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TO:  Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council Board of Directors 
From: Matt Ransom, Executive Director 
Subject: Resiliency Assessment Plan for the Clark County Region - Draft 

Requested Action: 
 No action is needed. The purpose of this agenda item is to provide the Regional 

Transportation Council (RTC) Board of Directors with an overview of the draft Resiliency 
Assessment Plan. Staff will return to the RTC Board of Directors on November 3, 2026, 
for consideration and final adoption of the Resiliency Assessment Plan. 

Key Points: 
 The Resiliency Assessment Plan establishes a regional framework for understanding, 

prioritizing, and improving the resilience of Clark County’s transportation system. The plan 
provides a foundation for identifying transportation risks, prioritizing critical infrastructure, 
and guiding investments that strengthen the system’s ability to withstand, respond to, and 
recover from disruptive events. 

 The plan focuses on the Clark County Region and builds upon existing emergency 
management and transportation planning efforts. It addresses both natural hazards—
including climate-related events, flooding, landslides, wildfires, earthquakes, and volcanic 
hazards—and human-caused disruptions, such as infrastructure failures. 

 Using a risk-based framework, the Resiliency Assessment Plan evaluates the vulnerability 
and criticality of transportation assets and corridors throughout Clark County. The 
assessment identifies critical infrastructure and emergency transportation routes, 
evaluates transportation risk across the regional network, and develops strategies to 
improve system resilience and maintain transportation functionality during and following 
disruptive events. 

 The primary outcomes of the plan include: 
o Hazard Identification: Identify the hazards that present the greatest risks to Clark 

County’s transportation system. 
o Network Risk Analysis: Evaluate the vulnerability and criticality of transportation 

infrastructure and corridors across the regional network. 
o Corridor Prioritization: Identify and prioritize transportation corridors that may 

warrant future resilience-focused planning, maintenance, preservation, and capital 
investment. 

o Implementation Actions: Develop actionable strategies that regional partners can 
use to mitigate risk, improve system performance, and strengthen long-term 
resilience. 

o Performance Measures and Implementation Guidance: Establish measures 
and guidance to support ongoing monitoring, project prioritization, and future 
funding opportunities. 
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Together, these outcomes provide regional partners with a consistent framework for 
assessing transportation resilience, directing limited resources toward the highest-priority 
risks, and advancing investments that improve the transportation system’s ability to prepare 
for, withstand, respond to, and recover from disruptive events. 

 
Board/Committee Discussion: 

 Stakeholder input was a key component of the planning process. Three rounds of 
stakeholder engagement helped shape the Resiliency Assessment Plan and its 
attachments. Local agencies throughout Clark County, as well as CRWD, CRESA, CPUD, 
and other stakeholders, participated in the process and contributed to the development of 
the plan. 

 On September 18, 2026, the Regional Transportation Advisory Committee (RTAC) 
unanimously recommended that the RTC Board of Directors adopt the Resiliency 
Assessment Plan at its November 3, 2026, meeting. 
 

Attachments: 
 Resiliency Assessment Plan for the Clark County Region and Appendixes 
 Resiliency Assessment Plan – Route Prioritization and Recommended Implementation 

Actions 
 

 
 

20261006RTCB-Resiliency.docx 



Resiliency Assessment Plan
Route Prioritization

Table 2 summarizes the top 20 risk-scoring routes within the RETR network. Individual roadway 
segments with similar risk characteristics were grouped into continuous corridor segments to 
support identification of potential resilience projects. These corridors are the highest priorities for 
additional evaluation as resilience improvements are incorporated into transportation planning, 
capital programming, and asset management activities. The rankings provide a planning-level 
prioritization and should not be interpreted as absolute measures of risk.

Additional information on the hazard exposure, vulnerability factors, and criticality characteristics 
contributing to each corridor's risk score is provided in Appendix C. Agencies can use this 
information to better understand the primary risks affecting each corridor, evaluate appropriate 
mitigation strategies, and identify projects that improve long-term transportation resilience. The 
results may also inform future capital investment prioritization by providing a data-driven 
framework for comparing resilience needs across the regional transportation network.

Beyond identifying individual corridor improvements, the assessment provides insight into 
network-level resilience. For example, corridors with high criticality but limited route redundancy 
could benefit from investments that strengthen alternate routes or improve network connectivity.

The following list summarizes key observations from the 20 highest-scoring corridors.

The highest-priority rural corridors are generally driven by vulnerability, where flooding, 
landslides, and limited alternate routes have the potential to increase the consequences of 
roadway closures. 
The highest-priority urban corridors are primarily driven by criticality, reflecting high traffic 
volumes, RETR designation, and the presence of essential utility infrastructure.
Washougal River Rd is the highest scoring segment within the County due to high exposure for 
flooding, landslides, and wildfire, compounded by long potential detours caused by limited 
alternative routes.
Other high-priority rural corridors (such as NE Lucia Falls Rd and SE Blair Rd) are characterized 
by low traffic volumes but high physical vulnerability, compounded by long potential detours. 
Major urban routes in Vancouver (such as SE Mill Plain Blvd, NE Fourth Plain Blvd, and SE 
192nd Ave) generally score highly due to system criticality from heavy daily traffic volumes and 
higher-tier RETR designations rather than exposure to natural hazards and lack of route 
redundancy.
Arterials connecting to Ridgefield and La Center exhibit medium to high risk scores. These 
corridors carry relatively high traffic volumes, are exposed to hazards such as flooding and 
landslides, and have limited alternate routes.
Primary urban and suburban community connectors (such as NE Highway 99, NE Hazel Dell 
Avenue, and NW Hillhurst Road) rank high due to the presence of essential utility 
infrastructure within their vicinity.
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Recommended Implementation Actions
Table 3 presents recommended implementation actions that RTC and its partner agencies can 
consider when updating transportation plans, comprehensive plans, developing capital 
improvement programs, maintaining transportation assets, and coordinating emergency response 
activities.
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Table 3. Recommended Implementation Actions

Action Category Strategy / Action

Planning and Project 
Development

– Incorporate resilience into transportation planning and capital 
programming by using the risk assessment findings to inform 
project identification, prioritization, and investment decisions.

– Prioritize preservation and rehabilitation of vulnerable 
transportation assets, including bridges, culverts, drainage 
infrastructure, retaining walls, and roadway facilities located 
along high-risk corridors.

Asset Management 
and Infrastructure

– Improve roadway drainage and flood resilience by upgrading 
culverts, managing stormwater, and incorporating future 
hydrologic and climate projections into project design.

– Reduce landslide risk through slope stabilization, erosion 
control, vegetation management, and monitoring along 
corridors with documented slope instability.

– Participate in updates to the County Hazard Mitigation Plan to 
help identify critical transportation infrastructure and integrate 
HMP findings into future long-range transportation planning 
efforts. 

Transportation 
Options and 
Emergency 
Preparedness

– Enhance transportation operations and emergency response 
through expanded Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
technologies, traveler information systems, traffic management 
strategies, coordination with emergency management agencies 
during incidents. Consider the benefits and tradeoffs of 
emerging technologies, including the need for ongoing 
maintenance and frequent upgrades to keep pace with 
technological advancements.
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Action Category Strategy / Action

Regional 
Coordination and 
Data

– Maintain and update transportation resilience data by 
periodically reviewing hazard information, infrastructure 
inventories, and risk assessment results as new datasets 
become available.

– Strengthen regional coordination by continuing to facilitate 
collaboration among regional transportation agencies, CRESA, 
WSDOT, C-TRAN and other transit providers, utilities, and local 
jurisdictions to support transportation resilience planning and 
emergency preparedness.

– Continue coordinating with Metro and WSDOT to refine 
transportation risk assessments, corridor prioritization, and 
hazard information as new data and planning efforts become 
available.

Funding and 
Implementation

– Pursue resilience funding opportunities by leveraging federal, 
state, regional, and local funding programs and pursuing 
federal grants that fund investments to enhance resiliency.

– Integrate resilience into asset management and maintenance 
programs by incorporating hazard information into 
maintenance planning, infrastructure inspections, and 
preservation activities.

– Coordinate with local public works departments to identify 
upcoming transportation and utility projects and incorporate 
resilience improvements where feasible to maximize 
investments.

Monitoring and 
Performance

– Monitor resilience progress through performance measures by 
incorporating appropriate resilience metrics into the RTC 
performance measures dashboard and working with partner 
agencies to collect data for high-priority measures where 
information is currently unavailable.

– Periodically update the transportation risk assessment to reflect 
changing conditions, completed projects, and new hazard 
information.


