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[bookmark: _Toc70019454]Executive Summary
	The goal of this report is to analyse the effectiveness of the emergency services in London on July 7th, 2005 and the role it played leading up to and after the terrorist attack on the London Underground and surrounding travel networks. There will be a primary focus on the Policing aspect of the emergency services response along side the intelligence attained prior to the attacks. The London Fire Brigade and Ambulance services will also be analysed in terms of their effectiveness in dealing with major incidents but not to the degree the actions of British Transport Police, Metropolitan Police Service and the City of London Police are being evaluated. The modern emergency service strategies, procedures and protocols being used in London as of the year 2021 have been developed based off improvements suggested in inquests and reports produced on the 7/7 attacks. The emphasis on inter-agency collaborations amongst emergency services, agencies and other relevant bodies and authorities has been focussed on to reduce any communication deficiencies such as were seen on the day of the attacks. These modern strategies and plans with a solid structure have been put in place to give the emergency services assistance and guidelines. They are simple to follow allowing for the most effective response possible in such major incidents and events allowing for less mistakes or points of concern to occur. All around increasing the capabilities and competency of those in emergency responder roles and allowing for better resource management. This should result in increased public confidence in the public services.  

[bookmark: _Toc70019455]Introduction 
On the 7th of July 2005, multiple explosives were detonated throughout the city of London. This became the biggest event resulting in mass casualties to occur in the United Kingdom since the Second World War (Aylwin et al, 2006). The attack on London Central’s transport network resulted in 52 deaths and over 700 others injured (Rubin et al, 2005). Unlike a mass casualty incident, mass casualty events tend to be more taxing on emergency services, hospitals, and communities, usually resulting in resources being used to the limit and often not being in enough supply to treat those effected efficiently (Hirshberg et al, 2001). Examples of mass casualty events include the World Trade Center attack in New York in 2001 and the commuter train bombings in Madrid in 2004, these events have high numbers of traumas, casualties and deaths which test a country’s contingency plans (Aylwin et al, 2006; Cushman et al, 2003; de Ceballos et al, 2005). In modern times civilian people are beginning to live with an increased threat of extremism and terrorism whilst globally there has been increasing numbers of both natural and manmade of disasters. Plans for regional and local hospitals and emergency services are constantly being revised to be ready for such events (Aylwin et al, 2006). The fundamental purpose of disaster response is to evacuate all casualties in the hazard as quickly as possible and to treat those most critically injured to reduce their mortality rate (Hirshberg et al, 2001). The UK Government and authorities in London were warned of the possibility of an attack being inevitable and it was question ‘when’ not ‘if’ it was going to occur (Greater London Authority, 2006). 

[bookmark: _Toc70019456]The United Kingdom’s Contingency Plan 
The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 is a piece of legislation that is also accompanied by non-legislative regulations which work together in order to provide a structure for protection of the public in the United Kingdom from modern day challenges.  The Act has two separate independent and essential parts. Part one highlights the local arrangements for public protection. The roles and duties of emergency frontline responders are outlined at local level in order to be more prepared and efficient in dealing with both localised events and large scale country wide emergencies. Responders are placed into two categories. Category one responders are emergency services, The NHS services, local authorities, and governments. These will be allocated the complete set of public protection duties such as assessing risks, creating plans, sharing information, working in partnerships, and providing help to businesses. Category two responders are organisations such as transport networks, utility companies and health and safety executives who will need to cooperate with the category one responders but have lesser duties (Anderson and Adey, 2011).  Part two of the act states the emergency powers that allow the temporary implementation of legislation to deal with serious emergencies. This is a last resort. Emergency powers will only be used if there is an emergency that threatens human life, the environment or national security. Existing powers must not be efficient enough to deal with the problem and the powers must be proportionate. These regulations cannot affect industrial actions such as a strike. It cannot encourage military recruitment, cannot affect criminal procedure, no new offence can be created, and they must comply with EU law and the Human Rights Act (Cabinet Office, 2004). 
[bookmark: _Toc70019457]London’s Major Incident Response 
The London Emergency Services Liaison Panel is responsible for developing and organising the major incident plan for the city of London. The panel was formed in 1973 and primarily consists of the Metropolitan Police, City of London Police, British Transport Police, London Fire Brigade, London Ambulance Service and Local Authorities. However, there is representation from the Port of London Authority, Maritime and Coastguard Agencies as well as the Military and voluntary sectors (Metropolitan Police, 2021). Any member of the emergency services can declare a major incident, either an on-scene responder or by someone in a control room. The emergency services response and commanding of the responders is organised around a Gold, Silver and Bronze structure. Gold is strategic, Silver is tactical, and Bronze is the operational structure. This command structure highlights roles and duties of those involved for the most effective response (College of Policing, 2021). Discussions at Gold level between agencies can escalate a local incident into a London wide issue. There are dedicated control rooms for Gold operations command. Gold control is responsible for commencing the major incident response plans for hospitals and health authorities (Aylwin et al, 2006).  
[bookmark: _Toc70019458]What Prior Intelligence was Available? 
	After the attacks on July 7th, 2005, it became evident that one of the attackers by the name of Siddeque Khan was the subject of an investigation and the Security Service was aware of this before the July of 2005. Only after the attacks on 7/7 were the Security Services able to positively identify Khan as subject of the investigative reports. Khan was identified as a leader of the group and described as the mentor who many young people looked up to, which is how two other members named Tanweer and Hussain originally met him and the fourth member was named Lindsay (House of Commons, 2006; UK Parliament, 2006). The way in which Khan and Tanweer had appeared in the cross hairs of Security Services was due to the fact they had been in the periphery of previous surveillance operations and investigations. Both men were not identified as major threats at the time therefore due to the lack of knowledge on how significant they were, the investigations were halted, and more pressing matters took priority due to resources being scarce. A criticism of the investigative process is that the probability of discovering a planned attack and stopping the July 7th, 2005 attack could have been greater. This being if the Security Services had made different decisions during investigations between 2003 and 2005 (UK Parliament, 2006). Post investigation reviews of intelligence records found the Security Service had attained evidence of communication between Lindsay and Khan and the other members of the group (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc70019459]Police Response 
The Role of the police in an event such as the bombs in London on the 7th of July 2005 is to coordinate the other emergency services and agencies. Also, alongside its general responsibilities such as crime scene preservation, assistance with rescue, community and public reassurance and communication and body identification. Operation Benbow is what the police forces in London, being the Metropolitan Police, City of London Police and British Transport Police follow when delivering a policing response under one command structure. The Special Operations Room at New Scotland Yard was the main headquarters for the Command-and-Control suite. All key services and agencies were represented. A Gold meeting took place where a Strategic Co-ordination Centre was placed in Hendon to manage the incident after just 24 hours it was reverted back to New Scotland Yard again (Brown in London Assembly, 2006).
The British Transport Police are the national police force responsible for policing railways, and assisting railway operators, staff, and passengers. The explosions caused serious delays to London’s underground and other transport networks around the capital as well as disturbing the communications systems whilst emergency services were stretched thin throughout the capital. The first responders on the scene were British Transport Police (BTP) who were amongst the primary victims of the blast or performing a rescue role. Within the first hours of the bombing hundreds of officers and staff were deployed to deal with the incident (Tehrani, 2011). After the events, the British Broadcast Corporation (BBC) carried out a poll of Londoners and their vies on how their authorities had dealt with the incident. The police had the highest rate of approval at 86 percent (Canel and Sanders, 2010). 
[bookmark: _Toc70019460]Inter-agency Communication 
Collaborating with other agencies and emergency services tend to occur as the agencies have the same or very similar targets to achieve. Sometimes there may be different approaches from each organisation involved which can lead to conflicts. Effective communication between agencies allows for the collaboration to be as successful as possible (Giles et al, 2021). The radio communication platform at the time used by the Metropolitan Police at the time was the Met Radio system. Some specialised units are issued with Airwave radios. On the day of July 7th, 2005, the radio systems of the Met Police worked well and operated effectively allowing for information to be relayed from numerous scenes, officers, and command. All other emergency services and agencies had a similar performance with their communications systems occurring no issues. The representatives of key emergency service personnel and agency members being in close proximity of one and other allowed for the rapid retrieval and sending of vital information. This allowed for inter-agency command and control structures to be implemented quickly and improved the crisis management (Brown in London Assembly, 2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc70019461]Police Communication with the Public
A part of Metropolitan Police response to major incidents is providing the public and media with information and is a vital component to dealing with any major incident or event. The first statement was released on July 7th within the hour following the first attack and the Commissioner gave a television interview within the following hours. Gathering information of any value is difficult soon after any event as priority always begins with saving lives and securing the relevant evidence. The relevant bodies on 7th July 2005 always tried their best to provide the most accurate evidence and information possible (Brown in London Assembly, 2006). A balance has to be there when public services members talk and engage with media outlets such as television, newspaper, magazine and social media platforms. The media must be as involved as possible. The first communication must be accurate and timely including advise to the public and factual information must be relayed. This message was stated by Sir Ian Blair at a news conference at 11:15am which was 2 hours after the incident and was a criticism of the Metropolitan Police (London Assembly, 2006).  
[bookmark: _Toc70019462]The London Ambulance Service and The London Fire Brigade 
The London Ambulance Service lacked the facilities to be an effective emergency service. There was not enough capacity to transport and deliver equipment and meet the demand of needed medical supplies around each major incident scene. There was a severe lack in basic medical equipment such as stretchers and important fluids (Hughes, 2006). The Gold Control room was responsible for managing the responses of the London Ambulance Service to the incident, there were delays due to technical difficulties which meant that there was an adverse effect on the response of the Ambulance Service which led to delays in ambulance deployment (H.M Coroner, 2011). 
	The London Fire brigade also experienced difficulties during 7/7. There was a delay as there was with the London Ambulance Service in deploying available resources to King’s Cross and Edgewear Road, two of the incident sites. The computer technology used by the London Fire Brigade also caused problems. This was because ‘ProCad’ the computer system that supports with the allocation of resources to addresses and sites caused splits in resources to be incorrect and some resources went where they were not a priority (H.M Coroner, 2011). 
[bookmark: _Toc70019463]Conclusion
On the 7th of July 2005, an indiscriminate terror attack took place where many died, lost loved ones, and were injured both physically and mentally. This negativity did however have some positives. This being the work of transport and emergency services around the City of London. These workers were determined and professional in getting their work done to the best of their ability even during the awful circumstances surrounding the city of London (Home Office, 2006). The response by emergency services and all relevant organisations with effective coordination was primarily successful due to the detailed structured planning and staff willingness to do a good job. However along with the positives of a good, detailed plans and debriefings which worked very well, there were still slight communication issues that presented some obstacles and disrupted flow of information (RUSI, 2007). 
Modified plans and procedures were suggested to be put in place in the inquest of the attack to make the emergency services of the City of London more effective in dealing with major incidents. These involve actions such as reviewing protocols in areas such as the London Underground. Procedural changes such as in an event of an emergency incident, Transport for London (TfL) would be communicated via the Metropolitan Police Service. To combat some of the information handed out by the Metropolitan Police that was not detailed enough, procedural amendments have been suggested. Protocols to alert all partners and emergency services have been put in place to communicate more effectively. Better inter-agency training programmes have been developed for major frontline staff in emergencies in order to deal with the London Underground more efficiently and learn from errors (UK Government, 2012). There was also an increase in levels of readiness for another terrorist attack amongst the inhabitants of London (Page et al, 2008). 
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