Terrorism and public service responses: Assignment 2
The purpose of this essay is to evaluate the effectiveness of emergency services, partner agencies and counter terrorism measures in the UK.  It is to be answered via assessing their parts played in a terrorist attack perpetrated in the UK, to address the belief that more efforts are needed to reduce the impact of terrorism.
Terrorism is generally considered an emergency or major Incident.  The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 defines this as any event that poses serious threat of damage to human welfare, the environment or security.  The same act categorises the responders to terrorism into two groups.  Category one consists of the core responders including emergency services, local authorities, health bodies and government agencies.  Category two lists the cooperating responders such as utilities, transport and other health bodies and government agencies (Civil Contingencies Secretariat 2004).  The most prominent services used to respond to a terrorist attack are the emergency services including the police, the fire service and the ambulance services.  The police are heavily linked to terrorism, not only do they act once an attack has occurred by disarming a terrorist or arresting a suspect, but they also aim to prevent terrorism.  They aim to identify and halt terrorists prior to them engaging in violent attacks, as well as this it is important that they identify those of which radicalise others or are at risk of being radicalised (College of Policing 2022).  The fire service will respond to terrorism by assisting the injured as well as minimising hazards and working towards regenerating the area as to what it was like before the incident.  The ambulance service seeks to provide care and medical attention to those affected by the attacks and transport individuals to hospitals.
Following 9/11, the UK developed its counter terrorism strategy called CONTEST.  Based around the four Ps, of which are pursue, prevent, protect and prepare.  The strategy relies upon the contributions of a range of government departments and collaborations of UK emergency services (Gregory 2009).  The collaboration of emergency services are evidently successful in Wales, where the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 sets out clear roles for each of the services involved in preparation of an emergency at local level.  However, it is difficult to determine its success here as there has been little terrorist activity in the area (Audit Wales 2022).  The Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP) is a programme introduced in 2012 to improve how the emergency services work together.  Studies assessing the effectiveness of JESIP have been positive highlighting the collaborative efforts from the public services, however, the ideology proposed by JESIP is yet to be fully embedded into UK services (HMIC 2016).  Collaborative efforts from emergency services have led to a range of benefits as they become more effective.  Communication is improved, this not only allows information about hazards and risks to be passes effectively and therefore improving safety, but also allows for the responsibilities of each service to be effectively understood.  The range of resources is also expanded where the services work simultaneously as equipment can be shared.  As well as this, with larger groups of people with different understandings of circumstances, more ideas may be proposed allowing for more effective problem solving (Deputy Assistant Commissioner Operational Resilience & Control 2020).  However, despite the introduction of JESIP, it is argued that lessons identified in previous terrorist attacks are not being learnt.  communication between services is still a cause of concern when responding to terrorist attacks, for example, failures in communication following the Manchester arena attack were responsible for delays in the Fire and Rescue service arriving at the scene.  Another drawback is that research has identified that effective decision making relies upon group characteristics.  Groups that showed more interest in exploring information are more likely to make critical decisions.  This highlights the importance of group composition as an element of emergency response, therefore suggesting that some services are more likely to collaborate effectively than others (Davidson et al 2021).
An example of a terrorist attack that can be used to analyse the responses of public services is the London bombings.  On the 7TH of July 2005, four bombs were detonated in central London, three of which were detonated on the London underground and the fourth on a double decker bus 2 hours later.  An attack linked to al Qaeda and is the largest attack on the UK since World War 2.  7 people were killed at Aldgate station, 6 at Edgware Road, 26 at Kings Cross and 13 at Tavistock Square.  There were over 700 physical injuries and hundreds who faced psychological trauma following the incident (Greater London Authority 2006).  CONTEST was evidently a failure during this attack as the events were neither disrupted nor prevented.  The lack of protection led to the loss of many lives and the impact of the attack was hardly minimised.  The need for JESIP was also made aware following the events of the attack as emergency services showed a lack of cohesion during a distressing time.
At Aldgate, the first call to 999 was made to the British Transport police at 8:51 of which arrived at the scene at 8:55.  At 8:56 the London Fire Brigade were called and within a minute four units were deployed, arriving at 9:00.  Ambulances then arrived by 9:03 and the Metropolitan Police by 9:20 a minute after requested by the British Transport police.  Overall emergency responses to Aldgate were quick and effective, although a miscommunication occurred where the ambulance service was not aware of the fire services assessment of the scene for 11 minutes.  A group of firefighters had refused to enter the tunnel as there was a delay in confirming the electricity had been turned off (BBC News 2010).
At Edgeware Road, the first to arrive at the affected trains were London underground workers, following a loud bang.  The first 999 call was made at 8:58, and at 9:04 the fire brigade arrived at the wrong place.  Ambulances were at the scene by 9:12, but it wasn’t until 9:18 that the fire service arrived.  There were also problems for the emergency services communicating with each other to establish that there had been an explosion, further highlighting the need for JESIP.
As there was no mobile signal and radio communication had been disabled, there were very few calls made to 999 following the explosion at Kings Cross.  The Metropolitan police were first signalled of the explosion by CCTV footage and the fire brigade were made aware by 999 calls reporting smoke.  The first fire engine arrived at 9:13. At 9:04 the first call to 999 was made and 10 minutes later a London Ambulance Service Fast Response Unit arrived.  Responses to Russel Square were evidently slower than the other incidents.  Communication issues caused problems for emergency transport services to establish what had happened to passengers that were emerging from the tunnel at Kings Cross.
At Tavistock Square, the first 999 call was made after one minute of the explosion occurring, by 9:47 the Metropolitan police already had officers at the scene.  The first ambulance arrived by 9:57, although there were numerous medics already at the scene.  This was because the explosion occurred outside the headquarters of the British Medical Association, of which many people had responded from.  There was a 52-minute delay at Tavistock Square from medics (BBC News 2015).  This emphasised the need for greater resources and further emergency training in the ambulance department.
While the responses were generally quick, the bombings highlighted many areas of the public service responses that were in need of improvement.  For example, failures in leadership which led to coordination related problems.  The City of London Police made the decision to restrict cell phone access in order to reduce network traffic and improve first responder access.  However, this caused many responding agencies to be cut off, including the London Ambulance Service, although alternative methods of communication were successfully used (Strom and Eyerman 2008).  In addition to this, police could not use their radios underground, this led to them using runners to pass on information between the tunnels and the ticket halls, despite a training exercise that showed that none of the radio systems used by the police were adequate for underground use in 2003 (Casciani 2011).  As for paramedics, it was evident that there was a lack of equipment used to move those hit by the explosions, resulting in deaths.  Shortages of resuscitation equipment and pain reliefs also caused problems for ambulance workers and firefighters, old oxygen cylinders were unable to be used as no one had the key to turn them on.  This resulted in hostility between the public services (The Times 2010).
The London Ambulance service was a public service heavily involved in response to the attacks.  A service heavily criticised for its failings at such.  As there were numerous explosions occurring at the same time, it was clear that they did not have the capacity to respond to all the events, this was evident in the 52-minute delay in getting ambulances to Tavistock Square, the explosion that took place 2 hours after the others.  Only half of London’s ambulances were available at the time and crews were also controversially held back to respond to further attacks, should they occur.  It is said that within the first five minutes, central ambulance control had multiple messages from the public describing the incident as well as a number of messages from the Metropolitan Police, of which the ambulance service failed to act upon (The Guardian 2011). However, despite the 52 innocent people who had died, 775 injured people had survived.  Many of which may not have without the ambulance services.
As for the London Fire Brigade, their biggest drawback to responding more effectively was their own safety rules, needing conformation that the electrical rail was inactive, despite police officers proving that it was off.  Their communications protocol also led them to await back up while wounded people were seen leaving the tunnel. In addition to this, firefighters lacked the training and first aid equipment to treat the most seriously injured meaning they needed assistance from other services such as the paramedics.  However, some firefighters state that the lack of radio communications didn’t make a difference to them as they got on with what was needed from them without instruction (BBC News 2010).
The polices limitations included communication difficulties as their radios could not be used underground, meaning officers could not pass on information and orders to others, leaving many officers unsure what to do when they could have been providing assistance.  As three police forces became involved, significant cross boundary activity occurred, although most issues were avoided or resolved under operation ‘BENBOW’, commanders were unable to communicate effectively due to a lack of interoperable communications (RUSI 2007).  Whether the police could have prevented the attack is a question of great debate, it was reported that those who had been responsible for creating the bomb had been seen in contact with two of the men who detonated bombs in the attack and creates the question that why weren’t these men stopped if they have been seen before? (Intelligence and Security Committee 2009).  This showed the failure in legislation introduced to prevent attacks as part of CONTEST.  The Terrorism Act, which was passed in 2000, had amendments made in 2005 and 2006 to expand the definition of terrorism and police powers surrounding it, as it was previously unsuccessful (Klausen 2009).  However, officers from the British Transport police had been praised for working tirelessly on the day of the bombings and for the weeks after to ensure safety on the railway, across two special commendation ceremonies, 173 officers were honoured for going the extra mile (British Transport Police).  The events showed that local authorities were in need of support to tackle violent extremism.  In June 2008, the national prevent strategy was launched which provided £6 million to 70 local authorities to engage with communities and work with mosques and educational institutions (Briggs 2010).  
Overall, it is clear to see that issues that hindered the public services response are solvable.  Since the London bombings, there has been new ideas and developments aimed to solve such issues.  In February 2022, the police participated in a national counter terrorism exercise called ‘Forward Defence’.  The scenario given was like that of the London bombings, where a terrorist incident occurred on the London Underground.  It addressed many issues addressed by the Coroner report, such as improving the effectiveness of the fire, police and ambulance services working together, allowing them to be better prepared should a similar incident occur again.  The UK Government also set out a list of improvements immediately after the attack.  The list included emergency service communication networks and underground communications.  As the City of London Police were responsible for asking O2 to provide privileged access around Aldgate, leaving many deprived of access to communications with emergency services.  Improving the networks allows emergency services to be reached despite high demand and network congestion (Jowell and Reid 2006).
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