


“On 22nd of May 2017 after an Arianna Grande in Manchester, a bomb was detonated which killed 22 people”. (BBC News Website, 2017). This was reported on United Kingdom national news and outlets across the globe. This was a very traumatic day for a lot of people, over 14,000 people attended this concert, and all these people ran in terror. 112 of the public were also hospitalised with injuries whilst 27 did not require hospital treatment. The attacker did this as a lone wolf suicide bomber and he was influenced and claimed by ISIS. (Guardian Newspaper Website, 2017). The same statistics were posted in the newspapers and were not speculation.

This attack brought world-wide attention and media as it was a shock and very surprising. This also brought a lot of attention to the emergency services and their responses to the attack. A particular report, the Kerskale Report reviewed the whole Manchester Arena bombing from: Who was affected, What the emergency services did in response, Response of the community and partner organisations and lastly conclusions and recommendations for the future. 

When the attack initially happened, it triggered the government protocols under the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (CCA 2004). This is a provision created to set a structure of response against major incidents or emergencies. This act defines an emergency when one of these three definitions are met:
“(a)an event or situation which threatens serious damage to human welfare in a place in the United Kingdom,
(b)an event or situation which threatens serious damage to the environment of a place in the United Kingdom, or
(c)war, or terrorism, which threatens serious damage to the security of the United Kingdom.”
(Information taken from Section 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.)
The (CCA 2004) was made up of two pre-existing pieces of legislation, the first being the Emergency Powers Act 1920. This act allows the government emergency provisions once a major incident has happened. In the 84 years before being repealed this act was only used on 12 occasions. 
The second piece of legislation which made up part of the (CCA 2004) was the Civil Defence Act 1948. This act put responsibilities for the Local Authorities and the Police Forces to work together in civil defence matters. This would be the basis of multi-agency working which is a key part in (CCA 2004) and even more structured than the 1948 definition of collaboration. The Civil Defence Act 1948 also outlined some of the principles of Integrated Emergency Management (IEM’s) which are mentioned in the Civil Contingencies Enhancement Programme 2012. This shows how these outdated pieces of legislation are still the principles 60 years on. 
The (CCA 2004) is split into 2 parts. The first part is the local arrangements for civil protection. This will set out clear guidelines and responsibilities for the category 1 and 2 responders. This will set out each organisation and individuals’ roles and what should be known to all who are aiding in the incident. This is vital as it is communication and coordination. This allows all responders a basis in response to an emergency. All body understand the principles from the off.  
The College of Policing website states that the category 1 responders are the core of the response to an emergency and these responders are mostly blue light services, local authorities, and public health. The civil protection duties that the category 1 responders are required to carry out consist of things such as: Assessing the risk of a major incident to inform contingency planning; implement emergency planning if there is a risk; inform the public about the risks and what to do in a state of emergency; share and cooperate with other responders as this could create problems and confusion for others. These roles are also outlined in Civil Contingencies Enhancement Programme 2012.
Category 2 responders are also likely to be involved in some major incidents or emergencies as these would consist of utilities and transport companies. These responders are involved if needed in the civil protection duties and able to attend the local resilience forums but usually helped in a time of need and are informed their roles internally in times of need. 
Since 2013, Emergency responders and other agencies have been collaborating to enhance their multi-agency command and responses to emergencies and major incidents. This effort is formally known as Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP). JESIP focuses on five key elements which enable responders to work together efficiently and effectively. (JESIP Website)
JESIP played a very influential part of the response to the Manchester Arena Bombing. The same emergency preparedness and structure was implemented to scene immediately and this brought a wavelength that all emergency services and agencies understood. The structure which was implement according to the Kerskale Report was the bronze, silver, and gold command structure. This allowed the emergency services a base understanding of what each individual service such as the Police, Fire and Ambulance service roles were. 
A basic example would be the British Transport Police arriving to an emergency call to give more insight on the situation as well as secure the location. This then allows paramedics to understand more of what is required from them and ensure their safety. 
JESIP also strives for all Emergency Services and partner agencies to have a joint understanding of the risk and a shared situational awareness. This is done through preparation and framework. To understand shared situational awareness there is an acronym word which allows people to remember the process easier. METHANE, this acronym reminds every one of the answers needed to have a full understanding of the situation.
Focusing on the British Transport Police (BTP) and their role in the response to the attack. There is a lot of speculation on whether the BTP carried out their roles quickly and effectively and if their response was to the best of their ability. The Kerskale Report outlines what tasks the BTP were required to carry out, these can be split into immediate response and protocol. 
The timeline of the attack consists of the explosion happening in the foyer and the four BTP officers who were assigned to the concert were in the scene 30 seconds after the explosion. As the explosion was very loud, it was heard from the BTP offices which are 150 metres away from the arena. This meant more officers were sent immediately thinking it was a train crash and within 10 minutes of the attack, there was 19 BTP officers at the scene. 
As the BTP were the first responders, a sergeant on the scene provided a METHANE assessment to the BTP offices which allowed them to have situational awareness and for the offices to give other services and agencies more of a situational awareness about the incident. This is in the protocol of the JESIP Doctrine and is very important in the services response to a major incident. The sergeant at the scene became the bronze commander and coordinated efforts which were imposed from higher command whilst informing them of what the situation was on the inside. When the Greater Manchester Police (GMP) Inspector arrived, the sergeant passed his bronze command over and allowed the police to make the decisions.
The BTP then was set to work alongside the GMP and was under control of the bronze command in the JESIP format. This was also under accordance of the Civil Contingency Act 2004 which sets out guidelines for what response first responders must carry out once an emergency is announced.
The BTP received a lot of praise regarding their response to the attack but also received mixed opinions on how they could have improved. Their hand-to-hand help which saved many lives was appreciated by the public but many officers in the office did not share their situational awareness with other emergency services and agencies. This could have saved valuable time and potentially seen less loss of life. 
This was assessed in the Manchester Arena Inquiry. This was then addressed at a hearing of the inquiry by the BTP assistant chief constable Sean O’Callaghan who states that “BTP did not, at least at any relevant time, co-locate at command level, they did not communicate effectively, nor did they co-ordinate”. (BBC News Website). This shows that the BTP have claimed responsibility for their actions and understand that they did not follow all procedures for the attack. The BTP have also stated that they have put changes in place to ensure the emergency preparedness of their officers and to make sure that there be no confusion in the future.
The Manchester Arena Inquiry also discusses some of the issues, the BTP had which delayed the response on the night of the bombing. Before the beginning of the event, all 5 BTP officers were briefed that there was always a need for BTP officers’ presence in the Victoria exchange complex and after reviewing the logs this was not the case. This meant that there was no officer in the proximity of the explosion which could have equated to them stopping the attacker and potentially stopping the bomb from ever being a danger to the public.
In the immediate moments after the attack, many victims and witnesses spoke out about how they felt the emergency services acted and there was a lot of praise on the individuals in the BTP about how they supported the injured and were even known as “lifesaving” in some comments reported in the Kerskale Report. This shows even though there was a lot of chaos the public still believed they were doing their best which represents a good level of authority and security. 
The BTP also had a lot of pressure on them as they were also worried that there could be another bomb or potential terror in the arena which could cause more harm, therefore for the BTP to be praised by the public whilst caring and securing the area summarises their efforts in response to the attack. The BTP has also supplied counselling for all their officers who responded to the attack. This highlights the severity of the stress put on them on this evening.
Looking at the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service (GMFRS) and what role they had to play in the response shows what can happen when things don’t go to plan with the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 and JESIP. The GMFRS had 3 calls for assistance regarding the attack and had no reports from other agencies in terms of what was happening at the situation. This meant they had no clue of what the incident was like and whether they could aid in the situation. This is not in accordance with JESIP and the idea of METHANE which would allow them to have situational awareness.
The Kerskale Report states that when the GMFRS was alerted about the incident, they wrongly informed about the situation, and this caused confusion. The GMFRS believed that there was a marauding terrorists firearms attack and sending any units in could cause danger for their firefighters’ lives. This meant they were instructed to go to the rendezvous point on the fire station in Manchester which was 500 metres away from the arena. From this point they would be on standby on any calls if they were needed but also in a safe location.
This confusion caused massive delays which meant the GMFRS had little to no part in securing the building efficiently and effectively also breaching the terms of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 where it requires a multi-agency response to an emergency. This did not happen as the GMFRS did not arrive at the arena in till 2 hours after the bomb and didn’t have confirmation on the situation till long after the attack and didn’t follow JESIP guidelines.
This highlights how the GMFRS were underutilised therefore, meaning that their effort was not as effective as what they could have been if they were in accordance with the multi-agency guidelines which allow all services to work to the best of their capacities. 
The Kerskale Report also mentions category 2 responders and what parts they played in the Manchester arena attack. The Network Rail had big roles as the arena is attached to Victoria train station, network rail was aware of the explosion minutes after attack. This meant that they were able to respond and coordinate their plan of action immediately. 
They quickly implemented their incident response which like JESIP is a three-tier command system. When the severity of the incident became apparent there was a stoppage of all trains coming to and from Victoria station and then a formal response where they tried to access all the personnel who have come through the station near to the time of the incident in the effort to help police investigation.
The Network Rail also worked with Greater Manchester Police and British Transport Police to ensure that their work would not breach or effect a criminal investigation. This shows how important Network Rail have been to getting back to reality.
Despite the response of the category 1 and 2 services, there is still belief that more can be done in efforts to fight terrorism. This attack caused a provision called Martyn’s Law. This is proposal of new legislation which will protect the United Kingdom from future terrorist attacks.
In this proposal, it suggests that there is a need for laws which in effect for counterterrorism and emergency preparedness outcomes. The current laws mainly focus on crime and security which overlap the problem but do not highlight the problem. The laws against crime in the case of terrorism would consist of the CCA 2004 and Crime and Disorder Act 1998 which put responsibility on governing bodies and the police. The laws for safety in terrorism would consist of Licensing Act 2003 which would set boundaries for an event and Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 which would dictate what would be safe or not.
Martyn’s Law hopes to see more training and advice given to public spaces therefore more common roles on staff if there was a terrorist attack, this would allow staff to understand what to look out for, how to deal with situations in a calm manner which would allow for multi-agency efforts against terrorism. Martyn’s Law has come off the back of the Manchester Attack and represents small margins which could have a big impact on future events and potential lives.
Concluding on the efforts of emergency service response to the attack in Manchester there was a clear response that, when the incident happened that all services tried their best and gave their very best individual efforts to aid and help deescalate the situation but looking in hindsight there was key moments where communication and colocation lacked resulting in confusion.
Since the attack the UK government have added in a new piece of legislation which is the National Risk Register 2020, this looks at potential risks the UK could have in the next two years alongside Civil contingent experts which will carry out community risk checks.
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