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Introduction	Comment by Ruth Clayton: 
The main purpose of this assignment is to analyse and evaluate the response to the London terror attack which took place on Thursday July 7th, 2005. An essential part of this analysis will be highlighting the varied characteristics of an emergency and the multi-organisational approach organisations and individuals take when responding to an incident as large and significant as this one.  The UK Civil Protection framework plays a fundamental role in this approach, as well as a wide range of statutory and non-statutory guidance. By appreciating the context and decisions taken place in London, this assignment will analyse the lasting implications of this guidance on the planning and response to UK incidents. 

As citizens carry out their day-to-day activities, there is a basic assumption that emergency services, our blue light responders, have a duty of care to respond in a timely, appropriate, and efficient manner to incidents such as a terrorist attack. One facet of this is to be on scene to deal with any threat and fallout to preserve life.  It could be argued that the UK public have in built expectations that their safety and security are at the forefront of the emergency services.

According to NHS Providers (2019), the ambulance service categorises 999 calls depending on the severity of the emergency. It is stated that category 1 calls which are for life threatening injuries or illnesses, have an average response time of seven minutes. Further, they explain that they “prioritise the sickest patients to ensure they receive the fastest response” (NHS Providers, 2019).  Therefore, in the case of the 7/7 attack, the ambulance service would have been categorised as category 1 responders and would have carried the highest expectation from the public about how it was responded to.

In comparison, the London Assembly (2018) reported that the average response times for the police, another category 1 responder, to a 999-call categorised as immediate is 15 minutes. Thirdly, according to the Fire Facts report, the London Fire Brigade (LFB), an additional category 1 responder, had a response target in 2020 for the first engine to arrive at scene within an average of 6 minutes from dispatch, with dispatch being on average 1 minute 40 seconds after answering a 999 call (Greater London Authority (2022).  Whilst there were inefficiencies in the response from emergency services, this assignment will evaluate how these services also effectively responded to the incidents as they unfolded.

At 8.50am on Thursday 7th July 2005, an unprecedented attack on central London began with the first of four bombs being detonated resulting in the murder of 52 people and a further 700 people treated for injuries (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006).  Further stated in the London Assembly Report (2006), was that the emergency services were unaware that the bomb detonated on the London underground at Aldgate would be followed by a further three bombs within the hour.  Sadly, seven people were killed at Aldgate, six at Edgware Road, twenty-six at King’s Cross/Russell Square and then a further thirteen people at Tavistock Square.

In 2011, some six years later, the Inquest into the London bombings were held.   Lady Justice Hallett recorded her concerns at the inquest regarding the failings in electronic communications between the emergency services and the lack of data sharing (HM Coroner, 2012).  It could be suggested that any emergency response on this day would have been entirely dependent on emergency plans already in place by each of the emergency services.  These plans allow emergency responders to put procedures in place to deal with the aftermath of such a major incident, to share data and to control how all emergency services would work together to ensure preservation of life and containment of the area.

It could be suggested that the way in which the attacks were carried out caused maximum confusion, delays, and suffering and potentially loss of life to those members of the public caught up in the devastation. For such a response in London, that encompassed transport networks above and below ground, it would necessitate partnership or collaborative working from British Transport Police (BTP), Transport for London (TfL), alongside the emergency services. As expressed by the London Fire Commissioner (2022), planning for such an event would mean utilising both category 1 and category 2 responders and associated protocols, which in turn could potentially bring issues to the fore. In addition, it is also emphasised how collaborative working with other emergency services inevitably result in several positive outcomes such as the sharing of financial costs, allowance of brainstorming, and meeting common goals (London Fire Commissioner, 2022). 
First and most importantly, before any emergency control room receives a 999 call in relation to any incident or emergency, all staff would have to hand emergency protocols that would be put into place to deal with a variety of scenarios that they could be faced with. London Metropolitan Police (2021) state that there are specific plans drawn up to deal with emergencies in the capital, where protocols and the use of a Major Incident Procedure Manual (MIPM) exist.

The MIPM contains information about what each of the emergency services and local authorities will do during a major incident (London Metropolitan Police, 2021). It is therefore suggested that the emergency services in London would be totally prepared for any emergency they could potentially face and have senior staff, control room staff, and front-line staff in place who are trained and prepared to act effectively. 
[bookmark: _Hlk92468714]
The effectiveness of the response in line with guidance and legislation

Ultimately to respond accordingly to the events of the bombings, the emergency services and other responders would have had to have determined what type of incident they were dealing with.  This would then afford them with the necessary protocols and procedures to follow.

[bookmark: _Hlk93823805][bookmark: _Hlk93823229]As reported in the guidance from the Cabinet Office (2021), across the United Kingdom there are Local Resilience Forums (LRF) that are multi agency forums comprising emergency responders and other agencies which plan and respond to emergencies.  The LRF produces a community risk register but will also refer to the National Risk Register (NNR) to have an overview of wider UK issues.  Across England there are 37 LRF’s with a specific LRF for London.  In comparison, Wales has 4 (HM Government, 2021).  It is reported that the National Resilience Standards are a “what good looks like” guide that responders can aspire to and to be used to meet their duties under the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.  HM Government (2020) states that the NNR (2020) outlines key malicious and non-malicious risks that could affect the UK in the next two years and provides resilience guidance for the public (HM Government, 2020).

According to HM Government (2020), the NNR (2020) looks at worst case scenarios and using a matrix risk assessment of impact and likelihood, it categorises the impact from Level A (lowest impact) to E (highest impact) and the likelihood in numbers of for example 1 in 500 to greater than 125 in 500 (HM Government, 2020).  This matrix allows risk owners, for example Public Health England to evaluate the current risk of a pandemic, to the Metropolitan Police evaluating the risk of a Champions League football match at Wembley stadium.  Each risk is plotted on the matrix and is assigned a risk ID.

Addressing the London bombings, the NNR categorises a malicious attack as Level B and the likelihood to be greater than 125 in 500.  In comparison it categorises a malicious attack on transport as Level c and likelihood to be within 25 to 125 in 500.  Impact levels for such an attack look are economic, fatalities, evacuation and shelter and public perception.  An attack such as 7/7 is likely to have a financial impact of £10million to £100million, circa 9 to 40 fatalities, evacuate 200 to 1000 people and have a minor impact on public perception (HM Government, 2020)

As reported by HM Government (2020), the Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre increased the UK national terrorism threat level from ’substantial’ to ‘severe’ (having been ‘substantial since November 2019). This means an attack is highly likely.  To put that into context, the Security Service (2020) stated that threat levels give a broad indication of the likelihood of an attack and are categorised as low, moderate, substantial, severe, and critical.  It could be assumed therefore that the emergency responders and LRF’s would carry out a regular review of the NNR and the UK threat levels, so that they can plan for certain scenarios and carry out exercises to test their responses and how to deal with a potentially increased threat.  Furthermore, venues such as the Millennium Stadium, Wembley Stadium, The O2 Arena or more locally the Swansea.com stadium will assess the terror threat level and it will undoubtedly change the approach to how an event is run and the operational plan and senior staff briefings would reflect this.

[bookmark: _Hlk93849706]According to the National Risk Register (2020), the British Transport Police (BTP) work with industry and the Department for Transport (DfT) on security, and provide dedicated, specialised, and tailored policing of the railway network.  It could be said these skilled processes and employees have rigid systems in place to deal with emergencies.  Further, the National Counter Terrorism Security Office (2015) report that the UK faces a real threat from terrorism and crowded places remain an attractive target. There is general guidance as well as guides for specific sectors produced to increase the protection of crowded places from a terrorist attack.  It could be argued that the emergency services and other responders who deal with the aftermath of an incident are kept up to date with the current security risks in the UK.

Once an incident occurs, 999 calls are activated and the emergency services are requested, emergency responders would need to determine if the incident they are dealing with is classed as an “emergency” as per the definition in the Civil Contingencies Act, 2004.  An emergency is also referred to as a major incident.

[bookmark: _Hlk93849959]The Civil Contingencies Act (2004) defines an emergency as “An event or situation which threatens serious damage to human welfare in a place in the United Kingdom; an event or situation which threatens serious damage to the environment of a place in the United Kingdom; or war, or terrorism, which threatens serious damage to the security of the United Kingdom”. This is the definition that was in place when the events of the London bombings occurred on 5th July 2005.  In comparison, the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP) (2022), definition of a major incident is “an event or situation with a range of serious consequences which requires special arrangements to be implemented by one or more responder agency.”  JESIP was introduced in 2012 and this incident preceded it by 7 years.  Furthermore, the College of Policing (2021), as governing body of police forces in the UK, defines a major incident as “an event or situation requiring a response under one or more of the emergency services’ major incident plans. This will usually include involving large numbers of people, either directly or indirectly.”  Furthermore, it defines a critical incident as “any incident where the effectiveness of the police response is likely to have a significant impact on the confidence of the victim, their family and/or the community.”  It should be borne in mind that these definitions are at the forefront of the police thinking when dealing with incidents.

Most major incidents have four stages, the initial response, the consolidation phase, the recovery phase, and the restoration of normality.  This can be demonstrated as an example, by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (no date) major incident procedures and these procedures are replicated across London and adjusted to suit different local authority areas as they take responsibility for their own community responses to meet the overall agreed response for London.  On Thursday 5th July 2005, without doubt, the United Kingdom, and specifically central London, faced an emergency, a ‘major incident’ under the definition of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.  As a result of the four bombs being detonated, multiple responder agencies were called into action across multiple sites.  It was reported by The London Regional Resilience Forum (2006) that “the response to the incident was not perfect, but overall response had been very successful.”  It could be argued that the plans that were in place to deal with such major incidents, should have been at the forefront.  However, it appears that the response to and recovery from the events of that day differed according to which responder agency it was, and the outcome was less favourable than would have been expected.  This was reflected in the key lessons learned regarding the strategic command level ‘gold’ and in uncertainties in respective roles (Government Office for London, 2006).

[bookmark: _Hlk93851180]To analyse the response of each responder agency, known as category 1 or category 2 responders, each agency needs to be looked at individually, but it should be borne in mind that the responders faced extreme chaos on the ground and a multiple-site major incident.  It is also important to note that the safety of responders is paramount at the incident sites, more so when dealing with a terrorist incident as this becomes more complex.  The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (2018), reports that responders need to be aware of hazards they may face and have access to training and information to enhance their knowledge and understanding.

As noted in the London Assembly Report (2006), this incident tested emergency plans for the first time since being re-written following outcomes from the terrorist attacks in New York on 11th September 2001.  It could be argued then that the plans drawn up after the attacks in America in 2001 should have been tested more (Greater London Authority, 2006).  According to Richard Barnes AM, Chairman of the review committee, the response “lacked an outward focus that took into account the needs of their client groups” (Greater London Authority, 2006).  It could be suggested then that the failures in communication, and on times the lack of a coordinated multi agency response created issues with the response to this incident.

To appreciate the effect emergency response had in the aftermath of the events of 5th July 2005, it is important to recognise the legislation and guidance that was in place to support planning and response to such an emergency.  In 1973, the London Emergency Services Liaison Panel (LESLP) was formed and as a result through the London Resilience Forum, a Major Incident Procedure Manual was produced.  According to the Metropolitan Police (2021), the manual outlined what each of the emergency services and local authorities would do during a major incident in London.  It follows that collaborative working amongst these organisations should therefore ensure that they work to one set of procedures and those set by LESLP have stood the test of time and whilst the UK has new statutory guidance in place, the major incident manual still provides that broad framework that can be referred to in conjunction with legislation.

In the United Kingdom, the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 is legislation in place to support the planning arrangements for a coordinated response to such an emergency as the London bombings, as faced by the emergency services on 7th July 2005, now commonly referred to as the “7/7 Bombings” or “7/7”.  Prior to the introduction of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004, the United Kingdom had two pieces of legislation in place to deal with emergencies and civil defence matters, The Emergency Powers Act of 1920, and The Civil Defence Act 1948.

Following the many issues the United Kingdom faced with the fuel crises, foot and mouth disease, the firefighter strikes and then the severe flooding at the end of 2000, the Government entered talks and a public consultation exercise and established that a more modernised civil protection framework was needed.  As a result of these outdated statutory measures of 1920 and 1948, the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 was introduced which replaced the existing legislation with a single framework for civil protection in the United Kingdom.
The Civil Contingency Act 2004 is split into two parts, Local Arrangements for Civil Protection (Part 1) and Emergency Powers (Part 2).  Part 1 laid out a new statutory framework with accompanying guidance, ‘Emergency Preparedness’, which set out clear expectations and responsibilities for front line responders.  Local responders were further categorised as either category 1 or category 2 responders.  Part 2 allowed for the provision to make special temporary legislation as a last resort when other existing legislation is insufficient to deal with the most serious of emergencies.

As reported by the Civil Contingencies Act (2004), category 1 responders (“core responders”) are those organisations at the core of emergency response and are subject to the full set of civil protection duties.  Furthermore, the definition of emergency in the Act defines the sorts of events or situations that category 1 responders should be preparing for. Section 2 of the Act additionally establishes a threshold that events or situations would need to meet to constitute an emergency, and thus to trigger the duties in Part 1 of the Act. This provides that category 1 responders’ duties under the Act only apply to events or situations which require the use of assets beyond the scope of normal operations and require a special deployment.  In addition, the Act outlines that the category 2 responders (“co-operating responders”) are organisations who while less likely to be involved in the heart of planning work, will be heavily involved in incidents that affect their sector. category 2 responders have a lesser set of duties (Civil Contingencies Act, 2004).

The Civil Contingency Act (2004) outlines category 1 responders in England and Wales as police forces, British Transport Police, fire authorities, ambulance services, Maritime and Coastguard Agency, all principal local authorities, port health authorities, primary care trusts, acute trusts, foundation trusts, local health boards (in Wales), Any Welsh NHS trust which provides public health services, Health Protection Agency, and Environment Agency.  Furthermore, it outlines category 2 responders in England and Wales as electricity distributors and transmitters, gas distributors, water and sewerage undertakers, telephone service providers (fixed and mobile), Network Rail, train operating companies (passenger and freight), London Underground, Transport for London, airport operators, harbour authorities, Highways Agency, strategic health authorities and the Health and Safety Executive (Civil Contingencies Act, 2004).
A coordinated response to this incident relied heavily on inter agency cooperation from the Police, Fire, Ambulance, Transport for London, British Transport Police, London Underground, Telephone Service providers and Health bodies.

[bookmark: _Hlk93157146][bookmark: _Hlk93157751]The accompanying guidance to the Civil Contingencies Act (2004), ‘Emergency Preparedness and Emergency Response and Recovery’ set out the generic framework for civil protection.  Locally, category 1 and category 2 responders would then introduce their own internal policies and procedures, reflecting their location in the United Kingdom with distinct differences in for example rural Wales compared to central London, whilst bearing in mind local circumstances and priorities.  According to the Cabinet Office (2012) “emergency preparedness supports those individuals and organisations which have a role to play in the civil protection framework and, in particular, those organisations subject to duties under the Act”.  Furthermore, it outlines that emergency preparedness deals with pre-emergency elements of integrated emergency management (IEM) and it’s six components, anticipation, assessment, prevention, preparation, response, and recovery.  IEM is statutory guidance that supports the CCA 2004 (Cabinet Office, 2012).

[bookmark: _Hlk93157772]This implies that the emergency responders to the London Bombings would have emergency plans in place that they would be able to follow.  Whilst each scenario can never be planned for in detail, the IEM components would allow responders to have a guide in place to deal with the emergency as it presented itself.  More importantly, procedures must be put in place to determine when an emergency has occurred and by stating this in business continuity and emergency plans, it will allow senior staff to make informed judgements (Cabinet Office, 2012).  It could be argued that following the events of the London bombings, that these procedures were not followed, chaos ensued, and control rooms were met with confusion as to number of incidents and the conflict between responders on the ground as to when they should react.  According to the British Standards Institute (2021), strategic leadership and decision making is fundamental to strategic coordination and is particularly important in crisis management to successfully navigate inherently unpredictable, complex, and high impact situations (British Standards Institution, 2021).

As reported by the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP) (2022), in the UK, the emergency services use a command structure of Gold, Silver and Bronze when dealing with major incidents and emergencies.  This allows all who are in control of the incident to know their role, who they report to and their remit.  The structure forms part of the framework for command, control, and communication.
For instance, a Gold Commander sits at a strategic level and is a member of the Strategic Coordination Group (SCG).  Gold is not usually at the scene of the incident and will operate from a gold control room.  A Silver Commander sits at a tactical level and is a member of the Tactical Coordination Group (TCG).  Silver is one of the senior members of staff on site, located where most effective but detached from the immediate response activity.  The Bronze Commander is on scene and is operational, having direct control of resources at the incident and works directly with staff at the scene (JESIP, 2022).  The emergency services would have had gold, silver, and bronze commanders in place for the London bombings and each level of command would have communicated with their peers at other agencies, supporting a coordinated response.

[bookmark: _Hlk93160062]As reported by HM Government (2013), the Emergency Response and Recovery document provides good practice guidance based on lessons learned from responding to and recovering from emergencies in the UK and internationally.  The guidance was updated in April 2010 and refreshed in July 2012 following the coroner’s report on the London bombings (HM Government, 2013).

[bookmark: _Hlk93843786]It is known from the London Assembly Report (2006), that the first bomb detonated at Aldgate at 8.50am resulted in disabled communications and a loss of network power.  The driver was left unable to communicate with passengers or the control centre.  Whilst loud bangs were heard, initially no 999 calls were made as London underground staff, category 2 responders, assumed it to be power surges and responded as such.  In comparison, the network control centre understood that the train at Edgware Road had hit the tunnel wall, derailed and that there was a person on the track (Greater London Authority, 2006).  It could be argued that these initial decisions created confusion and chaos and as casualties exited at two sites, a further assumption was made that there were two separate incidents.

Whilst responders were reacting to the Aldgate incident, a second bomb was detonated at Edgware Road and even though underground staff had heard the bang, it wasn’t until passengers emerged from the tunnel, did they contact the control centre.  On hearing about the first incident, it was quickly realised that they were dealing with a serious incident.  Despite this, reports still were being communicated that there was a person under the train and a collision with the tunnel wall.

Within a short time of the bomb detonation at Edgware Road, a third device was detonated on a tube train at King’s Cross.  Due to loss in communications on the network, the explosion was not known to London underground staff or the control room until passengers appeared on foot down the tunnel to the platform.  However, CCTV footage did alert staff to an issue at Kings Cross at 8.56am and it was reported via a 999 call that smoke was billowing from the tunnel at King’s Cross at 9.02am.

As reported by the London Assembly Report (2006), at 8.59am, London Underground’s Network Control Centre put out a call to emergency services to attend incidents at Aldgate, Edgware Road and Kings Cross.  The London Underground has at its disposal an Emergency Response Unit (ERU) that is deployed to respond to incidents on the tube.  According to London underground “The Emergency Response Unit supports the whole London underground and also London overground, Docklands light railway and London tram link networks” (Transport for London, 2012).  The ERU attended each scene and supported underground staff with evacuation prior to the blue light emergency services attending and Jon Lamonte, TfL Director commented “Our specialist unit could be described as London's unknown emergency service - responding to incidents day and night across the Capital” (Transport for London, 2012).

If it is felt that the ERU is of such importance then it could be argued that the vehicles should be permitted to use bus lanes, have blue lights and be exempt from congestion charges (Greater London Authority, 2006).  Mike Brown, Managing Director for London Underground and London Rail said: “Having the capability to travel with blue lights and sirens will mean that the specialist engineers of our Emergency Response Unit can cut through heavy traffic and respond to incidents more quickly and so restore services more swiftly for our customers” (Transport for London, 2012).  It could be argued that this response unit therefore is a highly regarded emergency resource to the city of London and had the vehicles been equipped with blue lights and been permitted to use bus lanes in London on the day of the London bombings it might be concluded from this that the response times would have been faster.

As recorded in the London Assembly Report (2006), British Transport Police (BTP), a category 1 responder, were deployed to the incidents and on arrival at scene needed to communicate their findings to control and were capable as they were equipped with Airwave radios that communicate from underground.  In contrast, other emergency services arriving on scene faced communication issues as they relied on Tetra, which was incapable of being used underground.  Furthermore, at Russell Square, the ‘leaky feeder’ cable that enables the BTP radios to function were damaged by the blast, so emergency and transport services personnel were therefore unable to communicate with their colleagues at ground level without making the 15-minute journey back down the tunnel to the platform.  The LFB resorted to using runners to relay messages between points (London Assembly Report, 2006).  This implies that the communication system across the 3 underground sites was ineffective, and all responders had to rely on was the BTP airwave system.  It follows that category 1 responders were therefore unable to fulfil their role to the best of their ability under these circumstances.

[bookmark: _Hlk93244044][bookmark: _Hlk93244050]At the time of the bombings, London Ambulance Service (LAS), a category 1 responder, reportedly had 100+ control room staff, 70+ ambulance stations and around 3500 operational staff (London Ambulance Service, 2021).  With a history of dealing with high profile incidents in London such as the IRA bombings and single site incidents such as the Paddington rail crash and in preparing for large scale events in the capital, it could be assumed that LAS had extensive policies and procedures in place to deal with major incidents and multiple casualties in London.

The London Assembly Report (2006) reported that LAS initially thought that they were dealing with seven separate sites as casualties were being reported as exiting the tube network at different stations resulting in multiple calls to 999 control room.  At 8.59am BTP requested ambulances for walking wounded at Aldgate.  The first ambulance did not arrive on scene until 9.14am.  Despite London Fire Brigade arriving at Aldgate and declaring a major incident at 9.05am, due to communication issues and confusion at scene it is apparent that the London Ambulance Service were unaware of this declaration (London Assembly Report, 2006).  It appears that the same confusion occurred at Edgware Road and King’s Cross with different category 1 responders declaring a major incident but other category 1 responders not being made aware.  Consequently, communication channels appeared to be ineffective casing delays to response times.

As noted by the London Assembly Report (2006), on arrival at Aldgate, after receiving the call at 8.56am, the London Fire Brigade (LFB), a category 1 responder, established that they were dealing with a major incident, an explosion rather than a train accident, and they declared it as such at 9.05am.  A senior fire officer attended Aldgate and whilst BTP staff assured the LFB responders that the track was safe, due to LFB own procedures, they did not enter the tunnels until they had their own official confirmation (HM Coroner, 2011).  Whilst this confirmation was received shortly after it could be argued that lack of inter-agency cooperation resulted in further loss of life, but it is recognised that the LFB must have regards to the safety of their crews.

[bookmark: _Hlk93244065][bookmark: _Hlk93244081]According to the London Resilience Group (2019), the Major Incident Procedure Manual outlines the main functions of category 1 and category 2 responders.  At the London bombings incident, the Metropolitan Police would have taken control as the lead force in London and taken responsibility for coordinating the response of all responders to the incident, securing the scene, setting up cordons and investigating the course whilst trying to preserve evidence in such a major incident (London Resilience Group, 2019).

As noted in the Major Incident Procedure Manual produced by the London Resilience Group (2019), the Met during the initial response phase would have set up control rooms and 24/7 points of contact and the gold, silver and bronze commanders would have been activated.  At the scenes, during the consolidation phase, the Met would have coordinated all emergency services in attendance and requested other responder agencies to assist as necessary, such as category 2 responder agencies for example local authorities in London.  During this stage, the Met would have set up cordons to contain the scenes and as they were dealing with 4 separate sites, this would have used considerable organisation and manpower.  Each scene would have required an inner, outer and traffic cordon, a media briefing area, RVP point, access, and egress points (London Resilience Group, 2019).

Whilst the Met would have their own emergency procedures and guidelines to follow, in conjunction with the major incident procedure manual and joint working arrangements through the London Resilience Forum, it would be expected that the response to the incidents would be as one, however it is implied from the outcome of the London Assembly Report that each responder agency acted alone and the lack of communication hampered the response and made it more difficult for the Met to lead a coordinated response.

As noted in the London Assembly Report (2006), whilst emergency services personnel will treat the injured at scene, there needs to be support from other category 1 responders such as Local Authorities to set up survivor reception areas and to coordinate the recovery of data from those people and to ensure that they are offered appropriate support.  It is clear from the findings in this report that there were failings on behalf of the Local Authorities.  There were no reception areas set up and many survivors were able to leave the scene without any advice or support, but notably nobody had taken their personal contact details to allow the police forces to follow up for statements.  This suggests that vital evidence of each scene was not gathered.  Furthermore, volunteers and passers-by at scenes took it upon themselves to set up a ‘field hospital’ or a reception centre for walking wounded.  Whilst this is commendable it is noted that it should not be left to passers-by to respond to the aftermath of a major incident.  It is also noted that injured parties commented that they were able to leave each scene.  Notwithstanding that the emergency services were attending to the critically injured or those that were trapped, it follows those survivors at each site were simply ignored (London Assembly Report, 2006).  

As reported in the London Assembly Report (2006), the London Emergency Services Procedure Manual sets out in broad terms how the emergency services will respond to major and catastrophic incidents. It clearly states that a major incident can be declared by any of the emergency services, the implication being that this will be done on behalf of all the services. On 7 July, each of the emergency services arriving at the scenes of the explosions separately declared major incidents within their own service. It is not clear to us why each of the emergency services found it necessary separately to declare major incidents (London Assembly Report, 2006).

With numerous responder agencies working in situ, it was inevitable that each would field 999 calls and communications from their own staff on the ground at different times.  Similarly, it was inevitable that the information passed back to the control centres and between responders on the ground would vary.  For a major incident to be declared, the gold commander for either of the blue light emergency services would need to be satisfied that the events presented to them met the definition, which at the time would have been that in the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.

It is clear from the events of the day, that the mass casualty situation, multi-site locations, confusion and lack of communications would have hampered the declaration of a major incident.  The initial reports of a power surge would not have been sufficient evidence alone for any category 1 responder to have made that declaration.  The major incident declaration was made at different times by the five category 1 responders as follows, The London Fire Brigade 9.05am, the British Transport Police at 9.08am, the City of London Police at 9.10am, the London Ambulance Service at 9.14am and the Metropolitan Police at 9.32am.

What is clear from the timeline of reporting a major incident is that each responder agency dealt with their response to the incident in line with their own policies and procedures.  However, had all category 1 responders used the time of 9.05am when the London Fire Brigade declared a major incident, then it could be argued that all responder agencies could have worked collaboratively at a faster rate affording a more effective and coordinated emergency response.  On declaration of a major incident, tried and tested training and exercise plans would be put into place between responder agencies and the LESLP Major Incident Procedures Manual would have formed the basis of that response.

Conclusion 

As reported by HM Government (2012) in the review of progress into the Coroner’s Inquests into the London bombings, Lady Justice Hallett, issued a report under Rule 43 of the Coroner’s Rules 1984, making nine recommendations. She concluded that “the evidence I have heard does not justify the conclusion that any failings on the part of any organisation or individual caused or contributed to any of the deaths”. Her recommendations were directed to areas in which she believed that the evidence gave rise to a concern that circumstances creating a risk of other deaths would occur or would continue to exist in the future (HM Government, 2012).  However, from circumstances outlined in this assignment, it could be argued that there were certain events that caused unnecessary delays and there were systems that were not in place that may have prevented unnecessary suffering for casualties.

It has been highlighted that inter agency cooperation and joint working is key in the response to a major incident.  At the time of the London bombings in 2005, the emergency responders had the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 to adhere to and the LESLP manual still played an important part in how emergency services responded.

As reported by the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP) (2022), JESIP is ‘principles for joint working’, ‘joint decision model (JDM)’ and ‘shared situational awareness’.  The principles for joint working were set out as “commanders arriving at the scene take too long or don’t make contact with commanders from the other services.  This leads to poor information sharing, lack of communication and no joint understanding of the unfolding emergency”.

Furthermore, regarding the Joint Decision Model (JDM), JESIP stated that “The overarching aim or purpose for using the JDM is common to all those involved in emergency response and all commander and responder staff should remind themselves of the importance of this purpose when responding to a multi-agency incident and applying JESIP”.
In addition, with shared situational awareness, it is noted that “In the initial stages, pass information between emergency responders and control room using the METHANE mnemonic, with METHANE now being the recognised common model for passing incident information between services and their control rooms”.

Methane is explained in the JESIP guidelines as a checklist for control rooms to use to help gather information to aid a multi-agency response.  The mnemonic is explained further as major Incident declared, exact Location, type of incident, hazards present or suspected, access – routes that are safe to use, number – type, severity of casualties and emergency services present and those required.  Each responder would complete a checklist, and this would aid a faster and more accurate response (JESIP, 2022).

As a result of the failings outlined in the London Assembly Report (2006) and the outcomes from other major incidents in the United Kingdom, in 2012, JESIP was introduced.  The London bombings preceded this by 7 years, but it may be argued that had JESIP been in place then would the outcome of response and recovery been more effective.

This could be evidenced by the conclusion, findings, and recommendations in the London Assembly Report (2006), as it was commented that the plans, systems, and processes that are intended to provide a framework for the response to major incidents in London must be revised and improved.  In addition, it was reported that the focus needed to shift to the individuals caught up in the incident and not on processes.

As outlined in JESIP (2022), there are five key principles for multi-agency working during a major incident.  These principles are defined as co-locate, communicate, co-ordinate, jointly understand risk and shared situational awareness.

Furthermore, had the first officers on scene from either of the emergency services used METHANE, then it may be argued that the control room could have established situational awareness faster and subsequently allowed a gold commander to have communicated more efficiently to the silver commander and in turn allowed those staff to have deployed resources faster via their bronze commander.

As reported by The London Assembly Report (2006), communication failures following the events of the bombings played a major part in the delay in response to the major incident.  Recommendations were made to all responders to the use of Airwave radios as emergency responders were unable to communicate from underground to the staff above ground, resulting in staff having to run between points to relay messages (London Assembly Report, 2006).  It follows that staff would have been exhausted in their efforts and vital information would have been delayed and no communications could have been recorded fully by the control rooms.  It might also be concluded from this that had all emergency responders had appropriate and effective communications systems in place at this incident that it would have reduced unnecessary delays in response times.

Will emergency services ever meet the expectation of the public?  This is a difficult question to answer, but with LESLP, the JDM and METHANE, it could be argued that moving forward, should the UK face such devastation again due to a major incident that emergency responders will be better equipped to provide a collaborative response.
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