceerigaabo  Yes, 51% of the population has 

access to HFA 

Yes, 34% are receiving a 

50―66% ration 

No, only 22% of the 

population has access to HFA 

No 

Ceel Afweyn  Yes, 41% of the population has 

access to HFA 

Yes, 28% are receiving a 

48―64% ration  

Yes, 33% of the population has 

access to HFA 

Yes, but only 22% are 

receiving a 38―50% 

ration  

Laasqoray  Yes, 39% of the population has 

access to HFA 

Yes, 26% are receiving a 

72―96% ration and 

13% are receiving a 24% 
ration  

Yes, 34% of the population has 

access to HFA 

Yes, but only 22% are 

receiving a 54―72% 

ration and 11% are 
receiving an 18% ration  

 

 

                                                                 

7 Example assumes only purchase of only staple cereals, which should be considered the default, though analysts may assume purchases of other commodities if there 
is information to support this. 
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Example 9: Determine the likelihood of delivery based on past trends 

Analyst should consider HFA delivery trends compared to plans to get an understanding of the consistency, and therefore 

likelihood, of delivery. This is particularly important for areas in which humanitarians face periodic access constraints. Below, 

the graphs illustrate this difference. If an analyst observes a trend similar to that in Figure 7, there is increased confidence that 

HFA will be delivered as planned. Conversely, the trend in Figure 8 shows inconsistent delivery compared to plans. If analysts 

observe this historical trend, there may be low confidence in the likelihood of delivery plans coming to fruition. 

Figure 7. Example of planned HFA compared to delivered HFA 

 

Figure 8. Example of planned HFA compared to delivered HFA 

 

Analysts should utilize the above analyses to formulate assumptions on HFA. Examples are below. Assumptions on 
HFA should be included in Step 3 of the SST.  

▪ In Northern Bahr el Ghazal of South Sudan, WFP plans to distribute HFA to an average of 600,000 people 
per month between June and September 2017, roughly 55 percent of the total population, with in-kind 
assistance equivalent to 50 percent of beneficiaries’ kilocalorie requirements. Based on information from 
WFP and funding given to the HRP to date, plans are funded through October. Past trends indicate that HFA 
delivery is consistent and usually in line with plans. Based on ground information, it is expected that the 
location of poor households is known, and this group is likely to be reached by HFA. It is expected most 
recipients will share a portion of their assistance but keep at least half of the assistance provided.  

▪ In Bay of Somalia, HFA is planned and funded for 100,000 people per month between June and September 
2017, and distribution plans indicated each beneficiary will receive 100 USD, which can purchase around 
100 percent of kilocalorie needs at projected cereal prices. Given persistent access constraints and historical 
distribution trends, it is expected the majority of this assistance will be delivered to internally displaced 
populations and residents in Baidoa town. Little to no assistance will be delivered to rural areas of Bay. 
Therefore, only a small percentage of poor households in the Low Potential and High Potential Agropastoral 
livelihood zones are likely to be reached by assistance.  

A    List the key factors, relevant to food 

security, that are expected to behave 

normally during the scenario period.   

▪       
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B    List the key shocks or anomalies that 

are expected to occur during the 

scenario period and that will affect 

food security. These events should be 

relevant to the chosen household 

group (1B). For each event, describe 

level of severity and expected timing 

as specifically as possible.   

▪       

C   Is humanitarian assistance during the 

scenario period planned, funded, and 

likely? If so, describe these assistance 

plans (timing, size, mechanism, 

location). 

Remember, we are interested in programs that 

together will reach the majority of the 

households covered by this scenario (1B) and 

provide substantial food or income.   

▪       

 

Step 9. Determine how other assumptions are impacted by HFA 

After developing assumptions on planned, funded, and likely 
HFA, analysts next need to determine if other assumptions are 
impacted by likely HFA deliveries. The delivery of HFA can 
impact the availability and access to other key sources of food 
and income, migration patterns, and other key events in the 
projection period. Therefore, the impact of HFA on other 
assumptions must be considered.  

As an example, local cereal prices spiked in late 2016 in 
Somalia following the failure of the October–December Deyr 
rains and expected very poor harvest. Price increases were 
initially in line with that of 2010–2011, when prices similarly 
spiked following the failure of the 2010 Deyr rains. However, 
unlike early 2011, HFA was scaled up significantly in early 2017 
and the increased availability of food put downward pressure 
on prices throughout 2017 (Figure 9). An analyst who was 
developing an assumption on prices in early 2011, when HFA was not planned, funded, or likely, would have 
expected prices to continue increasing. Conversely, an analyst in early 2017 who observed prices stabilize somewhat 
following the influx of HFA, would likely have expected price stability alongside continued HFA.  

Other factors for which FEWS NET analysts develop assumptions are also likely to be impacted by the delivery of 
HFA. These can include household movement and access to income, among others. Analysts should determine which 
factors will likely be impacted by planned and likely HFA and include the impact in relevant assumptions. It is 
important to note that HFA does not need to surpass the flagging thresholds in order to influence key factors for 
which assumptions should be made. Examples below are provided:  

▪ Although income-earning opportunities are well below average in many areas of Yemen, an estimated six 
million people will likely be able to purchase food from markets with cash/voucher assistance provided 
through October 2018. It is expected prices will remain near 40–60 percent above average due to the 
combination of the depreciation of the Yemeni Rial and near stable demand supported by significant HFA 
cash transfers.  

▪ In Borno State of Northeast Nigeria, HFA will continue to be delivered in accessible areas, but not in 
inaccessible areas. As a result of relatively better access to food and income in accessible areas, including 

Figure 9.  Retail price of sorghum and HFA in Baidoa 

of Bay in 2016―2017 compared to 2010―2011 

 

Source: FSNAU data  
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access to HFA, movement of households from inaccessible areas to accessible areas is expected to continue 
throughout the projection period.   

All assumptions impacted by HFA should be included Steps 3 of the SST. 

Step 10: Projection period: evaluate the impact of planned HFA on the population group of analysis 

Once HFA assumptions are developed, they should be translated into food and income sources for the population 
group of analysis in part G of Step 4 (if HFA is cash/voucher) or Step 5 (if HFA is in kind). This should be done 
regardless of whether the HFA meet the flagging thresholds. If HFA did meet the thresholds and all answers to key 
follow-up questions confirm the population group of analysis is likely receiving a sufficient ration, analysts should be 
able to verify this in Steps 4/5 by comparing the significance of HFA as a food/income source. This can also assist 
analysts in visualizing the likely change in consumption in the presence of HFA versus in the absence of HFA.  

Also note that any sources of livelihoods assistance should be included as a typical source of cash/income under part 
A of the same steps.  

Example 10: Adding cash/voucher HFA to Step 4 of the SST 

A List the 

sources 
of cash 

income 
typically 

used 
during 
the 

scenario 
period. 

B Typically, 

how 
important 

is each 
income 

source 
during the 
first four 

months of 
the 

scenario 
period 

(ML1)? 

C Given the 

assumptions 
made in 

Step 3, how 
will income 

from this 
source 
compare to 

average (4B) 
during the 

first four 
months of 

the scenario 
period 

(ML1)? 

D Typically, 

how 
importan

t is each 
income 

source 
during 
the 

second 
four 

months 
of the 

scenario 
period 

(ML2)? 

E Given the 

assumptions 
made in 

Step 3, how 
will income 

from this 
source 
compare to 

average 
(4D) during 

the second 
four months 

of the 
scenario 

period 
(ML2)? 

F If the level of income from a specific source 

will be different than usual, please explain why. 

1. Wage 
Labor 

(Ag) 

Very Significant 

(>50%) 
Below average 

Significant 

(30–50%) 
Average 

Households typically earn income from agricultural 

labor between February and June from land 
preparation and planting for the April to June 

Season is forecast to be normal and agricultural 
labor opportunities and income are likely to be 

normal. However, poor households have purchased 

some food on credit over the past 3―4 months and 

it is expected at least half of the income from labor 

will be used during this period to repay debts. Ag 
labor is relatively less important during ML2 but 

harvesting labor and land preparation for the 
October to December season is still significant. 

Long-term forecasts for the October to December 
season indicate average rainfall earn normal income. 

Debts will have been fully repaid during this time.  

2. Wage 
Labor 
(Other) 

Significant 
(30–50%) 

Below average 
Significant 
(30–50%) 

Average 

Similar to agricultural labor, households will earn 

normal income through casual labor but will be 
required to repay debts with some of the income 

through ML1.  

3. Sale of 
staple 

food 
crops 

Minor (<10%) 
Sig. above 

average 

Moderate 

(10–30%) 
Average 

Poor households’ 2017 Season B production was 
well below average and it is expected they will not 

sell any crops between February and June. Sales 
between June and September, with crops from the 

June harvests, should be average.  

4. Sale of 
livestock  

Moderate 

(10–30%) 
Below average 

Moderate 

(10–30%) 
Below average 

Households will cope through selling 1―2 

additional livestock. Even at below average prices, 
this will bring in additional income. However, this 

income will be used to repay debts so total income 
kept from this source will likely be below average.  

G List any 
atypical 

sources 
of cash 

H How important will each 
income source be during the 

first four months of the 
scenario period (ML1)? 

J How important will each 
income source be during the 

second four months of the 
scenario period (ML2)? 

K Describe the evidence which suggests that 
each atypical income source will be used. 
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Example 10: Adding cash/voucher HFA to Step 4 of the SST 

income 

likely to 
be used 

during 
the 

scenario 
period. 

1. HFA  

Significant (30-50%) None 

Between February and June, poor households are 

expected to receive a monthly cash transfer from 
humanitarian agencies that can purchase sufficient 

cereal to provide 40 percent of kilocalorie needs. 
HFA is not planned during the ML2 period.  

L Given the assumptions in 
Columns C and H, how will 

total household income 
compare to normal during 

ML1? 

Below average M Given the assumptions in 
Column E and J, how will total 

household income compare 
to normal during ML2? 

Average 

 

After completing Steps 4 and 5 of the SST and describing in Step 6 the evolution of food consumption and livelihood 
change over the scenario period, analysts should classify food consumption into one of five HEA categories: no 
livelihood protection deficit (Phase 1), small or moderate livelihood production deficit < 80 percent (Phase 2), 
livelihood protection deficit ≥ 80 percent or a survival deficit < 20 percent (Phase 3), survival deficit ≥ 20 percent but 
< 50 percent (Phase 4), or a survival deficit ≥ 50 percent (Phase 5).  

Projection outcomes are based on all sources of food and income, typical, and atypical. Therefore, projection 
outcomes are in the presence of HFA, a form of atypical food or income. For example, if all food and income sources 
– including HFA of a 30 percent ration– indicate that households are likely to face a survival deficit 10 percent, then 
households will be in Crisis (IPC Phase 3!) with planned, funded, and likely HFA. Had HFA not been a likely food and 
income source in the projection period, households would likely have faced large food consumption gaps near 40 
percent, or engaged in more severe coping, and have been in Emergency (IPC Phase 4). Therefore, these households 
are in Crisis (IPC Phase 3!). This determination and explanation should be included in Step 6 of the SST.  

A    Given current conditions and 

outcomes (Step 2) and projected 

access to income and food (Steps 4 

and 5) describe the evolution of 

household food consumption and 

livelihood change during the two 

scenario periods, for the chosen HH 

group.  

This description should not recap 

information provided in earlier steps. 

Rather, it should answer the following key 

questions: 1. On average, will households 

be able to meet basic food requirements 

during the scenario period? 2. Will 

households have adequate income to 

afford key non-food expenditures and 

protect their livelihoods?  

Classify food consumption into one of 

the five HEA categories described in 

the IPC Reference Table (e.g., small or 

moderate “Livelihood Protection 

Deficit” < 80%).   

ML1 Food consumption:       

 

 

 

ML1 Livelihood change:       

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HEA category: Choose an item. 

ML2 Food consumption:       

 

 

 

ML2 Livelihood change:       

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HEA category: Choose an item. 

B    Based on the response to 6A, classify 

the chosen HH group (1B) in this area 

using the IPC 3.0 Household Scale.   

HH Group (1B) Classification for 

ML1: Choose an item. 

HH Group (1B) Classification for ML2: 

Choose an item. 
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Step 11. Projection period: evaluate the impact of planned HFA on the area level 

Similar to the current situation, if HFA is changing the IPC Phase classification for the household group of analysis, it 
is likely also changing the area-level classification, though it is possible this is not the case and it should be further 
investigated. Example 10 below illustrates this.  

Example 11: Projection period: evaluating the impact of HFA at the area level considering other household 
groups 

If HFA is likely to prevent a worse phase among the household group of analysis, it is likely it is also preventing a worse phase 

at the area level. However, this would not be the case if another household group is not anticipated to receive HFA and would 

likely be a in a worse phase than the household group receiving assistance, as the example below illustrates. 

Household 

group 

% population Expected IPC 

Phase, current 

Likely to 

receive HFA 

Likely Phase with 

HFA, projection 

Likely Phase 

without HFA 

Final IPC Phase 

projection  

Poor 30% 3! Yes 3! 4 3!  

Middle 30% 3 No 4 4 4 

Better-off 20% 2 No 2 3 3 

Analysts should carefully consider if other household groups could face worse outcomes than the household group of analysis, 

and if this will in turn result in HFA not impacting the area-level IPC Phase classification.  If no population group is expected 

to face more severe outcomes than the group analyzed in the SST, then HFA is also impacting the area classification. The 

conclusion should be noted in Step 7 of the SST. 

 

A   Describe how malnutrition and 

mortality are likely to evolve in this 

area during the scenario period. 

Consider current levels of 

malnutrition and mortality (2D), 

projected changes to food access 

(Step 6A), and other factors that may 

affect malnutrition (e.g., seasonality, 

disease, and local caring practices).   

       

 

B    Based on Step 6B and Step 7A, classify 

this area according to the IPC 3.0 Area 

Scale. Remember to provide 

classification for the entire scenario 

period. 

Note that malnutrition and mortality are 

relevant to IPC classification as supporting 

evidence of food access constraints.   

Area classification for ML1: Choose 

an item. 

 

 

If the emergency assistance 

described in Step 3C did not occur 

would this classification be at least 

one phase worse?   Choose an item. 

Area classification for ML2: Choose an 

item. 

 

 

If the emergency assistance described 

in Step 3C did not occur would this 

classification be at least one phase 

worse?  Choose an item. 
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Annex I. Scenario Summary Table (SST) Template  

STEP 1: Set parameters  

A Identify the specific geographic area of focus 

and provide the area’s population. 
       C Choose scenario type8        

B Identify the household group that this 

scenario will focus on.9 Provide the 

population estimate for this group and 

calculate what proportion of the area 

population this represents. 

      
D Define scenario duration and 

timing 
      

 
STEP 2: Describe and classify current food security 

A Summarize evidence of current food security 

conditions (e.g., seasonal progress, recent 

harvests, food prices, humanitarian assistance, 

etc.). (Current means beginning of the first 

month of the scenario period.) 

      
 

B Summarize evidence of current household 

(HH) food consumption and livelihood 

change. This could be direct evidence, like the 

result of a food security survey, or inferred 

evidence, like the outcome of livelihood-

based analysis. 

Food consumption:       Livelihood change10:       

 

C Based on the response to 2A/2B, classify the 

current food insecurity of the chosen HH 

HH Group (1B) Classification: Choose an item. 

                                                                 

8 The default option for FEWS NET scenario building is a most likely scenario. In specific cases, additional scenarios can be developed.  

9 The default option for FEWS NET scenario building is the poorest wealth group, typically the “Poor,” under the assumption that this group faces the most severe food insecurity and accounts for at 
least 20 percent of the area’s population. Scenarios can also be built for livelihood groups (e.g., nomadic pastoralists) or other groups (e.g., IDPs). 

10 This should describe the different strategies households use to respond to current or expected food consumption deficits – this may include expansion of current livelihood strategies (e.g., increasing 
livestock sales) or the implementation of additional, new strategies (e.g., sale of agricultural tools). Livelihood change, however, is not included: consumption-based strategies (e.g., reducing number of 
meals or portion size, shifting to less preferred foods) fall under “Food Consumption”; nor is the loss of livelihoods or extreme loss of assets due to a shock; nor is a shift in livelihoods for reasons other 
than current or expected food consumption gaps. 
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group (1B) using the IPC 2.0 Household 

Scale.11   

D Based on the HH classification (2C), and 

available nutrition/mortality data, classify the 

overall area (1A) using the IPC 2.0 Area Scale. 

Description of available nutrition information:       

Description of available mortality information:       

Area Classification: Choose an item. 

In the absence of emergency assistance would this classification be at least one phase worse? Choose an item. 

STEP 3: Develop key assumptions 

A List the key factors, relevant to food security, 

that are expected to behave normally during 

the scenario period.  

•       

B List the key shocks or anomalies that are 

expected to occur during the scenario period 

and that will affect food security. These 

events should be relevant to the chosen 

household group (1B). For each event, 

describe level of severity and expected timing 

as specifically as possible.12  

•       

C Is humanitarian assistance during the scenario 

period planned, funded, and likely? If so, 

describe these assistance plans (timing, size, 

mechanism, location). 

Remember, we are interested in programs that 

together will reach the majority of the households 

covered by this scenario (1B) and provide 

substantial food or income. 

•       

  

                                                                 

11 When assigning the classification, consider what household food consumption typically looks like during this period. For example, if the analysis indicates that food consumption during the current 
lean season is typical, but, during a typical year, food deficits exist during this period, the household group might still be classified in a phase other than IPC Phase 1. 
12 Examples of key topics to be covered in Step 3 include: future rainfall, temperature, crop production, market functioning and staple food prices, conflict, labor wages, and labor demand. 
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STEP 4: Describe impacts on HH income sources 

A List the sources of 

cash income 

typically used 

during the scenario 

period. 

B Typically, 

how 

important is 

each income 

source during 

the first four 

months of 

the scenario 

period 

(ML1)? 

C Given the 

assumptions made 

in Step 3, how will 

income from this 

source compare to 

average (4B) during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML1)? 

D Typically, 

how 

important is 

each income 

source during 

the second 

four months 

of the 

scenario 

period 

(ML2)? 

E Given the 

assumptions made 

in Step 3, how will 

income from this 

source compare to 

average (4B) during 

the second four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML2)? 

F If the level of income from a specific source will be 

different than usual, please explain why. 

5. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

6. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

7. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

8. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

9. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

10.       Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

11.       Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item.       

G List any atypical 

sources of cash 

income likely to be 

used during the 

scenario period.13 

H How important will each income source 

be during the first four months of the 

scenario period (ML1)? 

J How important will each income source 

be during the second four months of 

the scenario period (ML2)? 

K Describe the evidence that suggests each atypical income 

source will be used. 

2.       Choose an item. Choose an item.  

3.       Choose an item. Choose an item.  

4.       Choose an item. Choose an item.  

L Given the assumptions in Columns C 

and H, how will total household income 

compare to normal during ML1? 

Choose an item. M Given the assumptions in Column E and 

J, how will total household income 

compare to normal during ML2? 

Choose an item. 

  

                                                                 

13 This should include any humanitarian assistance provided as cash or voucher. 
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STEP 5: Describe impacts on HH Food sources 

A List the sources of 

food typically 

consumed during the 

scenario period. 

B Typically, how 

important is 

each food 

source during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario 

period (ML1)? 

C Given the 

assumptions made in 

Step 3, how will 

food from this 

source compare to 

average (5B) during 

the first four months 

of the scenario 

period (ML1)? 

D Typically, how 

important is 

each food 

source during 

the second 

four months of 

the scenario 

period (ML2)? 

E Given the 

assumptions made in 

Step 3, how will 

food from this 

source compare to 

average (5B) during 

the second four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML2)? 

F If the level of food from a specific source will be different 
than usual, please explain why. 

1. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

2. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

3. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

4. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

5. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

6.       Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

7.       Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. Choose an item. 
      

G List any atypical 

sources of food 

likely to be 

consumed during the 

scenario period.14 

H How important will each food source be 

during the first four months of the 

scenario period (ML1)? 

J How important will each food source be 

during the second four months of the 

scenario period (ML2)? 

K Describe the evidence that suggests each atypical food 
source will be used. 

1.       Choose an item. Choose an item. 
 

2.       Choose an item. Choose an item. 
 

3.       Choose an item. Choose an item. 
 

                                                                 

14 This should include any humanitarian assistance provided as food. 
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L Given the assumptions in Columns C and 

H, how will total household food 

consumption compare to normal during 

ML1?  

Choose an item. M Given the assumptions in Column E and 

J, how will total household food 

consumption compare to normal during 

ML2?  

Choose an item. 

STEP 6: Describe and classify projected household food security 

A Given current conditions and outcomes 

(Step 2) and projected access to food and 

income (Steps 4 and 5) describe the 

evolution of household food consumption 

and livelihood change during the two 

scenario periods for the chosen HH group.  

This description should not recap information 

provided in earlier steps. Rather, it should 

answer the following key questions: 1. On 

average, will households be able to meet basic 

food requirements during the scenario period? 2. 

Will households have adequate income to afford 

key nonfood expenditures and protect their 

livelihoods?  

Classify food consumption into one of the 

five HEA categories described in the IPC 

Reference Table (e.g., small or moderate 

“Livelihood Protection Deficit” <80%).  

ML1 Food consumption:       

 

 

 

ML1 Livelihood change:       

 

 

 

 

 

HEA category: Choose an item. 

ML2 Food consumption:       

 

 

 

ML2 Livelihood change:       

 

 

 

 

 

HEA category: Choose an item. 

B Based on the response to 6A, classify the 

chosen HH group (1B) in this area using the 

IPC 2.0 Household Scale. 15   

HH Group (1B) Classification for ML1: Choose an item. HH Group (1B) Classification for ML2: Choose an item. 

 

                                                                 

15 When drawing these final conclusions, be sure to consider what household food consumption typically looks like during the period of interest. For example, if the analysis indicates that food 
consumption during the lean season will be typical, but, during a typical year, food deficits exist during this period, the household group might still be classified in a phase other than IPC Phase 1. 
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STEP 7: Describe and classify projected area food security 

A Describe how malnutrition and mortality are 

likely to evolve in this area during the 

scenario period. Consider current levels of 

malnutrition and mortality (2D), projected 

changes to food access (Step 6A), and other 
factors that may affect malnutrition (e.g., 

seasonality, disease, and local caring 

practices). 

      

B Based on Step 6B and Step 7A, classify this 

area according to the IPC 2.0 Area Scale. 

Remember to provide classification for the 

entire scenario period. 

Note that malnutrition and mortality are 

relevant to IPC classification as supporting 

evidence of food access constraints.  

Area classification for ML1: Choose an item. 

 

If the emergency assistance described in Step 3C did not 

occur would this classification be at least one phase 

worse?  

Choose an item. 

Area classification for ML2: Choose an item. 

 

If the emergency assistance described in Step 3C did not 

occur would this classification be at least one phase worse? 

 Choose an item. 

 
STEP 8: Identify events that could change the scenario 

If the scenario developed above is a “most 

likely” scenario, list key events that would 

significantly change the projected outcomes 

described in Steps 6 and 7. In addition to local 

events, consider national, regional, and 

international events. Select events that: 

Are possible but are not included in the scenario. 

Extremely unlikely events should not be included 

here. 

Would result in a change in the IPC classification for 

this area.  
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Annex II. SST Example 

In the Riverine Maize livelihood zone, the household group of analysis is the poor households. They constitute 25 percent of the total population of the livelihood 
zone. Poor households in this livelihood zone typically rely on own maize production for approximately 30–40 percent of their food needs. They earn income 
through agricultural and casual labor opportunities, which is used to purchase other food and non-food needs.  

The area is bimodal, with rainy seasons from April to June and October to December. Most production in this livelihood zone is irrigated by water from the local 
river. There are two main harvests and off-season harvests. Poor households have six to seven goats. Markets are physically accessible in most areas and locally 
produced maize, as well as sorghum and millet from neighboring districts, is available on markets.  

 

The current situation is February 2018 and the projection periods are February to May and June to September 2018.   

The preceding October to December 2017 rainy season in this livelihood zone and neighboring areas was very poor – only 60 percent of average in most areas. 
Local rivers are a key source of water but rainfall in the areas that source the river was also below average. As a result, river water levels are extremely low. Labor 
opportunities from September to November were low and a rapid assessment conducted by FEWS NET in January found that most poor households only worked 
10 days a month throughout the season, compared to 20 in a normal year. Production in January was around 65 percent of average. Maize prices have increased 
notably since November. FEWS NET’s rapid assessment also found that most poor households continue to consume two meals a day, as is typical, but are 
borrowing money and spending savings to purchase food. Many are also purchasing food with vouchers from humanitarian agencies and consuming less 
preferred foods.  

The example below illustrates how the analysis of HFA should be incorporated into the SST. To recap, in the current situation analysts should (1) documenting 
the minimum required evidence; (2) analyzing HFA against the thresholds; (3) analyzing the impact of HFA on the poor wealth group by answering key follow-up 
questions; (4) document their conclusion of the impact of HFA on the poor wealth group; and (5) analyze the impact of HFA at the area-level. Analysts should 
then (6) gather information on planned and funded HFA; (7) analyze planned HFA against the thresholds; and (8) use this information and the answers to key 
follow-up questions that are necessary to develop assumptions on HFA. Analysts should also (9) determine how other assumptions may be impacted by HFA. In 
the projection period, (10) analysts should evaluate the likely impact of HFA on the population group of analysis; and finally (11) evaluate the likely impact of 
HFA on the area level.  
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Step 1: Set Parameters 

A    Identify the specific 

geographic area of focus and 

provide the area’s 

population.   

Riverine Maize livelihood zone C Choose scenario type Most Likely Scenario 

B    Identify the household group 

that this scenario will focus 

on. Provide the population 

estimate for this group and 

calculate what proportion of 

the area population this 

represents.   

Poor households (~25% of the population) 
D Define scenario duration and 

timing. 

Current: February 2018 

ML1: February – May 2018 

ML2: June –September 2018 

Step 2: Describe and classify current food security 

A Summarize evidence of 

current food security 

conditions (e.g., seasonal 

progress, recent harvests, 

food prices, humanitarian 

assistance, etc.) (Current 

means beginning of the first 

month of the scenario 

period.) 

Rainfall, water availability, pasture conditions (USGS, FEWS NET field assessment) 

The October to December 2017 rainy season was well below average, with rainfall only 50-75 percent of average across the livelihood zone. As a result, 

very poor rangelands (pasture and browse), confirmed by NDVI, persists. The main sources of water for most of the areas assessed were functional 
boreholes. Water was largely available, but at below average levels and some places have poor water quality (sour and heavy) that not fit for human 
consumption. Water prices in the rural village that use boreholes were in the range 40 percent above average.  

Livestock conditions and productivity (FEWS NET field assessment, WFP and SAVE reports) 

Poor livestock body conditions were observed in all areas. The current body condition are estimated at very poor to poor (PET scores of 1–2) for goats. 
Exceptions were few animals, especially goats in localized areas that were hand-fed with cereals and fodder provided by either WFP or Save the Children 

whose body conditions at least average. Goat kidding/calving levels were low for the majority of the livelihood zone. Household herd sizes for poor 
households are normal, around 6-7 goats, though some atypical sales have started. 

Production and labor (FEWS NET field assessment, key informant information, FAO) 

Maize harvests from the past season were only 65 percent of average and a few poor households reported not harvesting anything. Stocks from production 
typically last poor households 4–5 months and this year it is estimated most poor households harvested only 3 months of production in December. Most 
still have some stocks, but they are minimal. Poor households reported accessing only 10 days of labor compared to 20 in a typical year during the last 

season. As a result, income is below average.  

Staple food prices (WFP VAM) 

Staple food prices are roughly 40 percent above average. 

Humanitarian Food Assistance (HFA) (WFP)  

Humanitarian partners began delivering HFA in over 30 districts where it was expected Season B production would be very poor. Information on HFA 
distributions are available at the district level. The Riverine Maize livelihood zone falls within Districts X and Y.  

• Location of assistance: Districts X and Y 

• Total number of beneficiaries: 60,000 people (10,000 households) monthly in each district 

• Modality of assistance: Cash transfer  
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• Amount of assistance: 50 Shillings per beneficiary (300 Shillings per household)   

• Timing of delivery of assistance: Assistance was delivered between the 1st and 15th of each month, once in December and once in January 

Because assistance was delivered consistently, with the same reach in December as January, and because ground information indicates that HFA was also 
delivered at similar levels in February, a one-month reference period is appropriate.  

• Is HFA reaching at least 25 percent of the population? Yes, HFA is reaching 40 percent of the population in District X and 60 percent of the 

population in District Y.  

District Population Beneficiaries, January % of population reached monthly  

X 150,000 60,000 40% 

Y 100,000 60,000 60% 

• Is assistance reaching this livelihood zone? HFA is being distributed throughout District X and District Y. FEWS NET’s rapid assessment in 

January indicated that many poor households in both the riverine livelihood zone and other livelihood zones were receiving HFA. In the absence of 

distribution information by livelihood zone, it is assumed HFA is distributed proportional to population, maintaining the same percentage of 

beneficiaries reached.  

District District 
population 

Beneficiaries 
reached 

Population of 
Riverine LHZ in 

District  

Estimated population 
of Riverine LHZ in 

District 

Estimated ben. in 
Riverine LHZ in 

District 

% reached 

X 150,000 60,000 65% 150,000*.65 = 97,500 60,000*.65 = 39,000 39,000/97,500 = 40% 

Y 100,000 60,000 65% 100,000*.65= 65,000 60,000*.65= 39,000 39,000/65,000 = 60% 

• Is the HFA ration at least 25 percent of kilocalorie needs? Yes, the ration size in both areas is 43 percent.  

District Population HFA cash, 
January 

Current maize 
kilo price 

Kilo purchased 
with HFA 

Kcals from HFA Kcals required per 
ben. 

Ration size 

X 150,000 50  7  7.14 kilos 7.14 kilos*3,800= 

~27,000 

2,100*30 = 63,000 43% 

Y 100,000 50  7  7.14 kilos 7.14 kilos*3,800= 
~27,000 

2,100*30 = 63,000 43% 

• Based on FEWS NET’s rapid assessment, many poor households are receiving food assistance. It is expected it is reaching many in 

the most severe phase, based on collaboration between WFP and local authorities to identify households in need. No households 

reported sharing significant portions of their HFA.   

B Summarize evidence of 

current household (HH) food 

consumption and livelihood 

change. This could be direct 

evidence (e.g., food security 

survey results), or inferred 

evidence (e.g., outcome of 

livelihoods-based analysis). 

Food consumption:  

Food consumption data collected in December 

(WFP) 

The information is representative of Riverine Maize 

Livelihood zone; n=107 households 

• FCS: 85% acceptable; 12% borderline; 3% poor – 

indicative of Minimal or Stressed, with some 

households in Crisis or worse 

• HHS: 89% none or little, 11% moderate; 0% severe – 

indicative of Minimal or Stressed, with some 

Livelihood change:  

Livelihood coping data collected in December (WFP) 

The information is representative of Riverine Maize Livelihood zone; 

n=107 households 

• LHC: 22% Stressed coping, specifically sending some household 

members to eat elsewhere and/or purchasing food on credit; 14% 

Crisis coping, specifically selling productive assets.  

The above outcomes indicated that most households are Stressed (IPC 

Phase 3), though some are either experience Crisis (IPC Phase 3) food 

consumption outcomes or engaging in Crisis (IPC Phase 3) coping to meet 
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households in Crisis  

• rCSI: 45% rCSI 4-18, 21% rCSI>19 – indicative of 

Crisis or worse outcomes 

• LHC: 22% Stressed coping, specifically sending some 

household members to eat elsewhere and/or 

purchasing food on credit; 14% Crisis coping, 

specifically selling productive assets.  

their basic needs. Given that less than 20 percent of households are likely 

in Crisis and that poor households are likely the worst-off, it is expected 

most poor households are Stressed (IPC Phase 2), though some are in 

Crisis (IPC Phase 3). These outcomes are observed in the presence of 

HFA, which met the thresholds and, based on field assessments, is likely 

being delivered to poor households. The transfer size/ration is over 40 

percent of kilocalorie needs. 

C Based on the response to 

2A/2B, classify the current 

food insecurity of the chosen 

HH group (1B) using the IPC 

3.0 Household Scale. 

HH Group (1B) Classification:  Phase 2: Stressed 

D Based on the HH classification 

(2C), and available 

nutrition/mortality data, 

classify the overall area (1A) 

using the IPC 3.0 Area Scale. 

Description of available nutrition information: A SMART survey in this livelihood zone in December 2018 found a GAM (WHZ) of 9.2 

percent (7.2-11.2), indicative of Stressed outcomes.  

Description of available mortality information: No mortality data was collected in this survey 

Area Classification: Phase 2: Stressed 

In the absence of emergency assistance would this classification be at least one phase worse? Yes, HA has changed phase 

It is expected there are other populations also Stressed (IPC Phase 2) currently. Many middle-income households also lost a significant 

proportion of their crops and the productivity of livestock, which is more important to this wealth group, is very low. FEWS NET’s rapid 

assessment and HFA distribution data indicate that the distribution of HFA is significant enough that middle-income households are also 

likely beneficiaries. It is expected some are also Stressed! (IPC Phase 2!), and others may be in Minimal! (IPC Phase 1!). There is no evidence 

pointing to other population groups being in a worse phase than Stressed (IPC Phase 2!). 

Step 3: Develop key assumptions 

A List the key factors, relevant to food 

security, that are expected to behave 

normally during the scenario period.  

• The April to June rainy season is forecast to be average 

• Livestock kidding is expected to be normal during the April to 

June season  

• Planting for the April to June season is expected to be average  

• Labor opportunities during the April to June season are 

expected to be average 
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B List the key shocks or anomalies that are 

expected to occur during the scenario 

period and that will affect food security. 

These events should be relevant to the 

chosen household group (1B). For each 

event, describe level of severity and 

expected timing as specifically as possible. 

• Livestock births will be low in the April to June season as kidding was low during the October to December 

season.  

• Poor households now have high debt levels and are expected to use roughly 50 percent of the income earned 

from labor during the April to June season to repay debts.  

• Herd sizes are expected to decline; poor households typically sell 1 goat during the outlook period though this 

year they are expected to sell 2–3.  

• Goat prices are expected to remain slightly below average, as they are currently, due to poor livestock body 

conditions.  

• Given low local supply, prices are expected to rise until August, when the stocks from the average Season A 

enter the market. High effective demand – given HFA cash – will also push up prices.  

C Is humanitarian assistance during the 

scenario period planned, funded, and likely? 

If so, describe these assistance plans (timing, 

size, mechanism, location). 

Remember, we are interested in programs that 

together will reach the majority of the 

households covered by this scenario (1B) and 

provide substantial food or income. 

• HFA is planned and funded to reach 60,000 people per month with 50 shillings each through June 2018 in each of 

the districts in the Riverine LHZ. There are no access constraints and it is expected HFA will be delivered 

consistently.  

o Location of assistance: Districts X and District Y  

o Total number of beneficiaries: 60,000 people (10,000 households) per month in each district (assuming 

roughly 39,000 in each district of Riverine Maize livelihood zone) 

o Modality of assistance: Cash transfer  

o Amount of assistance: 50 Shillings per beneficiary (300 Shillings per household)   

• Timing of delivery of assistance: Assistance will be delivered between the 1st and 15th of every month through 

June 2018 

Step 4: Describe impacts on HH income sources 

A List the sources of 

cash income 

typically used 

during the 

scenario period. 

B Typically, how 

important is 

each income 

source during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML1)? 

C Given the 

assumptions made 

in Step 3, how will 

income from this 

source compare to 

average (4B) during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML1)? 

D Typically, how 

important is 

each income 

source during 

the second 

four months of 

the scenario 

period (ML2)? 

E Given the 

assumptions made in 

Step 3, how will 

income from this 

source compare to 

average (4D) during 

the second four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML2)? 

F If the level of income from a specific source 

will be different than usual, please explain 

why. 

12. Wage Labor (Ag) 
Very Significant 

(>50%) 
Below average 

Significant (30-

50%) 
Average 

Households typically earn income from 

agricultural labor between February and June 

from land preparation and planting for the April 

to June Season is forecast to be normal and 

agricultural labor opportunities and income are 

likely to be normal. However, poor households 
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have purchased some food on credit over the 

past 3-4 months and it is expected at least half 

of the income from labor will be used during 

this period to repay debts.  

Ag labor is relatively less important during ML2 

but harvesting labor and land preparation for 

the October to December season is still 

significant. Long-term forecasts for the October 

to December season indicate average rainfall 

earn normal income. Debts will have been fully 

repaid during this time.  

13. Wage Labor 

(Other) 
Significant (30-50%) Below average 

Significant (30-

50%) 
Average 

Similar to agricultural labor, households will 

earn normal income through casual labor but 

will be required to repay debts with some of the 

income through ML1.  

14. Sale of staple food 

crops 
Minor (<10%) Sig. above average 

Moderate (10-

30%) 
Average 

Poor households’ 2017 Season B production 

was well below average and it is expected they 

will not sell any crops between February and 

June. Sales between June and September, with 

crops from the June harvests, should be average.  

15. Sale of livestock  Moderate (10-30%) Below average 
Moderate (10-

30%) 
Below average 

Households will cope through selling 1–2 

additional livestock. Even at below average 

prices, this will bring in additional income. 

However, this income will be used to repay 

debts so total income kept from this source will 

likely be below average.  

G List any atypical 

sources of cash 

income likely to 

be used during the 

scenario period. 

H How important will each income source 

be during the first four months of the 

scenario period (ML1)? 

J How important will each income source be 

during the second four months of the 

scenario period (ML2)? 

K Describe the evidence which suggests that 

each atypical income source will be used. 

5. HFA  

Significant (30-50%) None 

Between February and June, poor households 

are expected to receive a monthly cash transfer 

from humanitarian agencies that can purchase 

sufficient cereal to provide 40 percent of 

kilocalorie needs. HFA is not planned during the 

ML2 period.  

L Given the assumptions in Columns C and 

H, how will total household income 

compare to normal during ML1? 

Below average M Given the assumptions in Column E and J, 

how will total household income compare 

to normal during ML2? 

Average 
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Step 5: Describe impacts on HH food sources 

A List the sources of 

food typically 

consumed during 

the scenario period. 

B Typically, how 

important is 

each food 

source during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario 

period (ML1)? 

C Given the 

assumptions made 

in Step 3, how will 

food from this 

source compare to 

average (5B) during 

the first four 

months of the 

scenario period 

(ML1)? 

D Typically, how 

important is 

each food 

source during 

the second 

four months 

of the 

scenario 

period (ML2)? 

E Given the 

assumptions 

made in Step 

3, how will 

food from this 

source 

compare to 

average (5D) 

during the 

second four 

months of the 

scenario 

period (ML2)? 

F If the level of food from a specific source will be different 

than usual, please explain why. 

1. Own crop 

production 

Significant (30-

50%) 
Sig. below average 

Significant (30-

50%) 
Average 

Crop production was significantly below average in December 

and poor households have few food stocks remaining. Given 

the forecast for average rainfall and the expectation that 

households still have productive assets to cultivate a normal 

amount of land, production in July and September is expected 

to be average.  

2. Milk Minor (<10%) Sig. below average Minor (<10%) 
Sig. below 

average 

Poor households have 5–6 goats and milk production is 

expected to be below average in ML1 due to poor body 

conditions. Body conditions will improve somewhat with 

improved water and pasture in ML2, but births low births are 

likely given very low kidding. Furthermore, households are 

expected to sell 3–4 goats. Therefore, milk production will 

remain very low throughout the projection period.  

3. Wild Foods 
Moderate (10-

30%) 
Below average 

Moderate (10-

30%) 
Average 

Following the drought, wild foods will be less available during 

ML1. With normal rainfall from March to May, wild foods are 

expected to be normally available in ML2.  

4. Market purchase 
Significant (30-

50%) 
Average 

Significant (30-

50%) 
Average 

With HFA, households will purchase average amounts of food 

in ML1. However, it is expected that given below-average 

income from several other sources and the necessity to repay 
debts, total income will not be sufficient to purchase many 

non-food needs. Market purchases will be normal in ML2 given 

normal income earned during this time period.  
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G List any atypical 

sources of food 

likely to be 

consumed during 

the scenario 

period.16 

H How important will each food source 

be during the first four months of the 

scenario period (ML1)? 

J How important will each food 

source be during the second four 

months of the scenario period 

(ML2)? 

K Describe the evidence which suggests that each atypical food 

source will be used. 

1.       
Choose an item. Choose an item.  

L Given the assumptions in Columns C 

and H, how will total household food 

consumption compare to normal during 

ML1?  

Below average M Given the assumptions in Column 

E and J, how will total household 

food consumption compare to 

normal during ML2?  

Average 

Step 6: Describe and classify projected household food security 

A Given current conditions and outcomes 

(Step 2) and projected access to income and 

food (Steps 4 and 5) describe the evolution 

of household food consumption and 

livelihood change during the two scenario 

periods, for the chosen HH group.  

This description should not recap information 

provided in earlier steps. Rather, it should 

answer the following key questions: 1. On 

average, will households be able to meet basic 

food requirements during the scenario period? 2. 

Will households have adequate income to afford 

key non-food expenditures and protect their 

livelihoods?  

Classify food consumption into one of the 

five HEA categories described in the IPC 

Reference Table (e.g., small or moderate 

“Livelihood Protection Deficit” <80%).  

Poor households are expected to face a small or 

moderate livelihood production deficit during this time. 

Income sources will be near average, though some will be 

used to repay debts. Until the harvest is available at the 

end of this projection period, food from typical sources – 

own production – will be low or non-existent. However, 

HFA will pay a significant role in eliminating food gaps for 

most as the contribution of HFA to total energy needs is 

similar to that of own production in a typical year. Poor 

households will be unable to afford typical non-food 

items, though food consumption gaps would have been 

likely in the absence of HFA. 

 

 

 

 

HEA: Small or moderate livelihood production deficit < 

80% 

Food security among poor households is expected to 

improve during this time as income and food sources will 

return to normal following the repayment of debts and the 

normal April to June season. Herd sizes will be below 

average during this time, though with some births during the 

October season, expected following conception during April 

to June, herd sizes should return to near normal.  

Households will be likely to meet their basic food and non-

food needs during this time.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

HEA No livelihood protection deficit 

B Based on the response to 6A, classify the 

chosen HH group (1B) in this area using the 

IPC 3.0 Household Scale.  

HH Group (1B) Classification for ML1: Phase 2: Stressed HH Group (1B) Classification for ML2: Phase 1: None 

                                                                 

16 This should include any humanitarian assistance provided as food. 
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Step 7: Describe and classify projected area food security 

A Describe how malnutrition and mortality 

are likely to evolve in this area during 

the scenario period. Consider current 

levels of malnutrition and mortality (2D), 

projected changes to food access (Step 

6A), and other factors that may affect 

malnutrition (e.g., seasonality, disease, 

and local caring practices). 

GAM (WHZ) currently indicates Stressed outcomes in December, which is atypical of this livelihood zone and is likely driven 

by poorer consumption and lower access to clean water. The prevalence of acute malnutrition is expected to remain similar 

through mid-2018, though improve after the June harvest.  

B Based on Step 6B and Step 7A, classify 

this area according to the IPC 3.0 Area 

Scale. Remember to provide 

classification for the entire scenario 

period. 

Note that malnutrition and mortality are 

relevant to IPC classification as supporting 

evidence of food access constraints.  

Stressed (IPC Phase 2!)  

It is expected middle-income households will also receive HFA 

during the projection period and many will maintain Stressed 

(IPC Phase 2!), and others may maintain Minimal (IPC Phase 1!). 

There is no evidence suggesting to other population groups are 

likely to be in a worse phase than Stressed (IPC Phase 2!). 

HEA: Small or moderate livelihood production deficit <80% 

Minimal (IPC Phase 1)  

 

 

 

HEA No livelihood protection deficit 

Step 8: Identify events that could change the scenario 

If the scenario developed above is a “most likely” scenario, list key events that would 

significantly change the projected outcomes described in steps 6 and 7. In addition to local 

events, consider national, regional, and international events. Select events that: 

Are possible but are not included in the scenario. Extremely unlikely events should not be included 

here. 

Would result in a change in the IPC classification for this area.  

If planned humanitarian food assistance is not delivered, Crisis (IPC Phase 3) 

outcomes would be expected.  

If the April to June season is below average, food and income sources – through 

production, labor, and livestock productivity – would likely be below average. 

Poor households’ food security would not improve and in the absence of HFA 

they would likely be in Crisis (IPC Phase 3).   
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Annex III. Analyzing the Impact of HFA at Area-Level  

The following approach is relevant both for IPC workshops as well as FEWS NET’s national mapping. The first example 
shows this approach in a hypothetical IPC analysis; the second example illustrates using this approach for FEWS 
NET’s national mapping for all areas where an SST is not complete.  

Example 1. IPC workshop 

Current situation: January 2018. In South Sudan, WFP provides data on the number of beneficiaries reached with 
HFA each month, by county, and the total MT provided. As assistance levels can fluctuate between months, a three-
month analysis period is most appropriate.  

County Population Ben, Oct-Dec. average % pop. reached MT, Oct-Dec.  average Ration size 

Mayendit 104,105 34,705 33% 653 MT 113% 

Leer 134,714 47,777 35% 855 MT 108% 

Koch 134,590 19,166 14% 364 MT 115% 

Panyijiar 89,449 23,130 25% 466 MT 122% 

Mayendit, Leer, and Panyijiar should be flagged for further analysis (though Koch could be flagged if significant 
sharing is likely). Similar to when the unit of analysis a population group, a series of follow-up questions should be 
completed to determine if HFA is impacting the phase classification. The key difference is that the analysis is already 
at the area level, and therefore analysts will consider the phase classification of all population groups at once.  

Below, Panyijiar is used as an example: 

▪ Is HFA likely being shared? Yes, it is expected HFA is being shared. It is more likely around half of direct 
recipients are sharing half of their food assistance As a result, it is expected around 37 percent of the 
population has access to anywhere between 60 and 120 percent of their energy needs from HFA.  

▪ How is the HFA being targeted? Is it likely reaching those in the most severe food insecurity phase? Yes, 
access constraints are relatively low, and it is expected that most people in need are being reached given 
that humanitarians are located in the area and familiar with the population. Additionally, survey data 
indicates those reporting moderate hunger and poor food consumption often reported receiving HFA.  

Current data on outcomes - including food consumption, livelihood change, nutrition, and mortality - suggest that 
this area is in Crisis (IPC Phase 3). HFA was distributed prior to and during data collection; given that HFA meets the 
thresholds and additional analyses suggest it is likely reaching worst-affected households, it is expected that this 
area is in Crisis! (IPC Phase 3!). Had the HFA not been distributed, it is likely this area would be in Emergency (IPC 
Phase 4).  

 HHS FCS Livelihood coping GAM (WHZ) Non-trauma CDR 

January 

outcomes 

44.8% moderate 

0% severe  

52.4% poor  N/A Sept 2017  

13.2% (10.1-17.2) 

N/A 

 

 IPC Phase 1 IPC Phase 2 IPC Phase 3 IPC Phase 4 IPC Phase 5 

Panyijiar  Phase classification in the presence of humanitarian assistance 

0% 30% 65% 5% 0% 

Expected phase classification in the absence of humanitarian assistance 

0% 30% 30% 35% 5% 



FEWS NET Integrating Humanitarian Assistance into Scenario Development June 2019 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network 42 

HFA Assumption: HFA is planned and funded to reach 50 percent of the population, with a full ration, between 
February and May 2018. Given the scale up during the lean season, lower levels of sharing are expected. As HFA has 
been consistently funded and delivered in in the past and humanitarians have regular access, it is expected this 
assistance will be delivered as planned.  

Projection: February to July 2018. Assistance will scale up during the lean season and provide nearly 100 percent of 
kilocalorie nearly half of all households in this this district. However, other sources of food and income will decline 
during this time and it is expected the decline in stocks and fish will be greater than the scale-up in HFA. Food security 
and nutrition outcomes across seasons support this: with the continuation of HFA, outcomes still deteriorate 
somewhat during the lean season, though area-level outcomes broadly still reflect Crisis (IPC Phase 3) with some 
households in Emergency (IPC Phase 4). Therefore, Crisis! (IPC Phase 3!) outcomes are expected to persist.  

IPC Phase 1 IPC Phase 2 IPC Phase 3 IPC Phase 4 IPC Phase 5 

0% 15% 75% 10% 0% 

Example 2. FEWS NET national mapping  

For countries in which there is large-scale HFA being distributed in many areas, it is likely analysts will need to 
conduct an analysis of HFA in areas where they did not complete an SST. For this, the same analysis steps should be 
completed, though in an abbreviated fashion as documented below. The same tables can be completed for current 
situation and projection analyses, though in projection analyses a column should be added to document any other 
key assumptions including funding. The below is an example for the current situation.  

Analyze against thresholds 

District Livelihood zone Population Ben. reached in 

reference period 

% population 

reached 

HFA ration 

size per ben. 
Ration  Flag for further 

analysis? 

A Maize and Cattle 80,000 25,000 31% 4.5 kilos 27% Yes 

Sorghum HP 15,000 2,000 13% 8.8 kilos 53% No 

B Maize and Cattle 140,000 25,000 18% 8.8 kilos 53% No 

Sorghum HP 35,000 10,000 29% 2.6 kilos 16% No 

C Sorghum HP 45,000 7,000 16% 4.4 kilos 27% No 

D IDP settlement 85,000 78,000 92% 17.7 kilos 107% Yes 

 

Area flagged 

for further 

analysis  

Is HA likely reaching 

(likely to reach) the 

population in the most 

severe IPC Phase?  

Is sharing of HFA occurring 

(likely to occur)? If so, is it 

decreasing the ration to 

insignificant levels?  

Has HA been 

distributed consistently?  

Based on the previous 

questions, is HFA 

likely changing the 

Phase?  

District A, 

Maize and 

Cattle LHZ 

Unclear, roughly 40% of 

the population is likely in 

Phase 3+, though many 

worst-affected HHs are in 
inaccessible areas and not 

likely receiving HFA  

Sharing is likely, but it is 

expected most households 

are receiving <25% ration 

after sharing 

Yes, HA has reached 

approximately the same 

number of HHs with 

the same ration for 
several months prior to 

the CS 

No 

District D, 

IDP 

settlement  

Yes, IDPs are targeted 

and HA is distributed to 

nearly 100% of the IDP 

population  

Sharing is likely with HHs 

outside of the IDP camp, 

though even after sharing 

the ration size is likely > 

50% of kcal needs and 

considered significant  

Yes, with the exception 

of two months ago 

when only 60,000 

people were reached, 

HA has been consistent 

Yes 
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Annex IV. Analyzing the Impact of HFA using HEA Outcome 

Analysis 

The most useful application of outcome analysis for IPC includes humanitarian assistance, however there are few 
challenges related to this process. One challenge is related to how HEA baselines are collected. Baselines provide 
the status of typical households living at four different levels of wealth, it does not generate information on 
individual households. Though typical households may receive assistance, the baselines do not capture households 
that do not receive assistance. Therefore, it cannot be used to estimate the percentage of households receiving 
external assistance. The second challenge is due to targeting issues and/or dilution, a common practice community 
member engages in to compensate for under coverage of assistance, whereby assistance is spread across a larger 
than planned number of households. These challenges surfaced in 2015 when FEWS NET commissioned a study that 
examined the understanding of the relationships between various household food consumption indicators, including 
HEA outcome analysis. Though the aim of the study was not to inform the inclusion of humanitarian assistance, or 
inter-annual assistance (i.e., Productive Safety Nets Program), in outcome analysis, it did provide guidance on how 
it can be done. 

Below are two options on how to incorporate humanitarian (food) assistance in the outcome analysis process. The 
first example showcases how the challenges were addressed during the 2015 study, using an analysis tool known at 
the NatLIAS. The second example uses another analysis tool called the HEA Dashboard.  

The NatLIAS 

The method of incorporating humanitarian food assistance in the HEA outcome analysis is similar to how FEWS NET 
includes interannual assistance programs. The example below, comes from the 2015 FEW NET report: Household 
Food Consumption Indicator Study HEA Retrospective Analysis Phase 1. When including PSNP in the outcome analysis 
it is assumed that not all households receive PSNP transfers, and those that do receive a transfer, may share a portion 
of the ration.  

The FEWS NET report uses an example from Ethiopia to explain how PSNP assistance was included in the outcome 
analysis. The analysis focused on nine woredas across South Gondar, North Wello, and Waghemira Zones. Within 
these woredas exist four livelihood zones shown in the table below.  

The researcher of the study performed a desk review of the literature on targeting, which concluded that from an 
international perspective, the PSNP program was well-targeted, i.e., reaching acceptable number of poorer 
households. The desk review also revealed that the main issue of the PSNP was under-coverage, which resulted in 
communities spreading the PSNP assistance across a larger than planned number of households (dilution). Still, the 
literature suggested that between 20–30 percent of household members in the targeted areas were under-
registered from the program, which corresponds to dilution research estimates (25 percent). 

Woredas Included in the Study 

Admin. Zone Woreda Main LZ % pop in main LZ 

South Gondar Lay Gayint GHL 61% 

South Gondar Simada ATW 49% 

South Gondar Tach Gayint ATW 64% 

North Wello Bugna NMC 100% 

North Wello Lasta NMC 100% 

North Wello Wadla ATW 73% 

Waghemira Dehana NMC 82% 

Waghemira Gaz Gibla NMC 100% 

Waghemira Sekota NMC 83% 
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Within the HEA baselines existed some results relevant to the targeting of PSNP during the baseline year, 2006. 
These are summarized in the table below. 

Basic data on the number of people receiving PSNP assistance, and the relative mix of food and cash are given in the 
Table below. The percentage of the population assisted was large, ranging from 28 to 52 percent in the different 
woredas. 

PSNP Assistance 2012 – Basic Data 

Admin. Zone Woreda Months cash Months food Beneficiaries Population % popn assisted 

South Gondar Lay Gayint 3 3 87,621 196,450 45% 

South Gondar Simada 1 5 77,651 233,130 33% 

South Gondar Tach Gayint 3 3 52,618 100,488 52% 

North Wello Bugna 2 4 22,498 80,732 28% 

North Wello Lasta 2 4 42,128 83,770 50% 

North Wello Wadla 3 3 39,700 78,172 51% 

Waghemira Dehana 1 5 31,767 112,840 28% 

Waghemira Gaz Gibla 1 5 20,520 75,774 27% 

Waghemira Sekota 1 5 40,528 120,198 34% 

The challenge during this part of the analysis was: What does this mean for the number of very poor and poor 
households included the HEA baselines that are assisted? The study looked at three scenario assumptions to address 
this issue and understand the number of households receiving assistance and those not receiving assistance.  

▪ Assumed perfect targeting and no dilution. This is the percentage of very poor and poor households that 
received assistance if all the assistance went first to these two wealth groups.18 

▪ Assumed perfect targeting and 25 percent dilution. This is the same as the first assumption but with the 
additional assumption that only 4 out of every 5 household members are registered for assistance. This 
dilution means that on additional 25 percent of households received assistance. 

▪ Assumed 20 percent mistargeting and 25 percent dilution. This is the same as the second assumption but 
assumed that 20 percent of the beneficiaries come from the middle or better-off households rather than 
the very poor and poor. 

The remainder of the analysis was conducted using the third scenario, assuming it reflected the most plausible. The 
final calculation was to determine the amounts of assistance per household. This was calculated from the 
distribution data, but if only four out of every five household members were assisted (to allow for the 25 percent 
dilution). 

The calculation above were included in an Excel spreadsheet, like the one below, and integrated into the NatLIAS 
outcome analysis tool. 

PSNP Resource Plan Database for Outcome Analysis 

 

                                                                 
17 These results are an average from 5 LZs included in the study (a total of 40 interviews per wealth group). 
18 The middle households only targeted once all the poorer households had been assisted. 

PSNP Targeting according to HEA baseline Data17 

Wealth group Very Poor Poor Middle Better-off 

% focus groups reporting PSNP ‘typical for wealth group’ 75% 73% 10% 0% 

Average ration (%kcals) 29% 28% 3% 0% 
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To conduct this type of analysis, analysts need to develop assumptions for: Population increases since the reference 
year, mistargeting, and dilution. In the case of Ethiopia this information can be provided by the CSA and woreda 
development plans for the year of analysis. 

Note: Currently the NatLIAS does not have a function where analysts can automatically input the information above 
to generate results outside the Ethiopian context, however FEWS NET is developing a NatLIAS template that will 
specifically address the inclusion of humanitarian assistance based on the calculations used in this example. The next 
iteration of the NatLIAS will allow analyst to include four possible types of transfer: a) inter-annual food, b) inter-
annual cash, c) humanitarian food, d) humanitarian cash. 

The HEA Dashboard 

This option is less detailed but 
can be done in two stages. The 
first stage is adding problem 
specifications to be included in 
your current year analysis19, 
steps 1–9 in the latest version of 
the HEA Dashboard. In this 
example from Guatemala, the 
2018 drought resulted in a 
reduction of maize production, harvest labor and an increase in staple food prices. Adding humanitarian assistance 
is done in step 10, shown on the right. Step 10 allows analysts to include additional food and income received as 
part of an intervention, in this case, humanitarian food assistance. Analysts will need to collect information on type 
of food assistance, the quantity received per distribution, the frequency of the distribution (e.g., monthly quarterly, 
semi-annually, etc.), and the duration of the assistance. All quantities, section 10b, should be calculated to the annual 
total. For example, a poor household receives 30kgs of maize every month for five months. This amounts to 150kgs 
of maize for the year (or analysis period). The next step is to enter the kilocalorie value, section 10c, for each 
commodity received, for maize this is 3630kcal/kg. Enter the values into their respective cells. The results in the 
example above show that this ration over the intervention period will provide approximately 20 percent of the 
households’ annual energy requirement.  

Once the all the problem specifications are entered in the Dashboard analysts can see how the HFA has influenced 
the food security situation for the target wealth group by referring to the Results, Graphs-annual, and Graphs-
seasonal tabs.  

Results without HFA included Results with HFA included 

  

                                                                 

19 Please refer to outcome analysis guidance. 
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The Results tab above provides information deficit sizes, the amount of assistance to fill the gap, both in cash and 
food assistance terms. The example on the right excludes HFA while the example to the left includes HFA. Without 
HFA very poor households, which represents 32 percent of the population will be in one IPC phase higher.  

The Graphs annual tab shows the 
results of the HFA, after the drought. 
The contribution of HFA is reflected in 
the yellow shaded bar. The adjacent 
table provides the percentages 
before and after the shock and 
including the contribution of HFA, 
highlighted in red (project income). 

At this point, it is assumed that all 
very poor and poor households 
receive and keep all the food 
assistance distributed to them. Like 
the Ethiopia example above, as well 
as in other geographies FEWS NET 
operates in, this is not the case.  
Therefore, the results using the 
dashboard will only provide the level 
of need for a beneficiary population. 
It will not calculate the number of 
people that are in need since the tool 
does not have this function, as in the 
NatLIAS. The process of analyzing the 

impact of HFA using the HEA dashboard requires the analyst to source information on beneficiary numbers, 
preferably disaggregated to the sub-administrative unit level, the quantity of the food transfer, and the level of 
mistargeting and dilution, if it is relevant to the country context. The analyst will have to develop assumptions on 
the wealth group(s) that is expected to receive assistance and manually calculate the percentage of said population 
that is expected to receive aid. This information can be found from a government, nongovernmental organizations, 
or UN agencies that are responsible for allocating HFA. Then via secondary literature the analyst should calculate 
the level of dilution if it is applicable.  
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Annex V. Analyzing the Impact of HFA using Survey Data 

When household survey data is available, analysts can analyze the impact of humanitarian food assistance by looking 
at the individual households likely IPC Phase classification and report of access to HFA.  

FEWS NET’s convergence of evidence method, referred to as the matrix, is used to evaluate individual household 
responses to food security and livelihood coping questions and determine the indicative phase classification of each 
household. The first step to this analysis is to determine the percentage of households likely in each IPC phase based 
on food consumption indicators. For example, if a household reported a moderate Household Hunger Scale 
(indicative of Crisis [IPC Phase 3]), a poor Food Consumption Score (indicative of Emergency [IPC Phase 4]), and 
Reduced Coping Strategies Index (rCSI) between 4 and 18 (indicative of Crisis [IPC Phase 3]), it is expected the 
household is likely in Crisis (IPC Phase 3). Since IPC Phase classifications are based on both consumption and 
livelihoods coping, a second step is then undertaken which evaluates the livelihood coping reported by each 
household. For example, if a household reports food consumption outcomes indicative of None (IPC Phase 1) but is 
engaged in coping strategies suggestive of Stressed (IPC Phase 2), it is likely the household is only meeting their basic 
food needs through engaging in some coping strategies and are therefore determined to be Stressed (IPC Phase 2). 
This convergence is used to determine the final phase classification of all households surveyed. 

Thirdly, survey data is used to distinguish which households reported receiving assistance. Using the assumption 
that this percentage is sufficient to improve a households’ consumption by one phase, each household reporting 
receiving HFA would likely be one phase worse in the absence of assistance. An example is provided below.  

Example 2. Ethiopia  

Household classification based on food consumption indicators 

 
Convergence of Evidence – Food Consumption Outcomes 

rCSI<5 rCSI=5-20 rCSI>20 

FCS>42 FCS=28-

42 

FCS<28 FCS>42 FCS=28-42 FCS<28 FCS>42 FCS=28-42 FCS<28 

HHS=0 28.1% 6.1% 4.9% 3.5% 1.5% 1.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 

HHS=1 2.1% 1.3% 1.9% 4.8% 2.8% 4.1% 1.0% 0.1% 0.6% 

HHS=2-3 4.2% 1.2% 5.1% 5.7% 2.1% 6.2% 1.5% 0.5% 2.2% 

HHS=4-5 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 1.4% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0% 

HHS=6 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1% 0.1% 1.0% 

Household classification based on food consumption and livelihood coping 
Food Consumption 

Outcomes 
 

Convergence of Evidence – Food Security Outcomes and Livelihood 

Coping 
 Final Classification 

Phase Percentage   LH Coping 
Phase 1 

LH 
Coping 

Phase 2 

LH Coping 
Phase 3 

LH Coping 
Phase 4 

 Phase Percentage 

Phase 1 31.6%  FC Phase 1 21.0% 7.3% 0.7% 2.6%  Phase 1 21.0% 

Phase 2 36.5%  FC Phase 2 14.8% 13.2% 2.6% 5.9%  Phase 2 35.3% 

Phase 3 27.3%  FC Phase 3 5.2% 9.1% 5.1% 7.9%  Phase 3 31.2% 

Phase 4 3.1%  FC Phase 4 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.9%  Phase 4 11.0% 

Phase 5 1.5%  FC Phase 5 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 0.8%  Phase 5 1.5% 

The above convergence indicates Crisis (IPC Phase 3) outcomes are likely in this area, with approximately 31 percent 
of the population in Crisis (IPC Phase 3), 11 percent in Emergency (IPC Phase 4), and nearly 2 percent in Catastrophe 
(IPC Phase 5). Below is the percentage of the population by phase classification and reports of receiving HFA. It is 
likely this area would have been in Emergency (IPC Phase 4) in the absence of HFA, and nearly 6 percent of 
households would have been in Catastrophe (IPC Phase 5).  



FEWS NET Integrating Humanitarian Assistance into Scenario Development June 2019 

Famine Early Warning Systems Network 48 

Likely % in each Phase 
% of population receiving 

HFA 

% of population likely one 

phase worse in absence of 
HA 

Likely % in each 

phase in the 

absence of 
assistance 

Phase Percentage 

Phase 1 21.0% 46.0% (46.0% x 21.0%) = 9.6% 11.4% 

Phase 2 35.3% 71.0% (71.5% x 35.3%) = 25.2% 19.7% 

Phase 3 31.2% 52.0% (52.0% x 31.2%) = 16.2% 40.2% 

Phase 4 11.0% 38.0% (38.0% x 11.0%) = 4.2% 23.0% 

Phase 5 1.5% 11.0% (1.5% x 11.0%) = 0.02% 5.7% 

Example 2. South Sudan 

The following example evaluates the impact of humanitarian assistance based on survey data in situations where 
analysts lack access to raw data but have the area level food consumption and livelihood coping results, along with 
humanitarian assistance distribution reports.   

Between June and August, a half ration was delivered to approximately 27,353 beneficiaries per month according to 
WFP distribution reports. This reached an estimated 27 percent of the population of Kapoeta North. Flagging this 
county for further analysis, it was determined those in Crisis (IPC Phase 3) or worse were likely those receiving 
emergency humanitarian assistance. Under this assumption, it was estimated WFP reached 73 of the population 
identified in need.  

Recent outcome information came from the multi-partner Food Security and Nutrition Monitoring Survey and a Save 
the Children SMART survey, both carried out in August 2017.  

Indicator Source Prevalence Indicative Phase 

Food Consumption Score FSNMS Round 20 Poor 57.9%, Borderline 8.4% Phase 4 

Household Hunger Score FSNMS Round 20 Severe 0.0%, Moderate 99.0% Phase 3 

Global Acute Malnutrition (GAM) SCI SMART Survey 17.3% (95% CI 13.9-21.4) Phase 4 

Crude Death Rate (CDR) SCI SMART Survey 1.21/10,000/day Phase 4 

Results from FCS, a weighted sum of food groups consumed in the last week, suggested Emergency (IPC Phase 4) 
outcomes for worst-off households at the time of data collection. Meanwhile, results from the HHS, which collects 
information on whether households have experienced severe hunger in the past 30 days, suggested most 
households were experiencing Crisis (IPC Phase 3) during this period. At the area level, the prevalence of GAM was 
17.3 percent, just over the Emergency (IPC Phase 4) threshold. The Crude Death Rate was 1.21/10,000/day, also 
indicative of Emergency (IPC Phase 4).  

Though high levels of humanitarian assistance were delivered to Kapoeta North, that assistance included only cereals 
and oil (or at times cereals, oil, and pulses). Therefore, given reliance on food aid, it is expected that many households 
were consuming only two to three food groups at the time of the FSNMS. This likely explains why a high percentage 
of households reported a Poor FCS. Given the absence of households reporting Severe Hunger according to HHS, it 
is unlikely that large food deficits were occurring. Meanwhile, though levels of acute malnutrition and mortality were 
indicative of Phase 4, available evidence suggests that these indicators would have been lower in the absence of the 
ongoing cholera outbreak. Given the above, analysts concluded that Kapoeta North was in Crisis (IPC Phase 3!) with 
large-scale humanitarian assistance preventing more extreme outcomes. 
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Annex VI. Determining if HFA is Preventing Famine (IPC Phase 

5) 

According to the IPC, a Famine (IPC Phase 5) has 
occurred when at least 20 percent of households in a 
given area have an extreme lack of food, the Global 
Acute Malnutrition (GAM) prevalence, as measured 
by weight-for-height z-score (WHZ), exceeds 30 
percent, and mortality, as measured by the Crude 
Death Rate (CDR), is greater than 2 per 10,000 per 
day. The IPC’s Famine Guidance Note specifies that in 
a classification of Emergency! (IPC Phase 4!), 
meaning Famine has or will likely be avoided by HFA, 
indicators do not need to be above Famine 
thresholds for but should be close. Furthermore, 
analysis documenting how HFA has, or will, avoid 
these indicators from surpassing the Famine 
thresholds is needed.  

In the current situation, Emergency (IPC Phase 4!) 
indicates that Famine (IPC Phase 5) would be likely in 
the current situation should HFA had been absent for 
the consumption period relative to outcomes in the 
current situation month. In the projection period, 
Emergency (IPC Phase 4!) indicates Famine (IPC 
Phase 5) would be likely should HFA be absent during 
the projection period.  

Below is an example from Leer County of South 
Sudan from the September 2018 IPC analysis, when 
it was determined Famine (IPC Phase 5) would be 
likely in central Unity (Leer and Mayendit Counties) 
between January and March 2019 should HFA be 
absent from September 2018 through March 2019.  

Example 1. South Sudan IPC, September 2018 

Conflict has persisted in Leer County for four years off 
and on, significantly disrupting livelihoods. Most households have lost their livestock and productive assets and have 
been displaced repeatedly. Extreme levels of food insecurity have existed at several times, specifically when conflict 
has forced HFA to be absent from the county and displaced households away from sources of food.  

Between February and June 2018, HFA was absent from Leer due to conflict-related disruptions. Food consumption 
and livelihood data was then collected in July/August when some access was regained. By this time the survey data 
was collected, HFA had been distributed only once in southern areas of Leer, but not to any northern areas. Data 
showed food consumption (Figure 10) and livelihood coping had deteriorated significantly, with households in 
northern areas in Catastrophe (IPC Phase 5). OTP and SC admissions also increased sharply, similar to trends that 
were observed in late 2015/early 2016 and late 2016/early 2017 when there were concerns of Famine (Figure 11). 

During the absence of HFA for six months in 2018, GAM (WHZ) did not approach the Famine threshold (Figure 12); 
though GAM (mid-upper arm circumference [MUAC]) in mass screenings (Figure 13) and admissions data indicate 
nutrition outcomes were likely worse than reflected in GAM (WHZ).  

Figure 10. Indicative population distribution across IPC Phases 

based on a convergence of food consumption indicators (rCSI, 

FCS, HHS), Leer, South Sudan, August 2017-August 2018 

 

Source: FSNMS Round 23 

Figure 11. New monthly admissions for outpatient therapeutic 

program (OTP) and severe acute malnutrition with 

complications (SC), Leer 

 

Source: South Sudan Nutrition Working Group 

http://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/docs/IPC_Famine_Guidelines_Nov16.pdf
http://www.ipcinfo.org/ipc-country-analysis/details-map/en/c/1151633/
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During the IPC analysis, humanitarians had just 
regained some access to Leer and conflict had 
declined. It was expected that HFA deliveries would 
resume in the coming months, though not all 
households in need would be identified and reached 
in the near-term given large-scale displacement. In 
the longer-term (three months or more), HFA was 
expected to resume at normal levels.  

In a scenario in which HFA was absent from Leer 
between October and March, households in Leer 
would have faced an absence of HFA for 13 
consecutive months, except for one distribution in 
late July/early August. Given the lack of access to 
alternative food sources, it was expected current 
extreme food consumption gaps would persist and 
that more households would deteriorate to 
Emergency (IPC Phase 4) and Catastrophe (IPC 
Phase 5). Many households would migrate from 
Leer towards neighboring counties, moving whole 
households to fishing camps and in search of 
assistance. However, some would likely face movement restrictions due to the conflict that also prevented HFA. It is 
these households who would likely be in Catastrophe (IPC Phase 5) given limited food sources outside of wild foods 
and fish and the fact that these sources are low in February/March. Past trends indicate that malnutrition and 
mortality can increase sharply in these situations. Additionally, given the persistence of the conflict and Emergency 
in Leer over years, livelihoods and coping capacity have eroded such that food security and nutrition are likely to 
deteriorate faster in the absence of HFA than observed in past years. This is noted by the fact that many worst-
affected households report a near complete absence of livestock and many are now engaged in consumption-based 
coping at higher levels than during the preceding lean season.  

Based on the above analysis that nearly 20 percent of households were likely already in Catastrophe (IPC Phase 5) 
in September 2018, cases of SAM were increasing, and food sources in the absence of HFA were limited in the 
projection period, it was assessed that the likely return of HFA to Leer would mitigate further deterioration and likely 
prevent Famine (IPC Phase 5).  

 

Figure 12. Nutrition results in Leer, South Sudan, July/August 

 

Source: FSNMS Round 23 

Figure 13. Nutrition screening results, Leer, South Sudan, June 

– September 2018 

 

Source:  FSNMS Round 23 


