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INTRODUCTION 

 Emergency management and disaster resilience in urban areas around the world, 

regarding the causes and consequences of emergencies and disasters, obviously represent a 

challenge to the human ability for rethinking how to deal and manage them. The 

communities in different parts of the world face the same problems due to the fact that the 

emergency management capacities and the level of implementation of disaster resilience 

measures are guided and dependant on local budgets and the policy (strategies and 

guidelines) of local officials. The general trends indicated an intention to place the focus in 

the next period on investments in human capital and infrastructure for building the local 

emergency and disaster management resources, and making more efficient plans and 

procedures as to how these capacities can be deployed (Blanksby, 2013; Platt, 2015; 

Kapucu, Hawkins, and Rivera, 2013; Hsueh-Sheng and Hsin-Ying, 2013; Coppola, 2006, 

pp.185-190; and Angjelkovic, 2001). Involving all public institutions and non-state actors 

as relevant local stakeholders, as well their commitment, goodwill, knowledge, experience 

and resources are emphasized as a requirement. Although there is a serious step forward in 

the urban areas; there is still a lot of work to be done in the upcoming period. Apart from 

the national and local disaster risk reduction (DRR) strategies, there is a general will for 

following the international trends in this area toward adoption of international documents 

(conventions, decision, terminology, guidelines etc.) as an appropriate way for a holistic 

and worldwide approach.  

 Following the experiences of the UN‘s Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) - 

addressed to the period 2005-2015, the UN upgraded it within the Sendai Framework as a 

successor instrument for building the resilience of nations and communities to disasters in 

the forthcoming  2015-2030. The Sendai Framework is a non-obligatory instrument 

providing a new global approach to disaster risk management policy and operations. 

Starting from the lessons learnt arising from the HFA, practical issues and barriers for the 

framework implementation, the UN policy makers invested a lot of energy and time, 

especially in the part devoted to the development, implementation and promotion of the 

normative frameworks, standards and plans for disaster risk reduction at the local level. 

They concluded that it had had little impact on the local scale. Therefore, the Sendai 

Framework, even as a voluntary and non-binding agreement, besides the role of the State, 

as primary, in term of reducing the disaster risk, focuses its implementation on sharing the 

state‘s role with other stakeholders including the local government, the private sector and 

other stakeholders. 
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1. SENDAI FRAMEWORK VS. HYOGO FRAMEWORK FOR ACTION  

 Analyzing the content of the Sendai Framework, some provisions within 

framework‘s priorities focus on the role and importance of the local emergency 

management capacities. The Sendai Framework within its implementation period is 

attempting to achieve better effects than HFA, using the lessons learnt and new enrolments 

within the international community.  

The Sendai Framework, as a predecessor of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA), 

follows the HFA‘s concept and gives empirical data correlated to disaster risk reduction, 

losses and structure of the affected demography. The Framework builds its own, but also 

takes into consideration the facts collected in the Hyogo Framework‘s implementation 

period. As it is stated into the (par.4 of the) Sendai Framework, it should be taken into 

account that ―over the same 10 year time frame, however, disasters have continued to exact 

a heavy toll and, as a result, the well-being and safety of persons, communities and 

countries as a whole have been affected. Over 700 thousand people have lost their lives, 

over 1.4 million have been injured and approximately 23 million have been made homeless 

as a result of disasters. Overall, more than 1.5 billion people have been affected by 

disasters in various ways, with women, children and people in vulnerable situations 

disproportionately affected. The total economic loss was more than $1.3 trillion (UNISDR, 

2015)‖. 

 The Sendai Framework was created as an outcome or custom-made agreement 

deriving from the 3
rd

 UN World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR) held in 

Sendai, Japan on 14-18 March 2015. ―The Sendai Conference has been a major political 

and technical [opportunity] for local governments worldwide to strengthen their role and 

capacities in prevention and reduction of disaster risk,‖ United Cities and Local 

Governments, a global network, said. ―The Sendai Framework recognizes for the first time 

the crucial role that local authorities play in disaster risk reduction.‖ (As quoted in Biron, 

2015). Comparing both frameworks, in addition to their emphasis of the local dimension, 

the creation of the Sendai Framework mainly comes from the questioning of the efficiency 

and approaches of the Hyogo Framework for Action (2005-2015). Both Frameworks 

highlight the importance of interagency and international cooperation, involving the wide 

range of stakeholders affected by the strategies and an inclusive approach to DRR. From 

an operational standpoint, as most important for practitioners (i.e. emergency management 

capacities), HFA is more focused on a ―proactive approach,‖ while the Sendai Framework 

is focused more on a ―people centered approach.‖ Paralleling with HFA, the Sendai 

Framework recognizes man-made hazards, biological hazards and increases the scope of 

action in recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction. It represents an advanced change in 

the policy approach at the global level replacing disaster management with disaster risk 

management. The objective is to prevent new and reduce the existing disaster risks, 

through an ―all stakeholders and hazards‖ (all-of-society and all-hazards) risk approach 

across diversity of areas dealing with economic, social, and environmental policy areas, 

mainly concentrated on measures to reduce vulnerability and increase resilience. By 

multiplying the scope of actions and objectives, the Sendai Framework underlines the need 

for increased (local and national) interagency partnership with government institutions 

dealing with health and man-made hazards and consistent respect of knowledge sharing by 

updating the hazard databases and integrating these additional hazards in the risk 

assessment methods. 

 The Sendai Framework focuses on disaster risks, while the HFA focuses on 

disaster losses. In addition, the Sendai Framework focuses more on ―the how‖ while the 
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HFA focus more on ―the what‖… The Sendai Framework followed the HFA guidance, 

where about a quarter to about half of the priorities for action are similar. The Sendai 

Framework puts more emphasis on the means for implementation as compared to the HFA, 

with some priorities for action having entirely new sections on regional and global actions 

elaborated in the Sendai Framework… Both Frameworks highlight the importance of 

embedding DRR into sustainable development. Both focus on a multi-stakeholder and 

inclusive approach to DRR, although the HFA focused a lot more on a ―proactive 

approach,‖ while the Sendai Framework focused more on a ―people centered approach.‖ 

Both focus on multiple levels of DRR work, from local to international (Velasquez, 2015). 

Starting from those key differences and similarities, the Sendai Framework contains 

several clear points dedicated to the local level priorities and activities.  

The Sendai Framework puts attention on monitoring its implementation at the local level. 

It is conceptualized as a very specific issue, taking again the roots from the HFA. The main 

feature of the new national and local monitoring revolves around the updated national and 

local strategies and plans on DRR. These are called on to have targets and indicators, with 

varying time periods and covering the three sub-components of the goal of the Framework 

- reduce existing risks, prevent future growth of risks and build resilience. States are called 

upon to report on the status of these strategies and plan publicly and to promote debates on 

their implementation status. UNISDR is asked to update the HFA monitor, which will 

likely be updated in the interim period while the new set of indicators are developed 

through the work of the inter-governmental working group established by the GA. Finally, 

the national and local plan implementation will be reviewed in sub-regional, regional and 

Global Platform on DRR (Velasquez, 2015). 

 

2. SIGNIFICANCE, CHALLENGES AND EXPECTATIONS OF THE SENDAI 

FRAMEWORK CONTENT FOR THE LOCAL LEVEL STAKEHOLDERS 

 As Sendai Framework accentuates the implantation and contribution of the local 

community and its authorities, credit is given to the local capacities. Therefore, an impact 

was made on the draft document in view of tailoring the document according to the local 

capacities, needs and challenges. ―Cities are the first level of governance dealing with 

disaster risk reduction,‖ the position that the document stated was agreed upon by a body 

known as the Local Authorities Major Group. ―Central governments must develop 

strategies together with local governments in order to build their capacities. This can only 

be done if [the] decentralization process in all countries is strengthened to give the 

necessary power and competences to local authorities.‖ (As quoted in Biron, 2015). 

Determining the global targets of the Sendai Framework, only one of seven - the global 

target e – covers challenges with local issues and it is quantitative and qualitative in the 

same time and should be partially measured by indicators. This target is dedicated to 

substantially increase the number of countries with national and local disaster risk 

reduction strategies by 2020. 

 The Sendai Framework goals stress the role of four priorities at the local level 

addressing the increase in the number of local strategies and the involvement of the 

coordination mechanisms. The priorities are as follows: 1) Understanding disaster risk; 2) 

Strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk; 3) Investing in disaster risk 

reduction for resilience; and 4) Enhancing disaster preparedness for effective response and 

to ―Build Back Better‖ in recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction. Also, the guiding 

principles identify the value and role of the local level dedicated to the concept and 

implementation of the Sendai Framework. The analysis and correlation of those priorities 
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and principles was recently done by two authors (Culleton, 2015; Velasquez, 2015). It 

determinates suitably the roles of the local stakeholders.  

The 1
st
 priority includes the call for application of risk information in all dimensions, the 

call for collaboration of people at the local level, fostering partnership with the scientific, 

technological, academia and private sector in terms of sharing good practices and the call 

for supporting global and regional campaigns for public awareness and education. The 

Sendai Framework calls for national strategies for public education and awareness raising. 

The Sendai Framework also calls for an update to the DRR terminology. This priority 

corresponds with the action at local (and national) level dedicated to (g) Build the 

knowledge of government officials at all levels, civil society, communities and volunteers, 

as well as the private sector, through sharing experiences, lessons learned, good practices 

and training and education on disaster risk reduction, including the use of the existing 

training education mechanisms and peer learning, dedicated to capacity building within the 

community with providing education and information. Also, in terms of empowering the 

community with tools and platforms, the guiding principle (f) While the enabling, guiding 

and coordinating role of national and federal State Governments remains essential, it is 

necessary to empower local authorities and local communities to reduce disaster risk, 

including through resources, incentives and decision making responsibilities, as 

appropriate; addresses on two actions at local (and national) level: (c) Develop, update 

periodically and disseminate, as appropriate, location and disaster risk information, 

including risk maps, to decision makers, the general public and communities at risk of a 

disaster in an appropriate format by using, as applicable, geospatial information 

technology; and (f) Promote real-time access to reliable data, make use of space and in situ 

information, including geographic information systems (GIS), and use information and 

communications technology innovations to enhance measurement tools and data 

collection, analysis and dissemination.  

 The Sendai Framework includes within its 2
nd

 priority calls for assessment and 

publicly reported progress on national and local DRR plans and promotion of debates on 

the plans. It calls on Governments to adopt and implement strategies and plans with 

targets, indicators and time frames, with the three elements of the goal. The Sendai 

Framework focuses on the assignment of roles and responsibilities to communities. The 

Sendai Framework promotes local platforms on DRR in addition to National Platforms. It 

calls for appointment of national focal points. The guiding principle (d) Disaster risk 

reduction requires an all of society engagement and partnership emphasizing the holistic 

approach (of whole community through partnership). This principle corresponds with the 

definition of the 2
nd

 priority at the local (and national) level - (h) Empower local 

authorities, as appropriate, through regulatory and financial means, to work and coordinate 

with civil society, communities and indigenous peoples and migrants in disaster risk 

management at the local level. In that term, the role of non-state local actors (their 

commitment, goodwill, knowledge, experience and resources) plays an important role 

within the institutionally organized emergency management system. This holistic approach 

means huge and rational involvement of the civil society, volunteers, organized voluntary 

work organizations and community based organizations to participate, in collaboration 

with public institutions. Their roles, as stakeholders, mainly correspond with the task and 

duties for development and implementation of normative frameworks, standards and plans 

for disaster risk reduction; engage in the implementation of local plans and strategies: 

contribute to and support public awareness, a culture of prevention and education on 

disaster risk; and advocate for resilient communities and an inclusive, all-of-society 
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disaster risk management which strengthens the synergies across groups as appropriate. 

This relationship makes clear that knowledge sharing is the most important issue in DRR 

cooperation, as well as it emphasis of the need for public debate, multi-stakeholder 

involvement and democratization of the concepts of the DRR strategies. 

The 4
th
 priority is focused on critical infrastructure safety, public awareness and 

stockpiling for relief, capacity of workforce and volunteers on response, business 

continuity management, response and recovery exercises and evacuation drills, 

cooperation by stakeholders for reconstruction, and guidance on reconstruction and 

fostering learning from past practices. It also added focus on relocation of public facilities 

outside of the risk range, building capacities of the local authorities for evacuation and 

development of laws to support international cooperation and relief and recovery 

procedures. This priority, in terms of the capacity for building within the community by 

providing education and information, corresponds with two actions at the local (and 

national) level: (f) Train the existing workforce and voluntary workers in disaster response 

and strengthen technical and logistical capacities to ensure better response in 

emergencies...; and (d) …stimulate a culture of prevention and strong community 

involvement in sustained public education campaigns… 

The issues of voluntarism, as a very important part of citizens‘ involvement in the 

emergency management system, although it is highlighted, goes beyond the Sendai 

framework. The guiding principle (d) … special attention should be paid to the 

improvement of organized voluntary work of citizens, treats the cooperation through 

volunteer groups within two different priorities:  

 Priority 1, defined with actions at the local (and national) level: (o) Enhance 

collaboration among people at the local level to disseminate risk information 

through the involvement of community based organizations and non-governmental 

organizations. 

 Priority 2, defined with actions at the local (and national) level: (h) Empower local 

authorities, as appropriate, through regulatory and financial means to work and 

coordinate with civil society, communities and indigenous peoples and migrants in 

disaster risk management at the local level; 

The development of the voluntarism at the local level depends much more on the system, 

structuring and organization of the society, history and tradition in terms of organizing the 

civil protection and crisis management (emergency) systems. Sometimes the development 

of voluntarism may depend on the political will and seriousness of the local authorities 

relevant for the implementation of the institutional reforms. Raising the level of 

voluntarism very often cannot be achieved by incorporating provisions in the legislation, 

especially in countries that have serious problems with the implementation of legal 

provisions. 

 

 2.1 EU dimension 

 In order to provide more clear guidelines regarding the understanding, value and 

implementation of the Sendai Framework at EU level (by member states and 

communities), and following the EU principles and the UN concept of the Sendai 

Framework, in the middle of 2016 the EU adopted ―Action Plan on the Sendai Framework 

for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030: A disaster risk-informed approach for all EU 

policies‖. This approach confirms the position and perspective of the EU, perceiving the 

Sendai Framework as an opportunity to develop a disaster risk-informed approach for all 

EU policies.  
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The 2
nd

 priority is strongly linked to a number of existing EU actions on civil protection 

(such as risk management planning, capability assessment, peer reviews) and on 

humanitarian aid (local and community coordination, capacity building). There are also 

linkages with environmental management and cross border cooperation, including through 

cohesion and development policies… The 4
th
 priority addresses issues covered by the civil 

protection policy (such as early warning, training, exercises, sharing response capacities, 

host nation support and the European Medical Corps), humanitarian aid (EU Aid 

Volunteers, early action and local responses), environmental protection and development 

policies (EC, 2016). The Sendai Framework provides an opportunity to adapt EU policies 

to the EU‘s interests and purposes, its states and communities, using the current and future 

EU crisis management instruments as part of the national security policies and the 

European Union External Action Service (EEAS) conceptualization. 

 

*** 

 Some supporting UN actions help the implementation of the Sendai Framework, 

its priorities, guiding principles and targets. It largely aids the document‘s dissemination 

and better understanding by the emergency community at the local level. In order to 

intensify the interagency and international cooperation at all levels in DRR matters, the 

UN, as the leading party in DRR‘s area worldwide, solved the recognized need of policy 

makers and practitioners. Therefore, in 2009 - in the middle of HFA implementation, the 

UN produced the handbook of DRR terminology (UNISDR 2009). Meanwhile, there is an 

ongoing attempt (started in 2016) for redefining and upgrading of the preliminary 

terminology. In addition to this more precise UN terminology, the rest of the terminology 

is defined within UN documents. The definition
1
 of hazard within HFA (UNISDR, 2005) 

is a good example how terminology started to develop and keeps its continuity as part of 

its successor - the Sendai Framework. 

 

3. UNDERSTANDING AND PERSPECTIVE OF THE SENDAI FRAMEWORK BY 

THE PRACTITIONERS  

 Explaining the implications of a broader scope of hazards in the Sendai 

Framework, Velasquez gives two perspectives. From a disaster risk management 

perspective, this would mean increased collaboration with government institutions dealing 

with health and man-made hazards. From a risk understanding perspective, this would 

mean an update of hazard databases and an integration of these additional hazards in the 

calculation of risks (Velasquez, 2015). The practitioners understand much better the so 

called ―operative perspective‖ of their work. In the Sendai Framework‘s case, it is 

addressed in the way how to transform actions defined within each of its four priorities, 

targets and priorities, into (institutional) standard operative procedures and protocols. 

In general, the practitioners understand less and believe more that the Sendai Framework 

mostly refers to the activities aimed to cope with climate change, as well as that it belongs 

more to the field of environment, rather than security, i.e. crisis management, protection 

and rescue. Most of them do not know that we have a cross-sectoral approach in this case. 

                                                      
1 A potentially damaging physical event, phenomenon or human activity that may cause the loss of life or 

injury, property damage, social and economic disruption or environmental degradation. Hazards can include 

latent conditions that may represent future threats and can have different origins: natural (geological, hydro-

meteorological and biological) or induced by human processes (environmental degradation and technological 

hazards). 
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Thus, the role and importance of institutional capacity, their development and 

sustainability is largely relativized. 

 On the other side, climate is perhaps the paramount new disaster-related concern 

— one that is faced by poor countries and urban areas in particular, and thus one that has 

massive potential to influence development gains… Urban areas today are facing most 

significant losses. Some 80 percent of the world‘s largest cities are considered vulnerable 

to severe damage from earthquakes and 60 percent from tsunamis… The impact of a 

changing climate, meanwhile, has yet to be fully understood (Biron, 2015). Therefore, 

within local DRR strategies and plans, especially within prevention and mitigation 

measures, the local policy makers are mainly focused on taking investment (hard) 

measures, where more relevant is the expertise provided by the environmental, health and 

civil engineering experts, rather than the expertise in soft measures (as training is) 

provided by security and public safety specialists. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 As the Sendai Framework has been adopted recently, it should be subject of 

critique or evaluation, as it happened with the comprehensive independent evaluations of 

the Hyogo Framework carried out at the local level (in 2009 and 2011). This is a very 

important issue, as it is well known that most of the UN processes use ―top-down‖ 

approaches. It is not the best way to hear the voices of the practitioners of the local 

emergency management structure. 

The concept of the Sendai Framework does not allow an absolute measurability of the 

seven global targets by indicators - keeping in mind that only the first three are qualitative 

and the rest of them are quantitative and qualitative at the same time. Only one of them is 

dominantly addressed to the local level. 

Most of the countries and local communities, especially those that are not part of the 

developed world, have severe challenges to understand the importance and to implement 

the Sendai Framework targets at the local level. Also, most of them do not consider the 

Sendai Framework as a cross-sectoral document which emphasizes the need for 

institutional growth, large citizens‘ involvement and an increase of the range of 

cooperation on all levels.  

In general, the Sendai Framework opens an opportunity for understanding disaster risk and 

measures and how to manage them, with clear guidelines for all involved parties. In the 

upcoming period, beside the problem of understanding the document content, the local 

emergency capacities will challenge how to transform the Sendai Framework into relevant 

and concrete actions (tasks and measures) that should be taken in all phases of crisis 

management. 
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