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Executive Summary 
The Civil Contingencies Act (CCA)  created in 2004 covers emergencies that the allows the Government to make legislate changes to situations that could either be short- or long-term changes. On the 22nd of May 2017, Salman Abedi detonated an explosive device in the Manchester Arena which killed 23 and injured 119 people.
Introduction 
Prior to the CCA 2004 the UK suffered catastrophic events in a short amount of time. During 2000 the UK experienced the Fuel Crisis and devastating flooding, in 2001 the Foot and Mouth Outbreak occurred. After these events, the Government reviewed the legislation and came to the conclusion that the current legislations used in emergencies, the Emergency Powers Act 1920, and  Civil Defence Act 1948,  was not adequate for the 21st century. The CCA 2004 was created to deliver a single structure for the publics protection that will be sufficient enough for the issues that may be faced (Secretariat, 2004a). The report will look at what happened during the Manchester Arena Attack and how emergency services responded. 
What is the Civil Contingencies Act 2004?
Within the Act a Major Incident is defined as a situation that will threaten or will lead to serious injury to human wellbeing or to the environment, also as terrorism or war that threatens to cause severe damage to security (II, 2004). Within the Act a major incident and an emergency is described as the same concept. The Act allows the Government to make drastic legislate changes to situations that could  be short- or long-term changes (Stainsby, 2012) whereas Act’s that are firstly Bills are brought into place under other acts will have to go through the House of Commons and the House of Lords and then agreed by the Royal Assent, the reigning Monarch (UK Parliament, 2022). This means that the Bills that are usually approved into Acts is very time-consuming, whereas under the CCA the Bills can be passed quicky through parliament, allowing partnerships to respond to the situations effectively. 
Part 1 and Part 2 of the 2004 Act
The act is spilt into two parts, part one focuses on creating legislative framework that shows the roles and responsibilities for local responders. These local responders are split into two categories, category 1, and 2, which these responders are prepared for an emergency at a local level for civil protection. The second part of the act focuses on the legislation and powers, it allows for the use of creating special legislate. This refers to rules that can be put into place for a specific time to deal with unusually extreme, unique emergencies (GOV, 2013). An example is the COVID 19 pandemic. The regulations can be fitted to a variety of incidents including terrorism. The legislations are crucial to be able to deal with major emergencies and the effects that it may bring. 
Who is the Category 1 and category 2 responders?
Category 1 responders include the Police, Ambulance service, Fire service, NHS bodies including the Health Board and Public Health Wales, HM Coastguard and Natural Resources Wales, these responders are the main emergency response agencies who will be the first to respond to situations. Category 2 responders are co-operating bodies who will respond to their affected region, they will work in partnership with the category 1 responders, these include Network Rail, Health and Safey and Transport for Wales. Non – Blue Light responders also respond to emergencies such as the Salvation Army and the British Red Cross. These Categories work together to form a partnership to overcome any problems (Secretariat, 2004b). 
JESIP
During 2012 the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was created. JESIP was created to allow emergency workers to be able to work together as quickly and effectively as possible during sudden catastrophic events that they could not plan for to keep the emergency workers calm and aware of what roles they all have (HMICFRS, 2018). JESIP has five principles and if these principles are followed then when an event happens all emergency partners can agree on the known working strategy, where all partnerships know what needs to be done and know what is being done by each of the parties. The first principle is to ‘Co-locate’ this is where the first person on scene needs to communicate with the commanders when it is safe and possible to do so the commanders can communicate with each partner to know what’s going on, secondly is to ‘communicate’ this is explained to be done so in a well-spoken manner that reduce the chances of miscommunication. Thirdly is to ‘co-ordinate’ to work together to identify what the priorities are, the resources and facilities that is needed to make the partnership work as effective as possible. Next it to ‘jointly understand risk’ this means that the partners all need to share the potential risks and hazards and coming to a decision on how to reduce and control these potential issues to cause further harm. Lastly is ‘shared situational awareness’ this is where partners need to use the Joint Decision Model and Methane to work out what is needed next (JESIP, 2022a)


Joint Decision Model and METHANE 
The Joint Decision model (JDM) was developed to allow officers and staff to be able to make decisions in a particular way that allows their work to be able to work jointly with other agencies such as paramedics and fire (College of Policing, 2022)  According to Wilkinson (2019) the JDM was designed within the thought process of how people naturally make decisions when they are put under pressure in life threatening instances where the information to them is unknown. 
[image: Diagram

Description automatically generated](JESIP, 2022d)

METHANE is a decision model that allows emergency workers to be able to communicate effectively with control rooms and services giving them information from the incidents (JESIP, 2022b). The ‘M’ means has there been a major incident, ‘E’ means what is the exact location of the event, ‘T’ is what is the type of incident, ‘H’ means what are the hazards that have or may occur, ‘A’ is what is the best access into the area of the incident, ‘N’ means what is the number of casualties and what is their conditions, lastly ‘E’ means emergency services, which is how many emergency responders is needed and how many is already at the incident (JESIP, 2022c) 
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Manchester Arena Attack 
On the 22nd of May 2017 at the Manchester Arena, singer Ariana Grande’s concert ended, and Salman Abedi detonated an improvised explosive device (IED) as fans tried to exit the area. Over 14,000 fans attended the concert, most of those who attended were teenagers and children, as a result of detonating the device 23 people lost their live including Salman Abedi and 119 were injured, of those killed 20 died at the arena and 3 died at the hospital (Ben-Ezra, 2017). 
Abedi’s Plan
Cottee (2017) clarifies that Abedi was 22 years old when he carried out the attack, Abedi was born in Manchester, who attended Salford University but did not complete his second year of his business and management degree. Cottee explains that Abedi was a devout young man who was always respectful and polite to his elders. This is important as the man that is described as being respectful to others could carry out a terrorist attack who killed 23 of whom were innocent men women and children. 
Before the attack Abedi made 3 trips to the arena to scout the area and plan his attack. On May the 18th  Abedi went to the area before the Take That Concert to take note and familiarise himself of the venue, on this day he flew in from Libya to the UK. 3 days later he returned on May 21 where he once again observed the arena before a Brain Cox Show (BBC, 2020). The next day when he planned and carried out the attack on the 22nd he visited the venue 2 hours before the attack, where he walked past the supervisor and talked with two security stewards at 18:35, 2 hours later Abedi returned with his backpack with the IED in. Abedi returned at where he entered the arena and walked past the security and stood and watched the people queuing to enter the concert (Lowe, 2020). This is important because it may be that he used these trips to look and the entrances and exits of the venues, and how people went into and came out of and potentially looking for blind spots in the venue, which would have been crucial to his plans. Lowe (2020) states at 21:33 Abedi returned to the City Room from sitting in the train station waiting to renter the room with the IED, where he hid in the blind spot where CCTV could not spot him, this is where he waited until he detonated the device at 22:31 when the concert ended, and the public were leaving the concert where they had to pass through the City Room to exit the venue. 
MI5’s Role 
Before the attack, Abedi had come to MI5’s attention a numerous number of times, which included him trying to travel to Syria and with having links to an Islamic State Fundraiser. In early 2017 MI5 received more intelligence on Abedi which was looked into but decided he was not linked to terrorism (Home Office, 2017a). This is very important due to the fact that MI5 looked at Abedi and came to a decision that he was not a threat, there was no way that MI5 knew he was going to carry out this attack, especially after not looking into what Abedi was doing days before the attack, which was scoping out the venue, if MI5 said Abedi was a threat would of the attack have been able to be stopped? 





British Transport Police failings?
British Transport Police (BTP) were the officers that were deployed to police the concert, they were all briefed to finish their breaks at 9:00 and to make sure they stagger them so someone was always on patrol due to the number of people that would be coming out of the concert and most of them were young people and children, so they needed to be safe. Some BTP did not listen to this, therefore taking longer breaks than when they were supposed to, this means that when Salman Abedi walked around unnoticed until returning later on at 21:33 no one was on duty to spot him (Home Office, 2017b). This is important due to the fact that if there was more of policing presence, BTP would have spotted Abedi and may have questioned him, or the presence could have deterred him from committing the attack. Five British Transport Police were instructed by their Duty Sargant for one of them to be in the City Room from 22:00 ready for the event to end and to escort everyone out at 22:30. PC Stephen Corke who was the most experienced of the 5 who were instructed to be in the City Room did listen to instructions therefore not being at the City Room until after the explosion. Likewise, PC Bullough and PCSO Mark Renshaw left the city room at 21:59 just before the time they were meant to be in the room, both did not return until the explosion at 22:31. Finally PCSO Lewis Brown was PCSO Jon Morrey’s mentor, where Brown had to stay with Morry, they had spent most of the evening in the City Room but also leaving before the attack. The responsibly of this attack is with the five BTP officers as they failed to follow instructions which therefore had unthinkable consequences (Home Office, 2017b). Moreover, BTP are trained and are made to be aware of suspicious activity within the stations, this means that if they were active and listened their instructions, they would have spotted Salman and possibly could have prevented the disaster.
Category 1 response - 
British Transport Police 
BTP was assigned to police the venue as they would be policing Victoria Station as well, this means when the explosion happened BTP officers were able to be on scene within 30 seconds. The BTP offices were 150m from Victoria Station in the Peninsula Building, officers who were in this building heard the explosion, and instantly went towards the scene where they assumed a train had crashed, therefore in 10 minutes there were 19 officers on scene. A BTP Sergeant took control of the situation, who then assessed the area and provided the BTP Control Room with a METHANE update. A major incident was then declared at 22:39, just 8 minutes after the attack. From this point BTP worked with all partners to make the area safe and to help tend to the injured, eventually 63 BTP staff were on scene. As a result of the BTP officers being so close to the arena it was very fortunate that they heard the explosion and that they could act so quicky and know what to do in the situation before more help from the Greater Manchester Police and Paramedics came (Deeming, 2018).
North West Ambulance Service (NWAS) 
A NWAS Advanced Paramedic was in his office which is also near the Arena, monitoring the incident on his computer, he arrived on scene at 22:42, he was the first paramedic on scene as the other staff were responding to calls like a normal day, as he arrived, he was made aware that it was a suicide bomber, again he made a quick assessment and reported back to the control room using METHANE and declaring the situation a Major Incident. The Silver level trained manager for NWAS travelled from home after receiving a call from an on-duty Silver Commander, where he took control and assessed the situation before anyone was able to start treating people. At 22:49 twelve ambulances were on scene treating the wounded, throughout the evening 56 Ambulances and nine volunteer ambulance services were at the scene, 119 people who were injured needed on the spot care (Deeming, 2018).
Category 2 response -
Network Rail 
Network Rail was alerted to the incident at Victoria station at 22:30 almost instantly, the Mobile Operations Manager left the control room to go to the incident to see what is going on. As soon as Network Rail was aware that it was a terrorist incident, they shut the train station for at least 24 hours, where then they and to plan and consider the effect it was going to have on people commuting and the other train returning and leaving times, whilst communicating with the train operators to see whether a full closure is needed for days after the incident. On the 24th Network Rail worked with BTP and a Manchester City Council building surveyor to see if there was any structural damage to the Arena’s glazed atrium roof and to look at the health and safety of the building, this was due to the fact of there may have been a risk of more damage from the trains vibrations which could lead to more devastation (Deeming, 2018). 
Charities response 
The Salvation Army (2017) responded to the attack after they were called to assist, volunteers and three response vehicles to offer their support to the injured and to the emergency services between 1am and 5am where they served food and tea and coffee to over 400 people. Also, The British Red Cross was called to support the bereaved families, the psychosocial team was at the Friends and Family Reception centre which is at the Etihad Stadium in Manchester, where people who were struggling and those who needed help would go to seek support. They also set up a specific support line for those affected in the attack, it is managed by 17 staff and volunteers which they would provide emotional and practical support (British Red Cross, 2020).
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the contingency act allows law to be agreed in emergencies. These rules involve two different categories, one and two. Category one refers to front line responders whereas category two refers to more specialised groups like Network Rail. After the attack various groups from category one and two were involved. The effectiveness is questionable as the bomber was already known to the authorities however the quick responses made by the BTP, and ambulance services ensured that people got the help they needed as well as charity organisations taking a role also. 
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