
TABLE C-2  Detailed Findings on Questions Regarding Emergency Response Plans of  
33 Urbanized Areas and Related States 
1.   Is the area transit 

agency included in the 
Transportation Annex 
of the Emergency 
Response Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make transit’s 
role credible? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
The Georgia Department of 
Transportation (DOT) has 
been contracted by the 
Atlanta Fulton County 
Emergency Management 
Agency to work with 
Georgia Tech to develop a 
plan for Atlanta (currently in 
draft stage). 

    

Baltimore, Maryland 
Yes and no.  The Baltimore 
County Emergency 
Operations Plan (EOP) lacks 
a Transportation Annex.  
The Baltimore Regional 
Transportation Incident-
Response Coordination 
(BRTIRC) Plan mentions the 
Maryland Transit Agency 
(MTA) as a participant. 

Yes and no.  The Baltimore County 
EOP specifically states, in its 
Protective Actions Annex, that the 
plan assumes “the primary means 
of transportation for the movement 
of evacuees will be by privately 
owned and operated motor 
vehicles….”  However, it also 
states that mass transit will be made 
available to populations without 
private transportation. 

No.  

Boston, Massachusetts 
State, yes.  The city plan was 
requested from Boston’s 
Office of Emergency 
Preparedness.  The 
Massachusetts Bay Transit 
Authority’s (MBTA’s) plan 
could not be found. 

Yes (state). No (state). 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
No information available.  A 
fire department 
representative was 
contacted. 

    

Cleveland, Ohio 
No information available.  
The Department of 
Emergency Preparedness 
was contacted. 

    



 

4a. Are transit officials 
part of the decision-
making team in the 
event of an emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain of 
command clearly indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of an 
emergency? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
   

Baltimore, Maryland 
No.  Evacuation is handled 
by on-site incident 
commanders and directed by 
the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness.  The 
transportation officer is 
appointed from the public 
schools transportation office. 

No.  The BRTIRC Plan indicates 
that a transportation official could 
be the incident commander, but this 
appears to be in the case of road 
blockages.  (BRTIRC Plan, 19) 

No.  The only preparations are in 
the Communications Annex. 

Boston, Massachusetts 
No.  According to the 
Emergency Support 
Function description in the 
Massachusetts 
Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan, “The 
primary agency of each 
Massachusetts Emergency 
Support Function (MAESF) 
[in this case, the 
Massachusetts Highway 
Department (MHD)] is 
responsible for coordinating 
all activities falling under 
that MAESF.  In addition, 
each MAESF is responsible 
for accomplishing mission 
tasks assigned to it by the 
Operations Chief.”  
(Massachusetts 
Comprehensive Emergency 
Management Plan-ESF 
Description) 

Yes (state).  The MHD is the 
primary agency, and MBTA reports 
directly to the MHD by sending a 
liaison.   

No (state).  The only 
preparations are in the 
Communications Annex. 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
   

Cleveland, Ohio 
   

 



 

6.   Is transit equipment 
(e.g., buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff will 
be available in the event of an 
emergency (e.g., identification 
of critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation of 
families of transit operating 
personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
   

Baltimore, Maryland 
Yes.  The BRTIRC Plan 
indicates that buses may be 
provided to serve as on-site 
rehabilitation facilities for 
responders or to assist other 
operations.  (BRTIRC Plan, 
21, 28) 

No. No. 

Boston, Massachusetts 
Yes (state).  The MBTA 
“will coordinate the 
emergency use of MBTA 
operated buses, trolleys, 
trackless trolleys, and rapid 
transit systems in the 
seventy-nine cities and 
towns of the MBTA 
district.”  (MAESF 1, Page 
6) 

No (state).  The MBTA’s plan 
could not be found. 

No. 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
   

Cleveland, Ohio 
   

 



 

9a.  Is public 
transportation’s role in 
evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for identifying 
these populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
   

Baltimore, Maryland 
Yes.  The Protective Action 
Annex of the Baltimore 
County EOP indicates that 
mass transit will be made 
available for populations 
without private 
transportation. 

No. No.  As part of the response 
operations, the Protective Action 
Annex of the Baltimore County 
EOP indicates that such 
locations should be established. 

Boston, Massachusetts 
No.  The state plan states 
that the Operations Section 
Chief and the appropriate 
MAESFs will coordinate 
“providing vehicles to assist 
in evacuating special needs 
populations.”  (MACEMP 
16) 

No. No. 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
   

Cleveland, Ohio 
   

 



 
 

9d. Is provision made for 
communicating this 
information, along 
with emergency 
numbers and 
instructions of what 
to do in an 
emergency, to 
potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who need 
special assistance (e.g., the 
disabled, the elderly) by 
transit described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs populations 
or those who work with 
them (e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
   

Baltimore, Maryland 
Yes and no.  The BRTIRC 
Plan states that information 
will be disseminated at the 
time of an actual emergency, 
but does not specify what 
this information will be. 

No.  The plan considers only 
individuals who can leave their own 
homes. 

No.  The only office that appears 
to have responsibility for this 
plan is the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness.  However, the 
Department of Aging does have 
responsibilities for providing 
resources. 

Boston, Massachusetts 
No. No. No. 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
   

Cleveland, Ohio 
   

 
 



 

10. Have destinations 
(e.g., shelters) been 
identified for those 
who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role in 
bringing emergency 
responders and equipment 
to the emergency site or in 
recovery operations (e.g., 
bringing transit-dependent 
people back to the area 
once the emergency has 
passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

Atlanta, Georgia 
   

Baltimore, Maryland 
Yes and no.  The BRTIRC 
Plan does mention that some 
shelters for small-scale 
evacuations have been 
identified.  (BRTIRC Plan, 
28)  The Public Information 
Annex of the Baltimore 
County EOP describes the 
need to inform the public 
about possible emergency 
services, such as shelters, but 
states that destinations will 
be identified at the time of 
an emergency. 

No.  While the Public Works 
Annex of the Baltimore County 
EOP assigns a responsibility to 
clear routes for responders and 
evacuees, no specific mention of 
public transportation is made. 

No. 

Boston, Massachusetts 
No. The state plan refers to recovery 

operations in the Transportation 
Annex, but no specifics are 
mentioned.   

No. 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
   

Cleveland, Ohio 
   

 



 

13.  Where is the plan located online? 
Atlanta, Georgia 

 
Baltimore, Maryland 

(TRB provided an electronic copy of the BRTIRC Plan.)  
http://www.baltimorecountymd.gov/Agencies/fire/emergencyplan/index.html 

Boston, Massachusetts 
State Plan:  
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eopsmodulechunk&L=3&L0=Home&L1=Public+Safety+Agencies& 
L2=Massachusetts+Emergency+Management+Agency&sid=Eeops&b=terminalcontent&f=mema_ 
cemp_rev3&csid=Eeops 

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
 

Cleveland, Ohio 
http://www.city.cleveland.oh.us/emergency/emergencyind.html 

 
 
 
 
 

14.  What is the date of the plan? 
Atlanta, Georgia 

 
Baltimore, Maryland 

BRTIRC Plan:  July 2004  
Baltimore County EOP:  August 2007 

Boston, Massachusetts 
State Plan:  September 2006  

Cincinnati, Ohio–Kentucky–Indiana 
 

Cleveland, Ohio 
 



 

1.   Is the area transit 
agency included in the 
Transportation Annex 
of the Emergency 
Response Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make transit’s 
role credible? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Yes and no.  The Emergency 
Plan has a Transportation 
Annex that includes a transit 
agency, while the 
Evacuation Plan for 
downtown Columbus does 
not mention transit.  The 
Ohio plan includes no transit 
agencies in its 
Transportation annex.  
(Emergency, 55; Ohio, 1-1) 

Yes and no.  The transit agency is 
part of the County Emergency 
Plan’s Transportation Annex.  
(Emergency, 55) 

Yes and no.  The Emergency 
Plan indicates that the transit 
agency will provide its services 
once the appropriate 
coordinators have determined 
that an evacuation is necessary.  
(Emergency, 31, 56)  The transit 
agency serves a support role.  
The Ohio plan focuses on 
restoring transportation routes, 
not moving people. 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
No (Fort Worth).  Yes 
(Dallas). 

Forth Worth:  No.  It is mentioned 
only for its capacity but nowhere 
else.  Dallas:  Yes, including 
referencing “municipal or rural 
transit system buses” in the 
Concept of Operations section.  
Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) 
is specifically mentioned as well. 
(S-6)  

Fort Worth:  No, it is mentioned 
only for its capacity but nowhere 
else.  Dallas:  Yes, presuming 
DART is only providing buses 
and drivers. (S-6) 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
No.  The Aurora plan lacks a 
Transportation Annex.  A 
Denver plan could not be 
located.  The Colorado plan 
does contain a 
Transportation Annex, but 
there are no public transit 
agencies listed in it. 

No. No. 

Detroit, Michigan 
No information available.  A 
representative of the Detroit 
Office of Homeland Security 
and Emergency Management 
was contacted. 

    

Indianapolis, Indiana 
Yes.  IndyGo, the mass 
transit agency, is listed as the 
primary agency for 
transportation.  (Appendix 
D, 2) 

In certain emergency situations, the 
mass transit agency, IndyGo, is 
listed as having primary evacuation 
responsibilities.  Law enforcement 
is often the secondary evacuator.  
(Appendix B) 

No.  While these responsibilities 
are listed in Appendix D, there is 
no evacuation plan per se.  The 
routes have not been mapped out 
within the Emergency 
Management Plan. 

 



 

4a. Are transit officials 
part of the decision-
making team in the 
event of an emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain of 
command clearly indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of an 
emergency? 

Columbus, Ohio 
No.  The incident 
commanders come from law 
enforcement.  (Emergency, 
55; Evacuation, 1; Ohio, BP-
3 to BP-4) 

Yes and no.  The transit agency will 
serve its function once 
implemented by law enforcement.  
The Ohio plan does not include the 
transit agency. 

No. 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
Fort Worth: No.  Dallas:  
Not clear.  A representative 
from DART will coordinate 
with the Transportation 
Officer.  (S-5).  

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas: Yes, to 
the extent that they report to the 
transportation officer.  (S-5) 

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
No. No. No. 

Detroit, Michigan 
   

Indianapolis, Indiana 
Yes.  The IndyGo official 
will be the lead official 
dispatched to the scene of 
the emergency with regard to 
transportation, but only upon 
request of the locality.  
(Appendix D, 3) 

Yes.  IndyGo manages city-wide 
preparedness and response, while 
local officials are designated as 
coordinators.  (Appendix D, 4-5) 

No. 



 

6.   Is transit equipment 
(e.g., buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff will 
be available in the event of an 
emergency (e.g., identification 
of critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation of 
families of transit operating 
personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Yes.  Both plans indicate 
that transit buses will be 
made available.  The Ohio 
plan mentions only 
interfaces with port, airport, 
and rail providers.  (Ohio, 1-
2)  

No. No. 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  
No. 

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
No. No. No. 

Detroit, Michigan 
   

Indianapolis, Indiana 
No.  Only the names of the 
major railways serving 
Indianapolis are listed.  (16) 
The plan does include 
provisions for updating the 
status of major 
transportation routes every 
4–8 hours.  (29) 

No. No. 



 

9a.  Is public 
transportation’s role in 
evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for identifying 
these populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Yes and no.  The Emergency 
Plan mentions a specific 
Special Needs Sheltering 
Plan.  (Emergency, 57) 

No. Yes and no.  Both plans state 
that pick-up locations will be 
identified at the time of a 
disaster.  (Emergency, 56; 
Evacuation, 2) 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  
No.  People with special 
needs are mentioned in the 
Transportation Annex, but 
there is no discussion of 
provisions to evacuate such 
people.   

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
No. No. No. 

Detroit, Michigan 
   

Indianapolis, Indiana 
No. No. No. 

 



 

9d. Is provision made for 
communicating this 
information, along 
with emergency 
numbers and 
instructions of what 
to do in an 
emergency, to 
potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who need 
special assistance (e.g., the 
disabled, the elderly) by 
transit described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs populations 
or those who work with 
them (e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Yes and no.  Both plans list 
information that will be 
disseminated, such as 
contact information, shelter 
locations, and evacuation 
routes.  The Ohio plan does 
not have a Public 
Information Annex. 

Yes and no.  The Evacuation Plan 
does mention that those in need of 
assistance can mobilize at local 
assembly areas in order to be 
transported to the evacuation route.  
(Evacuation, 2) 

Yes and no.  It is possible that 
this input was provided for the 
Columbus Special Needs plan.  
The Ohio plan includes agencies 
dealing with the elderly and the 
mentally disabled in its Mass 
Care Annex.  (Ohio, 6-1) 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  
No. 

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
No. No. Yes and no.  The Department of 

Social Services is represented on 
the control group for the Aurora 
plan.  (10) 

Detroit, Michigan 
   

Indianapolis, Indiana 
No.  There are provisions for 
general public information 
dissemination in Emergency 
Support Function (ESF) 5 
and ESF 15.  (Appendices C 
and D) 

No. No.  The mayor of Indianapolis 
has discretion to appoint such 
agency representatives as he/she 
sees fit to the emergency 
management policy group.  (6)   



 

10. Have destinations 
(e.g., shelters) been 
identified for those 
who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role in 
bringing emergency 
responders and equipment 
to the emergency site or in 
recovery operations (e.g., 
bringing transit-dependent 
people back to the area 
once the emergency has 
passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Yes and no.  The plans 
indicate that shelters will be 
identified during a disaster.  
(Emergency, 57; Evacuation, 
2; Ohio 6-1) 

Yes and no.  The Emergency Plan 
indicates that the same procedures 
will control reentry.  (Emergency, 
58) 

Yes and no.  The Ohio plan does 
mention training.  (Ohio, BP-9) 

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  
No. 

Fort Worth:  No.  Dallas:  No. Fort Worth/Dallas:  Yes.  
“Emergency exercises will 
periodically include a scenario 
that provides for the 
demonstration of emergency 
transportation.”  (S-7) 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
Yes and no.  The Aurora 
plan assigns responsibility 
for creating a list of shelters 
before the next emergency, 
but does not contain such a 
list. 

Yes and no.  The Aurora plan 
indicates that a city official will be 
responsible for procuring the 
equipment responders need, which 
may include public transit vehicles.  
(25) 

No. 

Detroit, Michigan 
   

Indianapolis, Indiana 
No. No. Yes.  The ESF checklist notes 

the need for regular table-top 
exercises as part of its 
“Preparedness” function.  
(Appendix C) 

 



 

13.  Where is the plan located online? 
Columbus, Ohio 

Evacuation Plan:   
http://www.franklincountyohio.gov/emahs/assets/PDF/downtown-evacuation.pdf  
Emergency Plan:   
http://www.franklincountyohio.gov/emahs/assets/PDF/emergency-op-plans/basic-eop-public-0906.pdf   
Ohio Plan: 
http://www.vmc.wvu.edu/hrsa/files/Ohio_EOP.pdf  

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
State Plan:  
ftp://ftp.txdps.state.tx.us/dem/plan_state/state_plan_20040211.pdf 
Fort Worth and 14 sign-on cities:  http://www.fortworthgov.org/uploadedFiles/City_Managers_Office/ 
Emergency_Management/For_Emergency_Managers/Basic%20plan.pdf  
(Dallas Plan provided by Dallas Office of Emergency Management) 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
Aurora Plan:  www.town.aurora.on.ca/app/DocRepository/1/TownHall/EmergencyResponsePlan/ 
AuroraEmergencyresponsePlan2005.pdf     
Colorado Plan:  
http://dola.colorado.gov/dem/operations/plan2003.htm   

Detroit, Michigan 
 

Indianapolis, Indiana 
http://www.indygov.org/eGov/City/DPS/EMA/Preparedness/cemp.htm 

 
 
 
 
14.  What is the date of the plan? 

Columbus, Ohio 
Evacuation Plan:  Unknown 
Emergency Plan:  September 2006  
Ohio Plan:  May 2001  

Dallas–Fort Worth–Arlington, Texas 
State Plan:  February, 2004  
Forth Worth Plan:  May, 2005 (revised December 2006) 
Dallas Plan:  December, 2006  
 

Denver–Aurora, Colorado 
Aurora Plan:  January 2006  
Colorado Plan:  2003  

Detroit, Michigan 
 

Indianapolis, Indiana 
December 2005 

http://www.vmc.wvu.edu/hrsa/files/Ohio_EOP.pdf
http://www.fortworthgov.org/uploadedFiles/City_Managers_Office/
http://www.town.aurora.on.ca/app/DocRepository/1/TownHall/EmergencyResponsePlan/


 

1.   Is the area transit 
agency included in the 
Transportation Annex 
of the Emergency 
Response Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make transit’s 
role credible? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
Yes (city). Yes.  Limited to Kansas City Area 

Transit Authority (ATA) buses.  
(G-5) 

Yes.  ATA is responsible for 
providing bus services (at the 
request of the Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC) to 
transport people to designated 
Evacuation Assembly Points 
and/or Red Cross shelters.”  (G-
16) 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
No information available.  A 
representative of the Office 
of Emergency Management 
was contacted. 

  

Miami, Florida 
Miami–Dade Transit (MDT) 
Plan presumes transit is 
included.  No (state).  

Unknown, although the (MDT) 
plan presumes transit is included.  

Yes. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
No information available.  A 
representative of Wisconsin 
Emergency Management 
was contacted.  There is also 
a public schools–specific 
evacuation plan. 

  

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
No information available.  A 
representative of the 
Minneapolis Office of 
Emergency Management 
was contacted.  The 
Minneapolis plan is still 
under development and will 
not be completed until 2008, 
before the Republican 
National Convention is held 
in the city.  There is also a 
public schools–specific 
evacuation plan. 

  

 
 



 

4a. Are transit officials 
part of the decision-
making team in the 
event of an emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain of 
command clearly indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of an 
emergency? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
In a major emergency, a 
representative from ATA 
may be present at the EOC, 
but it is unclear whether 
he/she will be part of the 
decision-making team.  

No. No. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
   

Miami, Florida 
Yes.  All decision making 
with respect to transportation 
support will emanate from 
the MDT director or his/her 
designee.  (18) 

Yes. Yes for internal 
communications; no for external. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
   

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
   



 

6.   Is transit equipment 
(e.g., buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff will 
be available in the event of an 
emergency (e.g., identification 
of critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation of 
families of transit operating 
personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
Yes.  Various buses, 
including school buses and 
specially equipped buses, are 
identified. 

No, although the plan 
acknowledges that during the day, 
buses will be operating their normal 
routes so will likely be available. 

No. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
   

Miami, Florida 
Yes. No. No. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
   

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
   

 



 

9a.  Is public 
transportation’s role in 
evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for identifying 
these populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
Yes.  Paratransit is the 
primary service that will 
handle those with 
disabilities.  Ambulance 
service will be available in a 
limited capacity for the 
physically challenged.  (G-
28-29) 

No. Partially.  The pick-up locations 
will be along ATA routes but are 
not identified in the plan. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
   

Miami, Florida 
No. No. No. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
   

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
   

 



 
9d. Is provision made for 

communicating this 
information, along 
with emergency 
numbers and 
instructions of what 
to do in an 
emergency, to 
potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who need 
special assistance (e.g., the 
disabled, the elderly) by 
transit described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs populations 
or those who work with 
them (e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
Yes. Yes.  Both primary and secondary 

sources are identified.  (G-28-29) 
No. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
   

Miami, Florida 
No. No. No. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
   

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
   



 

10. Have destinations 
(e.g., shelters) been 
identified for those 
who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role in 
bringing emergency 
responders and equipment 
to the emergency site or in 
recovery operations (e.g., 
bringing transit-dependent 
people back to the area 
once the emergency has 
passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 
No. No. No. 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
   

Miami, Florida 
No. No. No. 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
   

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
  Yes, according to this link:  

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.u
s/emergency/Emergency_Prepar
ation.asp. 

 



 

13.  Where is the plan located online? 
Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 

Kansas State Plan:   
http://www.kansas.gov/kdem/pdf/library/KRP_Sept2006.pdf    
Kansas City, MO Plan:   
http://www.kcmo.org/oem.nsf/web/leop 

Las Vegas, Nevada 
 

Miami, Florida 
State Plan:   
www.floridadisaster.org/documents/CEMP/Appendices/ESF%201.pdf. 
(TRB provided a hard copy of the Miami–Dade Transit Plan.) 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
 

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
 

 
 
 
 
 

14.  What is the date of the plan? 
Kansas City, Missouri–Kansas 

Kansas State Plan:  September 2006    
Kansas City Plan:  July 2006  

Las Vegas, Nevada 
 

Miami, Florida 
April 2006 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
 

Minneapolis–St. Paul, Minnesota 
 

 

http://www.floridadisaster.org/documents/CEMP/Appendices/ESF%201.pdf


 
 

1.  Is the area transit agency 
included in the 
Transportation Annex of 
the Emergency Response 
Plan? 

2. Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make 
transit’s role credible? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
No.  The New Orleans plan 
lacks a Transportation Annex 
as it is applicable only to 
assisted evacuations, and the 
Louisiana plan’s 
Transportation Annex does 
not include any mass transit 
agencies. 

Yes.  The Louisiana plan and the 
New Orleans plan both contemplate 
the use of mass transit, although they 
do not list any transit agencies. 

Yes.  Both plans contain 
details on how and when 
mass transit resources will be 
used. 

Orlando, Florida 
Yes.  Central Florida Regional 
Transportation Authority 
(LYNX) is the primary 
agency. 

Yes, although its role is limited in 
that “buses will be dispatched based 
on priority of need.”  (3)  

Yes, to an extent.  The 
Transportation Annex refers 
to an Annex of Standard 
Operating Procedures that 
presumably contains more 
details, but information on 
the roles of the primary and 
secondary agencies in the 
annex alone appears 
insufficient. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
A representative of the 
Department of Public Health 
was contacted.  The state does 
not have responsibility for 
evacuation planning.  The 
Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority 
(SEPTA) has an emergency 
plan.   

Yes.  The main focus of SEPTA’s 
plan is emergencies that affect the 
transit system itself.  In addition, 
SEPTA appears to play a role in the 
event of a major emergency in the 
region. 

Yes.  The plan focuses 
primarily on the procedures 
of the transit system.  
(Section 7) 

 
 
 



 
 

4a. Are transit officials part 
of the decision-making 
team in the event of an 
emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain 
of command clearly 
indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of 
an emergency? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
No.  Responsibility is assigned 
to emergency response offices, 
not to any mass transit agencies.  
(Louisiana, Appendix 1, 1; New 
Orleans, 2) 

No. No.  The agencies themselves 
communicate, but not with 
transit personnel. 

Orlando, Florida 
Presumably yes, LYNX is a 
“team leader and point of 
contact for ESF 1” in the 
County Emergency Operations 
Center (CEOC) and “direct[s] 
ESF resources and personnel in 
support of assigned missions.” 
(4) 

Yes, in that LYNX is the 
primary agency in the 
Transportation Annex. 

Not specifically. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
Yes.  They appear to be part of 
the Incident Command System 
in the event of a major 
emergency.  (2-5–2-6) 

Yes and no.  Details are 
provided for the interface 
between local responders and 
the transit agency.  (2-5) 

Yes.  The overall manager and 
incident commander are 
responsible for overseeing any 
agreements with local 
authorities or agencies.  (2-6–2-
8) 

 



 

6.   Is transit equipment (e.g., 
buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff 
will be available in the 
event of an emergency 
(e.g., identification of 
critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation 
of families of transit 
operating personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
Yes and no.  The New Orleans 
plan indicates specific train 
terminals that will be used.  The 
Louisiana plan specifies only 
that buses will be provided by 
local authorities.  (Appendix 1, 
3) 

No. No. 

Orlando, Florida 
No.  However the 
Transportation Annex states 
that vehicle and equipment lists 
will be maintained by both 
primary and secondary 
agencies, with details provided 
in the Annex of Standard 
Operating Procedures. (7) 

No. No. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
The plan repeatedly mentions 
transit equipment in connection 
with communications protocols 
and other procedures, but never 
specifies what equipment is 
included. 

No. No, not in the context of a 
major emergency in which 
SEPTA is attempting to assist in 
the evacuation effort, but is 
unable to handle the surge 
capacity.  The plan 
contemplates assistance to 
individual localities.  (2-6–2-8) 

 



 

9a.  Is public transportation’s 
role in evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for 
identifying these 
populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
Yes.  The New Orleans plan is 
designed only to accommodate 
those who need assistance 
evacuating.  The Louisiana plan 
indicates that the state will 
provide buses to 
institutionalized special needs 
populations whose own, 
statutorily mandated private 
evacuation plans have failed.  
Local authorities are presumed 
to be taking care of home-
bound special needs 
populations.  (Appendix 1, 5) 

No. Yes.  The New Orleans Plan’s 
website lists pick-up points and 
has an attached map.  The 
Louisiana plan also includes a 
map of pick-up points.  
(Appendix 1, 23) 

Orlando, Florida 
Yes, the Transportation Annex 
lists the secondary agencies that 
will be responsible for 
evacuation of the elderly and 
those with disabilities.  (4-6) 

No.  No specifically, although the 
plan does provide for two buses 
to be placed on the Bee Line 
Expressway and the Greenway 
if requested, while “other 
staging throughout the county 
will be on as-needed basis.”  (3) 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
No. No. No. 

 



 

9d. Is provision made for 
communicating this 
information, along with 
emergency numbers 
and instructions of what 
to do in an emergency, 
to potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who 
need special assistance 
(e.g., the disabled, the 
elderly) by transit 
described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs 
populations or those 
who work with them 
(e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
No.  The only method of 
dissemination is the ordinary 
emergency warning system. 

No.  The plans contemplate 
individuals arriving at central 
pick-up points.  Any house-
bound special needs individuals 
are the responsibility of their 
parish. 

Yes.  Both plans indicate that 
representatives from offices that 
deal with the elderly, among 
others, were involved in the 
planning process. 

Orlando, Florida 
No. Not specifically, although the 

Transportation Annex lists the 
secondary agencies that will be 
responsible for evacuation of 
the elderly and those with 
disabilities.  (4-6) 

No, not indicated. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
Yes and no.  In the section that 
deals with specific incidents, 
the need for some public 
information dissemination is 
mentioned.  (Section 6) 

No. No. 



 

10. Have destinations (e.g., 
shelters) been identified 
for those who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role 
in bringing emergency 
responders and 
equipment to the 
emergency site or in 
recovery operations 
(e.g., bringing transit-
dependent people back 
to the area once the 
emergency has passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
No.  Both plans mention only 
the creation of shelters after the 
response to an emergency 
begins. 

Yes and no.  The New Orleans 
plan deals only with evacuation 
of special needs populations.  
The Louisiana plan mentions 
the role of the Department of 
Transportation as a support 
agency in evacuation and “other 
missions,” which may include 
emergency response.  
(Appendix 7, 4) 

Yes.  The New Orleans plan is 
too limited to include this, but 
the Louisiana plan specifically 
states the need for exercises in 
advance of an emergency.  
(Appendix 9, 14) 

Orlando, Florida 
Yes.  “Most public high schools 
are designated as shelters. 
These shelters will be opened 
on an as-needed basis.”  (3) 

No. Yes, the Basic Plan has an 
entire section on “Training and 
Exercises.”  (B-55) 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
Yes and no.  In the section that 
deals with specific incidents, 
the need to shelter evacuees is 
mentioned.  (Section 6) 

No. Yes.  (1-2 and Section 9) 

 



 

13.  Where is the plan located online? 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

New Orleans Plan:   
http://www.cityofno.com/Portals/Portal46/Resources/Assisted_Evac_Plan.pdf   
Louisiana Plan:   
http://www.ohsep.louisiana.gov/plans/eopindex.htm 

Orlando, Florida 
Orange County, Florida, Plan:  
http://www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/exeres/00012329wgpjkgeiryckmdyk/Generic+ 
Template.asp?NRMODE=Published&NRORIGINALURL=%2fcms%2fDEPT%2focfrd%2focoem%2f
default%2ehtm&NRNODEGUID=%7bA41D5FA2-B78C-44D5-BCD1-
17E91134D2B0%7d&NRQUERYTERMINATOR=1 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
(TRB provided a hard copy of the SEPTA Emergency Management Plan.) 

 
 
 
 
 
14.  What is the date of the plan? 

New Orleans, Louisiana 
New Orleans Plan:  May 2006   
Louisiana Plan:  June 2006  

Orlando, Florida 
May 2003 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Delaware–Maryland 
SEPTA Plan:  June 2003  

 



 

1.  Is the area transit agency 
included in the 
Transportation Annex of 
the Emergency Response 
Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make 
transit’s role credible? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
No.  The Mesa plan is 
available online only partially, 
and its evacuation section 
does not mention mass transit.  
The Phoenix plan deals only 
with evacuations caused by 
releases of hazardous 
materials and similarly does 
not contain a Transportation 
Annex.  The Arizona plan 
does contain a Transportation 
Annex, as well as an 
Evacuation Annex, but they 
mention only the state’s 
Department of Transportation, 
which controls all 
transportation infrastructure. 

No.  The Mesa plan assumes that the 
majority of evacuees will be using 
their own cars.  The Phoenix plan 
also assumes a self-evacuation for the 
most part.  The Arizona plan relies 
on the use of infrastructure such as 
highways and tunnels. 

No. 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
No.  The Emergency Plan has 
a set of ESF annexes, but they 
have been redacted from the 
public version of the 
document.  (Emergency, 4)  
There is also a public 
schools–specific evacuation 
plan. 

Yes.  It is impossible to tell what the 
redacted annexes in the Emergency 
Plan say, but the Evacuation Plan 
contemplates activation of the entire 
transit infrastructure. 

Yes.  These details are 
redacted from the Emergency 
Plan, but the Evacuation Plan 
cites a specific procedure for 
moving the trains and buses 
out of town. 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
No information available.  A 
representative of the Office of 
Emergency Management was 
contacted.  The state is 
responsible only for 
coordination and public 
awareness and does not create 
plans, according to its 
website. 

  

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
The city plan is being revised.  
A representative would not 
provide a copy but answered 
questions by telephone. 

Not really.  The city representative 
indicated that Providence lacks a 
major transit system and does not 
qualify for U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) funding. 

 

 



 

4a. Are transit officials part of 
the decision-making team 
in the event of an 
emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain 
of command clearly 
indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of 
an emergency? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
No.  In the Mesa plan, 
transportation’s role is simply to 
coordinate the use of public and 
private vehicles to drive people 
out of town, if necessary.  The 
same is true in Phoenix.  The 
Arizona plan places the state 
Department of Transportation in 
charge of coordinating 
transportation resources, but that 
involves clearing roads, not 
using mass transit.  The 
Evacuation Annex indicates a 
similar role of the state in 
providing transportation to those 
without cars, while everyone 
else will evacuate themselves. 

No. No. 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
No.  The transit agency works at 
the direction of law enforcement 
or follows the specific directions 
in the Evacuation Plan.  
(Emergency, 15) 

Yes.  Both plans indicate that 
evacuation will be the decision 
of law enforcement, and transit 
will work under the direction of 
law enforcement.  (Emergency, 
15) 

No. 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
   

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
   

 



 

6.   Is transit equipment (e.g., 
buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff 
will be available in the 
event of an emergency 
(e.g., identification of 
critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation of 
families of transit 
operating personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
Yes and no.  The Mesa plan 
indicates that the city should 
keep an inventory of vehicles 
available to add to the fleet of 
cars leaving the city.  The 
Phoenix plan indicates that there 
are unidentified public vehicles 
that may be used in an 
evacuation.  The transportation 
infrastructure that the Arizona 
Department of Transportation 
controls may include mass 
transit, although this is not 
indicated.  The Evacuation 
Annex appears to contemplate 
using public vehicles to 
evacuate special needs 
populations, but does not 
expressly say this. 

No. Yes and no.  The Arizona plan 
does contemplate the 
deployment of the National 
Guard, which may qualify as an 
outside resource. 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Yes and no.  These details are 
redacted from the Emergency 
Plan, but the Evacuation Plan 
lists the bus routes and trains 
that will be used. 

No. No. 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
   

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
  The number of such 

arrangements is unclear.  The 
university system, for example, 
has a memorandum of 
understanding with the city to 
devote three buses to each 
neighborhood for evacuation 
purposes. 

 



 

9a.  Is public transportation’s 
role in evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for 
identifying these 
populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
No. No. Yes and no.  The Mesa and 

Phoenix plans both indicate the 
need to identify such points in 
an emergency.  The Arizona 
plan indicates procedures for 
doing so in a separate annex. 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
No. No. Yes and no.  This information, if 

present, is redacted from the 
Emergency Plan.  The 
Evacuation Plan lists the pick-up 
points for every outbound 
direction. 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
   

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
   

 



 

9d. Is provision made for 
communicating this 
information, along with 
emergency numbers 
and instructions of what 
to do in an emergency, 
to potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who 
need special assistance 
(e.g., the disabled, the 
elderly) by transit 
described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs 
populations or those 
who work with them 
(e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
Yes and no.  The Phoenix plan 
indicates that a general media 
center will be set up. 

Yes and no.  The Mesa plan 
calls for some sort of action to 
be taken on the behalf of 
institutionalized evacuees, but 
provides no details.  The 
Phoenix plan further posits that 
public buses will be 
commandeered by emergency 
responders for the purposes of 
evacuating nonambulatory 
residents.  As stated above, the 
Arizona plan provides that such 
people will need assistance, but 
does not offer details. 

Yes and no.  The Mesa plan 
treats evacuation largely as a 
police problem, and the Phoenix 
plan focuses on the fire 
department.  Again, the Arizona 
plan uses the state Department 
of Transportation as its main 
responsible agency.  However, 
it contains other annexes that 
deal with special needs 
populations.  An example is the 
Mass Care Annex, which was 
developed with assistance from 
the Department of Aging and 
Administration, among others.  
But that annex does not deal 
with evacuation per se.  

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
No. No. No. 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
   

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
   

 



 

10. Have destinations (e.g., 
shelters) been identified 
for those who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role 
in bringing emergency 
responders and 
equipment to the 
emergency site or in 
recovery operations 
(e.g., bringing transit-
dependent people back 
to the area once the 
emergency has passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
Yes and no.  The Mesa and 
Phoenix plans both indicate that 
such shelters will need to be 
designated.  The Arizona plan 
contains details about shelters 
for evacuees, especially special 
needs populations, in its Mass 
Care Annex. 

Yes and no.  The Phoenix plan 
contemplates that the fire 
department may need to use 
transportation resources to 
return evacuees to their homes.  
The Arizona plan mentions the 
need for this as well, but again 
provides no details. 

Yes and no.  The Arizona plan 
indicates that logistical and 
resource requirements will be 
determined during normal 
exercises in advance of an 
emergency. 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
No. No. Yes and no.  The Emergency 

Plan indicates a process for 
running training exercises.  
(Emergency, 30-31) 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
  The state runs some training 

exercises. 
Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 

   
 



 

13.  Where is the plan located online? 
Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 

Arizona Plan:   
http://www.dem.state.az.us/SERRP03%20-%20R1.0%20Indexed%20(Web).pdf    
Mesa Plan:   
http://www.cityofmesa.org/emergency/pdf/Evacuation_Plan.pdf    
Phoenix Plan:   
http://phoenix.gov//FIRE/20105e.html    

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Evacuation Plan:  http://www.portauthority.org/PAAC/CompanyInfo/PoliceandSafety/EvacuationPlan/ 
tabid/133/Default.aspx   
Emergency Plan:  http://www.city.pittsburgh.pa.us/ps/assets/07_Pgh_EOP_basic_public_version.pdf  

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
Oregon Plan:   
http://www.oregon.gov/OOHS/OEM/plans_train/plans_training.shtml   

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
 

 
 
 
 
14.  What is the date of the plan? 

Phoenix–Mesa, Arizona 
Arizona Plan:  December 2003   
Mesa Plan:  November 2000  
Phoenix Plan:  July 2002   

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Evacuation Plan:  2006 
Emergency Plan:  December 2006 

Portland, Oregon–Washington 
 

Providence, Rhode Island–Massachusetts 
 

 

http://www.portauthority.org/PAAC/CompanyInfo/PoliceandSafety/EvacuationPlan/


 

1.   Is the area transit 
agency included in the 
Transportation Annex of 
the Emergency Response 
Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, if 
one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make 
transit’s role credible? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
Riverside, No.  The Riverside 
plan does not have a 
Transportation Annex.  The 
San Bernardino plan was not 
available. 

No.  The Riverside plan does not 
have a Transportation Annex, but it 
does lay out the responsibilities of the 
transportation unit leader, who should 
create a plan.  

 

Sacramento, California 
The plan was not available.   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
Only the Basic Plan was 
available, but it refers to 
Metro Transit.  

Unknown.  

San Antonio, Texas 
Yes, as indicated by the Basic 
Plan. 

Yes.  “The primary responsibility for 
this function is assigned to the VIA 
Metropolitan Transit System….” 

Unknown as the 
Transportation Annex was 
not available. 

San Diego, California 
The Transportation Annex 
could not be found, but the 
county made the Evacuation 
Annex available. 

Yes.  “The County is developing 
memorandums of 
understanding/memorandums of 
agreement (MOUs/MOAs) with the 
Metropolitan Transit System and the 
North County Transit District.”  (Q-
61) 

No.  Apart from which 
agency will assist with 
evacuation, no information is 
provided.  The county 
assumes that most people will 
use their own cars to 
evacuate.  (Q-37) 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
The Transportation Annex 
was not available, but the San 
Francisco Basic Plan indicates 
yes:  “There are three major 
commuter rail systems that 
service the City & County of 
San Francisco. These are the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART), the Municipal 
Railway System (MUNI) and 
rail freight and commuter 
systems with rail rights-of-
way that cross major and 
minor thoroughfares of the 
City.”  (5-7) 

Not available.   Not available.   

 



 

4a. Are transit officials part 
of the decision-making 
team in the event of an 
emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain 
of command clearly 
indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of 
an emergency? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
   

Sacramento, California 
   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
   

San Antonio, Texas 
   

San Diego, California 
Not apparent, but presumably 
no. 

 Yes, to a degree, although 
transit does not appear to be 
listed among the agencies:  
“The San Diego Transportation 
Management Center integrates 
Caltrans Traffic Operations, 
Caltrans Maintenance, and CHP 
Communications into a unified, 
co-located communication and 
command center.”  (Q-43) 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
   

 



 

6.   Is transit equipment (e.g., 
buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff 
will be available in the 
event of an emergency 
(e.g., identification of 
critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation 
of families of transit 
operating personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
   

Sacramento, California 
   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
   

San Antonio, Texas 
   

San Diego, California 
Yes.  “The 
Metropolitan Transit System 
has approximately 600 buses 
that could be made available for 
an evacuation effort, each of 
which can accommodate two 
wheelchairs.”  (Q-61)” 

No. Yes.  “Agreements with private 
school and charter bus 
companies and other private 
transportation companies will 
also be pursued.”  (Q-61)” 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
   

 



 

9a.  Is public transportation’s 
role in evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for 
identifying these 
populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
   

Sacramento, California 
   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
   

San Antonio, Texas 
   

San Diego, California 
It appears that transportation for 
special needs populations will 
be only through memorandums 
of understanding.  (Q-37) 

Yes.  “Self identification is not 
an acceptable solution for pre-
identifying special needs 
populations in the San Diego 
area for notification purposes. 
Reverse 9-1-1 and the 
Community Emergency 
Response Teams (CERTs) are 
the best means available for 
notifying these populations 
during an evacuation effort.”  
(Q-21) 

No. 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
   

 



 

9d. Is provision made for 
communicating this 
information, along with 
emergency numbers 
and instructions of what 
to do in an emergency, 
to potential public 
transportation users? 

9e. Are methods for 
evacuating those who 
need special assistance 
(e.g., the disabled, the 
elderly) by transit 
described? 

9f. Were representatives of 
special needs 
populations or those 
who work with them 
(e.g., social service 
agencies) involved in 
development of 
emergency response and 
evacuation plans? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
   

Sacramento, California 
   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
   

San Antonio, Texas 
   

San Diego, California 
Yes.  “Real-time informational 
updates will be provided to 
evacuees en-route through 
emergency radio stations, 
television, websites, 2-1-1 and 
5-1-1 informational lines, and 
highway Changeable Message 
Signs.”  (Q-33) 

No. Workshops were held at which 
such issues were discussed, but 
information on attendees was 
unavailable.  (Q-6) 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
   

 



 

10. Have destinations (e.g., 
shelters) been identified 
for those who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role 
in bringing emergency 
responders and 
equipment to the 
emergency site or in 
recovery operations 
(e.g., bringing transit-
dependent people back 
to the area once the 
emergency has passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
   

Sacramento, California 
   

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
   

San Antonio, Texas 
   

San Diego, California 
Not specifically. No. Yes and no.  Exercises are 

encouraged, but no specific 
provisions for them are 
included.  (Q-68) 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
   

 



 
13.  Where is the plan located online? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
http://www.rvcfire.org/opencms/functions/oes/EmergencyManagement/PlansandPublications/ 

Sacramento, California 
 

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
http://www.co.st-louis.mo.us/police/oem/beop_1.html 

San Antonio, Texas 
http://www.sanantonio.gov/safd/EmergencyManagement/ActionPlan.pdf 

San Diego, California 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/oes/docs/Final_Recovery_Plan_&_Appendices.pdf 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/oes/EOP_final_01112005.pdf 

 
 
 
 
 
14.  What is the date of the plan? 

Riverside–San Bernardino, California 
February 2006 

Sacramento, California 
 

St. Louis, Missouri–Illinois 
January 2006 

San Antonio, Texas 
September 2006 

San Diego, California 
April 2007 

San Francisco–Oakland, California 
January 2005 

 



 

1.   Is the area transit agency 
included in the 
Transportation Annex of 
the Emergency Response 
Plan? 

2.   Is transit part of the area’s 
emergency evacuation plan, 
if one exists? 

3. Are sufficient details 
provided to make 
transit’s role credible? 

San Jose, California 
No.  The Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) 
is responsible for creating the 
plan, so there is no annex, and 
VTA’s plan is “confidential.”  

  

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
A response to a request for 
information was not received.  

  

Seattle, Washington 
Yes and no.  Seattle’s plan lacks 
a Transportation Annex and also 
indicates that the ESF 
documents it does have are 
partially or totally classified.   
(3-5)  Washington’s plan lists 
the category of “public transit 
authorities” in its Transportation 
Annex.  (17-1) 

No.  The Washington plan focuses 
on using transportation in 
emergency response, not 
evacuation, so it omits evacuation 
by transit.  There are references to 
the state Department of 
Transportation disaster plan, but 
this plan could not be located.   
(17-2 to 17-8).  

Yes and no.  For the 
Washington plan’s mission, 
there is sufficient detail in the 
plan.  (e.g., 17-1–17-9) 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
The state plan has “limited 
distribution” and is not 
available.  The city has an 
“abstract” available, but not a 
full plan. 

  

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
Yes, the Washington Area 
Metropolitan Transit Authority 
(WMATA) is listed among the 
regional coordinating agencies 
for the District’s plan.  (3)  On 
the Virginia side, area 
evacuation plans are currently 
under development by 
contractors working under grants 
from DHS.  Representatives of 
the Arlington Office of 
Emergency Management, the 
Alexandria Office of Emergency 
Management, and the 
Montgomery County Office of 
Emergency Management and 
Homeland Security were 
contacted. 

Yes.  The D.C. evacuation plan 
explicitly provides for evacuations 
to take place through a 
combination of private vehicles 
and the Metro system.  (14) 

Yes.  In addition to being 
mentioned at every stage of 
the plan, mass transit’s role in 
an evacuation is specifically 
planned for in its own 
section.  (19-21) 

 



4a. Are transit officials part 
of the decision-making 
team in the event of an 
emergency? 

4b.  Is their place in the chain 
of command clearly 
indicated? 

5. Are methods described for 
communications among 
key transit personnel and 
between transit personnel 
and other key agency staff 
(e.g., Department of 
Transportation, 
Emergency Management 
Agencies) in the event of 
an emergency? 

San Jose, California 
   

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
   

Seattle, Washington 
No.  While representatives from 
each ESF-12 annex are on 
Seattle’s decision-making team, 
that list of redacted annexes 
does not include Transportation, 
so no transit officials are 
included.  (3-5, 10-11) 

Yes and no.  Seattle’s law 
enforcement has a support role 
when an evacuation is ordered, 
but the entire decision-making 
process appears to be in the 
hands of city government and 
law enforcement.  (55)  The 
Washington plan has the transit 
coordinator in charge of 
supplying required transit 
resources.  (13-1) 

Yes and no.  While not laying 
out contacts, the Washington 
Transportation Annex does 
assign responsibility for 
coordination among agencies. 
(17-1–17-3) 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
   

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
No.  WMATA is responsible 
for mass transit evacuations, but 
the Incident Command Post will 
decide whether an evacuation is 
to take place.  The incident 
commander will be from either 
the police or fire department. 
(13, 41) 

Yes.  WMATA operates at the 
direction of the incident 
commander.  (3, 13, 41) 

Yes.  The plan indicates that 
communications will be 
established through modes 
established by the Emergency 
Management Agency (EMA).  
(19-20) 

 



 

6.   Is transit equipment (e.g., 
buses, rail cars, 
paratransit vehicles) 
identified that could be 
made available in an 
emergency evacuation? 

7.   Are provisions made for 
ensuring that transit staff 
will be available in the 
event of an emergency 
(e.g., identification of 
critical personnel, 
provision for evacuation 
of families of transit 
operating personnel)? 

8.   In the event of an 
emergency that 
overwhelms local transit 
capacity, are 
memorandums of 
understanding and stand-
by contracts with 
neighboring providers and 
the private sector 
mentioned? 

San Jose, California 
   

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
   

Seattle, Washington 
Yes and no.  Seattle’s plan does 
list some water- and land-based 
transit resources, including 
ferry routes.  (18-19)  
Washington’s plan 
contemplates the use of transit 
facilities and equipment by 
emergency responders.  (13-1) 

Yes and no.  Maintenance 
personnel are given special 
training and preparedness kits 
to allow them to weather a 
disaster.  (13.3-2) 

No. 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
   

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
Yes.  The plan is based on use 
of the entire metro rail and bus 
system.  (19-21) 

No. No. 

 



 
9a.  Is public transportation’s 

role in evacuating special 
needs populations 
described? 

9b.  Are methods for 
identifying these 
populations described 
(e.g., special registries)? 

9c. Are pick-up locations for 
those who are ambulatory 
identified? 

San Jose, California 
   

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
   

Seattle, Washington 
No. No. No. 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
   

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
Yes.  Facilities serving special 
needs populations are 
responsible for creating their 
own plans.  The District will 
provide transportation resources 
as needed to activate those 
plans.  (25-27) 

No.  The facilities are presumed 
to be self-identifying.  (25-27) 

No.  Locations for residents 
without vehicles will be listed at 
the time of an emergency.   
(24-25) 

 



 

10. Have destinations (e.g., 
shelters) been identified 
for those who will be 
evacuated by transit? 

11. Does transit play a role 
in bringing emergency 
responders and 
equipment to the 
emergency site or in 
recovery operations 
(e.g., bringing transit-
dependent people back 
to the area once the 
emergency has passed)? 

12. Is provision made for 
practicing the plan (e.g., 
table-top exercises)? 

San Jose, California 
   

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
   

Seattle, Washington 
No.  However, this information 
may be in Seattle’s redacted 
ESF-6 annex.  (98) 

No. Yes.  Each Seattle ESF function 
trains separately.  (10)  
Washington also orders training 
exercises.  (6-1) 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
   

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
No.  Such destinations will be 
identified at the time of an 
emergency, although the plan 
does contemplate using 
National Park Service shelters 
as well.  (21-22) 

No.  The movement of supplies 
appears to be only on roads.  
(22) 

Yes.  The plan mentions 
preparedness exercises.  (13) 

 



 
13.  Where is the plan located online? 

San Jose, California 
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/emergencyServices/eopannex.asp 

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
 

Seattle, Washington 
Seattle Plan:  
http://www.seattle.gov/emergency/library/Seattle_Disaster_Readiness_And_Response_Plan.pdf 
Washington Plan:  http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/publications/manuals/fulltext/M54-11/DisasterPlan.pdf   

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
State Plan: http://www.vaemergency.com/library/plans/index.cfm 

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
(An electronic copy of the D.C. plan’s Transportation Annex was provided by TRB.) 

 
 
 
 
14.  What is the date of the plan? 

San Jose, California 
May 2006 

San Juan, Puerto Rico 
 

Seattle, Washington 
Seattle Plan:  December 2002  
Washington Plan:  June 1999  

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
March 2005 

Washington, DC–Virginia–Maryland 
August 2006 
Note:  A problem encountered frequently was references to documents that could not be opened.  This 
may have been due to a computer glitch or incorrect uploading, or to a security precaution. 
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