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Introduction
On July 7th, 2005. Three terrorist suicide bombers met and made their way into London via a rented vehicle, Mohammad Sidique Khan aged 30, Shehzad Tanweer aged 22 and Hasib Hussain aged 18. A few hours into their journey they met with the final terrorist attacker named Germaine Lindsay, aged 19. Tanweer, Khan and Lindsay detonated their bombs at the underground stations Aldgate, Edgware Road and Russel's Square, two hours later Hussian detonated his bomb on a double decker bus. 52 people were killed as a result of this terrorist bombing while also leaving hundreds of people injured, the four terrorist attacks had created the four homemade bombs with the intent to cause serious harm to life and create chaos in London on July 7th (BBC, 2015). The attackers chose this method of attack as they knew it would be an effective way to not only target as many unsuspecting people at once but also to strike fear into our society. The four terrorist attackers had links with a worldwide known terrorist organisation called Al Qaeda, after the events took place that day the deputy leader of Al Qaeda said that he was ‘partially responsible’ (Ray, 2021). 
Response to the London bombing 
The responders who would have arrived on scene that day are labelled as category 1 responders. These include the blue light emergency services, police, fire and ambulance as well as other first-hand responders. There are two different category responders, category two includes organisations such as health and safety executives, network rail and transport for Wales. Then there is a non-categorised section which includes the RNLI, British Red Cross, The Salvation Army and many more (CabinetOffice, 2012). Attackers Khan, Linsay and Tanweer detonated their bombs within minutes of each other in the three different locations, Aldgate, Edgware Road and Kings Cross/Russel Square. It was not clear to authorities what had happened and the exact location of the incident, the first hour was very chaotic as there was little information indicating what type of incident was being dealt with. However, once Hussain detonated his bomb on the double decker bus it was clear that this was a terrorist attack. It was reported that several ambulances were the first to be called to the incident, however many of these ambulances didn’t arrive to the correct location needed. This was due to confusion which resulted in speculation that there had been 5 different incidents involving the underground and it was being reported as 5 or more incidents. There was also a delay in the time that the fire brigade arrived at the incident, their hand-held radios were not working properly. Therefore, they had to have the fire fighters running back and forth from the underground to transfer ant information they had. There was no call made to 999 until 18 minutes after the bomb detonated in Russel Square, which led to no help for almost 45 minutes as people were in panic and frightened until 9:30am when the first ambulance arrived at Russel Square. As well as this, an ambulance did not arrive on the scene in Tavistock Square until 52 minutes after the explosion happened on the double decker bus (Casciani, 2011). The police force arrived on scene not long after one of the first calls were made to 999 and they did an excellent job of escorting individuals to safety and monitoring the situation as it unfolded. However, their radios did not work underground so there was a lack of communication with those above ground to relay information back and forth. It has also been reported that the different emergency services work collided and clashed during the operation and structures were not followed accordingly (Greater London Assembly, 2006). This suggests that there was a lack of organisation and preparation from all emergency services leading up to this incident and during. If the ambulances that were deployed to the incident arrived at the correct location, they would have been able to aid more members of the public who had been injured, they also could have helped determine the severity of the situation a lot sooner so that there was clear knowledge of the incident at hand. There was a lack of communication between the category one responders when monitoring this situation. There are many different pieces of legislation that cover the subject of terrorism, one that would have been taken into account for the London 7/7 bombings would have been the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. Reports show that none of the men involved in the suicide bombings had been previously recognised as a potential threat to society and there was no knowledge of any plans that were going to be carried out on that day. Although, the media played a large role in trying to encourage the fact that many claims had been made previously about a potential attack. However, there was claims that excessive research backs up the fact that there were no warning signs to indicate an attack was going to take place on July 7th. Despite this, deeper research revealed that in fact two of the men involved with the bombings on that day, Khan and Tanweer, had indeed come up previously in the Security service’s records. A phone number linked to Khan had been discovered prior to the attack linking to another individual who was already under the security service’s investigation dating back to 2003 (RT et al, 2006).   
Civil Contingencies Act 2004
The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 provides a legislative framework within the United Kingdom for civil protection. This act was formed to combat terrorism and strengthens the UK’s capability to deal with terrorism within the United Kingdom (Gov.uk, 2013). The act defines who is accountable for preparing and responding to emergencies and having a clear goal for these organisations involved (legislation.gov.uk, 2004). Section 1 of the Civil Contingencies Act talks about what makes an emergency. Something that threats serious damage to an individual or the environment is considered to be an emergency in the United Kingdom. As well as this, threats to cripple our security within the UK would also be considered an emergency from war and terrorism intimidation. Referring to section (2)(a), it is explained that section (1)(a) can only cause damage to an individual if it involves actions such as loss of life, property damage or illness (CabinetOffiice, 2015). The London bombings of 2005 ticked all of these boxes. The obvious threat to life and the environment puts this incident into the category of an emergency. Section 2 of the act ties into how the different responders should carry out their responses to attacks, this includes both category 1 and category 2 responders and what duties they must carry out if a terrorist attack were to occur in the UK. This section also lays out a framework for how an emergency should be approached and how the level of risks should be assessed (legislation.gov.uk, 2004). Section 4 of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 talks about what advice should be given to the public and how to assist them in the incidence of a terrorist attack. Section 4 of the act explains that guidance should be offered to the public to ensure their safety, this section is classed as the responsibility and duty of all categories 1 responders to carry out (legislation.gov.uk, 2004). The Civil Contingencies Act is an important piece of legislation when it comes to terrorist attacks. It holds such a deep in-depth analysis of each step of an attack and is specific to roles and responsibilities that must be carried out from all responders and higher figures within the law. 
JESIP 
In 2012, the Joint Emergency Service Interoperability Programme, also known as JESIP was founded. JESIP is all to do with different emergency services working hand in hand on the scene of an emergency. They practise co-working and how to blend their work into each other's to ensure they all work effectively as a team. JESIP was created with the aim of adding structure to a major incident response. JESIP would have been used by the blue light responders during the London 7/7 bombing. JESIP includes category 1 responders, also known as the blue light services, as these will be the first on the scene of an incident. Duty also lies in the correct training for the blue light responders in order to provide a safeguard for our public and knowledge of the correct procedures being in place (HMICFRS, no date given). In 2016 a report was made by the HMIC-lead tri-service which involved a review on the three services and how JESIP was being integrated, if certain principles of JESIP were or weren’t working and if anything needed to be improved or adapted to benefit future responses to major incidents. Within this report, the analysis of how the responders handle JESIP is slit into different sections. One of these is Doctrine, joint doctrine is a very important part of JESIP as it lays down a guidance for the commanders to follow about what actions they should carry out in a major incident. Doctrine is one of the sections that was analysed in this report. The report stated that trained JESIP commanders had better knowledge of the requirements involved in JESIP in an incident, compared to those responders who are on the frontline and labelled their knowledge as poor. It is also stated in the report that the three different blue light services all had different knowledge when it came to an approach used in JESIP called METHANE, this is frequently used when it comes to a major incident (HMIC, 2016). 
METHANE 
METHANE stands for Major incident, Exact location, Type of incident, Hazards, access, Number of casualties and Emergency services. This method is used when emergency services first arrive on scene to assess the situation. It works by working your way through the word METHANE to assess the situation at hand. Firstly, if the incident has been declared a major incident, then you must record the exact date and time that this decision was made. Secondly, the exact location of the incident must be noted so that other services can get to your location. Next, the incident needs to be explained, for example this could be an incident regarding a fire or terrorist attack. Then the hazards must be evaluated to ensure everyone's safety. Access is next which is very important as it allows other emergency services to route their plan in order to attend where they are most needed, ensuring a straightforward entrance and exit. Next there's number of casualties, this is essential information to have. Casualties are set into four different categories, these are P1, P2, P3 and dead. Finally, you need to assess how many emergency services are required to the location and how many are currently there. This can also include category 2 and 3 responders (JESIP, no date given). The use of METHANE would have been used in the London 7/7 bombings to distinguish the severity of the situation and give an outline of the incident.[image: ]
Image - (JESIP, no date given).
Gold, Silver and Broze structure
The command structure is broken up into three separate sections. Gold, silver and bronze. The gold sector involves the person who is in charge of the investigation, it is their responsibility to form a strategic approach to the incident at hand. They decide who goes where and who does what. The gold commander also has responsibility over the resources that will need to be accessed and overall decision making. The silver commanders are usually category 1, or the first responders, police, fire brigade and ambulance. However, anyone who attends the scene first-hand is categorised as a silver commander. The silver commanders are responsible for taking control of the situation and ensuring that everyone completes their required roles to the best of their abilities, they must also carry out instructions given from the gold commanders. Finally, the bronze commanders are those who do not attend the scene. They are responsible for deploying resources to the incident's location (Home Office, 2021). This structure would have been effectively used in the 7/7 London bombings to create a framework that everyone can follow productively.
What have we learnt
After the London 7/7 bombings there have been many flaws and mistakes picked up by the work carried out by the emergency service category 1 responders on the day of the terrorist attack. It was made clear that failures in leadership roles from the different emergency services held the different services back from being able to carry out their expected roles, this also led to coordination issues between the service (Storm et al, 2006). After the attack, MI5 made a consecutive decision to make changes to the way they transfer and hold data about individuals associated with terrorist crimes or threats, it was reported that some areas for concern had been unknowingly missed or overlooked. To overcome this and stop it from reoccurring in the future, MI5 have made significant improvements regarding any new information they gain about individuals and how they handle that data (RT et al, 2009). It has been issued that there are constant check-ups with the multi-agency planning to ensure a correct procedure is followed if this incident were to happen again, and that the emergency services on scene know exactly what each person's role is to prevent confusion and delays (JESIP, 2006). Many questions had speculated after the events took place on July 7th, one of these being if the bombings that took place that day could have been prevented. Reports issued explained that even though Security Services had knowledge about two of the individuals who took part in this suicide attack, it is not disclosed whether this attack could have been or couldn't have been prevented. Very little is spoken about surrounding this topic as it is classified as exposing MI5 data if the question were to be answered in depth (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2009).
The events that took place on July 7th in London will never be forgotten by all members of our society. It has been proven that even though the emergency services and secret services did all they could in this time of crisis, things could have been done differently. Findings from various reports expose the lack of coordination and communication on the day of the bombings and the gaps that were missed by higher intelligence. Despite this, much has now been pushed forward to ensure that if an incident such as this were to ever happen in the United Kingdom again, there will be much more preparation and knowledge to establish a clear plan for all services involved.
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