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The issue

» Climate change Impacts

» Vulnerability of coastal communities

» Multi dimensionality (Economic,
Environmental, Cultural and Social)

» Multiple Stakeholders (Government, Industry,
NGO,...)
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Need to Know: Summary

1. Profiling the community along four
pillars (Environment, Economic, Social
and Cultural)

2. Understand storms and their impacts

3. Examine community vulnerability

4. Make better decisions by engaging the

community and applying priorities
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Total Asset Valuation
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AHP Data Grid and Adaptation Alternatives

Case Study:
Little Anse Breakwater
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» Define Community Profile and Status Quo
assets

» Define Storm Scenario and estimate “at risk”,
and damages

» Feedback from all participants - priorities for
criteria

» Combine all participants

» Rank alternatives




7/18/2011

Litthe Anse Community Assets

CARIBEBEAN

5 Goal: Adaptation of Little Anse community to storm surge events
Little Anse »  Economic
Hierarchy and - Built Environment Table 3.7.Water level for each scenario
* Houses -
water level - Private buildings Seemario Waterlevel
scenarios - Public Works T T
+ Roads
+ Wharf il 126-13
-« Wells
< Cost of adaptation m 1L31-173
»  Environmental
- Land Use W 1.76-2.00
* Residential land - TS
- Lake
: Trees I Vot tan 235
» Cultural
Community center
Church grounds
»  Soclal

= Labour earnings
- Safety (people over 60 years of age)
- Safety (people under 14 years of age)
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. . Local Govermment Frofessionals Community
1. Community: representatives of the

community at large
2. Local Government: representatives of local
(municipal) government
3. Business/Industry: community industries
4. Professional: professionals providing service
to the community, e.g., lawyers, doctors,
nurses, engineers, etc.
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(Goal:Adaptation of Little Anse communily Lo storm surge events
= omic (L: .285)
= B Built Environment (L: .278)

: :;:Il;ds:g](:;l.gaf:)) 1. Attac k

il el - New breakwater arm ($5.1M)

— it - Close gap ($4.6M)

Lm et s T >, Defend
O i L) (55 530 - Rehab the breakwater ($1.7M)

= - New road ($1.8M)

T .2:'E:|r:rln{|nljl.t:r¥l;|tnr L2 .507) 3. Retreat
L) < Move people/houses ($2.4M)
M Income loss (L: .272) .

B Safety at risk (people over 60) (L: 412) tatus Quo - do nothing

B Salety at risk (people under 14) (L: .316) 17
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Comparison of “Retreat”, “Road Build Up” and “New breakwater arm”
strategies on scenario three impacts (Combined results)

Scenarie 3

g =

n

I ’ 0.536 0.551 0.568 0.588 0.616 0.658

No Storm No Storm No Storm No Storm No Storm No Storm
Vs SSI Vs SSlI VsSSIIl VsSSIV. VsSSV Vs SSvI

Conclusion

» Multi criteria decision making does not push for a
single strategy, it only shows the tradeoffs.

» The AHP framework for evaluating adaptation
0.596 strategies is important for small communities
decision support.

0.507 0.516 0.526 0.539 0.559

» Multi criteria decision making engages multiple
participants and analysis of decision options.
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