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Presentation Overview

I: Review of Survey Results

ll: Review of Poll Everywhere Results




verall Ranking of Resilienc

(1 being lowest, 5 being highest)
Hl m2 m3 m4 m5

1. IDENTIFYING ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IF VULNERABLE ROUTES BECOME IMPASSIBLE.

2. DEVELOPING ADAPTABLE RESILIENCY FRAMEWORK

3. APPLYING ANALYTIC STRATEGIES (E.G., BENEFIT-COST, LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS, ETC.) TO PROMOTE
RESILIENCE OF THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

4. IDENTIFYING CRITICAL REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE

5. ASSESSING TRANSPORTATION VULNERABILITY TO CLIMATE CHANGE AND EXTREME WEATHER
6. DEFINING TRANSPORTATION RESILIENCE GOALS

7. DEVELOPING TRANSPORTATION RESILIENCE MEASURES

8. DEFINING TRANSPORTATION RESILIENCY

9. IDENTIFYING/APPLYING DATA TO ANALYZE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM RISK TO CLIMATE
CHANGE/EXTREME WEATHER AND MAN-MADE EVENTS.

10. IDENTIFYING AVAILABLE TOOLS/METHODS TO ANALYZE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM RISK TO
CLIMATE CHANGE/EXTREME WEATHER AND MAN-MADE EVENTS.

11. ESTIMATING REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION RESPONSE TO MAJOR HUMAN-MADE EVENTS.

12. ESTIMATING REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION RESPONSE TO CLIMATE CHANGE/EXTREME WEATHER
EVENTS.

13. IDENTIFYING PRIMARY REGIONAL HUMAN-MADE FACTORS
14. IDENTIFYING WEATHER TRENDS AND EXTREME WEATHER EVENT FREQUENCY
15. DETERMINING RISKS/LIKELIHOOD OF MAJOR HUMAN-MADE EVENTS OCCURRING.
16. IDENTIFYING PRIMARY REGIONAL CLIMATE FACTORS
17. ANALYZING IMPACTS OF EXTREME WEATHER EVENTS/CLIMATE FACTORS ON PAVEMENTS.

18. DETERMINING RISK /LIKELIHOOD OF CLIMATE CHANGE/EXTREME WEATHER EVENTS OCCURRING.
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verall Ranking of Resiliency Priorities by
Small, Medium, and Metro MPOs
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Top 5 Comparison by MPO Size

transportation
vulnerability to
climate change and
extreme weather

regional human-made
factors

transportation
response to climate
change/extreme
weather events.

data to analyze
regional
transportation system
risk to climate
change/extreme
weather and man-
made events.

Overall Large Medium Small

. ldentifying alternative 4.12 . Developing adaptable 4.2 . ldentifying alternative 4.50 Identifying alternative 4.00
routes if vulnerable resiliency framewaork routes if vulnerable routes if vulnerable
routes become routes become routes become
impassible. impassible. impassible.

. Developing adaptable 4.05 . Defining 4.2 . Assessing 4.33 . Applying analytic 4.00
resiliency framework. transportation transportation strategies (e.g.,

resiliency vulnerability to Benefit-Cost, Life-
climate change and Cycle Cost Analysis,
extreme weather etc.) to promote
resilience of the
regional
transportation
system.

. Applying analytic 4.00 . Defining 4 . ldentifying critical 4.33 Developing adaptable 3.83
strategies (e.g., transportation regional resiliency framework
Benefit-Cost, Life- resilience goals transportation
Cycle Cost Analysis, infrastructure
etc.) to promote
resilience of the
regional
transportation system

. Identifying critical 3.87 . Assessing 4 . Developing adaptable 4.16 Identifying weather 3.60
regional transportation resiliency framework trends and extreme
transportation vulnerability to weather event
infrastructure climate change and frequency

extreme weather
. Assessing 3.82 . Identifying primary 4 . Estimating regional 4.16 Identifying/applying 3.60



Overall Ranking of Resiliency
Priorities by Geographic Distribution

4.3
5.0 4 0 38
a5 43 3 s 43 - 3.8 43 a
................................. 40 0 4 0 4 0
T || S | S | | A AGMMITE ST I P ST - ¥ IO 3.8 ygreeeeeee W vee3 Qg il 38 gl w38 o
4 2 3.0
i | [ 3.0 3.0 3.
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0
& N\ ¥ S & a° & & 0& 07} & '23& S & & & <°
&o‘) . 4 ? é C‘\ & 2 5 '\\\Q'(\ ’bq) z‘%o z'\o S(bé é\@ @’b ké 'b(’\o & ’b 6\6\ -\’556
! < & )
N % N & @ <& & N A @ ® ¢® ¢ @ & & N
@ & X & g R o & N\ Q © ) & > S > ) %
o & & & S & & & &L L & & &P ¥ N & ) &
O . N o ) S B\ 2 Q 2 & N > 5 o
§ <& & X xS Qo £ S o o S & < ? Q & e
IS N & ES Ry J o < x§ < \ & & & & X
» 2 N & L N S 2 o O & & xS & 3 @
&> & ® o) 3 S N O > & N R N A ) o & S
S @ B o S @ N & & G N NS o & > & &
© X %" N & Q i & ) e & <2 N 2 o ) &
& & N o S of N 2 S \© & $ 53 % & S & p°
& i X & N & & & & At N < ¥ $ Nl & &
& Q}Q o /5\?30 Qf‘o\o ’§\O Q \0\(\ A Q 5 vé’b . (\%Xb \Q,&o \((\ \‘é’b Q%\. &’é \(\%Q \{:_)\ c,é\ \{g>\
? R EN N & 2 5 & & < RN 20 N N < & »
3 \(\QO \\Q> ;\‘\0 . ‘-\}(/,b f_)Q Q)Q \OQ z(@‘ sz\\ . \(\% Q,QSO ‘Q,% Q/’Z‘}' & N ¥ \(\"o Q’b ‘\c},{'
é\‘e\ 2 N & & QQ& 3 5 & % S N RS N N <&
p > & Q& X S < xS Q)
& v & s&o”o N % & & & <8 & N 0 & N
N & S < N N N e & Q & 2
< ¥ N S 2 © \s 2~
VQQ F N S < ® ~ A Q
2 ™ %) Y NZ Ny N N3

mmmm N /NE Texas MPOs B Central Texas MPOs mmmm West Texas MPOs Coastal MPOs B South Texas MPOs  «oooeeeee Linear (West Texas MPOs)




Poll Everywhere Follow up from March
30t Meeting




S EeEee———
Time Frame Question

Average Short-term Medium-term | Long-term  Staff Resources Funding / Costs Order of Knowledge Resources/Technique
Score (<2year) (2to4years) (>4 years) Completion Description/Case Studies
(Out of 5) Available

1. Identifying alternative routes if vulnerable routes

become impassible. 4.12 40% 60% 0%

2. Developing adaptable resiliency framework. 4.05 20% 40% 40%

3. Applying analytic strategies (e.g., Benefit-Cost, Life-

Cycle Cost Analysis, etc.) to promote resilience of the 4.00 10% 30% 60%

regional transportation system

fl. Identifying critical regional transportation 3.87 50% 20% 10%

infrastructure

5. Assessing transportation vulnerability to climate 3.8 60% 20% 0%

change and extreme weather

6. Defining transportation resilience goals. 3.82 80% 0% 20%

7. Defining transportation resiliency 3.76 70% 10% 20%

8. Developing transportation resilience measures 3.76 60% 20% 20%

9. Identifying/applying data to analyze regional

transportation system risk to climate change/extreme 3.73 40% 50% 10%

weather and man-made events

10. Identifying available tools/methods to analyze

regional transportation system risk to climate 3.68 40% 40% 20%

change/extreme weather and man-made events

11. Identifying primary regional human-made factors 3.69 30% 30% 40%

12. Estimating regional transportation response to 3.69

climate change/extreme weather events. 20% 30% 50%

13. Estimating regional transportation response to major 3.69 30% 40% 30%

human-made events.

14. Identifying weather trends and extreme weather 3.63 50% 10% 40%

event frequency

15. Identifying primary regional climate factors 3.56 30% 30% 40%

16. Determining risks/likelihood of major human-made 3.56 S o o Items that were clicked as

events occurring.

17. Analyzing impacts of extreme weather (o{0] 4] plete by some M POS:
events/climate factors, and human-made events on 3.38 30% 20% 50%

regional transportation assets (e.g., bridges, pavements). 3) 4; 6) 7; 9) 12;

18. Determining risk /likelihood of climate 3.25

. 30% 30% 40%
change/extreme weather events occurring.




oll Everywhere Questions

What is your favorite mode of travel? Is your MPO Interested in development of a resiliency plan
to protect vulnerable structures and transportation
Airplane systems?
Automobile
Yes
Pedestrian or Bicycle
Zoom No
Would it be helpful to have a central repository of resiliency Would you be interested in dividing up into regions with
tools, data, techniques, best practices, roles and similar climate and geographical features (e.g., coastal,
responsibilities, etc., on a Sharepoint or website? Central, South, Northwest (Panhandle), and Western
regions)?
Yes 100%
Yes
No

No




Poll Everywhere Questions

In general, for questions ranked 3 or lower please select the In general, for questions ranked 4 or above, please select
below options explaining the reasoning behind your the below options explaining the reasoning behind your
ranking, or choose other if unsure. (Please provide ranking, or choose other if unsure. (Please provide
clarifications in chat) clarifications in chat).

Because it was unclear the value it provides, Because your region considers it a higher need among
your resiliency planning efforts.

Because it is too costly given available
resources, Because your region has invested in or accomplished

this resilience element or activity and you are relaying in
the survey response the respective value of your
investment.

Abilene

Because it is already done/or easily
accomplished and is a lower priority/need,

Other




Thank You!

Matthew Miller

Urban Analysis
505 E. Huntland Dr., Suite 405

4= Texas A&M Austin, TX 78752
/“ Transportation mmiller@tamu.edu
Institute 703-732-0756
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