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Transparency and methodology issues in the IPC 

Special Brief of 18 March 2024 

A close look at the Special Brief, which was endorsed by the IPC's Famine 

Review Committee, raises serious concerns that the IPC's own guidelines and 

principles were not adhered to, including the commitment to transparency of 

the process, methodology and sources of information. 

Publish Date: 29.05.2024 | Updated date: 03.06.2024 

Summary: on 18 March the IPC (Integrated Food Security Phase Classification) published 

a Special Brief on the situation in Gaza, warning of imminent famine in northern Gaza and 

was widely cited, including by the UN Secretary General, to have found that currently in 

Gaza there is "the highest number of people facing catastrophic hunger ever recorded by 

the Integrated Food Security Classification system – anywhere, anytime". A close look at 

the Special Brief, which was endorsed by the IPC's Famine Review Committee, raises 

serious concerns that the IPC's own guidelines and principles were not adhered to, 

including the commitment to transparency of the process, methodology and sources of 

information. The next IPC report on Gaza, which is expected to be published in early-mid 

June, should avoid repeating these failures and include an acknowledgement and a 

correction of mistakes made in the previous report. 

Guiding principles of the IPC 

The IPC process, according to its manual1,  begins with the formation of a Technical Working 

Group (TWG) which is "hosted by the government where feasible and composed of relevant 

national stakeholders, and usually including representatives of the government, United Nations 

agencies and NGOs." One of the key principles of the IPC is "transparency through evidence-

based analysis", meaning that its "analyses are fully transparent as to how findings were reached 

and conclusions made, ensuring credibility at every stage of the process." The IPC "establishes 

clear protocols to support and guide high standards of transparency and rigour." Since it "draws 

on existing evidence in the public domain, all underlying data should be accessible to anyone." 

The manual emphasizes the importance of conducting trend analyses "to facilitate an 

understanding of the evolution of situations as they unfold." Analysts participating in the IPC 

analysis "must commit to conducting evidence-based, unbiased analysis using the IPC protocols, 

concerned only with classifying and describing food security and malnutrition conditions as 

accurately as possible." 

In accordance with the principle of transparency, IPC reports regularly include a detailed list of 

the organizations and government authorities which participated in the analysis. 

https://news.un.org/en/story/2024/03/1147656
https://www.gov.il/en/pages/transparency-and-methodology-issues-in-the-ipc-special-brief-of-18-march-2024#1
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Transparency and methodology in the IPC Special Brief on Gaza 

The Special Brief is transparent regarding the fact that it was written in a different manner than 

other IPC reports. It explains that, since there is no TWG operating in Gaza, "the IPC Global 

Partnership made use of its non-TWG led analysis process". That process is not explained in the 

IPC manual, most probably because it is very new. One of the objectives of the IPC Strategic 

Plan for 2023-2026 was: "Guidance for non-TWG led analysis developed and approved." The 

reports on Gaza appear to be the first time where this process is applied, since there is no 

mention of it in other IPC reports. No official guidance for this process is available on the IPC 

website.  

The information provided in the Special Brief on the process that created it explains that the 

analysis was "conducted remotely from 26 February to 1 March" by an Analysis Team 

comprised of "over 40 experts from 18 agencies, applying standard IPC protocols, and made use 

of publicly available data from a wide range of courses on the conditions in the Gaza Strip." 

Unlike other IPC reports, no details are provided on the composition of the Analysis Team, 

namely which organizations and government authorities took part in it.  

Apparent deviations from the standards and principles of the IPC in the Special Brief 

In the annex below is a non-exhaustive list of examples for issues which raised concern 

regarding the methodologies and standards applied by the Analysis Team, which wrote the 

Special Brief. A connecting thread between many of the shortcomings explained below is what 

appears to be a systematic and consistent effort to ignore two undeniable trends on the ground in 

Gaza between the first and second IPC reports (December-March): a significant decline in the 

war's intensity and a significant increase in the humanitarian effort and the flow of aid. Any 

analysis or projection which ignore those trends is deeply misleading. Moreover, as will be 

shown below, key figures and studies cited in the Special Brief do not have references to 

publicly available sources and therefore cannot be independently assessed, inconsistent with the 

requirement for transparency and accessibility of data defined in the IPC manual. This lack of 

transparency is particularly concerning considering that the analysis was done remotely. There 

are also certain choices by the authors of the Special Brief which reflect bias and lack of 

neutrality (see item 12 in the annex). 

Expectations from the next IPC report: 

Researchers, partners and donors of the IPC system, and specifically those of them relying on its 

reports on Gaza, should convey to the IPC the following expectations regarding the next report in 

order to uphold the IPC's integrity and credibility: 

• Apply the principle of transparency in the same way it is applied in IPC reports on other 

conflicts, including a list of all the organizations who participated in preparing the 

analysis and references to all the information sources and underlying data. 

• Make the "guidance for non-TWG led analysis" publicly available. 

• Do not omit from the analysis and the projection scenarios positive developments in the 

provision of aid and avoid relying exclusively on UN sources with a partial coverage. 
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• Include the Israeli information and data (provided by COGAT) when weighing in all 

sources of information. 

• Ensure that the report includes trend analyses of all the relevant aspects and indicators. 

• Ensure that the description of the context is neutral and refers also to actions by Hamas 

which hamper humanitarian assistance and exacerbate food insecurity. 

Annex: examples for issues which raised concern regarding the methodologies and 

standards applied by the Analysis Team in the IPC Special Brief of 18 March 2024 

1.  Failure to mention the significant positive steps that were facilitated by Israel between 

the previous IPC report of 21 December 2023 and 10 March 2024. Those included, inter alia: 

a.    The opening of Kerem Shalom crossing in December and the subsequent significant and 

consistent increase in the numbers of aid trucks entering Gaza. 

b.    The operation and gradual expansion of the land route from Jordan (since December), 

allowing hundreds of trucks into Gaza via this route. 

c.    The opening of six additional field hospitals (by March 2024)  

d.    Airdrops of hundreds of thousands of meals (434 pallets of food), to northern Gaza by 

several countries (began in February).  

e.    The advancement of the maritime corridor from Cyprus (inaugurated on 8 March). 

f.    The opening of additional crossings directly to northern Gaza (crossing 96) and facilitating 

food aid trucks to northern Gaza.  

g.    Israel's agreement to allow flour shipments for Gaza through Ashdod port (approved in 

February, commenced in early March). 

h.    The announcement of the construction of a pier by the UN military for the provision of aid 

to Gaza. 

i.    Facilitating the opening of 20 bakeries throughout the Gaza Strip, providing over 2 million 

pita breads per day.  

2.    Uncritical citation of the casualty figures published by Hamas' Ministry of Health 

(MoH) with disregard to the sharp decline in the rate of deaths and injuries they portray.  

Explanation: Gaza MoH figures are cited in the report without any disclaimer that the ministry is 

run by Hamas and does not distinguish between civilians and combatants. Furthermore, even 

according to those discredited and inflated figures, since the outbreak of the war in October '23, 

the average daily numbers of fatalities and injuries in Gaza declined consistently, and by the time 

of the Special Brief's publication, they were down by 68% and 82% respectively. That fact is not 

mentioned in the report, nor was the decline in the war's intensity reflected in any way in the 

report although it would be fitting of the guidance in the IPC manual to offer trend analyses 

showing the "evolution" of the situation. 

3.    Lack of a reference to a source for the key claim that before the start of the war on 7 

October, goods entered Gaza at an average rate of "500 trucks a day of which 150 carrying 

food" (p.2), although that rate is significantly higher than the UN's figures for the same 

period. 

https://www.fdd.org/analysis/2024/05/11/un-halves-its-estimate-of-women-and-children-killed-in-gaza/
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Explanation: Those figures are significantly higher than Israeli figures but also when compared 

to figures published by the UN. According to OCHA's online dashboard, during the three 

preceding months to the war (Jul-Sep), 337 trucks entered Gaza through all crossings by average 

per day. During the period January-September 2023, the average daily rate of incoming trucks 

into Gaza was 321 (87,707 in total over 273 days), 100 of which per day were carrying food 

(27,434 trucks). In short, the figures claimed in the report are about 50% higher than previously 

reported by the UN, yet no reference is provided for their source. 

4.    Providing the average number of trucks per day only for the entire period since the 

start of the war without a trend analysis such as a monthly breakdown which would have 

shown a significant increase. 

Explanation: the report claims (page 8) that "between 8 October 2023 and 9 March 2024" the 

number of food trucks per day decreased from an average of 150 trucks per day (see previous 

item on this figure) "to an average of 65 trucks". Providing the average for the entire period of 

the war is misleading since it conceals the threefold increase in food supplies from 45 trucks in 

November to 139 in March, according to COGAT. Even according to UNRWA's dashboard, 

which provides partial information, the average daily rate of trucks carrying food into Gaza 

increased from 55 in November to 97 in January and 118 in March 2024. This trend is entirely 

not reflected in the IPC report. 

5.    Lack of transparency about the reliability of the surveys cited repeatedly in the report, 

misquotes of their findings and lack of references to publicly available sources. See the 

following examples: 

a.    The IPC's analysis of the situation in northern Gaza relies heavily on the WFP CATI phone 

survey (see p. 13) which represents a sample of only 104 observations spanning a period of 2.5 

months (from 6 December to 19 February). The respondents are from a list of pre-war WFP 

beneficiaries (70% of the population, according to WFP) who are naturally the less well-off 

households. No information is provided as to whether the responses point to any trend during the 

long survey period, which saw a marked increase in aid supplies as previously noted. The CATI 

survey appears to be the basis for much of the food security outcomes analysis on pages 13-14. 

 

b.    On page 18, the report cites WFP's Nutrition Vulnerability and Situation Analysis for the 

CATI survey findings regarding children under five in Khan Younis and Deir al-Balah 

Governorates. However, the cited source states explicitly that in Khan Younis "the WFP CATI 

sample was insufficient to conduct any analysis on health conditions in children under 5."   

 

c.    Also on page 18, the same source is cited saying that "on average, 0.49 liters of drinking 

water was available per person per day in the households surveyed", referring still to both Deir 

al-Balah and, erroneously, Khan Younis. It is not mentioned in the report that the figures for Deir 

al-Balah are based on a telephone survey with a highly limited sample of only 34 households 

which received a reliability score of 50%. The IPC report further fails to cite from the WFP 

report the fact that CATI survey failed to reach a minimal sample size in North Gaza and Khan 

Younis, and was given only a 44% reliability score in Gaza city (28 households). In other words, 

the lack of reliable data for accessibility to water throughout Gaza was entirely hidden in the IPC 

report. 

https://www.ochaopt.org/data/crossings
https://x.com/cogatonline/status/1785647121015726186
https://data.humdata.org/dataset/state-of-palestine-gaza-aid-truck-data?force_layout=desktop
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d.    On page 9, the report cites a WFP survey of shops in Gaza, describing its findings without 

limiting them to a particular point in time or an area of Gaza. Only if one checks the relevant 

endnote does one discover that the sample of the survey included only seven operational shops, 

six of them in Rafah, all of which were sampled on the same date, 21 January, during a short 

period of temporary delays in aid deliveries due to protests in Israel. 

 

e.    Page 14 includes a reference to a "preliminary" Household Economy Approach (HEA) 

Outcome Analysis (OA) which "was made available by FEWS NET for this IPC analysis". There 

is no reference to the analysis and we could not find it on the FEWS NET website. The latest 

report on Gaza available on the website (from 30 April) does not cite nor mention any HEA or 

Outcome Analysis. Transparency regarding the HEA is of particular importance given that IPC 

protocols specify the significant limitations of this methodology (see p.10 in the manual)2.  

 

f.    On page 17 the report makes a general claim that "widespread weight loss, diseases, and 

malnutrition prevail [in Gaza] due to insufficient food supplies", basing it on "interviews that 

WFP conducted with eight key informants" in the course of two weeks (11-23 January). It is not 

specified in what positions those "key informants" are and why their identity is not revealed. 

 

g.    The analysis of the data from MUAC screenings (pp. 25-26) is said to be based on a 

"reanalysis conducted by the Global Smart Team" of data collected from "various" sources. 

There is no reference to the "reanalysis" which can be reviewed, nor is it clear whether the raw 

data also came from Hamas' Ministry of Health or other sources. The lack of transparency is 

concerning given the clear limitations of the raw data, some of which are explained in the report. 

Of more specific concern are the question marks which appear in both data tables (on pages 25 

and 26) in the line pertaining to the February figures for North Gaza, indicating doubt as to 

whether the samples population was of children who were not sick, as is clearly indicated 

regarding the survey for January in the same area. This issue is critical, given that based on the 

comparison between those two data sets, the report concludes that "in North Gaza Governorate, 

MUAC screenings are indicative of an IPC Acute Malnutrition Phase 2 - 3 (Alert- Critical) in 

January, having rapidly deteriorated to an indicative IPC AMN Phase of 4 - 5 (Critical – 

Extremely Critical) in February 2024."  

6.    Omission of data on food supplied to northern Gaza by the private sector, although it 

constituted most of the food provided there during the reporting period. 

Explanation: On page 4, the report claims that "in January 2024, only nine humanitarian 

missions to the northern governorates were facilitated, dropping to six missions in February." 

The OCHA report which is the source of this information states that it pertains only to missions 

by "the UN and its humanitarian partners", while more than half of the aid shipments to northern 

Gaza since the beginning of 2024 were conducted by private sector actors, which are not counted 

by OCHA. Furthermore, the quote above is misleading by implying there was a decline in the 

approval rate of UN aid missions by Israel. As the OCHA source cited in the report explains, the 

approval rate in February was actually higher (25%) than in January (16%), because the number 

of missions requested by the UN dropped by more than half in February (from 61 to 25). In 

general, the IPC's reliance exclusively on UNRWA as the source of information on the supply of 

aid into Gaza produces highly misleading data since it includes only aid that is picked up inside 

https://fews.net/gaza
https://fews.net/gaza
https://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/docs/IPC_Guidance_Note_on_Indicators.pdf
https://www.gov.il/en/pages/transparency-and-methodology-issues-in-the-ipc-special-brief-of-18-march-2024#2
https://www.ochaopt.org/content/humanitarian-access-snapshot-gaza-strip-end-february-2024
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Gaza by the UN or its affiliated organizations, thereby omitting significant supply channels such 

as the aid delivered by countries from the region, the maritime route, airdrops and the private 

sector which all together amount to thousands of truckloads of aid (about 30% of all the aid 

delivered to Gaza since the beginning of March). 

7.    Omission of available statistics on mortality rate from malnutrition. 

Explanation: the Special Brief states that its "analysis could not benefit from representative 

evidence of non-trauma mortality as intended by IPC Protocols." The report fails to mention that 

in 3 March, just before the end of its analysis period, WHO cited in its situation update a Gaza 

MoH figure of 17 children claimed to have died of malnutrition. While this figure is questionable 

due to its source, the Analysis Team demonstrated full confidence in the Gaza MoH for fatality 

figures, epidemiological trends and other statistics. It therefore may seem like the decision not to 

cite that figure was made to avoid the choice between having to explain how the number of 

reported deaths is consistent with the report's finding that Gaza has "the highest number of 

people ever recorded as facing catastrophic hunger by the IPC system" and having to admit that 

the Hamas-run MoH is an unreliable source. It therefore remains unknown on what basis the IPC 

claimed in its summary that there is an "upward trend in non-trauma mortality" which is "likely 

to accelerate". It should be noted that a month later, on 2 April, the WHO update cited the 

number of "28 patients", not children, who "reportedly died of malnutrition". On 8 May, seven 

months into the war, the reported number was "31 patients".  

8.    The report claims (on p.6) that "according to the UNOSAT, the percent of damaged 

agriculture land has increased from 25 percent to 60 percent, between November 2023 and 

January 2024" yet reports on UNOSAT's website place the figure for January 2024 at 21 

per cent. 

Explanation: According to a UNOSAT report for January 2024, "crop analysis shows that 21% 

of the arable land [in Gaza] has been damaged". We could not find any UNOSAT reference that 

backs the 60% figure for January. 

9.    The independent research cited on damage to buildings in Gaza is misquoted, and 

there is no mention that UNOSAT figures for the same period were lower. 

Explanation: on page 6, the IPC report describes damage to buildings in Gaza, claiming that "the 

largest scale destruction is in Gaza Governorate where more than 73 percent of buildings are 

estimated to be destroyed, followed by North Gaza (70 percent), Deir al-Balah (44 percent), 

Khan Younis (52 percent) and Rafah (28 percent)" (emphasis added). The cited source is a study 

by two independent researchers (Van Den Hoek and Scher) which counted structures that were 

"likely damaged or destroyed", therefore depicting all of them as having been destroyed is 

misleading. The same authors estimated in early January that the share of buildings likely 

damaged or destroyed in Gaza was "45%-56%". That was higher than the 35% figure calculated 

by UNOSAT for structured destroyed or damaged by early January 2024, about one third of 

them (about 13% of the total) were defined as "destroyed". It is unclear why the Analysis Team 

would choose not to rely or even mention the UNOSAT figure. Furthermore, the Special Brief 

again failed to provide a trend analysis showing that the decline in the war's intensity during its 

reporting period (December-March) is reflected also is the damage assessments it cited. 

https://www.emro.who.int/images/stories/Sitrep_-_issue_24.pdf
https://www.ipcinfo.org/ipcinfo-website/alerts-archive/issue-97/en/
https://unosat.org/products/3792
https://www.conflict-damage.org/
https://unosat.org/products/3804
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According to the Van Den Hoek/Scher surveys, the rate of destruction saw little change between 

early January ("45%-56%"), early March (54.8%) and early April (56.6%). 

10.    As in the analytical part of the report, the assumptions used for the projections ignore 

positive trends on the ground and planned increases in humanitarian assistance. 

• Examples: the projection for northern Gaza and Gaza city is based on the assumption 

that, from March to July, "conflict and related casualties will likely continue at similar 

levels to January-February 2024", and "the proportion of all buildings damaged or 

destroyed will likely continue to steadily approach 100%." This prediction ignores the 

fact that during those months Israel began withdrawing forces from those areas and the 

intensity of fighting there declined significantly, as did casualty figures and new damage 

to structures. Another assumption is that "the northern governorates are likely to be 

mostly inaccessible and intermittently hard-to-reach", and that humanitarian space in 

them "will continue to be extremely restricted, thereby hampering the provision of the 

necessary supplies and services to the most vulnerable population." As shown above, 

when the IPC report was published there was already a focus on opening new aid routes 

to Northern Gaza, and some were already operational.   

11.    Citing calculations of kilocalories that entered Gaza per day without referring to any 

source which would allow assessing the data and methodology that were used. 

a. Explanation: pages 8 and 9 cite a study (or two separate ones, it's not fully clear) which 

analyzed the volume of goods which entered Gaza in kilocalories per day. The study, which was 

"based on truck entries into the Gaza Strip from 21 October 2023 to 3 March 2024", found that 

"the proportion of average kilocalories per day (using a 7-day rolling average) has been 

consistently below the daily kilocalorie requirements (calculated using demographic data 

considering variations by age and gender), with the exception of a short period of time around 

mid-January." However, there is no footnote referring to a source where this calculation can be 

assessed. By contrast, an independent analysis of the nutritional availability of food to the Gaza 

strip through Israel's borders gives an opposite estimate.  

12.    Lack of neutrality in the descriptions of the context with total omission of Hamas' 

actions. See the following examples:  

a.    In the introductory section titled "conflict" (p.4), the report makes the incredibly false 

assertion that "the escalation of hostilities within the Gaza Strip began with heavy bombardment 

on 7 October 2023", completely ignoring the massacre of some 1,200 Israelis in Israel, the taking 

of some 240 people, including women and children, hostage and the barrage of thousands of 

rockets towards Israeli population centers, all of which preceded Israel's military response in 

Gaza. 

 

b.    In describing the cause for the vast damage from the war in Gaza there are repeated 

references to "bombardment by air, land, and sea" in Gaza (which clearly refers to an Israeli 

actions), yet there is not a single reference to Hamas' actions within the populated areas in Gaza, 

such as the launching of rockets, use of tunnels or abuse of hospitals. None of those is 

mentioned, even as an Israeli claim, despite numerous media reports and visual evidence that 

https://biochem-food-nutrition.agri.huji.ac.il/arontroen/publications/nutritional-assessment-of-food-aid-delivered-to-gaza
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have been published. 

 

c.    The report repeatedly claims that Israel issues "evacuation orders" to the population, which 

is a misleading term. What Israel did, in line with international law, was to warn the civilian 

population in advance in areas where it was planning military operation, advising them to get out 

of harm's way, and pointing to areas where they would be safer. It is a purely humanitarian 

measure, meant to save the lives of innocents. 

________________________________________________________ 

1  https://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/manual/IPC_Technical_Manual_3_Fin

al.pdf 

2 " For IPC Acute Analysis, reliability of HEA analysis results is typically tied to quality of data 

required for the so-called problem specifications to run HEA analysis (e.g. data on prices, 

agricultural production, or rainfall), and to capacity of HEA analysts, as well as to the basis of 

the conducted HEA analysis. Evidence from outcome analysis based on full baselines normally 

receives a higher 

reliability rating than outcome analysis based on rapid baselines or livelihood profiles. IPC 

TWGs are encouraged to carefully check the assumptions and data included in HEA analysis, 

and what parameters have been used e.g. in relation to humanitarian assistance. Use of external 

advisors to check the robustness and quality of HEA analysis may be in order." 
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https://www.idf.il/en/mini-sites/idf-press-releases-regarding-the-hamas-israel-war/october-23-pr/idf-announcement-sent-to-the-civilians-of-gaza-city/
https://www.idf.il/en/mini-sites/idf-press-releases-regarding-the-hamas-israel-war/october-23-pr/idf-announcement-sent-to-the-civilians-of-gaza-city/
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https://www.ipcinfo.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ipcinfo/manual/IPC_Technical_Manual_3_Final.pdf
https://www.gov.il/en/pages/transparency-and-methodology-issues-in-the-ipc-special-brief-of-18-march-2024
https://www.gov.il/en/pages/transparency-and-methodology-issues-in-the-ipc-special-brief-of-18-march-2024

