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Topic: Experience with Methods for Assessing Vulnerability

Motivating Question: How effective are the various methods being employed by AIACC regional studies to measure vulnerability?

Discussion Synthesis: Discussion focused around the experience of 3 projects represented in the group. Major points can be summarized by reference to the type of methodology used in each project, emerging lessons from application of the methodology, and emerging questions as the initial results are in the process of review and evaluation.

· Type of methodology applied: There were 3 different methodologies presented and discussed. Each of these can be characterized as a “bottom-up” (or micro) approach. First, a vulnerability mapping approach was presented based on structured interviews and focus groups. This method was used in Kenya to explore differential impacts of malaria and cholera on segments within rural communities. Second, a backcasting approach was presented based on case studies of past environmental management projects. This method was used in Sudan to explore resilience-building characteristics of these projects through a sustainable livelihoods framework. Third, a geographic mapping framework was presented using GIS tools. This method was usedc in Mozambique to explore linkages between flood risk and a variety of socioeconomic indicators.

· Emerging lessons: There were 4 specific lessons upon which the group was able to converge. First, the data generated by these approaches can be characterized as very rich in salient detail and highly amenable to geneneralizable insights upon examination. Second, the nature of the data – being anecdotal in some cases and spatially represented in others - lends itself well to communication efforts with policymakers. Third, the methods tend to provide a much better picture of local vulnerability than first generation impact studies that have been conducted to date. Finally, these methods were considered a powerful complement to “top-down” results of regional impact studies.

· Emerging questions: There were 6 specific questions that emerged from the discussion. This set of questions was closely related to what was perceived to be some of the limitations in the methods presented. They are presented as questions in this report insofar as the group, in the time allotted, was able to only raise the issues. First, are there strategic reasons for trying to link up “top-down” and “bottom-up” results? Second, are there methods and approaches available that can be considered for “scaling up” micro results to regional or national scales? Third, What recourse is there for overcoming issues of data quality and availability? Fourth, is it reasonable to assume that harmonization of quantitative and qualitative data can be achieved in most cases? Fifth, how can one extract reliable quantitative information form local surveys? And finally, what techniques can be used in presenting results to policmakers?

