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1.The attacker and his backround
The Manchester arena bombing occurred on the 22nd of May 2017 at 22:31pm, just after the end of an Ariana Grande concert where fans had just began leaving the venue, this is when the perpetrator Salman Abedi detonated his home-made suicide bomb in the centre of the crowd claiming the lives of 23 people including himself and injured 800 more. Merrill, & Lindgren, S. (2021). Salman also had a brother who was in Libya at the time of the bombings named Hashem Abedi 22, who encouraged and helped his brother to plan and carry out the attack. Including helping pay £230 cash for a car that was used to store the bomb making equipment until Salman Abedi return on the 18th of May 2017. Hashem was eventually extradited to the UK in July of 2019 and found guilty of 22 counts of murder, one of attempted murder in relation to those who survived, and one of conspiracy to cause an explosion. CPS (2020) This attack also showed a lack of ability for the emergency services too effectively cooperate with each other when responding to a large-scale incident such as this one despite a number of training programmes implemented in order to prevent an incident such this this one. 

2.Purpose of investigating services responses 
It would be without a doubt necessary to investigate the response time and effectiveness of the police and other emergency services to this terrorist attack and whether they had managed to efficiently co-operate and prevent any further casualties and or damage. There are a number of strategies utilised by public services when responding to terrorism. 
First is the CONTEST strategy the contest strategy was first published in 2006 and numerous revisions have been made following its initial publishing. CRT(2018) The contest strategy is made up of what is called the four P’s which all have their own dedicated place in the CONTEST strategy and are defined by the publication Contest: The United Kingdom’s strategy for countering terrorism. HM Government (2011)

3. CONTEST Strategy
Prevent- We regard Prevent as a key part of CONTEST. We do not believe it is possible to resolve the threats we face simply by arresting and prosecuting more people. We believe that this is the view of our key allies around the world and that Prevent needs to be an international effort as much as other parts of our counter-terrorism strategy. But we also want to make Prevent more effective. And in particular we intend to now change both its scope and its focus.
Prevent has evolved over the years with a number of changes being made in response to a number of incidents. Such as the killing of drummer Lee Rigby where in response a taskforce called Tackling Radicalisation and Extremism. Further proposals were put forward in the 2015 extremism bill such as banning orders to give the Home Secretary the power to ban extremist organisations as well as closure orders that allow law enforcement and local government to close premises that are being used to promote extremism.  UK GOV(2015)
Pursue- The purpose of Pursue is to stop terrorist attacks in this country and against our interests overseas. This means detecting and investigating threats at the earliest possible stage, disrupting terrorist activity before it can endanger the public and, wherever possible, prosecuting those responsible.
 Further powers given to help ensure that terrorist threats are detected as early as possible. These powers include the Stop and Search powers from the Terrorism Act (2000) which have been further adjusted to only allow police and other government agencies to only stop and search those who have been highlighted by specific evidence of information about a potential terrorist attack. Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures (TPIMs) is an area of pursue that is used to emplace restrictions on those suspected of planning terrorist activity even though they cannot be deported or prosecuted, including enforced curfew and GPS tagging as well as further restrictions on travel and movement. Middleton.B (2013) 
Protect- The purpose of Protect is to strengthen our protection against a terrorist attack in the UK or against our interests overseas and so reduce our vulnerability. Our priorities are informed by an annual National Risk Assessment, a version of which we publish, which assesses the threats we face and the vulnerabilities we have. 
In light of the rise of Islamic State one of the key areas of protect is to increase the security at the British border in order to keep a track on those who are entering and leaving the country as well as detecting the illegal import of weapons, explosives and other threats to national security. Counterterrorism and Security Act (2015)
 Prepare- The purpose of our Prepare work is to mitigate the impact of a terrorist attack where that attack cannot be stopped. This includes work to bring a terrorist attack to an end and to increase our resilience so we can recover from its aftermath. An effective and efficient response will save lives, reduce harm and aid recovery. This includes greater information and telecommunications between the emergency services. As well as regular testing and exercising the multi-agencies capabilities to respond to and recover from a wide variety of terrorist attacks. Home department (2018)

4. JESIP
The other programme to increase the ability of agencies to prepare for and prevent terrorist attacks is the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) but most importantly ensure that emergency services can work as efficiently as possible with each other. At its core it is a training programme specifically designed for emergency service interoperability training. Gurney (2018)
The JESIP programme is built around its key 5 Principles:
Co-locate- Commanders of the emergency service branches need to co-locate as soon as possible at a single easily identifiable location near to the scene.  If not done it can lead to poor information sharing and a lack of a joint understanding of the situation 
Communicate- Communicate clearly in English. Without commanders being able to liaise with their peers and share what they know about the incident - what risks or hazards they may have identified; they cannot coordinate resources and formulate an appropriate response plan. This includes no using jargon that is only understood by those in your area of service. And should provide all the information about the unfolding situation possible. 
Co-ordinate- Co-ordinate by agreeing the lead service. Identify priorities, resources and capabilities for an effective response, including the timing of further meetings. If information is not shared between commanders there is a great potential for misunderstanding and will only work to disjoint and impede the ability of the services and in turn could lead to more casualties. 
Jointly understand risk- Jointly understand risk by sharing information about the likelihood and potential impact of threats and hazards to agree potential control measures. Certain commanders may not fully understand the severity of the situation for each organisation. And in the they all understand each other’s risks they can coordinate to counter it more efficiently. Before any decisions are made, they should be logged 
Shared situational awareness- Shared Situational Awareness established by using METHANE and the Joint Decision Model. The use of the methane model allows commanders to get a grip of the situation with less confusion through using a simple 7 letter model.  
Is there a Major incident
What is the Exact location of the incident, 
The Type of incident, 
What Hazards are there,
What is the best Access routes,
Number of casualties and their condition,
How many Emergency responders are needed. JESIP (2021) 
5. The Kerslake Report
Despite these two strategies that are specifically designed to help services train for interoperability and working together efficiently in potential terrorist situations there has been a significant amount of criticism towards the services and their lacklustre response to the Manchester Arena Bombing. The Kerslake Report was an independent review into the effectiveness and preparedness of emergency response units to the attack and shed significant light on the failings of the services as well as what they accomplished. 
The response of British Transport Police 
(Kerslake, 2018) States the Manchester arena as well as Victoria station are both owned by network rail and in turn are under the supervision of the British Transport Police (BTP). At the time of the bombing there was only 4 officers assigned to both areas. However, following the explosion, the four-man BTP team responded to the area of the attack within 30 seconds. Furthermore, officers situated within the BTP offices 150m away from the station also heard the explosion within 10 minutes more officers converged on the scene. Due to the rapid response of the BTP the sergeant on the scene was able to provide a METHANE update to the BTP control room and began providing first aid. The BTP officers continued to use their initiative taking notice of the severity of one young casualties’ injury and took it upon themselves to transport her to hospital before the North West Ambulance Service (NWAS) had even arrived.  (P.63)
Arrival of the Greater Manchester Police 
With the eventual arrival of the Greater Manchester Police (GMP) firearms officers the control of the scene was handed over to a senior GMP inspector. Due to the BTP being the first on scene they managed to work alongside the other officers in a joint operation and were able to seamlessly transfer main control of the situation to the GMP while continuing to work with arena staff and NWAS paramedics with the injured. With the co-ordination NWAS, BTP, GMP, Arena staff and station staff as well as brave bystanders. They were able to efficiently evacuate the foyer and hand it over to the GMP crime scene manager. (P.64)
Actions of the North West Ambulance Service
By luck an advanced paramedic was monitoring NWAS incidents on his laptop and was able to deploy himself to the scene within a matter of minutes of the explosion, after arriving he was notified of the attack, entered the foyer provided a METHANE report to the NWAS control room. (P.84) 
As other ambulances started to arrive alongside the firearms officers this allowed the paramedics to set up a casualty clearing station rapidly.(P.87) Adding to this the acting commander of the GMP at the scene alongside the NWAS were able to set up JESIP “huddles” to organise their strategic response and were able to use their joint situational awareness to organise coaches to take P3 casualties (Casualties requiring treatment, but a longer delay is acceptable) to hospital.(PP.88,89) This joint situational awareness undoubtable saved numerous lives 
[bookmark: _Hlk92219813]Lack of the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service 
Kerlaske further states that regarding the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service (GRMFRS) did not play any significant role when it comes to responding the arena bombing. This is down to the fact that other services average response time was 6 minutes while the GRMFRS did not arrive at the scene until 2 hours later. Vital time that could have been used in providing first aid and the movement of those who were dead or injured. This was not down to one single issue but a large problem being a combination of poor communication and poor procedures. Furthermore, they have been called on to reflect on the wider issues it causes for ability to operate with other agencies. (P.8)

The breakdown of Communications 
The lack of an ability to communicate seriously hampered any ability of setting up a casualty bureau. This in turn caused a great deal of stress for the families of those who were injured at the bombing. The National mutual Aid Telephony System was supposed to be provided by Vodafone however the system completely broke down and was not back up and running until 03:00hrs. Resulting in many families resorting to frantically searching hospitals throughout Manchester. Just to find any glimmer of hope that their loved ones are safe. Vodafone have since apologised of the complete breakdown and said to be fully committed that such an occurrence will never happen again.  

6. Conclusion
In conclusion it is clear that the Manchester bombing was a tragic event that has scarred the UK with such a high casualty number. At the hands of someone who was truly evil and had no quarrel with taking the lives of the innocent. The response by the majority of the services was down with great efficiency and was vital inn saving the lives of a numerous people. The ability of the British transport police to be able to effectively transfer control of the scene to the GMP while still providing first aid to the victims shows a great example of joint-operational capabilities of the two agencies. The effective use of METHANE by the British Transport Police as well as the North west Ambulance Service allowing the other services and agencies to be notified almost immediately about the situation that had unfolding allowing the allotment of the number of emergency service personal needed to tackle this crisis. Furthermore, the use of JESIP by the Greater Manchester Police and the North West Ambulance Service allowed for the organisation of coaches that would be used to evacuate casualties to hospitals throughout Manchester. Despite this there was sill serious issues one being the lack of coordination or communication from the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service resulting in them arriving two hours later vital time that could have been used in transporting the injured as well as using their first aid training for those hit by the suicide bomb. Despite this late arrival they did provide valuable support for the other agencies when they arrived. The other pressing issue was that on behalf of Vodafone with their lacklustre fixing of the National Mutual Aid Telephony System, causing grave concerns for the families trying to find out if their loved ones who were present at the concert were safe or not. As well as further issues for the emergency services trying to access the area. With the issue only being resolved at 03:00 hours way past the point of when it was needed. Overall, JESIP as well as METHANE provided an efficient way for the services to communicate and allow for great inter-service operability. Despite this there are areas that still need to be solved to ensure that the services are prepared for any future attacks. 
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