


Contents 




· Introduction

· Main Findings

· Conclusions

· Recommendations

· References (not included in word count)

· Appendices (not included in word count




Executive summary 
The research within this report draws attention to how certain emergency services reacted to the London Bombing attack in 2005. The attack took the lives of many people and hundreds were hurt and taken to hospital. Many services were at the scene of the attack in 2005. From research it is evidenced that some emergency services reacted to the incident in the wrong way through delays on reaching certain areas of where the incidence of the terrorist attacks took place. 
Recommendations to limit failings in the future where similar terrorist attacks may take place are essential in improving methods for planning reactive responses required by emergency services for similar terrorist attacks. 

Introduction
This report evaluates the effectiveness of the response of the emergency services and partner agencies in relation to the London Bombings. The 7th of July 2005 was a day of indiscriminate violence, with multiple people killed or wounded. We were all affected by the London attack (2006). This report will also highlight the effects this had upon society and how the police managed the situation at the time and since. The report will conclude with an analysis of what went well and what did not provide a basis for recommendations that will highlight methods that could be used in the future to assist with positive intervention and prevention in the future. 

Main findings

Detail of incident
The terrorist attacks in London on July 7, 2005, took the lives of 52 people and wounded hundreds more. Three blasts occurred on the London Underground system at around 0850 on July 7, 2005: The first was between Aldgate and Liverpool Street on the Circle line, the second was at Edgware Road station, and the third was between Russell Square and King's Cross on the Piccadilly line. A fourth explosion occurred at 0947 on the upper deck of a London bus in Tavistock Place. Hasin Hussein, Mohammed Siddeque Khan, Jermaine Lindsay and Shazad Tanweer were the bombers who were all killed in what are believed to be suicide bombings (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2005). 

Three of the four explosions went off on London underground tube train leaving King's Cross shortly before 08:50 BST. Mohammad Sidique Khan, the ringleader, exploded one of the bombs on a westbound Circle Line train bound for Paddington. The bomb went off in the second carriage, close to the second set of double doors, on Edgware Road. Six people were killed. Despite the fact that the explosion went off at 08:50 BST, emergency responders finally arrived at the station at 09:12, according to inquests into the deaths in 2011 (BBC NEWS, 2015). 
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Reaction of emergency services
London had organised, trained, and practised its reaction to a terrorist attack, according to reports. Efficient preparations to respond to a terrorist threat or other significant or disastrous incidents in the capital have been in the works for years.
These preparations were put to the test for the first time on July 7, 2005, when hundreds of people from London's ambulance, transportation, health, and other services mobilised to evacuate the wounded, ensure the safety of the general population, and launch the city's biggest criminal investigation ever. The emergency services, transportation officials, and employees of several other organisations displayed bravery, integrity, and compassion well above their call of duty. There were also several public acts of courage.


Responding authorities faced difficulties during and shortly after the attacks, but significant issues with emergency coordination were reduced because London leaders had established relationships with one another and followed agreed-upon protocols. As a result, everyone understood their positions and responsibilities; a command-and-control structure was soon established; and mutual aid arrangements, which had been prepared in advance, were effectively implemented (Storm and Eyerman, 2008).  

Given the location of the first three blasts in tunnels, the process of determining what had occurred was complex and daunting in and of itself. It took some time for emergency and transportation officials to determine exactly what had occurred, when it occurred, and how many people were involved (2006). With any disaster response time is always considered due to the importance of this for saving lives. Despite the need for prompt responses, it is acknowledged that when a disaster is considered a terrorist attack planning for response has to be considered in the event that another terrorist attack could take place promptly after thus, plans for ensuring the lives of the emergency services responding need to be safeguarded. 

It was established that the emergency services' initial deployment to Aldgate station was swift, and that there had been an explosion on the train. By 9:14 a.m., all emergency responders were informed of the blast at Aldgate East. By 9:15 a.m, 25 minutes after the blast, the London fire department, the London ambulance service, and the police had all reported a major incident (London Assembly, 2006). 

The response of the emergency services to the Tavistock scene was delayed by 52 minutes. This form of delay was caused due to the fact that the emergency services were already inundated by their response and management to the other scenes (Casciani, 2011). BBC NEWS (2011) stated that “The London Assembly had already reported that poor communications and a lack of basic medical supplies hampered the rescue operation.” Which is another sign as to why there was such a delay. 

At 08.53 a.m., the bomb went off. The last patients were not taken to hospital until 12.12 a.m., more than 3 hours away, in the tunnel linking London's Russell Square and King's Cross underground stations. Because of the initial confusion that occurs during such attacks, knowledge flow is complicated in the aftermath. Controllers in London were initially unaware how many attacks had happened when injured passengers emerged from underground tunnels at various stations due to four simultaneous explosions and the fact that three had occurred deep underground. It took some time to figure out just where incidents occurred, which incidents required which emergency assistance, and in what amounts (London Assembly, 2006).

Pre-planned reaction by emergency services 
For a long time, London's law enforcement authorities have worked together. The London Emergency Services Liaison Panel (LESLP) was established in 1973 by city officials, and it includes members from the London Metropolitan Police Service, City of London Police, British Transport Police, London Fire Brigade, London Ambulance Service, and local London councils. The Major Incident Procedure Manual, created by LESLP, is the central memorandum among participants and provides a detailed outline on which London's emergency management planning model is based.
The manual uses a vague definition of "significant incident" so that every emergency management department can announce one, increasing the probability that several agencies can respond quickly. Rapid identification and announcement of a major incident was a crucial aspect of the London bombing response which assisted in the prompt reactive nature to manage the incident and devastation that followed as a result.

One of the most difficult issues the London agencies had to deal with for this attack was how to work with the victims' families. Since it was impossible for family members and relatives to obtain information about the condition and whereabouts of wounded or dead loved ones, the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) established a family support centre the day after the bombings. Radio interactions were also a challenge for responders. While the British Transport Police and London Underground staff's radio networks operated in the subway tunnels, other responding agencies' radios, including the MPS, did not (Storm and Eyerman, 2008). 

The capital's reaction to a major crisis, a matter of strict hierarchy, according to the Strategic Emergency Plan, a dense, calmly hierarchical document provided by a government department called the London Resilience Partnership, when "an incident or condition which threatens significant harm to human health" is reported. If in charge, they form the Gold Coordinating Committee, which plans a solution to the disaster, with their orders cascading down the ranks to the police officers, ambulance crews, and firefighters on the field. It's a simple, well-drawn method that attempts to resolve the underlying problem of emergency response - which is, of course, that if you really understood what you'd be facing and could prepare accordingly for it, it wouldn't be an emergency (the guardian, 2005). 
Information available to the emergency services and provisions in place to manage the reaction to such an event
Prior to this attack there had been warnings of such an event however, the time this would take place was not known. Given this information had been shared by terrorist groups provision of time to plan emergency responses was crucial to utilise and get right as soon as possible. It is noted that at the time of this event there was no method of communication in place for the passengers within the train to communicate with the train driver, emergency services or any persons who worked on the London underground. The injured and trapped passengers were therefore left without this connection, leaving them without any knowledge of what had happened or who would be aware if their circumstance. 

In 2005 technological support was far more limited than it is today. Technology such as surveillance, monitoring and the use of social media are all forms of assisting aids during any events, incidents and disasters that occur or are likely to occur in contemporary Britain. The police forces and other agencies are now able to utilise technologies to assist with predicting, understanding and reacting to any event or incident that may cause or does cause harm to the community, individuals and groups. Reviews of the reactive work of the emergency services and the plans for this reaction have resulted in changes being implemented. 

Since radio signals were closed, crews who had been dispatched were unable to communicate with controllers. In other testimony, Coroner Lady Justice Hallett heard that the ambulance service had moved from pagers to cell phones for signal transmission.

Grimmett (2011) an officer in the LAS emergency planning unit, argued that “pagers were more reliable in a disaster situation. During 7/7, the capital's mobile network became overloaded with many people finding it impossible to make calls. The service began using pagers again a week after the attacks.” And Killens (2011) accepted that the government's assessment of incidents was incorrect when it reported that inadequate communications had not disrupted relief operations.

London is highly renowned for its exceptionally good transport links across the region. The planning and management of this ensure that commuting from one place to another is prompt and easily accessible. If one of these links are broken for any reason, alternative provision and methods of accessing areas are always in place to be implemented to ensure transportation continues. Based on this information, plans for reactions to any major event should be informed by these services as to detailed information of where, when and what occurs at any time within the transport system. 

British response to such acts is also known to be strong which is highlighted by the comments made by the mayor of London, the prime minister, UN security council and many others. HRH Queen Elizabeth stated, “Those who perpetrate these brutal acts against innocent people should know that they will not change our way of life”. This highlights the message to terrorists that Britain will continue to defend their values and protect their citizens. 

Information from the investigation of the attack highlighted that the bombers were carrying large, heavy rucksacks that contained the explosive devices (House of Commons, 2005). This information was clarified by CCTV. 

Post incident information/findings 
A detailed account of the movements of the terrorists has been outlined (House of Commons, 2005). This information provides a visual account which evidences that the terrorists were able to carry on as a normal day and did not appear phased in their demeaner or behaviour even though they planned to use their own lives to cause such devastation. This again demonstrates another difficulty in identifying terrorists and their planned actions. 

Inquests into the deaths of those injured in the attacks culminated in a number of guidelines on defence and rescue operations, and the government has put in motion a comprehensive counter-terrorism policy (BBC NEWS, 2015).

The plans for the police casualty bureau have been thoroughly reviewed after July 7th. New protocols, processes, and preparation have been implemented as a result of the study. The updated "National Mutual Aid Telephony System" and mutual aid telephony protocols between police forces would enable the Casualty Bureau to answer more calls than on July 7th. When the Bureau's phones are busy, residents can hear recorded calls leading them to other resources.

It was claimed that delays in the emergency services' telecommunication infrastructure caused a delay in retrieving those caught up in the attacks, but this was not the case. Although there were some difficulties, there were responders on the scene within minutes of receiving 999 calls. 

Despite being overburdened, emergency communications networks performed brilliantly, las well as the British Transport Police radio infrastructure when underground. The police’s new Airwave system also worked well. However, the older systems had a shortcoming that harmed the emergency services' command and control capability, especially when coordinating with cars and responders on the scene. In response to this and what happened in the London bombings the airwave network is now being used by all the transport operational command unit, the specialist operations and the crime directorates. 



Conclusion
From findings it is apparent that although communications were had between emergency services in outlining methods for how they would react to such an event, it was never going to be clear as any event could not be determined as to when or where it would take place. This obvious barrier to planning effective, reactive methods would cause problems for any plans being structured. The reaction of the emergency services in relation to the attacks was further complicated due to the fact that more than one attack took place and were spread over wide area and intermittent time. Each proceeding attack was further complicated to respond to, as problems were caused to the infrastructure, resulting in delays being caused to get to each point and support those injured. Transport control and communications were harboured by the difficulties imposed as a result of the demand and haltering effect this had to these. 

It would be beneficial for future management of such incidents if Implementing methods of investigating travellers within the transport system was in place however, this could cause additional problems on a day-to-day basis such as delays for travel. This may also be considered as an infringement on a person’s human rights if they were required to be searched or checked on a regular basis however, as this is done during airline travel, for safety purposes this method of checking may be a crucial move forward in transport such as the London underground for today’s society. 

Concluding safe and secure planning and reactions to terrorist attacks is always going to be complicated and will require ongoing reviews and changes to meet with the growth and issues presented by terrorists as they change and adapt to avoid being identified and halted in their actions.  


Recommendations for future management of terrorism attacks 
· Better use of CCTV monitoring within transport systems ie. Better identification of suspected terrorists 
· Investigations of any persons carrying large luggage as is done via airline monitoring
· More understanding needs to be gained into the behaviour of terrorists ie this chosen action is deemed as cognitive behaviour, they went to McDonalds prior to the attack.  
· Better use of media by using this method of communication as a support, such as assistance with identifying individuals recorded. 
· Plans and provision to be formalised for emergency response in the event of more than one terrorist attack taking place at any one given time.  
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