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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Given the wide range of hazards or disruptive events, particularly those Received 21 June 2024
arising from climate change, that threaten the normal operations of  Accepted 12 March 2025
seaports and the continuity of supply chains, the concept of resilience KEYWORDS

has emerged as a key approach, offering promising strategies to effec- Seaport; maritime
tively withstand these hazards and recover successfully from their adverse transportation; supply chain;
effects. This study aims to investigate the existing body of research on seaport resilience; resilience
resilience analysis of seaports, focusing on identifying their limitations and analysis

challenges, conducting detailed discussions and comparisons, and analyz-

ing approaches, models, and techniques. To achieve this, a critical review

of existing studies on seaport resilience analysis is conducted, alongside

an examination of seaport network resilience as a complementary aspect.

This study makes a significant contribution by identifying research gaps in

seaport resilience and highlighting potential directions for future

research. The findings of this review serve as a critical foundation for

further investigation, offering valuable insights to both academic scholars

and industry practitioners. Additionally, the review not only provides

practical approaches for implementation but also offers essential refer-

ences for managing disruptions at both the individual seaport and net-

work levels. The final results indicate that seaport resilience analysis is still

in its early stages, with substantial overlap between proposed frameworks

and a high degree of conceptual similarity.

1. Introduction

Maritime transportation and seaport operations serve as the fundamental pillars of global
trade and the international economy. It is worth noting that a significant proportion,
approximately 80% in terms of volume and around 70% in terms of value, of international
trade is conducted via maritime routes (UNCTAD 2023). In this respect, the continuous
operation of seaports as the heart of maritime transportation is essential. Any failure or
disruption would significantly hinder the flow of goods and disrupt supply chains, both
domestically and internationally. The key principles for evaluating seaport performance
include reliability, vulnerability, robustness, survivability, safety, and security. These terms
cover several technical aspects related to evaluating the functionality of seaport operations but
differ in their primary objectives and perspectives. Among these concepts, resilience stands
out for its significance and emblematic nature. It has the capacity to cover a wide range of
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port operation assessments and is of utmost importance in facilitating seamless and effective
functioning while maintaining its integrity. Resilience refers to a port’s ability to withstand,
adapt to, and recover from various shocks and stresses. This involves understanding con-
ceivable hazards, assessing their potential consequences, and implementing measures to
enhance the port’s capacity to resist and mitigate the adverse effects of disturbances and
recover from them.

This paper aims to serve as a comprehensive survey of existing research on resilience studies in
seaports. Over the past years, there has been a significant surge in attention surrounding the notion
of resilience, making it a topic of interest for this review. Regarding maritime resilience, the existing
literature is rather scant. Madhusudan and Ganapathy (2011) conducted a review study on the
resilience of transportation infrastructure and seaports in the face of relevant disasters. They
concluded that a universally agreed-upon metric for assessing the resilience of transportation
infrastructure across various modes of transportation has not yet been established. Wendler-
Bosco and Nicholson (2020) conducted a literature review of existing research on the impacts of
seaport disruptions on the maritime supply chain. They reviewed a variety of scholarly research and
industry sources to gain insights into the impacts of port disruptions on various dimensions of the
supply chain, including transportation, inventory management, and customer service. Gu and Liu
(2023) conducted a comprehensive literature analysis that specifically examined the notion of
resilience in the realm of maritime transportation. Additionally, a bibliometric study was under-
taken, providing insights into the elements that contribute to maritime resilience. Recent studies
have explored resilience in the context of maritime transportation. Lau et al. (2024) employed
bibliometric analysis and a systematic literature review to examine a broad range of issues related to
maritime transport resilience. It discusses resilience in maritime transport systems and freight
networks, ports and supply chains, and the effects of climate change on port resilience. Liu et al.
(2024) also utilized bibliometric analysis and a literature review but focused specifically on the
implications of maritime transport resilience for international trade. This study emphasizes the
need for more comprehensive economic evaluations using analytical models and simulations to
assess the costs and benefits of resilience strategies. Additionally, it identifies a significant gap in
research concerning geopolitical risks and their impacts on maritime transport resilience and trade.
While both recent papers provide valuable insights into maritime transport resilience, they are
limited by their reliance on bibliometric analysis. Although bibliometric analysis is useful for
understanding the research landscape, it does not offer in-depth insights into the content, quality,
or practical implications of the studies reviewed. This reliance may lead to conclusions that reflect
publication trends rather than substantive advancements in the field. Additionally, bibliometric
data can sometimes overemphasize certain research areas based on publication volume rather than
actual impact or innovation. As a result, the papers face several limitations: a lack of sufficient
discussion and categorization of resilience analysis methodologies from an engineering perspective,
insufficient exploration of practical implementation of resilience strategies in seaports, and inade-
quate analysis of the resilience of seaport networks.

In this respect, it is imperative to conduct a comprehensive review study that provides
a thorough overview of the advancements in the emerging field of seaport resilience. This study
includes a summary of the existing body of knowledge, with particular emphasis on the qualitative
and quantitative methodologies that have been developed. Furthermore, it consolidates the findings
from various research papers, highlighting future research directions and recognising the current
methodological challenges.

To achieve the objectives, a comprehensive critical review with a focus on seaport resilience is
conducted, leading to the following significant contributions:

(1) Extensive coverage: A broad array of journal papers published over the past two decades is
meticulously surveyed, providing a comprehensive and in-depth review, with the most
relevant and research-worthy studies chosen through a rigorous screening process.
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(2) Critical analysis: Critical literature review techniques have been employed to facilitate the
exploration of previously unaddressed questions in existing research, thereby uncovering
significant knowledge gaps in this field.

(3) Extensive discussion on resilience metrics and methodologies: A comprehensive examina-
tion of the resilience concept, along with the existing measures, methodologies, and strate-
gies specifically applied within the seaport context, has been carried out, highlighting their
complexities and practical applications.

(4) In-depth evaluation: This work extends beyond simple exploration, providing an in-depth
evaluation that highlights both the strengths and weaknesses of the topics covered. It also
identifies and discusses key challenges, while proposing potential directions for future
research, offering valuable insights to the academic community.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the research methodology and
the process of literature identification. Section 3 provides the concept, definition, application,
and purpose of resilience assessment in the context of seaports. Section 4 particularly concen-
trates on the methodologies and approaches applied in the resilience analysis of individual
seaports. Section 5 discusses the resilience of seaport networks, focusing on how disturbances
might affect the interconnectedness and overall functionality of port networks. The discussion
for existing challenges, policy implications and future research directions, as well as the
conclusions, are provided in Sections 6 and 7, respectively.

2. Methodology

To conduct an in-depth examination of resilience research within the seaport field, a critical review
approach has been employed to find relevant publications for evaluation. This approach consists of
four phases: 1) the use of online platforms for research studies retrieval and exploration, 2) the
systematic evaluation and selection procedure employed to assess the suitability and credibility of
sources, 3) the eligibility assessment, and 4) concluding the incorporation of research studies. The
relevant studies have been gathered through a search performed using Clarivates’s Web of Science,
which is known for its robust search capabilities and well-acknowledged reputation for trustworthi-
ness throughout the scientific world. While SCOPUS is widely utilized for research, its citation
analysis tools are less robust compared to the Web of Science, offering only basic features. Web of
Science’s meticulous quality control, including manual indexing, assures researchers of database
accuracy. Thus, choosing the Web of Science for locating seaport resilience papers is preferred due
to its reliability and comprehensive citation analysis capabilities.

The procedure to search records started by using a combination of keywords as follows:
(‘seaport’ or ‘sea port’ or ‘port’) AND (‘resilience’ or ‘resilient’ or ‘resiliency’) for the resilience
analysis of individual seaports, and (‘seaport’ or ‘sea port’ or ‘port’) AND (‘Network’) AND
(‘resilience’ or ‘resilient’ or ‘resiliency’) for the resilience analysis of seaport networks. The
investigation was conducted throughout the timeframe spanning from 2000 to 2024 and
yielded a total of 1131 records. Initially, it was decided that our investigation to be limited
to only peer-reviewed publications, given that the peer-review process is often regarded as
the most reliable means of securing acceptance within the scientific community. To this
end, our study purposefully omitted conference proceedings, editorial articles, white papers,
and book chapters since these sources are likely to provide retrospective perspectives on the
topic matter. Furthermore, the screening process included reviewing the titles and abstracts
of the identified articles, and in some cases, doing a cursory reading or scanning of the
content. In this phase, a substantial portion of the initially identified research papers were
eliminated (967 out of 1131), with a retention rate of only 14% (164 papers) being
maintained. In the literature review, stringent screening criteria were applied. The term
‘resilience’ encompassed various disciplines, necessitating the selection of studies directly



4 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

addressing seaport resilience. Numerous papers explored related areas, such as supply chain
and shipping network resilience, while others focused on broader concepts like economic
and coastal community resilience. Additionally, papers from computer science, centered on
different ‘port’ contexts, were excluded. These measures ensured the review’s precision,
resulting in a refined collection of studies specifically contributing to our understanding of
seaport resilience assessment, while mitigating the inclusion of tangential or unrelated
research.

In the phase of the eligibility assessment process, the screened records underwent further
analysis through full-text review, leading to the elimination of 36 records. Consequently,
only 128 publications were deemed to have the possibility for inclusion in our review. In
this phase, we used a set of criteria to assess the significance of selected papers. These
criteria included inquiries into the papers’ pertinence to the overarching objective and their
potential for deriving novel outcomes. For instance, in several cases, resilience was seen
only as sub-topics or a superficial designation. It is noteworthy that in addition to the
aforementioned procedure, some papers were identified using reference tracking, which
included examining relevant review studies and highly cited research papers. This metho-
dology facilitated the inclusion of an additional 14 records in our comprehensive literature
review. Based on the collected data (i.e. included papers), the top five scholars in the field
include ‘Z. Yang,’ ‘E. Miller-Hooks,” ‘A.K.Y. Ng,” J.S.L. Lam,” and ‘K. Barker.” The leading
journals which published the most papers are ‘Reliability Engineering & System Safety,’
‘Maritime Policy & Management,” ‘Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and
Transportation Review,” and ‘Ocean & Coastal Management.” This breakdown shows the
number of references associated with each of the top authors and journals, emphasizing
their prominence in this literature review.

. . 5 Using the
Identification Search in Web of - Total search
Phase sciences kein i results: 1131
N
Screening Screened out papers: 967 Filtering out the conference
<+—— papers, books, white papers,
Process Screened in papers: 164 ete.
v
Eligibility Full-text review and Discarded papers: 36
Assessment in-depth examination Eligible papers: 128
Inclusion Total included paperSRI Added papers through
Phase : Reference tracking: 14

Figure 1. The flowchart of the different phases in the literature review.
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Figure 1 illustrates the overall demonstration of the implemented procedure. Following the
above four steps, all major studies are included in the analysis.

3. The concept of resilience in seaports
3.1. Definition and terminology

Resilience in many application fields is subject to varying viewpoints and definitions. Within the
realm of engineering systems, and specifically in the domain of infrastructures, the concept of
resilience encompasses several dimensions and viewpoints, resulting in the absence of a universally
applicable definition. For instance, the National Infrastructure Advisory Council (Critical
Infrastructure Resilience: Final Report and Recommendations 2009) provided a definition of
infrastructure system resilience, characterizing it as the capacity to predict, absorb, adapt, and/or
quickly recover from a disruptive event such as natural disasters. Hosseini, Barker, and Ramirez-
Marquez (2016) conducted a comprehensive literature review, including research publications that
explore the definition, conceptualization, and measurement of resilience across many academic
fields, with particular emphasis on engineering systems. Wan et al. (2018) conducted a thorough
analysis of prior scholarly investigations, focusing on the elucidation and fundamental attributes of
transportation resilience. Out of all relevant resilience definitions, this research aligns with the
prevailing viewpoint within the maritime community and the term ‘seaport resilience’ is defined as
the capacity of a port to effectively withstand disturbances, preserve its fundamental structure and
operations, adapt to the existing situation, and then restore its service to a satisfactory level within
an acceptable timeframe and financial constraints after the occurrence of disruptions. According to
the above-mentioned definitions, the features of resilience may be delineated using several ter-
minologies, including, but not limited to, reliability, robustness, redundancy, vulnerability, flex-
ibility, adaptability, and recoverability, among others. In this regard, Biringer, Vugrin, and Warren
(2013) proposed three capacity categories of basic system features that contribute to infrastructure
resilience and act as defense layers against disruptive events. These categories, namely absorptive,
adaptive, and restorative capabilities, serve as a classification framework for different elements of
resilience. Figure 2 illustrates the three resilience capacities and their respective elements in the

Container Seaport

Recoverability
Resourcefulness
Communication [
Collaboration —
Agility
Flexibility |
Preparedness -

Visibility [
Diversity g —
Redundancy g
Robustness
Reliability ——

Restorative capacity

Adaptive capacity

Disruptive event

Absorptive capacity

Figure 2. Seaport resilience structure [Authors].
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context of seaport operations. The ‘absorptive capacity’, as its name suggests, refers to the inherent
capability of a system to absorb or endure the effects of any disturbances that pose a risk to its
functioning, while also mitigating the resulting repercussions. As an endogenous characteristic of
the system, this capacity is widely recognized as the primary mechanism for mitigating the impacts
of disruptive events. The analysis of relevant scholarly sources has led us to identify five key
components that contribute to this particular capability. These components include reliability,
robustness, redundancy, diversity, visibility, and preparedness. The ‘adaptive capacity’, as
the second line of defense, is the ability of a system to adjust and reorganize itself in response to
post-accident scenarios, while using non-standard operating approaches that require more
resources and expenses, with the aim of minimizing the impacts of interruptions. Four elements
of resilience that can be attributed to the adaptive capacity are identified as follows: flexibility,
agility, collaboration, and communication. The concept of ‘restorative capacity’ is presented as the
last line of defense, denoting a system’s capability to undergo repair, recovery, and restoration in
a prompt and efficient manner in a way that the repaired system will function at the same level as its
original condition. Given the vast array of operations involved in this capacity, including services,
methods, procedures, and technologies (resourcefulness), it necessitates a substantial amount of
effort and financial investment compared to other capacities. Table 1 presents the definition of the
terms related to seaport resilience.

3.2. Temporal phases of seaport resilience

To enhance understanding and facilitate the assimilation of the concept of resilience, as well as to
see the role of resilience elements during disruptions, Figure 3 depicts the hypothetical performance
level of a seaport and its fluctuations across three distinct temporal phases: pre-disruption, during
the actual disruption, and post-disruption. The diagram follows the ‘Resilience Triangle’ concept
(Fan et al. 2024) and aims to integrate the essential characteristics of resilience elements to depict
the time-dependent representation of seaport performance. Over the pre-disruption period, a port’s
functionality depends on factors such as the design configuration, the reliability of its systems, sub-
systems, and associated components, as well as the prevailing operating conditions. For simplicity,
the system’s functionality is represented by a linear model, assuming a steady state and disregarding
any transitory deviations from the original state.

Upon the occurrence of disruptive events within the system, namely at time t., the absorptive
capacity is triggered. This time may be divided into the following two distinct phases: In the first
phase, the system demonstrates its ability to withstand the effects of disruptive events by using
redundant or diversified capabilities. This enables the system to uphold a minimal threshold of
performance, demonstrating that it only fulfills the most basic requirements. In the second phase,
depending on the severity of the disruptive event, functionality reduction persists beyond the
complete exhaustion of redundant capabilities, resulting in continuous deterioration until time tg,
when the adverse effects of the disruption are fully manifested.

In this scenario, the system’s functionality is at its lowest point, determined by the level of
systems’ robustness. In other words, the extent to which functionality decreases reflects the degree
of vulnerability in the system, indicating a lack of robustness. The level of vulnerability shown by
a system inversely correlates with the degree of its robustness. Following the point of maximum
functional deterioration, denoted as time tg4, a series of adaptive and restorative mechanisms are
initiated with the aim of restoring the system’s functioning to a stable condition by time t,.

It is important to acknowledge that the new state does not necessarily have to be at the same
level as the initial state. This is because the new state has the potential to attain an alternative
equilibrium level, which might be either an enhanced state (i.e. enhanced functionality) or
a partially restored state (i.e. reduced functionality). During the recovery phase, the presence of
various factors such as the availability of resources (human, technology, budget), agility,
flexibility, effective communication, and efficient collaboration are of utmost importance. In
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Term Reference
Absorptive The ability of a system to absorb or withstand the impacts of any disruptions  Biringer, Vugrin, and
capacity threatening its operation as well as minimizing the subsequent Warren (2013)

consequences.
Adaptive The ability of a system to adapt itself to post-accident situations (reorganization) Biringer, Vugrin, and
capacity and employ unconventional operational strategies with extra effort and cost ~ Warren (2013)

Restorative
capacity
Reliability

Robustness

Redundancy

Diversity

Visibility

Preparedness

Flexibility

Agility
Collaboration

Communication

Resourcefulness

Recoverability

Vulnerability

Survivability

Rapidity

to mitigate the effects of disruptions.

The ability of a system to be repaired, recovered, and restored quickly and
efficiently, although requiring the greatest effort and cost.

The probability of a system to successfully operate at its optimum level of
functionality under specific conditions and within a specified period.

The inherent characteristics of a system to withstand and absorb the stress of
perturbations and disturbances while maintaining its functionality.

The ability of a system to substitute its failed components or even sub-systems
with the reserved embedded ones to take over the same functions in the

same way.

Having multiple independent systems or components that can fulfill the same
function, while possessing distinct attributes, to reduce the possibility of

common cause failure.

Visibility refers to the ability of systematic monitoring of different operations
such as tracking shipments and the corresponding supply information
throughout the entire process.

The ability to be prepared against disruptions through proactive
implementation of specific measures prior to their occurrence.

The capacity to adjust, adapt, reorganize, and reconfigure in response to
a disruptive occurrence, via the implementation of contingency strategies.
The connotations associated with flexibility differ from those associated with
robustness in the context of preserving system performance, rather than
specifically preserving system structure.

The capacity to promptly address disruptions with the aim of mitigating the
extent of suboptimal performance.

The capacity of multiple groups to collectively view and participate in the
process of decision-making together, to effectively address the disruptions.

The process of effective exchange of information for mitigating the
consequences of disruptions among relevant groups of decision-makers, both
prior to, during, and after such events.

Resourcefulness is described as the state or quality of having access to
a sufficient quantity of materials, supplies, and personnel in order to
effectively restore or maintain functionality.

The capacity to efficiently recover from disruptions and restore the normal
functioning within a reasonable timeframe, while minimizing expenses and

resource utilization.

The deficiency or susceptibility in the structure, design, functioning, and/or
administration of a seaport, which makes it prone to damages or
a considerable reduction in capacity in the face of disruptive events or
diminishes its ability to return to a state of stability.

survivability refers to the ability of a seaport to resist various stressors,
disturbances, or adverse events while maintaining essential functions and
minimizing the impact on its overall stability and functionality.

Biringer, Vugrin, and
Warren (2013)
Modarres, Kaminskiy, and
Krivtsov (2016)
Faturechi and Miller-
Hooks (2015)
Modarres, Kaminskiy, and
Krivtsov (2016)

Modarres, Kaminskiy, and
Krivtsov (2016)

Kim, Choi, and Kim (2021)
Kwesi-Buor, Menachof,
and Talas (2019)

Lagoudis, Naim, and
Potter (2010)

Adam et al. (2016)

Wang, Wu, and Yuen
(2023)

Wang, Wu, and Yuen
(2023)

Reggiani (2013)

Baroud et al. (2014)

Pan et al. (2021)

Lagoudis, Naim, and
Potter (2010)

Rapidity is a measure of how quickly the system can restore its critical functions Baroud et al. (2014)

and resume regular activities after facing a disruption. A seaport with high
rapidity can bounce back swiftly and efficiently from disruptive events,
minimizing downtime and negative impacts to supply chains and customer

service.

the resilience diagram, the red dashed line indicates the presence of a highly resilient system,
which implies that the system’s functioning may see considerable improvement in comparison
to its initial state. A stronger absorptive capacity not only reduces the vulnerability, but also
prolongs the occurrence of minimal functionality (At;”>At;). Furthermore, with enhanced
adaptive and restorative capabilities, there can be an observed rise in the rate of recovery,
suggesting a more rapid process of repair (see the slope of the recovery line, (At,"<At,)). It is
worth mentioning that, following a disruption, the system’s functionality may increase to
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Figure 3. Schematic representation of seaport functionality with consideration of resilience capacities [Authors].

a higher degree and its resilience against future occurrences may be enhanced due to the
adoption of advanced adaptive capabilities and the incorporation of lessons learned from
prior experiences or during the disruption. All in all, this observation indicates that systems
encountering disruptive events and possessing higher resilience exhibit superior performance
compared to those with lower resilience when facing the same disruptions.

3.3. Seaport disruptive scenarios

Maritime supply chains in general, and seaports in particular, are subject to numerous sources of
risk, resulting in moderate to severe interruptions. There appears to be a growing recognition
among academic researchers and industry stakeholders that seaports should not be viewed as
merely another set of nodes in the supply chain. Instead, they should be seen as interconnected
components and as central components of the maritime transportation system (MTS), with serious
repercussions if they fail (Wendler-Bosco and Nicholson 2020).

Given the interconnected operation of different parts in MTS, any disruption in any part will
immediately propagate throughout the system, having an immediate impact on supply chains.
In this regard, attempting to identify all possible types of hazards threatening the functionality
of such important infrastructures is essential. Using lessons learned from research on safety and
reliability in other critical fields such as aviation, nuclear, and chemical industries, potential
disruptive scenarios in the context of seaports can be identified and classified using a data-
driven approach or a qualitative process. In the former, hazards are detected and documented
through a systematic process using historical events, allowing for traceability and additional
analysis, and in the latter, discussions, interviews, and brainstorming from experts, academics
and stakeholders are applied. Due to the nature of ports, the location they are built, the complex
systems they consist of, and the sociological environment they operate in, a wide range of risks
could impact their functionality. Mansouri, Nilchiani, and Mostashari (2010) stated that hazards
to ports can be classified into four main groups: natural disasters, organizational factors,
technological failures, and human errors. Each group can also be attributed to different under-
lying causes originating from either external disturbances or internal perturbation of the ports’
boundaries. To enrich the above list of classification, one might introduce the following
disruptive scenarios which have received less attention but are critical in a case of occurrence,
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which are economic factors, land/marine access disruptions, and network disturbances
(Grainger and Achuthan 2014). There are several noteworthy studies aiming at analyzing the
impact of different hazards on the seaports and discussing their subsequent consequences. With
the help of the Automatic Identification System (AIS), Verschuur et al. (2022) analyzed 141
cases of port disruptions caused by natural disasters in 74 different ports throughout the world.
Based on the empirical evidence they provided, they concluded that multiple ports at the same
time, could be disrupted and even shutdown in case of extreme natural disasters, putting the
reserve capacity at potential alternative ports at risk. Cao and Lam (2018) developed a novel
framework based on the simulation of seaport operations, historical events and actual data logs
to estimate the financial consequences of two major types of catastrophes that occur in ports,
namely, natural disasters and human-induced hazards. Adam et al. (2016) conducted
a systematic analysis of maritime disruptive scenarios over a period of six decades from 1950
to 2014 to evaluate their scale, time span and subsequent impacts on UK ports and the related
areas. They categorized the disruptions into seven major sources, including human errors,
technological failures, poor visibility, rough seas, snow and ice, storm surges and windstorms.
Lam and Su (2015) provided a comprehensive assessment of port interruptions in East and
South Asia from 2001 to 2011. They concluded that natural disasters and labor strikes are the
two most frequent reasons for port interruptions, with natural disasters having the most
damaging impact on supply chains. In Figure 4, a comprehensive analysis of the existing
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Figure 4. Seaport disruptive scenarios classification [Authors].
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Figure 5. Seaport resilience capacities, elements, and strategies [Authors].

literature has been compiled to identify and categorize seven primary disruptive scenarios and
their corresponding sub-factors that pose significant risks to the efficient operations of seaports.

3.4. Seaport resilience strategies

Seaport resilience strategies are a crucial set of protective actions and contingency plans, including
both reactive and proactive measures, with the objective of improving the ability of seaports to
manage disruptions and swiftly bounce back from adverse events. These strategies encompass
various features that are commensurate with the resilience capacities and elements. Figure 5
demonstrates the overall structure of seaport resilience and the relevant strategies. It is to be
noted that the resilience strategies are not limited to the examples in Figure 5 and may be
customized to the unique features of individual ports and their challenges against various disrup-
tions. In this regard, we have compiled the different resilience strategies adopted in the selected
papers in Table 2. Further discussion about the details of these resilience strategies as well as their
descriptions and applications are provided in section 6.2.

4, Seaport resilience assessment methodologies

In this section, the primary emphasis is placed on deliberating upon all relevant aspects of resilience
assessment in seaports. Utilizing an extensive examination of the relevant literature and following
the classification of resilience assessment methods presented in (Hosseini, Barker, and Ramirez-
Marquez 2016), the research of seaport resilience may be approached in a similar manner. The
approaches to evaluating the resilience of seaports against the above-discussed disruptive scenarios
can be classified into three primary categories, namely qualitative, semi-quantitative, and quanti-
tative approaches. The qualitative approaches deliver a general comprehension of the definition of
resilience, the interaction between the resilience elements, the identification of causal relationships
between various influencing factors in resilience, and the establishment of an overarching frame-
work to categorize resilience strategies based on resilience elements. As guiding principles and
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roadmaps, qualitative approaches can assist stakeholders in understanding resilience and recogniz-
ing the relevant strategies adopted to improve resilience. However, when it comes to addressing the
multitude of variables and discerning precise quantitative correlations between them, qualitative
approaches are not sufficient, and there arises a need for a complementary approach. This necessity
can be explained by the fact that managers or decision-makers tasked with devising strategies
require a solid justification for their decision-making process to optimize resource allocation for
strengthening system resilience, a need that qualitative approaches alone cannot fulfill. In this
regard, quantitative approaches have the potential to address the aforementioned limitations and
offer more compelling and cogent insights. The following sections introduce and discuss the
different resilience assessment methodologies developed and applied in the context of seaports
and their related superstructures.

4.1. Qualitative approaches

The qualitative approaches in the literature can be further categorized into conceptual frameworks
and empirical studies.

4.1.1. Conceptual frameworks

The qualitative assessment of seaport resilience is predominantly carried out through the utilization
of conceptual frameworks. This approach deals with a wide range of concept-related subjects, such
as terminologies, attributes, conceptual foundations and modeling. The study by Mansouri,
Nilchiani, and Mostashari (2010) is considered a seminal study in introducing conceptual frame-
works within the realm of seaport resilience. The authors developed a risk management-based
decision analysis (RMDA) framework consisting of three main phases, namely vulnerability
assessment, resilience strategies development, and cost-effectiveness analysis, to provide the seaport
stakeholders with a tool to select the best available policies for the improvement of port infra-
structure resilience.

The issue of fragmented information flows among multiple stakeholders in seaports has been
widely recognized as a significant barrier to coordinated responses during disruptive events.
Various researchers have developed conceptual frameworks to address this challenge, each offering
distinct approaches to improving seaport resilience. These frameworks can be categorized into
different thematic areas, including decision-making processes, stakeholder engagement, informa-
tion sharing, and organizational resilience.

In terms of decision-making and process architecture, Mostashari et al. (2011) introduced
the Cognitive Process Architecture Framework (CPAF). This framework aims to support the
effective perception of changes and events, facilitate the analysis of operational scenarios, enable
informed decision-making by accounting for trade-offs, and ensure continuous monitoring of
the implementation of selected actions. This approach highlights the need for a dynamic and
adaptive framework that evolves with the complexities of seaport operations, making it parti-
cularly relevant in scenarios where rapid responses are required. Almutairi et al. (2019) adopted
a different approach, emphasizing the fluctuating interests and influences of different stake-
holders over time. Their framework integrates stakeholder mapping and disruption scenario
modeling to address varying levels of stakeholder participation in response to disruptive
scenarios. By recognizing that stakeholders’ priorities may shift depending on economic,
environmental, and social factors, this framework allows for more strategic planning initiatives
aimed at enhancing resilience. Shaw, Grainger, and Achuthan (2017) tackle the issue of
information sharing between key seaport stakeholders, including managers, shipping firms,
and logistics businesses. Their multi-level case study methodology led to an information-sharing
model that leverages both supplier and customer perspectives. The key insight here is that
subjective information, when shared effectively, can enhance seaport resilience by enabling
stakeholders to act promptly and allocate resources more efficiently. This approach provides
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a practical solution for optimizing limited resources, emphasizing the operational benefits of
improved communication channels among stakeholders during disruptions. Vanlaer et al.
(2022), developed a framework that categorizes resilience-building activities into three key
phases: anticipation, coping, and adaptation. Their model applies these phases across the policy,
economic, and operational domains, offering a comprehensive approach to seaport resilience.
By focusing on these domains, the framework ensures that resilience is not only a reactive
measure but also a proactive process, embedded within the broader organizational strategy of
seaports. This holistic approach suggests that resilience must be built at multiple levels, from
policy planning to day-to-day operations, to be effective.

Categorizing the above-mentioned approaches reveals two major focuses: process-driven frame-
works (such as CPAF and the information-sharing model) and stakeholder-centric frameworks (as
demonstrated in the stakeholder mapping by Almutairi et al. and the organizational resilience
model by Vanlaer et al. (2022). Both categories highlight the importance of collaboration and
communication, but each addresses different aspects of resilience: process frameworks prioritize
efficiency and optimization, while stakeholder frameworks emphasize the need for inclusive and
flexible engagement strategies.

Despite the merits of conceptual approaches, such as providing a structured methodology for
understanding seaport resilience and helping researchers and practitioners systematically evaluate
various dimensions of resilience, their theoretical foundation and limited reliance on quantitative
data can weaken the persuasiveness of their conclusions, potentially leading to an incomplete
representation of the overall picture.

4.1.2. Empirical studies
Moving away from conceptual approaches, there also exist some survey-based studies that aim to
analyze port resilience. Empirical studies provide valuable, data-driven insights into seaport
resilience by focusing on real-world events and gathering the perspectives of those directly involved
in port operations. These studies offer practical, grounded recommendations for improving resi-
lience, such as identifying common disruption patterns or developing risk management models.
Trepte and James (2014) research found that US seaport disruptions typically last 6 to 20
days. They analyzed cargo concentration, disruption duration, and capacity requirements to
reduce port bottlenecks. Additionally, Rice and Trepte (2012) gathered insights from stake-
holders, concluding that ports are resilient to daily fluctuations and minor disruptions.
However, their study showed that the maritime transportation system lacks sufficient resilience
when facing large-scale disruptions, highlighting a gap in preparedness for significant chal-
lenges. These works capture the firsthand experiences and perspectives of various stakeholders,
such as port managers and users. This provides a comprehensive understanding of port
resilience from the viewpoint of those directly involved in operations. The involvement of
multiple stakeholders ensures that empirical studies reflect the practical challenges faced during
disruptions, making the findings highly relevant to real-world applications. A similar approach,
conducted by Loh and Thai (2015), classified the port-related supply chain disruption threats
into four categories, namely, infrastructure threats, manpower threats, planning threats and
security threats, through interviewing the professional port managers as well as port users. They
also proposed a management model to improve the resilience of seaports regardless of their
specific cargo handling types, regions, or stages of development. The strength of empirical
research lies in its ability to connect theory to practice, validating resilience frameworks through
actual disruptions and stakeholder input. However, empirical studies also face challenges. The
limited scope of data, potential lack of generalizability, and difficulty in addressing large-scale,
complex disruptions present notable drawbacks. Moreover, the reliance on stakeholder inter-
views and qualitative data can introduce subjectivity, which might hinder the development of
universally applicable strategies.
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4.2. Semi-quantitative approach

A semi-quantitative methodology seeks to furnish a structured framework for assessing resilience
by harmonizing the depth of qualitative understanding with the precision of quantitative analysis.
An often-used strategy in semi-quantitative resilience evaluation involves assigning scores or
rankings to various resilience indicators or elements. These assessments may draw upon a blend
of qualitative assessments, expert insights, and quantitative data.

A semi-quantitative measurement framework to evaluate the resilience of seaports was estab-
lished by Kim, Choi, and Kim (2021), drawing upon an extensive review of pertinent scholarly
literature. This framework was empirically validated through the implementation of both explora-
tory and confirmatory factor analyses, utilizing a sample of 199 individuals representing various
stakeholders within the port industry in South Korea. Based on the findings of the study, they came
to this conclusion that the Korean ports possess a certain degree of adaptive and absorptive
capabilities for encountering adverse circumstances. However, they exhibit a relatively limited
level of restorative capability to respond to such circumstances when they do occur. Mutombo,
Olger, and Kuroshi (2017) introduced a novel approach that uses resilience scores to assess the
resilience of port infrastructure against climate-related hazards. By providing the scores, this
approach delivers clear and actionable results. These scores can highlight areas of strength (e.g.
adaptive and absorptive capabilities) and weakness (e.g. limited restorative capabilities), helping
stakeholders prioritize actions. The weighted scoring system, where preparedness is given a higher
priority, allows decision-makers to focus on crucial adaptive measures.

While semi-quantitative methods aim to harmonize qualitative and quantitative aspects, reliance
on expert insights and qualitative assessments introduces a level of subjectivity. Additionally,
assigning weights and scores, though useful for decision-making, can sometimes oversimplify the
complexities of resilience. As a result, the mathematical formulas used to calculate resilience may
overlook nuanced factors or interdependencies between resilience elements, potentially leading to
an incomplete picture.

4.3. Quantitative approaches

This section provides a discussion of various quantitative methodologies for assessing the resilience
of seaports. Based on the literature review, we have identified four major approaches used in the
relevant studies: Bayesian networks, multiple criterion decision making, simulation, mathematical
modeling and optimization. It’'s worth mentioning that certain additional approaches have been
identified which do not fall into the previously established categories. As a result, they are all
addressed under the miscellaneous category heading.

4.3.1. Bayesian networks

A Bayesian network (BN) is a formal probabilistic methodology that is utilized to represent the
causal relationships between random variables through the utilization of conditional probabilities
(M. Mohsendokht, Li, Kontovas, Chang, et al. 2024; M. Mohsendokht, H. Li, C. Kontovas,
C. Chang, et al. 2024). With a diverse array of functions in the domain of risk, reliability and in
particular, resilience engineering, as well as its capability to combine various pieces of information,
including objective and subjective data, BN has emerged as an advanced tool for uncertainty
modelling in the realm of seaport resilience assessment.

Hosseini and Barker (2016) applied BN to assess the resilience of the Port of Catoosa against
various disruptions, focusing on the ‘“Triple Resilience’ capacities: absorptive, adaptive, and restora-
tive. They developed strategies for each capacity and validated their model through sensitivity,
forward, and backward propagation analyses. Similarly, Hossain et al. (2019) devised a five-phase
BN-based resilience assessment for the Port of Pascagoula, incorporating disruptions like natural
disasters and cyber-attacks. Their sensitivity analysis highlighted the importance of maintenance
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practices, alternate routing, and manpower allocation in enhancing port resilience. Building on this,
Hossain et al. (2020) expanded their research by integrating interdependencies into a BN model,
recognizing geographic, service provision, and repair access as key factors. All the above-mentioned
studies emphasize the utility of BN for resilience assessment, highlighting maintenance, interde-
pendencies, and adaptive strategies as essential to enhancing port infrastructure resilience under
various disruptive scenarios. The approaches underscore the significance of interconnectedness in
port operations and supply chain management.

Wang, Wu, and Yuen (2023) developed a circular four-stage research framework using a BN
model to assess the resilience of Shanghai Yangshan Deepwater Port. They categorized resilience
capabilities into two main areas: readiness (pre-event actions) and response (post-event actions). To
validate their model and gain insights, they conducted sensitivity analysis along with forward and
backward inference analyses.

In line with relevant studies, Panahi et al. (2022) developed a BN model to measure the resilience
of Hong Kong’s Kwai Tsing Container Terminals in the face of the COVID-19 pandemic. They
applied similar approaches in BN models, such as sensitivity and propagation analyses, to extract
useful insights. The results indicated that the primary variables contributing to the enhancement of
seaport infrastructure resilience are port connectivity, training, and service improvement.

It goes without saying that BN offers a powerful framework for analyzing seaport resilience by
modeling causal relationships, handling diverse scenarios, and incorporating interdependencies.
The ability of BN to blend qualitative and quantitative data makes it a versatile tool in assessing
resilience across multiple dimensions, from infrastructure to human factors. However, the success
of BN models depends heavily on data quality and the expertise of those building and interpreting
the models. To maximize the benefits of BN in seaport resilience analysis, ongoing refinement of
models and broader data collection efforts are essential, along with improving accessibility for non-
experts in the field.

4.3.2. Multiple criterion decision making

In the realm of seaport resilience assessment, the intricate nature of systems and the multitude of
factors at play, necessitate the consideration of diverse techniques, including expert judgment, cost-
benefit analysis, collaborative design and modeling of the system. This has resulted in an enhanced
assortment and abundance of tools for decision-making, leading to the emergence of Multi-Criteria
Decision Making (MCDM) tools. In this regard, the MCDM framework encompasses the integra-
tion of qualitative and quantitative data, along with the implementation of suitable resilience
strategies, to mitigate the potential impact of disruptive scenarios and improve the overall resilience
of seaports. Some illustrative examples of adopting MCDM for seaport resilience analysis can be
tracked in the following works. John et al. (2014) proposed a framework combining the Fuzzy
Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP) and fuzzy TOPSIS to select optimal resilience strategies for
seaports, using nine criteria (e.g. cost, safety, reliability) and analyzing 11 strategies. FAHP was used
to assign weights, while TOPSIS ranked the strategies. Sensitivity analysis examined the impact of
weight variations on rankings. Similarly, Cao and Lam (2019) applied fuzzy Evidential Reasoning
(ER) and fuzzy TOPSIS to assess port vulnerability post-2015 Tianjin Port explosion, offering
insights into port resilience by addressing both pre- and post-disruption vulnerabilities in uncertain
scenarios.

The MCDM approach offers a comprehensive framework for quantitative analysis by integrating
both qualitative and quantitative data, enabling a well-rounded assessment of seaport resilience.
Additionally, the method can be tailored to various criteria and scenarios, making it adaptable to
different contexts and needs. Techniques such as FAHP and TOPSIS provide systematic ways to
rank resilience strategies based on multiple factors. However, the process of assigning weights and
performing sensitivity analyses can be time-consuming and complex. Furthermore, expert judg-
ment and the selection of criteria introduce subjectivity, which may negatively influence the results.
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4.3.3. Simulation

The evaluation, design, and configuration of resilience strategies in seaports pose significant
challenges due to various factors such as the geographical characteristics of the port, the unpre-
dictable and diverse nature of disruptive events, the management of investments and allocation of
resources, as well as the complex interactions among numerous other variables. In this respect,
simulation could be a useful approach to deal with the complexity of the process by executing
numerous iterations and experiments to investigate the responsiveness of a model to various
scenarios and inputs. Several studies have applied simulation models to assess port resilience, as
detailed below.

Folkman et al. (2021) developed a simulation model to examine the adverse impacts of hurricanes on
Houston port operations, demonstrating how natural disasters affect TEU throughput and port
efficiency. This approach allows stakeholders to explore the effects of disruptions on various aspects
of port operations, providing valuable insights into both pre- and post-disruption scenarios. However,
the accuracy of simulations depends heavily on the data and assumptions used. Their model may be
limited by the availability and precision of real-world data regarding port operations, and the assump-
tions about recovery timelines and infrastructure capacity can affect the validity of the outcomes.

Zhou et al. (2021) established a decision support system that utilizes digital-twin modeling to
assess the resilience of a port in the face of three power supply disruption scenarios with specific
levels of power shortage as well as determine the most suitable course of actions to be taken
following the disruptions. The findings of the research indicate that neglecting ordinary operational
uncertainties in port models can lead to a substantial overestimation of resilience levels, which
subsequently will result in misleading conclusions for port operators, falsely indicating that their
port possesses a high level of resilience.

Loh and Van Thai (2015) conducted simulations to ascertain the importance of ports in the
context of supply chain disruptions. The research aimed to establish a comparative analysis of costs
associated with various scenarios, namely, no disruption, waterway accidents, 12-hour delay, and
port shutdown resulting from a strike. The findings indicated that the escalation in expenses during
an unfavorable occurrence is primarily ascribed to elevated warehousing storage costs, inventory
storage costs, labor costs, and transportation costs. The limitations of their study can be succinctly
described as the absence of a sensitivity analysis and the exclusive examination of disruption effects
on a single category of cargo.

Shafieezadeh and Burden (2014) proposed a comprehensive framework for assessing port
resilience through simulation analysis. Their developed framework was specifically designed to
evaluate the seismic performance of a hypothetical seaport terminal located on the West Coast of
the United States, considering both the during and post-hazard phases. While the study gives port
operators insight into vulnerabilities, particularly how berths are more affected than cranes, and
highlights the long recovery timelines after significant seismic events, it may not account for other
types of disruptions, such as economic or environmental shocks.

Based on the above studies, it can be concluded that simulation is a powerful tool for analyzing
seaport resilience due to its ability to model complex real-world scenarios and test responses to
various disruptive events. However, its effectiveness is limited by the quality of data, assumptions
made during model construction, and the potential omission of key variables or scenarios. To fully
maximize the benefits of simulation in resilience assessments, models should be continuously
refined with updated data, broader risk considerations, and the inclusion of sensitivity analyses.

4.3.4. Mathematical modeling and optimization

In the context of port resiliency, mathematical modeling-based approaches are well-established and
frequently used methods which in conjunction with optimization techniques, are usually employed
to optimize the resilience for achieving the maximum effectiveness. Zhen, Lin, and Zhou (2022)
sought to evaluate the resilience of a seaport by quantifying the resilience of its traffic-electric power
coupled system. They developed a two-stage stochastic mixed-integer nonlinear mathematical
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model within the constraints of a predetermined budget. The two-stage entail making a decision
regarding the implementation of preparedness measures in the initial stage, and the implementa-
tion of appropriate recovery measures for the power system in the second stage. The result indicated
that simultaneous implementation of the pre-event preparedness measures and post-event recovery
measures yields greater advantages in enhancing and sustaining port resilience. Le6n-Mateos et al.
(2021) introduced a Port Resilience Index (PRI) to evaluate seaport resilience by associating it with
perceived indicators. Using a multi-stage approach, they identified climatic risks, analyzed resi-
lience factors, and incorporated expert opinions to derive normalized scores. A case study at the
port of Galicia, Spain, revealed a PRI of 52%, highlighting the port’s vulnerability to climate change
impacts, especially concerning its infrastructure, facilities, and operations.

Mathematical modeling and optimization approaches provide a powerful framework for asses-
sing and enhancing seaport resilience by enabling the quantification and optimization of relevant
strategies such as preparedness and recovery. These models are particularly useful for handling
complex, coupled systems and allow for structured, scenario-based decision-making. However,
their effectiveness can be compromised by data scarceness, simplifying assumptions, and the
potential subjectivity involved in indicator-based models. To maximize their usefulness, mathema-
tical models should be continuously refined with updated data, and efforts should be made to
reduce bias in indicator selection and weighting.

4.3.5. Miscellaneous methodologies

In addition to the aforementioned methodologies, several other approaches that do not fit into the
previously discussed categories have been utilized in the literature. For instance,
Galbusera et al. (2018) put out a theoretical framework based on Boolean networks to analyze the
complex interdependencies and dynamic nature of a multidomain port infrastructure network. The
construction of the model is grounded in the use of directed functionality graphs, whereby the
nodes symbolize infrastructure components and the edges symbolize the interdependencies
between them. This study aims to examine the performance of a seaport under stressful conditions
and analyze its recovery profile using resilience metrics. These metrics include functionality
measurements, systemic impact, total recovery effort, and departure from desired system perfor-
mance levels. Cho and Park (2017) developed a framework for port infrastructure resilience
assessment using system dynamics. Their framework evaluates the resilience of port systems by
considering various factors such as disruption, recovery actions, and long-term effects. In addition,
the model further integrates socioeconomic aspects, such as fluctuations in freight demand and
financial conditions. Table 3 provides an overview of relevant research along with their outputs.

5. Network resilience assessment of seaports

In the previous sections, the papers were examined on the resilience of ports within their physical
boundaries and their individual capacity to withstand various disruptions. However, it is important
to note that seaports are not confined to their physical boundaries, but are part of various
interconnected networks, collectively known as port networks. From this perspective, a port’s
overall performance, despite all preventative, mitigative and recovery measures implemented
within its operational zone, is contingent upon the efficacy of other ports within the network.
This is because an individual port with suboptimal functionality may significantly impair the overall
system performance. To illustrate this point, consider a hypothetical incident occurring at an
arbitrary port, which impacts its capacity to efficiently manage and execute a certain volume of
goods or services within a given time frame. A lack of berth capacity for incoming vessels will lead to
delays in the movement of vessels to subsequent locations, resulting in queues and increased
congestion both upstream and downstream. The presence of a disruption is clearly linked with
subsequent disruptions that spread throughout the network, causing negative consequences for the
functioning of other ports and the overall performance of the network system. Given this situation,
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Table 3. Seaport resilience assessment methodologies.

Approach Methodology Remarks Representative Studies
Qualitative Conceptual Conceptual frameworks are concerned with Almutairi et al. (2019); Mansouri,
framework describing the resilience elements and Nilchiani, and Mostashari (2010);
identification of their causal links. They benefit Mostashari et al. (2011)
the stakeholders and managers with a general
framework as a guiding principle.
Empirical Empirical studies in resilience assessment entail Loh and Thai (2015); Rice and
studies collecting real-world data via observation or Trepte (2012); Trepte and James
experimentation to comprehend and assess the (2014)
resilience of a given system.
Semi-quantitative Scoring The semi-quantitative approaches focus on Kim, Choi, and Kim (2021);
systems, constructing resilience elements and assessing Mutombo, Olcer, and Kuroshi
Ranking their characteristics based on expert elicitation (2017)
methods on a number or percentage scale.
Quantitative Bayesian BN has the ability to accurately represent the Hosseini and Barker (2016); Panahi
network cause-and-effect connections among different et al. (2022); Wang, Wu, and

Multiple criteria

variables, handle both objective and subjective
data and allow for probabilistic resilience
analysis.

MCDM is concerned with the consideration of both

Yuen (2023)

Cao and Lam (2019); John et al.

decision- qualitative and quantitative elements (2014); Wan et al. (2024)
making simultaneously to address the complexity of
port resilience assessment. A combination of
fuzzy techniques such as FAHP and TOPSIS
could be a good example of the MCDM
approach.
Simulation The simulation approach enables the evaluation of Folkman et al. (2021); Shafieezadeh
the performance of ports in different scenarios and Burden (2014); Zhou et al.
and investigates their behavior under specified (2021)
conditions.
Mathematical This methodology relies on mathematical models Ledn-Mateos et al. (2021); Zhen,
modeling and ideas for the definition of resilience Lin, and Zhou (2022)

Miscellaneous

elements and quantification of relevant items.

There are other resilience analysis procedures that
do not align with the aforementioned particular
categories, while providing innovative ways to
quantitatively address the concept of seaport
resilience.

Cho and Park (2017); Galbusera
et al. (2018)

it is crucial to examine, measure, and improve the resilience of port networks in relation to the
systemic risk concept. This analysis should take a broader perspective, considering the repercus-
sions of any disturbances that may impact the interconnectedness of port networks.

In this regard, a modest number of studies conducted over the past decade have focused on
investigating the impacts of disruptions on the operation of seaport networks. In the work conducted
by Mansouri, Sauser, and Boardman (2009), they aimed to conceptualize and analyze maritime trans-
portation systems as a ‘System of Systems’ (SoS). ‘Systems Thinking’ is employed to examine key
attributes of a SoS, including resilience and security, in response to disruptions within a complex network
of ships, seaports, intermodal links, waterways, and users. Rose and Wei (2013) proposed a systematic
approach that integrates demand-driven and supply-driven input-output (I-O) analyses for assessing the
overall financial ramifications due to a port service interruption, taking into account various key
dimensions of resilience. Olalla (2012) constructed and applied attacker-defender network interdic-
tion-optimization models to assess the global maritime network resiliency against manmade disruption
caused by either piracy or political issues at critical chokepoints of maritime routes. From the perspective
of seaport network resiliency, numerous studies have proposed approaches for modeling resilience in the
broader maritime network. These approaches can be categorized into two main groups: centralised and
decentralised approaches. The former assumes that investment decisions for network resilience improve-
ment can be centrally determined with the full cooperation of all ports for the collective benefit,
disregarding business competition among ports. In contrast, decentralised approaches align more closely
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with real-world scenarios. They assume that ports operate in a competitive and cooperative manner,
striving to enhance their individual market shares. The predominant focus in the existing literature on the
subject of seaport network resilience, revolves around centralised approaches, which have employed
a range of methodologies, including graph theory (Cui and Notteboom 2018), mathematical optimiza-
tion (Peng et al. 2016), empirical analysis (Poo et al. 2024), and system dynamics (Omer et al. 2012),
among others.

However, in recent years, a few studies have put forth a co-opetitive optimization scheme, which
combines competition and collaboration, as an alternative to centralised decision-making for improving
the port networks resilience. Their argument is predicated on the belief that pooling substantial capital
investment and exchanging crucial information among diverse entities or nations that own port facilities
is considered impractical and unattainable. The idea of co-opetition was first presented by Nalebuff,
Brandenburger, and Maulana (1996) within the realm of business management. Drawing on this
concept, Asadabadi and Miller-Hooks (2018) put up a conceptual framework in which individuals
involved with the port, assuming the roles of participants in a game, engage in collaborative efforts
through cross-port investment. The aim of this collaboration is to enhance throughput during a disaster
event, while simultaneously engaging in competitive activities to secure business opportunities. The
dynamics of co-opetition observed among ports are addressed by employing a bi-level multiplayer game
theoretic framework, in which, each individual port makes strategic investment decisions aimed at
protecting its interests, while also considering the potential reaction of the typical market-balancing
shipping mission problem within the affected network. Games were modeled to simulate a range of
cross-port investment plans, including unrestricted (where ports may invest arbitrarily), limited (where
ports only invest in themselves), and semi-restricted (where certain ports can invest across borders while
others will only self-invest). Asadabadi and Miller-Hooks (2020) further expanded their analytical
approach to evaluate the resilience of a port network in the face of various natural hazard events.
Similarly, using the concept of Equilibrium Problems with Equilibrium Constraints (EPECs), Li,
Asadabadi, and Miller-Hooks (2022) conceptualized a framework to investigate the potential benefits
in terms of resilience, return on investment and demand fulfillment rates that can be achieved through
port coalitions. In these coalitions, individual ports have the opportunity to invest in the protection of
coalition member ports, and the members can also pool their resources during times of catastrophic
occurrences. Based on the results, it is indicated that the overall resilience of the network is enhanced
through mutual investment and capacity sharing in the face of significant disruptions. Although there
might be a slight drop in the level of resilience of individual ports, particularly those that engage in
capacity investment or collaboration with other ports. Table 4 provides a modest compilation of relevant
studies on the resilience of port networks. They have been organized according to their classification and
the different types of disruptive scenarios they analyzed.

6. Discussion and future research directions

This section provides a concise, evaluative examination of the previously discussed topics, exploring
their shortcomings and challenges, as well as potential avenues for future research.

6.1. The concept of seaport resilience analysis

The primary focus on resilience in the context of seaports is attributed to their capacity to withstand
and recover from a disruptive scenario. In terms of measuring seaport resilience, numerous
research investigations have addressed the concept of resilience by examining the fluctuations in
functionality over a period of time. Some studies consider the ratio of the degraded system
functionality to its original state, while others express it as the ratio of recovery to loss of
functionality. However, resilience is a comprehensive concept that encompasses various scales
and dimensions, requiring evaluation from diverse perspectives and throughout different time
periods, including pre-disruption, during disruption, and post-disruption.
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A partial assessment of capabilities or phases would not deliver a thorough evaluation of seaport
resilience, as most of the articles reviewed in this study fail to fulfill this requirement. In this regard,
it is strongly recommended that resilience metrics designed for seaports should extend beyond
a partial temporal stage and should also encompass various dimensions of resilience, including
reliability, vulnerability, resourcefulness, cost-effectiveness, and even safety culture. An additional
significant aspect that has been overlooked by the majority of research studies is the assessment of
the vulnerability of main components which contribute significantly to maintaining the seaport
functionality. Unlike the reliability assessment of engineering systems, which includes the identi-
fication of critical components as an essential aspect, little research has been conducted to identify
the vulnerable components and measure their criticality level based on the resilience of the whole
seaport. A holistic approach not only helps in addressing the vulnerabilities of a seaport but also
contributes to a deeper understanding of the trade-offs involved in achieving both efficient resource
allocation and increased resilience. With the use of quantitative metrics, it enables the comparison
and evaluation of various resilience strategies to determine the optimal outcomes. Therefore, the
formulation of a systematic framework to evaluate the resilience of seaports, factoring in the
aforementioned items, presents a significant area for future investigation.

6.2. Disruptive scenarios and resilience strategies

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the disruptive scenarios in 142 seaport resilience papers that we
have analysed. 32% of them deal with environmental-related disruptions, and 27% of them are
related to human-induced ones. This is unsurprising, as the majority of disruptive events are linked
to the geographical locations of seaports and the significant engagement of human activities.
However, it is important to acknowledge that some sub-factors within the realm of the aforemen-
tioned factors, such as climate change and cyber-attacks, continue to be sources of concern and
require more scrutiny from academics. In contrast, there is a significant lack of analytical frame-
works that specifically examine the concept of seaport resilience in relation to access and network
factors.

One notable aspect of the disruptive scenarios is the presence of interdependent multi-
hazards. This term refers to a situation where multiple disruptive events, whether natural or
anthropogenic, occur simultaneously, consecutively, or partially overlap. As a result, this
situation introduces greater potential for adverse effects on seaport functionality and

. L. Access
Organizational 59, Technological
7% 14%
Network
3%
Economic
12%
Human
27%
Environmental

32%

Figure 6. Percentage distribution of disruptive scenarios in seaport resilience studies.
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increases the complexity of response and recovery operations. A historical example that
exemplifies the concept of interdependent multi-hazards and their repercussions on seaports
is the case of Sendai port in Japan (Kazama and Noda 2012). In 2011, a massive earthquake
followed by a subsequent tsunami led to substantial structural damage to port infrastruc-
ture, such as cranes, quays, piers, and storage facilities, as well as the inundation of the port
zone by the resulting tsunami waves. An additional layer of complexity was also added to
the disaster by the release of radioactive materials from the damaged Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plant, located relatively close to the port. This practically hampered the
response and recovery efforts due to radiation concerns. In light of this matter, which has
been overlooked by the existing studies, it is imperative to explore interdependent multi-
hazards within the seaport environment and advance corresponding resilience models in
future research investigations.

Concerning resilience strategies, as discussed in section 3.4, effective approaches typically
involve a blend of proactive risk reduction, adaptive capacity-building, and flexible response
methods. However, the existing literature lacks extensive exploration of diverse resilience strategies
and their impact on seaport resilience. Hence, future research should prioritize understanding
various resilience strategies, their influence on resilience components, and the development of
innovative quantitative evaluation methods. To facilitate this, a comprehensive list of applicable
resilience strategies for seaports, along with detailed descriptions and applications, is provided in
Table Al in the Appendix.

6.3. Methodologies developed for seaport resilience assessment

The prevailing methodologies used for assessing resilience in the context of seaports include
conceptual frameworks, semi-quantitative approaches, BN, simulation, MCDM, mathematical
modeling and optimization techniques. Figure 7 shows the distribution of the methodologies
utilized by the studies reviewed in this article. As can be seen, simulation approaches constitute
the majority of approaches, accounting for 31%, followed by conceptual frameworks (23% of the
reviewed studies).

To get a deeper insight into the capabilities of these methodologies, Table 5 presents a detailed
overview of their advantages and disadvantages.

Miscellaneous
6%
Mathematical Conceptual
optimization 23%
16%

Semi-
quantitative
8%
‘\
Bayesian
Simulation Network
31% 10%
MCDM
6%

Figure 7. Percentage distribution of different methodologies adopted for seaport resilience assessment.
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Table 5. Strengths and limitations of different resilience assessment methodologies.

Methodology Strengths Limitations
Conceptual Provides a structured and organized methodology that Because of the theoretical foundation of
framework facilitates an overall understanding of seaport conceptual frameworks and due to their

Semi-quantitative

Bayesian Network

MCDM

Simulation

Mathematical
modeling and
optimization

resilience, outlines the key components and
essential elements that contribute to a port’s
resilience, and finally assists researchers and
practitioners in conducting a systematic evaluation
of various dimensions of resilience.

Leverages both quantitative data and qualitative
insights and allows for the incorporation of
qualitative input from experts and stakeholders
when quantitative data is unavailable.

Being able to model uncertainties, dependencies and
inter-dependencies between various factors in
complex systems, to integrate different types of
data, including quantitative data from historical

records, expert elicitations, and qualitative insights,

to simulate different scenarios and to conduct
sensitivity analysis.

Capable of handling both quantitative data and
qualitative insights, where a combination of
quantifiable measures and expert judgments is
necessary; mitigating biases and promoting
judgments by assigning weights to criteria.

Provides a dynamic and quantitative approach for
examining various disruptive scenarios; effectively
capturing the dynamic behaviors of a system and
offering valuable insights into the propagation of
disruptions; tests different resilience strategies and
assists in optimizing resource allocation to boost
seaport resilience.

Facilitates a more evidence-based and data-driven
decision-making by evaluating the decisions and
strategies based on measurable criteria; assists the
decision-makers to quickly evaluate the potential
consequences of different strategies by integrating
mathematical models and real-time data; helps to
understand the system’s behavior by representing
interactions and dependencies mathematically;
optimises the resource allocation by considering
various constraints and objectives.

limited reliance on quantitative data, the
conclusion may lack persuasiveness, thereby
failing to provide a comprehensive
representation of the whole picture.

The presence of biases has the potential to exert
an influence on one’s judgment. The
utilization of expert judgments is hindered by
the insufficient comprehension and
management of biases, giving rise to various
challenges.

The utilization of Bayesian Networks necessitates
a substantial volume of data, and its analysis
and computation entail intricate processes.
Moreover, developing Bayesian Networks is
a challenging task that requires substantial
effort and expertise. Therefore, only the
network’s designer may utilize causal effects.

The effectiveness of the methodology could be
contingent upon the precision and
comprehensiveness of the employed data.
Moreover, the inclusion of subjective criteria
and the utilization of fuzzy logic may
introduce a certain degree of uncertainty into
the decision-making process.

Despite its utility, this evaluation methodology
demands a significant investment of time and
resources, as well as a limited scope of testing
that only encompasses specific case scenarios.

The mathematical models are usually based on
specific assumptions and scenarios, and there
exist certain factors that are not accounted for.
Therefore, their applicability in real-world
contexts may be limited.

Considering the strengths and limitations of the aforementioned methodologies, as presented in
Table 5, the following innovative avenues for future study are proposed:

(a)

(b)

Integration of stochastic optimization techniques with Simulation models: Genetic
Algorithms (GA) or Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO) could be employed as effective
methods for optimising resource allocation tactics to achieve the highest possible level of
resilience. The validation of the optimal techniques could be conducted via the use of
simulation models that include both uncertainty and dynamic behavior.

The use of MCDM in combination with BN: This could enable the generation of trade-off
solutions that effectively account for the inherent uncertainty and probabilistic character-
istics of disruptions. BN have the capability to represent the probabilistic relationships and
dependencies among different components and factors within the seaport system, while by
employing MCDM, it is possible to establish a set of criteria that represent seaport
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performance. These criteria may include economic impact, operational efficiency, environ-
mental sustainability, and so on.

(c) Developing digital twin models of seaports: The integration of real-time data with simula-
tion components is an innovative tool for assessing the effectiveness of resilience strategies
in various disruption scenarios. This tool allows stakeholders to experiment with alternative
methods in a controlled environment, thereby enhancing their ability to react to and recover
from disruptive events.

(d) The incorporation of human behavior and decision-making into established methodologies:
The utilisation of agent-based modeling to analyse personnel responses during disruptions
or the application of cognitive science principles has the potential to yield more efficient
strategies for bolstering seaport resilience in the face of disruptions.

While the implementation of the proposed integrated methods may have the potential for improved
outcomes, it is essential to validate these approaches using real-world data. The process of valida-
tion is essential in ensuring that the integrated models effectively and properly depict the behavior
of port systems in the event of disturbances.

6.4. Seaport network resilience

As mentioned earlier, a considerable number of studies primarily concentrate on resilience analysis
of individual seaports, rather than adopting a holistic approach that encompasses the whole seaport
network. There still exists a deficiency in the development of comprehensive models that effectively
include the interconnections, interdependence, and cascading effects occurring within and among
seaport networks. Furthermore, it is apparent that the prevalence of decentralized approaches is
much lower in comparison to centralized ones. Hence, there is a need for increased emphasis on the
development of methodologies that are based on a decentralized approach. In this regard, the
following insights might provide valuable guidance for future research directions:

(a) There exists a research gap pertaining to the successful integration of micro-level analysis,
which focuses on individual port components, and macro-level analysis, which encompasses
network-wide resilience assessment. In this respect, the understanding of how disruptions
occurring at a specific seaport might have repercussions on other seaports, as well as the
analysis of the complex interdependencies within the network, should receive more
attention.

(b) Further investigation is needed to address the existing deficiencies in data. The construction
of precise and comprehensive models of seaport networks requires the acquisition of
substantial data, a task that is hindered by privacy considerations, challenges in data sharing,
and the diverse range of data sources. Therefore, devising effective strategies for managing
data and methodologies to handle the diversity and dynamicity of these data should be
addressed in future studies.

(c) Developing a hybrid approach that combines the components from both centralised and
decentralised tactics appears to be a commendable strategy to utilise the advantages offered
by both paradigms. For instance, establishing overarching rules and promoting cooperation
through the centralised approaches, as well as letting individual ports maintain indepen-
dence in executing customized plans based on their specific conditions through decentra-
lised approaches, could create a promising framework to serve this need.

7. Conclusion

This study represents an inaugural, critical and comprehensive assessment of current studies on
seaport resilience using the Web of Science database. Through this study, the approaches,
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models, and techniques that have been developed for the resilience analysis of seaports were
identified, categorised and analysed. Furthermore, an extensive inventory of disruptive scenar-
ios, as well as the relevant resilience strategies pertaining to these scenarios, were compiled. The
findings of this paper reveal a limited body of research on the topic of seaport resilience, despite
the high degree of importance associated with this important infrastructure. Moreover, the
methodologies that have been established in this context are still in their infancy and possess
significant potential for improvement. It is believed that the incorporation of additional
quantitative techniques would enhance the robustness and perception of the methodologies
developed for the investigation of seaport resilience. This study also contributes significantly to
identifying research gaps in enhancing seaport resilience and exploring potential avenues for
future investigation. The outcomes established in this review serve as a critical cornerstone for
further research, offering valuable insights for both academic scholars and industry practi-
tioners. Moreover, this review article not only provides practical approaches for implementation
but also furnishes essential references for managing seaport disruptions, whether at the indivi-
dual or network level.

While this study endeavors to shed light on methodologies pertinent to the analysis of seaport
resilience, it is imperative to recognize some limitations that warrant discussion. Foremost among
these limitations is the omission of research pertaining to seaports within the broader intermodal
transportation network, known as maritime supply chain resilience. The complex dynamics of the
maritime supply chain, which involves the interplay of various transportation modes such as
railways and roads is required to be addressed for the sake of a holistic resilience analysis.
However, it is noted that this absence stems from the primary focus of this study, which prioritizes
methodologies directly relevant to the examination of seaport resilience. Secondly, this review paper
draws upon papers from reputable journals as its main source for identifying relevant literature.
While this is a standard practice for conducting a critical review paper, the decision to exclusively
rely on it for literature selection means that potentially valuable studies, including conference
papers, white papers, technical notes, and relevant reports, are neglected. Consequently, there
may be some degree of literature omission, which could have influenced the comprehensiveness
of the findings and the overall scope of the review.

In summary, seaport infrastructures are vulnerable to a diverse array of disruptions, necessitat-
ing further efforts in the development of innovative approaches to assess and enhance their
resilience against these threats.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the European Research Council under Grant [Number TRUST CoG 2019 864724].

ORCID

Massoud Mohsendokht ([2) http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2271-6838
Christos Kontovas (|2) http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9461-6436
Chia-Hsun Chang (%) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7351-8471
Zhuohua Qu () http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9241-9332
Huanhuan Li (2) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4293-4763

Zaili Yang () http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1385-493X



MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT (&) 27

References

Achurra-Gonzalez, P. E., M. Novati, R. Foulser-Piggott, D. J. Graham, G. Bowman, M. G. H. Bell, and P. Angeloudis.
2019. “Modelling the Impact of Liner Shipping Network Perturbations on Container Cargo Routing: Southeast
Asia to Europe Application.” Accident Analysis and Prevention 123 (February): 399-410. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
2ap.2016.04.030.

Adam, E. F., S. Brown, R. J. Nicholls, and M. Tsimplis. 2016. “A Systematic Assessment of Maritime Disruptions
Affecting UK Ports, Coastal Areas and Surrounding Seas from 1950 to 2014.” Natural Hazards 83 (1): 691-713.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-016-2347-4.

Almutairi, A., Z. A. Collier, D. Hendrickson, J. M. Palma-Oliveira, T. L. Polmateer, and J. H. Lambert. 2019.
“Stakeholder Mapping and Disruption Scenarios with Application to Resilience of a Container Port.” Reliability
Engineering and System Safety 182 (February): 219-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2018.10.010.

Angeloudis, P., K. Bichou, and M. Bell. 2013. “Security and Reliability of the Liner Container-Shipping Network:
Analysis of Robustness Using a Complex Network Framework.” Risk Management in Port Operations, Logistics
and Supply Chain Security. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315850504-17.

Asadabadi, A., and E. Miller-Hooks. 2018. “Co-Opetition in Enhancing Global Port Network Resiliency: A
Multi-Leader, Common-Follower Game Theoretic Approach.” Transportation Research Part B: Methodological
108 (February): 281-298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2018.01.004.

Asadabadi, A., and E. Miller-Hooks. 2020. “Maritime Port Network Resiliency and Reliability Through
Co-Opetition.” Transportation Research Part E: Logistics & Transportation Review 137 (May): 101916. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2020.101916.

Baroud, H., K. Barker, J. E. Ramirez-Marquez, M. Claudio, and S. Rocco. 2014. “Importance Measures for Inland
Waterway Network Resilience.” Transportation Research Part E: Logistics & Transportation Review 62 (February):
55-67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2013.11.010.

Biringer, B., E. Vugrin, and D. Warren. 2013. Critical Infrastructure System Security and Resilience. 1st ed. FL: CRC
Press, Taylor & Francis Group.

Cao, X, and J. S. L. Lam. 2018. “Simulation-Based Catastrophe-Induced Port Loss Estimation.” Reliability
Engineering and System Safety 175 (July): 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2018.02.008.

Cao, X,, and J. S. L. Lam. 2019. “A Fast Reaction-Based Port Vulnerability Assessment: Case of Tianjin Port
Explosion.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 128 (October): 11-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tra.2019.05.019.

Chang, W., N. Li, and Y. Zhao. 2024. “Resilience of Regional Container Port Network: Based on Projection
Correlation and Dynamic Spatial Markov Chain.” Maritime Policy ¢ Management: 1-17. July. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03088839.2024.2385846.

Cho, H., and H. Park. 2017. “Constructing Resilience Model of Port Infrastructure Based on System Dynamics.”
International Journal of Safety and Security Engineering 7 (3): 352-360. https://doi.org/10.2495/SAFE-V7-N3-352-360.

Critical Infrastructure Resilience: Final Report and Recommendations. 2009. “National Infrastructure Advisory
Council (NIAC).”

Cui, H., and T. Notteboom. 2018. “A Game Theoretical Approach to the Effects of Port Objective Orientation and
Service Differentiation on Port Authorities’ Willingness to Cooperate.” Research in Transportation Business &
Management 26 (March): 76-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2018.03.007.

Fan, H., J. Lyu, S. Wang, and X. Gong. 2024. “Leverage Rule-Based Bayesian Network on Assessing Straits/Canals
Resilience Performance on a Risk Coupling Analysis Perspective.” Maritime Policy & Management 52 (2):
250-268. January. https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2306952.

Faturechi, R., and E. Miller-Hooks. 2015. “Measuring the Performance of Transportation Infrastructure Systems in
Disasters: A Comprehensive Review.” Journal of Infrastructure Systems 21 (1): 04014025. https://doi.org/10.1061/
(ASCE)IS.1943-555X.0000212.

Folkman, D., A. Gharehgozli, J. Mileski, and C. B. Galvao. 2021. “Port Resiliency and the Effects of Hurricanes on
Port Operations.” International Journal of Advanced Operations Management 13 (4): 409. https://doi.org/10.1504/
IJAOM.2021.120779.

Galbusera, L., G. Giannopoulos, S. Argyroudis, and K. Kakderi. 2018. “A Boolean Networks Approach to Modeling
and Resilience Analysis of Interdependent Critical Infrastructures.” Computer-Aided Civil and Infrastructure
Engineering 33 (12): 1041-1055. https://doi.org/10.1111/mice.12371.

Grainger, A., and K. Achuthan. 2014. “Port Resilience: A Primer.” https://nottingham-repository.worktribe.com/
output/723651.

Gu, B, and J. Liu. 2023. “A Systematic Review of Resilience in the Maritime Transport.” International Journal of
Logistics: Research & Applications: 1-22. January. https://doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2023.2165051.

Hossain, N. U. 1., S. El Amrani, R. Jaradat, M. Marufuzzaman, R. Buchanan, C. Rinaudo, and M. Hamilton. 2020.
“Modeling and Assessing Interdependencies Between Critical Infrastructures Using Bayesian Network: A Case
Study of Inland Waterway Port and Surrounding Supply Chain Network.” Reliability Engineering and System
Safety 198 (June): 106898. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2020.106898.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.04.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.04.030
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-016-2347-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-016-2347-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2018.10.010
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315850504-17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2018.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2020.101916
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2020.101916
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2013.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2018.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2385846
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2385846
https://doi.org/10.2495/SAFE-V7-N3-352-360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2018.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2306952
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IS.1943-555X.0000212
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IS.1943-555X.0000212
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAOM.2021.120779
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAOM.2021.120779
https://doi.org/10.1111/mice.12371
https://nottingham-repository.worktribe.com/output/723651
https://nottingham-repository.worktribe.com/output/723651
https://doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2023.2165051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2020.106898

28 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

Hossain, N. U. I, F. Nur, S. Hosseini, R. Jaradat, M. Marufuzzaman, and S. M. Puryear. 2019. “A Bayesian Network
Based Approach for Modeling and Assessing Resilience: A Case Study of a Full Service Deep Water Port.”
Reliability Engineering and System Safety 189 (September): 378-396. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2019.04.037.

Hosseini, S., and K. Barker. 2016. “Modeling Infrastructure Resilience Using Bayesian Networks: A Case Study of
Inland Waterway Ports.” Computers & Industrial Engineering 93 (March): 252-266. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.
2016.01.007.

Hosseini, S., K. Barker, and J. E. Ramirez-Marquez. 2016. “A Review of Definitions and Measures of System
Resilience.” Reliability Engineering and System Safety 145 (January): 47-61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.
08.006.

John, A., Z. Yang, R. Riahi, and J. Wang. 2014. “Application of a Collaborative Modelling and Strategic Fuzzy
Decision Support System for Selecting Appropriate Resilience Strategies for Seaport Operations.” Journal of Traffic
& Transportation Engineering 1 (3): 159-179. https://doi.org/10.1016/52095-7564(15)30101-X.

Kazama, M., and T. Noda. 2012. “Damage Statistics (Summary of the 2011 off the Pacific Coast of Tohoku
Earthquake Damage).” Soils & Foundations 52 (5): 780-792. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sandf.2012.11.003.

Kim, S., S. Choi, and C. Kim. 2021. “The Framework for Measuring Port Resilience in Korean Port Case.”
Sustainability 13 (21): 11883. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111883.

Kwesi-Buor, J., D. A. Menachof, and R. Talas. 2019. “Scenario Analysis and Disaster Preparedness for Port and
Maritime Logistics Risk Management.” Accident Analysis and Prevention 123 (February): 433-447. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.aap.2016.07.013.

Lagoudis, I. N., M. M. Naim, and A. T. Potter. 2010. “Strategic Flexibility Choices in the Ocean Transportation
Industry.” International Journal of Shipping and Transport Logistics 2 (2): 187. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTL.2010.
030866.

Lam, J. S. L., and S. Su. 2015. “Disruption Risks and Mitigation Strategies: An Analysis of Asian Ports.” Maritime
Policy & Management 42 (5): 415-435. https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2015.1016560.

Lau, Y.-Y., Q. Chen, M. C.-P. Poo, A. K. Y. Ng, and C. C. Ying. 2024. “Maritime Transport Resilience: A Systematic
Literature Review on the Current State of the Art, Research Agenda and Future Research Directions.” Ocean ¢
Coastal Management 251 (May): 107086. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0cecoaman.2024.107086.

Leén-Mateos, F., A. Sartal, L. Lopez-Manuel, and M. A. Quintas. 2021. “Adapting Our Sea Ports to the Challenges of
Climate Change: Development and Validation of a Port Resilience Index.” Marine Policy 130 (August): 104573.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104573.

Li, W., A. Asadabadi, and E. Miller-Hooks. 2022. “Enhancing Resilience Through Port Coalitions in Maritime Freight
Networks.” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 157 (March): 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.
2022.01.015.

Liu, Y., X. Fu, K. Wang, S. Zheng, and Y. Xiao. 2024. “Bibliometric Analysis and Literature Review on Maritime
Transport Resilience and Its Associated Impacts on Trade.” Maritime Policy ¢ Management: 1-38. June. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2367971.

Loh, H. S., and V. V. Thai. 2015. “Management of Disruptions by Seaports: Preliminary Findings.” Asia Pacific
Journal of Marketing & Logistics 27 (1): 146-162. https://doi.org/10.1108/ APJML-04-2014-0053.

Loh, H. S., and V. Van Thai. 2015. “Cost Consequences of a Port-Related Supply Chain Disruption.” The Asian
Journal of Shipping and Logistics 31 (3): 319-340. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajs1.2015.09.001.

Madhusudan, C., and G. P. Ganapathy. 2011. “Disaster Resilience of Transportation Infrastructure and Ports — an
Overview.” International Journal of Geomatics & Geosciences 2 (2). https://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?
target=ijor:ijggs&volume=2&issue=2&article=009.

Mansouri, M., R. Nilchiani, and A. Mostashari. 2010. “A Policy Making Framework for Resilient Port Infrastructure
Systems.” Marine Policy 34 (6): 1125-1134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.03.012.

Mansouri, M., B. Sauser, and J. Boardman. 2009. “Applications of Systems Thinking for Resilience Study in Maritime
Transportation System of Systems.” 2009 3rd Annual IEEE Systems Conference, 211-217. Vancouver, BC, Canada:
IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/SYSTEMS.2009.4815800.

Modarres, M., M. Kaminskiy, and V. Krivtsov. 2016. Reliability Engineering and Risk Analysis: A Practical Guide. 3rd
ed. CRC Press. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315382425.

Mohsendokht, M., H. Li, C. Kontovas, C.-H. Chang, Z. Qu, and Z. Yang. 2024. “Decoding Dependencies Among the
Risk Factors Influencing Maritime Cybersecurity: Lessons Learned from Historical Incidents in the Past Two
Decades.” Ocean Engineering 312 (November): 119078. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0ceaneng.2024.119078.

Mohsendokht, M., H. Li, C. Kontovas, C. Chang, Z. Qu, and Z. Yang. 2024. “Enhancing Maritime Transportation
Security: A Data-Driven Bayesian Network Analysis of Terrorist Attack Risks.” Risk Analysis 45 (2): 283-306. July.
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.15750.

Mostashari, A., R. Nilchiani, M. Omer, N. Andalibi, and B. Heydari. 2011. “A Cognitive Process Architecture
Framework for Secure and Resilient Seaport Operations.” Marine Technology Society Journal 45 (3): 120-127.
https://doi.org/10.4031/MTS].45.3.13.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2019.04.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2016.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2016.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2015.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2095-7564(15)30101-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sandf.2012.11.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2016.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTL.2010.030866
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTL.2010.030866
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2015.1016560
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2024.107086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104573
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2022.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2022.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2367971
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2024.2367971
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-04-2014-0053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajsl.2015.09.001
https://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijggs%26volume=2%26issue=2%26article=009
https://www.indianjournals.com/ijor.aspx?target=ijor:ijggs%26volume=2%26issue=2%26article=009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1109/SYSTEMS.2009.4815800
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315382425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oceaneng.2024.119078
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.15750
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.15750
https://doi.org/10.4031/MTSJ.45.3.13
https://doi.org/10.4031/MTSJ.45.3.13

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT (&) 29

Mutombo, K., A. 1. Olger, and L. Kuroshi. 2017. “A New Approach to Assessing Port Infrastructure Resilience to
Climate Risks and Adaptive Solutions Prioritization.” Journal of Maritime Research 14 :56-67. http://refhub.
elsevier.com/S0964-5691(24)00450-2/sref101.

Nalebuff, B., A. Brandenburger, and A. Maulana. 1996. Co-Opetition. London: HarperCollins Business.

Olalla, O. R. 2012. Assessing the Resilience of Global Sea Routes. Montery, CA: Naval Postgraduate School. https://
apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ ADA562745.

Omer, M., A. Mostashari, R. Nilchiani, and M. Mansouri. 2012. “A Framework for Assessing Resiliency of Maritime
Transportation Systems.” Maritime Policy & Management 39 (7): 685-703. https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.
2012.689878.

Pan, S., H. Yan, J. He, and Z. He. 2021. “Vulnerability and Resilience of Transportation Systems: A Recent Literature
Review.” Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and Its Applications 581 (November): 126235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
physa.2021.126235.

Panahi, R., N. S. Gargari, Y.-Y. Lay, and A. K. Y. Ng. 2022. “Developing a Resilience Assessment Model for Critical
Infrastructures: The Case of Port in Tackling the Impacts Posed by the COVID-19 Pandemic.” Ocean ¢ Coastal
Management 226 (July): 106240. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0cecoaman.2022.106240.

Peng, Y., W. Wang, Z. Guo, X. Song, and Q. Zhang. 2016. “A Stochastic Seaport Network Retrofit Management
Problem Considering Shipping Routing Design.” Ocean & Coastal Management 119 (January): 169-176. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.0cecoaman.2015.10.013.

Poo, M. C.-P,, and Z. Yang. 2022. “Optimising the Resilience of Shipping Networks to Climate Vulnerability.”
Maritime Policy & Management 51 (1): 15-34. July. https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2022.2094488.

Poo, M. C.-P., W. Zhang, L. Kamalian, T. Wang, Y.-Y. Lau, and T. Z. Xu. 2024. “Resilience of Chinese Ports to
Tropical Cyclones: Operational Efficiency and Strategic Importance.” Climate 12 (12): 214. https://doi.org/10.
3390/cli12120214.

Python, G. C,, and T. H. Wakeman. 2016. “Collaboration of Port Members for Supply Chain Resilience.” In Ports 2016,
371-380. New Orleans, LA: American Society of Civil Engineers. https://doi.org/10.1061/9780784479902.038.

Reggiani, A. 2013. “Network Resilience for Transport Security: Some Methodological Considerations.” Transport
Policy 28 (July): 63-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2012.09.007.

Rice, J., and K. Trepte. 2012. The MIT CTL Port Resilience Survey Report. Cambridge, MA: MIT Center for
Transportation & Logistics. http://ctl.mit.edu/sites/default/files/Port%20resilience%20survey%20report%20v27%
20sans%20SEM.pdf.

Rose, A., and D. Wei. 2013. “Estimating the Economic Consequences of a Port Shutdown: The Special Role of
Resilience.” Economic Systems Research 25 (2): 212-232. https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2012.731379.

Rousset, L., and C. Ducruet. 2020. “Disruptions in Spatial Networks: A Comparative Study of Major Shocks Affecting
Ports and Shipping Patterns.” Networks and Spatial Economics 20 (2): 423-447. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11067-
019-09482-5.

Shafieezadeh, A., and L. I. Burden. 2014. “Scenario-Based Resilience Assessment Framework for Critical
Infrastructure Systems: Case Study for Seismic Resilience of Seaports.” Reliability Engineering and System Safety
132 (December): 207-219. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2014.07.021.

Shaw, D. R., A. Grainger, and K. Achuthan. 2017. “Multi-Level Port Resilience Planning in the UK: How Can
Information Sharing Be Made Easier?” Technological Forecasting & Social Change 121 (August): 126-138. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.065.

Trepte, K., and B. R. James. 2014. “An Initial Exploration of Port Capacity Bottlenecks in the USA Port System and
the Implications on Resilience.” International Journal of Shipping and Transport Logistics 6 (3): 339. https://doi.
org/10.1504/1JSTL.2014.060800.

UNCTAD. 2023. “Review of Maritime Transport.” United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD). https://unctad.org/publication/review-maritime-transport-2023.

Vanlaer, N, S. Albers, A. Guiette, S. Van Den Oord, and H. Marynissen. 2022. “100% Operational! An Organizational
Resilience Perspective on Ports as Critical Infrastructures.” Case Studies on Transport Policy 10 (1): 57-65. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2021.11.002.

Verschuur, J., R. Pant, E. Koks, and J. Hall. 2022. “A Systemic Risk Framework to Improve the Resilience of Port and
Supply-Chain Networks to Natural Hazards.” Maritime Economics & Logistics 24 (3): 489-506. https://doi.org/10.
1057/541278-021-00204-8.

Wan, C,, Z. Yang, X. Yan, D. Zhang, E. Blanco-Davis, and J. Ren. 2019. “Risk-Based Resilience Analysis of Maritime
Container Transport Networks.” Proceedings of the 29th European Safety and Reliability Conference (ESREL),
3667-3674. Research Publishing Services. https://doi.org/10.3850/978-981-11-2724-3_0213-cd.

Wan, C., Z. Yang, D. Zhang, X. Yan, and S. Fan. 2018. “Resilience in Transportation Systems: A Systematic Review
and Future Directions.” Transport Reviews 38 (4): 479-498. https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2017.1383532.

Wan, C,, J. Yuan, D. Cao, T. Wang, and A. K. Ng. 2024. “A Fuzzy Evidential Reasoning-Based Model for Evaluating
Resilience of Ports to Typhoons.” Transportation Research Part D: Transport ¢ Environment 133 (August):
104228. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2024.104228.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0964-5691(24)00450-2/sref101
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0964-5691(24)00450-2/sref101
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA562745
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/ADA562745
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2012.689878
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2012.689878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2021.126235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2021.126235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2022.106240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2015.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2015.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2022.2094488
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli12120214
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli12120214
https://doi.org/10.1061/9780784479902.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2012.09.007
http://ctl.mit.edu/sites/default/files/Port%2520resilience%2520survey%2520report%2520v27%2520sans%2520SEM.pdf
http://ctl.mit.edu/sites/default/files/Port%2520resilience%2520survey%2520report%2520v27%2520sans%2520SEM.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09535314.2012.731379
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11067-019-09482-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11067-019-09482-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2014.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.065
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTL.2014.060800
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTL.2014.060800
https://unctad.org/publication/review-maritime-transport-2023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2021.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2021.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41278-021-00204-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41278-021-00204-8
https://doi.org/10.3850/978-981-11-2724-3_0213-cd
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2017.1383532
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2024.104228

30 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

Wang, N., M. Wu, and K. F. Yuen. 2023. “Assessment of Port Resilience Using Bayesian Network: A Study of
Strategies to Enhance Readiness and Response Capacities.” Reliability Engineering and System Safety
237 (September): 109394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2023.109394.

Wendler-Bosco, V., and C. Nicholson. 2020. “Port Disruption Impact on the Maritime Supply Chain: A Literature
Review.” Sustainable and Resilient Infrastructure 5 (6): 378-394. https://doi.org/10.1080/23789689.2019.1600961 .

Zhen, L., S. Lin, and C. Zhou. 2022. “Green Port Oriented Resilience Improvement for Traffic-Power Coupled
Networks.” Reliability Engineering and System Safety 225 (September): 108569. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2022.
108569.

Zhou, C., J. Xu, E. Miller-Hooks, W. Zhou, C.-H. Chen, L. H. Lee, E. P. Chew, and H. Li. 2021. “Analytics with
Digital-Twinning: A Decision Support System for Maintaining a Resilient Port.” Decision Support Systems
143 (April): 113496. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2021.113496.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2023.109394
https://doi.org/10.1080/23789689.2019.1600961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2022.108569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ress.2022.108569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2021.113496

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 31

(panunuod)

‘TyL£19/10T1°0L/Bio"1op//5dny
'$)00g9 5531
DY) uj uswabeuepy Andas Hod “(107) Y “4oydoisuyd

Jpd-£10g71dasTASY 93014 P00S ™
"0]79pIND T SulBN HOd 8050/ L/speojumod 4dd
/S9]4/3ud3U0d/UlWpe/3N°0d's3AuoIdweyINos Mmm//:sdny
‘suopjesadQ aunepy Hod uo dMdeld

poon 01 3pIND  *(£107) ‘Aousbe pienbiseod pue swnuep

8-vL€-¥0C6
-76-8/6 NES| 101295 dwilel 9y} ul A111n33s19gA) 104
S3DIPRIJ POOD) :A1IND3SIIGAD HOd

*(6107) ‘(A1und3s19gA) soy AHOouaby uolun ueadoin3) ySINI
Jpd’£GE9TIET8I98EL6TILGI9599I8ZPOLF06790/PS LT
/uoneiuasaid/bio ejoydsonuewss sypd//:sdny woly
3|qelleAy ‘(10¢) “123(0id uoneiolsas

pue uondaloid sexa| |eISeo) °f sax03s “S A9|IM “S yedu]

'Suos
19 A3]IM UYOr “A1IND3S pue ‘adueUIIUIRIY ‘UOIIINIISUOD)
‘butuueld :bundauibul Uod *(¥00Z) d "D “4NuISL

‘luuosiad 1od 104 sweiboid Buluiesy pue sssusseme A11ndas Buipinoid
(6 "1od sy buines| pue bulIUS S[9SSAA JO A1INDSS SYL SdUBYUS 0] SP0d SdS| Jo uonejuswsjdwi sadoid
(4 “s1012319p uONRIPEI PUB SaulydewW AeJ-X Se Yons ‘salbojouydal buiuueds pasueape Buisn siauleluod
UIYIIM S1B31U1 USPPIY JO uonesynuapy (3 ‘sanijoey uod ayy pienb o1 jsuuosiad A1indss pauresy buifojdw3
(p ‘sanbiuyday sonfjeue oapia yum buoje SIOSUSS UOIIOW pue SA]DD YUM Seale [ed1311d 3y} bulio)uop
(0 ‘sa1eb ‘saduay ‘sjjem se yans siatieq [ea1sAyd yum 1od syi buundss (g ‘uonedyLsA duRwWolq pue
sabpeq uonesyiuap! se yons swalsAs |011u0d ssadde bunnuswa|dw (e :aie suodeas ul paljdde sainsesw
A31N23s £33 dWIOS *$S320E Paziioyineun pue ‘Yays ‘buljbbnws ‘wispoaa) buipnppul ‘syeasyy A1INISS snolea Juswabeuew
wouy obied pue ‘s)asse ‘|auuosiad ‘saindniisiadns uod 1d9101d 01 pardope ale jeyy sainseaw buipnpul Andag
‘sauljapInb pue suone|nbal A1ajes Juauiad jo isealqe buikels (2 ‘suonenbai
|EJUSWIUOIIAUD Yum ddueldwiod ‘sjelalew snopiezey Jo |esodsip pue buijpuey sadold (p ‘uondsroid
fio1eaidsas pue ‘sanolb ‘sysen A1a4es ‘s1away buipnpui quswdinba aAndsl0id jeuosiad sjgelns
JO 35N 9Y3 JO JUBWIADIOHUD (d ‘dsuodsal Aousbiswa pue ‘sdueusiuiew uswdinbs ‘Burpuey obied ‘A1ases
|suuosiad buissedwodua saunpadoid pue sapijod A1a4es Jes)d Jo Jusawysijgelss (q ‘[suuosiad jo buiures
aAIsuayaidwod pue buiuuejd snojndiBW (e :SMOJ|0J Se PauljIno Aj1ouddns aq ued saddeid Juswabeuew
£134es |e11UISSS 9Y] "Sbewep [BIUSWUOIIAUS PUB ‘SJUSPIDIE PIOAE ‘S19sse pienbajes ‘[suuosiad
40 Bulag-jjam ay3 ainsua 01 pawopad ale Jeyl sanAlde pue ‘sassadold ‘satbalenis jo abues e buipnpu]  Juswabeuew A1ajes
's19y10 buowe ‘|suuosiad Joj
Bujuresy A114n33s1904d (SdQl) SWIISAS UOUBASIJ pue uo(dR1Q UoIshiiul 3y} buikojdap ‘uonediusyine
J01DBJ-}jNW S YdNS spoylaw uonednusyine buoils bupuswsidwi ‘uonejuswbas siomiau Aq
S3UO [BDI3D-UOU W) SWISAS [ed13Ld Buiye|os) ‘salM|igeIaujnA pue s1ealy) JagAd Jo UoIedIYIIUBP| :SMO||0)
Se 9Je sainsesw ay] ‘saydeaiq elep pue suondnusiul Aue jo uonebiiw 4oy sainseaw A1Nd9sISGAd ay) ainpniselul
juaws|dwi 0} [erauasss si 1 ‘suonesado 119y} 1oy ABojouysal [eubip uo suodeas Jo aduelal AABIY 3Y] USAID  31ndas-19gAd buois
'$3IN12NJ1S SA1D3104d JUBAS|SI BY) pUE ‘SaYSIey 1[eS pue uonelsbap
‘s9yIQ pueS pue saunq ‘suoigen) ‘sUaWIIBAY ‘saukoln ‘siazemyealq ‘s|lemeas buipnpul ‘saskojdwsa pue
‘ob1ed ‘s|9ssan ‘un1onuseljul 1od syl 109ye Aj9siaape 01 [enuslod syl aAey Jeyl 213 ‘asl [9A3] BIS ‘SPooy) uonajoid
‘UOISOJD [RISROD UM P3IRIDOSSE SYsH [ellualod 3yl 9onpas A|9A1D3YD 0} S2INSeIW Y} JO UOIIRIIPISUO) |e1seod buous
M3} B Ing dweu 0} ‘syidap paiinbai uielulew 03 syuIq pue ‘suiseq ‘sppuueYd
Jo Buibpaip (3 ‘saul| buioow pue ‘s19pudy ‘spaejjog Se YdNs ‘Bulioow [9SSIA 10) 31N1dNIISEIUL IPISHI0P
(p ‘s101e43u3b dnypeq pue ‘uonnguasip Jamod ‘Bunybi :swa1sAs 21138 (2 ‘uswdinbs bulpuey
-0bJed J3Y30 pue "SI0A3AUOD ‘SYIPIO ‘SISIOY ‘SAURID SILIBUIYDRW :(q ‘SI91eMYEI] ‘SIUBWIDASI ‘S|[BMBDS
‘s131d pue ‘samaf ‘skenb ‘sy1iaq :s9an1oN11s (B JO SINIAIDE SDURUIIUIEW SAI1I31I0D pue dAleIuaAaLd Jeinbay  sdueusjulew Jeinbay

$32IN0§

uondudsag sa1631e11G DUBI|ISAY

'spodeas Jo 1x93u0d sy} Ul sa1633euls dudI|ISaI Jo uondudsag *LY d|qel

xipuaddy


https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/presentation/215d/b6290470d28f6656e57629a3866823e26357.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/presentation/215d/b6290470d28f6656e57629a3866823e26357.pdf
https://www.southamptonvts.co.uk/admin/content/files/PDF_Downloads/170508_Port_Marine_Guide_To
https://www.southamptonvts.co.uk/admin/content/files/PDF_Downloads/170508_Port_Marine_Guide_To
https://doi.org/10.1201/b17142

32 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

(panunuod)

"0£8519'L10Z'6£8880£0/0801°01/610°10p//:5d1Yy “Z€9
=509 ‘(9)8¢€ ‘wuswabeueyy 3 Adijod swnuey
‘Auiqesauina Indybnoayi o3 yoeoudde jeuoipuny e :wasAs
uoneyodsuel) swnlew 3yl ul

sapouw ain|ted *(1102) 39 ‘Najswielqsy 18 “q °r ‘1Y “@ ‘21499

‘TyLL1a/10Z1°01/6i010p//:sdny
'$}00g9 $S3id

YD U] Juswabeuely A1n33s Uod (10Z) ) “aydoisuyd
Jp d W3IS0z
06SURSOT %/ TNOT %10d3107 %AAINSOT 949UBI|ISII0T
%30d/S9]4/}NeJap/saMs/NPpa "HW ‘3D
//:dny :3|qejieay ‘[3UluQ] *ZLOT ‘YN ‘9bpuquue) ‘so1si601
3 uoljenodsuel] 1oy 193U [N - Modal

Aanins dualjisas pod 71D 1IN 3Yl, ‘@3daa 'y pue 01y °f
p d "W3s0T
06SURSOT %/ TNOT %10d3107 %AAINSOT 949UBI|ISII0T
%H0d/S9|4/}NeJSP/SMS/NPS "UW 3D
//:dny :31qejieAy ‘[duluQ] 'ZLOT 'YW ‘Bpliquie) ‘so1sifo
R uonjeodsuel] Joj J9ud) [N - Modal

Aanins dualjisas Mod 71D 1IW dYl, ‘@3daa) "y pue 01y °f
"0£8519°L LOZ'6£8880£0/0801°0L/B10°10p//:5dNY "7€9
=509 ‘(9)8¢ wawabeuely B £ljod swnuey
‘Ayiqesauina Indybnouys o3 yoeoidde jeuoipuny e :waisAs
uojleyodsuesy wipew sy ul

sapow aunjie *(1107) 3 °g ‘N3|suwislqsy 13 “q [ ‘1Y “@ ‘3199

"SEYS0L"0Z07 URWR02330°(/910L
"0L/B1010p//:5d1Y "SEYSOL ‘20T JUsWabRUE |RISROD)
R ueadQ ‘suodeas [eqolb ul Ayjiqeureisns

40 910y *(170T) "H "L “I|em B “W ‘swepy "] ‘ulessoy

‘suonesado pardnusiuiun buesiuesenb duay
‘Addns AB1aua JuL1sISUOd pue d|geljal d1ow e apiroid Kew sad1nos ABIsua aaleusse Jo asn ay} ‘satjddns
ABJaua Jeuonuanuod 0y suondnuidiul jerrualod Jo ased ayy uj “uod e jo uonedyisiaalp Alddns Abisua
9y 9dUBYUD 01 S9AIIS Jomod anem pue |eply ‘04pAY ‘pulm ‘Je|os Se UdNns ‘s931nos ABISuD 9|qemauai Jo asn ay |
*f11n2as uod sdueyus 03 Japlo ul ssobied 12adsns Ajjenualod
Hundadsul pue buiusaids jo asodind ay) 1oy padojaasp aq sease paleubisap 1eyl PapUIWWOI3I SI
1 “aAadsIad A1indas e wiou4 “sa1eb A1jua e uonsabuod Jo xuandd0 ay) bunebiiw aduay ‘uonnguisip
10 U01129]|0> 0bJe JOJ [eUIWLID] BY) 01 SS9 Bullieme aie 1eyl s9PIYaA buiepowwodde Jjo asodind
93 Joj pa1edo||e 3q Aew sauoz paleubisap ‘A[9AIIRUISYY "S|]ESIAPE SI SISUIRIUOD [eUOIIIPPE Jo 9beJ0ls 3y}
10} suo1das pazijernads buipiroid ‘Lod Jsuleluod e uiyip “Hod ay) Jo aduewopad |jesano a3yl buiroidwi
pue ‘s321nosal jo abesn ay1 buiziwixew ‘uonsabuod bunebiniw jo wie syl yum sanuoyine uod Aq no
paiued AjjedidAy si ‘sededs panlasal se 03 paiayal ‘Uod e apisul sease payidads [euollippe Jo uoledo|e ay |

RICTII:S)
S|PpeJIS PUB SI3YIRIS Ydeas se yans ‘sisjpuey obied dnydeq ‘syeoqbni sieds ‘sis|ies) pue sydnil [euonippe
‘s19peo| ‘syipjioy ‘sauesd dnydeq buipnjdul sj00) pue ‘sapdiyaa ‘Aisulydew aseds 1o Juepunpal yum paddinb3

'SUOIIIUUOD 13UIIUI PUE Bi||S1eS
‘olpes buipnpul swalsAs uonediunwiwod dnydeq ‘sainpnisequl || dnydeq ‘sease abeiols dnypeq ‘syuaqg
dnydeq ‘suonesado [euiwial dnypeg :ale 1odess e ul sandey Juepunpal jo sajdwexa ay] ‘suondnisip
Bunnp suolduNy |e1IUISSa JO UoIIeIdOo PaNUIIUOD 3Y] 3INSUS 01 sall|1dey dnyjdeq 1o Juepunpal yum paddinby

'syue) abeJols [any JuepuUNPaI (3 ‘SUOIIRIS-GNS JUDIIYPIP WOIY SI9Pady Jamod |9)|eled

(p ‘swa1sAs A1aneg Aouabirawg (2 ‘swaishs A|ddng samod ajqndnuisiuiun (q ‘siolesauab |asalp Aouabisw]

(e :24e spodeas ul sainidnIIsessul A61auUd uepunpal Jo sajdwexa awos suondnisip 0 sainjies Yl
Bupnp Ajddns A61aua 3|qela4 pue snonuizuod 3y} aa3uesend 03 swasAs dnypeq Jo Juepunpas yum paddinby

‘Ayjigeureisns

pUB UO[1PAJSSUOD 32JNOS3J 0] JUBWIWWOD e Hunessuowsp ybnoayy uoneindas aanisod buiuien

(p “JuswiuoJIAUB 3y} bundaload 01 93NQIIU0D 03 ISeM pue SUOISSIWS BuPnpay (3 ‘sapesbdn aindnuisesyul

pue ssaupaJedaid J91sesIp ul 153AUl 03 spuny paAes 3yl Bunedoly (q ‘sasud buunp suonesado [euasss

ulejulew o} Ja1em pue ABIaua se yons sadunosas Buiaasuo) (e :aue sadndeid A9y swos 'sasso| [edURUY

J1ayuny Joy [enualod ay1 bunebinw pue A>usidyys 1502 buiroidwi ‘s)oedwi [BIUSWUOIIAUD JO UOHEZIWIUIW
ybnouyy suondnuisip sy Isutebe spodeas Jo 3dUI|ISaI Y3 1915]0q SId13dRId UOIIRAIISUOD 92IN0SIY

SWSAS
AB1aua asianIq

9oeds panlasay

awdinba
ulew dnydeg

A)|10e) JuEpUNPRY

aInpniiselul
£BI3us juepunpay

UOII_AISSUOD
321n0say

$32In0S

uondudsag

salbajes}s dual|IsaY

“(panunuoD) ‘LY |qeL


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105435
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2020.105435
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2011.615870
http://ctl
http://ctl
http://ctl
http://ctl
https://doi.org/10.1201/b17142
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088839.2011.615870

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 33

(panupuod)

"LL900£E00L£8880£0/0801°0L/B10°10p//:5dNY "612-561
‘(€)£€ uawabeuepy 3 £d1j04 swnuepy ‘yoeoidde
Sw)sAs e :sypodeas 1e

SS9UDAINIRYS [euoneziuebl *(0L0Z) 'O 'Y WD B “Y ) ‘unddH

"8088/78'8L0T’ WIW/60LL°0L/BI10°10p//:5dNY "€
—p€ ‘(L) LT ‘duizebepy Juswainses|y 1
uoneudwnIlsu| 333 “sabuajjeyd pue saibojouyda] :syod
Jews Joj sbulyl Jo 1uIR| (810Z) "0

3Yde|0150d 1B “X ‘N4 “4 ‘NA “H ‘OeA “W ‘Buoyz “A ‘Buej
"8088.78'8L0T’ WIW/60L L'0L/B10"10p//:5dnY “¢f
—p€ ‘(1)LZ "duizebepy Juswainsea|y 19
uolleluswNISU| 333| ‘sabuajjeyd pue saibojouyds] :suod
1ews Joy sbuiyy jo 19uIRU| (8107) 'O

32e|0350d B “X ‘N4 "4 ‘nA “H ‘oeA “I ‘Buoyz “A ‘Buep
"1960662°070T'S5320/6011°0L/B10°10p//:5dNY "F0vES
—/8€€8 ‘8 ‘ss920y 333| ‘ABojouyda} suopedIUNWWOD
pue uonewuoul buisn saniande uod bupueyug
:$34N1dNJISelyul Hod uews spJemo]

"(0202) "H "W ‘Bur] 58 “D "A ‘M0 “[ “NIpeD S ‘Budd “v ) ‘nex
4p d "W3s0T
9%SURSQT %/TA0T %H0daI0Z 9%ASAINSOZ 9IU3I|ISIIQT
9%M0d/S9|Y/3NeJ2P/S3MS/NP3 "HW “|3D
/A1y :31qejieAy “[duluo] "ZLOT 'YW ‘bplque) ‘so1sifo
R uoljeuodsuel] 1oy J91ud) [N ,Modal

Aanns dualjisal pod 71D 1IN 3yl ‘@1dau] "y pue adiy °f

BIJIE]
asuodsas £ouabiawa JO SSUIAINIRYS Y} SdURYUD pue s19xyiom Lod uo usping 3yl asea o0} jennualod ayy
sey ‘saakojdwa Jo Juswdinba 3sije1dads asinboe 01 suoieiodiod 4o suoneziuebio [euISIXS YHMm sjuswaibe

|ENIORIIUO0D JO JUSWIYSIIGRISD By} Se YydNns ‘sappusbiawa buunp sa3inosas Aieyuswsajddns buizijiqgow

Ajsnonipadxa 1e pawie spoylaw jo uonejuswa|dwi ay) (3 “421SesIp JO saWil Ul dueISIsse [edoididal pue

UOI1BUIPIO0D SS3|WeDSs savluesenb saniiua Juauiad Jaylo pue ‘sjuswiiedap aiy ‘saiduabe JusWIDIoU

d1j0d ‘sad1a9s Aouabiawa [ed0] yum sdiysisupied aA11eI0ge||0D JO JUSWYSIGeISS 3y (q ‘Mod ayl apisul

BULLIND0 SO LIS JD}IOM 0] JUDLIDISP B Se A Aew Juswabeuew ssaupaisedald aA1d3YS ay) (e :s9jdwiexa

Buimojjoy Aq paruasaidai aq pinod suodess ul Juswabeuew ssaupaiedsid Jo sinjeu pajedennw

9Y] "SIUDAS [eD11LD pue suollenlis Aousabiawa 3SI9AIP dlelAd|je pue ssaippe Ajluaye pue Ajdwoud

01 Awdeded suod ayy buunsse Jo 9A1133(qo 3yY) Yum saAneul Jo abuel e Hunniaxa pue ‘buneulpiood
‘buizibarens jo ssexoad ybnoioyy pue dewW1sAS a1 I 1x°1u0d odeas e ulyim Juswabeuew ssaupaledaid

's1ybisul USALIP-BIBP JO 35N Sy BIA

siabeuew ay3 Joj bupeW-UOISIDAP PIWIOJUI JO UOIIRYI[IDR) BY} PUE ‘S3INSEaW A}1INISS JO JUSWIdURYUS 3y}

‘foua1dyya pod jo uoneziwido ay) ul sduenodwi 3sowln Jo aJe swelboid asay) suoiesado yod jo s19dey

Kuew oju s3ybisul swi-|eas apiaoid 03 ‘|y pue bujuies| sauiydew buipnppul ‘swyiiobie sonkjeue pasueape

pue sauibus buissadoid sduewnopad-ybiy Aojdap Asy] ‘suodeas jo suonesado syl ulyum pajessd

9Je 1ey] B1BP JO SOWN|OA SAISURIX3 9y) buipuayaidwod pue ‘Bunaidiaiul ‘buissedoid jo ssodind ay3 oy
pakojdwa a.e 1ey) swalsAs 10 S|00] 31eMOS SIsKjeue elep 0 Jajai spodeas ul pasn swelboid siskjeue eleq

"SHJOMISU UOIIBIIUNWIWIOD pue
‘so13A|eue eyep ‘sadIAdp 10| ‘siosuds buipnpul ‘Abojouyda) abpa-buiiind asn swialsAs asay] dwil-|esl ul
sanIAde pue suonesado 1od 3si9AIp 01 Buluienad elep saleiisuowap pue ‘salen|ead ‘sassadoid ‘5139|103
ey} uonnjos pasueape £jjedibojouyday e si Jodeas e 1e pajuswajdwi walsAs Juswabeuew eyep swil-|eas

'sobied pue ‘sisutejuod ‘Juswdinbs jo uonipuod pue ‘snieis ‘uonedo| ‘JUSWIAOW 3Y) buioluow
pue uonewJoyul swl-jeas buipiroid jo ssodind ay3 10j pakojdap aJe ‘sonkjeue eyep pue ‘sI0Suds
‘SdD ‘Ql4Y Se yons sa1bojouydal snoLea uo paseq e YdIym swaisAs buppesl obiedauswdinbas uodeas
Juswdinba urew 0} aAeusd)R
9|qeIA B e 9IS AeW (SADY) 92IYa/ PIpPIND Pa1ewoIny J0 S3UEId 3[IGOW ‘SadUBRISWNDID Ule1Iad pue obied
JO spuIy awos 104 "wa1sAs pajie} ay3 Jo uonduNy 3y} wiopad 03 asodind Juaiayip e 1oy 3jing Jo padojansp
us3q sey eyl uswdinbs sAneulslje asn o1 3|qissod 3q Aew 11 ‘syusuodwiod wialsAs e Jo uondunjew syy
pue £>uabiawa ue Jo 3Sed 3y U] "$HSe) JOo wnidads peoiq e d|puey AJuadL)d pue A[9AIIISYS 01 JSPIO Ul
juawdinba jo Aelie paleA e Jo 3sn ay) sa1elissadau suollesado 1od Jo ainjeu paladeynnw pue xa|dwod 3y

uawabeuepy
ssaupaledaid

weiboud
sisA|eue eleq

HIEIYS
1uawabeuew
e1Rp dWN-|EdY

SwialsAs burydeny
ob.edauswdinby

juswdinba asiaAIg

$924n0S

uondudsag

s31691e43G DURI|ISAY

“(Penunu0d) "LV 3jqeL


http://ctl
http://ctl
https://doi.org/10.1109/access.2020.2990961
https://doi.org/10.1109/mim.2018.8278808
https://doi.org/10.1109/mim.2018.8278808
https://doi.org/10.1080/03088831003700611

(panunuod)

"Y6E60L'€C0T'SSaIT/9L0L°0L :10p ‘€Z0T "das
‘¥6€601L "d “LET "|OA “Jes IS “Bu3 “qelRy
'saipeded asuodsal pue ssaulpeas adueyua o) salbarens
Jo Apnis y Hjiomiau uelsakeg buisn adual|isal
1od JO JUBWISSISSY,, ‘USNA “4 ) pue ‘np ‘W ‘Buepm ‘N

'£00°L0°910T21° /910101
10p ‘910 “1eN ‘997-5¢ dd
‘€6 "|0A “Hug pu| Indwo) ,‘spod Aemiaiem puejul jo
Apnis ased y :syiomiau ueisakeg buisn
9dUBI|ISJ d4ndNJISEIUL BUISPOIN,, “49xIeg ") PUE IUISSSOH °S

"S90¥9LT L LOT BIWSY/60LL0L/B10"10p
/7541y “0LE-65€ “(T)Ty ‘So12UIGAD pue ‘uel ‘Swaisks
uo suondesuel] 333 |9pow duapuadapIul
jeuoibainnw d1weudp e yam ainsop uod Aemialem
puejul ue Jo saduanbasuod ayy

bunenieas ‘(ZL0Z) ‘H *4 ‘WeID 18 “Y dieg “y D ‘alzudde|y

"€1€18090609107 = swnw

Jpd-p|3143Y | WOI4s3DI0A~ ApUBSAURDLINHTSYND
/s1uawNd0p/b10'seud’sa|Y/Wod’ smeuozewe gs//:sd1y
:woJj 3|gejieAy

‘abueyd a1ewi)d Jo ed sy ul Aoudljisal yod buinosdwi
:Apues auediuny Jo ylewsaye ay}

*9]q1ssod aJe swa1sAs buuioyuow pue sauesd jo uonesado jowas 3yl buipnppul

‘s91A19s 110d Swos Jo Juswabeuerw sjowal 3y ‘sa160jouyd3) PIdUBAPE JO UOIIEZI|IIN YIIM ‘ISeasIp
snoibejuod A|ybiy e Jo 3eaiqino ue Jo 3sed a3 ul ‘IO ‘suolide A19A0d31 pue uol1deal aiey|de) 0l Juswdinba
Kousbiaws pue 4a1em ‘pooy ‘saliddns [esipaw se yons suoisiaoid Jusbin 1o obied [enuasss Jo buissadoid
ay1 buizinuond ‘Aypeded paywi| e 03 suonesado 41y} [1eUND 0} ANjIge 3y} aAeY suodeas ‘aduelsul

104 "suonesado J1ay1 Aypow Jo anunuod o) Juswsajdw ued spodess Jey) suoneidepe pue saibalens

[euoniesado 2y} 01 paInguile si Jsuuew BuluoIdUNy 31RUIS)E JUSAS SARANISIP B YIIM padey Lodess e usYm

-9bewep 3|qissod woiy pod 3y} Jo suoibas Juadelpe Huipsenbajes

05 ‘S9U0Z J3YYNQ JO SIALLIR] dA11I104d YsI|geIsd 01 pasn 3 Aew SIUlRIU0D JO UOIIEIO|aI dIb3lels

3y ‘s|jids [ea1waYyd Jo suoisojdxa se yons ‘uoiienis JUSIAYIP IND B U 'SIOURISWINDIID JBJILUIS PUB ‘SJUSAS
SIWSISS ‘D1 SE YdNS SOLIeUIIS Ul Palld 9 Aew SadUR)SUl [BUOLIPPY 'SI91BMPOO]) 31 JO UYdeal 3y} puokaq
s 1ey1 1yb1ay pajeas|s ue Je $133(qo uonisodal 01 PapUSWWOIAI S| 1] ‘POOY} B JO JUIAS 3 Ul ‘A|9SISAUOD)
“19A0 Buijddoy wouy wayl bunusaaaid ‘punoib ay) UO UOIILIO| JI9MO] B 0) SISUIRIUOD D1BI0|I 0] J|CeSIApE
SI 1 ‘S9UBDLUNY JO SWIO]S SB UINS SUOINPUOD J9YIeaM 19SS bulinp ‘ajdwexs 104 “J91sesip sy Jo 3nsal e
se aslie Jeyl spuewsap pue swajqoid anbjun ay1 s1ebiiw pue o) puodsas A|9A13d3Y3 01 1od e ulyIm

$I3UIRIUOD JO UOIIRIO[3. [B11DR) pUB 31RISGIIP Y3 S| OLRUIIS snoisesip e Buunp Bujuonisodas Jaureiuo)

‘speoi|ies pue skempeol

uo uonsabuod Huneirs|je a10j219y) ‘spoob Jo syunowe [enueisqns A3Auod o1 Aljigeded ayy ssassod
S|9SSOA dULIEW JIY10 pue sabieq ‘SORUIIS SAIIRUID)E U] “}ISUBI] JO SOPOW deUId)|e J]geIA Se dAI9S Aew
S)aN41 pue speoJjies ‘Lod uoeUIISIP B 1B UoNANISIP B JO JUSAS Y} Ul ‘9dUeISUl J04 'S3d10Yd uonelodsuel)
Pa11ISa1 pue UofISaBU0D 03 Paleas SAHNDLYIP Y3 dpjde) pue AdusidYyd anoidwi 03 paubisap d.e suoin|os
a1ewsdyje asay] ‘buids 1od ay) 03 Uole|3I UL IO pIsul saIpowwod buiodsuel Joy saydeoidde

Jauuew
Hujuonouny

dleusdly

Jaureuo)

uopenodsuesy

|_UOIIUSAUOD PUOAS] PUSIXD 1BY} IURADAUOD JO SABM 3SISAIP O} 19)21 UOIRLIOdSURI) JO SOPOW DAIIRUIBYY  JO SUBDW SAIRUID)Y

*Alweled ay) Jo ylewusye ay1 ul AjyIms Janodai 0} Alpeded

9y bunalsjoq pue suonesado 1od UO WO0IS Y} JO 139 3sI9Ape Y1 bunebiniw ul 3jos Juedyiubis e
pey ainseaw sy jo uonejuswaldwi ay| ‘A19A0331 pue ‘asuodsal ‘Bujuueld Eumm_v JO swieas 3y uj
uollew.ojul Jo 3bueydialul 9Y) pue uoleulpIood Jo aduedyiubis ejoald ayy paybiybiy asueisul sendied
SIy] "Apues SUedLINH JO 32US4INJ20 3Y1 UIYIM ASSIS[ MIN PUB }I0A M3N Ul S|eyyo 1od uaamlaq
9oe|d %001 1By} UOIIEIIUNWIWOD JIWRUAP 33 SI A101SIY Ul 3SED dAIIRSN||I UY "dsuodsal JuadLyd pue
1dwoud e buunsua ul 10108} [EIDNID JJe saNI[Igisuodsal pue sajol Buieaulap Ales|> pue uonedIUNWWOD
JO S|auueYd dAIRY3 Bulysijqels] ‘sisuied AHUNWWOD pue ‘9dIAIs Jayieam ‘syusbe buiddiys ‘sad1nias
Kouabiawa ‘sapuabe Juswuianob ‘sioresado jeurwal ‘sanioyine yod buipnpul ‘siapjoysyeis Auew

34 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

ur A19A0231 Mod “(€107) TV 12an1 “)'1 ayrkws “y-7 sibinig
$92IN0§

HuOWE UOIIRUIPIO0D PUB UONEIIUNWIWIOD JUSPLYS Ysi|geisa 01 [eluassa si 31 ‘suonenys Aduabiaws bung uoBedIUNWWO)

uondudsag s91691e11G 9OUBI|ISAY

“(panunuod) 'Ly 3|qeL



https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_HurricaneSandy_VoicesFromTheField.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_HurricaneSandy_VoicesFromTheField.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1109/tsmca.2011.2164065
https://doi.org/10.1109/tsmca.2011.2164065

MARITIME POLICY & MANAGEMENT 35

(panunuod)

'S9OURISWINDIL YINS Joj paledojje A|jesyidads uasq aney
1ey) Asuow Adusbiawa Jo ‘djay Juawuianoh ‘swiepd adueInsul ‘saAIsal buipnpdul ‘s9unos Auew Jo ash
X'91Z10°60027269-6ESL (/L LLL 0L/BI0"10p//:5dNY *L0OS 9y paau Aew pue ‘ainidniis jepueuy sy uodn usburiuod si podess e Jo 196png sy bulioisas o ssexoid
-861 (V)67 ‘SisAjeuy sty “sw1sAs 9y] -a1e1s jeuonesado Jenbai sy 01 uod ay3 Buuoisal Jo ssodind dy) J0j SIDINOSAI [RIDUBUY [BIIUSSSD

ul 9dUl|ISaY JO uonIuysqd Yl uQ ‘(6007) ‘A “A ‘sowieH Jo Aljige|ieae ay3 aajuesenb o1 s Lodeas e jo aseyd 190231 9y) Buunp uonieiolsal 196pnq Jo aAdR(qo Ay uoliel0ysal 19bpng
‘suonesado 1od jo £ouayys |esano syl buiroidw pue sydausnog bunebniw siopaisyl ‘uswdinbs
40 3sn pue “;amoduew Jo uolNquUISIp ‘syuaq Jo uonedojje ayl anoidwi 01 3|qissod si U ‘DA1dadsiad
"€1£1809060910T = dwinw UO11eJ0|[e 32JN0S3J Paziwndo ue woly JQ seduequnIsip bunnsas Aue sziwjuiw pue wiey jeiualod
£ 4pd-pla14ay 1 woi4sad10A Apuesauediuny~SYND 91eH11W 01 J3PIO Ul 3undNIISeUl BulA)IlIo) pue ‘SISyI0M JO UoleNdeAS ay) buiell|dey ‘spoob jo A1ajes
/s1uswndop/b1o'seud’sa|y/wod smeuozewe'gs/sdny 9yl buunsus se yons saniAnde apnpul Aew siy] ‘syoedwi asisApe buiziwiuiw 1e pawie sdals 91ndaxs pue
:woyy d|gejiery  suoneiedsid A1essadau ayew 01 sallied Jueas|al pue sanioyine podess s3|qeud sysi A111N33s 10 ‘SI91SesIp
‘abueypd srewp Jo eid syl ul Auaijisal pod buiroidwi |_IN]BU JO SIDUSLINIDO0 3Y) ‘SISEII0) [D160]010919W UO UoIIeWIOUI JO UoleuUIWaSSIp 3dwoid ay)

:Apues suediuny Jo ylewuaye ay} ‘9due)SUl 104 'SOLIRUDIS dAIANISIP SSRIppPe 0} sainseaw aAndwaald pue ‘buiyew-uoisIIap PaWIOoUl-||oM Bunieys

ul A19A0231 1O *(€107) "T'V 129n] “"] aylAws "y sI6IN1S  ‘SSNIAIDE JO UOIIEZIUOIYDUAS SAIIDYS 9Y] S3|RUS WISIUBYDSW HuLIBYS UOI1BWLIOJUI SAIIISYS JO UOIIRZI[IIN 9Y]  UOIBWLOJUI SAI1DY]
‘buissadoid pue buipeojun jo sesodind sy 4oy g
1i0d 0} panoJas ale yy Lod paydnusip Jo4 papualul sdiys obied ‘s101dey Jejiwis pue ‘Ajigelsul [edjodoab
‘9dueUdUlEW dInYdNIISeAUl Lod ‘peopsano Aldeded ‘saylls Joge| ‘siaisesip [einjeu BulAjoAul sadue)SUl
u] "duel|je d1bajeils e dArY g pue Yy suod om) ISpISUOD $,19] ‘dueisul 104 “uondnusip e bupey s suod
'G00/65°LLOT Z¥91¥¥10/0801°0L/Bi010p//:5d1y  9Y3 Jo SUO USYM Ssuoienyis ul Aendiued ‘921aWwod swilliew Jo AINUIU0d 3y} 3INSUS 0} 3INIdNJIseljul
'00816/ ‘(9)LE ‘SMaIASY 1odsuel] SulL0Q UeISY 3yl pue ‘saniigeded ‘sa31nosas asn A[9A1323]]0d 01 Aljige ay1 aAey suiod ‘uoneloge|jod ybnoay ‘sapusbisws
:£d1104 swdojarag Hod gny Jauleuod JO 35SBD 3y Ul SdURINISIP [euolleiado pue sydeqias dlwouodd ajqissod bunebiniw jo aandalqo

Jo whipesed mau e burey) *(L10Z) "W ‘UUAI{ B “L "d ‘997  3Y} YHM UOIIRIOGE||0D JO dAl 1 ue s| syod ajewixold buowe dduelje d1631e13S  JO JUBWYSI|GeISd Y| Bunnoiay
's1as58
Y6£60L°€207'SSa/9101L°0L :1op ‘€Z0T "das pue saininuisiadns ‘sjenpiaipul 0} abewep |einusiod budnpal jo [eob d1eWIlN 3Y1 YHUM ‘SUOIIENNS [BI[ILD
v6£601 "d ‘€T *|OA “Jes 15AS ‘Bu3 ‘qelay 0} suoideal azjueblo pue ‘d1eiAd)|e ‘Spuey A|9AIIYS 0} S32IN0S3I pue ‘Buluiesy ‘Bsiiadxs ausinbal

,/sanpeded asuodsal pue ssaulpeas sdueyus o3 salbaresss  ayl sey Jeyy dnoib pazijenads e 01 sispal Hun Ausabiswis uy “Aljeuonduny uod uo duINYUI UB dARY IO
Jo Apn1s y Hjiomiau uelsakeg buisn adual|isal eale 1od 9y uIylM asue Aew 1eyy Sasud pue ‘sUaAd ‘salduabiawa Jo abues 9SISAIP e 01 UOIDeI JUIDLYD
1i0d JO JUBWISSISSY,, ‘UBNA "4 ") pue ‘N ‘W ‘buepy "N pue 1dwoid e Buneyjidey Jo aAnda[go ayi saniss uodeas e apisul yun Aouabiaws ue Jo Juawysiiqelss ay| Hun fuabiawg
*Aj[igess sujene
uonenlis sy nun A3joey 96eI01S S1IS-JO 3INd3S e 01 Pa1daJIPal A|SNONIPSAXS D4 SIIPOWIWOD SARISUSS
pue saobied 3|genjea ‘ainseaw aAndeold e sy ‘sadueqinisip buiwodyuoy jo Aupiqissod ayy bunsabbns
uolleWIOjul PaAIRIAL sey ANjiqeisul [ednijod Aq paziisldeieyd ease ue ul palenlis podess e ‘1Q “Alwixoid
950]> ul 1od 21nd3s ai0w e 0} pasdysues Ajpdwoid aie obied L2131 J3YI0 pue uswdinbs ‘saipowwod

'G00£65°LLOT L¥9L+¥10/0801°0L/Blo"10p//:sdny 3|qeysuad ‘sasso| [enualod a1ebiiw 03 JapJo uj "uorreydidald asuaiul Jo }NSal e Se uolepunul JaAL
‘90816 ‘(9)L€ ‘smalnay 1odsuel] duudoq uelsy 3yl  jo piezey buipuadwi ue paynuapl sey spooys 0 auoid uoibai e ul palenyis 1od e ‘aduelsul 104 “sabewep
:£d1104 uswdojarag uod gny Jaureluod pue s3sso| 3|qissod Buiziwiuiw Jo wie 3y} Yim ‘ease aindas 1o Hod aaizeussye ue o) pod paydnisip e

J0 whipesed mau e buruey) *(L10Z) ‘W ‘UUA|{ B “L *d ‘997 W) Sa1|1dey pue sobied ‘spoob ‘[auuosiad Jo uoned0[al }dInb 3y sjieIus uonendeas Apwi jo 1daduod ay| uof1endeAd Apwij

$32In0S uondudsag salbajes}s dual|IsaY

“(panunuoD) ‘LY |qeL



https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2011.597005
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2011.597005
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_HurricaneSandy_VoicesFromTheField.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_HurricaneSandy_VoicesFromTheField.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2009.01216.x

36 M. MOHSENDOKHT ET AL.

LULyed/zizieol
/B10'10p//:sd1y " LOL—€6 ‘(L)FE ‘OnISIowoy “sa1bojouydal
leubip bupuswajdwi Aq Ayjenb adiais

yodeas ay3 buinoidwy (0zZ07) °| ‘21A0ue|oy B “y ‘dneby
"£00°L0'9L0TA°(/910L°0L
'I0p ‘9107 “1eW ‘997-¢St "dd
‘€6 '|0A “Hu3 ‘pu| ‘Indwo) ,'suod Aemiaiem puejul jo
Apnis ased y :syiomiau ueisakeg Buisn

9DUBI|ISdI dANIINIISRIHUI BUulldpO, 4axieg "y pue IUISSOH °S

"SLTSLTSLEL8L6/YTEY 0L /BI0"10p//:5d1Y "s)00gd
ssaid DD
uj 'suonesadQ pue 1uswabeuepy Uod (8L0T) ‘D ‘W ‘suing

*A|9A11D3Y49 pue Auadyys sailAlde

S} awinsas 03 1od ayy buimojje ‘jeuoniesado pue [euofdUN) 1 SWIISAS ISAYY JeY} SIINSUD UOIIRIOISI

ABojouyda] ‘suoidUN) SAIRIISIUILIPE SNOLIEA PUB ‘UoIIedIUNWWOd ‘A11INdas ‘suoijesado [3ssan ‘buljpuey

obJed 33ey|dey 03 bujuueds pue uoidadsu| obied) ‘(SwalsAS Juswabeuey duyyel] [95S9A) SILA ‘(SIP1YDA

papinb pajewoine) ADY ‘(|013uod 160 3jgewwelboid) H1d ‘(un [euiwial dowsal) N1y ‘(ebueydisiul
e1ep d1U0J1I33) |3 ‘(SwaisAs bunesado jeuiwial) SO se yans saibojouyday uo Aja. Ajineay suodeas  K1anodal Abojouyda]

'suonouny Ajioey jo A1aA0da1 1dwoad pue aA1129Y3 3y 93iuelenb 01 bujwie ‘siapjoyayers

Kuew sabebua 1ey3 JoAe3pUD dAIRIDAO0D pue PazIuoIYdUAS e S31eISSaIaU Jodess e je suofesado pod

JO UOI1LJ01S3] BY] '19 ‘SaLBUIYdBW ‘SIsSNOYJem ‘spiek JaUleIu0d ‘SYLIS] ‘SYD0p ‘SaUBID S UdNs Sall|Ide)
Jodeas pabewep pue paldaje sy} sniels jeuonesado o1 ydeq buibulig pue Huriolsal Jo ssa301d ay3 01 SIajRY K19n0231 Ay|1de4

'SIIOM pue ‘siolesado ‘swea) [ed1uydal ‘sisaulbus buipnpul ‘adioppiom uewny syl jo uondwnsai e

uo A|IAe3Y S31[9J UOIIRI0]ISAI IDIAIS 3] "SIaylo buowe ‘yuswabeuew sd1s1bo| ‘sainsesw A1INdas

‘9dueie3]D Swolsnd ‘suonesado [3ssan ‘buljpuey obied buipnppur ‘1od sayi jo buiuonouny uSRLYS Sy}

a1eyl[19e} 13Y31360] 1Ry} SANIAIIR JO ARLIR ISIDAIP B JDA0D SDIAIDS 3SAY] JUIAS dAndnusIp e Jaye uod ayy
J0 uol1esado panuU0d 3y} 0y A1BSS3I3U SANIAIDE PUB SIDIAISS [BDIILD JO AISA0IBI D11eWSISAS BU) 01 SI9JRY UOI1RI01SDI IDIAIDS

$924n0S

uondudsag $31691e41G DURI|ISAY

“(Penunuod) "Ly 3|qeL


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315275215
https://doi.org/10.31217/p.34.1.11
https://doi.org/10.31217/p.34.1.11

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Methodology
	3. The concept of resilience in seaports
	3.1. Definition and terminology
	3.2. Temporal phases of seaport resilience
	3.3. Seaport disruptive scenarios
	3.4. Seaport resilience strategies

	4. Seaport resilience assessment methodologies
	4.1. Qualitative approaches
	4.1.1. Conceptual frameworks
	4.1.2. Empirical studies

	4.2. Semi-quantitative approach
	4.3. Quantitative approaches
	4.3.1. Bayesian networks
	4.3.2. Multiple criterion decision making
	4.3.3. Simulation
	4.3.4. Mathematical modeling and optimization
	4.3.5. Miscellaneous methodologies


	5. Network resilience assessment of seaports
	6. Discussion and future research directions
	6.1. The concept of seaport resilience analysis
	6.2. Disruptive scenarios and resilience strategies
	6.3. Methodologies developed for seaport resilience assessment
	6.4. Seaport network resilience

	7. Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References

