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Executive Summary

The 7/7 London Bombings was an attack that shook the fundamentals of the core principles of emergency services and how these services respond in the event of a major incident. Following the 7/7 London Bombings these weaknesses were identified both for the incident as a sole event and the lack of collaboration between services in day-to-day practice.

Introduction

This report discusses the effectiveness of emergency services response to major incidents and their collaboration with partnership agencies. This effectiveness and collaboration will be evaluated by means of assessing the response of both the services and partnership agencies in the 7/7 London Bombings, critically evaluating how each service responded as a sole party and how collaboration, or lack thereof, was present.  

The 7/7 London Bombings

On 7 July 2005, London was targeted by one of the most devastating terrorist attacks known as the 7/7 London bombings. The terrorist attack was planned and carried out by four suicide bombers. They utilized their plan by using the public transport of three underground trains and one double decker bus within the Central of London (London Assembly, 2006).  

The first bomb was detonated by Shehzad Tanweer at 8:50am at Aldgate station. The detonation of the first bomb resulted in the death of 7 people along with causing 171 causalities (Counter Extremism Project, 2021).  Tighe (2005) stated that Tanweer had been attending a mosque regularly leading up to the devastating event along with becoming more impassioned about his religious worship. 

Reid (2006) affirmed that Mohammed Sidique Khan was responsible for the death of 6 people after he detonated the second bomb at Edgware Road underground station at 8:50am.  The Counter Extremism Project (2021) had published that Khan had visited Pakistan on several occasions. Leading up to the attack, Khan and Tanweer both met with Al-Qaeda extremists to obtain training and incendiary devices. 

Germaine Lindsay detonated the third bomb whilst on the underground train at Kings Cross Station at 9am, resulting in the death of 26 people along with 340 casualties. Lindsay became passionate on the religion of Islam in 2000, which led to him becoming influenced by Al-Qaeda and listening to recordings from Faisal, who was radicalised by ISIS (Counter Extremism Project, 2021). 

The detonation of the fourth bomb was made by Hasib Hussain at 9:47am. Hussain detonated the bomb at Tavistock Square on a double decker bus, which resulted in the death of 13 people. Hussain had openly spoke about his support on the Islamic extremists Al-Qaeda (Counter Extremism Project, 2021). 

The House of Commons (2006) details how the group came into contact through various social circles, although upbringings were different, the individuals developing interests in Islam provided a common ground for networking thus the group created a relationship through this. Khan recorded a video statement which suggests the groups motivations for the attacks is fundamentally inspired by perceived unreasonable actions and injustices by the western world in particular United Kingdom and the United States of America. Whilst these apparent injustices have been a much-debated subject in recent history, the groups radicalisation led to a varied and extreme interpretation of Islam, this leading to the perception that the attacks were required and justifiable. 

The Civil Contingencies Act 2004

The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 was introduced as a framework to protect the public in the events of an emergency or major incident. Section 1(1) of the Act (Civil Contingencies Act 2004) states that the definition of an emergency can be anything from a situation of significant harm to the environment and human welfare to terrorism, where there is significant threat to the security of the UK. 

The framework is separated into two parts. Part one identifies the responsibilities of authorities which are required to respond and prepare for emergencies, whilst part two creates the precedent to allow for the creation of temporary legislation to assist with the response to critical emergencies (Cabinet Office, 2013). 

Schedule 1, Part 1 outlines the category 1 first responders which are required to attend at an event or situation of an emergency (Civil Contingencies Act 2004). 

· Fire and Rescue Service 
· Police 
· Ambulance and National Service Trusts 
· NHS 
· British Transport Police 
· Local Authorities 

A representative from each of the category 1 first responders are required to work collaboratively as a multi-agency partnership known as Local Resilience Forums (LRFs). They work together with the aim to plan and devise for an event of an emergency, along with trying to reduce the number of emergencies by maintaining efficient in recognizing possible threat (Cabinet Office, 2013). 
 
College of Policing (2020) highlights the fundamental responsibilities and duties that are required from category 1 responders within the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 in a response of an emergency: 

· Notify contingency planning by evaluating the threat of emergencies
· To prepare a plan of action for emergencies 
· To ensure information is available to the public in order to notify and advise in a case of an emergency. 
· To communicate with local responders to improve coordination and planning 
· To offer and support local authorities with guidance on business continuity management. 




Schedule 1, Part 3 of the legislation outlines what is defined as category 2 responders in the event of an emergency (Civil Contingencies Act 2004):

· Utilities 
· The Health and Safety Executive 
· London Underground 
· Transport for London 
· Highway companies 

It is recognised that the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 is a fundamental legislation when dealing with an emergency, as it provides a clear framework on how organisations can work together to protect the public. It sets out clear duties and responsibilities for organisations to improve and maintain effective in an event of an emergency. 

The Response of Emergency Services 

Police

Police are one of the fundamental first responders when it comes to an event of an emergency which is outlined in Part 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. In an event of an emergency people are told to ring 999, however in the case of the 7/7 bombings due to the nature of the underground network and the minimal coverage of mobile phone signal, there was a presence of difficulty contacting the emergency services across London. 

The report made by London Assembly (2006) stated that due to the three detonated bombs being underground there were very limited calls being made to the police. The British Transport Police in normal circumstances benefit from a TETRA-based airwave radio which enables them to communicate underground, however due to the explosions the function was damaged restricting them from communicating. The barrier of communication effected the response of the police, which also effected the response to notify other emergency services listed in the category 1 and 2 responders of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Civil Contingencies Act 2004). 

TETRA-based airwave radios have now been provided to the Metropolitan Police Service, London Fire Brigade and the London Ambulance Service by the CONNECT project (London Assembly, 2006). The barrier of communication had been a lesson learnt, enabling the police and other emergency services to develop in order to communicate and respond effectively underground in the event of future emergencies. 

The first bomb that detonated at 8:50am at Aldgate Station was reported to The British Transport Police, where they arrived on scene 5 minutes later. The British Transport Police then made the decision to call for the London Ambulance Service at 9:01am, after seeing 3-4 causalities. The member of the British Transport Police failed to report the scene as a major incident until 9:08am, 13 minutes later, due to the observation of 25 casualties (London Assembly, 2006). It is questionable to whether the delayed response of reporting it as a major incident was acceptable on behalf of the British Transport police.

It is clear under section 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 that an emergency or major incident can be defined as a situation where significant harm is threatened towards human welfare or an act of terrorism. In this case it was an act of terrorism and a threat to human welfare causing loss to human life and disruption of the facilities of transport (Civil Contingencies Act 2004).  The fast response of The British Transport Police reporting and declaring the scene as a major incident would have enabled a faster immediate strategic response from police, emergency services and partner agencies. 

The London Assembly (2006) also highlighted that the City of London Police failed to follow legislation by giving the command to activate the Access Overload Control (ACCOLC), which shut down the O2 network within a 1km area of Aldgate Station, due to the high demand of 999 calls and mass influx of public calls to family members and friends. The Decision to activate the ACCOLC can only be made by the Gold Coordinating Group, the highest degree of command, which was declined. It is clear to see why the Gold Coordinating Group declined to shut down the mobile network, this would have caused more panic and stress to people trying to call 999 for help or to check if a family member or friend was safe. 

The London Ambulance Service

The first London Ambulance Service arrived at Aldgate Station at 9:14am, 23 minutes after the 999 call was made due to being called firstly to Liverpool Street. By 9:07 hospitals were notified by Central Ambulance Control to prepare and to be on major incident standby. The London Ambulance Service arrived 14 minutes after the London Fire Brigade due to minimal correspondence of the Fire Brigades assessment of the explosion (London Assembly, 2006).  In an event of an emergency, it is vital for all responders to work together and to understand their role and the importance of communicating effectively in order to maintain effective, which is discussed by LRFs in preparation for an event of an emergency. 

The London Assembly (2006) clarified that the third bomb detonated between Kings Cross and Russell Square was reported at 9:04am, which had been received by the London Ambulance Service. The first ambulance arrived on scene at 9:19am at Kings Cross. Another call was made to the London Ambulance Service at Russell Square, 25 minutes after the bomb detonated. The Ambulance arrived on scene at 9:30am and reported it as a major incident 8 minutes later. The barrier of communication with telephones also effected the London Ambulance service which made it difficult for the victims underground to contact anyone. However, it can be argued as to why the emergency services had no plan in place with the intention to check the other side of the tunnel of the underground train, being Russell square.

Although the communication was poor between the London Ambulance Service and the Fire Brigade, the Ambulance Service provided an efficient strategic performance in a complexed situation with the major incident happening underground, with the communication barrier of mobile phones and radios not working. The Ambulance Service managed to clear the casualties in the detonated four areas within three hours, with the transportation of 404 patients to the hospital (London Assembly, 2006). This communication barrier was recognised, HM Government (2012) outlined that in the event of a major incident the Fire Brigade and London Ambulance Service are to collaborate to identify a Liaison Officer and rendezvous point. The London Underground (LU) introduced this system following recommendations by the London Resilience Forum (LRF). 

The London Ambulance Service now collaborate with the Department of Health and other organisations known as category 2 responders being the London Underground and the Network rail in order to provide medical supplies at key locations within the London rail in the event of future emergencies (London Resilience Team, 2006).  

Transport for London (TFL)

Transport for London is stated to be a Category 2 responder under Schedule 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Civil Contingencies Act 2004). Minutes after the first bomb was detonated at Aldgate Station the Transport for London was effected immediately, with the loss of lighting and the prevention of the drivers being able to liaise with the line control centre. 
Due to the reports of loud bangs and loss of electricity supply it had been assumed that there had been an electricity surge on the network. It can also be seen as a major safety issue with regards to not having devices located on the trains, allowing members of the public to communicate with the train driver in an event of an emergency (London Assembly, 2006). Due to the underground system not having alternative ways of communicating with the line control centre in the event of an emergency, it had effected the response of the underground team and other emergency services to act efficiently with a quick response. 

According to London Assembly (2006) The London Underground Emergency Response Unit (ERU) is an essential part of the Transport for London response. It was highlighted that the unit had limited rights when responding to the major incident of the 7/7 bombings, where they had no right to drive in bus lanes and had no blue lights like other emergency services. Following the attack, the policy and law on the ERU’s use of blue lights was reviewed and coherently amended to allow the ERU the use of blue lights in future major incidents (Transport for London, 2012). 

The London Resilience Team (2006) concluded that changes had been made to the Transport for London service with an increase of 200 British Transport Police Officers. It is apparent that the catastrophic event of the 7/7 bombings has permitted the Transport for London to improve for future major incidents that may occur. 


Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP)

There is now a Joint Doctrine in place which sets out how emergency services can remain effective and efficient at the event of an emergency when working in a multi-agency operating environment. JESIP was introduced in 2012 to provide principles and procedures to enhance how emergency services work together, by introducing a framework of a Joint Doctrine (JESIP, 2016). 

The Five Principles 

JESIP (2021) outlines the five principles in order to aid with a successful strategy that is cooperatively accepted. 

1. Co- Locate
2. Communicate
3. Co-ordinate
4. Jointly understand risk 
5. Shared Situational Awareness 



The M/ETHANE Method

JESIP (2021) highlights that the M/ETHANE method provides a template for each emergency services control room in the event of a major incident. This template provides an ease of communication, thus enabling all relevant the capability to share information from the incident effectively and clearly in order for the services to respond and react efficiently. 

M-Major Incident Declared
E-Exact Location 
T-Type of incident 
H-Hazards present or suspected 
A-Access 
N-Number, type, severity of casualties 
E-Emergency services present and those required

Joint Decision Model (JDM) 

The Joint Decision Model is included in the joint Doctrine to aid with the provision of accessible information from all services to assist with making an operative joint decision and improved collaboration. The JDM requires the individual tasked with leading in a given situation, otherwise a known as a commander, to understand the situation by using the information gathered and shared between services. The commanders are then required to identify and evaluate any risks in order to develop a strategy (JESIP 2021). The commanders would then need to consider current policies and procedures that are in place to achieve the best possible joint decision. Alternatives should then be identified and in order to get the best possible result, it is vital that all options are explored. Taking action is the last requirement set in the JDM, which requires review and evaluation of the major incident (JESIP, 2015).  

The introduction of JESIP was a result of the 7/7 London bombings, following the identification of a weakness in the collaboration between emergency services partner agencies in hindsight of the attack. Since the introduction of JESIP collaboration between emergency services in the event of major incidents has been at the forefront of training for emergency services with over 12,000 police, fire and ambulance personnel benefitting from training applicable to the response of major incidents and the joint decision making between services required (Harris, 2016). 

Conclusion

Whilst terrorism is at the forefront of modern-day public services, it can be argued that in the event of 7/7 London Bombings there was a neglect of the importance of collaboration between services and furthermore a lack of provision of facilities to accommodate this collaboration. Following the bombings, significant progress has been made as a result of the identification of these weaknesses in collaboration, this primarily includes improved training for services and partnership agencies which is accommodating an improved and more efficient response in the event of future major incidents.





References 

Cabinet Office (2013) Local resilience forums: contact details. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-resilience-forums-contact-details (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

Cabinet Office (2013) Preperation and planning for emergencies: responsibilities of responder agencies and others. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/preparation-and-planning-for-emergencies-responsibilities-of-responder-agencies-and-others (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, c. 36. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/36/section/1 (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, c. 36. Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/36/schedule/1 (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

College of Policing (2020) Civil emergencies. Available at: https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/civil-emergencies/civil-contingencies/legislation/#category-1-responders (Accessed 9 December 2021).

Counter Extremism Project (2021) Germaine Lindsay. Available at: https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/germaine-lindsay (Accessed 7 December 2021). 

Counter Extremism Project (2021) Hasib Hussain. Available at: https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/hasib-hussain (Accessed 7 December 2021). 

Counter Extremism Project (2021) Mohammad Sidique Khan. Available at: https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/mohammad-sidique-khan (Accessed 7 december 2021). 

Counter Extremism Project (2021) Shehzad Tanweer. Available at: https://www.counterextremism.com/extremists/shehzad-tanweer (Accessed 7 December 2021). 

Harris, T. (2016) London’s Preparedness to Respond to a Major Terrorist Incident. Available at: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/londons_preparedness_to_respond_to_a_major_terrorist_incident_-_independent_review_oct_2016.pdf (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

HM Government (2012) Coroner’s Inquests into the London Bombings of 7 July 2005: Review of progress. Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/97988/inquest-7-7-progress-report.pdf (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

House of Commons (2006) Report of the Official Account of the Bombings in London on 7th July 2005. (HC 1087). London: The Stationary Office. Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228837/1087.pdf (Accessed 8 December 2021). 
JESIP (2015) Joint Decision Model. Available at: https://www.jesip.org.uk/uploads/media/pdf/Poster%20JDM%20v2.pdf (Accessed 10 Demember 2021). 

JESIP (2016) JESIP Fact Sheet 1. Available at: https://www.jesip.org.uk/uploads/media/pdf/JESIP_Fact_Sheet_1_V7_March_2016.pdf (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

JESIP (2021) Joint Decision Model. Available at: https://www.jesip.org.uk/joint-decision-model (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

JESIP (2021) M/ETHANE. Available at: https://www.jesip.org.uk/methane (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

JESIP (2021) The Five Principles. Available at: https://jesip.org.uk/five-principles (Accessed 10 December 2021). 

London Assembly (2006) Report of the 7 July Review Committee. Available at: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/archives/assembly-reports-7july-report.pdf (Accessed 7 December 2021). 

London Resilience Team (2006) Looking back, moving forward. Available at: https://terrorvictimresponse.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/23_09_06_lrrfreport.pdf (Accessed 9 December 2021).  

Reid, J. (2006) ‘London Bombings’, Hansard: House of Commons Debates, 11 May, 520. Available at: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmhansrd/vo060511/debtext/60511-0006.htm (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

Tighe, C (2005) ‘FT.com site: Shehzad Tanweer, Aldgate Tube Bomb’, FT.com, pp. 1. Available at: https://www.proquest.com/docview/228989898/fulltext/10A6203A08DA4296PQ/1?accountid=130472 (Accessed 8 December 2021). 

Transport for London (2012) ‘Incident response on the Tube to be boosted under ‘Blue Light’ trial’, Transport for London. Available at: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/media/press-releases/2012/february/incident-response-on-the-tube-to-be-boosted-under-blue-light-trial (Accessed 10 December 2021). 
Chelsea Pelosi (2015581)



1

image1.png




image2.png




