



Executive Summary 
The main purpose of this report is to highlight and pinpoint the key areas where category one and category two responders were successful or unsuccessful, when dealing with the bombings. Alexander et al (2013) stated that this attack put immense strain on London’s emergency services despite previous experience and ongoing training. With The Greater London Authority (2006) stating that this was a multi-site major incident, meaning that emergency services had to work in collaboration while implementing METHANE into their responses. 
As this was a multi-site attack, response times were disorganised, however the co-ordination of services seemed to run effectively, despite services turning up to the wrong site, this was down to communication issues. As communication underground was not possible. 
Introduction 
During 2005, a group of four suicide bombers detonated four improvised explosive devices (IED). Three were discharged on London underground trains within a minute of each other, while the fourth bomb was detonated an hour later on a double decker bus (The Greater London Authority, 2005). As a result of this 52 fatalities were caused, with 775 individuals suffering injuries. According to Eyerman et al (2008) the London train bombings were claimed to be the deadliest bombings since World War II. 
This attack method of IED swiftly led emergency services to instigate use of the ‘three-tier major incident command and control framework’. Suggested by Alexander et al (2013) he tier involves, bronze, silver and gold, which means, operational, tactical and strategic. According to Storm et al (2008) this tier system is used across the United Kingdom for all emergencies, so emergency services and responders know their role and responsibilities at the time. 
As according to Coombs et al (2010) it was found that these suicide bombers had links to the terrorist group Al Qaeda. Which was confirmed by Ray (2018) as it was it was suggested that Al-Qaeda had claimed responsibility for the attack during September of 2005. Gunaratna (2002) claims that Al Qaeda are still a major threat, as they oversee terrorist operations globally. Additionally, Byman (2015) suggested that Al Qaeda aim to establish a global caliphate. 
Civil Contingencies Act [2004]
Stainsby (2012) suggested that the Civil Contingencies Act [2004] applies to the whole of the United Kingdom (UK). It acts as a framework for the way in which emergency services plan and deal with emergencies. According to Stainsby (2012) the act defines an ‘emergency’ in two ways. Firstly, an incident or circumstance that threatens significant harm or damage to the UK. Secondly, a war or act of terrorism which leads to a threat of the UK’s security. Therefore, during this attack the emergency services were required to follow this act during their response. This relates to the services’ response as the act sets out their roles and responsibilities. 
National Risk Register [2020]
The National Risk Register [2020] (NRR) outlines Government assessments of malicious and non-malicious national security risks to the United Kingdom for the next two years (Gov UK, 2020). At the time of this attack threat levels had only just been decreased from severe general to substantial, meaning that this was not expected (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006). This applies to the attack as it indicates the probability of a terrorist attack. 
Services Involved
This terror attack required the collaboration of several agencies and services. Firstly category one responders, which are defined under the Civil Contingencies Act [2004]; also known as blue light services. Emergency services that dealt with this attack include; 
· National Health Service 
· London Ambulance service
· London Metropolitan police
· Fire service
· Local authorities 
Secondly, category two responders under the Civil Contingencies Act [2004] are partner agencies, the ones that dealt with the London Bombings include; 
· Railway Operators 
· Network for London
During this report the focus will surround the fire service and network for London.
Services prior to the attack 
The Greater London Authority (2006) suggested that their committee had been appointed the duty of identifying the successes and failures of the emergency services response to the attack. While they expressed that the emergency services involved were up against colossal pressures, unpredictability and complications. However, the services had been found to be ‘planning, preparing and practising’ for such events prior to the attack. Despite threat levels only being lowered from sever general to substantial by JTAC two months before the attack (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006).  
While looking at the emergency services’ responses it was found by Eyerman et al (2008) that this was London’s most “comprehensive and complex response” to a terror attack. Although, Page et al (2008) found that the London Bombings took place a year after the issuing of the Preparing for Emergencies Booklet. According to Parish (2005), the three bombs that were detonated on the underground trains exploded in less than a minute of each other, causing uncertainty of what was happening. 
This information shows that emergency service responders, specifically category one, had received high level training and planning to be able to deal with events such as this attack. Meaning that their responses to the attack should have been successful. Explained by Eyerman (2008), if planning and communication failed then there would be a unsuccessful response regarding all services involved. 
Response
Co – ordination
As a result of this attack immense co-ordination of all emergency services was needed (Rusi, 2007). According to the Review Committee (2006) the co-ordination of the response was the responsibility of the police. Storm et al (2008) suggested, although all protocol was followed by all emergency services and responders, it was found that communications, leadership and legal difficulties did effect their co-ordination efforts. 
Despite this Eyerman et al (2008) claimed that the emergency services had their command and control systems up and running swiftly. Meaning that all responders knew their roles and responsibilities from the Civil Contingencies Act [2004], and there was no confusion. Supporting this Alexander et al (2013) claimed the London Metropolitan Police started to respond to the attack by placing a full major incident command structure in place, which would now be required to follow the Joint Emergency Service Interoperability Principles (JESIP). Suggested by Rusi (2007) the command and control system used by emergency services includes a tier system of, bronze, silver and gold. 
It was found by Parish (2005) that London’s emergency medical helicopter was implemented in this attack, as it assisted in commuting medical teams to casualty site. As according to Casciani (2011) the London Ambulance Service did not have any free ambulance to transport injured victims to near by hospitals. 
Furthermore, Glasgow et al (2012) suggested that as this was a mass casualty event (MCE) this resulted in a immediate demand and pressure on services. However, according to Fors et al (2011), to be exact, London fire brigade sent out 200 members of staff, followed by 186 vehicles from the ambulance service. This shows that the co-ordination put in place by the police worked well, with also having such a high volume of services workers there.  
Response time
While looking at response times from category one responders, Parish (2005) suggested that there was a delay within the emergency services arriving to the scenes, this was caused as a result of the delay in assembling information from the uncertainty of what was happening. As Sageman (2019) stated that at first the London Metropolitan Police received information that there were bizarre fires breaking out underground. Although, argued by Ray (2018) the response was rapid. Therefore, from the wrong information received this delayed the response time of the police. 
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From the graph presented by Alexander et al (2013) it shows that emergency services took 15 minutes to declare this a major incident. Additionally, it was established that the railway network took 29 minutes after the first explosion to entirely close their railways. 
Firstly, regarding Aldgate where the bomb was detonated at 8:51am, emergency services arrived to the scene at 9:12am. Leaving a window of approximately 21 minutes, where there were casualties stuck underground. This resulted in an inquest as to why they arrived late. In addition, the London Fire Brigade could not enter the tunnels to get to the scene due to safety reasons. As they had not received confirmation that the electrical rails were off suggested by Casciani (2011). This therefore shows that there was a lack of communication between services. 
Secondly, at Edgware Road the fire brigade arrived within 19 minutes, which was relatively rapid. Again, the fire officers were not allowed to enter tunnels due to the risk of a ‘dirty bomb’, this order was given by Divisional Officer, Alan Davies. However, police officers entered even with a CBRN risk according to Casciani (2011). 
The third bomb was detonated between King’s Cross and Russell Square, no fire engines were sent or arrived within the first hour. Stated by Casciani (2011) the first fire brigade team turned up at 9:13am however did not enter the scene until a second team arrived at 9:42am. 
The last bomb was detonated on a double decker bus at Tavistock Square, which was detonated at 9:47am (Gov UK, 2006). However according to Casciani (2011), the London ambulance service had a 52 minute delay of reaching this site. This resulted in 
Sageman (2019) established that at 9:30am the United Kingdom Government held a high level Cabinet Office Briefing Room (COBR) was activated as a response to the attack once the fourth IED confirmed that this was a terrorist attack. 
A category one responder that dealt efficiently and effectively to this attack were the surrounding hospitals, Parish (2005) stated that hospitals were put on alert after the fourth bomb was detonated. It was found that the Royal London Hospital treated 208 injured individuals in just four hours. This information shows that the hospitals responded well to the attack by treating such a high volume of victims in a short amount of time. In agreeance, the London Regional Resilience Forum (2006) stated that hospitals were effective within their response, as it was established that they had made 1,200 beds available in just three hours. 
From this information found regarding services’ response times it is clear that hospitals were prepared and equipped for this situation. Whilst, response times from the London ambulance service and fire brigade could have been improved. As the fire brigade were not allowed to enter any tunnels, which costed the services time. 
Lack of communication 
During this situation, emergency services should have had effective communication throughout, as this is essential for a successful response. Therefore, suggested by the London Regional Resilience Forum (2006), the British Transport Police and London Underground staff did in fact hold effective communication whilst dealing with the attack. Although, Storm et al (2008) claimed that the main issues during responses was communication, as responders experienced problems with their radios. 
According to the London Regional Resilience Forum (2006) a main area where emergency services, especially the police struggled with communication stemmed from the overuse of mobile phones. As the telephone networks were excessively overcrowded. It was found by Rusi (2008) that the police force use mobile phones frequently. Additionally storm et al (2008) suggested, police encountered issues was with the radios from responders underground. According to Casciani (2011) while crews were being dispatched and heading to the bomb sites, messages were not being received by their controllers. Which was due to the radio channels being blocked. Therefore this was a barrier for them, leaving the services in a vulnerable state. As a response to this communication barrier, the police restricted the network access for the responders. Although, despite communication issues the Network Rail kept everything moving above ground, even while facing all of the chaos. 
This indicates that there were lessons to be learned, perhaps this would influence them to create allocated ways of communication for these types of situations. Also, from this it implies that there were leadership problems as the responders above could not work in collaboration with the ones underground. Therefore, causing the co-ordination problems. 
Additionally, information found by (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2006) implies that communication between the Security Service and the police were not the greatest. As two of the suicide bombers had been in the eyes of the Security Service but they deemed them to be not of importance. 
Contest Strategy
According to Gregory (2009), Contest is a counter-terrorism strategy which was built surrounding the four terrorism objectives; prevent, pursue, protect and prepare (HM Government, 2018). This strategy implements the police, intelligence services, Health Protection Agency, UK Border Agency and local governments.
JESIP & METHANE 
Since this attack, HMICFRS (2018) stated that the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was created during 2012. Their aim is to guarantee that all blue light services are educated and trained how to work in collaboration successfully in order to be able to respond to major incidents. As this was introduced in 2012, emergency services did not have this to follow during the attack unfortunately. 
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Figure 2 (Flanagan, J 2014). 
This diagram shows all the JESIP training requirements and all the services it is directed to. 
Suggested by Jones (2018) METHANE is used by category one responders to manage a major incident, often used to build a report to forewarn other services. 
According to Jones (2018) METHANE is a acronym that stands for:
M – Major incident 
E – Exact location
T – Type of incident 
H – Hazards 
A – Access
N – Number of casualties 
E – Emergency services present and required
When evaluating how well the use of ‘METHANE’ was carried out by emergency services during the London bombings. Firstly, it was found by Alexander et al (2013) that it took 15 minutes for the police to declare it a major incident. Secondly the exact location was not clear, as the fire brigade turned up to the wrong location. They were expected to be at King’s Cross Station, where the third IED had exploded. While looking at the ‘hazards’ as according to the Greater London Authority (2006) this was a multi-site major incident, which indicated that there was a substantial risk of more IEDs being detonated.  The access for services to enter the tunnel was very limited. In addition, number of casualties was unknown for a while as access to the tunnels were restricted. 
How were they portrayed in the media
Firstly, from the media source BBC News, Casciani (2011) wrote an article suggesting that while the attack at Tavistock Square happened, the ambulance service had a delay of 52 minutes. While at Edgware Road, two stations out of the eight that were called were not dispatched. There were claims that only a half of London’s Ambulances turned up at the scenes of the attacks, although there were 775 injured individuals.
However despite this, a social media poll created by the BBC two months after the attack showed that the approximately 86 percent of the public were satisfied with how authorities had handled the attack (Coombs, W, T., Holladay, J, S. 2010). Signifying that people of the public were pleased with the services responses overall, despite the delays. 
Conclusion 
The Greater London Authority (2006) did imply that no response to a terror attack will ever be faultless. The London Regional Resilience Forum (2006) implied that although emergency services response was not flawless, the response was still a successful outcome. 
To conclude the services co-ordination was satisfactory as protocols were followed, and their command and control systems were running swiftly with everyone knowing their roles. Additionally, the services response times from all services had room for improvement, especially the fire brigade and ambulance service. As the fire brigade turned up to the wrong location, which therefore put the victims at risk as the hazards were not yet established. Lastly, the services lack of communication did become an issue despite efforts to block access for individuals to reduce traffic. Regarding the police and fire service, there were lessons to be learnt, as they struggled while communicating. Despite all this, public were impressed with how the services responded to the attack, as an online poll showed 86% of the public were pleased. 
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Table 1. The initial sequence of eveats on July Tth 2005 [9]
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