The London Bombings terrorist attack on the evaluation of the effectiveness of Police, Emergency services and partner agencies response. 
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Executive summary 
Terrorism is and always will be a threat to the lives of innocent British citizens and unfortunately these attacks are often unforeseen and cause devastation. How the police and emergency services deal with these atrocious attacks play a vital part in keeping the UK public safe (Met Police, 2021). This report analyses and evaluates the effectiveness of the way the emergency services and partner agencies responded to the 7/7 London Bombings, one of the UKs most fatal terrorist attacks. How the emergency services and transport crews dealt with the destruction of the four bombs that were simultaneously detonated on London transport (Underground and double decker bus) is thoroughly investigated and examined. 
        During the time of the attacks the emergency services and their partners were highly praised for their heroic and courageous professional responses whilst dealing with the 100s of casualties ( Aylwin et al, 2007). However, more thorough investigations into the bombings critically revealed that more planning and preparation should have been applied before, during and after the attacks in order to deal with the attacks more efficiently (Richards, 2007). This report also highlights the importance of not only focusing on the performance of the public services on the day but to remember the victims and their families and how they were effectively treated during the attacks and months following the attacks (London Assembly, 2006).  Following the findings from the analysis and evaluation report of the attacks, “recommendations are made to improve the response to any future major catastrophic incident in London. We are interested in ensuring the fastest, most effective emergency response; in safeguarding members of the public; and in restoring order as quickly as possible. Putting in place systems and communications mechanisms that will facilitate the best possible response to the needs of those caught up, in whatever way, in the incidents at the time” (London Assembly, 2006, pg. 10). 

































Introduction 
        Unfortunately, the term terrorism is recognised all over the world as the majority of countries have experienced some kind of terrorist attack which has led to multiple deaths and serious injury. Within the last 10 years, statistics suggest that over 20,000 people each year have tragically lost their lives due to terrorist attacks globally (Ritchie et al, 2013). For many years the UK has been a prime target for a large number of serious terrorist attacks which has resulted in thousands of people being both injured and killed. One of the worst atrocities to hit the UK was the London terrorist bombings on the 7th July 2005 which produced the highest number of fatalities since the world war in 1945. (Aylwin et al, 2007). 
            Although the UK is always prepared and trained for unpredicted terrorist attacks, it is clear from actions made before the attack that it was unexpected. Two months prior to the London Bombings terrorist attack, the JTAC known as Joint Terminal Attack Controller, reached a conclusion based on intelligence which suggests that no reliable evidence was present to indicate that the UK was in threat of a terrorist attack, this led to the decision to move the UK threat level from severe general to substantial (Murphy, 2006). Alongside this, less than 24 hours before the horrifying terrorist attack took place, the head of MI5, Elizabeth Manningham-Buller had a meeting with members of the Labour party where she confidently discussed that she believed that no terror attacks were expected in the near future (Cobain, 2010). Furthermore, the very morning just before the bombs were detonated, Ian Blair, then Commissioner of Metropolitan Police made a statement to the BBC stating, “his force was the envy of the policing world in relation to counter- terrorism” (Cobain, 2010). 



Main Findings
          The events on July 7th 2005 began when three of the known bombers took their final journey from Leeds to Luton where the fourth bomber joined them on their journey to London. They were believed to be carrying rucksacks containing the explosive bombs used to carry out the tragic attacks (Home Office, 2006). On that Thursday morning, 3 of the bombers entered the 3 different underground train stations where they coordinated the release of the 3 bombs at 08:50 which exploded through the underground. This resulted in the death of 39 innocent lives and injuring hundreds more. Within an hour of these explosions going off, the fourth bomber detonated the final bomb on a double decker bus at 9:47 at Tavistock Square killing a further 13 people and injuring many more (Aylwin et al, 2007). The four suicide bombers, Mohammad Sidique Khan, Shehzad Tanweer, Hasib Hussain and Germaine Lindsay, who were part of AL-Qaeda were all killed at the scene. (Briggs, Jonathan, 2009). It is suggested that two of the suicide bombers previously visited Pakistan where it is believed they carried out the crucial training in order for them to prepare for a successful terrorist attack (Romaniuk, 2012).  As the 3 bombs went off at exactly the same time in three different locations on the London Underground, it was first thought by officials that there had been a failure in the power circuit which caused the circuit breaker to explode. It was not until 09:19 when the code Amber alert was announced and the whole of the London Underground was closed down immediately (Baker, Murray, 2013).  





Roles and Responsibilities of Emergency Services 
       Although this terror attack was not expected, extensive analysing and protocol practicing undertaken by London officials prior to this attack allowed all areas of the public sector to have a clear understanding of their role in the plan of action when dealing with a terrorist attack (Strom, Eyerman, 2008). As part of the preparation for dealing with future terrorist attacks, emergency services in 2003 participated in a fictional terrorist attack in a deep subway tunnel which allowed all areas of the emergency services team to practice their roles and responsibilities when a terrorist attack occurs. This gave the emergency services a better understanding of what to expect in a real-life terror attack. Regardless of the preparation and planning of a terrorist attack, due to the severity of this terrorist attack denoting four bombs in four different areas, this put extreme pressure on all emergency services involved (Ryan, Montgomery, 2005).
             As no two terrorist attacks are ever the same, it can be almost impossible to follow an exact plan and often decisions have to be made on the spot using their professional judgement. On the day of the attacks a protocol suggests that the fire crew, police and ambulance crew first on the scene are advised to wait for the CBRN-experts or exotic equipment specialists to arrive. However due to the severity of the attacks the first responders made the decision to immediately assist in helping and protecting the casualties based on previous experiences and training within their specialised role. Waiting for the CBRN-experts to arrive could have had a serious impact on the individuals who had been affected and wounded by the attacks (Stern, 2006). In all major incidents it is vitally important that the response of the emergency services is immediate in order to deal with the situation in the most effective manner. Reports suggest that the emergency services response was extremely quick, and the London Underground network operation centre announced that all blue light services had left their departments by 08:59 and were rapidly on the scene (Reid, Jowell, 2006). As the emergency services appeared at the scenes, due to the high number of wounded, they decided to take a different approach to their usual protocol. Standard practice would usually involve the seriously wounded being transported to hospital first, however the decision was made to send the walking wounded by buses to hospital first which enabled the first responders to deal with the seriously injured. Alongside this, ambulances were then free to transport the seriously injured to hospital. Initially this plan seemed to be successful until unfortunately the fourth bomb going off on the double decker bus led to the recall of all buses back to the bus stations (Stern, 2006). 
In order to save more lives and provide care for the wounded, 27 doctors and numerous paramedics were relocated from the hospitals to the four areas where the bombs had exploded. Their expertise and professionalism played a major part of protecting and saving the lives of the innocent victims caught up in this devastating situation. The uncertainty of what they were going to face at the scene and the fear of further attacks showed the bravery and courage of every member of the emergency services (London Air Ambulance Charity, 2015). Alongside the dedication and hard work at the scene, this continued into the hospital setting where all patients were successfully treated as the hospital setting quickly set up minor injury assessment areas which then allowed the main body of the hospital to treat the major casualties that were being brought in (Lockey et al, 2005).  Thankfully this took place successfully due to the current law which requires NHS services to have a devised plan in place ready for any major incidents that could occur and put a strain on the health services (Johnson, Cosgrove, 2016).

Critical analysis of emergency services responses on the day of the attacks
          In any tragic incident there is inevitably going to be some criticism on how the situation was dealt with as every terrorist attack is completely different and the emergency services often have to adapt their approach depending on what they are faced with. One area which was criticised on the day of the attack was the actions of the London Fire Brigade who followed protocol and procedures by waiting for a backup crew to arrive on the scene before they were able to assist with other emergency services. The initial fire crew arrived at the scene at 09:13 and to protect their own safety, waited until 09:42 when the backup crew arrived which allowed them to professionally carry out their duties (Casciana, 2011). Alongside this, another department that has been scrutinised for the service they delivered on the day of the attacks is the London Ambulance Service. The Assembly report highlights the lack of essential equipment in order to successfully carry out their duties, these included stretchers, medical supplies, triage cards and fluids (Hughes, 2006). During an inquest following the attacks it was revealed that only half of the ambulances in London were available on the day and sent to the attacks. Deputy director of Operations at the London Ambulance Service Jason Killens stated that “it was the right decision on the day to hold back some crews” (Casciana, 2011). Although the emergency services have been praised for their hard work and efforts, unfortunately one of the most distressing issues on the day of the attack was for the relatives and friends of the injured or dead. The London Ambulance Service was unable to account for the whereabouts of the casualties they had been treating which therefore sent confusion to people who were trying to track down their loved ones. Scotland Yard's casualty helpline was in and dated with more than 100,000 calls from distressed relatives trying to track whether their loved ones had been hurt or even killed (Stern, 20016). 
             One of the fundamental issues that directly hindered the rescue operation on the day of the attacks was the communication system that is used on the underground. The London Assembly report into the 7/7 bombings identified communication as one of the key issues raised in the response to dealing with the attacks successfully (Richards, 2007). Although the communication system works well for the purpose of the everyday use of the train operations, it is clear that this communication system is unsuitable for use by the emergency services which delayed vital information being shared to each other by different agencies on the day. An inquest suggests that Sir Desmond Fennell’s report in 1987, after the Kings Cross fire highlighted the communication issue they experienced on the day; however, it is clear that this communication problem had not been resolved nearly 30 years later (Press Association, 2011). Worryingly, the communication problems highlighted on the day of the attack came as no surprise to many of the emergency services as in 2003 many of the London emergency services were involved in a chemical attack training scheme which took place underground. Analysis from this training scheme raised the issue of communication as the system they were currently using was unsuccessful and inadequate for the purpose of dealing with terrorist attacks underground (Casciani, 2011).  






Lessons learnt 
              After every tragic terrorist attack, inquests and evaluations are always carried out by the government in order to assess how successful the incident was dealt with, areas they could improve on and recommendations for future attacks. A document was produced entitled the lessons learnt report which focused on areas that needed improving in order to deal with an attack more successfully in the future. These areas included communications, a system for caring for survivors, compensation process and the sharing of vital information. The report highlights that not enough support was offered to victims and witnesses throughout the attack and the aftermath (Dean, Woodcock, Gammell, 2011). Although a total of over 11 million pound in compensation was paid out to victims caught up in the atrocity, it was believed by many that the compensation system had its flaws. One of the main concerns by victims was the delay and time-consuming process of receiving claims, as well as the rejection of claims by people who were refused compensation for loss of earnings. There was also difficulty for victims who suffered no physical injury, however suffered psychological issues who were unable to claim compensation easily (Akram, 2017). 
                    One of the most important responsibilities after any terrorist attack is for the government to assess and evaluate how the situation was dealt with and the lessons they have learnt for future threats of terrorist attacks. In this particular attack the emergency services were highly praised for their outstanding efforts in providing professional care and support for everyone involved, however there were a number of areas that were criticised, and recommendations were put in place to make future attacks more effective. These areas include better communication networks, more informative systems to keep the public updated, more rapid support systems in place for the victims and their families and ensuring areas can continue to run effectively and safely throughout London (Reid, Jowell, 2006). Since the attacks in 2005, the government has introduced recommendations for counterterrorism which have been implemented throughout many parts of the UK in order to hopefully prevent any further terrorist attacks of this nature from occurring. These positive changes have included introducing concrete bollards, sharing intelligence, tube communications, preparing for the worst outcome, review of ambulance response and building relationships with the Muslim community (Casciani et al, 2015).  Alongside these changes the government has also introduced the counter terrorism strategy CONTEST which focuses on the importance of the 4 main areas of preventing a terrorist attack from hitting the UK, these include prevent, pursue, protect and prepare. These strategies work to reduce the risk of a terrorist attack which include observing online anti-terrorist groups which focus on extremist behaviours (Blackmore, Awan, 2016, pg7). 




Conclusion and Recommendations 
Following every terrorist attack, it is the responsibility of the Government to evaluate the effectiveness of the Police, Emergency services and partner agencies response on the day which involves inquests and analysis. Alongside this, numerous reports and documents will investigate the current strategies used to prevent terrorist attacks by the counter-terrorism team. The London Assembly published a review of the terrorist attack and they have stated in the recommendations that an important lesson to be learnt is that the individuals involved in the attacks need to be considered more and the emergency services need to have a better understanding on how these types of attacks could have a detrimental impact on certain individuals, London Assembly believe that the emergency services focused on the attack that occurred excessively where the individuals mixed up in the attack needed more support and care (Barnes, 2006). Although a number of recommendations have been made following the 7/7 bombings, this does not in any way take away the heroic emergency services courage and determination to carry out their duties in a professional manner during the atrocity. The purpose of any recommendations is always to improve and build on the effectiveness of their duties when tragic incidents occur and to help protect the community in the safest way possible (Reid, Jowell, 2006).  Unfortunately, due to the unpredictable world that we currently live in and the severity of terrorist attacks we find ourselves faced with, it is inevitable that every incident that is dealt with can never be flawless, however experience will be gained and drawn on when dealing with the next (Barnes, 2006). It is clear that since this horrific terror attack happened, the Government have been working tremendously hard to fulfil the recommendations in order to deter future attacks from occurring, nevertheless, terrorists will always remain a threat. 
“The stark reality is that it will never be possible to stop every terrorist attack. Our response must therefore continue to be proportionate, inclusive and subject to strong oversight. By working together, with the police, security and intelligence agencies, the private and public sector, civil society, international partners, and of course the public, we will make sure that terrorists cannot and will not change our way of life” (Javid, 2018). 
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