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1. Introduction 
 

The JIAF 2.0 outcome indicator on Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law (HR/IHL) violations is 
intended to strengthen the way protection risks and human rights information are reflected in intersectoral 
humanitarian analysis. The indicator helps bring together protection risk severity assessments and available 
human rights data, including data from OHCHR where available, so that violations of human rights and 
international humanitarian law are more systematically considered when determining the severity of 
humanitarian needs. This is particularly relevant for JIAF Module 3, where humanitarian actors analyze the 
severity of needs, identify people in need, and determine areas facing the most severe or catastrophic conditions.  

The indicator is being developed through collaboration between the Global Protection Cluster and OHCHR, with 
the objective of supporting OCHA and country-level coordination mechanisms in producing more evidence-
based Humanitarian Needs and Response Plans. The approach recognizes that HR/IHL violations are not only 
protection concerns in themselves, but also important signals of broader intersectoral deterioration. Where 
violations are widespread or increasing, they may indicate worsening humanitarian conditions, higher exposure 
to protection risks, and a need to review whether the current intersectoral severity classification remains 
appropriate. 

2. Why This Indicator Matters 
 

In many humanitarian contexts, protection risks are closely linked to the overall severity of the crisis. Attacks on 
civilians, forced displacement, restrictions on freedom of movement, denial of access to services, destruction of 
civilian infrastructure, and other serious violations can directly affect people’s safety, dignity, access to assistance, 
and ability to meet basic needs. For this reason, the HR/IHL outcome indicator provides a structured way to 
ensure that protection and human rights evidence inform intersectoral analysis rather than remaining separate 
from the broader HNRP process. 

The value of the indicator is that it does not simply describe protection risks in isolation. Instead, it helps assess 
whether the available protection and human rights evidence suggests that the intersectoral severity of a location 
should remain the same, increase, or decrease. In this way, the indicator acts as an analytical bridge between 
protection analysis and the broader JIAF severity process. It supports more accountable decision-making by 
making the use of protection and human rights data more transparent and systematic. 

3. Overview of the Predictive Model 
 

The model behind the HR/IHL outcome indicator is designed to estimate how protection risks and human rights 
events relate to intersectoral severity. It uses protection risk severity information, based on the 15 protection 
risks assessed by the Protection Cluster, together with relevant human rights datasets such as OHCHR data where 
available. The model then examines whether the combined pattern of these indicators suggests that a location 
is more likely to belong to a lower or higher intersectoral severity phase.  

The model is predictive because it does not only summarize the current data. It uses statistical methods to 
estimate the probability that each location falls into severity level 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5. This allows the analyst to see 
whether a location’s current intersectoral severity appears consistent with the protection and HR/IHL evidence, 
or whether the model suggests that the severity should be reviewed.  

The model should not be understood as an automatic decision-making tool. It provides an evidence-informed 
recommendation, but final decisions on severity classification should remain subject to review by country teams, 
Protection Cluster partners, intersectoral analysts, OCHA, and relevant technical experts. The model helps 



 

2                                                                      Predictive Modelling for JIAF 2.0 Outcome Indicator on HR/IHL Violations 
  HPC 2027 NOTE 

identify locations where the evidence suggests a possible adjustment, but contextual validation remains 
essential. 

4. Data Used in the Model 
 

The model uses subnational protection risk assessment data and human rights information. Protection Cluster 
severity scores provide the core protection risk inputs, while OHCHR data or other relevant human rights datasets 
help capture reported HR/IHL-related events. The data is normally organized by administrative location, such as 
Admin 1 or Admin 2, depending on the country context and the level at which reliable data is available.  

The model works best when the same administrative geography is used consistently across datasets. For 
example, if protection risk severity is available at Admin 2 level, then human rights event data and intersectoral 
severity data should also be aligned to Admin 2 wherever possible. This ensures that the model compares like 
with like and avoids generating misleading results due to geographic mismatches.  

The Burkina Faso example (see section 7.1) shows how the model can be applied at Admin 2 level. In that 
example, the model combined fifteen protection-risk and OHCHR-related datasets to estimate whether the 
current intersectoral severity level for each location should be maintained or adjusted. 

5. How the Model Works 
 

The model first brings together several indicators that may describe similar or overlapping protection and human 
rights conditions. Because many protection risks are related to one another, the model uses Principal Component 
Analysis, or PCA, to reduce the number of variables into a smaller set of composite signals. These composite 
signals summarize the main patterns in the data while reducing double counting between indicators that are 
strongly correlated. 

After the PCA step, the model uses an ordinal statistical model, specifically proportional odds logistic regression, 
to estimate the likelihood that each location belongs to each severity level from 1 to 5. This is appropriate 
because intersectoral severity is ordered: severity 5 is more severe than severity 4, severity 4 is more severe than 
severity 3, and so on. The model therefore respects the ordered nature of the JIAF severity scale.  

In practical terms, the model produces probabilities for each location. For example, a location may have a low 
probability of being severity 1 or 2, a moderate probability of being severity 3, and a high probability of being 
severity 4 or 5. These probabilities help analysts understand not only the model’s final recommendation, but also 
the level of confidence behind the recommendation. 

6. Decision Rule for Adjusting Severity 
 

The model applies a conservative decision rule to avoid unnecessary or exaggerated changes in severity 
classification. In the Burkina Faso example, the model only recommended increasing a location’s severity when 
the probability of belonging to the high-severity band, meaning severity 4 or 5, exceeded an agreed threshold. 
This approach helps ensure that severity upgrades are made only when the model shows a clear signal.  

The model can recommend an increase, a decrease, or no change. An increase means the model suggests that 
protection and HR/IHL evidence points to a situation more severe than the current intersectoral classification. A 
decrease means the model suggests that the available evidence points to a lower level of severity. No change 
means the current intersectoral severity appears broadly consistent with the model results.  

It is important that any change recommended by the model is reviewed before being accepted. The model result 
should be compared with field knowledge, recent assessments, partner consultations, access constraints, conflict 
dynamics, displacement trends, and any new information that may not yet be reflected in the dataset. This is 
especially important in fast-moving crises where conditions may change rapidly. 
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7. Outputs Produced by the Tool 
 

The main output of the tool is a CSV file containing the model results for each administrative location included 
in the analysis. The CSV provides the current intersectoral severity, the model’s adjusted severity, the 
recommended decision, and the change in severity expressed as a delta. The CSV also includes the full probability 
results for each severity level, usually shown as probabilities for severity 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, as well as the combined 
probability of being in severity 4 or 5. 

This CSV is important because it allows users to see not only the final recommendation, but also the reasoning 
behind the recommendation. A location that is recommended for an increase should show a strong probability 
of belonging to the higher severity range. This makes the output more transparent and helps country teams 
explain why a severity adjustment may be proposed.  

The CSV should be treated as the main technical output of the tool. It can be used to prepare summary tables, 
maps, prioritization lists, and short analytical narratives for HNRP discussions. However, the CSV should not be 
circulated without explanation, because the probability columns and model outputs may be difficult for non-
technical users to interpret without accompanying guidance. 

7.1 Example from Burkina Faso 2026 HNRP 

ADM1_PCODE ADM1_EN ADM2_PCODE ADM2_EN 
Intersectoral 

Severity 
Adjusted 
Severity 

Decision 

Soum BF59 BF5901 Djelgodji 4 5 Increase 

Soum BF59 BF5902 Karo-Peli 3 4 Increase 

Liptako BF64 BF6401 Oudalan 4 5 Increase 

Liptako BF64 BF6403 Yagha 4 5 Increase 

The Burkina Faso example (from 2026 HNRP) shows how the model can be used to review intersectoral severity 
at Admin 2 level. In that example, the model recommended increasing severity in four Admin 2 locations. Three 
locations were upgraded from 
severity 4 to severity 5, while one 
location was upgraded from 
severity 3 to severity 4. The 
locations identified were Djelgodji, 
Oudalan, Yagha, and Karo-Peli. 

The rationale was that these 
locations showed a high probability 
of belonging to the high-severity 
band. The model therefore 
suggested that the existing severity 
classification may have 
underestimated the level of 
humanitarian concern when protection risks and HR/IHL-related evidence were taken into account. The Burkina 
Faso example also notes that changes are capped at severity 5 and remain subject to field validation. 

The map produced for Burkina Faso presents the final decision-driven severity by Admin 2. The red outlines 
highlight locations where the model recommended an increase in severity. This type of map is useful for 
communicating results to coordination groups because it quickly shows where model-based adjustments are 
concentrated geographically. It should be used together with the CSV and the narrative explanation, rather than 
as a standalone decision product. 
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7.2 Understanding the PCA Outputs 
The Burkina Faso example also includes a scree 
plot, which helps explain how much information 
is captured by each principal component. The 
first principal component captures the largest 
share of variation across the indicators, while 
each additional component captures less. The 
purpose of this graph is to help analysts decide 
how many principal components to keep in the 
model. 

In simple terms, the scree plot helps answer the 
question: how much of the information in the 
original dataset can be preserved using a smaller number of composite indicators? In the Burkina Faso example, 
the first few components captured most of the meaningful signal, which allowed the model to avoid using too 
many overlapping variables. This makes the model more stable and reduces the risk of overfitting.  

The PCA scatter plot shows how locations 
are distributed across the first two principal 
components. Each point represents a 
location, and locations are colored 
according to their observed severity. This 
visual helps analysts see whether locations 
with similar severity levels cluster together 
and whether there are any outliers that 
may require additional review. 

In the Burkina Faso example, most variation 
appears along the first principal 
component, while the second component 

contributes less except for a small number of outlying locations. This means that one dominant composite signal 
explains much of the variation across the protection and HR/IHL indicators, while a small number of locations 
behave differently and may need closer contextual interpretation. 

8. Use of the Indicator in the HNRP Process 
 

The HR/IHL outcome indicator can support several parts of the HNRP process. It can inform intersectoral severity 
analysis, help identify locations at risk of catastrophic conditions, and strengthen the evidence base for 
prioritization and response planning. It can also help ensure that protection and human rights concerns are 
reflected in country-level humanitarian analysis in a more structured and comparable way. 

The indicator is especially useful where HR/IHL violations are a major driver of humanitarian needs. In such 
contexts, relying only on sectoral indicators may not fully capture the impact of violence, coercion, deliberate 
deprivation, restrictions on movement, or attacks against civilians. The HR/IHL outcome indicator helps ensure 
that these factors are not overlooked when determining the severity of the crisis.  

9. Key Limitations 
 

The model depends on the quality, completeness, timeliness, and geographic coverage of the input data. If 
protection risk assessments are incomplete, if human rights data is underreported, or if datasets are not aligned 
to the same administrative level, the model results may be affected. For this reason, data quality review is an 
essential step before running the model.  

The model also cannot fully capture sudden shocks or very recent changes if those changes are not yet reflected 
in the data. New conflict incidents, displacement movements, access constraints, or changes in field conditions 
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may require manual review and contextual adjustment. The model should therefore be updated when new data 
becomes available and should not replace regular consultation with field teams and partners.  

Another important limitation is that statistical association does not prove causation. The model can show that 
certain protection and HR/IHL patterns are associated with higher intersectoral severity, but it does not by itself 
explain all the causal pathways behind the crisis. Interpretation should therefore remain grounded in protection 
analysis, field evidence, and operational judgment.  

10. Recommended Validation Process 
 

Before using the model results in the HNRP, the outputs should be reviewed by technical and operational 
colleagues. This review should include the Protection Cluster, OCHA or intersectoral analysis colleagues, OHCHR 
where relevant, and field-based partners familiar with the affected locations. The purpose of the validation 
process is to confirm whether the model recommendations are consistent with operational realities.  

The validation discussion should focus on locations where the model recommends a change, especially increases 
to severity 4 or 5. These locations should be checked against recent protection analysis, partner reports, 
assessment findings, displacement trends, security developments, access constraints, and any available 
community-level evidence. A model recommendation should be accepted when it is both statistically supported 
and contextually credible.  

11. Conclusion 
 

The JIAF 2.0 outcome indicator on HR/IHL violations provides a practical way to bring protection and human 
rights evidence into intersectoral humanitarian analysis. By combining protection risk severity assessments with 
available HR/IHL-related data, the model helps identify whether current intersectoral severity classifications 
remain appropriate or require review. The tool strengthens the HNRP process by making the use of protection 
and human rights data more systematic, transparent, and evidence based. 

At the same time, the model should remain a decision-support tool rather than an automatic decision-making 
mechanism. Its recommendations should always be reviewed through field validation, partner consultation, and 
contextual analysis. Used carefully, the HR/IHL outcome indicator can help improve the quality of JIAF severity 
analysis and ensure that serious protection and human rights concerns are more clearly reflected in 
humanitarian planning. 
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