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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

federal 
created in response 

2004 , and 
authorized in the    U.S.C. § 

. Advancing long-term resilience in U.S. ports to support the growing needs of global and 
   

. Coastal ports face a  in dealing with the unexpected, 
 

accidents, all which impact port infrastructure and the movement of people and commerce. 
Port r . 
Resilience depends on access to expert guidance and  
tools, United States  

 

 
tools --

--  
in port resilience planning and environmental . The goal was to 

 member agencies could 
take to  

 
its  

 
 

-three responses to the RFI with an -three respondents 
 

.  
ports was received from the AAPA workshop. 

 

•  
decision-support. 

• Sea- are the most requested data. 
•  

port development, and rainfall . 
• 
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. 
• -

 
• - f

 
developed areas, nature-  

• There is an interest in a mechanism to develop port-  
in-  

• The f
 

In response to comments received in the RFI and the workshop, next steps for  RIAT 
include  

 -related grant program 
 

criteria. 
 stablishment of a “port re  online  

- . 
 Developing no- the 

development of . 

INTRODUCTION AND  

 
mandated, Cabinet-  

e 
 

regarding federal 
The established ve in the 2004 

 
 

-to-  
. 

One of the goals of the 2023- , under the , was to 
support a more resilient demands of the  

s. T to advance resilience of 
on. 
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port resilience planning [Docket No. DOT-OST-2024-0044].  

. The goal was to  
resilience planning to   
address challenges to port re . The RFI - , 

 

The collaborated  
 at 

its annual conference  on October 28, 2024. The goal of the workshop 
 The workshop 

 
from the N Oceanic and Atmospheric A   

assport subject 
 

Dr. PhD candidate  
. 

 
-

term port resilience. During the workshop, a real- on was used to extend 
 

-  
 of post-  

 

QUESTIONS and RESPONSES  

 and joined the AAPA workshop to  

 port resilience 
; 

  
long-term planning; and 

  f that ports are  
to for long-term resilience. 

 



espondents were asked to share or respond to the following eight guiding 
 

  Respondent demographics 
  -

decades,  
  Access to port resilience data 
  Long-term port resilience planning process 
  -to-port sharing i.e., ? 
   
  Other comments 

-term 
 

RFI Respondents 

RFI & Workshop Response Breakdown 
RESPONDENT NUMBER 

PORTS  

  

ASSOCIATIONS 5 

TECH/  8 

 3 

  

ACADEMIA* 3 

* 6 

 2 

  NUMBER OF PORTS 

EAST (MASS, CT, 
UNIDENTIFIED SE) 

3 

WEST ( & 
) 

8 

 2 

  

HAWAII DOT & AMERICAN 
SAMOA DOT &  

 
THEIR PORT INTERESTS. 

AAPA SHARED INFO RECEIVED 
FROM MEMBERS. 

* At the AAPA workshop, the question of who do you represent  was not asked. These RFI numbers 
include estimates drawn from the workshop discussion . 

 

-three responses to the RFI  
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2.  
3.  
4.  
5.  

  
7.  
8. Port of Los Angeles, CA 

  
 Port of Oakland, CA 
 Port of San Diego, CA 
 Port of  
  
  

Responses from t at the workshop. 
respondents included one container terminal, three state governments, one local 

 
, and three 

individuals. The complete list of respondents can be found in Appendix A. 

/documents to support long-term 
(e.g., decades, or longer) port resilience planning  
data.  

Respondents were asked about various federal port resilience-
related resource documents, including but not  

 –  
 – and 

 
 Digital Coast –NOAA 
 –  
   

Standards 
 -  

The AAPA reported that, from member feedback, ports are making use of these resources, but 
Several d that 
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“ .” The following list 
represents the Federal documents RFI respondents  

   
 -  
  
  
  

Port respondents engaged in local resilience planning  
 

The reason given was that extreme weather or 
  

. 

. AAPA reported that “while data 
 

vocalized  
Other respondents regarding data 

 

 its the  
-risk infrastructure. 

  -  
 

 
 the port has  

  
movement. 

   
.  

program with the goal of a digital twin for each of its nine ports. 
  

p  
C  maps on sea level rise. California has several guidance documents as it pertains 

are more localized to the p  
 

 
 n local resources for sea-level rise and 

 
projects. the port would prefer to  its 

 



 
-  

The RFI responses noted s  
resilience planning.  

 
 

of the RFI port requirements. 
 

engaged in long-term port resilience planning. Again, local, or site-  
  

 
 port that was not 

-term planning cannot   
respondent where long-  

.S    
 dredging project.  

request for rainfall data, the Port of Los 
 , Alaska, stated that 

there . T  
 

 
 

- general consensus on  
- lpful and would give 

-range planning. 

ack of data has been a challenge to port 
resilience risk assessment and planning. No public  

e.g., ODU further stated that 
p  

-  
 

 



 

long-term port resilience planning? Is it done in-house or 
? 

The most common response from ports that have completed resilience planning, is that in-
 

consultant  . 
for  

-  
 

contractors, but the digital 
twins and modeling will be condu  

-to-port sharing or open to engaging? 

All port respondents have either engaged in port-to-port sharing or are open to engaging; with 
  port-to-port sharing service. It is well-summed from 

AAPA  

 
  

as in the  
 

 
valuable tool to bring down the cost of resilience planning… 

 
 

 and San Diego to 
increased environmental stressors with a 

focus on sea level rise. The value is in the exchange of ideas  The 
l welcomes  to 

 

 



federal or state funding 
 

long-term port resilience and 
? 

All the large port respondents reported awareness federal or state funding 
a range of U.S. D  

  
The ports expressed that federal “formula fund” grants 

 
R ka noted that for  

- - in their states  
-  proposals  

federal funds to support much needed 
, of the several major 

 
 

 
project funding without a public sponsor. 

The respondent -  
 

, Texas infrastructure-
related funding to the Port of Corpus  though resilience planning funds are more limited. 

federal funding is targeted to the port and its partners rather than area 
residents nfrastructure. Further, it stated that applicants for 
federal funding should be directed more to planning and design for resilience rather than as an 

 

 
funding for digital infrastructure. 

federal funding 
 Federal Funding Handbook for the Marine 

ran orta on te  updated and -related 
funding programs. Other comments on  

 Long- -term port resilience. 
 when the f  

 

 



 State and local researchers and agencies that provide relevant data to ports should be 
funded. 

  
-  

 Small and large-  
 . 

-  
 and interests within a port  

smaller ports. 

 
need to improve your long-term resilience planning? 

,  
resilience.   

 This respondent 
observed that large ports are equipped with [or contract for] -  
professionals who oversee  

small port respondent, which reiterated that free or low-cost online resilience training 
would be of value.  

also  
 e area of resilience 

in U.S. ports.  
 

 
but not how to teach or train the next genera  
ports,  to support medium and small ports. 

In follow up, AAPA workshop  
the statement that “e  and training for workforce development for U.S. port resilience is 

.” All but two respondents said 
most agreed that it was a top issue for their ports. workshop 

noted that the interest for port- -house 
-  

planners. On the issue of barriers to long-term resilience planning, ODU has found that 
 

challenges to independent port risk assessment and resilience studies.  

 



CMTS NEXT STEPS 

AAPA workshop respondents not heard of the RFI, t  
will update -related resilience resources,  

will be more   Resilience 
 

future  
 

 Aligning long-  
 

 ing together f  
 on long-term   

can be enhanced. 
 ing that federal resilience-related guidance documents are well-known and 

accessible. 
 Using federal port resilience-related guidance documents as resilience training tutorials 

and ng -
cost manner. 

 Reviewing   to 
enhance and to ensure that the document 

. 
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