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1. Introduction

This report will describe the Manchester Arena Bombings in detail whilst also providing thorough analysis of key principles and requirements needed to respond to incidents effectively and consistently. In addition, thoroughly evaluating emergency service response specifically to the Manchester Arena Bombings, highlighting significant failings and praises linked to each emergency service. Furthermore, analysing the lessons to be learnt and adding recommendations to enhance emergency service response in potential future attacks. 
























2. The manchester arena Attack

The Manchester Arena Attack took place on the 22nd May 2017, during a concert with the signature act being Ariana Grande. As the concert was approaching its finale, a 22-year-old by the name Salman Abedi detonated a home-made bomb in the foyer of the arena killing himself and 22 other victims, injuring hundreds as they were leaving. The attack killed children as young as 8 and saw 116 people admitted to hospital. Throughout the night, over 240 emergency calls were made, with 60 ambulances and 400 police officers attending the scene. Many inquiries into the Manchester Arena Attack have found there to be many missed opportunities to stop the attack before it happened and those in charge of security should have identified Abedi as a threat (Macfarlane, 2021).

Salman Abedi was a British born citizen of Libyan descent with his parents fleeing Libya as they opposed Gaddafi’s regime. Although his family were seen as very religious, Abedi was often viewed as a party goer regularly drinking vodka, smoking weed and attending house parties. However, Abedi grew up in areas of which recruitment for Islamic terrorist groups was significant and was likely to be exposed to radicalisation. His friends often called police counter-terrorism hotlines, expressing their concerns for his behaviour. Members of his own family and community leaders also outlined their concerns with Abedi’s dangerous tendencies. Abedi also had links to Libyan militia groups, travelling back and forth from Libya throughout his teenage years. (Addley et al, 2017).

Hashem Abedi, Salman’s brother was also arrested in line with the attack and found guilty of 22 counts of murder, one of attempted murder, and one of conspiracy to cause an explosion. Although Hashem did not carry out the attack, he was found to have played a key role in organising and planning the attack, working “hand-in-hand with his brother”. This included building the detonation device and buying a car for Salman to store bomb making materials. Hashem was sentenced to 55 years in what is described by Jenny Hopkins as ‘the largest murder case in English legal history’ (CPS, 2020).

Police have found the attack to have caused over 1000 victims, injuring 264 people and over 800 reporting psychological trauma (CPS, 2020). 





3. The Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles and its Application

The improvement of interoperability between emergency services has been needed over recent years, allowing services to work more efficiently and effectively together during major, serious or catastrophic events. Not only does the Manchester Arena attack provide evidence of the need for improvement but there have also been complaints and reported failings in interoperability between services in the 2005 London bombings and in 2010 when Derrick Bird was involved in the shooting of 12 people. Following the need for improvement, in 2012 the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was established. However, in 2014 JESIP as a programme came to an end and transferred into a position of consolidation, leading to 2015 where it was renamed to the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (HMICFRS, 2018).

JESIP’s aim is ‘’To ensure the blue light services are trained and exercised to work together as effectively as possible at all levels of command in response to a major or complex incidents so that as many lives as possible can be saved.’’ (Kudray, 2013). Ultimately JESIP was introduced to help emergency services to adapt and overcome challenges placed upon them in todays ever changing world. JESIP helped to overcome five main issues. These include: 

· Challenges with initial command, control and coordination when arriving on scene.
· Requirement for common joint operational and command process.
· Role of others, mainly specialist resources and the reasons for their deployment.
· Challenges of identifying those in charge at the scene leading to delays in planning response activity.
· Misunderstanding when sharing incident information and differing risk thresholds not understood (JESIP, 2021). 

JESIP also outlines a joint doctrine which establishes set processes, principles and common models, allowing emergency services to apply consistently hopefully improving the interoperability between organisations across all levels of command. With the third edition of the joint doctrine being established in October 2021, it set out three key components in order to establish improved collaborative ways of working. These include, Principles for Joint Working, M/ETHANE process and a Joint Decision Model (JESIP, 2021). 

The principles in which the joint doctrine establishes are recommended to be used at all stages of incident, whether the incident is pre-planned or spontaneous and does not consider the scale of the incident. They help provide structure and support the development of a multi-agency response (JESIP,2021). The principles can be seen in the diagram below: 

	Co-locate

Co-locate with responders as soon as practicably possible at a single, safe and easily identified location near to the scene.

	Communicate

Communicate using language which is clear, and free from technical jargon and abbreviations.

	Co-ordinate

Co-ordinate by agreeing the lead organisation. Identify priorities, resources, capabilities and limitations for an effective response, including the timing of further meetings.

	Jointly Understand Risk

Jointly understand risk by sharing information about the likelihood and potential impact of threats and hazards, to agree appropriate control measures.

	Shared Situational Awareness

Establish shared situational awareness by using M/ETHANE and the Joint Decision Model.



(Diagram taken from NFCC, 2021).
M/ETHANE is a model encouraged by JESIP and is now used as a checklist for passing incident information between control rooms and their emergency services. The model is commonly used between each emergency service, leading to a more efficient and consistent way of sharing information quickly and easily (Jones, 2021). 

M/ETHANE is an acronym which stands for:

· Major Incident Declared? 
· Exact location.
· Type of incident. 
· Hazards.
· Access. 
· Number and type of casualties. 
· Emergency services present and require (Jones, 2021).

Responders in superior roles are to use the Joint Decision Model (JDM) to look over all available incident specific information, conform objectives and together develop effective and consistent decisions (JESIP, 2021). The diagram below shows how the JDM is used:
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(Diagram taken from NFCC, 2017)
A former senior Metropolitan Police detective and counter terrorism commander, Scott Wilson stated that during the evening of the Manchester Arena Attack there was ‘some joint working’ between Greater Manchester Police (GMP), British Transport Police (BTP) and the North West Ambulance Service (NWAS), however, vital objectives of JESIP ‘unfortunately did not work’. Wilson further added emergency services did not apply the principle of coordination and communication at the Arena, believing that the JESIP principles were not fully embedded within GMP or BTP. In addition, Wilson’s point was further backed up by GMP’s deputy chief constable, Ian Pilling. Pilling apologised for police failings on the night and agreed the lack of sharing information within the first hour of the response was ‘unacceptable’ (Britton, 2021).
























4. Evaluation of response

The British Transport Police (BTP) had the primary responsibility for policing both Victoria Station and the Manchester Arena as they are owned by Network Rail. On the night of the attack, four BTP officers were directly assigned to the concert and all four responded to the explosion in the foyer of the Arena within 30 seconds. A further 19 BTP officers arrived at the scene of the Arena within 10 minutes and had coincided in and around the foyer. Furthermore, a BTP Sergeant initially took charge of the scene and who assessed the situation and provided the BTP Force Control Room with a M/ETHANE update. North West Ambulance Service (NWAS) arrived at the scene at 22:42 and the management of all casualties was passed on to them. Command was later transferred from BTP to Greater Manchester Police (GMP) as a more senior Inspector arrived, leading to both forces working alongside in a seamless joint operation. Throughout the night, a total of 63 BTP staff were deployed to the Arena (Kerslake Report, 2017). 

The Manchester Arena Inquiry identifies key findings when evaluating the BTP’s response to the attack. The Inquiry highlights the multiple failings in which the BTP are responsible for. The BTP failed to give sufficient consideration to a terrorist threat when planning security for the event and failed to communicate with SMG and Showsec before, during and after the incident. Furthermore, the inquiry also found that five BTP officers were expected to be scheduled to work the Ariana Grande concert, however only four were deployed, of which these officers took unjustifiable and excessive breaks, contradicting what they were permitted in their briefing. This led to no BTP officers being present in the Foyer of the arena when the explosive detonated. Ultimately BTP failed in preparing officer readiness to deal with the possibility of a terrorist attack (Manchester Arena Inquiry, 2021). A senior police chief later stated that the four officers deployed to the Manchester Arena had ‘let the public down’ by failing to patrol the site of which the attack took place. The four BTP officers consisted of three Police Community Support Officers and one Police Constable who was only eight months into the job and still on probation (Halliday, 2020).

An advanced paramedic was the first to arrive at the scene as he was able to self-deploy after monitoring NWAS incidents on his computer. He was quick to assess the situation and provided the NWAS control room with a full report, also declaring a Major Incident following the M/ETHANE model. The Paramedic was then joined by a NWAS Silver level Trained manager. The two considered their Immediate Action Casualty Plan, with them beginning to triage casualties and setting up a Casualty Clearing Station (Kerslake Report, 2017). Throughout the duration of this incident over 300 NWAS staff, including frontline and behind the scenes, responded to the Manchester Arena Attack (NWAS Annual Report, 2017/18)

The response of the NWAS was described as ‘inadequate’ by a Queen’s Counsel (QC) as they believe not enough paramedics were dispatched into the foyer of the arena where the explosive device was detonated. It was argued by the bronze commander for NWAS on the night, Daniel Smith, that he feared a secondary device or the possibility of another terrorist to be in the foyer and that was the reason for holding back paramedics. A QC by the name Guy Gozem also criticised why specialist Hazardous Area Response Teams were not deployed in bigger numbers as they are trained in how to deal with incidents of terror (Scheerhout, 2021).

However, in comparison to the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Services (GMFRS) response to the attack, the BTP and NWAS are both praised on how fast they responded to the attack. GMFRS did not arrive until 00:37 over two hours after the explosion went off. GMFRS hold an average response time of 6 minutes, they are described on the night as ‘out of the loop’ and ‘having no presence at the rendezvous point’ set up by police. However, in contrast to the police receiving 240 calls, the North West Fire Control Centre (NWFCC) only received three throughout the entire night. Two of these calls stemmed from other emergency services including the police and ambulance service. The NWFCC received no information from the beginning and therefore were largely unsighted on the situation (Dark, 2018). 

In comparison, a review panel also highlighted what went well during the emergency services response. The panel praised many unsung heroes, including members of the public, BTP and GMP for assisting in the casualty evacuation transporting, casualties from the foyer to the Casualty Clearing Station. Furthermore, the speed of deployment and arrival of emergency services was also praised. In addition, the investigation and response after the attack was also highlighted. The arrests made after the attack required GMP to coordinate and communicate with officers and assets throughout the country. Counter Terrorism police were able to lead a swift and efficient criminal investigation covering over 20 addresses with the help of the GMFRS. Over 1000 people were involved throughout the eight-day period, concluding a commendable logistical operation. Family liaison officers and bereavement nurses were also commended for the support and comfort they provided to affected families (Kerslake Report, 2017).






5. The lessons LEARNT & Recommendations for the future

Following the attack, the UK government recognised the need for more financial support allowing them to respond more efficiently and effectively. In early 2018, the Prime Minister introduced a new financial package, increasing the governments support for Greater Manchester by over £24 million. Below list the total contents of the package:

· Police receiving an additional £9 million in funding.
· Important charities receiving over £1 million for their support and important work.
· Social care costs equating £451,000.
· A mental health hub receiving £2.6 million with an additional £53,800 added for psychological support.
· A hardship fund was set up for small businesses who were affected by the attack costing £80,000.
· Full coroner and inquest costs.

The prime minister later stated this package will help ensure emergency services to respond more effectively whilst also guaranteeing resources will be available to support victims for any trauma they may have experienced (GOV.UK, 2018).

Lessons can also be learnt from the many signs missed by police and MI5 in the build up to the attack. Abedi made multiple reconnaissance trips to the arena before the final attack without raising any suspicion, which included observing the arena days before and talking to two stewards 2 hours before returning with a large bag. Ultimately, leading to many missed opportunities to identify Abedi as a threat and potentially stop the attack before it happened. This led to more regimes being put into place for showsec staff to be trained adequately (Parveen, 2021).

MI5 also missed various opportunities to stop Abedi prior to the attack, this included no travel monitoring or travel restrictions being placed on Abedi, allowing him to travel undetected between Libya and the UK. Abedi was recognised as a person of interest but not under investigation. However, the Abedi brothers both left the UK in April 2017 leaving behind bomb materials in their car. Salman Abedi later returned from Libya a few days prior to the attack and could have been stopped, searched and questioned under section 7 of the Terrorism Act 2000, giving police powers to assess whether people passing through borders may be associated with terrorism, and is frequently used to stop suspected plots (Dearden, 2021). Dominic Grieve, QC, MP stated ‘Abedi had been flagged for review but MI5’s systems moved too slowly’. Following this attack the police, Government and MI5 undertook various reviews to ensure similar mistakes won’t be repeated and to guarantee they are doing everything they can to intercept and tackle the ongoing treat of terrorism (Britton, 2018).

Following the Manchester Arena Bombing, a new piece of legislation was proposed known as Martyn’s Law. Within this piece of legislation five key requirements were proposed. These were:

1. A requirement that places/spaces accessible to the public impose counter-terrorism advice and training.
2. A requirement for those places to conduct vulnerability checks of their operating places/spaces.
3. A requirement for those places to have mitigation plan for vulnerabilities.
4. A requirement for those places to have counter-terrorism plan.
5. A requirement for local authorities to plan for threat of terrorism (Griffin, 2020). 



















6. Conclusion

To conclude this report, the emergency services response in future incidents needs to include JESIP from the start in order to provide a more effective and consistent response engaging all emergency services. This is evidenced by the lack of communication and coordination at the beginning of the response during the Manchester arena Bombing. However, emergency services can be praised on how fast they attended the scene, saving countless lives in the process. The inclusion of the Martyn Laws will support and aide the prevention of terrorist attacks as venue staff and emergency services will be more prepared in dealing with incidents. Other agencies such as MI5 should have communicated with police to try and prevent the attack before it occurred through close surveillance mechanisms supporting the prevention in line with this attack.
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