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INTRODUCTION
Current events have highlighted to what extent the risks facing our societies are not diminishing but perhaps, on the contrary, growing. On one hand, technological advances and societal requirements expose us to new and/or little known risks (nanotechnologies, biotechnologies, and shale gas, etc.) and that are the topic of discussion, whereas the risks related to "old" technologies seem to be forgotten or accepted. On the other hand, large scale disasters (2010 Xynthia storm, tsunamis in Southern Asia in 2004, then in Japan in 2011) may cause, through a domino effect, major technological accidents (Fukushima). In addition, risk management approaches are experiencing significant changes which sometimes significantly renew ways of dealing with risks: more or less obvious inclusion of uncertainty as regards risk communications, in particular with respect to its forecasting; greater analysis of the notion of vulnerability and measures for reducing it; and more recently, the emergence of the concept of resilience or capacity to overcome serious situations. This last complex notion gives reason to hope for new risk management approaches from prevention to post-crisis. This context of emerging risks, more specifically, the natural and technological risks often interlinked within the complex systems forming our societies, and new approaches for dealing with all of the risks requires specific studies. 
Therefore, the Directorate for research and innovation of the General commission for sustainable development is calling upon researchers through a call for research proposals within the framework of the "Risks, Decisions and Territories" programme, to discuss and analyse, through suitable research, all of the new aspects currently arising in risk management.
PROBLEMS AND GENERAL OBJECTIVE OF THE CALL FOR PROPOSALS
1.1 Context

The title to this call for project is "The resilience of territories in the face of risks", with the subtitle "in a context of emerging risks and new management approaches".
Current debates on nanotechnologies and on biotechnologies (GMO) illustrate the inadequacy of the methods and tools available for dealing with the sole issue of the dangerous nature of new technologies clearly and separately. To move away from debates that often oppose opinions rather than study results, emerging risks need to be identified and characterised. More fundamentally, research is required to define methods for objectifying the approaches for characterising these risks. Research proposals providing methods and means for dealing with these emerging risks will also be welcomed.
Approaches, methods or innovative technologies in the field of risk management as well as the teams concerned are generating renewed interest. Firstly, this means identifying these recent (or at least not very old) approaches - such as, for example, introduction of the notions of vulnerability and resilience or even introduction of modern communication technologies in risk management - and secondly, studying the reality of their impact on risk management as soon as they are taken into account. Research may be used to analyse these innovations, guide them for better use or expand their scope of action. In order to encourage innovation in this field, research may also focus on the conditions for the emergence of new risk management approaches or, symmetrically, the barriers for such an emergence (administrative, legal, and economic contexts, etc.)
The call for proposals is specifically dedicated to the notion of resilience and its improvement factors. As this is still a new and fairly unknown notion, the call for projects seeks to analyse this difficult notion: before a crisis, what constitutes the balancing factors in a society? Which of these balancing factors are fragile and which ones can be considered as robust? Even though not much field data exists, this involves getting to grips with the available case studies and analysing the factors that have contributed to helping the "fields" in question to re-establish their balance, whether close or not to the previous; conversely, what has slowed down a rapid "return to normal"? Whenever possible, the emerging risks and approaches, methods or innovative technologies aspects will be presented in relation to the resilience aspect.
1.2 Objective of the call for proposals

The aim of the call for research projects is to develop knowledge on new risk management approaches and in particular on the notion of "resilience" or capacity to overcome serious situations. The emergence of this notion gives reason to hope for new risk management approaches from prevention to post-crisis. Indeed, by referring to the "capacity of a system, community or society to adapt by resisting or changing", it refers to the functioning of these systems, communities or societies and to the "territories" to which they belong. The "territory", the way it functions, and the interlinking of its various institutional or non-institutional networks, is therefore the focus of the analysis on resilience and questions that the call for projects wishes to develop. 
Furthermore, this call for projects also hopes to develop knowledge on other approaches that can be qualified as "new" in the sense that they sometimes significantly renew the ways of dealing with risks: more or less obvious inclusion of uncertainty in risk communication, in particular with respect to its forecasting (see the Aquila judgement); greater analysis of the notion of vulnerability and measures for reducing it; use of information technologies and potential modification of the risk that they involve for people subject to the risk, such as for those that are responsible for their management. This means understanding how this vision is modified and what changes are permitted by this transformation. 
The call for research projects ultimately focusses on the emerging risks to which our societies are exposed. These emerging risks may originate from technological advances and societal requirements (nanotechnologies, biotechnologies, and shale gas, etc.), climate change, the growing vulnerability of our societies or even the sensitivity of technological installations to natural risks (through a domino effect). The assessment of these emerging risks is a difficult issue which is subject to debate, whereas the risks related to older technologies are sometimes forgotten or accepted. Objective and independent approaches are necessary for assessing these risks.
Therefore, this means developing knowledge on resilience by combining analysis on the functioning of the territories with that of their sensitivity to risks in a context of emerging risks and new management approaches. 
PRESENTATION OF THE AREAS OF RESEARCH AND RELATED TOPICS
The aim of this call for proposals is to explore 3 main areas of research:
	Area 1
	Emerging risks

	Area 2
	New approaches

	Area 3
	Factors for improving the resilience of territories in the face of natural and technological risks


The projects presented may cover several areas, with area three being considered as a matter of priority. The projects presented must very explicitly indicate the area or areas dealt with and explain how the project will contribute to area three.
Area 1 - Emerging risks
Major debates currently accompany the emergence of new technologies due to their future impacts and the potential risks that they generate. In the same way, the increase in risks related to climate change is again sometimes debated. Within the field of these emerging risks, opinions are multiplying, sometimes insisting on opposing scientific arguments and/or using assumptions that are difficult to verify for their management. In many respects, clarifying and advancing the controversy on the prospect of new technologies with their emerging risks constitutes a necessity. The economic and societal issues of a rigorous assessment of these risks is proving to be extremely important.
More generally, the aim sought here is to advance the assessment of emerging risks as defined below, in particular by contributing to the analysis of existing assessment approaches or the implementation of new methods capable of ensuring the relevance and independence of this assessment. Contributing to reducing their dangerous nature, risk management methods also form part of the Call for Projects questions, in particular in relation to their relevance, effectiveness, reliability, and robustness, etc.
Within the framework of this call for tender, the qualification of emerging risks corresponds to three types of situations:
1) A risk that is actually new, for example, related to technological development and innovation;
2) A risk that has already been identified, but is occurring more frequently and/or perceived as amplified due to societal and climate changes;
3)  A risk that has received greater awareness due to recent events (combination of technological risks/natural risks, and ageing of installations within an economic crisis context).
These risks may occur with a wide variety of spatial and temporal characteristics (diffuse, occasional, chronic, sudden, and major, etc.). Responses to the call for projects must demonstrate the emerging character (as listed above) of the risks studied.
3.1.1 Technological innovation risks
Technological innovation within our society may come in extremely varied forms (nanotechnologies, chemical molecules, and natural resource exploitation methods, etc.). Each innovation is obviously related to new risks that must be identified and quantified. These risks have been the subject of many debates, and the conditions of the debate and the elements on which they are based need to be better understood and consolidated. These risks may involve changes in management methods. Within this field, the issue of conflict (apparent or not) may arise between precautionary principle and economic development.
· How do you identify and characterise the risks that are likely to be induced by technological innovation? Under what conditions must this characterisation meet in order to ensure its independence? How do you deal with the issue of these risks, which in principle are fairly unknown, taking into account the long timescale, but without hindering any form of innovation? How do you develop shared scientific expertise in order to assess the risks induced by the innovation?
· Similar questions may arise regarding the subject of risk management methods and their "sustainable" character. How do you analyse their short and long-term effectiveness? Which risk management methods, transposable or specific, should be preferred? How do you make them reactive in view of rapidly changing scientific expertise?
· Should we take advantage of foreign examples, and different cultural, legislative and regulatory contexts? What lessons should be learnt from experiments carried out elsewhere?
3.1.2 Societal and climate change risks
Society's adaptation to the on-going climate change has become an unavoidable issue. Within the field of risks, the on-going climate change is likely to modify the hazards based on methods that are different from those used for the average parameters for the climate. On the other hand, societal changes (demographics, life styles and organisation, etc.) have a bearing on trends which amplify or reduce the vulnerabilities. Therefore, some risks may be reduced and others accentuated, while current negligible risks may emerge. It is important to identify these risks early enough in order to prepare for management method changes.
In the case of current emerging risks, it is important to anticipate the development of hazards and the implementation of suitable management measures (for example, this category includes cryorisks, marine submersion risks and salt water wedge risks). In the case of a risk that has already been identified but that is occurring more frequently and/or perceived as amplified, the issue of sustainability of the measures in place and their development arises (for example, coastal risks, droughts, and society's dependency on the water resource). 
· How do you identify the risks amplified by global change (climate and/or societal)? Do "breaking points" exist in the development of these risks and how can we understand them? Is a historical approach possible? In this case, the approach must put the anticipated breaking point (emerging risk or amplified by climate change) in perspective;
· How do you propose adaptive management methods for these risks? In the field of prevention and protection? In that of organisations? Which societal changes need to be anticipated? 
· More generally, what adaptations are necessary? Which approaches would highlight the adaptation measures to take? (foreign experiences, historical approaches, etc.).
The responses to the call for proposals must demonstrate the emerging character or the amplification of the risk in the context of the on-going climate change.
3.1.3 Natural risk/technological risk interactions
The 11 March 2011 earthquake in Eastern Japan reminds us that the huge complexity of inhabited territories (linking of systems, spatial distribution of the population and activities, and location of energy sources and their transportation, etc.) leads to significant mechanical solidarity of the various subsystems which functionally structure human societies, which are becoming increasingly urbanised. Therefore, a localised phenomenon, irrespective of its intensity (an industrial explosion, an earth tremor, a flood, etc.), is likely to cause domino effects that are all the more formidable as the risk management subsystems are not used to working together and the situation created in this way is new to them.
Knowledge, studies and information on these specific situations that are occurring more often than ever before, constitute a significant knowledge issue that this call for projects wishes to focus on.
· Can these risks be quantified? Do methodological developments need to be carried out to achieve this? Are the various configurations of the interaction between the two risks known? How is the sequencing or combination of disasters taken into account? Can the amplification factor be reduced? Based on which scenarios: better use of the territory, impact on management measures? How do you consider deployment of emergency services that are subject to the least possible degree of technological risk?
Case studies on such disasters are possible, providing that they are used to identify the factors that caused the sequencing of phenomena (technical, structural, organisational and human factors, etc.). Analyses on territories that are potentially sensitive to this type of "domino effect", in France and in the French territories, are also expected. In this case, local stakeholders will be involved. 
3.1.4 Risks and economy
At a time of major restructuring of the industrial fabric and progressive disappearance of certain activities, it is important to examine the conditions under which industrial sites are progressively abandoned with the cessation of activities. Similarly, some risks may emerge due to ageing of the industrial installations or the decline in certain activities which may lead site managers to possibly neglect safety: reality or fantasy? Furthermore, are risks related to old installations (the decline of which is regretful) still less costly than those induced by new technologies (that are feared)? 
This may be illustrated through the detailed study of the situation of several French industrial sectors. Foreign experiences of studies on or assistance with industrial conversion will be welcomed. 
The economic crisis that we are experiencing is significantly restricting public operating and investment credits. Reliable elements on the "economic profitability" of preventive and protection investments against natural and technological risks are all the more necessary. The issue of the cost-benefit assessment of preventive and protection measures needs to be rapidly rethought or prevention will no longer be a priority for public and private stakeholders. Inspiration can be taken from approaches developed in insurance calculations to address this issue. In conjunction with these problems, several questions may arise:

· Which risks are related to the pressures imposed by economic developments on stakeholders: disorganisation of the systems implemented, reduction of investments that are not directly productive by struggling sectors, reduction of administration control capacities? What scales of time and space are concerned?
· Cost-benefit analyses (beyond direct costs and benefits including in particular social costs, and costs related to economic development opportunities that cannot be taken due to regulatory constraints). For example, ultimately is it economically unreasonable to develop the urbanisation of certain flood zones subject to suitable management measures?
· Are the public prevention policies against natural and technological risks economically sustainable insofar as they do not oppose the economic reality principle? Are heavy investments, which are financed by public funds but maintained by local authorities or even users, "sustainable" (here we are thinking of dykes)?
· Payment of the cost of protection and prevention is a major issue: can risk management sharing be an alternative to sole assumption by the public policies? Are there any foreign examples that can be applied to France?
Area 2 - New approaches
It is clear that risk management methods (in the broad sense: preventive actions, crisis and post-crisis management, improvement of the resilience) are changing constantly if we take the number of debates on this subject into account, nationally and internationally. However, the nature of these changes can be examined: do they concern new danger and territorial configurations, or even regulatory changes (on a national and/or European scale), or new unprecedented systems developed at the initiative of specific stakeholders? Are these innovations one-off, "radical" or on the contrary major trends? To answer these questions, the breakdown into which the items can obviously be grouped is proposed below.
3.2.1 What developments in the risk approach?

Risk management approach has been the subject of a number of debates over the last few decades. A first series of discussions concerned better integration of the notion of vulnerability, in particular regarding the definition of risks (according to the definition usually retained). A second, more contemporary, series concerned the notion of resilience which results in placing the emphasis on the capacity of the local authorities and human societies to overcome critical situations. From an interdisciplinary perspective, assessments on the debates and controversies concerning these various points are necessary, in particular to determine whether transformations similar to "paradigm" changes are in fact occurring.
Similarly, it is necessary to determine how the circulation and debating of new notions and new approaches affects stakeholders concerned by risk management (whether this concerns public policy-makers, experts, managers intervening on the territorial level or even the populations subject to the risks) and with what tangible effects.
3.2.2 Between territorialised approach and systemic approach: towards a new way of building objects?
An initial way of analysing "new" risk management methods is to identify situations that seem to be original or unprecedented, in order to carry out an in-depth analysis. However, as each territory forcibly has a certain level of specificity, the innovative character of the land studied must be rigorously questioned, in order to place it in perspective with other, partially or completely, comparable cases. Forward-thinking analysis, even if only in the form of assumptions, is also required. In order to breakdown these general questions, the following lines of questioning are proposed.
The risks, their potential combinations and the related issues
Inhabited territories are structured around systems and networks each having their own weaknesses. The complexity of the risks likely to interact with one another on the same territory meets the complexity of the territory itself, in particular in urban or peri-urban areas. The interlinking of functional registers (presence of transport and communication networks, spatial distribution of activities, location and nature of built-up areas, etc.) and more immaterial registers (social and political organisation, institutional or non-institutional system of actors, decision-making logics, etc.) increase the issues and therefore make them complex to deal with. How do you grasp this complexity - without reducing it too much? In particular, taking only functional dimensions into account, however important they may be, tends to overshadow the main role of the social and symbolic structure of human societies. 
Furthermore, the consequences of accidents or simply technological innovations (nanotechnologies, biotechnologies, electromagnetic radiation, unconventional exploitation of oil, etc.) on public health and on the environment highlight growing questions:
· How do you take this emerging dimension of the problems of risk into account? Which integrated approaches would enable their advantages and disadvantages to be considered? Using which relevant indicators?
Should problems be identified based on the risk or based on the territory?
Risk approaches, in particular within the field of experimental sciences (but not exclusively), tend to make hazard management the main or only way of dealing with the land considered. In addition, a great deal of work has highlighted the lack of autonomy of the problems relating to risk management. The economic, political, social and industrial issues therefore tend to over-emphasise, at least partially, how local stakeholders understand (or not, or partially) the question of risk.
The more or less significant responsiveness of a territory
 in relation to risk management therefore does not constitute a factor "outside" of the technical problem (as put forward by experts and more widely risk managers), but in fact an "endogenous" factor, which fully contributes to the local form taken on by the said risk management.
Analysis proposals may therefore be made on how local issues "shape" the methods for defining and anticipating a possible disaster.
New responsibilities, new sharing of responsibility
This two-fold complexity of sources of danger and territorial linking, by extension, logically leads to making the distribution of responsibilities more complicated. How are decision-making circuits organised in practical terms? Which processes lead to formal decisions, taken by a single individual? Can we speak of shared decision, when the judge, if he intervenes, tends to retain only individual failings? Can we speak of "collective or "social responsibility", which would be different from strictly legal responsibility?
The jurisdictional quagmire as well as the plurality of decision-makers sometimes poses a problem. As this involves establishing responsibilities, acceptance of the concept of risk and more specifically that of emerging risk should be analysed making the distinction between civil, administrative and criminal responsibilities.
Finally, how do strictly legal issues adversely and by anticipation affect decision-making processes? Can we speak of "legal risk"?
Ordinary situations vs exceptional situations

The work on risks and disasters is broadly focused on accident situations and disasters, generally related to a certain level of crisis, with management systems proving to be incapable of rapidly ensuring the return to a condition considered as "normal" or "acceptable". 
However, this perspective widely overshadows "ordinary" situations, which are still not appeased: how does an organisation (social, political, organisational, institutional, etc.) "maintain" ordinary situations? In other words, what dynamics are implemented that regularly "make up for" the various types of dysfunctions (technical deficiencies, human errors, organisational problems, etc.) and, therefore limit deviations and usually maintain a certain level of safety?
Based on concrete and territorialised examples, it would be interesting to highlight the basis of an "ordinary condition" with respect to safety (which is only partially based on the compliance of standards, rules and procedures) and the mechanisms which, gradually or suddenly, remove the socio-technical systems responsible for activities or dangerous phenomena out of the scope of ordinary safety, and therefore transform them into risk events.
Increase in generality and the issue of comparison

Surpassing the various cases studied by the research teams, however difficult this may be, nonetheless constitutes a legitimate objective. How do you build a practical perspective, given the well-known problems of the comparative approach, in particular in social sciences? How do you subsume the specific characteristics of any territory, in order to permit an increase in generality, that is reasonably supported by concrete cases? Is the use of indicators a possible option? If so, the nature of the indicators used as well as their method of construction and the conditions for sharing them will be examined.
Here, we will not aim to fully resolve these various questions, which is without a doubt impossible to achieve, but to rigorously examine how to approach (meaning an "accurate approximation") possible answers. 
3.2.3 Sharing risk management, social inequalities: 
The specific complexity of the territorial approach prompts scrutiny on how risk management is "co-produced" by a large number of stakeholders within and outside of the specialist field (experts). This co-production, whether or not "harmonious", may give visibility to the adjustment work taking place between world views which start off being heterogeneous – and which sometimes remain so. 
Communication, NICT and territories
In this perspective, the topic of communication, which is currently common in risk management studies (without prejudging the performance of the methods implemented) may be reviewed again with new costs. Therefore, certain one-off actions have renewed the wide range of possibilities, the yield of which is yet to be assessed. Thus, for example, the use of the artistic approach or environmental education associations.
Furthermore, some technological innovations ("social" networks, mobile internet, etc.) are currently widespread and are reaching their full potential. Can they constitute a real opportunity for crisis and risk managers, particularly given their own vulnerability to grid outages? How can they help the action upstream (prevention), during or downstream of the crisis (resilience)? Collaboration with the main network managers would be welcomed in the projects where the "development" dimension would clearly be supported by a prior diagnosis that is as accurate and solid as possible.
Based on the assumption that the Internet provides better information to the public, the question arises of knowing how this better information reacts on the proportion of risk management that everyone is carrying out independently. Which behaviours have been modified and what characterises them? Conversely, in the event of a crisis, based on the elements of information available to the public, what feedback does it give to the crisis management services? In other words, do the risk management and "administered" roles mutually complement one another and how can the possible co-operations that are forming be further enhanced?
Social risks
The social problem is obviously not new. However, at the same time as the increase in complexity of organisations and particularly with the emergence of new information technologies, has the fragility of populations who remain "excluded" (elderly people, people who are vulnerable or in difficult economic situations) increased? What do we currently know about the populations who remain excluded from NICT (new information and communication technologies) within the context of risks? Do they have other means for receiving information? Are they further marginalised?
More generally, how do you take socially disadvantaged and vulnerable populations into account in risk management? Also, do we really understand this specific vulnerability? Can we characterise what "social exclusion" means from the vulnerability to risks point of view?
3.2.4 Expertise, uncertainty, governance

In terms of risk management, many discussions have been held on the inclusion of uncertainties, understood as the phenomenological part that remains unknown at a given moment, due to the natural variability of phenomena, unknown change scenarios (due to climate changes for example) or imperfection of various types of useable information.
In this context, expertise is subject to expectations that may sometimes seem unreasonable with respect to actual capacities; it may also be subject to doubt, as is the case within the field of health and safety, or even suspicions on the expert's impartiality. But more than the expert, it is the entire system of expertise itself that is questioned (methods of referral, constitution, conditions for producing the results, organisation of controversies, etc.). Some institutions are forced to clarify their approach by developing ethical charters, prompted by the new European requirements (standard NF X 50-110). An assessment of the practices, in terms of risk assessment, would be welcomed.
By definition, however elusive they may be, uncertainties are nevertheless approachable "hollowed" by the effects that they produce indirectly: blocks in a negotiation within a system of actors due to significant divergence on the scenarios to be taken into account when anticipating a risk, effects of denial ("don't want to know"), observation of the responsiveness (or lack of responsiveness) of the decision-makers in an unexpected crisis situation, etc. These uncertainties may occur in any form and not only concern the hazard, but also the risk management conditions (uncertainties on the system of responsibility, on the allocation of skills, on the objectives of the stakeholders, etc.).
This will involve analysing the knowledge (expertise, scientific research, engineering) building processes on various levels, their dynamics (and therefore their "impasses"), as well as the related management practices, within a particular field or on a given territory. The issue of relationship between uncertainty and decision-making, in particular, should be further developed. How can a stakeholder who is responsible for making risk management decisions (an expert, territorial manager, etc.) incorporate awareness of these uncertainties in his decision-making process? How does he handle this, if applicable? Is it possible to explain on what criteria his choices are based? Do "tools" or "methods" exist that will help?
Area 3 - Factors for improving the resilience of territories in the face of natural and technological risks
The term resilience has surpassed the fields of psychology and ecology to be adopted by a large number of disciplines. From a highly technical definition formulated as the capacity of a material or natural environment to return to its baseline condition, the field of resilience has changed and taken on a much broader sense based on the resilience of companies and territories in the face of natural threats or technological hazards. Placed at the forefront of the international scene within the framework of the 2005 "Hyogo Framework for action", the concept of resilience is defined by the UNISDR as "The capacity of a system, community or society potentially exposed to hazards to adapt, by resisting or changing in order to reach and maintain an acceptable level of functioning and structure. This is determined by the degree to which the social system is capable of organising itself to increase this capacity for learning from past disasters for better future protection and to improve risk reduction measures." This definition is criticised by some because it involves inciting local societies to depend on themselves to cope with disasters.
Resilience is also sometimes seen as the positive side of vulnerability, a topic better defined and understood by the human and social sciences. It includes a dynamic that vulnerability does not have by taking the temporal scale of change and the spatial scale of the systems affected into account. A distinction can be made between two temporalities: upstream of any event, what are the conditions that are likely to improve safety (territorial planning policies, land policy, organisations and linking of responsibilities, reliability of the networks, etc.). Downstream, resilience is determined by the capacity to respond in the face of a disaster and by the capacity to recover after the disaster.
From the research point of view, the study of resilience is defined in two ways: firstly, it means "diagnosing capacities", i.e. the potentialities and resources that can make a territory more resistant. Initially, this involves clearly identifying a territory's balances: what maintains a system? An attempt will be made to define the main elements of a system, prioritise them and use or build indicators that are suitable for reporting this capacity to adapt and resist. Within a changing economic and social context, what changes are observed among these elements and how do you take these changes into account?
Within the framework of applied research, the aim is then to study the means to strengthen these capacities, i.e. roughly reduce the territorial system's vulnerabilities. On the temporal level, resilience is considered ex-ante where the capacities of a territory to deal with unforeseen events will be tested virtually (for example, depending on the type of economic and social organisation, the territorial occupation management methods, the earthquake-resistant building standards or management of any other risk, etc.) and cope with a disaster (example of urbanisation of coastal areas). It may also be analysed ex-post by seeing through the analysis of events (feedback) what does and does not work in a territory's recovery (e.g. Haïti, Fukushima earthquakes).
The ex-ante assessment and strengthening of a territory's capacity to respond to a major disruption must be taken into account over the long term: Which more or less long-term processes make a territory vulnerable? Ultimately, how is it that a territory or social group can no longer respond to an external disruption? Conversely, what protections, behaviours and processes are implemented by the social groups to prepare them to anticipate then confront a disruption? In that sense, preference should be given to comparative approaches, for example, by comparing the post-disaster recovery of two separate territories.
The resilience approach must focus on several angles of attack. A territory's response capacities in the face of a disruption should not only be researched in its internal resources which are often insufficient. The resilience of a system, territory or social group goes beyond its own capacities. It includes the interlocking of spatial scales of territories and stakeholders, the coherence of which forms an effective response to disasters. Resilience should therefore be analysed through several scales of time and space. A specific aspect of spatial scale interlocking lies in the risk management organisation methods and in the distribution of responsibilities between the State and the local authorities on this subject. Is this distribution relevant? Is the link between responsibilities and funding coherent? As an example, is the multiplicity of stakeholders in certain fields of risks (such as those related to water) efficient? Comparisons with neighbouring countries would be useful.
Starting with the territories gives preference to a diversified and multi-disciplinary approach to resilience. In particular through the study of complex systems such as large urban agglomerations. Studies on the resilience of urban systems have already been carried out but the need for transferable operational methodological frameworks still remains; the resilience approach requires the development of reproducible and operational methodologies for risk managers. It must not be limited to a number of case studies. Emphasis will be placed on questions related to the reproducibility and general nature of the observations. The methods and conclusions inherent to the resilience of territories will always be questioned on the specific versus transferable nature of the processes and resources identified and on the reproducibility of the analyses or recommendations made. However, a sectoral approach to resilience may be taken into account in particular from the social point of view for which there is a lack of response. In particular, the role of social inequalities with the problems of resilience will be examined.
Finally, vulnerability as a concept with a negative connotation is struggling to progress beyond the field of applied research. How policies and decision-makers may understand the notion of resilience should be examined and applied. This notion therefore also examines the information sciences, political scientists or even anthropologists.
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROJECTS RETAINED/RECOMMENDATIONS 
The focus of the call for proposals is resilience. Projects with topics covering several fields of the call for proposals will be considered as a matter of priority. Preference will be given to projects with products that can be adopted by public authorities. 
PROPOSAL SUBMISSION AND ASSESSMENT METHODS

1.3 Submission

The projects financed by the Directorate for research and innovation (DRI) must be collaborative, associating teams and disciplines that are likely to effectively contribute to the analysis. Projects associating the organisations of the Science and Technical Network (RST) of the MEDDE with stakeholders outside of the RST, as well as the partnerships between public research organisations and private stakeholders will be particularly appreciated.
This call for proposals is open to all French research teams, regardless of which institution they belong to and their status (public/private). Foreign research teams are eligible for financial support providing that they are stakeholders in a proposal coordinated by a French research structure, accept the terms and conditions of the grant that are specific to the MEDDE and that the added value of the presence of these teams as project partners is clearly presented (for example: cross-border coherence implementation methods).
Equipment technical study centres (CETE) may participate as project partners. 
1.4 Assessment

The proposals received will be assessed by specialist experts in the various fields of the call for research proposals, before being submitted to the scientific council (see programme organisation hereafter) which will classify the tenders according to the scientific values.
The assessment criteria for projects by experts are as follows:
· Consistency with the programme's topics and relevance in relation to the call for research proposal's guidelines. Relevance in relation to the issues of management, planning and definition of public actions. Quality of the analysis of requirements.
· Scientific interest and innovative nature of the project in relation to international state of the art, bibliographical references on the subject and strategical positioning in relation to other projects.
· Technical and scientific quality of the project and quality of the approach and methodology. Interdisciplinary approach, effective or potential links between the various disciplines involved.
· Constitution of a consortium: references of the team and suitability of the skills brought together in the work programme (earlier work, list of publications, involvement of doctoral students in the project, etc.), project management and international openness.
· Feasibility: suitability of the resources to the objectives and consistency of the deadlines and budgets in relation to the proposed work programme.
The average duration of the expected projects is 36 months maximum (18 months minimum). The share of contribution on the actual resources of the organisations that apply for grants will be examined.
· National, regional and international dimensions, and the scale of development and implementation of public actions.
· Operational and transferable nature of the expected results, and methods of interaction with the stakeholders. Ability to produce general information based on the case study.
· Possible optimisation with the scientific community and public action stakeholders.
The proposals will then be presented to the programme's Steering Committee. Based on analysis by the Scientific Council, this Committee will select proposals based on their interest for public action and overall consistency with the programme. Selection of the projects retained for funding by the MEDDE will depend on the limits of the budget allocated to the call for research proposals. 
Substantial changes to the proposals may be requested by the programme bodies before a decision is made on any funding.
Tenderers will refer to the three appendices of this text to draft their project:
"1 – Project submission methods"
"2 – Research proposal presentation model"
"3 - Administrative and financial file"
1.5 Expected productions

Apart from the academic or operational optimisation products planned for each project, the teams financed within the framework of the programme will have to submit:
· one or more interim reports;
· a final report and a summary for managers.
The interim report will review the research project's progress, in particular highlighting any adjustments in relation to the initial project, any problems encountered and, if applicable, any provisional results.
The final report will provide a detailed description of the project's development process and results. In particular, it will include:
· a description of the issues and research method,
· the presentation and discussion of the results obtained,
· a perspective of the project's results in relation to the state of knowledge and issues for the public action
The final report will also include a list of publications from the project. This text will be accompanied with any appended element considered useful: additional text(s), iconography, multimedia documents, publication reprints, etc.
The final report will be accompanied with a summary for managers drafted according to a standard format (10 pages maximum), as well as an abstract in French and English.
1.6 Team obligations

If the project is retained by the programme bodies as is or subject to amendments, the project sponsor will receive a letter from the MEDDE informing it that its project has been selected. It will then have one month to present all of the elements necessary for contractualisation. After this deadline and although having been retained, it may no longer be entitled to any funding.
Seminars involving the teams retained by the programme will be organised in order to coordinate the various research projects and identify possible synergies, structure the scientific community, debate the programme's results and issues and organise its optimisation. These seminars will take place at the time of project launches, mid-term and at the end of the programme. They promote interactions between the researchers involved in the research project and the programme bodies, Scientific Council (CS) and Steering Committee (CO) and the MEDDE, and discussions with the stakeholders.
The teams retained undertake to attend these seminars as well as the public seminars organised by the financiers on the topic of their research. They also undertake to mention their contribution to communications and/or publications relating to their project.
PROGRAMME ORGANISATION

As with all MEDDE research programmes, the RDT programme is managed by various bodies, the respective roles of which are briefly mentioned below:
The Steering Committee (CO), chaired by the Head of the Research service, comprises representatives from the general directorates of the MEDDE, other ministries, decentralised State services, associations and other representatives of potential research managers and users. It is tasked with defining the programme's guidelines, determining priority research proposals based on pre-selection carried out by the Scientific Council and establishing the programme's promotion, assessment and optimisation actions.
The Scientific Council (CS), chaired by Jean Michel Grésillon, is tasked with formalising the strategic guidelines defined by the CO in scientific terms, preparing the texts calling on research proposals from the scientific community, assessing the responses, evaluating the project results and proposing and implementing the programme's promotion and optimisation actions. The opinion of external experts may be sought with respect to research proposals concerning the scientific or technical fields relating to their disciplines.
The scientific coordinator supports the administration with the management, promotion and optimisation of the programme.
Finally, the permanent secretariat comprises the Chairman of the Scientific Council, the programme manager within the MEDDE and the scientific coordinator. This secretariat is responsible for preparing the work of the bodies and implementing their decisions.
SCHEDULE

	Publication date
	15 January 2013

	Deadline for receipt of the projects
	23 March 2013

	Assessment by the programme bodies
	06 May 2013

	Finalisation of the application files
	10 June 2013


CONTACTS
	Name
	E-mail
	Telephone

	Dominique Thierry
	dominique.thierry1@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
	+ 33 (0)1 40 81 33 27


APPENDIX 1: Proposal submission methods
The research proposals must be presented based on the model prescribed and drawn up in Appendix 2.
Receipt of proposals
The deadline for submitting files is 23 March 2013 at 5 pm.
Tenderers are requested to follow a dual submission procedure, before expiry of this period:
· in electronic version (preferably in unlocked PDF format) to the following e-mail address, stating in the message subject line "RDT Programme – 2013 Call":
First name, Surname: dominique.thierry1@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
If the file is bulky, you can use the following upload platform: http://melanissimo.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/
· as well as by post or by courier by sending two paper copies (one original and one double-sided document copy, with no card or plastic cover) to the following address:
Dominique THIERRY
DRI / SR / MRES
General commission for sustainable development
Ministry for Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy
Tour Voltaire
Bureau 4.40
92055 La Défense cedex
The text for the call for research proposals can also be consulted on the MEDDE's website: http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/appelsaprojets.html (section "calls for projects") and on the programme's website: http://www.rdtrisques.org/
After the proposal compilation phase, tenderers are advised to consult the programme's website and, if they require further information:
	Name
	E-mail
	Telephone

	Dominique THIERRY
	dominique.thierry1@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
	+ 33 (0)1 40 81 33 27


APPENDIX 2 – Research proposal presentation model 
The projects presented must be written in French.
A) Summary of the proposal
3 pages maximum (on tenderer-headed paper)
RESPONSE TO THE CALL FOR PROPOSALS 
2013 Risks, Decisions and Territories
The resilience of territories in the face of risks
in a context of emerging risks and new management approaches
SUMMARY SHEET
· Response title: 
· Name of the tendering organisation:
· Address: 

· Contact: 

	Name:
	
	Title:
	

	Department:
	
	Tel.:
	

	E-mail:
	
	Fax:
	


	Area(s) of research (see list of areas of research on page 4):

	


	Subjected discussed:

	


	Summary of the proposal:

	State the objectives, public policies concerned, assumptions formulated, methods, fields concerned, expected results, work schedule, and the link with regional, national and European programmes.
Underline the keywords (5 to 10).


	Positioning in relation to the state of the art:

	


	Contribution and expected results:

	


	Methodology and skills used:

	


	Optimisation methods considered:

	


	Other partners involved:

	Composition of the scientific team (researchers, organisations and legal framework), the network on which it is based and the coordination methods.


Possible dates:
	Start:
	
	 Delivery of results:
	


	Total amount for the project:
	

	Amount of funding sought:
	


	Co-financing organisation(s) and amounts allocated (guaranteed and/or planned):
	

	Credit management organisation:
	


B) Description of the proposal
15 pages maximum
A detailed presentation of the project imperatively highlighting its originality and scientific contribution in relation to earlier work which must in particular discuss:
Justification of the research proposal
Current situation of the subject, scientific and economic context (if necessary), commented bibliographical analysis (national and international), scientific originality and interest for public action. The proposal must also indicate any links and the complementarity of their proposals with research actions conducted by the MEDDE, Ademe, other institutions (French National Research Agency (ANR), French Single Interministerial Fund (FUI), etc.) or the European Union, etc.
Explanation of the proposal
· Objectives, expected results and innovative aspects.
· Research plan and work programme (assumptions, methods, detailed scientific description, distribution of responsibilities and tasks between the partners, deadline, implementation timetable and timetable for interim and final achievements and deliverables).
· Sites and cases retained, work scales (if applicable).
· Links with projects completed, pending or planned on the same topic.
· Possible optimisation (scientific optimisation, transfer to potential users, expected results for the management, etc.).
· Composition of the team: organisations (address, telephone, fax, e-mail), qualification of stakeholders, added value to the cooperation, foreign partners, people involved (name, first name, title, job title and percentage of time assigned to the project), project coordination and promotion methods, experience of the teams in the field considered (publications, projects on neighbouring topics, responsibilities, etc.).
The commitment of the people involved is required in the form of a table of participants with their name, organisation and signature.
· Contacts planned with other French and foreign organisations working in the field considered; partnership considered with administrations, stakeholders or professionals and coordination methods.
· People in charge of administrative or financial monitoring, people to contact for scientific or technical issues.
APPENDIX 3: Administrative and financial file
All of the following administrative documents are required upon submission of the files.
· Administrative information sheet
· Financial description (separate appendix for each partner and summary for the project) signed by the various service providers
These documents can be downloaded from the programme's website at http://www.rdtrisques.org/ or requested from dominique.thierry1@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
The financial description must present the overall budget and the distribution between the teams concerned, as well as the financing plan: self-financing by the organisations, other funding (state whether they have been obtained or are expected), and grant requested from the MEDDE.
1. Eligible expenses:
The costs that can be assigned to the project must correspond to actual expenses and must be strictly related to performance of the project.
1.1. Staff expenses:
The following expenses are permitted: remuneration of eligible staff: Fixed-term contracts and holidays (number and unit cost or total amount per year and per person).
1.2. Operating expenses:
The following expenses are permitted:
· Laboratory costs and specified tasks (including attendance at the programme's seminars)
· Equipment and subcontracting expenses
· Travel costs
· Publishing costs
2. Non-eligible expenses:
The following expenses cannot be covered:
· Expenses related to land, buildings and constructions
· Expenses related to marketing or distribution costs
"Risks, Decisions and Territories" Programme
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The resilience of territories in the face of risks





in a context of emerging risks and new management approaches








� 	Understood here less as the scope defined by administrative boundaries, but as a more diffuse form of spatial ratio that individuals and social groups continue producing and transforming within the context of their social relationships.
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