Introduction 
On a Thursday morning in the middle of the British summertime in 2005 a sequence of co-ordinated attacks on the UK Capital would test the preparations of the London Emergency Services Liaison Partnership for a Major Incident to the full range of their capability, for the first time (CHECK REFERENCE).
The coalition of Category 1 and 2 responder agencies and other uncategorised organisations worked collaboratively in the wake of 9/11 to design comprehensive Multi-Agency plans which would support the response to a similar incident in the United Kingdom. (CHECK REF)
On Thursday 7 July 2005 a major incident on London’s transport network left 52 people dead and 775 injured as a series of explosions ripped through the routine bustle of the morning rush hour while the city’s commuters made their way to work.  (CHECK REF)
While the Coroners Inquests identified a number of lessons for future learning, Lady Justice Hallet’s conclusion stipulated that the evidence presented to her “does not justify the conclusion that any failings on the part of any organisation or individual caused or contributed to any of the deaths.” (Review of Progress Report 2012 CHECK DETAILS).
Indeed, it was acknowledged that individuals responded with valour, empathy and perseverance under complex, demanding and harrowing circumstances.  (7 July Review Report CHECK REFERENCE).
Nevertheless, the fact remains that the events of 7 July, had irreversible impacts on many people and will continue to do so for years to come.
This piece of work will identify the features of this incident and outline its classification on the National Risk Register.  Consideration will be given to organisations involved in emergency response and their legal obligations in respect of Civil Protection.  The range of statutory and non-statutory guidance available to responders will be explored, along with its impact on the interoperability between responder agencies.  Finally, it will examine the effects of Civil Contingencies legislation and related guidance on the Management of the 7/7 London bombings and how it supports the learning of the lessons identified following the response for the enhancement or future preparedness, response and recovery.
Main body – up to 5000
Explain the characteristics of this emergency (what defines it as an emergency), and how this incident is categorised on the National Risk Register.
The first three explosions, erupted on packed tube trains on London’s busy underground network between 08:50 and 08:53, trapping casualties and survivors in pitch darkness among the debris and plumes of smoke.  At 09:47 a fourth explosion at Tavistock Square tore through the No.30 bus leaving onlookers traumatised as they tried to help the injured.  Section 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 defines an emergency as ‘an event or situation which threatens human welfare, the environment or war or terrorism that threatens the security of the UK’.  (7 July review committee) The London bombings in July 2005 resulted in excess deaths, mass casualties and long-term physical, psychological and financial impacts for huge numbers of survivors.  The incident caused widespread disruption to the London transport network. London Underground was fully evacuated, and City Centre bus services were suspended for most of the day and, severe traffic congestion across the City.  Health Services were severely impacted with in excess of 82 ambulances being requested for dispatch to the scenes, through London Ambulance Service’s Control Centre and hospitals near the scenes being called upon by emergency responders for impromptu support with staffing resource and equipment in a desperate effort to save lives during the initial response.  Many of the survivors suffered ongoing health care needs, whether as a result of physical injuries they sustained or in coping with the psychological impact of fear and suffering they witnessed and experienced for themselves on the day.  Indeed, a report by Brewin et al ( 2010) demonstrates that some survivors received psychological support for at least two years following the attacks.  Communications networks, on which the emergency services were dependant, owing to a lack of effective radio communications, quickly became overwhelmed as friends and family members of those affected tried frantically to contact their loved ones.  This lack of clear communication between the responding agencies, their control centres and the scenes resulted in chaos and confusion, characteristic of emergencies.(Report of the 7 July Review Committee, Volume 2, Nov 2005 p.13)  When the numerous and varied impacts of this incident, such as impacts on health and transport services, communications infrastructure, the damage caused to property, security implications across the city and most importantly the human cost are considered in the context of Sections 1, 2 and 3 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 at least 9 of the 13 criteria specified are satisfied. 
Furthermore, according to present day guidance from JESIP, a major incident is defined as:
“An event or situation with a range of serious consequences which requires special arrangements to be implemented by one or more emergency responder agency.”
As I have detailed above, the events which took place on London’s transport network on 7 July 2005, were such that they caused widespread and long-term impacts. The scale and severity of the physical and mental impacts on passengers travelling in and around the city and the resulting repercussions on transport and communications services are sufficient to demonstrate that a range of serious consequences presented themselves as a result of the events which occurred that morning.  In fact, any one of these occurrences alone would have constituted a major incident. Furthermore, the communications challenges and traffic congestion, compounded the severity of the presenting situation by adding to the complexity of the response and hindering co-operation and information sharing between partners and restricting the movement of responders between sites.  (Hendon issues look up).
Additionally, the activation of plans, such as the Major Incident Procedure Manual, produced by London Emergency Services Liaison Panel (LESLP) and designed specifically for the purpose of supporting a co-ordinated, large-scale, multi-agency response to such an emergency, demonstrates that the scale of the response required was such that it could not have been met within the scope and capability of the day-to-day functions of the agencies involved.  The current version of the LESLP manual recognises this and goes on to outline the requirements for activation as well as making provision for a number of scenarios where a variety of ‘special arrangements’ would be required in the initial response to such an incident, such as arrangements for the establishment of facilities to accommodate large numbers of the deceased and the gathering of contact details and witness statements from survivors (LESLP).
Although it would be another 8 years before the introduction of the JESIP Joint Doctrine, LESLP recognised the importance of an integrated response to the type of situation which would later be outlined in JESIPs definition of a Major Incident.  In addition, they took steps to address this, in their production of the Major Incident Procedure Manual, as part of the duties of each of its individual partner agencies under the Act.  
The London bombings of July 2005 firmly fit the JESIP description of a Major Incident by nature of the severity of their consequences in respect of human welfare, damage to the environment and security.  The incident resulted in damage to transport infrastructure across the city as well as putting health and emergency services under immense strain.  Furthermore, the severe and catastrophic injuries and psychological trauma suffered by innocent members of the public would continue to impact survivors and the bereaved for many years to come. (7 July Committee Report, 2005)
According to the National Risk Register (2020, p.9-10), which groups the broad range of threats and hazards anticipated by the UK Security Services thematically and provides an indicative impact scale to support Civil Protection professionals in their delivery of their duties under the Act, suggests an ‘annual likelihood of 25-125 in 500 when considering a ‘malicious attack on transport’ such as the attack which took place in London on 7 July 2005.  The NRR categorises such an event as having a ‘Level C impact rating’.  A Level C impact rating suggests that such an incident would result in the loss of circa 41-200 lives, evacuation of up to 5 thousand people and property or environmental damage lasting for up to a year, in addition to pressures on Health and Social Care services resulting in 10% or the population being unable to access services for somewhere in the region of 12 hours.’
While the Impact Scale Indicators are merely intended as a guide to support practitioners in their planning arrangements, the scale, severity and breadth of the consequences of the 2005 London bombings, speaks to the accuracy of their formulation.
According to the 7July Review Committee Report  (2005), in excess of 82 ambulances were requested to attend the various scenes, in addition to requests for first response vehicles and medical supplies.  This put significant strain on the London Ambulance Service, so much so that Transport for London bus drivers near the scenes volunteered to take large numbers of the walking wounded to nearby hospitals in order to assist responders in prioritising those who were more severely injured.
In addition, within a few hours of the incident, 1200 hospital beds were made available in hospitals across the city to accommodate the injured.  This was an enormous undertaking for the NHS and would have meant early discharge for a number of hospitalised patients and prioritisation of the injured over more routine admissions. (London Resilience Multi Agency-Debrief Report, Sept 2006, p.26, 4.18) 
The scale and nature of the impacts resulting from the 2005 London bombings more than meet the descriptors of an emergency or major incident outlined in the Civil Contingencies Act 2004, the National Risk Register (2020) and subsequent guidance designed by the UK Government to support practitioners at responder agencies in planning for, response to and recovery from such incidents.  The impact on innocent members of the public, including death, injury, bereavement and psychological trauma, were profound and the service impacts on responder agencies were significant and far reaching.  
Reflect on the duties placed on different types of official responders by the Act, define who these organisations are and what their respective (including co-ordinated) responsibilities are, and incorporate these in your assignment.
Under the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 Category 1 responders have six duties.  Firstly, there is an overarching duty on all Category 1 responders such as Police Services, Fire and Rescue Services, Ambulance Services, HM Coastguard, NHS Trusts such as University Health Boards and Public Health Services, Environment Agencies such as National Resources Wales and Port Health authorities, to work in co-operation in order to enhance interoperability and to strive for a co-ordinated approach by sharing appropriate and relevant information related to risks.  Category 1 responder agencies are also required to conduct risk assessments on matters which may impact their local communities, develop business continuity plans to support continued provision of critical services in case of a disruptive event, design and implement plans to mitigate against and reduce the impact of emergencies, provide appropriate and relevant information to the public about the risks that may affect them, and warn them of unfolding emergencies, keeping them informed on where to get help and how to keep themselves safe.  Additionally, Local Authorities are also required to provide advice on business continuity management to local businesses. (Emergency Preparedness, DATE)
As outlined in Emergency Preparedness ( Ch1, p. 16), while statutory guidance focuses on preparation for emergencies, there is an expectation that responders will take a proactive and holistic approach to Emergency Management through application of the Integrated Emergency Management Model.  The IEM suggests a six-step approach to emergency management, beginning with horizon scanning, in order to pre-empt the types of risks which may occur in their local area.  By anticipating risks in this way planners can take steps to prevent emergencies from occurring, negating the need for a response.  Where occurrence is inevitable, this proactive assessment of risk, it’s likelihood and anticipated impacts, planners are better equipped to work collaboratively with partner agencies prepare for crises through properly understanding the risks and sharing situational awareness, experience and expertise.  
By approaching their duties proactively, responders allow themselves time to forge professional relationships which enhance the quality of the planning by extending the breadth and depth of the expertise from which risks are assessed and plans are designed.  This also allows each agency to build familiarity with plans and the leadership structures which will support their delivery ahead of time, thus enhancing the quality and efficiency of the response (Pollock Report, CHECK DATE)
The duties of the Act place a degree of expectation on category 1 responder agencies to have foresight in respect of their local risks, and to take a collegiate, integrated and inclusive approach to those responsibilities by involving others, with a part to play in the response and recovery phases, in preparatory work.  
Under the Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Category 2 responders, such as utilities and telecommunications providers, transport companies and those operating transport infrastructure such as Network Rail, Highways authorities and Port operators and the Health and Safety Executive, are simply required to share information and co-operate with Category 1 responders, and other Category 2 responders for the purpose of supporting Category 1 responders in the fulfilment of their duties under the act although additional obligations in respect of emergency planning are placed on Category 2 responders within the specific regulations governing their respective industries (Emergency Preparedness, DATE, Ch 2, p.4, 2.4).
For example, the Railways and Other Guided Transport Systems (Safety) Regulations 2006 (ROGS) require transport operators to conduct appropriate risk assessments and take action mitigate risks to the safety of those who may be affected by its operations.  Full and early involvement of Category 2 Responders supports an integrated and consistent approach to both planning and response.  Indeed, many Category 2 responders, particularly those regulated by industry specific legislation, have regard to Emergency Preparedness structures and approaches such as the JESIP principles, the IEM and Command an control and utilise them in their own planning arrangements (Guidance Note – Emergency Planning - Knowledge, Understanding and Responsibilities, 2017, p.10-12)
In addition, if engaged early in the planning process to Category 2 organisations will be able to support with enhancing the work of Category 1 responders in delivering their duties.  For example, Transport for London’s website (accessed 24/11/2021) provides basic information advising members of the public on steps they can take to keep themselves safe on the TfL Services and guidance as well as guidance on what to expect should London Underground need to evacuate its Tube Services.  Provision of this information directly from the transport operators to their customers enables to messaging to put directly in front of the people likely to be affected and increases the likelihood of it being taken on board.  Provision of consistent messaging across partners provides the public with reassurance, build resilience within the community and supports the response.
Under the act Category 1 responders must also have regard for other legislation which may impact on actions which can be taken as part of the response, as such the involvement of Category 2 partners in the planning stages is vital if Category 1 agencies are to make the most of the opportunity to share expertise to inform effective planning.  
It is essential to remember that, during a major incident responder agency will be managing a situation requiring a response beyond the scope of the day-today resources of any one agency.  As a result, it is crucial to enlist support from those organisations with capacity and experience in providing this type of support.  For example, Voluntary organisations such as the British Red Cross and retailers such as supermarkets and local coach or taxi firms may be involved to provide support at Survivor Reception Centres in the form of practical or emotional support and the provision of food and supplies and should be considered and engaged in planning, training and exercising in advance of the emergency (Emergency Preparedness (Ch. 2, p.5, 2.7/ Ch.15, p4 & 6). 
Furthermore, there may be instances where the nature, scale or urgency of the emergency requires rapid deployment of resource, or expertise beyond the capabilities of the organisations involved.  Under these Circumstances Military Aid to the Civil Authorities may be requested although it should be noted provision of this support is dependent on availability and as such cannot be relied upon in terms of planning. The requesting agency must demonstrate that they have exhausted all other options, such as Mutual Aid and Commercial solutions prior to submitting their request (Ch.15, p4).
Dependant on the nature of the emergency, it may in fact be appropriate for an uncategorised partner organisation to assume the role of lead agency in the management of the response because of their specific expertise or specialism and so it critical for these relationships to be built over time through early involvement in the planning, training and exercising process.  
The complex, uncertain and rapidly evolving nature of emergencies demands that responding agencies are appropriately prepared.  This requires that those agencies have an understanding of the risks they may be called upon to deal with, have considered their management of those risk through the formulation of emergency plans and have a comprehensive understanding of not only their own role in those plans but also the roles of others in order to ensure their effective delivery.  The Civil Contingencies Act 2004, places legal requirements on category 1 and 2 responders to work together effectively to ensure that this happens and its accompanying guidance (Emergency Preparedness and Emergency Response and Recovery) furnishes them with a framework to inform their efforts.
Evaluate the range of statutory and non-statutory guidance that supports the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (CCA), and how this would have contributed to the planning arrangements for a co-ordinated response to such an emergency.  
Point /Link – collaboration and shared situational awareness, planning
Explain
Example(s)
Evidence
Evaluation 
[bookmark: _Hlk93918860]Point /Link – training and exercising, understanding of each other’s roles in the plan
Explain
Example(s)
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Evaluation 
Point /Link – Building relationships – trust 
Explain
Example(s)
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Evaluation 
Include an analysis of the impact that the act and guidance related to it has had on the response and recovery to this emergency
Point/link– structure and common approach
explain
Example(s) 
Evidence
Evaluation 
Point /Link – LESLP plan – learning, subsequent Inclusion of JESIP, Mass fatalities plan
Explain – had prepared – although no opportunity to validate
Example(s)
Evidence
Evaluation 
Point /Link - continuous review, debriefing, lessons learned
Explain
Example(s)
Evidence
Evaluation 

Conclusion – 600 (Intro currently 350 approx)
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