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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 –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. It is 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
‘riskscapes,’ we have only touched the surface to open dialogue. 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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On 18 March 2015, the UN Member States adopted the first major agreement of the 2030 Development
Framework, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 (SFDRR) in Sendai City, Japan.
The SFDRR, which aims for “the substantial reduction of disaster risk and losses” over the next 15 years,
recognizes the important role cities and local governments play in achieving this goal, as the majority of the
global population now lives in urban areas. Local governments (referring to local authorities and subnational administrative units, such as cities, municipalities, districts, regions, provinces and states) must
focus their efforts, more than ever, on overcoming impediments and utilizing opportunities arising from
urban development.
At no point in time, as now, have local governments recognized the significance of disaster risk reduction
(DRR) and resilience building to them as they are often at the forefront of disaster response and recovery.
On the other hand, in many instances, local governments lack financial and/or technical capacities to
undertake disaster risk reduction and resilience building actions and vested authority may be limited in
accordance with existing laws and institutional set-up. As the important role of local governments in disaster
risk reduction is recognized, it is timely and important to consider their powers and responsibilities to
address the problems of this new urban era.
From November 2015 to November 2016, the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR)
in partnership with the Center for Urban Disaster Risk Reduction and Resilience (CUDRR+R), carried out
a baseline study to identify the type of authorities and capacities that local governments possess to
undertake actions related DRR and making cities resilient. This study aims to provide an overview of
authorities and capacities that empower local level action prior to the implementation of the SFDRR, as well
as the distribution of responsibilities at local level, as an indicator of disaster risk governance. This study
compares authorities, capacities and responsibilities in different geographical contexts and identifies how
they differ. By doing so, this study also determines specific strategies geared towards DRR and resilience
building.
Examined, in detail, are seven types of authorities and capacities, and the level of legal or authorized
(delegated or devolved) responsibility for local governments to undertake 13 DRR and resilience building
actions. A total of 151 cities, local governments and Making Cities Resilient Campaign Partners located in
different parts of the world participated in the study, making it an extensive analysis.
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The analysis revealed how local governments differ in terms of level of powers (authorities and capacities)
to undertake DRR actions/actvities. Local governments have the highest level of powers to “develop a
city vision or strategic plan that may include concepts of resilience,” followed by powers to develop “riskinformed urban plans” and “disaster management plans.” Local governments share their powers with other
institutions mostly for ecosystem services, to undertake risk analysis, and for post-disaster recovery and
reconstruction. On the other hand, local governments have the least level of powers to develop and
enforce the use of building codes and to connect to early warning systems (EWS) (Figure 1).

Figure 1

Most local governments in this study are fully responsible to undertake risk-informed urban planning and
to increase societal capacity for DRR (Figure 2). In addition, more than half of the local governments are
fully responsible to develop city vision or strategic plan, to assign a single point of coordination for risk
analysis and financial planning for DRR, and to develop disaster management plans. This indicates that
many local governments are deemed accountable for DRR actions, yet have limited powers for undertaking
them. This gap between power and responsibility is most apparent with respect to the development, update,
and enforcement of building codes and standards, an imperative DRR action, for which only 35% of the
local governments in this study, have adequate technical capacity, despite 46% of them having full
responsibility for it. Likewise, 25% of the local governments reported not to have adequate and capable
technical capacity to undertake risk analysis. Despite this low capacity, 88% of local governments are fully
or partially responsible for undertaking risk analysis within their administrative boundaries.
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Figure 2

Of the 13 DRR actions examined, developing partnerships and increasing institutional capacity are those
actions wherein local governments have the highest level of authority (Figure 3). On average, 43% of
the local governments indicated to have full authority to develop partnerships. On the other hand, local
governments have the least capacity with respect to having adequate and capable technical staff to carry
out DRR actions.
On average, only 28% of local governments indicated to have full technical capacity to undertake each
DRR action, pointing to a significant deficiency in capacity among local governments. For specific DRR
actions that are commonly part of the long-established municipal activities, such as developing urban plans,
local administrations have high levels of legal authority; whereas in activities such as ecosystems
preservation and restoration that are traditionally responsibilities of the national environmental agencies
and/or regional authorities, legal mandates are limited. Similarly, authority to strengthen institutional and/or
societal capacity and developing relevant partnerships have legal basis in regions such as the Americas,
where civil society participation has long been part of the development agenda; the same cannot be said
in regions such as the Arab States, where civil society participation has traditionally been limited.
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Figure 3

This study revealed that local governments in Asia have the highest level of authority and capacity to
undertake DRR and resilience building actions, with 85% to 97% of local governments having stated to
have full or partial powers in all seven authorities and/or capacities examined (Figure 4). In contrast, local
governments in the Arab States have the least powers, with 68% to 86% of local governments stating to
have the same level of authority and/or capacity. For most DRR actions, local governments in Europe
reported less powers than other regions; for instance, 73% of them indicated to have authority to develop
and control budgets. On the other hand, they reported to have higher capacity in terms of adequate and
capable technical staff to undertake the same actions than the rest of the other regions.
City-to-city exchanges or similar partnership programs through European partnerships can increase
technical capacity at other local administrations, where capacity advancement is most needed. In addition,
cities can develop their capacities through continuing education programs and other innovative capacity
building actions delivered through multistakeholder partnerships including those with the academic and
private sectors.
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Figure 4

Carrying out authorities and responsibilities regarding DRR is still a challenge for many local governments.
In the new urban era, the operationalization of the development goals, such as the SFDRR, need to scale
up from the local level, which thus requires authority and capacity development at the local level. The
execution of authorities, capacities and responsibilities at local level usually follow the national and/or
regional institutional and sectoral development patterns. This depends greatly on the level of
decentralization (or devolution) given to the local government. Where decentralization is limited, vertical
governance between national and local authorities is limited, requiring the need to strengthen the linkage
by providing an adequate level of authority and capacity to local administrations.
As an indicator of good disaster risk governance, local governments can also increase horizontal alliances,
particularly for the employment of critical DRR actions, such as the enforcement of building codes, where
technical capacity is limited. Local governments can increase their capacity through vertical and horizontal
governance such as developing institutional partnerships with other government agencies and/or academic,
research and private sectors to develop risk analysis; and through educational and awareness programs,
involving both the construction sector and the civil society for the use and enforcement of building codes.
As the different tiers of government recognize the significance of disaster risk governance and the need to
allocate authorities and responsibilities for undertaking local level DRR action, capacity development
necessarily follows as local empowerment promotes DRR action. This is essential in the implementation of
the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction.
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The majority of the global population now lives in urban areas. The focus of development goals must then
shift to urban agglomerations and the local governments that govern them. Local governments must
increasingly focus their efforts on the many constraints and opportunities arising out of urban development.
The socio-economic inequalities in urban areas, exemplified by the living conditions, environmental
challenges and institutional deficiencies increase risks when hazards occur. The significance for disaster
risk reduction (DRR) and resilience building is nowhere more recognized than by local governments, which
are often at the forefront of disaster response and recovery. In many instances, local governments may
lack financial and/or technical capacities to undertake DRR and resilience building actions; or their
mandated authorities may be limited by the institutional and legal systems of their nations. This makes it
essential to understand and recognize what authorities and capacities local governments have to tackle the
problems of the new urban era in which we live.
The United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) in partnership with the Center for Urban
Disaster Risk Reduction and Resilience (CUDRR+R), carried out a study from November 2015 to
November 2016 to identify the type of authorities and capacities that local governments have for
undertaking DRR activities to make cities resilient. This study aimed to provide an overview of authorities
and capacities that empower local level action towards the implementation of the Sendai Framework for
Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR), as well as the distribution of responsibilities at local level, which is one
of the indicators of disaster risk governance. This study also looked into the state of local-level DRR in
different geographical contexts in terms of authorities, capacities and responsibilities, as well the DRR
strategies and resilience building efforts of local governments.

The Post-2015 Development Frameworks signaled entry into a new development era that targets a
sustainable, equitable and resilient global future through eradication of extreme poverty, reduction of
disaster risk and losses, and increase of mitigation and adaptation efforts to confront the impacts of climate
change. The SFDRR, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Paris Agreement on Climate
Change are the three agreements (frameworks) of the Post-2015 development era. These need to be
operationalized in an integrated and coordinated manner at the global, regional, national and local levels,
with implementation efforts scaled up in urban areas, where majority of the global population lives. With the
adoption of the New Urban Agenda, these frameworks are also integrated in a way to establish a roadmap
for the development of inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable human settlements.
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The role and actions of local governments for the post-2015 era have been established by these
agreements. The SFDRR, adopted on March 2015 in Sendai, Japan, aims to achieve “the substantial
reduction of disaster risk and losses” over the next 15 years, by “preventing new and reducing existing
disaster risk through the implementation of integrated and inclusive measures that prevent and reduce
hazard exposure and vulnerability to disaster, and increasing preparedness for response and recovery, and
thus strengthening resilience” (UN 2015a).
To assess global progress in improving DRR, seven global targets and four priorities for action that are
supported by the above framework principles have been agreed upon. It is now understood that the
“exposure of persons and assets in all countries has increased faster than vulnerability has decreased, thus
generating new risks and a steady rise in disaster related losses, with significant economic, social, health,
cultural and environmental impact in the short, medium and long term, especially at the local and community
levels.” As exposure is highest in urban areas, the SFDRR is giving particular attention to guiding local
governments.
During the UN World Conference in Sendai, local and subnational governments also committed to adopting
local DRR strategies and plans, targets, indicators, and timeframes outlined in the Sendai Declaration of
Local and Subnational Governments. The declaration reiterated the strong commitment to advance the
application of the SFDRR at local level by recognizing the role of local governments as the primary,
responsible authority during disasters, and emphasizing the need for greater international collaboration with
local and subnational governments.
The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: Transforming Our World, adopted in New York, in
September 2015 reiterated the importance of local level action, particularly through Sustainable
Development Goal (SDG) 11: “To make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and
sustainable.” Amongst other priorities, the objectives of SDG11 includes the enhancement of a) inclusive
and sustainable urbanization and capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable human settlement
planning; b) to reduce losses caused by disasters, in particular water-related disasters, with a focus on
protecting the most vulnerable populations; and c) to substantially increase the number of cities and human
settlements by adopting and implementing integrated policies and plans towards inclusion, resource
efficiency, mitigation and adaptation to climate change, resilience to disasters, and holistic disaster risk
management (DRM) at all levels in line with the SFDRR by the year 2030 (UN 2015b).
On the other hand, the Paris Agreement on Climate Change, adopted in Paris on December 2015 also
proposes a role for local governments. In its section on “Non-Party Stakeholder,” the Agreement “welcomes
the efforts of all non-Party stakeholders to address and respond to climate change,” including those of cities
and other subnational authorities; and invites them to “scale up their efforts and support actions to reduce
emissions and/or to build resilience and decrease vulnerability to the adverse effects of climate change and
demonstrate these efforts.” The agreement recognized, “the important role of providing incentives for
emission reduction activities, including tools such as domestic policies and carbon pricing (UN 2015c).”

3

The New Urban Agenda, adopted in Quito, Ecuador on October 2016, brings together all of these targets
by executing actions within local and urban areas through collaboration among all stakeholders, most
important of which are local governments and communities, to achieve resilient, sustainable, and equitable
human development. It is important to stress the significance of other ongoing campaigns and strategies
towards achieving resilient urban settlements, such as the Making Cities Resilient Campaign, which is
underscored by the Sendai Declaration of Local and Subnational Governments.

Figure 1.01. The Four Priorities of the Sendai Framework for DRR 2015-2030.
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The “Making Cities Resilient: My City is Getting Ready Campaign” was launched in May 2010 “to support
sustainable urban development by promoting resilience activities and increasing local-level understanding
of risk” (UNISDR 2013, 3). By 2016, over 3000 cities have joined the Campaign and committed to lead their
risk reduction activities based on the Ten Essentials for Making Cities Resilient.
In line with of the newly adopted SFDRR and in the face of changing ‘riskscape’ in urban areas, the Making
Cities Resilient Campaign, along with a team of experts and organizations, revised the Ten Essentials and
featured them in a more operational, adaptive and applicable handbook that encourages cities to take DRR
and resilience building actions. The proposed New “Ten Essentials” build upon the previous Essentials,
and are interlinked to SFDRR with priorities for action. They represent a transition towards the stage of
implementation. It is expected that the SFDRR and the New Ten Essentials will pave the way for enabling
new policies on urban resilience and supporting local governments in implementing strategies that include
time-bound targets. This study reflects on the New Ten Essentials as a basis of local-level DRR and
resilience building actions, which are further explored in Section 2.1 of this report.

Figure 1.02. The New Ten Essentials for Making Cities Resilient.
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With the rise of the global economy, socio-economic and political focus has shifted from rural areas towards
urban areas. This has affected the new urban order during the past three decades, with changes
increasingly recognized in local governments. Traditionally, local governance was based on “population,
territory and organization,” however, local governments now must deal with “functions for a population and
territory which goes beyond what historically and legally corresponds to it” (Borja and Castells 1999, 115)1.
Local governments can no longer exercise their functions “as a monopoly,” rather, their actions have
become a mesh of urban contracts with higher authorities (such as large-scale urban development projects
or environmental policies) (Borja and Castells 1999). The notion of governance is no longer defined by a
rigid separation between the public and the private, and is now a shared responsibility and authority in the
exercise of powers and functions.
The United Nations Human Settlements Program (UN-Habitat 2004, 1) has defined urban governance as
“the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, plan and manage the common
affairs of the city. Accordingly, urban governance is "a continuing process through which conflicting or
diverse interests may be accommodated or common interests can be taken. It includes formal institutions
as well as informal arrangements and the social capital of citizens. Structural changes in local governments
have also affected the way in which disaster risk management and reduction are viewed, particularly
through the rising notions of intergovernmental cooperation, public-private partnerships, and good
governance for social capacity building through stakeholder participation and public awareness.
Many prominent studies on disaster risk governance have explored these changes at the national level. For
instance, the United Nations Development Programme’s (UNDP) report on “Disaster Risk Governance”
defined the term as, “the way in which the public authorities, civil servants, media, private sector and civil
society coordinate at community, national and regional levels in order to manage and reduce disaster and
climate-relate risks” (Wilkinson et al. 2014, 4). Accordingly, this definition “includes formal arrangements
such as laws and regulations and informal arrangements such as coercion and trust, as well as other
mechanisms that encourage and deter collective action to manage risk at multiple scales – from the
supranational, through to national, regional and local scales (ibid.). The four Dimensions of Disaster Risk
Governance are identified as: a) the distribution of authority and resources; b) actors and networks
(horizontal governance); c) central-local arrangements (vertical governance); and d) formal and informal
institutional relationships (which cut across the three). A composite index derived from these dimensions
indicates that countries with the most favorable governance characteristics for the development of effective

1

The role of governance systems in the new global era have been explored by political scientists, who discussed the
rising autonomy of local governments, decentralization of administrations, and the increase of collective public action
which is viewed as a process rather than one from a structural perspective (See for instance Bogason 2000).
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DRM measures also report high levels of human development, political stability and democracy (Wilkinson
et al. 2014).
A separate study of Governance in Disaster Risk Management by the Integrated Research on Disaster
Risk (IRDR) and the United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR) identified governance
characteristics by the level of stakeholder involvement, cooperation and collaboration, and flexibility (Gall,
Cutter and Nguyen 2014). This study emphasized Mark Pelling’s “Power-Participation Gap” theory in Urban
Disaster Governance that posits, “An urban governance network may be appealing and seem more
manageable, it cannot reach its potential and reduce risk if stakeholders do not have decision-making
powers and adequate funding” (Pelling 2011, 383; Gall, Cutter and Nguyen 2014, 13).
Finally, in Powering Climate Action: Cities as Global Changemakers, C40 and ARUP explored the
relationship between power and action in cities that are part of the C40’s Climate Action in Megacities by
identifying six climate governance types: 1) Commanding; 2) Collaborating; 3) Legislating; 4) Facilitating;
5) Implementing; and 6) Providing. This study explored cities’ powers over assets and functions that are
important for delivering climate actions (C40 and ARUP 2015) concluding that: 1) cities share similar profiles
of powers across regions and sectors; 2) the ability of cities to partner is more important that the type of
degree of power they have for the delivery of functions; and that 3) cities possess a variety of tools that
enable them to deliver climate action (ibid). Overall, the collaborating typology of cities indicate the level of
success cities have in delivering climate action when they cooperate with other actors, such as the private
sector and civil society. These typologies illustrate the importance of governance, not only in DRR, but also
in resilience building through climate change adaptation and mitigation.

Makati City, Champion of the Making Cities Resilient Campaign, conducted a pilot workshop on the New Ten
Essentials. During the workshop, a dissemination forum was held wherein representatives from different City Disaster
Risk Reduction and Management offices (DRRMO) listened to speakers on topics related to resilience.
Photo: Makati City.
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This study provides an overview of local level authorities and capacities that empower action for the
implementation of the SFDRR. In addition, it examines responsibilities allocated at local level based on 13
actions derived from the New Ten Essentials of the Making Cities Resilient Campaign. Based on the notion
that governance is understood as the shared responsibility and authority in the exercise of powers and
functions, the study attempts to discover ways and means for strengthening disaster risk governance at the
local level. Surveyed were 151 local governments, Cities and Campaign partners in seven (7) regions see
all over the world (Figure 2.01). (A characterization of the participating local governments is found in
Appendix A).

Figure 2.01. Location of local governments, cities and Campaign partners that participated in the
study. (See Appendix A for a typology or classification of local governments that participated in
the study).

This study examined in detail seven types of authorities and capacities and the level of legal or authorized
responsibility for local governments to undertake thirteen2 DRR and resilience building actions (see
Appendix B). The actions are as follows:
1. Developing a City Vision or Strategic Plan that may include concepts of disaster resilience (E1);
2. Establishing a single point of coordination for disaster resilience (E1);
3. Undertaking risk analysis for multiple hazards (E2);
4. Developing financial planning that allows access to, and enables allocation of, financial resources
for disaster resilience (E3);

Thirteen actions were derived from the Ten Essentials as some essentials such as “Pursuing Resilient Urban
Development and Design” included two (2) essential actions “Developing and updating urban plans with up-to-date
risk information” (E5) and “Updating building codes and standards” (E6), which could not be investigated under one
single question.
2
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5. Developing and updating urban plans with up-to-date risk information (E4);
6. Updating building codes and standards and enforcing their use (E4);
7. Protecting, conserving, and restoring ecosystems for disaster resilience (E5);
8. Developing a critical infrastructure plan or strategy for disaster resilience (E8);
9. Strengthening institutional capacity (including governmental organizations, private sector,
academic institutions, civil society organizations among others) for disaster resilience (E6);
10. Identifying and strengthening societal capacity (such as neighborhood organizations, media and
telecommunications reach, education and training) for disaster resilience (E7);
11. Developing a disaster management and/or emergency response plan and protocols (E9);
12. Developing or ensuring connections to relevant Early Warning Systems (EWS) (E9); and
13. Developing a strategy for post-disaster recovery and reconstruction that ensures building back
better (E10).
This study maps local governments’ powers and responsibilities for the 13 key DRR and Resilience Actions,
using a scoring system ranging from 0 to 3; with 0 denoting no authority/capacity/responsibility and 3, full
authority/capacity/responsibility. The study explored the authorities and capacities that were necessary for
local governments to undertake these actions. The authorities and capacities that were examined were:
1 - Authority to undertake DRR action: Legal frameworks provide local governments with authority to
undertake actions relevant to DRR or resilience building, whether it is the authority to develop urban
plans, to update building codes, or to ensure connections to EWS. An overview of the implementation
of the Hyogo Framework of Action (HFA) found legal legitimacy but limited authority in local government
(UN 2014, 7). According to the said overview, “the lack of coordination and legal inconsistencies
between local government decrees and specific DRM acts make the role of local government role
unclear, and local level implementation and enforcement of DRM policy difficult or close to impossible”
(ibid.). Moreover, the level of power and authority that a local government has, may depend on the
administrative tier in which it operates; For example, a metropolitan municipality differs from a district
municipality.
2 - Authority to develop plans, policies, and regulations related to DRR action: Local governments may
need authority to develop plans, policies and regulations for specific DRR actions. For instance, even
if a local government does not have legal authority to update building codes, it may have the authority
to develop regulations that require the use of building codes according to specific land-uses or
guidelines for the protection and retrofitting of cultural assets.
3 - Authority to develop partnerships and increase capacity related to DRR action: Related to disaster risk
governance, local governments need to develop partnerships and increase capacities for DRR and
resilience building. These partnerships may be both formal and informal, in the form of vertical
partnerships with other levels of government or horizontal relationships with other stakeholders; such
as having authority to develop regional partnerships with other local governments within the same
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watershed for protective DRR actions, or regional cooperation for post-disaster recovery and
reconstruction efforts.
4 - Authority to develop and control the budget related to DRR actions: Local governments receive
subsidies from national governments and develop financial resources, such as local taxes or fees.
However, “legal arrangements for financial decentralization” and “financial allocation for DRR and
DRM” are inadequate in many countries. The authority to control budget for specific DRR actions and
be able to increase funds for DRR through the use of taxes and/or other resources will empower the
local government to do DRR.
5 - Authority to access or build data related to DRR action: Whether it is collecting socio-economic data
for urban planning, or data regarding use of critical infrastructure, local governments may need
authorization to access such data from specific government agencies or private companies. In addition,
local governments may need to build a database through field surveys or real-time feeds created
through collaborative approaches that may require legal authorization.
6 - Capacity of adequate and capable technical staff to carry out DRR actions: Technical capacity is one
of the most-sought capabilities of local governments, whether it is to undertake risk-informed urban
planning, or multi-hazard risk analysis, local governments need an adequate number of qualified
technical personnel who have received the appropriate education and training, and are informed about
hazards they face in their respective jobs.
7 - Capacity of owning or operating services related to DRR action: For many DRR actions, local
governments may need to render services such as operating critical infrastructure, offering social
services requiring special capacities, or operating ecosystem services in their respective boundaries.

In addition to these authorities and capacities, this study also attempted to understand whether local
governments are legally responsible to undertake DRR actions in their respective cities; this is the eight
study variable concerning authorities and capacities that complements the analysis. Not only is enabling
the legal environment required to facilitate local DRM policies, but clarifying how the set of responsibilities
and accountabilities are distributed between the national and local levels is necessary. In addition to
proposing that the success of DRR is related to the level of authority and capacities acquired as outlined
above, understanding whether the local government is the primary responsible body to undertake specific
DRR actions in a city. It is important to understand which level of governance is most appropriate. In
addition, it is important to understand whether the local government should be responsible for a particular
DRR action, when they are not given the requisite level of authority and have low DRR capacity. Likewise,
it is essential to determine what empowerment local government needs so the action can be undertaken
effectively.
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Developing an understanding of local government authorities, capacities and responsibilities to undertake
disaster risk reduction and resilience actions can help convey how (and to what degree) the Sendai
Framework for DRR and the New Ten Essentials may be locally implemented. By examining which DRR
and resilience building actions local governments have the most (or the least) powers3 (authority and
capacity) to implement, it is possible to target specific actions geared towards cities. While responsibility is
not synonymous to power, it indicates who is to be held accountable to leading the implementation of a
desired DRR action in the urban environment. By examining partnerships and shared responsibilities, this
study also gives insight into local disaster risk governance.
Local governments4 have varying powers to undertake disaster risk reduction (Figure 3.01). Shown by the
high response rate (94.04%), local governments have the highest level of powers, either fully or partially
to “develop a city vision or strategic plan that may include concepts of resiliency.” This is followed by high
level of powers to develop “risk-informed urban plans” (91.03%) and “disaster management plans” (90.9%).
Local governments share their powers with other institutions for ecosystem services, to undertake risk
analysis and for post-disaster recovery and reconstruction. On the other hand, local governments have the
least powers to develop and enforce the use of building codes and to connect with early warning systems.

Figure 3.01. Local governments’ level of authorities and capacities for DRR (%).

3
4

In this report, the term “powers” will be used interchangeably with the terms “authorities and capacities.”
The term “local governments” refers to the local governments that participated in this study.
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In relation to responsibility and therefore being accountable to undertake these DRR actions, responses
differed greatly. Most local governments (59%) in this study are fully responsible to undertake riskinformed urban planning and to increase societal capacity for DRR (56%). In addition, more than half of the
local governments are fully responsible to develop city vision or strategic plan, to assign a single point of
coordination for DRR, to undertake risk analysis, financial planning for DRR and to develop disaster
management plans. There is however a gap between crucial powers and responsibilities in a number of
DRR actions. For instance, while local governments stated to have the least powers to update, develop and
enforce the building codes and standards, 46% are fully responsible for it. Likewise, 25% of local
governments in the study reported not to have adequate and capable technical capacity to undertake risk
analysis, despite 88% of them being fully or partially responsible for taking risk analysis in their respective
cities. Between 40 to 50 percent of local governments in this study indicated that they are partially
responsible for the protection of ecosystems, critical infrastructure for DRR, increasing institutional
capacity and for post-disaster recovery and reconstruction, where responsibilities were shared with other
institutions. On the other hand, more than 10% of the local governments in this study declared that they do
not carry any responsibility to upgrade and enforce the use of building codes, to operate critical
infrastructure, and to connect with early warning systems (Figure 3.02).

Figure 3.02. Local Governments' Level of Responsibilities (%).

Of the 13 DRR actions examined, local governments have the highest level of authority to develop
partnerships and increase institutional capacity. On average, 43% of the local governments indicated to
have full authority to develop partnerships. On the other hand, local governments have the least capacity
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on adequate and capable technical staff to carry out DRR actions. On average, only 28% of local
governments indicated to have full technical capacity to undertake each DRR action, pointing to an
important capacity deficiency in local governments (Figure 3.03).

Figure 3.03. Distribution of local governments’ authorities, capacities, and responsibilities
for DRR (%) (Full Authority, Capacity, and/or Responsibility).

In most cases, local governments have similar level of authorities and responsibilities, although there are
variations in specific actions which is discussed further in Section 3.2 of this report. On average, only 37.7%
of the local governments reported to have full responsibility to undertake the 13 DRR and resilience actions,
indicating that local governments may undertake more actions that they are responsible for, while in other
cases, responsibilities over local resilience actions are distributed amongst other government agencies (see
Figure 3.02).

For each of the investigated DRR actions, 66 to 97 percent of local governments have full or partial
authorities, capacities and responsibilities; although these rates vary between authorities and capacities
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among regions. This study reveals that local governments in Asia have
the highest powers to undertake DRR and resilience building actions,
with 85 to 97% of the 159 local governments having declared to have
full or partial powers in all seven authorities and/or capacities examined.
Whereas local governments in the Arab States have the least powers,
with 68 to 86% of local governments stating to have the same level of
authorities and/or capacities.

In contrast to the UNDP study on national disaster risk governance
levels, local governments in Europe reported lower powers; with 73% of
local governments in Europe indicating to have authority to develop and
control budgets, much lower than the rest of the regions, except for the
Arab States. On the other hand, local governments in Europe reported
to have higher capacity of adequate and capable technical staff to
undertake DRR and resilience actions than the rest of the regions.
Furthermore, local governments in Europe indicated to have slightly
different levels of authority and responsibility towards DRR actions.
While 85% of local governments in Europe indicated that they were responsible to take DRR actions, only
76% of local governments stated to have legal authority to undertake those same actions (Figure 3.04).

Figure 3.04. Regional distribution of local governments’ authorities, capacities, and responsibilities
for DRR (%) (full and partial).
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In the pilot retrofitting project conducted in Zeytinburnu Municipality, Istanbul, municipal planners worked to
update the urban plans based on new national regulations established after the 1999 Marmara earthquakes;
the regulations issued restrictions on development in the earthquake prone areas. Photo: Ebru Gencer
Image Source: Zeytinburnu Municipality, Istanbul.

The following sections examine local government’s authorities, capacities and responsibilities for the 13
actions that were investigated. Due to the relatively low number of study participants in Africa region,
findings cannot be as conclusive as the other regions.
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This action is about establishing DRR as a key consideration in the city vision and/or strategic plan so that
development goals are safeguarded. Local governments have high level of capacity and legal authority to
develop the city vision or strategic plan that incorporates concepts of resilience.
Local government’s powers and responsibilities are, generally, evenly distributed across regions. Local
governments in the Americas have the highest level of powers and responsibilities in this regard, with 97%
of local governments declaring to have full or partial powers and 84% of local governments stating to have
full or partial responsibilities (Figure 3.05). In contrast, local governments in the Arab States have the lowest
level of power. In addition, 27% of local governments in the Arab States stated not to have any
responsibilities for this DRR action. On the other hand, only 31% of local governments in Europe claimed
to have full responsibility to develop city vision as responsibilities are shared amongst other institutions
(Figure 3.06).

Figure 3.05. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop a city vision or
strategic plan with aspects of resilience (%).

Figure 3.06. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop a city
vision or strategic plan with aspects of
resilience (%).

In relation to city vision/strategic plan, local governments have high level of powers to develop partnerships
and increase capacity. On the other hand, they have limited powers to develop relevant plans, policies and
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regulations. Ten percent of local governments in this study declared that they are not accountable for the
development of the city vision or strategic plans in their respective cities (Figure 3.07).

Figure 3.07. Local government powers and responsibilities for the development of a city vision or strategic
plan that includes concepts of resilience (%).

In many instances, local governments have partial or no responsibility on developing a city vision or
strategic plan, and the responsibility is divided amongst multiple institutions. For instance, in Sendai City,
Japan, the national government and prefectural governments share responsibilities for the development of
a city vision or strategic plan; likewise, in Makati City, Philippines, national government agencies and
metropolitan bodies share responsibilities for planning and development. In Senegal, the local government
is responsible for developing a city vision; it also works in collaboration with the national government. In
both Colombia and Honduras, the central government is the primary responsible body for the development
of a city vision or strategic plan. Similarly, in Venezuela, the city vision or strategic plan is developed by the
central government, principally through the Ministry of the Interior’s Office of the Vice Ministry for Risk
Management and Civil Protection in conjunction with other relevant bodies of the central government.
In a comparison of three study cities in Africa, Europe and North America, it is observed that Khartoum,
Sudan has no powers or responsibility to integrate elements of resilience into a city vision or strategic plan,
whereas, in London, UK, powers for this action were limited or shared, and in New York, USA, the city has
full powers to develop a city vision/strategic plan to which elements of DRR are integrated (Figure 3.08).
See Box.1.1 for a detailed exploration of the case of New York City.
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Figure 3.08. Comparing local government authorities, capacities, and responsibilities to develop a city
vision or strategic plan that may include concepts of resilience in New York, London, and Khartoum,
Sudan.

Mr. Nicola Valluzzi, President of the Province of Potenza speaking at the 3rd
UN World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction in Sendai, Japan.
Photo: UNISDR.
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New York City provides a good example how cities can integrate disaster risk reduction and
resilience building as part of its City Vision and Growth Strategy. In 2007, the New York City
Government released the first PlaNYC, entitled, A Greener, Greater New York, a vision for the
city’s growth and initial sustainability strategy that addressed the city’s aging infrastructure among
others, and committed the city to the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. In 2011, a revised
version of City’s Plan “expanded on these initiatives by strengthening the City’s commitment to
environmental stability and livable neighborhoods, launching brownfield clean-ups and improving
the quality of its air and water.” In 2013, after Hurricane Sandy, New York City released PlaNYC:
A Stronger, More Resilient New York, which documented the lessons learned from Sandy, and
developed a strategy to build back and achieve resilience towards the impacts of climate change,
including rising sea-levels and extreme weather events.
In OneNYC: The Plan for a Strong and Just New York City, the issues of growth, sustainability and
resilience remain at the core of the city’s vision; however, the issue of achieving equity is the prime
concern. To provide “fairness and equal access to assets, services, resources, and opportunities
so that all New Yorkers can reach their full potential” is the main goal. The four (4) cornerstones of
the City Vision are:
•
•

•
•

Growth: New York City will continue to be the world’s most dynamic urban
economy, where families, businesses, and neighborhoods thrive
Equity: New York City will have an inclusive, equitable economy that offers
well-paying jobs and opportunity for all New Yorkers to live with dignity and
security
Sustainability: New York City will be the most sustainable big city in the world
and a global leader in the fight against climate change
Resiliency: Our neighborhoods, economy, and public services will be ready to
withstand and emerge stronger from the impacts of climate change and other
21st century threats.

For more information on OneNYC, please see: nyc.gov/onenyc
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Having the appropriate organizational structure and clear processes combined with strong leadership,
clarity in coordination and delineation of responsibilities is imperative for the success of DRR and resilience
building at local level. Establishing a single point of coordination for disaster resilience is another DRR
action, where local governments tend to have high levels of powers as well as responsibilities. An average
of 89% of local governments in each region have either full or partial powers for this resilience action (Figure
3.01), while all of respondents in the Africa region state to have powers as well as responsibilities (Figure
3.09 and Figure 3.10). This contrasts with only 11% of local governments in the Arab States saying not
having any legal authority and capacity, and 17% of local governments in Europe having no such power,
but revealing that they can influence decisions in this regard (Figure 3.10).

Figure 3.09. Regional distribution of local
government powers to establish a single point of
coordination for resilience (%).

Figure 3.10. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to establish a
single point of coordination for resilience (%).

Most local governments have full authority to develop plans, policies and regulations in relation to DRR
coordination; however, they have the lowest level of authority in the development and control of the budget
for resilience coordination. Nine percent of local governments that participated in this study reported not to
have any responsibility to establish coordination for DRR (Figure 3.11).
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Figure 3.11. Local government powers and responsibilities regarding the establishment of a single point of
coordination for DRR (%).

Where responsibility was lacking or partially available, it was mostly distributed among other government
institutions. For instance, in Tirana, Albania, all DRR and risk management actions are coordinated by the
General Department of Civil Defense whose budget is determined by the national government. According
to the Stoke-on-Trent City Council in the United Kingdom, responding to many disaster incidents is policeled. The city government is then expected to follow the plans of the police; however, the city government
can influence actions through its policies and mandated authority. In many Latin American countries,
disaster coordination, similar to city vision, is guided by national governments. In Colombia, Honduras, and
Venezuela, coordination is done centrally through the Ministry of the Interior’s Office of the Vice Ministry for
Risk Management and Civil Protection in conjunction with other relevant bodies of the national government.
An exploration of three cities in detail indicated the full powers given to local authorities in Chile for DRR
Coordination, whereas in Makati City, Philippines, powers and responsibilities were shared. In the case of
Turkey, where DRR is coordinated at national level, the City of Istanbul only has the power to influence
decisions (Figure 3.12). In Box 1.2, coordination for DRR in the City of Makati is further explored.
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Figure 3.12. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to establish a single point of
coordination for DRR in Makati, Philippines; Istanbul, Turkey; and Peñaflor, Chile.

About 1.2 million inhabitants live in Djiddha Thiaroye Kao (DTK), outside Dakar
in Senegal; most of them in informal settlements. This area used to supply
freshwater for Dakar’s drinking water; but now the source is contaminated.
Photo: UNISDR.
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Republic Act 10121, also known as the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act
of 2010 (DRRM Act), mandates the institutionalization of the Disaster Risk Reduction and
Management System at the local level through the establishment of a local Disaster Risk
Reduction and Management Office (DRRMO). It provides for the reorganization of the Disaster
Coordinating Councils (DCC), now known as the DRRM Council (DRRMC).
Through the enactment of City Ordinance No. 2012-037, the Makati DRRMO is responsible for
setting the direction, development, implementation and coordination of DRM programs within the
city. Moreover, DRRM Act provides that the DRRMO consist of divisions for: 1) Administrative and
Training; 2) Operations and Warning; and 3) Research and Planning. The already established
Makati Command, Control and Communication (Makati C3) and Makati Rescue were integrated
to form part of the Makati DRRMO.

Makati DRRM Office Structure
Courtesy of Makati City
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Undertaking technical and multistakeholder analysis of current and future threats and hazards to identify
city-wide exposure and vulnerability is the essential basis for DRR actions such as risk-informed urban
planning (Action 5) and post-disaster reconstruction strategies (Action 13). Understanding risk informs
current and future investment decisions which contribute to improved resilience. On the other hand, this is
one of the actions, where a relatively low number of local governments reported to have full powers and/or
responsibilities. An average of 44% of local governments indicated having full powers to undertake risk
analysis (Figure 3.01). Surprisingly, less number of local governments in Europe (35%) stated to have full
capacity and legal authority in this regard (Figure 3.13). In the Americas, 51% of study participants stated
to have full responsibilities, and 45% of them to share responsibilities with other organizations. Only 4% of
local governments in the Americas reported not to have any responsibility to undertake risk analysis (Figure
3.14).

Figure 3.13. Regional distribution of local
government powers to undertake multi-hazard
risk analysis (%).

Figure 3.14. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to undertake multihazard risk analysis (%).

About half of the local governments in this study acknowledged having legal powers to undertake multihazard risk analysis and to access or build relevant data. However, most local governments have very low
technical capacities, with 25%5 of them admitting not having adequate and capable staff to undertake multihazard risk analysis. Despite not having adequate technical capacity, 88% of local governments reported

5

This value corresponds to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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to be fully or partially responsible to undertake risk analysis, indicating a critical gap in capacities to meet
responsibility and exercise authority (Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15. Local government powers and responsibilities to undertake multi-hazard risk analysis (%).

Local governments that do not have the opportunity to share responsibilities to undertake risk analysis
commonly collaborate with national or higher level government agencies. For instance, the City of Karlstad
in Sweden collaborates with national and regional authorities to gain access to relevant climate data. In
Vinhedo, Brazil, the Municipal Department of Civil Defense operates in conjunction with the Regional or
State Civil Defense, depending on the scope of the event. In Senegal, the local government is legally
responsible to undertake risk analysis, but the national level is obliged to intervene in support of the local
government. In the Arab Development States, understanding and analysis of risk is open to local
governments through data collection by local Urban Observatories and demographic studies with the local
planning authority. Overlaps in resource allocation do not guarantee funding for local governments despite
them being granted some authority to conduct risk analysis.
In Italy, risk analysis is performed at all levels of government (national, regional, provincial, and municipal),
each with different level of detail. A multistakeholder approach that enlists cooperation of governments,
institutions, scientific research centers, public and private entities for data collection and analysis is currently
utilized in the Province of Potenza, Italy. Proportionate budgeting is allocated among governments
depending on their different institutional responsibilities; this aspect is deemed critical for the chronic
shortage of resources for such DRR action.
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In examining three cities for their existing powers and responsibilities to undertake multi-hazard risk
analysis, it was observed that in Doha, Qatar, the city had full powers and responsibility to undertake this
action. However, it lacked technical capacity to carry it out. Similarly, the City of Milan, Italy, had full legal
authority to undertake it; and has partial authority and responsibilities; however, just like Doha, Milan lacks
technical capacity in this regard. In Mumbai, India, the city had partial legal authority and partial
responsibility to undertake it; however, it lacked many of the other required powers, including technical
capacity (Figure 3.16).
Box 1.3 explores how the damaging earthquakes of 1999 pushed for the undertaking of risk analysis in the
City of Istanbul, Turkey.

Figure 3.16. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to undertake risk analysis for
multiple hazards in Mumbai, India; Milan, Italy; and Doha, Qatar.

World Tsunami Awareness Day
exercise organized by New
South Wales States Emergency
Service on Manly Beach,
Sydney, Australia.
Photo: UNISDR.
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Following the 1999 Marmara Earthquakes in Turkey, the probability of an earthquake of M.7 or
greater occurring near Istanbul within the next decade was calculated and projected to be at 32
+/-12 percent, and in the next thirty years 62 +/-15 percent (Parsons et al. 2000, 1). In 2004, USGS
reassessed the hazard with improved Marmara Sea faulting and a new historical earthquake
catalog and recalculated that the 30-year probability of an earthquake at Istanbul is 41+/- 14%
(Parsons 2004).
Based on probability calculations, deterministic earthquake hazard assessments were also
undertaken in joint studies of the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) and Istanbul
Metropolitan Municipality (IMM); and the American Red Cross (ARC) and Boğaziçi University (BU)
(JICA-IMM 2002; BU 2002, 75). These studies concluded that the occurrence of a worst-case
scenario earthquake with M 7.5 is considered “highly probable” in the next 70 years (IMM 2003,
17). Following this diagnosis, the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality organized a consortium
involving four Turkish universities to prepare vulnerability and risk assessment studies for the
Earthquake Master Plan for Istanbul.
In the Istanbul scenario earthquake calculations, HAZUS99 methodology was used measuring a
direct relationship between the structural damage and the number of casualties (IMM 2003, 19).
Based on this methodology, casualty levels from a scenario earthquake was projected to be
between 30,000 to 40,000 people based on day and night time population (BU 2002, 243). The
structural damage was computed based on a building inventory that was conducted by the Turkish
State Institute of Statistics in 2000. According to this inventory and a following building
classification study, as of 2002, at the time of the earthquake risk assessments, the majority of
building stock (66%) in Istanbul was one to eight story reinforced concrete frame constructions
built after the 1975 seismic codes, and 24% of buildings were masonry structures with low levels
of earthquake resistant design, according to the 1998 European Macro-Seismic Scale (EMS) (BU
2002, 114-16).
Consequently, for a scenario based earthquake in Istanbul, intensity based vulnerability
calculations for this building inventory estimated 40,268 buildings (about 5.5% of the total building
stock) to be damaged beyond repair, a total of 77,000 buildings (10.5%) to be substantially to
heavily damaged, and about 200,000 buildings (27%) to be moderately damaged (ibid., 243).
Analysis predicted a total of 608,000 households to be in need of shelters following the scenario
earthquake in Istanbul, excluding the potential short-term needs of residents in moderately
damaged houses and loss of utilities (ibid. 213, 243).

Source: Adapted from Gencer, E. A. 2008. Natural Disasters, Vulnerability, and Sustainable Development:
Examining the Interplay, Global Trends and Local Practices in Istanbul. Saarbrucken: VDM Verlag.
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Understanding the economic impact of disasters and developing financial mechanisms are essential to
support resilience activities and strengthening opportunities for response and recovery. Local governments
need to prepare the financial plan, procedures, and resources that are adequate to allow resilience building
activities to be realized, including long term climate adaptation. About half of the local governments in this
study have full powers (46%) and responsibilities (50%) to develop financial planning that allows access to,
and enables the allocation of financial resources for resilience. On the other hand, an average 15% of the
local governments do not have any power and this proportion is much higher in the Arab States with 23%
6

of local governments stating to have no capacity or legal authority for financial planning (Figure 3.17). A

high proportion of local governments in Asia, Americas and in Africa stated to have full or partial
responsibility for this action, while 19% of local governments in Europe and in the Arab States have no
responsibility to develop financial planning for resilience (Figure 3.18).

Figure 3. 17. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop financial
planning for resilience (%).

Figure 3.18. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop
financial planning for resilience (%).

Sixty percent of local governments in this study indicated that they have full powers to develop partnerships
and to increase capacity, and about half of the local governments stated to have authority to develop and

6

This value corresponds to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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control budget for financial planning for resilience. Globally, 90% of local governments in this study reported
to be fully or partially responsible for financial planning for disaster resilience (Figure 3.19).

Figure 3.19. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop financial planning
for resilience (%).

When local governments have partial or no responsibility to develop financial planning for resilience,
responsibility lies with various stakeholders. For instance, in Seychelles, Japan, and the Philippines,
responsibility lies in a multitude of central government organizations including the Department of Risk and
Disaster Management and the Ministry of Environment in Seychelles, the national government institutions
in Japan; in the Philippines, responsibilities are distributed between the local and national government in
the Philippines. The same holds true for a number of Latin American countries.
The Honduran Central Government has primary responsibility for the financial planning for disaster
resilience. In Brazil, the Secretary of Public Works and the Department of Finance have the most important
roles for financial planning. In Venezuela, national bodies such as the Federal Council of Government,
Ministry of Popular Power for Economy, Finance and Public Banking Executive are the primary, responsible
bodies for financial planning. The Province of Potenza, Italy reported working to enlarging financial planning
for all municipalities by facilitating their capacity enhancement. A critical characteristic in their activities is
the availability of assets or services related to financial planning and resource allocation.
Three cities were examined in detail for their powers and responsibilities to develop financial planning for
DRR and resilience. Two of the cities examined (Johannesburg and Lima) had exemplary levels of authority
in this regard, whereas the third city examined, Jharsguda, Odisha had no powers for financial planning
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(see Figure 3.20). In the hazard-prone State of Odisha, in recent years, much funds are used for disaster
recovery. It is essential that the city and state include financial planning as part of their disaster management
(as explored in Box 1.4).

Figure 3.20. Comparison of local government powers and responsibilities to develop financial planning for
resilience in Jharsuguda, Odisha State, India; Johannesburg, South Africa; and Carabayllo, Lima.

The City of Johannesburg signs up to the
Making Cities Resilient Campaign.
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Cyclone Phalin struck the coast of the Indian State of Odisha in October 2013, affecting more than
13 million people and necessitating the evacuation of one million residents. The cyclone damaged
420,000 homes and was estimated to have cost an excessive amount of $US700 million. According
to a leading urban activist based in the state capital of Bhubaneswar, this figure would have been
higher if it were not for Odisha's strong disaster management record; the state continues to develop
policy, technical and institutional capacities and mechanisms for DRM through a DRR perspective.
Dr. Piyush Ranjan Rout, the co-founder and executive director of the Local Governments Network
and an advocate for the Making Cities Resilient Campaign, affirmed that the capital’s focus on
accountability and reducing disaster risk avoided an even worse outcome: "Most of our towns are
part of the UNISDR Campaign and the successful management of Cyclone Phalin highlighted the
effectiveness of investments made over the last ten years. However, the still exorbitant economic
losses experienced indicate strongly that in the future, both the national and state governments
have to focus more on reducing economic exposure."
Included in the cost of recovery is $USD39 million for the repair of 5,825 damaged schools and a
rehabilitation of the educational facilities. The State government announced that the funds would
be provided for repair and restoration of school and college buildings based on priority.
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Regularly revising urban plans with up-to-date risk information, and identifying the mechanisms, land-use
allocation, and development projects that contribute to further increase the city’s resilience of with particular
consideration for vulnerable populations are keys to risk reduction in the rapidly urbanizing world.
Local governments have high level of powers and responsibilities to undertake this key DRR action. On
average, 92% of local governments are granted powers ranging from partial to full. While 98% of
participating local governments in Asia have such powers, 99% of them stated having full and partial
responsibilities to risk-informed planning. Study participants in Europe and in the Americas also reported
to have high level of powers and responsibilities in this regard. Relatively lower number of local government
in the Arab States reported to have no powers (14%) and no responsibilities (23%7) to develop and/or revise
urban plans with up-to-date risk information.

Figure 3.21. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop and update urban
plans with up-to-date risk information (%).

Figure 3.22 Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop and update
urban plans with up-to-date risk information (%).

Sixty-two percent of local governments in this study stated to have full legal powers to undertake riskinformed urban planning and more than half (56%) have authority to develop relevant plans, policies, and
regulations in relation to risk-informed planning. On the other hand, most local governments suffer from low

7

The percentages correspond to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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technical capacity with either inadequate number or unqualified technical personnel to undertake this action.
Only 41% of the local governments reported to have full technical capacities in this regard (Figure 3.23).
This analysis indicates the critical need to incorporate DRR knowledge into professional education
programs, such as urban planning diploma programs or continuing education programs for urban planners.
While technical capacity to undertake risk-informed urban planning in many local governments is lacking,
a large proportion of them (59%) reported to be the only accountable actor to undertake this action,
indicating the gap between their responsibility and capacities and the need to provide technical capacity to
local governments for risk-informed urban planning (Figure 3.23).

Figure 3.23. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop and/or revise urban plans with up-to-date
risk information (%).

In nations where decentralization is limited, local governments have less responsibilities and share them
with higher-level government agencies. For instance, in Seychelles, the Department of Risk and Disaster
Management and the Ministry of Environment and Land Transport Agency share responsibilities, similar to
other resilience actions. In Makati City, Philippines, local government share planning responsibilities with
the national government. On the other hand, in Honduras, responsibility for risk-informed planning only
belongs to the central government.
In three city explored in the study, the lack of adequately trained and capable staff was the major capacity
deficit. This was most apparent in Pokhara, Nepal, despite the fact that the city is the responsible authority
to undertake risk-informed plans. This is a crucial deficit between capacity and responsibilities in this critical
DRR action. Whereas the City of Lehavim, Israel had partial capacities in risk-informed planning, the
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megacity of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil stated to have no powers to integrate DRR and resilience into its planning
(Figure 3.24). In contrast to these cases, Box 1.5 showcases a successful example how DRR and resilience
can be integrated into planning and design agenda.

Figure 3.24. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to develop and/or revise urban plans
with up-to-date risk information in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; Pokhara, Nepal; and Lehavim, Israel.

Kathmandu, severely devastated by an earthquake in 2015, suffers from
haphazard construction and planning practices. Photo: Ebru Gencer.
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Superstorm Sandy was one of the largest recorded Atlantic storms, with winds extending over an
area of approximately of 1,000 miles. The damage was unprecedented in Hoboken, a city in
northern New Jersey directly across the Hudson River from New York City. Nearly 80% of Hoboken
was flooded, resulting in more than $100 million in private property damage, more than $10 million
in damage to municipal property, and severe degradation of the region’s transportation network.
To reduce future impact to critical infrastructure, Hoboken is working to reconcile the city’s zoning
code with state and federal regulations to allow ‘wet flood-proofing’ and ‘dry flood-proofing’ of
ground level floors that are located below the base flood elevation (BFE). Currently, usable space
on the ground floor of residential and/or mixed-use buildings is prohibited or discouraged if located
below the BFE. This impacts not only street life and community character in Hoboken, but also
adversely affects public safety and security. State and federal regulations prohibit or discourage
elevator mechanicals from being located anywhere below the BFE. This in turn necessitates the
construction of elaborate and excessive handicap ramps to comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act. For these reasons, the city will update its design standards and zoning ordinances
for governing stormwater management and floodplain protection.
Many of Hoboken’s municipal facilities, such as the fire department headquarters and two fire
stations, the public works department central garage, the public library, volunteer ambulance corps,
municipal parks and recreational facilities, sustained significant damage due to the flooding. This
experience has led Hoboken to prepare a Municipal Hazard Mitigation Plan and to seek ways to
preserve open spaces and historic and recreational sites. The five-year Capital Improvement Plan
focuses on municipal resiliency and hazard mitigation.
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While applying and enforcing realistic, risk compliant building codes and standards is a key DRR action,
several countries report deficiencies in building codes, which may not be legally binding or that may remain
in draft form for a long time and never applied. This is one field, in which local governments have the lowest
powers and responsibilities; an average of 29% of local governments in this study acknowledged not having
any capacity or legal authority (Figure 3.01). An average of 21% of them stated also not to have any
responsibilities (Figure 3.02). Many local governments in Europe (36%) and those in the Arab States (34%8)
admitted not to have any powers to update, develop or enforce the use of building codes (Figure 3.25).
Local governments in the Americas, on the other hand, report the highest level of powers and
responsibilities, with only 19% stating to have no powers (Figure 3.25) and 11% of them no responsibilities
at all on this matter (Figure 3.26).

Figure 3.25. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop, update, and/or
enforce the use of building codes (%).

8

Figure 3.26. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop, update,
and/or enforce the use of building codes (%).

The percentages correspond to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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Almost half of the local governments in this study (42%) reported to have legal authority to update building
codes, however, many of them also reported to have low technical capacities. Only 35% of local
governments stated to have adequate and capable technical staff for this action. Notwithstanding this low
capacity, 46% of local governments have full responsibility to undertake this action in their cities, indicating
another disparity of capacity and responsibility (See Fig 3.27).

Figure 3.27. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop, update and/or enforce
the use of building codes (%).

In many instances, local governments share the responsibility of updating and/or enforcing the use of
building codes with other government agencies, or they follow the national regulations. For example, the
City of Karlstad in Sweden reports that the country’s Planning and Building Act states that municipalities
can control city planning as long as actions follow national regulations. In Japan, the responsibility of
developing building codes belongs to the national government. Likewise, the Municipality of Petra in Jordan
states that the primary responsibility of maintaining building regulations belong to the Ministry of Public
Works. In Zarzis, Tunisia, responsibility belongs to the central government. In comparison, many
departments of the central Venezuelan government share this responsibility.
In Italy, primary authority for maintaining building codes and regulations is relegated to a department’s
institutional tasks and responsibilities. The Province of Potenza is working to enlarge this action to
coordinate and support all its municipalities by revising and updating their building codes and standards
and enforcing their use. The presence of assets or services related to this action in the Province of Potenza
is critical in enforcing these changes.
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None of the cities examined in detail declared to have full responsibility to update and enforce the use of
building codes. Of the three highly earthquake prone cases, the City of Lisbon, Portugal stated to have the
most powers in this regard. In both Stepanavan, Armenia and Caracas, Venezuela, capacities for most
crucial risk reduction activities were almost non-existent (Figure 3.28). Box 1.6 explores capacity building
for risk-informed construction in Sri Lanka through educational activities, such as seminars or continuingeducation programs.

Figure 3.28. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities regarding the updating of building
codes and enforcing their use in Caracas, Venezuela; Stepanavan, Armenia; and Lisbon, Portugal.

This earthquake risk prone apartment building in Istanbul,
Turkey is considered for “building based reconstruction”
(rebuilding of individual buildings deemed at-risk), a planning
tool used as part of its urban redevelopment strategy. Photo:
Ebru Gencer.
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Engineers and other technical professionals play a key role in ensuring the safety of construction
projects. Sri Lanka’s Southern Provincial Council organized a workshop in September 2013 to
improve disaster resilient measures within the built environment; this led to the creation of an
information-sharing network among the stakeholders. The workshop was part of an International
Conference on Building Resilience, held in association with the Federation of Sri Lankan Local
Government Authorities, the Southern Provincial Council, and the University of Salford, UK.
Presentations focused on improving disaster resilience in the built environment and
recommendations were made for incorporation into the Post-2015 Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction (HFA2).9 The following key areas were addressed with emphasis at the local level:
tools and mechanisms for taking disaster risk information into account in construction; the
strengths and weaknesses of existing/applied tools and mechanisms for achieving disasterresilient construction at the local level; available disaster risk information and how it is used for
disaster-resilient urban/habitat/infrastructure construction to make them disaster resilient; and the
principal barriers to developing and using disaster risk inclusive land use plans, spatial and habitat
plans, building codes; and, how these barriers can be overcome to improve usage of these plans
in ongoing and future construction activities.

9

Post-2015 Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (HFA2) refers to the successor framework beyond 2015, the year
that the Hyogo Framework for Action (2005-2015) ended. HFA is “the inspiration for knowledge, practice,
implementation, experience and the science for disaster risk reduction” that guided the decade. UNISDR facilitated
the process of developing a post-2015 framework for disaster risk reduction. The process of consultations at different
levels culminated in the adoption of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 at the Third United
Nations World Conference on DRR which took place in March 2015 in Sendai, Japan.
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Identifying, protecting and monitoring natural ecosystems, including water and wetlands, soil and
vegetation, pollination and biodiversity, within and outside the city geography, is imperative to sustaining
and safeguarding their protective functions as natural buffers. On the other hand, the concept of ecosystem
services is not well-known, and neither is its role in DRR and resilience building readily understood. On
average, only 34% of local governments studied have full authority or capacity and 35% of them have full
responsibility for the protection, conserving and restoring of ecosystems for resilience; this is relatively low
in comparison with all other DRR and resilience actions identified in this study (Figures 3.01 and 3.02). For
instance, among study participants, only 25%10 of local governments in the Arab States reported to have
no capacity or authority for this action (Figure 3.29). In both Asia and Europe, 64% of the local governments
studied share the responsibilities with other institutions (Figure 3.30).

Figure 3.29. Regional distribution of local
government powers to protect, conserve, and/or
restore ecosystems for resilience (%).

Figure 3.30. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to protect, conserve,
and/or restore ecosystems for resilience (%).

Forty percent of the local governments in the study stated that they have full authority to develop plans,
policies and regulations for the protection of ecosystems, however, only 35% of them possess legal
authority to undertake this action. This means that there are almost just as much local governments that do

10

This value corresponds to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" statements.
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not have the authority as those that have full authority plan for ecosystem protection (i.e., a difference of
only five percentage points). In addition, local governments have very low technical capacities to undertake
this action (Figure 3.31), with only 32% of local governments having adequate and capable technical staff
and only 30% owning or operating relevant assets or services. Local governments also have very low
responsibility levels for ecosystems preservation, with only 36% of local governments having full
responsibility to undertake this action (Figure 3.31).

Figure 3.31. Local government powers and responsibilities for the protection, conservation, and
restoration of ecosystems (%).

In most cases, local governments share the responsibility of updating, preserving and conserving
ecosystems with a variety of legal bodies. In Kampala, Uganda, responsibilities are divided between
regional powers or the state civil defense depending on the scale of the issue. In Zarzis, Tunisia,
responsibility belongs with regional and/or provincial authorities; whereas, in Venezuela, the central
government is primarily responsible for protecting and restoring ecosystems through the Ministry of Ecosocialism and Water in coordination with other national-level entities. In the United Kingdom, the
responsibility lies with the Environment Agency; in the Province of Potenza, Italy, the responsibility and
relevant tasks are distributed among all government levels - national, regional, provincial, and municipal.
The Province of Potenza stated that it has adequate and capable technical staff who can execute the tasks
and provide support to municipalities through coordination with local actions to establish ecosystem
networks; however, it also mentioned that assets, services and resources are critical for this resilience
action.
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For this action, three cities with different ecosystems were examined. In Denver, USA and Whitsunday,
Australia, both cities stated to have the necessary powers to protect and restore their ecosystems. On the
other hand, in the case of San Jose, Costa Rica, which is famous for environmental tourism, capacities
were much more limited (Figure 3.32). Australia's exemplary work on ecosystems preservation is further
explored in Box. 1.7.

Figure 3.32. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to preserve, conserve, and/or restore
ecosystems for resilience in Whitsunday, Australia; San Jose, Costa Rica; and Denver, Colorado, USA.

Seafront properties are built at the expense of ecosystems in hurricane-prone Jamaica.
Photo: Ebru Gencer.
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An important case study for local government
action on protecting ecosystems is that of Lake
Macquarie, Australia, for which the 2010 report
on

Coastal

Ecosystem

Resilience

gave

recommendations for incorporation into the
Coastal

Zone

Management

Plan.

Recommendations include the implementation
of local adaptation plans that were developed in
collaboration with communities affected by flooding and projected sea level rise, and the protection
of ecosystems and buffer areas. Additional recommendations include the Lake Macquarie
Wetlands Climate Change Assessment that gives advice for the protection of foreshore and coastal
wetlands; a plan for retreat in the case of rising sea and lake levels has also be formulated.
In the Greater Manchester Region, United Utilities (the water company for North West England)
owns more than 56,000 hectares of land. The land is used for agricultural purposes by tenant
farmers and contains nationally significant wildlife habitats with approximately 30% of the land
designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest.
These fragile upland catchment habitats have been
damaged by historic industrial air pollution, agricultural
activities and climate change. Responding to these longterm trends, United Utilities and other partners in the UK
invested millions in a sustainable catchment management
program, thus demonstrating private sector participation
in the implementation of environmental and ecosystems
management. This program is designed to restore
moorlands,

establish

new

woodlands,

create

hay

meadows and protect watercourses for the benefit of both
water and wildlife. This project is helping the moorland habitat to become more resilient to longterm climate change and enable active peat-forming vegetation that increase the rate at which
these areas can absorb carbon from the atmosphere.
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Preparing and implementing a critical infrastructure plan or strategy is essential to protect critical
infrastructure, utilities and services in local/urban environments. Local governments need to invest in and
maintain critical infrastructure that reduces risk, such as flood drainage, that should be upgraded to
withstand the impacts of climate change. On the other hand, local governments have low financial and
technical capacities and legal authorities to develop critical Infrastructure plan or resilience strategy in their
city and regions.
On average, only 42% of local governments stated to have full powers and 39% of them stated to be the
sole organization responsible to undertake this critical resilience action (Figures 3.01 and 3.02). A relatively
low proportion of local governments (19%) reported to have no responsibility at all. The proportion of no
powers and no responsibilities was highest in the local governments in Europe in this study, with 32% that
reported not having powers and 36% of them with no responsibilities for this action. In contrast, local
governments in the Americas reported to have high level of authority and capacities (88% of them) and
responsibilities (86% of them), fully and partially, to develop a critical to develop a critical infrastructure plan
or strategy for their respective administrative areas.

Figure 3.33. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop a critical
infrastructure plan or strategy for resilience (%).

Figure 3.34. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop a critical
infrastructure plan or strategy for resilience (%).
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Forty-four percent of the local governments in this study have legal authority for critical infrastructure
planning and for the access or building of relevant data. On the other hand, only 38% of them have authority
to develop and control budgeting for critical infrastructure planning and only 31% own or operate relevant
services or assets. This low capacity correlates with the low level of responsibility for this action. Only 38%
of local governments have responsibility to develop a critical infrastructure plan or strategy in their cities
(Figure 3.35).

Figure 3.35. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop critical infrastructure plans
or strategies for resilience (%).

Critical infrastructure priorities differ in each nation. Depending on the country’s context, responsibilities are
assigned to disparate actors. For instance, critical infrastructure in the Greater Manchester Region of the
United Kingdom is defined as communications, energy, finance, food, transport and water, and thus
responsibilities are distributed among relevant central government authorities; such as the regional water,
electrical, and gas utilities and highway departments. Likewise, in Japan, the administration of critical
infrastructure is done at the municipal, prefectural, or national government levels. In Italy, while the tasks
and responsibilities related to critical infrastructure are distributed among entities in the national, regional,
provincial, and municipal government levels, the province has ultimate authority in drafting the
infrastructural plan and strategies, but always in deference to upper government levels. In Senegal, local
government is responsible for developing critical infrastructure, but its resources being insufficient, action
is shared with the national level. In Venezuela, the central government is responsible for critical
infrastructure planning for disaster resilience through the Ministry of Popular Power for Transport and Public
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Works in coordination with other entities of the national or central government, such as the Ministry of
Electric Power.
The three cities from different continents that were examined for this action, revealed varying levels of
powers and responsibilities in each. The old city of Burundi has full powers in some capacities and has
none in others, in addition to no responsibility in this action. The same was true for the City of Toronto,
Canada, where the city stated to have full authority for this action, but no responsibility at all.
In Karlstad, Sweden, the responses stated to have lacking powers and responsibility in all regards (Figure
3.36). Despite this power deficiency, the City of Karlstad is undertaking several infrastructure projects for
building resilience, which are explored in Box.1.8.

Figure 3.36. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop critical infrastructure
plans or strategies for resilience.
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Lehavim, Israel.
Photo: OFEK
Aerial Photo.

The City of Karlstad, Sweden is located on the largest delta in northern Europe, where the river
Klarälven flows into Lake Vänern. Its location puts the city in significant risk of high water levels in
both the river and the lake. The Swedish Government has identified Karlstad as the city in which
the largest number of people is likely to be affected by a 100-year flood. However, flooding is not
the only risk the city faces. It also must meet the challenges of adapting to a changing climate.

Karlstad is working in a number of ways to secure its critical infrastructure. The sewage system has
been improved with check valves and open stormwater systems, GIS mapping that illustrates
alternative routes during flooding and emergencies; and the construction of elevated bridges,
culverts and embankments for which plans have been made.

As the General Hospital in Karlstad serves six (6) municipalities and is at high risk from flooding,
the City of Karlstad and the Värmland County Council are planning to construct a levee to protect
the hospital and the surrounding area, including main roads that lead to the hospital to ensure that
it can remain operational during emergencies. The levee will serve a dual purpose: to help manage
flood risk, and to serve as an elevated pedestrian and bicycle path. The levee will incorporate a
green stormwater management system with infiltration dams and four (4) pumping stations with
check valves. As an extra security measure, seven (7) surface shutters will allow extreme rainfall
to pass through the levee.
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The construction of the levee will provide better control of stormwater and improve traffic safety
due to the added pedestrian crossings and better lightning. The result is envisioned to contribute
to the natural beauty of the waterfront. The added benefit of using the levee as a pedestrian and
bicycle path will allow the municipality to comply with its climate and environmental strategy which
aims to encourage travel by bicycle and maintain a safe and attractive environment, thereby turning
flood protection measures into a positive experience.
The city’s contingency plan for flooding, developed in coordination with stakeholders from the
municipality and civil society, prioritizes critical infrastructure. The city places great emphasis on
DRR. Public employees take courses on climate change adaptation measures and environmental
management, as Karlstad seeks to preserve its current geography and development.

Legitimizing disaster resilience roles and responsibilities and ensuring that processes are in place to
strengthen and share the knowledge and skills of the stakeholders are part of disaster risk governance. On
average, 85% of the local governments studied have either full (42%) or partial (43%) capacities and
authorities to strengthen institutional capacities (such as those of the governmental organizations, private
sector, academic institutions, and civil society organizations amongst others) to increase resilience (Figure
3.01). Contrary to some of the other DRR actions, where level of responsibility was higher than capacities
for many local governments, they have higher level of capacities than they are responsible for in this
particular action. On average, only 38% of local governments are fully and 48% of them are partially
responsible to strengthen institutional capacity for resilience. Particularly, local governments in the
Americas have high level of capacities with 94% stating full and partial powers for strengthening institutional
capacity for resilience building (Figure 3.37).
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Figure 3.37. Regional distribution of local
government powers to strengthen institutional
capacity for resilience (%).

Figure 3.38. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to strengthen
institutional capacity for resilience (%).

Fifty-two percent of local governments in this study stated to have legal authority to develop partnerships
to strengthen institutional capacity for resilience. At the same time, only 40% of them have full responsibility
to undertake this action, and a low number of local governments (17%11) reported to not have any
responsibility. Institutional capacity development for resilience is not considered to be a responsibility of
local governments in many nations (Fig 3.39).

11

The percentage corresponds to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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Figure 3.39. Local government powers and responsibilities to strengthen institutional capacity for
resilience (%).

According to several local governments, responsibility for institutional strengthening usually lies with their
respective national disaster risk management agencies. For example, Australia’s Attorney-General's
Department leads in institutional capacity strengthening based upon the SFDRR. In Brazil, the Civil Defense
Department is the primary responsible body, in comparison to Sendai, Japan, where the municipal
government is the most important stakeholder in the city with support by the prefectural and national
governments.
This report examined three cities in detail. In Yaounde, Cameroon, the City have full powers and
responsibility to strengthen its institutional capacity for resilience, whereas in Abu Dhabi, in United Emirates
and in the Province of Potenza, Italy, such powers and responsibilities are very limited (Figure 3.40). Again,
despite the lack of powers, the Province of Potenza has developed an exemplary capacity strengthening
program, which is depicted in Box.1.9.
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Figure 3.40. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to strengthen institutional capacity for
resilience in Potenza, Italy; Yaoundé, Cameroon; and Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.

The Network of Municipalities in the
Province of Potenza engaging with
the Making Cities Resilient Campaign.
Photo: The Province of Potenza.
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The territory of the Province of Potenza, comprised up of to 100 small-sized municipalities, is
exposed to natural and man-made hazards that have resulted in disasters with heavy losses in
the recent and ancient history. Since 2004, the Province of Potenza has built and implemented
the Provincial Civil Protection System working with municipalities, all relevant stakeholders and
major groups of the local, regional and national civil protection system. The purpose is to provide
an organizational structure for disaster management and risk reduction activities to deal with
everyday risks and in major disasters.
Supporting its institutional strategy for assessing/reducing disaster risks and managing
emergencies, the Province of Potenza has progressively created an interconnected system of
operational and organizational tools: the Provincial Operations Room, the instrumental sensors
networks for risks monitoring, the databases of resources for emergency management and
geographic information system (GIS) which enable the collection of information on different
territorial components and multi-risks analysis. Thanks to the implementation of land-monitoring
data and of “risks-exposed territorial elements,” many multi-risks assessments have been
performed over the years with satisfactory results for civil protection.
The Province of Potenza linked DRR with its territorial planning functions in a tangible way,
through "structural" action which built in territorial and urban development with land-use. All the
regional/local authorities made joint agreements with the UNISDR Making Cities Resilient
Campaign, committing to network, and implement specific, coordinated policies and institutional
agreements in support of resilience building.
Capitalizing on its best institutional and governance practices experimented during the last
decade, the Province of Potenza outlined the #weResilient strategy for pursuing territorial
development through a structural combination of environmental sustainability, territorial safety and
climate change policies. As part of this strategy, the Province of Potenza reached a major goal
through the adoption of the Provincial Territorial Coordination Master Plan (TCP). The TCP
represents a “structural” tool for analyzing needs and driving local governments’ choices with a
"wide-area" development point of view.
The outlined strategy is guided by an advocacy for municipalities and communities to implement
local development policies that integrate resilience with territorial and communities. The strategic
implementation path consists of a set of coordination activities and awareness-raising activities
among citizens and communities that support the urban planning process. The approach pursues
“territorial governance” which puts emphasis on understanding the local context to adopt land-use
policies and implement them with relevant actions.
This new concept of territorial governance establishes “resilience" into disasters and climate
change as territorial development policies are implemented through specific local actions. To carry
out the #weResilient strategy, the Province of Potenza set up a permanent local platform to
engage municipalities, institutions/authorities, social groups, communities, citizens, and other
stakeholders in translating the strategy into concrete actions.
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Understanding patterns of social vulnerability and adequately addressing the needs of the most vulnerable
significantly contribute to increase the city’s coping capacity in the face of natural hazards. Furthermore,
social cohesion and community participation have been unanimously recognized as keys to successful
disaster risk management. Awareness-raising educational programs and training for the population have
proven to significantly help communities to be better prepared. Local governments have a big role to play in
identifying and strengthening societal capacities (among neighborhood organizations, media groups,
educational and training institutions) for disaster resilience.
On average, about half of the local governments in this study reported having full capacity; 46% having legal
authorities, 50% having responsibilities to strengthen societal capacity. Capacities of local governments’
were high in all regions, with the exception of the Arab States, where 25%12 of local governments stated to
have no powers, and 28% have responsibility to identify and strengthen societal capacity to undertake this
action (Figures 3.41 and 3.42).

Figure 3.41. Regional distribution of local
government powers to identify and strengthen
societal capacity for resilience (%).

12

Figure 3.42. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to identify and
strengthen societal capacity for resilience (%).

This percentages correspond to the sum of "No" and "No, but can influence" responses.
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More than half of local governments in this study (53%) have legal authority to identify and strengthen
societal capacity. Contrary to institutional capacity development, a large portion of local governments (56%)
are also the responsible bodies for the strengthening of societal capacities, such as undertaking training or
outreach activities in their administrative areas (Figure 3.43).

Figure 3.43. Local government powers and responsibilities to identify and strengthen
societal capacity for resilience (%).

Local governments revealed that societal capacity strengthening actions for disaster resilience is mostly
undertaken at the national level. For instance, education and training are mostly undertaken by the national
government in Japan. In Honduras, this resilience action is the primary responsibility of the national
government, while in Brazil, it is under the authority of the Communications Secretary. Likewise, in Senegal
the local government is responsible for most actions except for telecommunications which is a national level
undertaking.
In Italy, the task and responsibility of societal capacity strengthening is allocated amongst the national,
regional, provincial, and municipal levels, resulting in varying degrees of engagement. The Province of
Potenza in Italy has made the provision of support in strengthening and identifying relevant societal capacity
by involving municipalities, relevant stakeholders, and civil society as the core of their resilience strategy.
In the city examinations, it was discovered that Santa Fe, Argentina, which has received an award for DRR,
has full powers for societal capacity strengthening for resilience. Petra, Jordan, also an important city for
cultural heritage protection, has partial powers in all attributes of societal capacity strengthening. On the
other hand, such powers were almost non-existent in Bihar State, India, where the State had no legal
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authority and responsibility in this regard, other than owning relevant services and having authority to
develop partnerships (Figure 3. 44). In Box 1.10, the report examines strengthening societal capacity
through educational programs in Thailand.

Figure 3.44. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to identify and strengthen societal
capacity for resilience in Petra, Jordan; Santa Fe, Argentina; and Bihar State, India.

Celebrating the UN International Disaster Risk Reduction Day in
Argentina. Photo: UNISDR.
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An innovative school director in northern Thailand has shown how his students can learn about
safety with little additional financial cost or burden on the school staff.

Parents are giving more priority to school safety as they demand secure environments for their
children, according to Mr. Pachernwaat Srichai, Director of Baiboonlamphun School. ‘’In the past it
has been suggested that parents in developing economies are not as concerned about school
safety as those in developed countries, but that is not the case. Parents in Thailand consider the
issue as critically important,’’ Mr. Srichai said.

Baiboonlamphun School, which has 1,600 students, collaborated with Chiang Mai University to
develop a framework to help schools manage safety. Mr. Srichai said the effort was inspired by the
UNISDR ‘One Million Safe Schools and Hospitals’ Campaign. He continues: ‘’The initiative
investigated how schools can share knowledge about safety with parents and among staff and
teachers to raise awareness and increase the effectiveness of school safety….The key issue
addressed relates to leadership in schools, in terms of safety. Results have shown that school
safety does not necessarily mean increased costs or less focus on other school issues.”

Mr. Srichai recognized that there were many challenges ahead, including coordination and
finances, but he remained optimistic that a safer learning environment would become a
development priority. Baiboonlamphun School is one of more than 32,000 schools in Thailand that
have signed on to the UNISDR ‘One Million Safe Schools and Hospitals’ Campaign.
To know more about the UNISDR “One Million Safe Schools and Hospitals” Campaign please see
https://www.unisdr.org/we/campaign/schools-hospitals
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It is critical that local administrations maintain a disaster management plan that outlines mitigation,
preparedness and response to local emergencies. In support of the urban strategy, the disaster (and/or
emergency) management response plan and protocols should include how disaster preparedness and
response is organized and structured; the roles, responsibilities, resources, cooperation and coordination
modalities (or mechanisms) among stakeholders are laid out in detail. On average, 49% of local
governments in this study stated to have full capacity and authorities to develop such plan and protocols,
and 48% of them stated to have relevant responsibilities (Figures 3.01 and 3.02). On the other hand, there
were regional differences. Only 33% of local governments in Europe and 37% of local governments in the
Arab States stated they have full powers for this critical action - lower than in other regions (Figure 3.45).
Likewise, a lower number of local governments in these two regions reported that they are fully responsible
to develop disaster and/or emergency management plans (Figure 3.46).

Figure 3.45. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop disaster
management and/or emergency management
plans (%).

Figure 3.46. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop disaster
management and/or emergency management
plans (%).

Many local governments in this study (62%) have legal authority to develop partnerships for the drafting of
disaster management plans. It is imperative that partnerships are undertaken, because only 42% of local
governments have adequate and capable technical staff to develop disaster management plans. This
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requires local governments to develop vertical and horizontal partnerships to help enhance their capacities.
Although 59% of local authorities are legally authorized to undertake this action, only 50% of them are
responsible to develop disaster management and emergency plans in their respective administrative areas
(Figure 3.47).

Figure 3.47. Local governments’ powers and responsibilities to develop disaster management and/or
emergency management plans (%).

In many cases, disaster management plans are undertaken by national or regional disaster management
agencies. In Seychelles, the Department of Risk and Disaster Management and the Ministry of Environment
are the two primary agencies for developing disaster management plans. In Brazil, planning is undertaken
by the Civil Defense Agency and the fire department, while in Japan, the national government provides
guidance on disaster management planning to local governments. In Senegal, while the local government
holds the primary responsibility, the national government has better means to implement actions. In the
Province of Potenza, Italy, the province has the authority to develop disaster management and emergency
response plans. As a strategic action, the provincial government also coordinates with and provides support
to all municipalities in preparing local resilience action plans and disaster management plans, and
subsequently putting these into action. The Lake Macquarie City Council of Australia works with a range of
emergency service agencies to prevent, prepare for, respond to, and recover from emergencies. The role
of the council and its agencies for emergency prevention and preparedness are laid out in the Lake
Macquarie City Council Local Disaster Plan (DISPLAN).
Most cities undertake disaster management in partnership with other entities, thus having limited powers
and responsibility in this regard. This was the case in Bagerhat, Bangladesh and Beirut, Lebanon. On the
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other hand, in Tirana, Albania, powers were even less limited. In particular, while Tirana has legal authority
to develop disaster management plans, technical and knowledge-based capacity was deemed inadequate
(Figure 3.48). While this action is mostly undertaken at national level, Box.1.11 describes a way in which a
disaster management plan is prepared in Khorda, India.

Figure 3.48. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to develop disaster (and/or emergency)
management plans in Tirana, Albania; Bagerhat, Bangladesh; and Beirut, Lebanon.

Special Representative of the
UN Secretary-General for
DRR, Mr. Robert Glasser and
Mr. Markku Markkula,
President of the European
Committee of the Regions
have agreed to a five-year
plan to support EU cities and
regions to make more
concerted actions to reduce
the impact of natural
disasters. The agreement
aims to increase the number
of towns and cities with
disaster risk reduction
strategies by 2020.

61

The Khordha district in India has developed a multi-hazard disaster management plan, based on
its past experiences of very destructive flood and cyclone disasters, and the resulting epidemics.
The District Administration of Khordha identified the need to develop a District Disaster
Management Plan (DDMP), which would strengthen its disaster risk management efforts.
The objectives behind the preparation of the District Disaster Management Plan in Khordha are:


To mitigate impacts of natural and man-made disasters through preparedness
at district, block, panchayat and village level;



To create awareness among residents and to increase their participation in
preparedness,

prevention,

development,

relief,

rehabilitation

and

reconstruction process; and


To put a response system in place to face any eventuality.

The plan is also developed to serve as guide to officials at critical times during a disaster. It is an
operational module for the district administration, giving guidance on how to effectively employ
mitigation for different hazards using locally available resources and personnel. The DDMP also
has a checklist for all the stakeholders to attain the preparedness level to make the appropriate
response.

The DMMP includes:


Pre-planning: a proper sequence of response actions;



Allocation of responsibilities to the participating agencies;



Developing codes and standard operating procedures for various departments
and relief agencies involved;



Inventory of existing facilities and resources;



Mechanism for effective management of resources;



Coordination of all relief activities including those of NGOs to ensure a
coordinated and effective response;



Coordinating with the state response machinery for appropriate support;



Testing the plan (including mock drills);



Defining levels of acceptable risk; and



Monitoring and evaluation of actions taken during relief and rehabilitation.
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Chart Representation of the DDMP. Credit: District Control Room,
Emergency Section, Khordha
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As part of effective preparedness and response, local governments need to connect their cities to relevant
Early Warning Systems (EWS) and ensure that information concerning all relevant hazard events is fed into
the EWS. The development of EWS is one DRR action, for which local governments hold the least capacities
compared to other DRR actions examined in this study. Only 43% of local governments have full authority
and capacities and 42% of them have responsibilities to be able to develop or ensure connections to EWS
(Figures 3.01 and 3.02). A low proportion of local governments (17%) reported to have no capacity or
authority to undertake this action. Only 21% of the local governments in Europe stated to have full powers
for this DRR action and only 7% of them are held responsible to undertake this action in their administrative
areas (Figures 3.49 and 3.50).

Figure 3.49. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop and/or ensure
connections to early warning systems (%).

Figure 3.50. Regional distribution of local
government responsibilities to develop and/or
ensure connections to early warning systems (%).

About half of local governments in this study (45%) reported to hold full responsibility to develop and/or
ensure connections or linkages with the EWS in their administrative areas. In a similar manner, 47% of
them have legal authority to engage in partnerships. On the other hand, only 37% of them own or operate
relevant services and assets; this indicates the low level of capacity to undertake this action (Figure 3.51).
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Figure 3.51. Local governments’ powers and responsibilities to develop and/or ensure connections with
the early warning systems (%).

Local governments have limited competencies regarding connections with the EWS. In Senegal and
Honduras, the national government is primarily the responsible party to undertake this action. For Stokeon-Trent City in the United Kingdom, the central government, police, fire, ambulance, and health agencies.
Nationwide, however, the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) and the Sky News outlets hold greater
responsibility for ensuring linkages with the EWS than local government.
The Province of Potenza, Italy exceptionally possesses its own EWS for earthquakes including seismic
accelerometric monitoring networks. In 2012, the system became connected to the national network
through an agreement between the National Civil Protection Department, the Basilicata Region, the
Province of Potenza, and the neighboring Province of Matera. It has become part of both regional and
national system, which then allows the province access relevant data and information to further create
connections and guide the government to take action.
The two local governments examined had more than average share of powers for connecting to EWS,
despite not being responsible for it. They were the Cairns Region in Australia and the Greater Manchester
City Region in UK. The City of Victoria, in the archipelago of Seychelles, on the other had nearly no powers
in all capacities, other than developing partnerships for connecting to EWS (Figure 3.52). How EWS
connections are realized in another island state is explored in Box. 1.12.

65

Figure 3.52. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to develop and/or ensure
connections with the early warning systems in Cairns, Australia; Greater Manchester, UK; and City of
Victoria, Seychelles.
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Galle was one of the most severely affected districts in Sri Lanka following the Indian Ocean
tsunami of December 2004, which killed 4,330 people killed and displaced 26,278 families. In order
to better prepare communities for impending coastal hazards, the Galle District Disaster
Management Coordinating Unit (DDMCU), under the guidance of the Disaster Management Centre
and the Galle District Secretary, formed village disaster management committees in 146 coastal
villages lying along Galle’s 72-km coastline.

The purpose of creating the village level committees was to disseminate early warnings, take
emergency response actions, distribute disaster relief supplies, and protect the human rights of
disaster victims. As part of this exercise, five (5) subcommittees were formed and trained for early
warning, search and rescue, first aid, camp management and security, demonstrating solid
community participation in the process. Committee members included village leaders, religious
leaders and community members. Each village, with the support of the Divisional Secretary, Grama
Niladhari (“village officer “ appointed as public official by the central government), and the disaster
management committees were responsible for taking immediate action. The Disaster Management
Centre operates seven (7) early warning towers in the Galle district and the DDMCU is managing
a 24/7 emergency operation center. When a warning message is received, the DDMCU relays the
message to the communities. Police stations and army camps in the district are also connected to
the systems to support the dissemination of tsunami warnings.
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Ensuring that recovery, rehabilitation, and reconstruction are collectively aligned with long-term planning
goals will determine how the city environment may improve and the affected community may become more
resilient. Local governments need to establish strategies for post-disaster recovery and reconstruction that
consider the economic and social aspects in order that “building back better” is achieved. Local governments
have relatively good capacities for the development of strategies for post-disaster recovery and
reconstruction. An average of 87% of local governments in this study reported to have either full (43%) or
partial powers (44%) to undertake this DRR action. Only 14% of local governments reported to have no
capacity and authorities for this DRR action. Most local governments are also fully (41%) and partially (45%)
responsible to undertake this action (Figure 3.01 and 3.02). On the other hand, local governments in the
Arab States have lower than average capacities and responsibilities in developing strategies regarding postdisaster recovery and reconstruction, with 24% of the local governments in the Arab States in this study
reporting not to have the capacity and authorities, and 27% of them stating not to have any responsibility in
this area of concern (Figure 3.53 and Figure 3.54).

Figure 3.53. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop strategies for
post-disaster recovery and reconstruction to
ensure building back better (%).

Figure 3.54. Regional distribution of local
government powers to develop strategies for postdisaster recovery and reconstruction to ensure
building back better (%).

68

Only 40% of local governments in this study are fully responsible for strategy development for post-disaster
recovery or reconstruction in their administrative areas. While the remaining 60% have some shared
responsibility, only 37% of them have authority to develop and control relevant budgets and 44% of them
have authority to develop relevant plans, policies or regulations; this indicates a deficiency in terms of
capacity to undertake this action (Figure 3.55).

Figure 3.55. Local government powers and responsibilities to develop a strategy for post-disaster
recovery and reconstruction that ensures building back better (%).

The study reveals that cases are mixed; either local governments or national governments are responsible
for the development of post-disaster recovery or reconstruction strategies. In Senegal, this action is shared
between the local and the national levels. In Japan, a budgetary provision from national government is
extremely important for the realization of city planning projects, particularly concerning many critical
facilities, where the national government and prefectural government manage them in conjunction with each
other. In comparison, the planning and developing strategies are undertaken by all government
departments at the federal, state, and local levels in Brazil and Venezuela. In Italy, this task is primarily
relegated to the municipal, regional, and national government levels, while the provincial level holds
competencies in handling its own public assets (such as schools, roads, and others). However, through
strategic planning and actions, the provincial level can also address concerns of municipalities and upper
tiers of local government, and influence decisions.
It was observed that in the earthquake prone cities of Sendai, Japan; Ibarra, Ecuador; and Adapazari,
Turkey, the local governments had relatively high powers, although the authority to develop and control
budget was most limited in all three sites. In addition, it was observed that developing partnerships towards
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post-disaster recovery and reconstruction is also an issue of limited authority provided to the City of
Adapazari, in Turkey (Figure 3.56). In Box 1.13, the report presents how post-disaster recovery within the
disaster management framework in the United States.

Figure 3.56. Comparing local government powers and responsibilities to develop a strategy for postdisaster recovery and reconstruction that ensures building back better in Sendai, Japan; Ibarra,
Ecuador; and Adapazarı, Turkey.

The Great East Japan Earthquake and Tsunami is a stark
reminder for the need to develop recovery planning to build
back better. Photo: Toshihoru Kato, Japanese Red Cross
Society.
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The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 charged the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) with developing a National Disaster Recovery Framework (NDRF).
A Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working Group, composed of more than 20 federal departments,
agencies and offices, was tasked with providing operational guidance for agencies with recoveryrelated functions and making recommendations to improve the nation’s approach to disaster
recovery (NDRF, 2010). As the governance system of the US is largely decentralized, the approach
to recovery was decentralized as well. The organizational structure built upon the pre-existing
National Response framework (NRF). Like the NRF, the recovery framework accorded
responsibility and leadership to local levels of government. If and when the lower government levels
were overwhelmed beyond their capacity, the state government would provide the needed support,
and when the state government capacity likewise would be insufficient, the federal (or national)
government would provide assistance.
Each Recovery Support Function is charged with one of the six key areas of recovery:







Community Planning & Capacity Building,
Economic Development,
Health, Social & Community Services,
Housing,
Infrastructure Systems,
Natural and Cultural Resources

An agency or department is designated as the RSF coordinator for the management of each of the
function services. Additionally, primary agencies, with significant authority and relevant resources,
are assigned to each function. Finally, other relevant entities act as support agencies providing or
supplementing specific services and resources to support the function. Non-governmental partners
can also work as part of the support function.
This organizational structure was designed to be replicated at state, tribal, and local levels of
government. In this case, the federal coordinator provides support to their counterparts at the
subsidiary levels. The roles and responsibilities of both the federal actors and those to whom they
provide support are also clearly outlined within the framework. It is a good idea to start within the
framework of current legislation and existing government bodies for disaster risk management,
instead of attempting to create new structures.

Source: Guidance Note on Recovery: Pre-disaster Recovery Planning
For further information, please see:
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/recoveryframework/natural_cultural_resources_rsf.pdf
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This study investigated the level of authorities, capacities, and responsibilities that local governments have
for activities related to DRR and making cities resilient through the 13 DRR actions examined. It provided
an overview on current practice concerning authorities and capacities that empower local level action for
the implementation of the Sendai Framework for DRR, and the distribution of responsibilities at local level
- a crucial indicator of disaster risk governance. Covering all continents, this study also surveyed how
capabilities and responsibilities varied in different geographical contexts.
A premise of this study was based on the fact that the concept of governance is no longer defined by a rigid
separation between the public and the private, but rather governance as a shared responsibility and
authority in the exercise of power and functions. Vertical and horizontal cooperation amongst government
agencies, public-private partnerships, and multi- stakeholder participation and awareness are now deemed
necessary to succeed in reducing disaster risk. Therefore, understanding the level of responsibilities and
authorities that local governments have in regard to DRR-related actions and the types of partnerships they
undertake create awareness about local disaster risk governance and finds ways how it may be improved.
The results of the study revealed that an average of 46.7% of surveyed local governments stated to have
full powers, 39.70% of them stated to have partial powers (i.e., limited or distributed amongst other
institutions), and 13.54% stated to have no powers to undertake the 13 DRR actions. Similar, but not fully
matching to level of powers (administrative tier) due to inter-governmental differences among countries, an
average of 49.92% of local governments stated to be fully responsible, 36.18% of them to be partially
responsible, and 13.9% of them to have no responsibility for the said DRR actions, indicating that on
average, local governments bear more responsibilities than the power they need to possess in order to
undertake disaster risk reduction in an effective manner.
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Local administrations have the highest powers (authority and capacity) in terms of undertaking the enabling
action of Developing a City Vision, and secondly for having authorities to undertake Risk-informed Urban
Planning and Developing a Disaster Management Plan. On the other hand, they have the lowest powers
(authority and capacity) for Updating and Enforcing the Use of Building Codes and Undertaking Risk
Analysis – two of the most critical DRR activities. For instance, only 35% of the local governments in this
study have adequate technical capacity, whereas 46% are made fully responsible to update, develop and
enforce the use of building codes according to existing legal and institutional frameworks. Likewise, 25%
of local governments in the study reported not to have adequate and capable technical capacity to
undertake risk analysis. Yet, 88% of local governments have been made fully or partially responsible for
taking risk analysis in their cities.

Amongst the local governments that participated in this study, those in Asia followed by the Americas
reported to have the highest level of powers (authorities and capacities) towards DRR; whereas the ones
from the Arab States and lastly, those from Europe revealed to have the lowest powers. European cities
reported below average in regard to having the authority to develop and control a budget related to DRR;
whereas they reported higher than average in terms of having adequate and capable technical staff to carry
out DRR actions. Indeed, overall, there is a fundamental gap between levels of responsibility and adequate
technical capacity in local governments. This was most apparent in cities in Africa, the Americas and the
Arab States. In addition, local governments in the Arab States reported to have the least powers for
institutional and societal capacity development for DRR - two actions essential to strengthening local
disaster risk governance.
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For specific DRR actions that are commonly part of the long-established municipal activities, such as
developing urban plans, local administrations have high levels of legal authority; whereas in activities such
as ecosystems preservation and restoration that are traditionally responsibilities of the environmental
and/or regional authorities, legal authority is limited. Similarly, authority to strengthen institutional and/or
societal capacity and developing relevant partnerships have legal basis in regions, such as the Americas,
where civil society participation has long been part of the development agenda; whereas in the Arab States
where this authority is very limited, little or no participation by civil society traditionally exists.
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Figure A.1: Location of cities, local governments and Campaign partners that participated in the Study
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Figure A.2: Regional distribution of Study participants (N=151).

Figure A.3: Typology of local governments represented in the Study (N=151).
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Figure A.4: Affiliation of Study participants (N=151).
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Table B.1: Local government capability and responsibility study matrix

Capability

Action

A1. City vision
A2. Single
point of
coordination
A3. Multihazard risk
analysis
A4. Financial
planning
A5. Riskinformed
planning
A6. Updated
building codes
A7. Protecting
ecosystems
A8.
infrastructure
plan/strategy
A9. Institutional
capacity
A10. Societal
capacity

C1. Legal
authority
for DRR
action

C2.
Authority to
develop
plans,
policies,
regulations

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

C3.
Authority for
partnership
development
and
increasing
capacity
3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

C4.
Authority
to
develop
and
control
budget
n/a

C5.
Technical
capacity to
undertake
DRR action

C6.
Authority
to access
or build
data

C7.
Capacity
of owning
or
operating
services

R1.
Responsibility
to undertake
DRR action

n/a

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0
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A11. Disaster
management
plan
A12. Early
warning
systems
A13. Postdisaster
recovery and
reconstruction

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

3/2/1/0

n/a

n/a

n/a

3/2/1/0
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