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Objective 

• Develop an easy-to-use Dashboard application for decision-makers to 
evaluate drought loss reduction and resilience strategies.

• Reduce ambiguity in the relationship between hazard, vulnerability, and 
resilience.

• Better identify the links between hazard, exposure, vulnerability, adaptive 
capacity, and relevant indicators.
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Country case studies – Morocco, SA and Namibia 

Namibian drought policy review 
progress

• Stakeholder events 
• National and 6 regional consultations (1-

day workshops)
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Indicator Selection & Survey Design Process 
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Literature 
Survey

• 138 Indicators 
• Risk Modeling 

Frameworks

Indicator 
Classification 

• Hazards, Exposure, 
Resilience, Capacity

• Domain 
(Agriculture, 
Energy, Water, 
Social)

Indicator Quality 
Evaluation Metrics 
• Relevance, 

Affordability, 
Objectivity,  
Availability, 
Reliability,..

Final Indicators 
& Scoping

• Voting and 
group 
discussions

• 33 Indicators 

Survey Design & 
α-Testing 

• Alternative 
question types, 
scales

• Operational 
definitions

β-Testing with  
Experts

• Revised 
indicators,  
questions, and 
definitions

• 36 indicators  

Phase I Data 
Collection

• >2000 experts
• ~236 responses
• ~150 cleaned  

Phase II

• Today



Final Evaluation Metrics 

Relevancy

•LOW: The indicator 
is not clearly 
connected to a 
policy objective.

•MEDIUM:  The 
indicator is 
understood by most 
decision-makers 
with some 
clarification. 

•HIGH: The indicator 
conveys useful, 
relevant 
information for 
decision-makers on 
a specific policy 
objective.

Ease of 
Understanding

•LOW: The indicator 
may be interpreted 
differently by 
various decision-
makers.

•MEDIUM: The 
indicator is 
understood by most 
decision-makers 
with some 
clarification. 

•HIGH: The indicator 
is readily 
understood by 
decision-makers.

Data Accessibility

•LOW: Collecting and 
processing the data 
requires significant 
time and effort.

•MEDIUM: The 
indicator data is 
mostly available, 
but processing the 
data requires some 
effort.

•HIGH: The indicator 
data is publicly 
accessible and 
readily available. 
Processing the data 
requires minimal 
effort.

Objectivity

•LOW: May require 
expert judgment to 
evaluate the 
indicator.

•MEDIUM: Requires 
some degree of 
expert judgment to 
interpret 
quantitative or 
qualitative data.

•HIGH: An objective 
measure is based on 
quantifiable, 
impartial, and 
recorded data.

Temporal 
Availability

•LOW: The indicator 
data is collected in 
an ad-hoc manner, 
limiting the ability 
to monitor the 
indicator over 
different temporal 
scales.

•MEDIUM: The 
indicator data is 
collected 
periodically but not 
frequently enough 
for comparing the 
indicator in 
different temporal 
scales.

•HIGH: The indicator 
data is available 
over different time 
scales.
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Phase I – Survey 
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