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Measuring the effectiveness of adaptation 

interventions is important for the following reasons:  

• there are higher stakes in adaptation now,  

• huge amounts of funds are being invested in 

adaptation requiring accountability in how they 

are spent and how risks are mitigated,  

• project implementation agencies need to 

prioritize adaptation interventions according to 

their potential to reduce climate risks ex-ante,  

• to measure the progress against an agreed 

benchmark (e.g. adaptation benchmark or 

baseline) for monitoring and evaluation,  

• for setting adaptation targets promoting 

adaptation and  

• to avoid maladaptation.  

 

Despite the growing policy needs for measuring 

adaptation effectiveness, very little could be achieved 

so far due to factors listed in the Table 1.  Keeping 

this background in view, the current research project 

has the objective of identifying adaptation 

effectiveness indicators at the local level through a 

consultative process (please see Figure 1). 

Questions that underline 

adaptation metrics 

How these questions limit scaling up of CBA 

How is adaptation defined 

and achieved? 

 Different perceptions of stakeholders affecting 

their decisions and outcomes 

 What is valued locally (e.g. process vs outcome) 

 Cross-scale/location comparisons  

How is adaptation 

measured? 

 Constitution of vulnerability 

 Moving baselines 

 Relation between the measured outcome and the 

perceived adaptation 

By/for whom are metrics 

are defined? 

 The trust among actors across scales and regions 

 The capacity factor among actors 

Source: Prabhakar et al., 2014 

The indicator identification was done in both top-down (left side of Figure 1) and 

bottom-up (right side of Figure 1) processes so as to understand different criteria that 

different stakeholders apply in identifying adaptation effectiveness indicators.  

 

The top down indicators were identified through organizing national level 

consultations followed by community consultations through structured questionnaire 

surveys in the drought prone areas of the Gangetic Basin. For identifying bottom-up 

indicators, Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) was used in focused group 

discussions with communities in the drought- and flood-prone areas of the Basin. 

Review Literature for identifying 
indicators, Regional Consultation 

Indicator vetting through Participatory 
Appraisal Processes 

Integrating LaIn into local decision 
making mechanisms 

Focused group discussions and ranking of 
indicators and criteria with researchers, 
local administration, and NGOs etc in each 
project country in GMS region 

Developing draft questionnaires for inputs from 
communities, local administration, NGOs and 
researchers  

Conduct pilot surveys to test the usability of 
questionnaires 

Conduct actual surveys for identifying local effectiveness 
indicators 

Ranking of indicators and criteria 

Quantification of indicators 

Incorporation of local effectiveness 
indicators into GaIn computations for 

arriving at local adaptation index (LaIn) 

Conduct consultations with local admin and NGOs etc to 
identify strengths and weaknesses for mainstreaming LaIn 
into their decision making process 

Identify locations for conducting FGDs 
with local consultation 

Indicator vetting through 
Participatory Rural Appraisal 

Processes 

Identify discussants representing the location 
and individual surveys are conducted 

• Introduce the purpose of the discussion 
• Identification of past climatic variability 

impacts  

Consolidate the results to compare 
indicators and practices for the past 

and future impacts 

Identification and ranking of practices base 
on how they were [and may be] effective in 

minimizing the observed [and projected] 
impacts 

Identification and ranking of indicators 

Identification and ranking of criteria 

In India, the environmental indicators such as increased fresh water 

availability and change in groundwater level were identified. Among social 

effectiveness, the preference was for food availability, healthcare and 

education. In Nepal, important environmental indicators were percentage 

of area under drought and period of freshwater availability while the 

important social indicators were number of farmers with drought concerns.  

 

The bottom-up AHP results from female groups in Nepal are shown in 

Figure 2 and gender differences between locations are shown in Figure 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
Take home message: Adaptation effectiveness indicators could vary by 

location, hazard under question, practices and stakeholders engaged. 

However, it is possible to identify a broad range of indicators that could be 

relevant to a range of conditions. A simplified AHP could be useful for 

prioritizing adaptation interventions at community level that could 

effectively take into consideration the multiple criteria that communities 

employ in adaptation decision making. 

Male Female 

Important barriers to assessing adaptation 

effectiveness were found to be: 1. lack of financial 

resources, 2. lack of technical staff, 3. diversity of 

stakeholder perceptions, 4. lack of good indicators 

that capture the effectiveness of an intervention, and 

5. lack of relevant data or information for decision 

making. 

 

In the top-down process, important environmental 

effectiveness indicators identified for Bangladesh 

were fresh water availability and net primary 

production. Among social indicators, the calorie 

intake per person, employment rate, percent of 

households having access to markets were chosen. 

Easy access to 

water 

Number of 

crops 

Ground water 

pumping 

Water 

harvesting 

 Better fertilizer 

management 
Green manures 

Better pest 

management 

Availability of 

fresh water 

Increase in crop 

yield 

Easy to see 

benefit 

Easy to 

communicate 

Easy to 

understand 

Reduce drought sensitivity and improve adaptive capacity 
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