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The year 2015 is significant for local governments not only because the Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction (SFDRR) opens a richness of opportunities but it also marks a fresh beginning heralded by
the other Post-2015 Development Frameworks 1 the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Paris
Agreement on Climate Change, the New Urban Agenda and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda. Altogether,
these frameworks provide a guide for international, regional, national, and local (sub-national) endeavors

for achieving local disaster risk reduction (DRR).

This report is the first attempt to develop some form of benchmarks with respect to Ten Essentials promoted
by the Making Cities Resilient Campaign. Itis based on a stocktaking research of the collaborating partners
and Campaign cities all over the world. It enables DRR practitioners in both developing and industrialized
countries to understand the current situation and compare how well their provinces, districts, cities,
municipalities, and townships are doing in terms of becoming more resilient in the face of mounting impacts

of disasters and climate change.

The examples from actual cases are both encouraging and inspiring. They show how some local
governments have done it and thus show others the way. It is our hope that future exchanges and mutual
learning are stimulated by this modest attempt. With hundreds and hundreds of government units in
different administrative tiers, systems of government, geographical variations, country contexts, and
0ri skdc avmpe $av e ahebuyface toapen digatue. This will potentially increase opportunities

for sharing and reaching more communities.

We hope that ultimately the ordinary citizen, to whom any government is accountable, could benefit from

proactive policies and planned actions making use of a resource such as this, and the many more to come.
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