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[bookmark: _Toc71186213]Executive Summary 
This report provides an analysis and evaluation of the United Kingdom’s (UK) emergency services response to major incidents of terrorism. Methods of analysis include an evaluation of every emergency service involved with recovering from an attack. Results of the information analysed show that the emergency services were weak with their responses. In particular, performance was poor in the areas of communication and time management. The report finds the UK’s response to the 7 July 2005 London Bombings not positive. The government must conduct further investigations and take corrective measures in the major areas of weakness. Recommendations discussed include:
· Improving the communication systems underground.
· Improving/ increasing the quality of care for survivors.
· Incorporating a tracking system to track all the injured underground.  
The report also has its limitations with the analysis. Some of the limitations include that there is not enough data to suggest this is the response for all attacks in the UK as only one analysis of one incident has been undergone, improvements would have been made since the London Bombings had taken place. 
[bookmark: _Toc71186214]Introduction
The Police Force, Fire Service and Emergency Medical Services are the three major organisations that make up the emergency services in the United Kingdom (Clark, 2020). Although the Home Office oversees the police and fire departments, the Department of Health is in charge of the National Health Service and, by extension, the Emergency Medical Services. The Metropolitan Police Force, which is responsible for policing Greater London, is the largest in the UK in terms of officer numbers. With just under 4.7 thousand firefighters as of 2019, London’s Fire Brigade is also the UK’s biggest fire services (Clark, 2020). The emergency services play an important role in protecting the public from terrorism and helping them after an incident has taken place. This report will discuss whether the emergency services were effective with their response to the 7 July 2005 London bombings. 
[bookmark: _Toc71186215]The Attacks 
The Intelligence and Security Committee (2006) disclosed in a report that on 7 July 2005 three explosions hit London at around 8.50 am in the underground system. The first on the Circle line between Aldgate and Liverpool Street, the second at Edgware Road station and the third between Russell Square and Kings Cross, on the Piccadilly line. A fourth bomb took place on the upper deck of a London bus in Tavistock Place (Strom & Eyerman, 2008). The bombers were killed in explosions known as suicide attacks. The individuals identified in the attacks were Mohammed Siddeque Khan, Hasib Hussein, Shazad Tanweer and Jermaine Lindsay (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006 ). 
[bookmark: _Toc71186216]Before the Attacks
Since 2002, the Government has worked to counter terrorism under the strategy known as CONTEST. There are four main aspects of the strategy which the Security Service, the SIS and GCHQ all contribute to. 
· Prevent – works to find the causes of radicalisation for extremists and terrorists
· Pursue – disrupt and bring to justice terrorist networks
· Protect – provide protective security advice, from both physical and electronic attacks
· Prepare – risk assessments that reinforce the resilience and response capabilities being developed (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006 ). 
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It was said by the London Assembly (2006) that they had believed London was prepared for an emergent response, they had planned, prepared, and practised. It was also said that no response to a major incident can ever be perfect and there are always lessons to be learnt. The 7/7 attacks were the first major incident that took place in London following the new emergency plans created post 9/11 in New York. 
At the time of the bombings, an emergency response was put in place to rescue and treat injured, care for survivors and ensure the safety of the public. It was a complicated and difficult mission with so much taking place. Numerous agencies worked together under circumstances where communications were difficult, where the causes of the crisis were unclear and when future events were uncertain (London Assembly, 2006).  
[bookmark: _Toc71186218]Communication
There are three major areas of communication in emergency response including technological, sociological, and organisational. These are key to developing and maintaining effective catastrophe communication systems. The main technological challenge after an incident is the rapid deployment of communication systems for the first responders. This can be affected by poor dependency on workers in charge of communication (Manoj & Baker, 2007). Successful communication between the emergency, health, transport and other services is key to an effective response to a major event like the 7/7 bombings (London Assembly, 2006). 
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The strategic co-operation of the response takes place at the Gold Coordinating Group, which makes arrangements for multi-agency response to emergency incidents in London (London Resilience, 2020). The Gold Coordinating Group was initially located at New Scotland Yard but was relocated to a suite in Hendon. This relocation caused difficulties in the response to the 7/7 attacks. The control rooms for emergency services are in central London. Moving the Gold Coordinating Group meant that Gold commanders could not easily travel between Hendon and their control centres. These difficulties were intensified by the fact that the Underground had been suspended and there was severe congestion on the roads (London Resilience, 2020). The Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police Service, Sir Ian Blair, said that it was right at the time to move to Hendon but would be unlikely that Hendon will be used again in the future due to its remote location. This was decided after the 7/7 attacks after poor consideration of whether or not Hendon was a good place to locate without regard to terrorist attacks in London (London Resilience, 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc71186220]Ambulance Service
Ambulances were delayed during the attacks and could have arrived at the scenes sooner to control the situation. Ambulances took 52 minutes to arrive at Tavistock Square, the site of the bus attack in which 13 people died. Only after warnings of a second blast at 10.40 which was a controlled explosion of a suspicious package – were crews dispatched to the bus incident. The first paramedic to arrive at Tavistock Square, Jessica Ashford, had originally been dispatched to Russell Square. She characterised the scene as “devastating”, with body parts scattered all over the road (Casciani, 2011). Ashford informed control at 09.57, conducted a short investigation, and then called for backup at 10.05. The delays in Tavistock Square came after a half-hour delay in dispatching teams to the Russell Square underground station, where 26 people died, the highest number of casualties. The first paramedic into the Edgware Road tunnel was Graeme Baxter. He requested eight more ambulances but informed the inquests that he was disappointed that crews from two nearby stations were not dispatched (Casciani, 2011). Rachel Harris, a crew member, testified at the inquests that she and three other members of her crew witnessed the aftermath of the bombings on television for more than an hour before being sent to assist (BBC News, 2011). Just half of the two hundred and one London ambulances available on the day were deployed to the attack sites. Controllers were scrambling to find available ambulances to transport the injured to the hospital. They subsequently enlisted the assistance of nearby emergency services and volunteers at the scene. The coroner learned of “organised chaos” and flaws at the ambulance services Waterloo disaster control room in the final days of the inquests (Casciani, 2011). But all those involved in the response acted with great bravery and professionalism, particularly when confronted with the unknown threat of secondary devices (London Air Ambulance, 2015). 
Only one employee was responsible for logging all emergency calls and she was not a professional typist capable of doing so quickly. Others were scribbling vital notes on pieces of paper. The individual in charge of the whiteboard in the control room could not reach it more than halfway up it. Since radio channels were blocked, dispatched crews were unable to communicate with controllers. In other testimony, Coroner Lady Justice Hallett heard that the ambulance service had moved from pagers to mobile phones for warning transmission. Keith Grimmett, a member of the London Ambulance Service (LAS) emergency planning team, argued that pagers were more reliable in a crisis. During 7/7, the capitals mobile network became overburdened, making it difficult for many people to make calls. A week after the attacks, the operation resumed using pagers (Casciani, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc71186221]Fire Service
One of the most important topics to arise from the facts involving firefighters was their safety codes. According to one group of firefighters, they were unable to access the Aldgate tunnel because they had not obtained official confirmation that the live electric rail had been switched off. One police officer stood on the rail to demonstrate that it was no longer live, but the crew insisted that word from London Underground managers was still required. Another four firefighters had already boarded the train. The first crew arrived at Kings Cross station at 09.13 but did not proceed to the scene until 09.42 when a second crew arrived. This was because their contact procedures necessitated the involvement of backup teams. According to the inquests, Assistant Divisional Officer Alan Davies, then the head of Paddington fire station, declined to let his men into the tunnel because a dirty bomb was a possibility. He admitted that evidence showed police officers and paramedics reached the tunnel before specialist officers had a chance to assess whether a chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear (CBRN) threat occurred (Casciani, 2011). Since the attacks, upgrades to radio communication, infrastructure, and training with other agencies have been implemented (Smith, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc71186222]Police Service
The police were transitioning to a modern automated communications system, but they were also unable to use their radios underground at the time of the attacks. Runners were once used by the emergency services to transport details from tunnels to ticket halls. London’s emergency services conducted a major training exercise in September 2003 to assess their ability to respond to a chemical attack on an underground station. None of the radio systems was found to be satisfactory at the end of the exercise. Since 2005, the London Underground system has been upgraded (Casciani, 2011). 
Counter-terrorism enforcement in the United Kingdom after the bombings was based on neighbourhood policing concepts in reaction to international jihadism. Collaboration with Muslim allies has aided in instilling trust in government institutions that Muslim leaders are committed to combating terrorism, but it has failed to instil confidence in the general Muslim public. The implementation of community-policing concepts is seen as an attempt to reconcile the stark trade-offs between successful prevention and the social and political integration of Britain’s Muslims (Klausen, 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc71186223]Security Service 
According to the inquests, MI5 obtained intelligence four months before 7/7 that could have named ringleader Mohammad Sidique Khan as an extremist. The security service received a warning about a militant called “Saddique” in March 2005, according to MI5’s chief of staff, Witness G. He said that the information was not followed up on for good operational reasons. Witness G said that MI5 was aware of many people engaged in Islamist extremism, but that this was not the same as organising terrorist attacks. Between January and March 2005, West Yorkshire Police received information that a dedicated terrorist name “Saddique” from Batley, West Yorkshire, had received training in Afghanistan in the late 1990s or early 2000s. After MI5 and West Yorkshire Police failed to identify the man, it was revealed that he was Khan after the 7 July bombings. If the details had been followed, Witness G told the hearing, he was certain MI5 would have known the extremist as Khan. When told that if the intelligence had been investigated, Khan’s intentions may have been discovered before the attacks, Witness G replied, “Yeah, I think that’s fair” (BBC News, 2011).
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The Coroner Lady Justice Hallett 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” (Government of the United Kingdom, 2012). 
Nine recommendations were made to improve emergency services for future attacks by the Coroner that fall under preventability and emergency response (Her Majesty's Government, 2011), these include:
1. Changes to processes to ensure that human sources charged with viewing images are shown high-quality copies that are compliant with organisational sensitivities. 
2. The Security Service will review procedures to see whether there is potential for change in the documentation of decisions relating to target assessments. 
3. The London Resilience Team will evaluate the availability of inter-agency major incident training for frontline workers, with a focus on the London Underground. 
4. Transport for London (TfL) and the London Resilience Team will review the procedures under which TFL is notified of major events declared by emergency services that impact the underground and notifies the emergency services of an emergency on its network. 
5. TFL and the London Resilience Team will examine the protocols for establishing a standard initial rendezvous point and communicate its position to all arriving emergency services.
6. TFL and the London Resilience Team will review the protocols for obtaining assurance that the traction current is off on behalf of any or all emergency services as well as disseminating that confirmation.  
7. TFL will reassess whether it is feasible to include first aid equipment on underground trains, either in the driver cab or elsewhere, and will conduct a new analysis of station stretchers to ensure that they are appropriate for use on both stations and trains. 
8. The LAS, in collaboration with the Barts and London NHS Trust, will assess current training in multi-casualty triage. 
9. The Department of Health, the Mayor of London, the London Resilience Team and all other relevant bodies conduct a review of emergency medical services rendered by the Legal Aid Agency (LAA) and MERIT (Government of the United Kingdom, 2012).
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To summarise, London’s emergency plans needed to be modified and take into consideration the needs of the people involved such as the urgency for plans to support those who are grieving and those who survive, in the immediate aftermath and in the following weeks that follow the incident. Communication was poor during the attacks and emergency personnel were unable to communicate effectively between the tube stations and at Tavistock Square. London’s emergency service needs to be equipped with underground wireless communication technology and not rely on mobile phones or wired systems that can get damaged in disasters. It also needs a tracking system to track all personal trapped underground that can withstand all catastrophes (Dealna, 2021). It was unacceptable that emergency services could not communicate by radio underground. Furthermore, lack of planning to care for survivors led to people wandering off from the scenes. It is estimated that 1000 adults and 2000 children suffered post-traumatic stress from 7 July. 3000 others are estimated to have been directly affected by the explosions (London Assembly, 2006). More qualified workers or volunteers are needed to be present at traumatic scenes to help all those in need and make sure they get the treatment they need. A plan needs to be put in place for future incidents creating a barrier around the scene to prevent anyone from entering danger and to prevent the injured from leaving unless they are taken out of the area by a professional that is taking them to seek emergency help elsewhere.   
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