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Executive Summary
On the 7th of July 2005, the first suicide terrorist attack was carried out in modern Western Europe. Three bombs detonated at 8:50am on separate London Underground trains. One at Aldgate, another at Edgware Road and another at Russell Square. A fourth went off a while after at 9:47am at Tavistock Square on a double-decker bus. The attack is known worldwide for being the deadliest attack since World War II, due to the magnitude of killing 56 people including the bombers and injuring an estimated 700, the number could possibly be higher (House of Commons, 2006).
The following information focuses on the response of the emergency services, as well as other agencies involved in the attacks, as well as the complication they faced. Moreover, strengths of the multi-agencies are discussed. 
All responders faced several challenges during this attack, which mostly resulted from the nature of the attacks being at the same time. There were mixed communications between all agencies which stemmed the struggle, for example a initial report thought that the source of the explosions was down to a train derailment, a body on the tracks or a power surge in the system. Passengers on all targeted trains fled from multiple stations which caused major confusion on how many attacks there were (Strom and Eyerman, 2008). 
The police services responded greatly to the attacks with not a weakness to report on that. However, communications between different attacks did have a timely affect. The London Underground Emergency Unit were outstanding, working with the emergency services to evacuate victims and the charities that set up support hotspots around the scenes were majorly beneficial to the victims in terms of support. 
The threat level for terrorism in UK reduced from severe general to substantial two months prior to the attack (Command of Her Majesty, 2006). 
After the attacks, due to weaknesses that were raised, recommendations were established to review many different aspects of the police and London Underground Emergency Response Unit, to improve ready for future incidents. 














Introduction
The 7/7 London Bombings created a shift in protocols, rules and regulations used today. This was a result of how the emergency services responded to the incident. By examining the responses of first, second, and third responders a conclusion of the effectiveness of their responses and any weaknesses will be explored as well as strengths. It is important to explore The Civil Contingencies Act 2004, as this Act was readily available at the time of the attacks and exploring whether it was beneficial during the attack is key. Additionally, JESIP will be explained as it was not available at the time of the attack and proves how things have changed since. In relation to this, any recommendations made after the attack will be mentioned. 












Main Findings
The Civil Contingencies Act 2004
“An Act to make provision about civil contingencies” (Civil Contingencies Act 2004).
The Civil Contingencies Act aims to deliver a single framework for civil protection in the UK by also working with non-legislative measures. The Act has two parts, part one is local arrangements for civil protection, while part two is emergency powers (Cabinet Office, 2013). 
Part 1:
This part of the Act establishes roles and responsibilities for agencies involved in preparation and response to emergencies at local level. Category 1 agencies are the first to respond, such as emergency services (Cabinet Office, 2013). They are required to risk assess emergency situations before using the information to inform contingency planning, create emergency plans, create business management arrangements, plan to create information about civil protection matters and maintain these arrangements to warn, inform and advise the public in case of an emergency. Moreover, they have a duty to share crucial information with other category 1 agencies to master coordination, as well as working together with the agencies to enhance coordination (Cabinet Office, 2013). 
Category 2 agencies such as the transport companies are labelled as ‘cooperating bodies’. These agencies are less likely to be involved in the planning but will most definitely be involved in incidents that affect their own category. It is for this reason, they do not have as many duties, only to cooperate and share information that is relevant with other category 1 or 2 responders (Cabinet Office, 2013). 
When both categories work together, they form local resilience forums that help to coordinate and cooperate the different responders at local levels (Cabinet Office, 2013).
Part 2:
Part 2 allows creation of temporary legislation such as emergency regulations to overcome serious emergencies (Cabinet Office, 2013). 
All category 1 and 2 responders are aware of the Civil Contingencies Act as it is mentioned within their training and plays a significant role in their duties. Focusing on the police force as a category 1 responder, they will coordinate activities of the other responders at and around the scene of the emergency. The police have a duty of care to civilians, therefore saving and protection life is a priority (HM Government, 2013). However, they must manage the safety of the scene, ensuring it is preserved resulting in the safeguard for evidence leading to enquires and criminal proceedings. Additionally, the police will cordon areas needed to facilitate the work of emergency services and other responding agencies. At an act of a terrorist, the police ensure extra measures are taken to protect the scene such as extra cordons or an evacuation process (HM Government 2013). 
As a category 2 responder, transport providers must respond and recover from an emergency within their sector. It is important that they work closely with the emergency services and local authorities to deliver safety and limit risk imposed on the wider community (HM Government, 2013). 
Charities play a role in providing the help victims need after a major emergency. They offer support to victims, families and friends of victims, anyone who has been affected by an incident. Additionally, they provide emotional support to responders and on-site refreshments in certain circumstances where available (Salvation Army, 2022). 


















JESIP 
JESIP stands for Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles. It was initially introduced as a two-year programme starting in 2012 to improve the ability for the Police, Fire and Ambulance services to work together when responding to major incidents. The emergency services went into joint training instigated by JESIP and provided an outstanding programme with over 10,000 commanders from different emergency services being trained together within a year (JESIP, 2016). 
The Joint Doctrine provided by JESIP is a support document used in training, policies, and procedures with the goal of providing interoperability in models and principles (JESIP, 2021). The document acts as a form of guidance for responders of all categories at or around the scene to establish the right actions when responding to incidents of any scale with multi-agencies. In short, the aim of the document is to provide support and guidance to multi-agencies that work together at incidents to ensure they achieve the main aim of JESIP, which is to work together to save lives and reduce harm (Joint Doctrine, 2021). 







Command Structure
The UKs emergency services use a command structure framework to enable an easier understanding on how to command and control a major incident or disaster. The purpose of the framework is to deliver a strategic, tactical, and operational response to the major incident or disaster without confusion (Future Learn, 2022). 
A Gold Commander has overall control of the agencies’ resources at the incident. They never appear on scene but are in a Gold Command control room where they process a strategy for responding to an incident. However, if Gold Commanders are not co-located, they will be in communication at a constant somewhere. Gold Commanders from all agencies meet on a regular basis to discuss their policies and if any changes should be made (Future Learn, 2022). 
A Silver Commander is a senior member of the agency who appears at the scene of an incident and oversees all possible resources. They have control over how the resources are used to achieve the strategic aims of a Gold Commander, as well as deciding what tactics will be used. All Silver Commanders from different agencies will work together at the scene of an incident and will operate from command vehicles or makeshift command rooms (Future Learn, 2022). 
A Bronze Command is in direct control of their agencies resources at the incident and works alongside their staff. In complex incidents, Bronze Commanders may need to share tasks and responsibilities with one another (Future Learn, 2022). 



7/7 London Bombing Attack Response
The police
The first call to British Transport Police regarding Aldgate was made at 8:51am, approximately one minute after the explosion, with a reported loud bang and dust in the air. A British Transport Police officer arrived at the scene at 8:55am, reporting a building shock with smoke coming from the tunnel with no evidence of structural damage (London Assembly, 2006). Three minutes later, the officer had located the site of the incident in the tunnel between Aldgate and Liverpool Street, however they did not discover any injured passengers. At 9:01am the British Transport Police contacted the London Ambulance Service to attend to an identified 3 or 4 walking wounded (London Assemble 2006). As time went on, they discovered more and more walking wounded. At 9:08am, the British Transport Police declared the scene as a major incident. It was not until 9:19am that the Metropolitan Police Service was requested for assistance, with the first officer on scene at 9:20am (London Assembly, 2006). 
The initial deployment of the police service was rapid, with the British Transport Police quickly establishing that there was an explosion and declaring a major incident all within 25 minutes of the explosion (London Assembly, 2006). 
However, the British Transport Police had not changed their report from train accident to explosion by 9:08am, even though eight minutes earlier the London Fire Brigade had identified an explosion. This shows communication difficulties between emergency services (London Assembly, 2006). 
The first call made to the British Transport Police in regard to Edgware Road was made at 8:58am, with a reported train collusion with the tunnel wall and a person underneath the train. The Metropolitan Police were also called and were on scene by 9:12am, declaring a major incident at 9:32am (London Assembly, 2006). 
It is evident that the response from police services was not great at Edgware Road compared to Aldgate, it was much slower. As the Network Control Centre called the emergency services almost instantly after the explosion, it is not clear as to why it had taken so long for the police services to arrive at the scene (London Assembly, 2006). Moreover, the Metropolitan Police were slow in establishing the scene and communication with other emergency services was not great as they had not reported a major incident until 34 minutes after the explosion. Clearly, the communication between officers on scene and those at control towers was less effective at Edgware Road compared to Aldgate (London Assembly, 2006). 
At the third explosion between King’s Cross and Russell Square, the Metropolitan Police were alerted at 8:56am, with a major incident being declared at 9:15am. It is not evident what time the Metropolitan Police arrived at the scene as they class King’s Cross and Russell Square as the same incident, which in fact it is (London Assembly, 2006). However, the bomb was detonated at the front end of the train heading to Russell Square, with more people being severely injured at that end emergency services attended more severe casualties there than at King’s Cross station (London Assembly, 2006). 
At fourth explosion at Tavistock Square, a Metropolitan Police officer was already on scene. It is not clear as to when the Metropolitan Police declared a major incident. Despite this, it is a positive that there was an officer on scene at the time of the explosion, enabling a clear understanding to be forwarded to alert other emergency services (London Assembly, 2006). 
The police faced issues with communication at the first three explosions due to it being on the underground rail network. At that time, mobile phones did not operate underground, ratio communication had also been disabled therefore nobody on the train could communicate with the outside world without leaving the scene (London Assembly, 2006). This posed a big issue for commanders on the scene and in control rooms as the different forces needed to communicate together (Rusi, 2007). 
Airwave equipment was used to deploy leaky feeders at Russell Square and Kings Cross which provided additional radio communications that worked well. Under a new project post-attack, the rollout of this equipment to emergency services and the London Underground Service was expected to be completed by the end of 2007, to avoid miscommunication issues due to radio failures in any future incidents (JESIP, 2006). 

The London Underground Emergency Response Unit
This unit is a vital element in the case of an emergency response on the tubes. At Russell Square, the London Underground Emergency Response Unit had the task of ensuring the scene is safe for the emergency services and evacuating injured individuals from the first carriage and removing the seriously injured up to ground level (London Assembly, 2006). The unit responded to each scene thoroughly. Moreover, the unit was just as important as the category 1 responders on this occasion as they have specialist equipment for supporting tunnels, dismantling trains, and helping to rescue individuals from damaged trains (London Assembly, 2006). 
The unit was not involved in the Tavistock explosion as it was on land, it was dealt with the agencies relevant to the scene. 

Charities
Once people had heard of the bombings, they rushed to do all they could to help, charities were the main support for this. A centre was set up by organisations such as the British Red Cross and the Salvation Army. This centre was available for those who had been affected by the attack so that they could access anything they needed (Victim Support, 2015). Victim Support offered individuals who had been involved in the attacks and those who had loft loved ones, emotional support and practical information. Workers for Victim Support managed to help victims overcome their fear of using public transport by using coping mechanisms. In short, Victim Support as well as other charities played a vital role in the rehabilitation and support after the attack (Victim Support, 2015).








Conclusion
In conclusion, the police services had done a great job at responding to all four attacks, in terms of arriving on scene and declaring a major incident, despite having communication complications. The London Underground Emergency Response Unit did exactly what was expected of them, working closely with the emergency services to unsure everyone involved in the attacks were getting to safety and were being taken care of. As for the charities, their care and attention went a long way in victims’ rehabilitation and recovery, through physical and emotional support. Importantly, the events of the attacks confirmed the value of the Civil Contingencies Act through its multi-agency planning, training, and supporting guidance. 
However, JESIP was not introduced until 2012, and the actions that took place on the 7th of July 2005 were proof that something needed to be done to ensure that all emergency services, as well as other agencies were aware of how to respond to a major incident like the 7/7 bombings. In consideration that the UK had not had an attack of such magnitude since the World War, apart from miscommunication and response delays, the attack was handled highly professionally and successfully. All agencies involved gave their all to protect and safe lives that day. 






Recommendations 
Recommendations were provided by London Assembly (2006):
1. Emergency Response Units are to obtain Airwave radios once the project CONNECT is complete to prevent communication issues in the future.
2. London Resilience Forum should review the protocol for declaration of a major incident to allow one emergency service to declare it as it would cause less confusion and delay.
3. All emergency responders must establish a command-and-control structure.
4. Transport for London should review their communication system to allow staff/emergency services to communicate with passengers on the trains.
These are few of the recommendations that were presented however the most relevant to the report. In agreement with the recommendations, these are things that should have been in place prior to the attack, however if it was not for the attack these recommendations may not have come forward. 
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